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PREFACE

definite affinity to Plato's eternal Forms. But there is more of Plato
in the Adwventures of Ideas than there is of Whitehead in the
Timaeus. The modern reader is likely to be misled by the con-
stant use of Whitehead's ‘ event ' as equivalent to Plato’s yuyvdpevor.
Moreover, Plato expressly declares that his Forms ‘never enter
into anything else anywhere’ (524)—a cardinal point of differ-
ence between himself and Aristotle. Yet Professor Taylor writes:
‘yéveois . . . is, in fact, the * ingredience of objects into events ",
by which the * passage " of nature is constituted. . . . The famous
Forms . . . are what Whitehead calls “ objects ", and the point
of insistence upon their reality is that Nature is not made up of
the mere succession of events, that the passage of nature is a proc-
ess of “ingredience " of objects into events’ {p. 131). Accord-
ing to Professor Taylor’s main thesis, the philosophy of our dia-
logue belongs to a period which already seemed archaic to Aris-
totle : he regularly speaks of the fifth-century thinkers as ‘ the primi-
tives' (oi dpyaiot). Even if we restore this philosophy to Plato, it
cannot usefully be paraphrased in terms which have first acquired
their technical meaning in our own life-time. It is puzzling to find
the contents of Timaeus’ discourse represented at one moment as
more antique than Plato and at the next as more modern (and
considerably more Christian) than Herbert Spencer. Accord-
ingly, while every student must acknowledge a great debt to Pro-
fessor Taylor's researches, there is still room for a commentary
based on the traditional assumptions and attempting to illustrate
Plato’s thought in the historical setting of Plato’s century.

Friends and colleagues have generously helped me with their
advice on matters in which I needed a judgment more competent
than my own. Sir Thomas Heath, whose masterly works on
Greek mathematics I have constantly consulted and never in vain,
has written long and careful answers to my inquiries. Professor
Onians has allowed me to use freely the proofs of his valuable
book, The Origins of Greek and Roman Thought. 1 am also spe-
cially indebted to Dr. W. H, S. Jones, Professor D. S. Robertson,
Mr. R. P. Winnington-Ingram, and Mr. R. Hackforth.
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INTRODUCTION

THE Timaeus belongs to the latest group of Plato’s works : Sophist
and Statesman, Timaeus and Critias, Philebus, Laws. The whole
group must fall within the last twenty years of his life, which
ended in 347 B.c. at the age of eighty or eighty-one. The Laws
is the only dialogue that is certainly later than the Timaeus and
Critias. It is probable, then, that Plato was nearer seventy than
sixty when he projected the trilogy, Timaeus, Critias, Hermocrates
—the most ambitious design he had ever conceived. Too ambitious,
it would seem ; for he abandoned it when he was less than half-
way through. The Critias breaks off in an unfinished sentence ;
the Hermocrates was never written. Only the Timaeus is complete ;
but its introductory part affords some ground for a conjectural
reconstruction of the whole plan.

The conversation in this dialogue and its sequel is supposed to
take place at Athens on the day of the Panathenaea. We are to
imagine that, on the previous day, Socrates has been discoursing
to Critias, his two guests from Italy and Sicily, Timaeus of Locri
and Hermocrates of Syracuse, and a fourth unnamed person who
is to-day absent through indisposition. The Panathenaic festival
would provide an obvious occasion for the strangers’ presence in
Athens, as it does for the visit of Parmenides and Zeno in another
of the late dialogues.!

The Athenian Critias is an old man, who finds it easier to remem-
ber the long-distant past than what happened yesterday, and
speaks of his boyhood as ‘ very long ago’, when the poems of
Solon could be described as a novelty. He cannot, therefore, be
the Critias who was Plato’s mother’s cousin and one of the
Thirty Tyrants. He must be the grandfather of that Critias
and Plato’s great-grandfather.? He tells us that he was eighty

* Parm. 127D. The comparison is made by Pr. i, 84. That * the festival
of the goddess * (Athena) mentioned at 21a and 26x is the Panathenaea is
clear from the context in both places and would never have been doubted
but for the unfounded notion that Socrates is supposed to have narrated
on the previous day the whole of the Republic, or a substantial part of it,
as it stands in our texts. This will be considered below.

* See Burnet, Gk. Phil. i, 338, and Appendix. Tr., p. 23. Diehl, P.-W.,
Real-Encyel., s.v. Kritias,

I
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INTRODUCTION

years younger than his own grandfather, the Critias who was
Solon’s friend. 1
ocrates, according to Proclus (on _zoA) and !:rlf)dern sc‘th ars,
iﬁ%ﬂawSall_ﬂhg,,dﬁ_feate_d..&hﬁ..A.t.l.lenlan.__s:}spedl_tmnig_dSLcdybgl
Plafo’s childhood (415-413 B.c.). Thucydides (vi, 72) descri ;
him as a man of outstanding,intelligence, conspicuous bravery, an
great military experience. At his first appearance in t.l!e Hlstfry
(iv, 58) he delivers a wise speech at a conference of Sltll:a'n *s.ta;._l s,
advising them to make peace among _themsel\fes and warning tdeli':n
of the danger of Athenian aggression. Evidently at that date
(424 B.C.) he was already a prominer}t_ figure in S1c1!1an pohtu;f..
After the defeat of the Athenian expedition he was banished by the
democratic party. He lost his life in an attempt to remstat? hun}
self by force, probably in 407 B.C. In the present gathenntg:' o
philosophers and statesmen he is pre-eminently, the man pwf'_a_x% ;gn_r_l.
Since the dialogue that was to bear h_ls name was never wrl ﬂené
we can only guess why Plato chose him. It’ is curious to reflec
that, while Critias is to recount how ,g.]f’.. PE@?.L%‘&EQE?&EI}EE‘E --?;--Ilmg
thousand "years ago had repelled the invasion from Atlantis 3a
saved the Mediterranean peoples from slavery, Hermocrates woulh X
remembered by the Athenians as the man who had repulsed t te1§
own greatest effort at imperialist expansion. He had also attenlip e
to reform from within his native city, Syracu‘se, the scene of P ?.to s
own abortive essays towards the recons?ructl_on of ex1st1ng socmty%
There is no evidence for the historic existence of Timaeus o

_Locri. If he did exist, we know nothing whatever about Him

i Socrates’ description of him as a man well-born a:fld nch_,
Eﬁlyc? Ill'g.d held the highel:;t offices at Locri and_ become ‘E-Hin?nlz 11%
_philosophy- (204), and Critias’ remark that 'll‘lmaeus was the bes
-astronomer in the party and had made_ a sp.ec:al‘study of tl_le ng.(tltczllie
of the universe. This is consistent with his being a man in middle
life, contemporary with Hermocrates.! The very fact that a man

- t follow Tr.’s inference from Socrates’ words that ‘ we cannot
ima;-i::nt?i; (Timaeus) to be less than seventy and _he may b;o tc]l:ml(:zsg
older ’ (p. 17). Sir Arthur Eddington and .Prufessor Dirac were bc the g
into chairs of mathematics at Cambridge in or abopt their thl;tle yez}n.
In the fifth century B.c. a man of that age I.mght ea.s:l)«t have rea ]t:verz!::) hﬁ
written in Greek on physics and mathematlcs,l Nor did t_he Gree fﬁs wai by
a man was nearing seventy before electing him to the ?ughest oh ces. ains.
also says (p. 49) that ‘ the youth of Hermocrates e:(‘pla{ns why he reg‘i: o
silent throughout the dialogue. FProclus saw that his silence is mfma anm,:
but did not interpret it correctly.” But ‘Hermocrates does ma eoﬂewd
unimportant contribution to the conversation on the onl}r o]::ce}m:r;d L
him (2oc), a fact on which Pr. comments. He _a.lso s;_)eaks in the intr A
conversation of the Critias (1088) in terms‘whmh, with other pas;s:lfest,nrlr;
it clear that he was to take the leading part in the third dialogue of the gy-
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of such distinction has left not the faintest trace in political or
philosophic history is against his claim to be a real person. The
probability is that Plato invented him because he required a philo-
sopher of the Western school, eminent both in science and states-
manship, and there was no one to fill the part at the imaginary
time of the dialogue. Archytas was of the type required,! a brilliant
mathematician and seven times strategus at Tarentum ; but he
lived too late: Plato first met him about 388 B.c. In the first
century A.D. a treatise On the Soul of the World and Nature was
forged in the name of Timaeus of Locri. It was taken by the
Neoplatonists for a genuine document, whereas it is now seen to
be a mere summary of the Timaeus. In our dialogue, as Wilamo-
witz observes (Platon i, 591},,Jim\ae(;15 speaks dogmatically, but
without any appeal to authority, an we may regard his doctrine
simply as Plato’s own. So in the Sophist Plato speaks through
the mouth of an Eleatic, who is yet not a champion of Parmenides’
system, but holds a theory of Forms unquestionably Platonic.
Plato nowhere says that Timagus is a Pythagorean. He some-
times follows Empedocles, Sometimes_Parmenides ; indeed he
borrows something from every pre-Socratic philosopher of import-
ance, not to mention Plato’s contemporaries. Much of the doctrine
for his spiteful accusation of plagiarism against Plato. When the
treatise ascribed to Timaeus had been forged, it was assumed that
this was the book from which Plato had copied (Pr. i, 1 and 7).2
As a consequence, all the doctrines which the forger had found in
the Timaeus itself were supposed to be of Pythagorean origin. The
testimony of later commentators is vitiated by this false assumption.
There is no ground for any conjecture as to the identity of the
fourth person, who is absent. The only sensible remark recorded
by Proclus is the observation of Atticus that he is presumably
another visitor from Italy or Sicily, since Socrates asks Timaeus
for news of him (Pr. i, 20). Plato may have wished to keep open
the possibility of extending his trilogy to a fourth dialogue and
held this unnamed person in reserve.3 Socrates proposes that the
three who are present (not Timaeus alone) shall undertake the
whole task which the four were to have shared. He first recapitu-
lates his own discourse of the previous day. Socrates, we are told,
had been describing the institutions of a city on the lines of the
Republic. He had ended by expressing his wish to see this city
transferred from the plane of theory to temporal fact. He now

-is no doubt Pythagorean ; and this gave the satirist Timon a handle

1 As Frank observes, Plato und d. sog. Pythagoreer, 129,
? For the history of this document, see Tr., P- 39.
3 So Ritter, N. Unt., 181.
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INTRODUCTION

ives a summary of his own discourse, in response to Timaeus
fle‘c;fﬁt to be reminded of the task to be performed by himself and
his friends. Later (2oc) it appears that such a reminder was really
unnecessary, since the three have talked over the task required of
them and have come prepared with a plan for its fulfilment. The
summary is, in fact, entirely for the sake of 1qfommg the .reader
of Plato’s design to identify the citizens of the ideal state with the
prehistoric Athenians of Critias’ romance. .
frzrtn “ancient times to the present day many false inferences
and theories have been founded on the situatu?n imagined by Plato,
in spite of his own clear indication conveyed in t'he statfeme:nt that
the summary actually given is complete : nothing of importance
has been omitted (194, B). Plato could not have stated more plainly
that Socrates is not to be supposed to have narrated the whole
conversation in the Republic as we have it. It follows at once
that he did not intend the Republic to stand.as the first dialogue
in his new series.! If he had, no recapit_ulatlop would 1_1ave been
needed ; the stage should have been set in an introduction to the
Republic itself. But some scholars have seen evidence here for an
original edition of the Republic, containing only the partf; sum-
marised. Such speculations are baseless. The summary is con-
fined to the external institutions of the state outlined in Republic i,
-369-v, 471. It is impossible to imagine an edition of the dialogue
omitting the whole of the analogy between the structure of the
soul and that of the state, the analysis of the individual soul into
three parts, and the discussion of the virtues of 'the‘ individual and
of the state ; nor could the omission of these topics in the summary
be called a matter of no importance. The simple and natural
conclusion was drawn long ago by Hirzel.2 No doubt I—_‘lato was
thinking of the contents of that part of the Republic and intending
his readers to recall them ; but he was not t.he slave o_f hl.s.o_wn
fictions. There was nothing to prevent him from imagining
Socrates describing his ideal state on more .tha:n one occasion.
He tells us here that Socrates has outlined its institutions, and
nothing more, on the previous day. That day, moreover, was not
the day after the feast of Bendis (Thargelion 19 or 20), when the
conversation with Glaucon and Adeimantus at the house of Cepha_1u§
took place, though nothing would have been easier Ehan to mention
that date if Plato had meant to identify Socrates’ discourse with

1 ., for example, imagined (i, 8). In consequence, he and other
criti‘:: vfel;é puzzled hl:;w to :i‘plain(why the chnbfs'c was to precede the
Timaeus, and not follow it, as it obviously should (i, zoo ff.). Rl

* Der Dialog. (1895), i, 257.- So Ritter, N. Uni. 177, and Friedlinder,
Plat. Schr. 600. Cf. also Rivaud, Timée, p. 19.
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the narration of the Republic. The present occasion is * the festival
of Athena ’,! and one to which the projected discourse of Critias is
appropriate. As Proclus remarks (i, 172), the Panathenaic dis-
courses regularly celebrated the Athenian victories by land and
sea in the Persian Wars, while Critias celebrates Athens by recount-
ing her victory over the invaders from Atlantis. Proclus himself
had no doubt that the Lesser Panathenaea was meant ; he knew
no more than that this festival ‘ came after’ the Bendidea and
thought it took place ‘ about the same time ’ (i, 84-5), whereas he
knew that the Greater Panathenaea fell in Hecatombaeon (i, 26).
Neither festival, in fact, came within two months of the Bendidea.
Plato probably intended the Greater Panathenaea. There is no
other indication of the dramatic date: and it is unlikely that
Plato had troubled himself about the question whether there was
any such occasion on which Hermocrates could have visited Athens.
The date is of no importance. In his earliest dialogues Plato was
concerned to give the Athenians a true impression of Socrates’
character and activity, and he was at great pains to recreate the
atmosphere of the times. _That interest was long past. In the
latest group there was no motive to keep up the illusion that the
conversations had really taken place. From all this it follows that
the dramatic date and setting of the Republic have no bearing
whatever on the dramatic date of the Timaeus trilogy. Also no
ground remains for any inference that Plato meant the contents of
the later books of the Republic to be superseded or corrected by the
Timaeus.

The design of the present trilogy is thus completely independent
of the Republic. What was that design ? The political question
answered in the Republic had been : What is the least change in
existing society necessary to cure the evils afflicting mankind ?
Plato had imagined a reformed Greek city-state with institutions
based, as he claimed, on the unalterable characteristics of human
nature. It appeared to be just within the bounds of possible
realisation. Referring to hopes founded on Dion or on the younger
Dionysius, he had said that his state might see the light of day,
if some prince could be found endowed with the philosophic nature,
and if that nature could escape corruption. But towards the end
of the Republic Plato seems less hopeful, and the state recedes as
a pattern laid up in heaven, by which the merits and defects of all
existing constitutions might be measured and appraised. More-
over, since that dialogue was written, Plato’s Sicilian adventures

1214, & 7 mavpydpe (the word implies an important festival) ; 26g, Lyl

mapodoy tis feod Guolg. There was no such festival on Thargelion 21. The
Plynteria came five days later.
5




INTRODUCTION

had ended in disappointment. Accordingly, the discourse re-
capitulated at the opening of the Timaeus covers only the outline
of the state given in the earlier books of the Republic, ignoring all
the later books, which had started from the question how it might
be realised in the future and sketched its possible decline through
lower forms of polity. The new trﬂogy is to transfer this state to
the plane of actual existence, not in the future, but in the remote
past, as the Athens of nine thousand years ago. This is the subject
‘of the Critias, introduced at once as the central theme of the whole.

By way of preface, Timaeus is to recount his myth of creation,
ending with the birth of mankind. The whole movement starts
from the ideal world of the Demiurge and the eternal Forms,
descending thence to the frame of the visible universe and the
nature of man, whose further fortunes Critias will ‘take over’
for his story. Looking deeper, we see that the chief purpose of
the cosmological introduction is to link the morality externalised
in the ideal society to the whole organisation of the world.* The
Republic had dwelt on the structural analogy between the state
and the individual soul. _Now Plato intends to base his conception
of human life, both for the individual and for somety, on the inex-
_pugnabTe foundation of the order of the universe. . The parallel

: oLrnacrocosm and microcosm runs through the whole discotrse.
"True morality is"Tot a product of human evolution, still less the
arbitrary enactment of human wills. It is an order and harmony
of the soul; and the soul itself is a counterpart, in miniature, of
the soul of the world, which has an everlasting order and harmony
of its own, instituted by reason. This order was revealed to every
soul before its birth (41E); and it is revealed now in the visible
architecture of the heavens. That human morality is so based on
the cosmic order had been implied, here or there, in earlier works ;
but the Timaeus will add something more like a demonstration,
although in mythical form.

In the next dialogue Critias will repeat the legend learnt by Solon
from an Egyptian priest : how primitive Athens (now to be iden-
tified with Socrates’ ideal state) had defeated the invaders from
Atlantis. In the very hour when freedom and civilisation were
saved for the mediterranean world, the victorious Athenians had
themselves been overwhelmed by flood and earthquake. Atlantis
also sank beneath the sea and vanished. What was to follow ?
The story was not to end with the cataclysm of the Critias; and
the Egyptian priest, discoursing at some length to Solon on these
periodic catastrophes in which all but a small remnant of mankind
perishes, has explained how the seeds of a new civilisation are

1 Cf. Fraccaroli, p. 13.
6
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preserved either on the mountains or in the river valleys, according
as the destruction is by flood or fire. When it is by flood, as at
the end of Critias’ story, the cities on the plains are overwhelmed ;
only the mountain shepherds survive, and all culture is lost. Taking
up the story at this point, what could Hermocrates do, if not
describe the re-emergence of culture in the Greece of prehistoric
and historic times ? If so, the projected contents of the unwritten
_dialogue are to be found in the third and subsequent books of the
_Laws. There, after some preliminary ramblings about music and
wine in Books i and ii, the Athenian settles down to business at
the opening of Book iii with the question : ‘What-is-the.origin of

_society and government ? In the immensity of past time myriads

of states Wave arisen and perished, reproducing again and again
the same types of constitution. How do they arise ? Mankind
has often been almost destroyed by flood, plagues, and many other
causes ; only a small remnant is left. Imagine one such destruc-
tion—the Deluge. The herdsmen on the mountain-tops alone
survived, while the cities on the plains or near the sea were over-
whelmed. All arts and inventions perished ; all statecraft was
forgotten. Here is exactly the situation with which the Critias
was to end, described in language very like that of the Egyptian
priest. The Laws continues the story. After the deluge came a
very long and slow advance towards the present state of things.
Before the metals were rediscovered there was an idyllic phase of
society, resembling descriptions of the Golden Age, under the rule
of patriarchal custom. Next came the beginnings of agriculture
and the formation of more permanent settlements. The coalescence
of various tribes led to the growth of aristocracies, or perhaps
monarchies, with kings and magistrates. A third stage saw the
blending of different types of constitution. Mankind, forgetting
the dangers of flood, ventured down from the hills. Cities like
Homer’s Troy were built once more on the plains. (Here we reach
what was for the Greeks the dawn of history.) Then followed the
Trojan War; and the troubles consequent upon the warriors’
homecoming led to the migrations. Finally we reach the settle-
ment of Crete and Lacedaemon. The Athenian recommends a
study of this succession of social forms, to discover what laws
preserve a city or tend to ruin it. The history of the Dorian states
suggests that government should be a mixture of monarchy and
democracy. It is then proposed to apply this principle by framing
laws for a new colony. Book iv opens with the choice of a site,
and the rest of the treatise outlines the institutions.

Since all this fits on exactly to the end planned for the Critias,
it may well have been Plato’s original purpose to use in the Her-

7




INTRODUCTION

mocrates the material he had been collecting from a study of the
laws of Greek states. The whole trilogy would then have covered
_the story-of-the.world_from creation, through prehistoric-legend
-and.all historic time, to a fresh project for future reform. But
Plato was getting old. The composition of the C7itias seems to
have been interrupted ; it stops in an unfinished sentence. After
the interruption Plato might well feel that he could not complete
all this elaborate romance about the invasion from Atlantis before
starting upon the subject nearest his heart, which now fills ten
books of the Laws.! There was, in fact, by this time far too much
material for a continuation of the T'imaeus trilogy, even with the
assistance of the unnamed absentee. So he abandoned the Critias,
and wrote the Laws in place of the Hermocrates.®

11In the same way (si parva licet) Mr. H. G. Wells has, with advancing
years, grown impatient of the Utopian romance and taken to expressing his
hopes and fears for the future through ever thinner disguises, ending with
autobiography.

2 For the conjecture here elaborated see Raeder, 379.

THE TIMAEUS

17A—27B. INTRODUCTORY CONVERSATION

AN account of the persons who take part in the conversation
prefacing the discourse of Timaeus has already been given in the
Introduction (pp. 1-3). We may proceed at once to the text.

SocrATES. TmMAEUus. HERMOCRATES. CRITIAS

17A. SOCRATES. One, two, three—but where, my dear Timaeus,
is the fourth of those guests of yesterday who were to
entertain me to-day ?
TmMaEvus. He suddenly felt unwell, Socrates ; he would not
have failed to join our company if he could have helped it.
Socr. Then it will fall to you and your companions to
supply the part of our absent friend as well as your own.
Tmv. By all means; we will not fail to do the best we
can. Yesterday you entertained us with the hospitality due
to strangers, and it would not be fair if the rest of us were
backward in offering you a feast in return.
Socr. Well, then, do you remember the task I set you—
all the matters you were to discourse upon ?
TiM. We can remember some ; and you are here to remind
us of any that we may have forgotten. Or rather, if it is
not too much trouble, will you recapitulate them briefly
from the beginning, to fix them more firmly in our minds ?
Socr. I will. Yesterday the chief subject of my own dis-
course was what, as it seemed to me, would be the best

form of society and the sort of men who would .compose.it. he 4

“TiM. Yes, Socrates, and we all found the society you
described very much to our mind.

Socr. We began, did we not ? by separating off the farmers
and all the other craftsmen from the class that was to fight
in defence of the city ?

Tmv. Yes.

Socr. And when we assigned only one occupation to each
man, one craft for which he was naturally fitted, these, we
said, who were to fight on behalf of all, must be nothing else

9
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but guardians of the city against the assault of any that
would injure her, whether from within or from without,
dealing justice to their subjects mildly, as to natural friends,
and showing a stern face to those enemies who meet them
in battle.

TmM. Quite true.

Socr. There was, in fact, a certain temperament that we
said a guardian should have, at once spirited and philosophic
to an exceptional degree, enabling them to show a right
measure of mildness or sternness to friend or foe.

Tmm. Yes.

Socr. "And for their education, they were to be trained in
gymnastic and music and in all the studies suitable for them.
Tm. Certainly. :

Socr. And the men so trained, we said, were never to regard
gold or silver or anything else as their private possessions.
Rather, as a garrison drawing from those whom they protect
so much pay for their services as would reasonably suffice
men of a temperate life, they were to share all expense and
lead a common life together, in the constant exercise of
manly qualities and relieved from all other occupations.
TiM. So it was provided.

SocR. And then we spoke of women. We remarked that
their natures should be formed to the same harmonious blend
of qualities as those of men ;1 and they should all be given
a share in men’s employments of every sort, in war as well
as in their general mode of life.

TiM. That too was prescribed.

Socr. And then there was the procreation of children. Here,
perhaps, the novelty of our regulations makes them easy to
remember. We laid down that they should all have their
marriages and children in common. They were to contrive
that no one of them should ever recognise his own offspring,
but each should look upon all as one family, treating as
brothers and sisters all who fell within appropriate limits of
age, and as parents and grandparents, or as children and
grandchildren, those who fell above or below those limits.
Tmm. Yes; that, as you say, is easy to remember.

Socr. Then, in order that they might have the best possible
natural dispositions from birth, we said, you remember, that
the magistrates of both sexes must make secret arrangements

! ouvappooréov refers to the proper blend of spirited and philosophic
elements mentioned above, which exist in women as in men (Rep. 456a).
For owappdrrew cf. Rep. 443D.

I0
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for the contraction of marriages by a certain method of draw-
ing lots, which would apportion both to the better men and
to the worse partners like themselves and yet not lead to any
ill-feeling, because they would imagine the allotment to be
the result of chance.

Tmi. I remember that.

Socr. And further, the children of the better sort were to
be educated, while those of the worse should be secretly
dispersed through the rest of the community. The rulers
were to keep the children under observation as they grew up,
and from time to time take back again those who were found
worthy, while the undeserving ones in their own ranks should
take the places of the promoted.

Tiv. Just so.

Socr. Well, then, my dear Timaeus, have we now passed
in review all the main points of yesterday’s conversation ; or
is there anything that we feel has been left out?

Tma. No, Socrates; you have exactly descnbed what was
said. e

As I have argued in the Introduction, we are evidently not to
imagine that Socrates has, on the previous day, narrated the whole
conversation in the Republic or any part of it. There is, in fact,
no part of the Republic of which it could be said that ‘ all the main
points ’ were covered by the above summary. Socrates now comes
to the instructions he is supposed to have given on the previous
day. He wishes the other three to draw a picture of his ideal
State in actual existence. With his usual modesty, he represents
this task as beyond his own powers. He had never been a man
of action or taken part in politics.

19B.

D.

Socr. I may now go on to tell you how I feel about the
soc:lety we haveudescnbed " T feel tather like a man who

“has been lookmg at some noble creatures in a pal.ntl.ng, or

perhaps at real animals, al alive but_motionless, and conceives
_a desire to watch them ir in mot1on and actlvely exercising
“the powers promised by their form. That is just what I

feel about the city we have described : T should like to hear

an account of her puttmg forth her strength in such contests
as a city will engage in against others, going to war in a
manner worthy of her, and in that war achieving results
befitting her training and education, both in feats of arms
and in negotiation with various other states.
Now here, Critias and Hermocrates, my judgment upon
II
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19p. myself is that to celebrate our city and its citizens as they
deserve would be beyond my powers. My incapacity is not
surprising ; but I have formed the same judgment about
the poets of the past and of to-day. Not that I have a low
opinion of poets in general ; but anyone can see that an
imitator, of whatever sort, will reproduce best and most
easily the surroundings in which he has been brought up ;

E. what lies outside that range is even harder to reproduce
successfully in discourse than it is in action. The sophists,
again, I have always thought, have had plenty of practice in
making fine speeches on other subjects of all sorts ; but with
their habit of wandering from city to city and having no
settled home of their own, I am afraid they would hardly

hit upon * what men who are both ﬂlj@sophers and statesmen
would do and say in times of war, in the conduct 6f acFial
fighting or of negotiation. There remain only people of your
condition, equipped by temperament and education for

20.  both philosophy and statesmanship. _Timaeus, for instance,
. belongs to an admirably governed State, the Italian Locri,?
“where he is séconid t6 none in birth and substance, and has
not only enjoyed the highest offices and distinctions his
country could offer, but has also, I believe, reached the highest
eminence in_ philosophy. _Critias, again, is well known to

ey

all of us at Athens as no novice in any of the subjects we are

discussing ; and that Hermocrates is fully qualified in all
such matters by natural gifts and education, we may trust
B. the assurance of many witnesses.3 Accordingly this was in

1

doroxov. This unusual word recalls the description of rhetoric in the
Gorgias 463A as a branch of Parasitism—' a profession which is not of the
nature of an art, but demands a shrewd and virile spirit (Yuxfs oroxaorucis
xal dvlpelas) with a native cleverness in human relations’, Plato there
seems to have echoed Isocrates’ eulogy of rhetoric as demanding ‘a wvirile
and imaginative spirit’ (Yuyis dvBpikiis xal dofaoTuchls, x. ogog. 17), mali-
ciously substituting oroyaorucs. In the Euthydemus (305¢c) Isocrates is
evidently aimed at as one who is ‘ on the borderline’ between philosophy
and statesmanship and fails to make the best of either.

* The constitution of Locri was attributed to Zaleucus (Ar., Pol. 12744, 22).
At Laws 6388 the Athenian says that the Locrians are reputed to have the
best laws of any western state. If Timaeus never existed, this would account
for Plato’s choice of Locri for his native place.

* At z0a, 8 read elvas radra ixaviy F Y, Pr., to avoid hiatus with ixaiy.
So Blass (A#. Bered. ii, 458), who reckons hardly more than 50 cases of
‘illegitimate * hiatus in the Timaeus, some of which can be removed by
adopting other MS. readings, as, for example, here and at 2 34, 2 and 384, 4.
The rest, he thinks, should be regarded with suspicion, and some can be
easily removed by conjecture, e.g. mdvra for dmavra 78¢, 1. According to
Raeder’s figures, the instances of illegitimate hiatus in Lysis, Apol., Gorg.,
I2
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208. my mind yesterday when I was so ready to grant your request
for a discourse on the constitution of society : I knew tha!:,
if you would consent to supply the sequel, no one could do it
better ; you could describe this city engaged in a war wqrt_hy
of her and acting up to our expectations, as no other living
persons could. So, after fulfilling my part, I set you, in my
turn, the task of which I am now reminding you. You agreed
to consult among yourselves and to requite my hos_pltallty
to-day. So here I am in full dress for the entertainment,

which I am most eager to receive.
HERMOCRATES. Indeed, Socrates, as Timaeus said, we shall
not fail to do our best, and we have no excuse for refusing.
Yesterday, as soon as we had reached Critias’ guest-.chamber,
where we are staying, and even while we were still on t_he
way there, we were considering this very matter. lelt_las
then produced a story which he had heard long ago. Critias,
will you repeat it now to Socrates, and he shall help us to
judge whether or not it will answer the purpose of the task
he is laying on us? _
Critias. It shall be done, if our remaining partner, Timaeus,
approves.
Tim. Certainly I approve. ;
Crit. Listen then, Socrates, to a story which, though
strange, is entirely true, as Solon, wisest of the Seven, once
E. afirmed. He was a relative and close friend of Dropides,
my great-grandfather, as he says himself s:e*_.?era.l times in his
poems ; and he told my grandfather Critias (according to
the story the old man used to repeat to us) that there were
great and admirable exploits performed by our own city
long ago, which have been forgotten through lapse of time
and the destruction of human life.! Greatest of all was one
which it will now suit our purpose to recall, and so at once
pay our debt of gratitude to you and celebrate the goddess,
on her festival, with a true and merited hymn of praise.
Socr. Good. But what was this ancient exploit that your
grandfather described on Solon’s authority as unrecorded and
yet really performed by our city ?
ic range between and page of the Didot edition.
iﬁase:;:"ﬁ:f:b ;::Ht. tEe figures dl‘(a‘); to o-‘ésagflr 04, and the ‘lf‘im_ams shows
only a slightly higher figure, 1-1. There is a slight further rise in Philebus
" 1“?]1:”:l 31: :.lal;:oés gl‘mplete destructions of mankind outside Egypt by flood
or fire, the $flopal dvipdimwr of 22c and Laws 6774, one of which overwhelmed
the actors in this exploit (¢fopd rdv épyacapdvaw, 21D). Both Plato and
Aristotle believed that such catastrophes occur.
13
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Crrr. T will tell you the story I heard as an old tale ! from
a man who was himself far from young. At that time,
indeed, Critias, by his own account, was close upon ninety,
and I was, perhaps, ten years old. We were keeping the
Apaturia ; it was the Children’s Day.2 For us boys there
were the usual ceremonies : our fathers offered us prizes for
reciting. Many poems by different authors were repeated,
and not a few of us children sang Solon’s verses, which were
a novelty in those days. One of the clansmen said—either
because he really thought so or to please Critias—that he
considered Solon to have shown himself not only extremely
wise but, in his writings, the most free-spirited of poets.
The old man—how well I remember it —was much pleased
and said with a smile :

‘Yes, Amynander; if only he had taken his poetry
seriously like others, instead of treating it as a pastime, and
if he had finished the story he brought home from Egypt
and had not been forced to lay it aside by the factions and
other troubles he found here on his return, I believe no other
poet—not Homer or Hesiod—would have been more famous
than he.’

‘And what was the story, Critias ? ° Amynander asked.

‘It was about the greatest achievement ever performed
by our city—one that deserved to be the most renowned of

all, but through lapse of time and the destruction of the
actors, the story has not lasted down to our time.’

‘ Tell it from the beginning ’, said Amynander. ‘ How and
from whom did Solon hear this tale which he reported as
being true ? ’

‘at the apex of the Delta, where
the stream Sf the Nile dlvldes there is a province called the
Saitic. The chief city of this province is Sais, from which
came King Amasis. The goddess who presides over their
city is called in Egyptian Neith, in Greek, by their account,
Athena ; they are very friendly to Athens and claim a certain
kinship with our countrymen. Solon said that, when he
travelled thither, he was received with much honour ; and
further that, when he inquired about ancient times from the

INTRODUCTORY CONVERSATION

to talk about ancient times, he set about telling them the
most venerable of our legends, about Phoroneus the reputed
first man and Niobe, and the story how Deucalion and Pyrrha
survived the deluge. He traced the pedigree of their des-
cendants, and tried, by reckoning the generations, to compute
how many years had passed since those events.

& Ah, Solon, Solon,” said one of the priests, a very old
man, ““ you Greeks are always children ; _in Greece there is

no such thing as an old man.’
e, WEZFE&gyou mean 7" "Solon asked.

“ You are all young in your minds,”
hold no store of old belief based on long tradition, no know-
ledge hoary with age. The reason is this. ~There have
been, and will be hereafter, many and divers destructions
of mankind, the greatest by fire and water, though other
lesser ones are due to countless other causes. Thus the story
current also in your part of the world, that Phaethon, child
of the Sun, once harnessed his father’s chariot but could not
guide it on his father’s course and so burnt up everything
on the face of the earth and was himself consumed by the
thunderbolt—this legend has the air of a fable; but the

p. _truth.behind it is a deviation of the bodies that revolve in

heaven round the earth and a destruction, occurring at long
intervals, of things on earth by a great conflagration. At
such times all who live on mountains and in high regions

- where it is dry perish more completely than dwellers by the

rivers or the sea. We have _the Nile, who preserves us in so
many ways and in particular saves us from this affliction
when he is set free.! On the other hand, when the gods
cleanse the earth with a flood of waters, the herdsmen and
shepherds in the mountains are saved, while the inhabitants
of cities in your part of the world are swept by the rivers
into the sea. But in this country the water does not fall
from above upon the fields either then or at other times ; its
way is always to rise up over them from below. It is for

priests who knew most of such matters, he discovered that 23. "inordinate cold or heat does not forbid it mankind exists at all
_neither he nor any other Greek had any knowledge of anti-

quity wor'fﬁ speaking of.__Once, wishing to léad them on 1 The question from what, and by what, the Nile is ‘ set free ’ is discussed
in the Appendix (p. 365).

1 ﬂa).fu.ov, u?, the story was already old when Cphas lj.ea.rd it from Solon ; 2 Myerar, cf. Aeydpevov 21A, 5. Not ‘are said to be’: the Egyptian
and Critias himself was very old when he told it to his grandson. traditions are the oldest, because, although mankind is not completely

? The day on which children were inscribed on the register of the clan. destroyed anywhere, no records are kept elsewhere by the unlettered survivors

14 of floods and conflagrations. r
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23. timesinlarger or smaller numbers._Any great or noble achieve-
ment or otherwise exceptional event that has come to pass,
either in your parts or here or in any place of which we have
tidings, has been written down for ages past. in records that
_are preserved in our temples; whereas with you and other
peoples again and again life has only lately been enriched
with letters and all the other necessaries of civilisation when
once more, after the usual period of years, the torrents from
heaven sweep down like a pestilence leaving only the rude
and unlettered among you. And so you start again like
children, knowing nothing of what existed in ancient times
here or in your own country. For instance, these genealogies
of your countrymen, Solon, that you were reciting just now,
are little better than nursery tales. To begin with, your
people remember only one deluge, though there were many
earlier ; and moreover you do not know that the bravest
and noblest race in the world once lived in your country.
From a small remnant of their seed you and all your fellow-
citizens are derived ; but you know nothing of it because
the survivors for many generations died leaving no word
in writing. Once, Solon, before the greatest of all destruc-
tions by water, what is now the city of the Athenians was
the most valiant in war and in"all respects the best governed
beyond comparison : her exploits and her government are said
to have been the noblest under heaven of which report has
come to our ears.”

On hearing this, Solon was astonished and eagerly begged
the priests to tell him from beginning to end all about those
ancient citizens.

“ Willingly,”” answered the priest; ‘I will tell you for
your own sake and for your city’s, and above all for honour
of the goddess, patroness of our city and of yours, who has
fostered both and instructed them in arts. Yours she
founded first by a thousand years, from the time when she
took over the seed of your people from Earth and Hephaestus ;
ours only in later time; and the age of our institutions is
given in the sacred records as eight thousand years. Accord-
ingly those fellow-countrymen of yours lived nine thousand
years ago; and I will shortly describe their laws and the
noblest exploit they performed; we will go through the

24. whole story in detail another time at our leisure, with the
records before us,

1 Read dxoyr (AY, Pr.), with Blass and A.-H., to avoid hiatus. See note
on 2oA.
16
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24. “ Consider their laws in comparison with ours; you will
find here to-day .many parallels illustrating your own
institutions in those days. irst, there is the separation of
the priesthood from the other classes; Text the class of
craftsmen—you will find that each kind keeps to its own

“craft without infringing on another; shepherds, hunters,
B. farmers.! The soldiers, moreover, as you have no doubt
noticed, are here distinct from all other classes; they are
forbidden by law to concern themselves with anything but
war. Besides, the fashion of their equipment is with spear
and shield, arms which we were the first people in Asia to
bear, for the goddess taught us, as she had taught you first
in your part of the world. Again, in the matter of wisdom,
you see what great care the law has bestowed upon'T

7 from the very beginning, both as concerns the order of the

*lc. world, deriving from those divine.things the discovery of

all arts applied to human affairs, down to the practice of

divination and medicine with a view to health, and acquiring
all the other branches of learning connected therewith.2 All
this order and system the goddess had bestowed upon you
earlier when she founded your society, choosing the place
in which you were born because she saw that the well-
tempered climate would bear a crop of men of high intelli-

gence. Being alover of war and of wisdom, the goddess chose
D. out the region that would bear men most closely resembling
herself and there made her first settlement. And so you dwelt
there with institutions such as I have mentioned and even
better, surpassing all mankind in every excellence, as might

be looked for in men born of gods and nurtured by them.
“ Many great exploits of your city are here recorded

1 Isocrates’ Busiris (certainly earlier in date than the Timaeus) mentions
the Egyptian caste system, and is itself based on Herod. ii, 164-8. But it
is not unlikely that Plato himself had visited Egypt.

* A.-H. suspects the soundness of the text here. The general sense seems
to be that the Egyptians base all the arts applied to human life on-the study
of the heavens (for dmava dveupdv meaning the invention of arts, cf. Xeno-
phanes frag. 18 ofroi dn’ dpyijs mdvra feol Oprole’ dmédeafar, dAa xpivw {nroivres
édevploxovary duewov). Plato’s language recalls Isocrates, Busiris 21:
Busiris is rfis wepi v ¢pdvmow émpuelelas airios. The leisure he provided for
the priests enabled them to discover the art of medicine and to practise
philosophy. The younger priests study astronomy, calculation, and geometry
(perhaps the pafijuara Plato mentions in the last clause). According to
Diod. i, 82, 3 Egyptian physicians were bound to follow the treatment laid
down by ancient physicians in sacred books, and condemned to death for
departing from it. Aristotle (Pol. iii, 12864, 13) says that they were allowed
to alter the treatment after the fourth day.
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for the admiration of all; but one surpasses the rest in
greatness and valour. The records tell how great a power
your city once brought to an end when it insolently advanced
against all Europe and Asia, starting from the Atlantic ocean
outside. For in those days that ocean could be crossed,
since there was an island ! in it in front of the strait which
your countrymen tell me you call the Pillars of Heracles.
The island was larger than Libya and Asia put together;
and from it the voyagers of those days could reach the other
islands, and from these islands the whole of the opposite
continent bounding that ocean which truly deserves the name.
For all these parts that lie within the strait I speak of,Aseem
to be a bay with a narrow entrance ; that outer sea is the
real ocean, and the land which entirely surrounds it really
deserves the name of continent in the proper sense.? bNow
on this Atlantic island there had grown up an cxt;aordmary
power under kings who ruled not only the whole island but
many of the ofﬁge; islands and parts of the continent ; and
besides that, within the straits, they were lords of leya
so far as to Egypt, and of Europe to the borders of Tyrrhenia.
All this power, gathered into one, attempted at one swoop
to enslave your country and ours and all the region w1t}_un
the strait. Then it was, Solon, that the power of your city
was made manifest to all mankind in its valour and strength.
She was foremost of all in courage and in the arts of war,
and first as the leader of Hellas, then forced by the defection
of the rest to stand alone, she faced the last extreme of
danger, vanquished the invaders, and set up her trophy ;
the peoples not yet enslaved she preserved from slavery,
and all the rest of us who dwell within the bounds set by
Heracles she freed with ungrudging hand. _Afterwards there
was a time of inordinate earthquakes and floods ; there came
one terrible day and night, in which all your men of war
were swallowed bodily by the earth, and the island A_iila_ntls
also sank beneath the sea and vanished. Hence to this day
‘that outer ocean cannot be crossed or explored, the way
being blocked by mud, just below the surface,?® left by the
settling down of the island.”’

25E.
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Now, Socrates, I have given you a brief account of the
story told by the old Critias as he heard it from Solon. ~When

you were speaking yesterday about your state and its citizens,
I recalled this story and I was surprised to notice in how many
points your account exactly agreed, by some miraculous
chance, with Solon’s. But I would say nothing at the
moment ; after so long an interval, my memory was im-
perfect. So I resolved that I would not repeat the story
until T had first gone over it thoroughly in my own mind.
That is why I so readily agreed to the task you laid upon us
yesterday ; I thought that in any case like this the hardest
part is to find some suitable theme as a foundation for one’s
design, and that that need would be fairly well supplied.
Accordingly, as Hermocrates has told you, no sooner had
I left yesterday than I set about repeating the story to our
friends as I recalled it, and when I got home I recovered
pretty well the whole of it by thinking it over at night. How
true is the saying that what we learn in childhood has a
wonderful hold on the memory! I doubt if I could recall
everything that I heard yesterday; but I should be sur-
prised if I have lost any detail of this story told me so long
ago. I listened at the time with much boyish delight, and
the old man was very ready to answer the questions I kept
on asking ; so it has stayed in my mind indelibly like an
encaustic picture. Moreover, I told it all to our friends early
this morning, so that they might be as well provided as
myself with materials for their discourse.

To come to the point I have been leading up to: I am
ready now, Socrates, to tell the story, not in summary, _

but in full detail as I heard it. We will transfer the state jles ,

you described yesterday and its citizens from the region of
“theory to_concrete fact ; we will take the city to be Athens
and say that your imaginary citizens are those actual ances-

_tors of ours, whom the priest spoke of, “They will fit per-
fectly, and there will be no inconsistency in declaring them
to be the real men of those ancient times. Dividing the
work between us, we will all try to the best of our powers to
carry out your injunctions properly. It is for you to consider,
Socrates, whether this story will suit our purpose or we must
look for another in its stead.

1 Serious scholars now agree that Atlantis probably owed its existence
entirely to Plato’s imagination. See Frutiger, Mythes de Platon, 244 fi.
* The Etym. Mag. connects fmeipos with dmeipos: land not bounded by

sea as an island is. mavredds should be taken with wtple’xumm: The outer to her festival to-day : and it is b i Poj[lt it it
continent is ‘ unbounded ’ as forming a completely unbroken ring. 1t t

: is no fiction, but-genuine history. How and where shall w
3 Reading xara Bpayos, ‘ at a slight depth’. See Appendix, p. 366. , g 1€ I;&t y e
18 :

Socr. How could we change it for the better, Critias ? Its
connection with the goddess makes it specially appropriate
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26€. find other characters, if we abandon these ? No, you shall

speak and good luck ! be with you; I have earned by my
27. discourse of yesterday the right to take a rest and listen.
{Crit. Then I will submit to you the plan we have arranged
"for your entertainment, Socrates. We decided that Timaeus
shall speak first. He knows more of_astronomy than the

rest of us and has made knowledge of the nature of the universe

and end with the nature of man. Then I am to follow, taking
~over from him mankind, whose origin he has described, and
from you a portion of them who have received a supremely
B. good training. I shall then, in accordance with Solon’s
enactment as well as with his story, bring them before our
tribunal and make them our fellow-citizens, on the plea that
they are those old Athenians of whose disappearance we are
informed by the report of the sacred writings. In the rest
of our discourse we shall take their claim to the citizenship
of Athens as established.
Socr. I see that I am to receive a complete and splendid
banquet of discourse in return for mine. So you, Timaeus,
are to speak next, when you have invoked the gods as custom
requires.

It has often been remarked that this introductory conversation,
right down to Critias’ last speech, might have been written for the
Critias only, as if the task set by Socrates could have been com-
pletely fulfilled by the story of Atlantis. Plato’s purpose may have
been to indicate that, now as ever, his chief interest lies in the field
of morals and politics, not in physical speculation. The whole
cosmology of the Timaeus is only a preface to the legendary picture
of the ideal state in action and to whatever were to have been the
contents of the Hermocrates. Another motive for here anticipating
the Atlantis story was suggested by Longinus (Pr. i, 83). The
Timaeus is not easy reading ; and the physiological and medical
chapters towards the end would be repellent to many. The reat?:er
might be encouraged to persevere by the promise of an exciting
romance to follow. It is, at any rate, well to remember that the
unfinished state of the trilogy gives the Timaeus a prominence it
‘would not have had in the completed design.

1 Good luck is invoked here, the gods below (27¢c). Cf. Laws vi, 757E fedv

xal dyabiy Tiynv kal tére év edyais émxalovpéwovs. At Epin. 991D and 9924
fedv xalelydnd Ty kaleiv are treated as equivalent.
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THE DISCOURSE OF TIMAEUS

27¢~29D PRELUDE. The nature and scope of Physics

TiMAEUS’ ‘ prelude’, marked off from what follows by Socrates’
expression of approval (2gp), lays down the principles of the whole
discourse and defines the limitations of any treatment of physics.
It is constructed with great care. After the opening invocation
of the gods, the second paragraph states three general premisses
concerning anything that is not eternal, but comes to be. These
“premisses are then applied successively to the visiblé iifiiverse. (1)
The eternal is the intelligible ; what comes to be is the sensible.
Since the world is sensible, it must be a thing that comes to be.
(2) Whatever comes to be must have a cause. Therefore the world
has a cause—a maker and father ; "but he is hard to find. (3) The
work of any maker will be good only if he fashions it after an eternal
‘model. The world is good ; so its model must have been eternal.

“Finally, the conclusion is drawn : any account that can be given

of the physical world can be no better than a * likely story ’, because
the world itself is only a ‘likeness* of unchanging reality.

27c. Tm. That, Socrates, is what all do, who have the least
portion of wisdom : always, at the outset of every under-
taking, small or great, they call upon a god. We who are

now to discourse about the universe—how it came into being,

or perhaps had no beginning of existence/must, if our senses

“be not altogether gone astray, invoke gods and goddesses
with a prayer that our discourse throughout may be above

all pleasing to them and in consequence satisfactory to us.!

D. Let this suffice, then, for our invocation of the gods ; but we
must also call upon our own powers,? so that you may follow

most readily and I may give the clearest expression to my
thought on the theme proposed.

! émopévws uiv is usually taken to mean ° comsistently with ourselves’
and translated ‘ consistent with itself . But this should be émopdvws Huiv
atrols, and at 29c we are told not to expect adrods éavrois duoloyoupévovs
Adyovs. Proclus rightly understood émopévws as ‘ secondarily’ or * conse-
quentially * (as at Ar., Met. 10324, 22 : the word * being ’ applies primarily
to substances, émopévws to other categories): he writes robro ydp éom 78
dupératov Bewplas édos, 16 els vv Oeiov dvaSpaueiv vodv. . . . Sevrepov 8¢ 8 xai
émdpevor Tovre 76 xard 1oy dvfpdmvov voiv kal 7 THs émariuns s duamepdvaoctar
v Sdw Bewpiav (I, 221). sipiv depends on xard vodv, as at 17¢ kal pdla ye Tjuiv
-+« xard vobv, 26D el kard vodv & Adyos uiy obros. émopévws replaces the usual
émara partly for euphony, partly perhaps to suggest that the discourse, if
pleasing to heaven, should comsequently be satisfactory to us.

# 70 fjpérepov, so A-H. Cf. 79 dudv, ' my incapacity’ (19p, 3).
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29D. We must, then, in my judgment, first make this distinc-
tion : what is that which is always real and has no becoming,
and what is that which is always becoming and is never
real ? That which is apprehensible by thought with a
rational account is the thing that is always unchangeably
real ; whereas that which is the oblect of belief together with
unreasoning sensation is the thing that becomes and passes
away, but never has real being.! Again, all that becomes
must needs become by the agency of some cause ; for without
a cause nothing can come to be. Now_whenever the maker
of anything looks to that which is-always unehanging and
uses a model of that description in fashioning the form and
quality of his work, all that he thus accomplishes must be
B. good.? If he looks to something that has come to be and
uses a generated model, it will not be good.

So concerning the whole Heaven or World—let us call it
by whatsoever name may be most acceptable to it %—we
must ask the question which, it is agreed, must be asked
at the outset of inquiry concerning anything : Has it always
been, without any source of becoming; or has it come to
“be, starting from some ‘beginning ? It has come to be; for
it can be seen and touched and it has body, and all such

C. things are sensible; and, as we saw, sensible things, that
are to be appzehended by belief together with sensation, are
things that become and can be generated. But again, that
Jwhich becomes, we say, must necessarily become by the
agency of some cause. The maker and father of this universe
_it is a hard task t6-find, and having found him it would be
impossible to declare him to all mankind. Be that as it
may, we must go back to this question about the world :

29.  After which of the two models did its builder frame it—after
that which is always in the same unchanging state, or after
that which has come to be? Now if this world is good and

! With Pr. (i. 240) I take dei xard Tadrd 6v (= 76 v del, yéveaw 8¢ odk Eyov
above) and yuyvduevov xal dmol\ipevor, Svrws 8¢ 0ddémore &y (= 76 yuyvdpevor pév del,
dv 8¢ ovdémore above) as the terms to be defined and 76 voffoer . . . wepuhymrov
and 76 ... dofaordv as the definitions demanded in the previous sen-
tence. Cf. the repetition of this statement below at 28s, 8 ‘as we saw,
sensible things, apprehensible by belief together with sensation, are things
that come to be and can be generated .

* kaldy,  good ’, * satisfactory ’, as at Gen. i. 8, * God saw that it was good ’
(eldev 6 Oeds ome waddv, LXX). The Greek word means also ‘ desirable’,
'beautiful ’, and will be sometimes so translated.

‘Heaven ' (odpavds) is used throughout the dialogue as a synonym of
cosmos, the entire world, not the sky.
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its maker is good,_clearly he looked to the eternal ; on the
contrary suppositmannot be spoken " without
blasphemy), to that which has come tobe. Everyone, then,
must see that he looked to the eternal ; for the world is

“causes. Having come to be, then, in this way, the world
has been fashioned on the model of that which is compre-
hensible by rational discourse and understanding and is
always in the same state.
Again, these things being so,! our world must necessarlly
be a likeness of something. Now in every ‘matter it 1s of
" great moment to start at the right point in accordance with
the nature of the subject. Concerning a likeness, then, and
its model we must make this distinction : an account is of
the same order 2 as the things which it sets forth—an account
of that which is abiding and stable and discoverable by the
aid of reason will itself be abiding and unchangeable (so far
as it is possible and it lies in the nature of an account to be
incontrovertible and irrefutable, there must be no falling
short of that);® while an account of what is made in the
image of that other, but is only a likeness, will itself be but

likely, standing to accounts of the former kind in a propor- , .,

tion: as reality is to becoming, so is truth-to belief. If
then, Socrates, in many respects conccrnmg many things /
——thc gods and the generation of the universe—we prove

unable to render an account at all points entirely consistent . -

with itself and exact, you must not be surprised. If we can
furnish accounts no less likely than any other, we must be
content, remembering that I who speak and you my judges
are only human, and consequently it is fitting that we should,
in these matters, accept the hkcly story and look for nothing
further.

Socr.” Excellent, Timaeus; we must certainly accept it as
you say. Your prclude we have found exceedmgly accept-
able ; so now go on to develope your main theme.

The chief point established in this prelude is that the visible
world, of which an account is to be given, is a changing image or
likeness (etkon) of an eternal model, It is a realm, not of being,
but of becoming. The inference is that no account that we or

‘ These things ' means the whole application to the world of the three
forLgomg prcmlsscs There should be a full stop before rodraw 8¢ dmapydvrav ad
as bcforc Tovrov 8" Umdpyovros ad at 3oc, 2.

agvyyenjs in this sense, 31a, I.
* Burnet’s text. The uncertainty of the reading does not affect the sense.
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anyone else can give of it will ever be more than ° likely . There
can never be a final statement of exact truth about this changing
object.

(r) Being and Becoming. The first premiss lays down the
Platonic classification of existence into two orders. The higher is
the realm of unchanging and eternal being possessed by the Platonic
Forms. This contains the objects of rational understanding accom-
panied by a rational account (uerd’ Adyov), namely, the discursive
arguments of mathematics and dialectic which yield a securely
grounded apprehension of truth and reality.! The lower realm
contains ‘ that which is always becoming ’, passing into existence,
changing, and perishing, but never has real being. This is the
world of things perceived by our senses. se-perception, as
Proclus remarks (i, 249), is ‘ unreasoning ’ in several ways: Sight
tells us that an apple is red, smell, that it is fragrant, taste, that it
is sweet ; judgment (not sense) tells us that it is an apple. If the
sun looks to our eyes a foot in width, the reasoning which assures
us that the sun is really larger than the earth will never make it
look any bigger. Finally, sense can never apprehend what white-
ness #s; sight is merely aware, by its own passive affection, that
"some object is white. The judgments we pass on objects of per-
ception are also unreasoned. They can only state what is, at best,
a fact when the judgment is made, though it may cease to be a
fact when the object changes. The reason why can only be appre-
hended by the higher faculty of understanding.

The application of this premiss tells us that the visible world—

- the object of physics, as distinct from mathematics and dialectic
—Dbelongs to the lower order of existence. As having a visible and
tangible body, it is an object of perception and of judgments based
on perception. Accordingly, it belongs to the realm of things
that become and can be generated ’. It is not eternal, but has a
beginning or source of becoming.

The ambiguity of the word °becoming’ (yéveais, ylyreofar)
gave Tise to a controversy on the question whether Plato really
meant, as he appears to mean, that the world had a beginning in
time. (&) A thing comes into existence at some time, either suddenly
or at the end of a process during which it Has been developing
(if it is a natural object that is born and grows) or has been fashioned
(if it is a thing made by a craftsman). This sense of the word
corresponds to the notion of a cause imaged as a father who begets
his offspring, or as a maker who fashions his product out of his

1So at 51E rational understanding is ‘always accompanied by a true
account ' (del per” ddpfols Adyov), whereas ‘true opinion’ can give no
rational account of itself (is dAoyoy).
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materials. The thing is not there at the beginning of the process ;
it is there at the end: we can say ‘it has become’. _(5) To ‘ be-
come " can also mean Zo be in process of change. The word is used
of events that “are Happéfing *; or changes that are ‘ going on’.
It is true that in such ‘ becoming ’ something new is always appear-

ing, something old passing away ; but the process itself can be

conceived as going on perpetually, withou?_ eginning or end. For

- this perpetual becoming the sort of cause needed is not a cause

that will"start~the process at some moment and complete it at
another, but a cause that can sustain the process.and keep it going
endlessly, For such a cause both the images, ‘ father ’ and ‘ maker’,
are inappropriate. We should need rather to think of some ideal
or end, constantly exercising a force of attraction, and perhaps
of some impulse in the thing itself, constantly aspiring towards the
ideal.

Which kind of becoming did Plato mean to attribute to the
physical ‘world ?” Ofi “the surface, he speaks of becoming in the
first sense, as if the ordered world came into existence at some time
out of a previous state of disorder. It was made by a divine
Craftsman, and completed once for all (dmoredeiofai, 288, 1).
The question is immediately prejudged where he simply substitutes
for the cause of becoming, mentioned in the second premiss, the
maker, mentioned in the third. We may compare the division of
production in the Sophist (2658) into the two kinds, divine and
human. Is the coming into being of natural things out of not-
being to be attributed to divine craftsmanship (Beod dnuiovoyoinroc),
‘a causation which, working with reason and art, is divine and
proceeds from divinity ’, or to ‘ Nature, giving birth to them as
a result of some spontaneous cause that generates without in-
telligence *? Both speakers accept the alternative of divine
craftsmanship. The suggestion in either case is that the world
had a beginning of existence in time. The only question is, whether
it was made upon a divine plan or grew by some blind spontaneous
impulse. Similarly in the Philebus (26E) we hear that all things
that become must have some cause (airia), and this is immediately
identified with ‘the maker’ (¢ mowotw); what becomes ’ and
‘ what is made ’ are two names for one thing. As in the Timaeus,
the Craftsman (r0 Snuwvgyoty) is substituted as the equivalent
of * the maker ’ and of ‘ the cause ’; and later (28p) this cause is
said t6 be Intelligence, the King of Heaven and Earth.

On the other hand, the statement that the world ‘ has become ’
in this sense is formally contradicted by the language of the first
premiss, which contrasts with the eternally real ‘that which is
always becoming, but never has real being’. This phrasé can only
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mean what ¢ becomes ’ in the second sense, what is everlastingly in
process of change. The application of the premiss to the visible
world must mean that the world belongs to the lower order of
existence so described. This is clear from the reason Plato gives
for saying that the world ‘has become’: ‘for it is visible and
tangible and has a body and all such things are sensible,’ and what
is sensible belongs to the lower order, in contrast with the realm of
eternal being. Modern authorities, accordingly, agree with Proclus,
who contrasts the undivided and eternal being of the intelligible,
which is not in time, with the everlasting existence in time of the
world. The phrase ‘it has become ’ he understands as meaning
that the world possesses ‘ the existence that is measured by time’,
a derivative and dependent existence which is not self-sufficing.
In this matter Proclus was following the main tradition of the
Academy, from Xenocrates, Plato’s second successor, opwards.!
Speaking of contemporaries at the Academy, |Aristotle/ writes :
“They say that in describing the generation of the world they are
doing as a geometer does in constructing a figure, not implying
that the universe ever really came into existence, but for purposes
of exposition facilitating understanding by exhibiting the object,
like the figure, in process of formation’(de caelo, 279b, 33)- Professor
Taylor finds that  apparently this tradition was steadily main-
tained by almost all the Platonists down to the time of Plotinus
(in the third century A.p.). Proclus mentions only two dissentients,
Plutarch himself and Atticus, an acute and learned Platonist of
the age of the Antonines.” Though Aristotle chose to criticise
Plato’s statement in its apparently literal meaning, his colleague
Theophrastus recorded the Academic interpretation as at least
possible.? This question is, of course, bound up with the question
whether the Demiurge, as such, is mythical. If he was not really
a ‘maker’, then there was no moment of creation. We shall
presently argue in support of this position. For the present we
may accept the Academic tradition.

(2) The Cause of Becoming. It follows that the ‘ cause’ of this
becoming must be a perpetually sustaining cause. * The application
“of the second premiss merely States that the maker and father of
the universe is hard to find and impossible to declare to all men.
Plato, in fact, does not pretend to have solved the glxsfﬁmf\tthe

“universe ; and had he done so, he would not (as the Seventh Letter

declares) have set down the solution in writing for all men to read

1 The evidence is collected by Tr., p. 67: 2 See Tr. p. 69, note. Add the
testimony of Albinus (‘Alcinous’)’ ‘When Plato speaks of the world as ‘‘gener-
ated”, it is not to be understood that there ever was a time when the world
did not exist’ (Didasc., ch. xiv). Cf. Macrobius, Somn. Scip. I1. x.9.
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MODEL AND COPY

and misunderstand. He was certain that the visible world ex-
hibited the working of a divine intelligence aiming at what is good,
and he held it to be of the.utmost importance for the conduct of
human life that this should be believed. The truth is best con-

~veyed by the image of the divine maker, pictured as distinct (like

the human craftsman) from his model, his materials, and his work.
But he here warns us not to imagine that, in using this image, he
has declared the true nature of the cause. It is to be taken, not
literally, but as a _poetical figure. The whole siibsequent “account
of the world is cast in a mould which this figure dictates. What is
really an analysis of the elements of rational order in the visible
universe and of those other elements on which order is imposed,
is presented in mythical form as the story of a creation in time.
Plato had used a similar device in the Republic, where the analysis
of the ideal State is cast into the form of a history, starting from
the barest necessities of social life and adding storey upon storey
to the fabric. He did not mean that any actual state ever came
into existence by these stages. What the sustaining cause is, Plato
does not tell us and could not tell us without stepping outside the
framework of the very myth he is constructing.! This question,
again, must be held in reserve till we have considered the status
of the Demiurge.

(3) Model and copy. The third premiss and its application
develope further the image of the craftsman and his model. If
a craftsman copies an eternal model, his work will be good ; if
the model is a generated thing, it will not be so. The reference
is'to Republic x, where the good type of craftsman is the carpenter
who makes an actual bed, taking for his model “the teal bed —
a Form which he does not create or invent, but which exists in the
nature of things. The bad type is the painter who takes a generated
thing, the carpentér’s bed, for his model, and produces only an
appearance of a thing which itself is not wholly real, an image of
an image. The same analogy is drawn in the Sophist, 265. The
¢ divine production of originals ’ (the contents of the visible world,
made by the Demiurge in the Timaeus) is parallel to the human
craftsmanship which builds an actual house. In nature there are
also dream-images, shadows, reflections, parallel to the painter’s

1 Tr. here outruns Plato’s exposition : ‘ The physical world, then, has a
maker. . . . This means, exactly as the dogma of creation does in Christian
theology, that the physical world does not exist in its own right, but depends
on a really self-existing being, the ‘‘ best guys "', God, for its existence.” I
am not theologian enough to know what the orthodox interpretation of the
dogma of creation is; but myriads of Jews and Christians, from Moses to
the present day, have believed that in the beginning God created the heavens
and the earth, and have understood ‘ beginning ’ in a temporal sense.
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picture of a house, ‘ a man-made dream for waking eyes.” In the
application here it is argued that, since the visible world is, in fact,
good, its maker must have copied a model that is eternal. The
world, then, is a copy, an image, of the real. It is not, indeed,
like an artist’s painting, at the third remove from reality ; but
on the other hand it is not wholly real. Plato will return to consider
the nature of the model at 30c.

Physics only a ‘ likely story’.. Hence follows the conclusion in
the last paragraph : the visible world being only a likeness of the
real, no account of it can be more than a likely story.

Here it is important to observe that the statement that the world
is an image or likeness is independent of the symbolism of the
Demiurge creating his work after a model. Not all images are
made by artists. Among likenesses, Plato often instances reflec-
tions in water or in a mirror. For these all that is required is the
thing reflected, the reflection, and the medium which holds it. If
the world is an image of that sort, we can dispense with the maker
in any literal sense. The realm of Forms will be the original, the
visible world the reflection ; and the medium will be that Recep-
tacle of becoming which is later provided. We shall, in fact, find
in the second part of the dialogue that.the three factors needed.are
Being, Becoming, and.Space (52D), and the symbol of the father
is there transferred to Being, wljucli“—se'fvlé_s "as the model for Be-
_coming’ "(50D), as if the Forms themselves could be credited with
“flie power to beget Becoming in the womb of Space, or to cast
their reflections on that medium. It is true that this symbolism
again cannot be taken literally : the Forms can possess no gener-
ating power. There must also be a rational soul to cause motion.
But, however this moving cause may be mythically represented,
the conclusion that the visible world is an image of the eternal
remains. It is supported by many passages in other dialogues
which are not mythical in form. It is, indeed, the cardinal doctrine
of Platonism.

The doctrine carries with it the conclusion that since the world
is only a likeness of the real, any account of it can be no more than
a ‘likely ’ story. This means that there can be no exact, or even
qelf-"(':onsmtent science of Nature. “The view is characteristically

fatonic. There is no ‘evidence that any of the earlier Pythagoreans
doubted the possibility of physical science. On the contrary,
Aristotle says that they did not distinguish sensible bodies from
the solids of mathematics, as if they agreed with the physical
philosophers in general that the visible world is the real! In fact,

1 Met. 98gb, 29 ff. This is one of many grounds for rejecting the thesis
that the Timaeus is merely reproducing fifth-century Pythagoreanism.
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they ignored the distinction here drawn by Plato between the field
of eternal truth, which includes mathematics, and the region of
physics.

In Plato’s view there can be no exact science or knowledge of
mnatural thmas_p_gce_tgsp they are always —changing.* The objects
of mathematical science are timeless and invariable ; the things
of sense are always in process of becoming. An ‘account’ must
be of the same order as its objects. The objects of physics are
of the lower order, apprehensible only by belief involving sense-
perception. The substance of our account of them must be related
to truth in the same way as Becoming to Being—the relation of a
‘ likeness ’ to reality. This analogy was symbolised in Republic vi
by the Divided Line, of which the lower part stands for belief
(6d&a or mlotic) and its changing objects, the higher part for rational
understanding and true reality. There is, accordingly, no such
thing as a science of Nature, no exact truth to which our account
of physical things can ever hope to approximate.

I here differ from Professor, Taylor, who says that the cosmology
of the Timaeus * properly speaking is not * science '’ but “ myth *’
not in the sense that it is baseless fiction, but in the sense that it 15
the nearest approximation which can * provisionally *’ be made to exact
truth’ (p. 59, my italics). Things which change or move or grow
are always ‘ turning out to be more or less than we had supposed
them to be’, and so, in all the natural sciences, we need ‘ to be perpet-
ually revising and improving on the results * we have reached about
them. ‘Physical ““laws’’ are always being revised and ‘‘ correc-
ted ”’ in the light of newly discovered * facts *’ or of more accurate
measurements of “ facts’’ which were already familiar.” This is
a modernism. It implies that there is an exact truth in physics,
to which we can constantly approximate. Plato denies this. The
becoming which makes physical things unknowable cannot be
reduced to their ‘ furning out to be more or less than we had sup-
posed’. A similar confusion is suggested by Burnet’s account of
the Timaeus (Greek Phil. i, 340) : Our account of the world ‘ will
be truth in the making, just as the sensible world is the intelligible
world in the making’. The phrase ‘in the making’ suggests that
the sensible world is on the way to become, and might end by
becoming, the intelligible world, and similarly that our accounts
of it are on the way to become, and might end by becoming, truth.
The one result is as impossible as the other.

1 Aristotle, Met. A, 6: ‘ Plato, having in his youth become familiar with
Cratylus and with the Heraclitean doctrine that all sensible things are
ever in a state of flux and there is no knowledge about them, continued to
hold these views in later years.’
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Plato’s word ‘ likely * (eixchc) has a history going back to Par-
menides and Xenophan?s,‘ﬁ'& even to Hesiod. It means ‘ prob-
able’ or ‘plausible’. In Parmenides’ poem the goddess, after
revealing the nature of the real, turns to the region of false appear-
ance and mortal opinion ; this she calls a ‘ plausible * world-order.?
Xenophanes ? had used the full phrase: ‘Let these be taken as
fancies, something like the truth.” Diels compares Parmenides’
goddess to Hesiod’s Muses, who ‘ know how to tell many fictions
that are like the truth, or, when they will, to speak the truth itself *.3
Poetry may be fiction that is like the truth, not wholly false. The
cosmology of the Timaeus is poetry, an image that may come
nearer to conveying truth than some other cosmologies. But the
truth to which it can approximate is not an exact and literal state-
ment of ‘ physical laws ’, such as modern science dreams of ; it is
the truth, firmly believed by Plato, that the world is not solely
the outcome of blind chance or necessity, but shows the working
of a divine intelligence. Plato would have claimed that, considered
as an explanation of sensible appearances, his own theory of the
simple primary bodies and their transformations was quite as
plausible as the atomic theory of Democritus. He would also have
claimed that it was a better explanation and nearer to the truth in
that it attributes to intelligible design much that Democritus left
to mere chance. This nearness to truth has nothing to do with
the modern notion of ‘ approximation ’ indicated, for example, in
the following passage : ‘ The accuracy of the observations is depen-
dent on the limits to the discriminative fineness of our senses, and
on the delicacy of our “ instruments of precision”’ . . . When all
possible precautions have been taken, the measurements of physical
magnitudes are necessarily approximate and would remain so even
if we had not to allow for the possible modifications of every hypo-
thesis in natural science by the discovery of new ‘“ appearances ' '.4

1 Parm. 8, 60, v oot éyd Sidkoopov éoxdra mdvra darilw, ds ob pif moré 7is
oe Ppor@v yvdun mapeddooy. A possible interpretation of the second line
would assimilate it to Plato’s Adyovs pndevds frrov elxdras. Proclus (i, 345)
rightly connects Parmenides' distinction between Truth and Belief with
Plato’s here.

2 Xenoph. 35, Tadra Sedofdalfw pév éoxdra Tols érduotot.

3 Hesiod, Theog., 27

[Buev Yevdea mola Aéyew érdpoiow duola,
Buev &', edr’ é0édwper, dAnbéa ympioaclar.
The phrase in Odyssey, 19, 203, means a false but plausible story.

4 Tr.,, p. 73. I hope I am not misrepresenting Professor Taylor. These
sentences come from a passage which professes to state Plato’s conclusion,
‘as we should put it'. If all that Plato meant by calling physics a ‘ likely
story ' was that natural science must always be provisional and progressive, we
should expect him to state what he believed to be the nearest approxima-
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The Timaeus is a poem, no less than the De rerum natura of
Lucretius, and indeed more so in certain respects. Both poets are
concerned, in the first instance, with our practical attitude towards
the world—what we should make of our life there and how face
the prospect of death. Lucretius believed that atoms and void
are the ultimately real things of which everything that exists is
built. Plato denied reality to what is commonly called matter ;
his real things are the Forms, and the bodies we touch and see
are not built of Forms, nor are the Forms in them (528, ¢). Accord-
ingly, for Lucretius reality is in the world of sensible things and
he can offer statements about its nature which claim to be literally
true; for Plato that whole world is an image, not the substance.
You cannot, by taking visible things to pieces, ever arrive at any
parts more real than the whole you started with. The perfection
of microscopic vision can bring you no nearer to the truth, for the
truth is not at the further end of your microscope. To find reality

ou would do better to shut your eyes and think.

~There are two senses in which the T'imaeus is a * myth ’ or ‘ story ’
(u#fog).! One we have already considered: no account of the
material world can ever amount to an exact and self-consistent
statement of unchangeable truth. In the second place, the cos-
mology is cast in the form of a cosmogony, a ‘story ’ of events
spread out in time. Plato chooses to describe the universe, not by
taking it to pieces in an analysis, but by constructing it and making
it grow under our eyes. Earlier cosmogonies had been of the
evolutionary type, suggesting a birth and growth of the world,
due to some spontaneous force of life in Nature, or, as in Atomism,
to the blind and undesigned collision of lifeless atoms. Such a
story was, to Plato, very far from being like the truth. So he
introduced, for the first time in Greek philosophy, the alternative
scheme ,of creation by a divine artificer, according to which the
world isllikela work of art designed with a purpose. The Demiurge
is a necessary part of the machinery, if the.rational ordering of the
universe is to be. pictured.as-a-process.of creation in time. But
the important point is that, no matter whether you prefer to
“analyse the world or to construct it piece by piece, the account tan
“never be more.than ‘ likely ’, because of the changing nature of its
object ; it can never be revised and amended into exact truth.
We may here read a warning to the interpreter of the Timaeus.

tions to truth yet attained, not to be content with ‘ the best approximations
to it which could be expected from a geometer-biologist of the fifth century ".
Yet Tr. represents this as * all that is required by his own principles that’
his speaker’s theories ‘ shall be more or less  like” the truth’ (p. 19).

1 Cf. Frutiger, Mythes de Platon, 173 ff.
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PLAN OF THE DISCOURSE 27¢-29p

Some have regarded the mythical character of the dialogue as a
* veil of allegory ’, which can be ‘ stripped off ’, and have imagined
that they could state in literal terms the meaning which Plato has
chosen to disguise. It is true that we can say, with a fair degree of

certainty, that some features are 2 not to be taken literally. We
" shall $6on _find reason to say this much of the Demiurge. But
there remains an irreducible element of poetry, which refuses to be
translated into the language of scientific prose. Plato decldres that
his account, so far from being exact, cannot even be consistent with
itself. The inexactness and inconsistency are inherent in the
nature of the subject; they cannot be removed by  stripping off
the veil of allegory *. An allegory, like a cypher, has a key ; the
Pilgrim’s Progress can be retranslated into the terms of Bunyan'’s
theology. But there is no key to poetry or myth.

Plan of the Discourse. The discourse on the nature of the universe
and of man which now begins and continues without interruption
to the end of the dialogue, is divided into three main sections.

(x)_The first (29p—47E) is described as contammg the works of
Reason (ra dw Noi Oednpovgynuéva, 47E), those elements in
the visible World, and especially in the heavens, which most clearly
manifest an intelligent and intelligible de51gn Here Plato ap-
proaches the world (so to say) from above, from the realm of the

enevolent maker and the Forms which j prov1cle his model. The
Demiurge himself is responsible for the main structure and ordered
movements of the world’s soul and body, and for the creation of
the heavenly gods : stars, planets, and Earth. These created gods
are then associated in the task of fashioning mankind and the other
animals. A preliminary account of the human soul, disordered
at its incarnation by the assaults of the material world, leads to
the physical mechanism of sense-perception. This is contrasted
with the rational purpose of sight and hearing, as revealing the order
and harmony which our souls need to relearn and re-establish in
themselves. The physical process whereby light acts upon the eyes
or sound upon the hearing is a secondary and subordinate type of
causation, the means by which the true purpose is attained. Such
causation is connected with the notion of Necessity, as opposed
to Reason.

of Necesmg_ (rd & 2 Avayx'rgg yeyvdpem 47E) Makmg a fresh
start, the discourse plunges into the obscure region of the bodily
and of blind causation, approaching the world this time from below.
A new factor, Space, is introduced, as the necessary condition or
medium in which Becoming images reality. The unlimited and
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unordered qualities and powers of the bodily are pictured as a
chaos. The Demiurge imposes upon them a rational element of
geometrical form in the shapes of the four primary bodies. The
properties of these regular figures are then connected with certain
qualities in the sensations we receive; and so, from the opposite
pole, we return to the point of contact between the human organism
and the outer world, where the first part ended.

(3) In_the third section (6ga—end), the two strands of rational
purpose and necessity are woven.together in a more detailed account
of the human frame, the working of its organs, and the disorders
of body and soul.

I. THE WORKS OF REASON

29D—30C. The motive of creation

FORESHADOWING the contrast between rational purpose and the
blind operation of Necessity, Plato opens with the creator’s motive,
the true reason (airia) for the existence of an ordered world in the
realm of Becoming.

29p. TiM. Let us, then, state for what reason becoming and
E. this universe were framed by him who framed them. He
was good ; and in the good no jealousy in any matter can
ever arise. So, being without jealousy, he desired that all
things should come as near as possible ?@_.gging,lﬂgqhhjmsﬂi.
That this is the supremely valid principle of becoming and
of the order of the world, we shall most surely be right to
accept from men of understanding. Desiring, then, that all
things should be good and, so far as_might be, nothmg
imperfect, the god took over all that is visible—not at rest,
but in discordant and unordered motion—and brought it
from disorder into order, since he judged that order was in
SVery “way the better. :
Now it was not, nor can it ever be, permitted that the work
of the supremely good should be anything but that which
is best. Taking thought, therefore, he found that, among
things that are by nature visible, no work that is without
intelligence will ever be better than one that has intelligence,
when each is taken as a whole, and moreover that mtelhgirtlce
cannot be present in anything apart from.soul. Tn virtue
of this rea.sgnmg, ‘when h):iramed the universe, he fashioned

_reason within soul and soul within body, to the end that the
work he accomplished might be by nature as excellent and
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30B. perfect as possible. This, then, is how we must say, accord-
ing to the likely account, that this world came to be, by
the god’s providence, in very truth ! a living creature with

c. soul and reason.

The Demiurge. The dialogue yields no more information about
the Demiurge than is conveyed in this passage. Here, then, we
may take up the question, how far this figure is mythical and what
it really stands for. The temptation to read into Plato’s words
modern ideas that are in fact foreign to his thought has proved too
much for some commentators.

_Plato is introducing into philosophy for the first time the image
of a creator god. Recalling the punishment inflicted by jealous

——

Olympiatis upon Prometheus for his benefits to mankind, he denies,
as he had done before,? the current notion that the gods grudge
to man a perfection and felicity Tike their own. The kernel of
Plato’s ethics is the doctrine that man’s reason is divine and that
his_business is_to_become like the divine by reproducing in his
own nature the beauty and harmony revealed in the.!cosmos,
which is itself a god, a living creature with soul in body and reason
in soul, as here described. Hence he repudiates the old maxim
warning man not to provoke nemesis by harbouring aspirations
too high for mortals. Near the end of the dialogue he explicitly
enjoins| the duty of * thinking-thoughts immortal and divine } and
endeavouring "'Eg_posse,ss immortality in the fullest measure-that
human nature permits * (goc). By calling the Demiurge ungrudg-
may also imply that the imperfection of the world is due
to ﬁ;cessity_, not to the deliberate withholding of any excellence
“that-it-hight possess.

This is all that is meant by the statement, in the first paragraph,
that the god is not jealous or grudging. The reader must be warned
against importations from later theology. Professor Taylor, for
instance, after pointing out that Timaeus is thinking of the common
Greek view that the divine (z6 feiov) is grudging in its bestowal
of good things, proceeds: ‘So just because God is good, He does
not keep His blessedness selfishly to Himself. He seeks to make
something else as much like Himself in goodness. It is of the very
nature of goodness and love to ‘‘ overflow . This is why there
is a world and why, with all its defects, it is ““ very good *’ * (p. 78).
If this is intended as a paraphrase of Plato’s words, it is misleading.
There is, in the first place, no justification for the suggestion,

1 It is literally true (not merely ‘ probable ’) that the world is an intelligent
living creature.

2 Phaedrus 247A, ¢ovos yap éw Oelov xopod forarau.
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conveyed by ‘ God* with a capital letter, that Plato was a mono-
theist. He believed in the divinity of the world as a whole and
of the heavenly bodies. The Epinomis recommends the institution
of a cult of these celestial gods. Neither in the Timaeus nor
anywhere else is it suggested that the Demiurge should be an object
of worship : he is not a religious figure.* "He must, therefore, not
be equated with the one God ofthe-Bible, who created the world
out of nothing and is also the supreme object of worship.2 Still
less is there the slightest warrant in Greek thought of the pre-
Christian centuries for the notion of ‘ overflowing love ’, or love of
any kind, prompting a god to make a world. It is not fair either
to Plato or to the New Testament to ascribe the most characteristic
revelations of the Founder of Christianity to a pagan polytheist.
The nature and position of the Demiurge cannot be finally
determined without considering that central utterance of the whole
dialogue which declares that the universe is produced by a combina-
tion of Reason and Necessity : ‘ Reason overruled Necessity by
“persiaqing her to-guide the greatést part of the things that become
towards what is best * (484). When we come to that passage, we

““shall ask what Necessity stands for, how Necessity can be * per-

suaded’ by Reason, and why she should need to be persuaded.
Further on still (52p), we shall find a more detailed picture of that
chaos of disorderly motions and powers which the Demiurge has
just been described as  taking over ’ and reducing, so far as may
be, to order. Necessity and chaos are represented as factors in
the visible world which confront the divine intelligence, like the
given materials which the human craftsman must use as best he
can, though their properties may not be wholly suitable to his
purpose. It will be argued that this second factor in the world

1 The ‘ Maker’ in some primitive mythologies has been similarly mis-
interpreted. Professor Nilsson writes: ‘ Just as man arranges matters
as conveniently as he can to suit his simple needs, building a hut and
making his few tools, and just as the advance of culture is brought about
by culture-heroes, so, it is said, there was at the beginning of time some one,
though much more powerful than man, who arranged the world as con-
veniently as possible to supply man with all that he needed. This creator,
who is found among many primitive peoples, is called by the Australians
characteristically enough “‘ the Maker ” (Baiame). He has also fixed the
customs and institutions of the tribe. At first sight it would seem as though
we had here a highly developed monotheistic type of divinity, but the idea
is in reality due to the indolence of primitive habits of thought. The creator
is a mythological, not a religious divinity ; and, therefore, he has no cult
and no one troubles about him '’ (4 History of Greek Religion, 1925, p. 72).

2 The contrast between the Demiurge and the Christian Creator is developed
in an interesting paper by Mr. M. B. Foster on Christian Theology and Modern
Science of Nature, Mind XLIV, 430 ff. and XLV, 1 fi,
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must not be explained away so as to give Plato’s Demiurge the
status of the omnipotent Creator of Jewish-Christian theology.
We shall find that if Plato’s language is to keep any substantial
meaning, we must not ascribe to him either the belief in an omni-

tent creator or the nofion of natural law as a closed system of

..... .

causes and effects. _His Necessity is irregular and disorderly, and

- not inexorably determined, but_open to the persuasion of Reason ;

and Reason has need to persuade her, not having Ufilifiited power

is 15 not-easy for s to understand; but-there-is
no need to explain it away. The omnipotent Creator and the
modern notion of natural law_were equaily foreign to the minds
“of ancient Greece. Galen truly observed that, with respect to

“omnipotence, ‘ the doctrine of Moses differed from that.of Plato
and of all the Greeks who have correctly approached the study of
Nature. For Moses, God has only to will to bring matter into
order, and matter is ordered immediately. We do not think in
that way; we say that certain things are impossible by nature
and these God does not even attempt ; hm%m@g;Mt
among the things that come about ’ (U.P. xi, 14). To this I would
add a quotation from Professor G. C. Field.! He points out that
omnipotence is incompatible with the ordinary and familiar notion
of purpose, which we never regard as a complete and sufficient
explanation of anything : ‘it is always purpose working in certain
materials, or under certain conditions, which make it intelligible
why this had to be done rather than that in order to fulfil the
purpose ". He concludes that the appeal to purpose as a satisfying
principle of explanation  cannot claim to be decisively established,
and if it points to anything, it points in the direction of a God or
a Highest Purpose working in a universe which includes him as a
part only of the whole, and a part which, however powerful and
important, is at some point limited and restricted by other elements
in the whole. I do not myself see any insuperable philosophic
objection to such an idea. It appealed, if I interpret him aright,
to Plato, in the final development of his doctrine.’

This conclusion is unquestionably consistent with what Plato
actually says. Again and again, throughout the Timaeus, we are
told that the benevolent Demiurge designed that such and such an
arrangement should be ‘ as good as possible ’, with the clear implica-
tion that his purpose”w_aémﬂc%d' by that other factor called

Necessity. We must accept this, on paif of feducing much of his
Ianguage to nonsense. There is nothing against it, except the
desire to bring Plato into conformity with Christian doctrine or

1 From an interesting essay on Modern Proofs of the Existence of God in
Studies in Philosophy (1935), pp. 122 fi.
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with some modern form of idealism. If this desire is brought into
consciousness, it can be resisted ; for to yield to it is to do Plato
no service. If we make his Demiurge omnipotent and at the same
time attribute to him the modern conception of natural law, we
shall involve him in the nineteenth-century ‘conflict of religion
and science ’; for this arose largely out of the attempt to believe
at once in the providence of an all-powerful God and in a completely
determined chain of causes and effects which left no room for his
intervention.

Here, then, we may conclude that Plato’s Demi like the
human craftsman_in whose image he is conceived, operates upon

“fiaterials which he does not create, and whose mherent nature sefs

“a limit to his desire for perfection in his work. He has been
pictured as confronted with ‘all that is visible " in a chaos of dis-
orderly motion. For this disorder he is not responsible, but only
for those features of order and intelligible design which he proceeds
to introduce, ‘ so far as he can’. These form the subject of the
first part of the discourse. In the second part it will be made
clear that the Demiurge is not the sole cause of Becoming. There
are secondary causes, partly but not wholly amenable tc the per-
suasion of Reason. Nor does the Demiurge create that Receptacle
of Becoming in which the images of the Forms are mirrored. This
is not mentioned among the works of Reason ; it is as independent
of the Demiurge as the world of Forms. The Forms, again, he
does not create; they are not made or generated, but eternally
real and self-subsisting. The function of the Demiurge is_to
contribute an element of order.to Becoming, because an ordered
<world will be more ® like himself ’, that is to say, better, than a
disorderly one.

We shall be led to the conclusion thatlot_h_-tTl}E']Qe’niingg_a.nd
chaos are symbols : neither is to be taken quite literally, yet both
stand for teal elements in the world as it exists. If there was
never a moment of creation, chaos cannot have existed before that
moment ; and this part of the mythical imagery is not to be taken
at its face value. But what was later called ‘ matter ’ is the subject
of the second part of the dialogue, not to be anticipated here.
We can only remark that chaos, if it never existed before cosmos,
must stand for some element that is now and always present in
the working of the universe. Its nature will be disclosed in the
analysis of ‘ what comes about of Necessity ".!

1 Against Plutarch and Atticus, who took the pre-existing chaos literally,
Proclus (i, 382) cites Porphyry and Iamblichus: °They say that Plato,
desiring to exhibit the Maker’s providence descending into the universe, the
government of reason and the presence of soul, and all the great benefits
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It may equally be said of the Demiurge that, as a mythical
symbol, he must stand for something that is seriously meant.
He is mythical in that he is not really a creator god, distinct from
the unin:rse he is represented as making, He is never spoken of
_as a possible object of worship ; and in the third part of the dialogue
the distinction between the Demiurge and the celestial gods, whom
he makes and charges with the continuation of his work, is obliter-
ated.! The evidences of design in the human frame are there
attributed sometimes to ‘ the god ’, sometimes to the celestial gods
}vho are the stars, planets, and Earth. On the other hand, thert;
is no doubt that he stands for a divine Reason working for ends
that are good. The whole purpose of the Timaeus is to teach
‘men to regard the universe as revealing the 'oRéfa't'iénmé-f"s{ﬁEﬁhh
‘Reason, not as the fortuitous outcome of blind and aimless bodily
} If this Reason is not a creator god, standing apart from
his model and materials, where is it to be found ? Now this is
precisely the question which Plato has refused to answer. It is
a hard task, he says, to find the maker and father of this universe,
and having found him it would be impossible to declare him to
all mankind. This can only mean that the mythical imagery is
not a * veil of allegory ’ that we can tear aside and be sure of dis-
covering behind it a literal meaning which Plato himself would
endorse. Commentators have not hesitated to essay this ‘im-
possible * task ; but the bewildering variety of their disclosures
lends little encouragement for a further venture, and gives rise to
a suspicion that each has found what he set out to look for.
We shall be on safer ground if we turn from the maker to con-

sider what Plato says here about his work. The visible universe .

_is a living creature, having soul (yuysj).inbody and reason (voti) in
soul. It is called a god (34B) in the same sense in which the term
is applied to the stars, planets, and Earth—the ‘ heavenly gods .
All these gods are_everlasting, coeval with time itself; though

e

theoretically qissoluble, because composite of Téason, soul, and
body, they will never actually be dissolved (41B). Man is also
composed of reason, soul, and body ; but his body will be dissolved

!:hese ‘cor}fer upon the cosmos, first contemplates the whole bodily frame by
itself in its disharmony and disorder, so that you may see also by itself the
order due to soul and to the disposition of the creator, and distinguish the
nature (?f the bodily in itself from the nature of the created order. The
cosmos itself exists everlastingly ; but the discourse distinguishes that which
b_ecornes from its maker and introduces in temporal order things that coexist
simultaneously, because whatsoever is generated is composite.’

1_01:\ one such passage Tr. says: ‘ Passages like the present show how far
he is from meaning his polytheistic phrases to be taken au pied de la letire’
(p- 549). Substitute ‘ monotheistic ’, and the remark will be equally true.
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back into the elements, and the two lower parts of his soul are
also mortal. Only the divine. _in_him_is_imperishable.

There is thus a contrast betwee macrocosm_and microcosm, but
also an analogy, which runs all through the discourse. The world
itself, like the heavenly gods and man, is divine because it contains
the divine element, reason. Reason, moreover, as Plato says here
and elsewhere, ‘ cannot be present in anything apart from soul ’:
if it is ‘ present ’ in the body of the universe and in man’s body,
that body must be alive, endowed with soul, which is defined in
the Laws and the Phaedrus as the self-moving source of all motion.
The statement is consistent with the belief that the reason, as
divine and immortal, can nevertheless exist _in separation from the
body and divested of the mortal parts of soul. Thereis, then, in the
soul and body of the universe a divine Reason analogous to man’s ;
and we shall find that the unchanging movement of its thought is
symbolised, or even visibly embodied, in_the circular revolutions
of the heavenly gods and of the universe.as.a.whole.

We tay ask how this divine Reason in the world is related to
that divine Reason which is symbolised by the Demiurge. Can
we simply identify the two? In that case the Demiurge will no
longer stand for anything distinct from the world he is represented
as making. The desire for goodness will then reside in the World-
Soul : the universe will aspire towards the perfection of its model
in the realm of Forms, and the model will hold a position analogous
to that of Aristotle’s Unmoved Mover, who causes motion as the
object of desire.! But this solution of the problem is no more
warranted by Plato himself than others that can be supported by
a suitable selection of texts. We shall do better to hold back
from this or any other conclusion and confine our attention to
the world with its body and soul and the reason they contain,

30c-31A. The creator’s model

The visible world has been declared to be a living creature made
after the likeness of an eternal original. This model is now further
described. It can only be the ideal Living Creature in the world
of Forms, not to be identified with any species of animate being,
but embracing the ideal types of all such species, ‘ all the intelligible
living creatures ’.

3oc. This being premised, we have now to state what follows
next : What was the living creature in whose likeness he

1 It has been observed that Aristotle’s personified Nature, who aims at a
purpose and does nothing in vain, may be regarded as equivalent to Plato’s
Demiurge.
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THE CREATOR’S MODEL 30c-31a

30c. framed the world? We must not suppose that it was any
creature that ranks only as a species ! ; for no copy of that
which is incomplete can ever be good. Let us rather say
that the world is like, above all things, to that Living Creature
of which all other living creatures, severally and in their
families, are parts. For that embraces and contains within
itself all the_intelligible.living creatures, just as this world
contains ourselves and all other creatures that have been
formed as things visible. Eor the god, wishing to make
this world most nearly like that intelligible thing which is
best and in every way complete, fashioned it as a single
visible Jliving creature, containing within itself all living

31. ' things whose nature is of the same order.

We have seen that, although the creator god, as such, is a mythical
figure, the relation of likeness to model none the less subsists
between the visible world and the intelligible. The model is not
a piece of mythical machinery. The visible world, being  in very
truth ’ a living creature with soul and body, has for its original a
complex Form, or system of Forms, called * the intelligible Living
Creature’. This is a generic Form containing within itself the
Forms of all the subordinate species, members of which inhabit the
visible world. The four main families,? ‘ contained in the Living
Creature that truly is ’, are enumerated at 39E : the heavenly gods
(stars, planets, and Earth), the birds of the air, the fishes of the
sea, and the animals which move on the dry land. These main
types, as well as the indivisible species of living creatures and their
specific differences, are all, in Platonic terms, ‘ parts’ into which
the generic Form of Living Creature can be divided by the dialectical
procedure of Division (dwalpesis). The generic Form must be con-
ceived, not as a bare abstraction obtained by leaving out all the
specific differences determining the subordinate species, but as a
whole, richer in content than any of the parts it contains and
embraces.? It is an eternal and unchanging object of thought,
not itself @ living creature, any more than the Form of Man is a
man. It is not a soul, nor has it a body or any existence in space
or time. Its eternal being is in the realm of Forms.

Plato does not say, here or elsewhere, that this generic Form of
Living Creature contains anything more than all the subordinate
generic and specific Forms and differences that would appear in

1 uépos or pdpwov, * part’, is Plato’s normal term for * species .

2 This is the probable meaning of yévy in xaf’ & xal xard yém (304, 6) ;
xaf® & will mean the Forms of indivisible species, a class of Forms explicitly
recognised at Philebus, 15A.

3 Cf. F. M. Cornford, Plato’s Theory of Knowledge (1935), pp- 268 fi.
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the complete definitions of all the species of living creatures existing
in our world, including the created gods. We have no warrant for
identifying it with the entire system of Forms, or with the Form
of the Good in the Republic, or for supposing that it includes the
moral Forms of dialectic or the mathematical Forms, or even the
Forms of the four primary bodies, whose existence is specially
affirmed at 518 ff. Plato looks upon the whole visible universe as
an animate being whose parts are also animate beings. The
intelligible Living Creature corresponds to it, whole to whole, and
part to part. It is the system of Forms that are, together with
the Forms of the four primary bodies, relevant to a physical dis-
course, because they are the patterns of which the things we see
and touch are sensible images, coming to be and passing away in
time and space. We are not here concerned with the moral Forms,
of which there are no sensible images (Phaedrus 250D).

The model, as strictly eternal, is independent of the Demiurge,
whose function is to be the cause, not of eternal Being, but only
of order in the realm of Becoming. However we may interpret
the divine Reason symbolised by the Demiurge, this model is one
among the objects of its thought. It is the ideal, whose perfection
the visible universe, as a living being, is to reproduce in its own
structure, so far as is permitted by the conditions of temporal
existence in space. ‘Intelligible’ means that it is an object of
rational thought, divine or human. Plato gives no more ground
for supposing that the divine Reason creates its objects by * think-
ing ’ them than for supposing that our own reasons create these
same objects when we think of them. The Forms are always
spoken of as existing eternally in their own right.

31A-B. One world, not many

The concluding words of the last paragraph spoke of the world
as a single living creature. This suggests the possibility that there
should be more than one copy of the model—a plurality of visible
worlds. "

31A. Have we, then, been right to call it one Heaven, or would
it have been true rather to speak of many and indeed of an
_indefinite number ? _One we mustcall'it, if we are to hold
“that it was made according to its pattern. For that which
embraces ! all the intelligible living creatures that there are,

cannot be one of a pair; for then there would have to be

1 repiéyew is used of the whole which *includes’ all its parts, e.g. Soph.
253D, This use has nothing to do with the Ionian use of mepiéyov for the
element which extends beyond and ‘ encompasses ' the world, referred to in
Tr.'s note.
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31A. yet another Living Creature embracing those two, and they
would be parts of it; and thus our world would be more

truly described as a likeness, not of them, but of that other

B. which would embrace them. Accordingly, to the end that
this world may be like the complete Living Creature in
respect of its uniqueness, for that reason its maker did not

make two worlds nor yet an indefinite number; but this
Heaven has come to be and is and shall be hereafter one and
ﬂ{,‘lﬂuil peanaons P o b
There is no satisfactory evidence for the doctrine of a plurality
of coexisting worlds before the atomism of Leucippus in the second
half of the fifth century.? The Atomists’ belief in innumerable
worlds, some always coming into existence, others passing away,
was an inference from their assertion of a strictly infinite void
partly occupied by an illimitable number of atoms in motion.
It was probable, they argued, that world-forming vortices would
arise at any number of different places. Granted that our world
is finite, that there is unlimited space outside its boundary, and
that there are materials left over, from which other worlds might
be formed, why should there not be any number of copies of the
same model ? The world, according to Plato, is finite. On the
other hand, like Aristotle, he would have denied an unlimited void
outside ; and he certainly denies that any materials are left over
(32zc ff.). The point, however, is not argued on those grounds here.
He is not offering a proof that there cannot be more than one
world ; he merely asserts that only one was made, because it
seemed better that the copy should be unique, like the model.
His argument is: (1) The model must be all-inclusive (rmarreléc),
containing all the species of animal that there are; otherwise our
world, being a copy of it, would not be as perfect as it might be.
(2) There cannot be a second all-inclusive model ; for then the two
models would be duplicate instances of the same Form, and that
Form would become the true model. The model, therefore, is

11cannot see in yeyowds forw wai &' forar any more than *has been
and is and shall be ’ or ‘is at all times ’, though the word yeyords preserves
the fiction of creation. Cf. 38c yeyovds 7e xai dv xal doduevos. Tr. dis-
covers an allusion to a doctrine of yéveois eis obolav in the Philebus, which
‘ Timaeus is not allowed to explain but only to imply’, because ‘ the clear
conception of a yeyerquéiny olola is a result of Plato’s own personal thought’,
which a fifth-century Pythagorean has no business to know about. But
the doctrine of the Philebus should not be read into this simple phrase. All
the emphasis falls on ‘ one and unique ’, as in Tr.’s translation: °sole and
single this our heaven came into being, sole it is, and sole it shall remain ’.

2 1 have discussed this question in detail in Classical Quarterly, XXVIII
(r934), pp. 1 fi.
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(like every other Form) unique. (3) The last sentence does not
say that there cannot be more than one copy of a unique model
(which is obviously untrue),! but that the creator made only one
copy * in order that’ the world should resemble its model  in respect
of its uniqueness’. Uniqueness is a_perfection, and the world is

@ _the better for possessing it. One reason why it is betfer is given

Tater : if the world were not unique, there would be body left

outside it, whose ‘ strong powers ’ might impair its life and even
destroy it (33a). It is for this reason that this world * having
come into being one and unique, is and shall be so hereafter .
These final words deny both the innumerable coexisting worlds of
the Atomists and the succession of single worlds which had figured
in some Ionian systems and in Empedocles. Plato’s single world
is everlasting.

THE BODY OF THE WORLD

31B-32C. Why this consists of four primary bodies

THE next section (31B-344) is concerned with the body of the
Universe. Although soul is later declared to be prior to body,
the making of the body is taken first for convenience. The present
paragraph explains why not less than four primary bodies—fire,
air, water, earth—were required, in order to give it the highest
measure of unity. This attribute of internal unity follows naturally
after the unity, in the sense of uniqueness, asserted in the previous
paragraph. The primary bodies are here imagined as materials
ready to be ‘put together’ (ovmovdrar) by the builder’s hand.
The formation of them by the imposition of regular geometrical
shape upon their unordered motions and powers belongs to the
second part of the dialogue. There is no reference here to those
geometrical shapes, of which nothing has yet been heard. All
that the Demiurge does now is to fix their quantities in a certain
definite proportion. This is an element of rational design in the
structure of the world’s body, and it belongs here among the works
of Reason.

318. Now that which comes to be * must be bodily,.and so visible

and tangible ; and nothing can be visible without fire, or

1 There is, accordingly, no ground for Tr.’s accusation that Plato has ‘ con-
fused the principle of the ‘* uniformity " of nature with the assertion that
there is only one * stellar system "' (p. 85).

2 Jf 74 yedpevov means ‘the world which came into being’ we sl_m_uld
expect &e, and perhaps r° &e should be read for re et (cf. Chalcidius,
erat merito fulurus and 32B orepeoedi ydp abrov mpooixev ebvar). Pr. i, kb
(lemma) has piyvduevoy, which suits the present 3¢t. Contrast his paraphrase,
énadl yap &de Tov xdopov Svra yevrov dpativ elvar xal amrév (i, 177).
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tangible without something solid,! and nothing is solid with-
out earth. Hence the god, when he began to put together
the body of the universe, set about making it of fire_and
earth. But two things alone cannot be satisfactorily united
c. without a third ; for there must be some bond between them
drawing them together.
which makes itself and the terms it connects a unity in the
fullest sense ; and it is of the nature of a continued geometrical
proportion 2 to effect this most perfectly. For whenever, of
three numbers, the middle one between any two that are
either solids (cubes ?) or squares ® is such that, as the first
is to it, so is it to the last, and conversely as the last is to
the middle, so is the middle to the first, then since the middle
becomes first and last, and again the last and first become
middle, in that way all will necessarily come to play the
same part towards one another, and by so doing they will
all make a unity.

Now if it had been required that the body of the universe
should be a plane surface with no depth, a single mean
would have been enough to connect its companions and
itself ; but in fact the world was to be solid in form, and
solids are always conjoined, not by one mean, but by two.
Accordingly the god set water and air between fire and

earth, and made them, so far as was possible, proportional-

to one another, so that as fire is to air, so is air to water,
.and as air is to water, so is water to earth, and thus hé bound
together the frame of a world visiblé and tangible,

For these reasons and from such constituents, lfouf in
number, the body of the universe was brought inté being,
coming into concord by means of proportion, and from
these it acquired Amity,* so that coming into unity with

! Solid, i.e. resistant to touch (Pr. ii, 12%1).

® That dvadoyla means this type of proportion par excellence will be
explained below.

? The reason for taking the genitives efre Syxwy eire Swwapéwy dvrivavody as
depending on 76 pégov will be explained below (p. 47). Grammatically, the
words can be construed : (1) * Whenever of any three numbers, whether solids
or squares, the middle oneis such . .." (So Heath, A.-H.), or (2) * Whenever
of any three numbers or solids or squares the middle one is such’ . .
taking ‘ numbers ’ to mean numbers that are neither squares nor solids.

* A reference to the Philia of Empedocles’ system. But there is no contrary
principle of Neikos in Plato’s scheme, and hence no periodic destruction of
the world. Cf. Gorg. 5084 : the wise say that heaven and earth, gods and
men, are held together by ¢uMa and xoopéms—a truth which has escaped
Callicles because he has neglected geometry and not perceived the significance
of geometrical proportion (3 lodrs 4 yewperpuc).
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32c. itself it became indissoluble by any other save him who
bound it together.

Empedocles had taken the four elements as given fact; Plato
deduces the need of four primary and simple bodies by an argument.
(r) There must be two (not one primary form of matter, as the
Ionian monists had held), because fire is needed to make the world’s
body visible, earth to make it resistant to touch. Fire and earth
had been commonly regarded as the two extreme elements, since
fire belongs to the heavens, and air and water are between Heaven
and Earth. (2) But two cannot hold together without a third to
serve as bond. 'The three must be in proportion, and the most
perfect bond is that proportion which makes the most perfect unity
out of mean and extremes. (3) The most perfect type of pro-
portion is the continued geometrical proportion (@valoyfa), which
Plato next proceeds to define. That geometrical proportion was
the proportion par excellence and primary, all other types of pro-
portion being derivable from it, was stated by Adrastus, the
Peripatetic (early second century A.D.), who wrote a commentary
on the Timaeus, parts of which are preserved by Theon of Smyrna.?
If we ignore for the moment the words eite dyxwv eire dvvduewr,
which specify certain classes of numbers,? the sentence simply
gives a definition of a continued geometrical proportion with three
terms. Take the progression 2, 4, 8 for purposes of illustration.
The terms are related so that ‘as the first is to the middle,
so is the middle to the last (2:4 = 4:8), and conversely, as the
last is to the middle, so is tﬁmaﬁléﬁ the first’ (8:4 = 4:2).
Then ‘ the middle becomes first and last, and again the last and
the first both become middle’ (4:8=2:40r4:2=28:4). Thus
any of the three can stand as first or as last or as middle, and the
unity they constitute is as perfect as possible. (4) Three terms, how-
ever, are not enough, because all the primary bodies are solids, and
must accordingly be represented by solid numbers (a solid number

1 The statement is repeated by Nicomachus (Infrod. Arith. ii, 24, p. 126
Hoche), by Iamblichus (in Nicom. Ar. Introd., p. 100 Pistelli, as * an opinion
of the ancients ’, and p. 104 citing our passage), and by Pr. ii, 20 (referring
to Nicomachus). Cf. Heath, Euclid, ii, 292. Pr. records the (obviously
correct) view that Plato here speaks of geometrical proportion only. Others,
with whom Proclus himself agrees, made an unfortunate attempt to drag in
arithmetical and harmonic proportion, connected with the false notion that
Swdpues in our passage has a physical sense, and means the sensible qualities
elsewhere called ‘ powers * (cf. Chalcid, p. 86, and Occelus, ii). Such qualities
(pairs of opposites) form, in Plato’s view, an dmepov, and could not possibly
stand as terms in a numerical proportion.

1 These words are omitted by Tim. Locr. 95, who has simply rpudv dvrivaviy
Spav.
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is the product of three numbers). To connect two plane numbers
a single mean is sufficient ; but if fire and earth, the extremes, are
to be connected, two means will be required.

As the ancients saw, this last statement is true only if the plane
and solid numbers in question are ‘ similar ’ (i.e. having their sides
proportional)—a class which includes all squares and cubes. Some
held that Plato meant it to be taken for granted that the terms
in his proportion are all similar numbers ! ; but he has not said so.
It has, accordingly, been inferred that the words eire dyxav eire
dvrduewy, which serve no purpose in a mere description of a geo-
metrical proportion with three terms, were inserted in order to
restrict the numbers in question to cubes and squares. Sir Thomas
Heath writes : 2

‘It is well-known that the mathematics of Plato’s Timaeus
is essentially Pythagorean. It is therefore & priori probable (if
not perhaps quite certain) that Plato muflayopile:r even in the
passage (324, B) where he speaks of numbers “ whether solid or
square ”’ in continued proportion, and proceeds to say that
between planes one mean suffices, but to connect two solids
two means are necessary. This passage has been much discussed,
but I think that by “ planes’ and ““solids”” Plato certainly
meant square and solid numbers respectively, so that the allusion
must be to the theorems established in Eucl. viii, 11, 12, that
between two square numbers there is one mean proportional
number and between two cube numbers there are two mean
proportional numbers.’

In a note Heath adds:

‘It is true that similar plane and solid numbers have the
same property (Eucl. viii. 18, 19); but, if Plato had meant
similar plane and solid numbers generally, I think it would have
been necessary to specify that they were ‘ similar *’, whereas,
seeing that the T¥maeus is as a whole concerned with regular
figures, there is nothing unnatural in allowing regular or equilateral
to be understood. Further, Plato speaks first of dvrdueic and
dyxot and then of “ planes ”’ (énimeda) and “ solids”’ (oreped) in
such a way as to suggest that dvrdueis correspond to énimeda and
dyxoL to oreged. Now the regular meaning of ddvaus is square
(or sometimes square root), and I think it is here used in the
sense of sguare, notwithstanding that Plato seems to speak of
three squares in continued proportion, whereas, in general, the

1 See Pr. ii, 29® and 33% (quoting Democritus, the third-century Platonist).
2 Thirteen Books of Euclid, ii, p. 294.
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mean between two squares as extremes would not be square but
oblong. And, if duvdueis are squares, it is reasonable to suppose
that the dyxo: are also equilateral, i.e. the ““ solids  are cubes.’

Elsewhere ! Heath writes :

‘ By planes and solids he [Plato in this passage] really means
square and cube numbers, and his remark is equivalent to stating
that, if $2, ¢* are two square numbers,

PPipg=2$q:9%
while, if p3, ¢® are two cube numbers, & /%
PP =P P9 = $9°: %,

the means being of course in continued geometric proportion.
Euclid proves the properties for square and cube numbers in
viii. 11, 12 and for similar plane and solid numbers in viii. 18, 19.
Nicomachus (ii. 24, 6, 7) quotes the substance of Plato’s remark
as a “ Platonic theorem ”’, adding in explanation the equivalent
of Eucl. viii. 11, 12.°

This interpretation of the ambiguous words dyxot and dvvdueis
as ‘ cubes’ and ‘ squares ’ seems to be better supported than any
other. It rules out the notion that dyxot and durdueis are alterna-
tives to dgifuol. They aresubdivisions of ‘ numbers ’, restricting
the statement to cubes and squares, for the sake of the subsequent
statement about one mean connecting squares, two means connecting
cubes. The objection stated by Heath, that ‘ Plato seems to speak
of three squares in continued proportion, whereas in general the
mean between two squares as extremes would not be square but
oblong ’, can be obviated by construing the genitives eire dyxwv
eite dvvduewv Ovrwawvody not (as is commonly done) as in apposi-
tion to dpfudv, but as depending on 76 wéoov. The effect is
to make the limitation to cubes and squares apply only to the
extremes. Here, as in many other places, Plato is compressing his
statement of technical matters to such a point that only expert
readers would fully appreciate his meaning.

The interpretation can be further supported by a consideration
of Adrastus’ treatment of geometrical proportion.? He says that
geometrical proportion is the only proportion in the full and proper
sense (xvplwg) and the primary one, because all the others require

it, but it does not require them. - The first ratio is equality ;)

the element of all other ratios and of the proportions they yield.

1 Greek Mathematics, i. 89.
? Theon (p. 174, Dupuis) quotes the passage in full. It is presumably
taken from Adrastus’ commentary on our passage.
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less nor more than four primary bodies, whose quantities are limited
and linked in the most perfect proportion, is in unity and concord
with itself and hence will not suffer dissolution from any internal
disharmony of its parts. The bond is simply geometrical proportion.
It is not a question of mechanical forces holding the world together.
These belong to the second part of the dialogue and will be explained
in due course at 58a.

32¢-33B. The world’s body contains the whole of all the four primary
bodies

The next paragraph explicitly rejects the old Ionian conception
of an indefinite circuamambient mass of body, surrounding the
cosmos and providing a reservoir of materials from which a series
of successive worlds could be formed; and also the Atomists’
conception of an unlimited quantity of matter scattered throughout
an infinite void. In this respect the body of the world is once
more all-inclusive, like its model. It must be (1) a whole and
complete, consisting of parts each of which is whole and complete ;
(2) single or unique (not one of many coexistent worlds) ; (3) ever-
lasting (not destroyed and superseded by another world), which
it could hardly be, if it were exposed to assaults from outside.

32c. Now the frame of the world took up the whole of each of
these four; he who put it together made it consist of all
the fire and water and air and earth, leaving no part or
power of any one of them outside. This was his intent :
D. first, that it might be in the fullest measure a living being
33. whole and complete, of complete parts; next, that it might
be single, nothing being left over, out of which such another
might come into being ; and moreover that it might be free
from age and sickness. For he perceived that, if a body be
composite, when hot things and cold and all things that have
strong powers beset that body and attack it from without,
they bring it to untimely dissolution and cause it to waste
away by bringing upon it sickness and age. For this reason
and so considering, he fashioned it as a single whole con-
sisting of all these wholes, complete and free from age and
sickness.

We are here given one of the reasons why the Demiurge thought
it better that the visible world should resemble its model in respect
of uniqueness (318).! The primary bodies are described as ‘ hot

1 Pr. i, 55%: * The proportion does away with internal lack of symmetry,
the uniqueness with external violence.’
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and cold things and whatever has strong powers’. ‘Powers’
(dvvduerc) means the qualities or properties of bodies considered
as having the ‘ power to act and be acted upon’ (ddvauis Tod
moteTy xal mdoyew). Hotness is the property of fire that is manifest
when fire makes something else hot or causes in sentient beings a
sensation of heat. Coldness is the answering property of the thing
which suffers the affection. The ‘ powers ’ of the primary bodies
are these qualitative properties, as distinct from the quantitative
element of form, the regular geometrical shapes later imposed upon
these qualities by the Demiurge (538). Outside the cosmos, fire
and the rest, if they could exist at all, could only exist as unformed
‘ powers ’, as in the chaos described at 52p. They would then act
upon the contents of the formed world and impair its health and
stability.

The argument is Eleatic, or at least reminiscent of Melissus’
proof (frag. 7) that the unchangeable Being cannot suffer pain :
‘for if it did, it could not be completely real, since nothing that
suffers pain could be for ever or have the same power as the healthy.
Nor could it be alike, if it suffered pain ; since it would suffer pain
when something was taken from it or added to it, and then it
would no longer be alike.” Proclus (ii, 63) compares the description
of the enfeeblement and wasting away of mortal living creatures
when the particles of the body, instead of assimilating food from
without, are broken down under its too powerful action (81c, D).
Plato may also have in view the belief ascribed to Democritus that
some of the innumerable worlds of his system are growing, others
reaching their prime, others again in decay, and even that they
destroy one another by collision.! Plato’s world is saved from
such calamities by its uniqueness. Aristotle appears to have
repeated Plato’s argument in his dialogue On Philosophy:* The
cosmos must be ungenerated and indestructible, since the causes
of destruction must be some power (ddvauec) either external or
contained within it. There is nothi M_qgl:g_igneﬁ since the cosmos
contains everything. It is one, because if anything were left over,
another like it might come into being ; whole, because all being is
used up in forming it ; free from age and sickness, because bodies
subject to sickness and age are upset by the strong assaults from
outside of heat and cold and the other opposites, but no such power
(6vaug) is left outside the world. Nor can anything inside it
cause its dissolution, since then the part would be stronger than
the whole.

1 Hippol. Ref. 1, 13 (Vors. A 40). Cf. Bailey, Greek Atomists, p. 146.
2 Frag. 19 (Ps.-Philo, de aefern. mundi). Cf. Occelus Lucanus i.

53




THE WORLD’'S BODY 33B-34A

33B-34A. It is a sphere, without organs or limbs, rotating on its axis

In the second part of the dialogue we shall be told how Necessity
co-operates with Reason by the working of mechanical causes which
keep the world’s body in spherical shape (584). Here we are con-
cerned only with the rational desire of the Demiurge to give it the
most perfect of forms and motions. The sphere is the most uniform
of all solid figures, and the only one which, by rotating on its axis,
can move within its own limits without change of place. This axial
rotation symbolises the movement of Reason and is superior to all
rectilinear motions.

33B. And for shape he gave it that which is fitting and akin to
its nature. For the living creature that was to embrace all
living creatures within itself, the fitting shape would be the
figure that comprehends in itself all the figures there are;

accordingly, he turned _its shape rounded and spherical,

equidistant every way from centre to extremity—a figure
the most perfect and uniform of all; for he-judged unifor-
mity to be immeasurably better than its opposite.

Diels has quoted this description as the best commentary on
Parmenides’ comparison of his One Being, ‘complete on every
side ’, to ‘ the mass of a well-rounded sphere, equally poised from
the centre in every direction ’.1 Proclus (ii, 71) suggests two ex-
planations of the statement that the sphere embraces all other
figures. Geometers have demonstrated that the sphere has a greater
volume than any solid figure with plane sides, having the same
perimeter.? JAlso, the sphere is the only figure in which every
equilateral polygon can be inscribed ; so the reference might be
to the five regular solids mentioned later where the primary bodies
are constructed. It is curious that Euclid xi, def. 14, defines the
sphere, not in the usual terms, here quoted by Plato, as having its
extremity everywhere equidistant from the centre, but by the
mode of generating it: ‘ When, the diameter of a semicircle re-
maining fixed, the semicircle is carried round and restored again
to the same position from which it began to be moved, the figure
so comprehended is a sphere.” As Heath ® points out, the last
propositions of Book xiii show why Euclid put the definition in
this form : it is this particular view of a sphere which he uses to
prove that the vertices of the regular solids which he wishes to
‘““ comprehend ”’ in certain spheres do lie on the surfaces of those
spheres ",

! Parm., frag. 8, 42 (cited by Pr.-ii, 69, on our passage). 2 Cf. also
Iamblichus in Nicom p. 61 1. 10 Pistelli 3 Euclid i1i, 269.
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33B. And all round on the outside he made it perfectly smooth,
C. for several reasons. It had no need of eyes, for nothing
visible was left outside ; nor of hearing, for there was nothing
outside to be heard. There was no surrounding air to
Tequire breathing, nor yet was it in need of any organ by
which to receive food into itself or to discharge it again when
drained of its juices. For nothing went out or came into it
from anywhere, since there was nothing : it was designed
D. to feed itself on its own waste and to act and be acted upon
entirely by itself and within itself ; because its framer thought
that it would be better self-sufficient, rather than dependent
upon anything else.

It had no need of hands to grasp with or to defend itself,
nor yet of feet or anything that would serve to stand upon ;
so he saw no need to attach to it these limbs to no purpose.

34. For he assigned to it the motion proper to its bodily form,
namely that one of the seven wglch above all belongs. to
reason and intelligence ; accordingly, he caused it _to turn

. About"uniformly in the same place and within its own limits

A ade it tevolve Tound and round : he took from it all

the other six motions and gave it no part in their wanderings.
And since for this revolution it needed no feet, he made it
without feet or legs.

Once more the argument is Eleatic, rather than Pythagorean.
Xenophanes had declared that his limited and spherical world had
no special organs of sense : ‘it sees, thinks, and hears as a whole ’
(frag. 24). The statement may possibly be directed against a
primitive doctrine which figures in some Orphic verses ! frequently
quoted by the Neoplatonists : 'Zeus is first and last, one royal body,
containing fire water earth and air, night and day, Metis and Eros.
The sky is his head, the stars his hair, the sun and moon his eyes,
the air his intelligence (voiic), whereby he hears and marks all
things; no sound nor voice escapes his ears, and so on. The
Pythagoreans certainly regarded the Heaven as a living creature
which breathed the circumambient air, Xenophanes # again had
denied this, like Plato here. Parmenides had said that the one
Being was not born and did not grow and Empedocles had echoed

1 Kern, Orph. frag. 168. (Proclus ii, 82, quotes the fragment here, but as
evidence that the living world has sensation.) Epiphanius (adv. haer. i, 7)
attributes the doctrine to Pythagoras : ‘ he speaks of the god, i.e. the Heaven,
as a body and of the sun and moon and the other stars as his eyes and so
forth, as in a human being ".

*D.L. ix, 19 (Vors. 11, A1) p) pévror dvamvein.
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him.! All these statements must be taken as repudiating the
primitive notion, traceable in the earliest Pythagorean cosmology,
that the world starts from a seed and grows like a living thing by
taking in, as nourishment, more and more of the body that environs
|

A creature which requires no nourishment has no need to seek
it by moving from place to place. So the sphere has no limbs, as
Empedocles said : ‘ No two branches (arms or wings ?) spring from
his back, no feet, no swift-moving knees, no parts of generation ;
but he was a Sphere every way equal to itself’ (frag. 29). ‘He
always remains in the same place, altogether unmoved, nor does it
beseem him to go from place to place ’ (Xenophanes, 26).* There
remains, as the only possible movement, the rotation proper to a
sEhere. That this is the only ‘ rational ' movement is here stated

ithout any explanation. The point is argued for the first time
in thg Laws (897D ff.), where the Athenian asks : Of what nature
is_the motion of reason ? He replies that rotation in one place is
most akin to the revolution of reason : both motions are  regular
and uniform, in the same place, round the same things and in
relation to the same things, according to one rule and system ’.4
Motion that has not these characteristics, but involves change of
place without order, system, or rule, is akin to all unreason (dvota).
So here the six rectilinear motions (up and down, forwards and

backwards, to right and left) are associated with t ational,

e e T

“They are ' wanderings® in which the body of the universe, as a
whole, has no share (dnAavéc), though its constituents, the primary
bodies, will be found to possess them.

It is clearly meant that this rational movement of rotation is
not confined to the fixed stars ; it is a motion of the whole universe
carrying with it all its contents, as the Laws explicitly declares.®
Nothing has yet been said of the stars, the planets, and the Earth.
We shall find that the planets are involved in this motion, though
they have also independent motions of their own. The rotation

1 Parm. 8, 6, riva ydp yéway Sildjoeat adrod | mfj molev adénbév ; Emped. 17, 32,
Toiiro 8 émavérjoeie 76 wav 7( xe xal mélev Moy ;

2 Cf. Aet. ii, 5, 1, ' Aristotle : If the world is nourished, it will perish ;
but in fact it needs no nourishment ; hence it is everlasting ".

3 Parmenides also (frag. 8, 26-33) seems to connect the immovableness of
his Being with its perfection and its ‘having no needs’ (odx émdevés), a
divine characteristic (Xenophanes, Vors. 11, A 32, émdeioflar 8¢ pndevos adrav
(rév Beav) pndéva. Xen. Mem. 1, 6, 10 76 pndevds Seiofar Oeiov elvar, Eur.
H.F. 1341. Cf. Ar. de caelo 1, 2794, 34.)

4 Cf. below, 40A.

5 897c, * If we are to assert that the whole course and motion of the Heaven
and of all that it contains are of like nature to the motion and revolution and
reflections of reason . . .
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of the whole must also affect the Earth, a point that will come up
again when we have to consider whether the Earth has any proper
movement (p. 130). Here the rotation of the world with all its
contents, from axis to circumference, symbolises that reason
penetrates and governs the entire universe. On the other hand,
the six irrational motions do occur in nature. Since all physical
motions are ultimately caused by the self-moving soul, this passage
supports the view that the World-Soul has an element of unreason
and, like our own souls, is not perfectly controlled by the divine
reason it contains. Plato will deny that the so-called ‘ planets’
really ‘ wander’ from one course to another; but the primary
bodies have rectilinear motions which are constantly changing their
direction. These will be associated with ‘ what happens of Neces-
sity ’ and the ‘ wandering cause ’ in the second part of the dialogue.

On the whole, this curiously archaic account of the world’s body
owes much more to the Eleatics and to Empedocles than to the
early Pythagoreans. Where Xenophanes and Parmenides differed
from the Pythagoreans Plato takes their side, except in Parmenides’
denial of all motion. In particular, he rejects the primitive Pytha-
gorean cosmogony, in which the living world expanded from a
fiery seed by taking in the surrounding darkness, and, when formed,
continued to breathe the vacant air from without. The sphere
has always existed in its perfection and self-sufficiency, and outside
it there is neither body nor void.! It everlastingly fills the whole
of space.

THE WORLD-SOUL

THE next section, on the World-Soul, opens with a short summary
enumerating the perfections which the world’s body owes to divine
forethought, and adding that its circular motion, already mentioned,
is due to its soul, extending from centre to circumference. The
soul is coeval with the body ; both exist everlastingly. The com-
position of the soul is next described : it consists of certain inter-
mediate kinds of Existence, Sameness, and Difference. 'When these
constituents have been compounded, the mixture is divided in the
proportions of a musical harmonia. Out of the stuff so compounded
and divided the Demiurge then constructs a system of circles,
representing the principal motions of the stars and planets. The

1 Pr. repeatedly asserts that there is no void outside the cosmos for Plato
any more than for Aristotle (ii, 73, 89, 91, etc.). In order to maintain his
thesis, Tr. has to suppose that Plato is attributing to Timaeus a ‘ development
within Pythagoreanism which repudiates prominent features of the original
doctrine ' (p. 100).
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addition of these motions of soul to the bodily frame previously
described starts the world upon its unceasing course of intelligent
life. Finally, it is explained that, on the principle that like knows
like, the composition of the World-Soul out of three elements,
Existence, Sameness, and Difference, enables it both to know
unchangeably real objects and to have true beliefs about changing
things of the lower order of existence:

34A-B. Summary. Transition to the World-Soul

34A. All this, then, was the plan of the god who is for ever for the
B. god who was sometime to be. According to this plan he
made it smooth and uniform, everywhere equidistant from

its centre, a body whole and complete, with complete bodies

for its parts. And in the centre he set a soul and caused it

to extend throughout the whole and further wrapped its

body round with soul on the outside ; and so he established

one world alone, round and revolving in a circle, solitary

but able by reason of its excellence to bear itself company,
PR needing no other acquaintance or friend but sufficient to

7~ _itself. On all these accounts the world which he “brought
into being was & el god. RSB
The statement (here and at 36E) that the soul is wrapped round
the body of the world ‘ on the outside’ does not mean that the
soul extends beyond the body, but only that it reaches the extremé
circumference. Similarly, the yellow colour of an orange might be
said to cover it all over on the outside. At Sophist 253D the specific
Forms are ‘ embraced on the outside * (2w0ev megieyouévag) by the
generic Form, but the genus does not extend farther than the
species it contains. Aristotle again speaks of ‘ the parts of animals
on the outside’ (va &wlev udpia @y {hawv, H.A. 494a, 22), and
Plotinus of ‘ the circumference on the outside’ of a circle (sj #wblev
nepupépera, Enm. ii, 2, 1). There may, however, be a suggestion
that the presence of a rational soul is most clearly revealed at the
circumference, where the diurnal revolution of the whole world is
visibly manifested by the stars, unmodified by other motions.?
This is the movement of the Same, which has the ‘supremacy’
over all the interior motions, as Albinfis observes in explaining this
phrase.?

34 B~C. Soul is prior to body
34B. Now this soul, though it comes later in the account we are
c. now attempting, was not made by the god younger than the
body ; for when he joined them together, he would not have

1 Cf. Tr., p. 105. ? Didasc., ch. xiv. Cf. 36c.
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suffered the elder to be ruled by the younger. i
us too much of the casual and random,! which shows itself

“in our speech; but the god made soul prior to body and

more venerable in birth and excellence, to be the body’s
mistress and governor.

The words ¢ elder * and * prior * here obviously do not mean that
the world’s soul existed before its body. Plato’s point is made at
length in Laws X, where it is argued that all motion must have
its sourcé in a_self-moving thing, which is precisely the definition
of soul (896a). Accordingly, the characteristic motions of soul—
wish, reflection, forethought, etc—must be the motions whose
operation is primary (mpwrovgyol ximjoets, 897A) and which ° take
over’ the secondary motions of bodies and control them. Soul
itself may be associated with reason and guide all things aright,
or with unreason. Plato is combating the atheistical view that the
world order has arisen by chance and necessity from the blind
working of lifeless powers in the bodily elements. That the world
should have a body without a soul is as impossible as that it should
have a soul without a body.

35A. Composition of the World-Soul

We now come to the composition and structure of the World-Soul.
The next sentence states that it is compounded of three ingredients,
which are described. The sentence (which, for convenience, I have
divided into three numbered parts) is one of the most obscure in
the whole dialogue, but not so obscure as it has been made by
critics, who have altered the text and thereby dislocated the
grammar and the sense. Proclus construed it in the only possible
way, and his interpretation, once disengaged from the irrelevant
intricacies of his own theology, is obviously correct.?

354. The things of which he composed soul and the manner of

its composition were as follows : (1) Between the indivisible

_Existence that is ever in the same state and the divisible

Existence that becomes in bodies, he compounded a third

form of Existence composed of both. (2) Again, in the case

of Sameness and in that of Difference, he also on the same
—————— [ R ——

1 Because we are not wholly rational, but partly subject to those wandering
causes which, ‘ being devoid of intelligence, produce their effects casually and
without order’ (46E).

2 This was pointed out by Professor G. M. A. Grube of Toronto in Class.
Philol. xxvii (1932), p. 80. Other interpretations, ancient and modern, are
reviewed by Tr. (pp. 1106 ff.) ; but he has (very excusably) overlooked the
valuable part of Proclus’ discussion.
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principle made a compound intermediate between that kind
of them which is indivisible and the kind that is divisible in
bodies. (3) Then, taking the three, he blended them all
into a unity, forcing the nature of Difference, hard as it was
to mingle, into union with Sameness, and mixing them
together with Existence. 1

The sentence falls into three clauses : (1) The first describes the
compounding, out of indivisible, unchanging Existerice and the
divisible Existence which becomes in the region of the bodily, of a
third kind of Existence intermediate between them. This inter-
mediate sort of Existence is one of the three ingredients in the final
mixture of the last clause. (2) The second clause states that the
Demiurge proceeded on the same principle (xard radrd) also in the
case of Sameness and in that of Difference. As there were two
kinds of Existence, the indivisible and the divisible, so Sameness
and Difference have each two corresponding kinds, described as
‘ that kind of them which is indivisible, and the kind that is divisible
in bodies ’ (v0 duegés adrdv xal T6 xard TG CdOpATA PEPLOTOY).
Accordingly, as before, the Demiurge made a third intermediate
kind of Sameness (and again of Difference), composed of the indi-
visible and divisible kinds of Sameness (and of Difference). These
intermediate kinds of Sameness and of Difference are the second
and third ingredients in the final mixture.2 (3) Finally, taking the

1 The text is as follows : (1) ijs dueploTov kai del kard Tadrd éyovomys oloias
xal Tijs ad mepl Td odpara yryvouévms pepiatijs Tpirov €€ dudoiy év péow ovvexepdaaro
ovalas eldos' (2) ijs Te Tabrod ¢ucews ad mépe xkal Tis Tol érépov kal kard Talrd
owvéarnoey év péow ol Te duepols adrdv xal Tob katd @ owpara peporod (3) kal
Tpla AaPav adra dvra ouvexepdaaro els plav mdvra i8éav, iy Barépov diow Slopetor
oboav els Tabrov pudtTwy Plg, peyvds 8¢ perd Tis ovolas. Against all the
MSS., editors have omitted af wép after rijs 7e 7atrod dvoews. But cf. s §¢
‘Eppoxpdrovs al mepl ¢ioews (20A 7) ; 76 8" abmepl Tijs Pporioews (248, 7). At
the end, Jackson saw that pewywds 8¢ perda ijs odolas goes with the other present
participle ovwappdrrwy, not with the following aorist mounoduevos, and punctu-
ated as above.

2 Commenting on clause (2) Proclus (ii, 155) says that among the kinds,
Existence ranks first, Sameness second, Difference third. As the intermediate
sort of Existence is subordinate to intelligible Existence but superior to
divisible Existence in the corporeal, so the Sameness of the soul is inferior to
indivisible Sameness, but has a superior unity to divisible Sameness ; and
this is true also of its Difference. He recognises what (in the terms of his
own theology) he calls the ‘ demiurgic genus * of Sameness (and of Difference),
as having three species—the indivisible, the divisible, and the intermediate.
He assigns to soul the intermediate species of both Sameness and Difference,
and says they are combined (in the final mixture) with the intermediate
species of Existence. * For Plato says that, just as in the case of Existence,
so in the case of Sameness and Difference the Demiurge compounded a third
sort consisting of both, and * on the same principle "’ (reading xard radrd here
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three ingredients, the Demiurge mixes them all into a unity. We
may set out the full scheme of the Soul’s composition as follows :

First Final

Mixture Mixture

Indivisible Existence
Divisible Existence

Indivisible Sameness
Divisible Sameness

Indivisible Difference 3 >
Divisible Difference }I“te’m"d‘at" Difference

} Intermediate Existence

} Intermediate Sameness »Soul

So much for the interpretation of the words; it remains to
consider what Plato’s symbolism means. This passage is one of
many in which he is writing for readers already versed in his own
later thought, without regard for the uninstructed, who would be
Teft wholly in the dark. The terms Existence, Sameness, Difference,
“would be simply unintelligible to anyone who had not read and
understood the_Sophist In that dialogue? these three “ kinds ’
or Forms are singled out for the purpose of showing how Forms
in general can be connected in true affirmative statements and
disjoined in true negative statements. It was necessary to point
out that the words ‘is’ and ‘is not’ are ambiguous: ‘s’ can
mean either © exists ’ or ‘ is the same as’; ‘is not’ can mean either
“does not exist’ or ‘is different from’. Non-existence has been
ruled out of the discussion, because there are no true statements
asserting that any Form does not exist. We are thus left with
Existence, Sameness, Difference. It is carefully shown that these
three Forms are wholly distinct. They are, indeed, ‘ all-pervading ’,
in that every one of them ‘ combines * with every other and with
every Form there is. You can say truly of any Form whatsoever
(1) that it exists, (2) that it is the same as itself, and (3) that it-is

and at 155! and 156%*: so Tr.): as in the former case the * compound of
both "’ was a species of Existence, so in the case of these the intermediate is
a species of Sameness or Difference.” This paraphrase clearly shows that he
construed clause (2) in the only way consistent with the reading of the MSS.
The confusions introduced by other commentators arise chiefly from omitting
the words ab mépt, and then imagining that rof e duepods abrév kal o katd T
odpara pepiorod means the indivisible and divisible kinds (not ° of them'’
(adrav), i.e. Sam and Difference, but) of Existence. This reduces the
second clause to a pointless repetition of the first, and leads to an identification
of Sameness and Difference with Indivisible and Divisible Existence, which
is flatly inconsistent with the Sophist.

1 Tr.’s exposition of our passage is complicated by his not allowing Timaeus
to know the contents of the Sophist (p. 128), though he does not hesitate to
translate Timaeus’ doctrine into the terminology of Whitehead (p. 131).

2 For a fuller discussion see F. M. Cornford, Plato’s Theory of Knowledge
(r935), pp. 273 ff.
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different from any other Form. But a main point of the argument
N ,no_one of these three Forms can be identified with, or
derived fmmk;ml;%} In this part of the Sophist ‘ Existence ’
(o év) means, no t which exists ’, but simply what is meant
by the word ‘ exists ’ in such a statement as ‘ Motion exists (partakes
of Existence)’. Since the Sophist (as the ancient critics saw)
provides the sole clue to the sense of our passage, the word odoia
here must bear this meaning; it should not be rendered by
‘essence ’ or ‘ substance’. The upshot is that the soul has a sort
of existence which is not simply identical with the real ‘ being’
of immutable and eternal things, nor yet with the ‘ becoming ’ of
the things of sense, but has some of the characteristics of both
these sorts of Existence.

In the Sophist only Forms are in question, and the sort of Exist-
ence which Forms possess. This is evidently what Plato, in our
passage, calls ‘indivisible and always unchanging Existence’.
When we say that a Form exists, we mean that it has the eternal
and immutable being assigned to the higher order of existents at
the opening of Timaeus’ discourse (284). With this Plato contrasts
here, as before, the ‘ divisible Existence which becomes in bodies ’
or in the region of the bodily. This belongs to that lower order of
existents which is ‘ always becoming, but never has real being ’, in
the realm of the perceptible. The Sophist (240B) recognises images
(eidola) as a class of entities which have ‘ some sort of existence ’
{a.s.&’:rra awg), but not the real being of the real things (évrwe dvra) of
which they are likenesses. These images of reality include all the
contents of the visible world produced by the divine Demiurge,
whose activity is compared in a later passage of the Sophist? to
tha_t of the human craftsman. They are those copies of the Forms
which Timaeus (52A) describes as like the Forms whose names they
bear, sensible, generated, perpetually in motion, coming to be in a
certain place and vanishing out of it, apprehended by belief involving
perception. As likenesses (eixdvec) they are contrasted with real
things (6 évrwe &v) and said to exist only as shifting appearances

; 1'As Plutarch observes : adrofi [TAdrawvos év 7 Zodiorij 76 dv xal 76 Tadrov xal
78 &repor, mpds 8¢ Tovrois ordaw Kal xivnow, ds éxaorov éxdorov Badépov xal mévre
dvra ywpis dGAjAwy ifepévov kal Siopllovros, de anim. procr. 1013D. Soph. 254D ff.
It should be noted that in the whole account of the composition of the World-
Soul, nothing is said about Motion and Rest. These two Forms are illegiti-
mat_ely imported into the interpretation of our passage by Proclus and other
ancient and modern commentators, misled by the baseless notion that Motion
and Rﬁt together with Existence, Sameness, Difference are the five Platonic
‘ categories *. For this misinterpretation of the Sophist, see F. M. Cornford,
Plato’s Theory of Knowledge (1035), pp. 274 ff.

*266A fi. See F. M. Cornford, Plato’s Theory of Knowledge, p. 328 note.
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in some medium (space), ‘ clinging to existence somehow or other,
on pain of being nothing at all’ (52c).

Between these two orders he now inserts a third form of Existence,
compounded of both, which is proper to the soul. All this is
correctly pointed out by Proclus. Throughout his commentary,
he speaks of soul as an intermediate entity, composed of the inter-
mediate kinds of Existence, Sameness, and Difference.! He
recognises three orders of Existence : * int@gé' ible and ungenerated
things ; perceptible and generated things ; and intermediate things

that areTitelligible and generated. The first are altogether incom-
posite and indivisible and hence ungenerated ; the second composite
and divisible and hence generated; the intermediate kind are
intelligible and generated, being by nature both indivisible and
divisible, both simple and composite, though in different ways .2
‘ That by indivisible Existence Plato means the intelligible Existence
which, iniitsentirety, partakes of eternity, and by divisible Existence
in' Bodies the Existence which is inseparable from corporeal bulk
and has its being in the whole of time, he himself makes plain by
speaking of the former as “ unchanging "', of the latter as * becom-
ing ”’, in order to call the soul not only at once indivisible and
divisible, but also “ intelligible ”” and ** the first among things that
become .2 There is a difference between the everlastingness
which is eternal and the everlastingness which is spread out along
the infinity of time; and there is yet another, composed of both,
such as belongs to the soul. For in its being the soul is unchange-
able and eternal, but in respect of its thoughts it is in change and
in time.’ 4

If this statement is substantially right, the World-Soul and all
individual souls belong to both worlds and partake Bothof being
and of becoming. As immortal and imperishable, the soul 1§
“most Tike the divine, immortal, intelligible, simple, and indis-
soluble (because incomposite) ; whereas the body is most like the
mortal, multiform, unintelligible, dissoluble (because composite)
and perpetually changing * (Phaedo 788). To that extent the soul
is akin to the unchanging Forms in the eternal world. But the

1e.g. ii, 137, nel odv 7 Yuxwci) odola péon Sédewrar TV Svrwv, ék Tav plowy
eixérws doTi yevdw Tod Svros, obolas, Tabrod, Batépov ; iii, 2543, Yuyj dorw odola
péon Tis Svrws oboms obolas kal yevéoews, ék Tav péowv ovyxpaleioa yevav and
in many other places.

2 Pr. ii, 1174,

3 The reference is to 36E, 6, where soul is called ‘ invisible ’ and ‘ the best
of generated things *. On that passage Pr. remarks that soul belongs at once
to both classes—things that eternally are and things that become, being
the lowest in rank of the former class, since time has its place in soul (i1, 293%).

4 Pr. ii, 147%%
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soul is unlike the Forms in that it is alive and intelligent, and life
and intelligence cannot exist without change (Soph. 248E). All
souls, therefore, must partake also of the lower order of existence
in the realm of change and time.

The epithets indivisible ’ and [ divisible * call for some ex-

planation.! The being of _:L_‘T'%E__ﬁrr;:és indivisible. A Form may,
indeed, be complex and hence definable ; but it is_not ‘ compasite ’
(o¥vBerov), not ‘ put together ’ out of parts that can be .actually
separated or dissolved. Also every Form is unique ; it cannot be
multiplied. It is not extended in space, and never leaves its own
intelligible region to pass into the multitude of things that become
n the wotld of change (52a—c). There is a sense in which every
soul is unique and everlastingly preserves its identity ; the soul,

too, or at least the immortal part of soul, is ‘ incomposite ’ and
indissoluble. But souls do enter the world of time and change.
They exist separately in different bodies, which exclude one another
in space; and a soul may be conceived as permeating every part
of the body it animates. To this extent it shares in the divided
or dispersed (oxedaoti, 374) Existence of body ; though it cannot
be cut into pieces as the body can. The World-Soul is described
as extended throughout the whole body from centre to circum-
ference (348, 36E). It is not clear that we have any right to explain
this away. If we recognise such a thing as a soul, an animating
principle of motion and consciousness somehow distinct from the
bodily elements that continue to exist in a corpse, it is natural to
think of it as extending to every part of the living creatiire. Stich;
then, is the intermediate form of Existence which, in the imagery
of the myth, is produced by mixing the two original kinds of
Existence, so as to form a third between them.?

It is less easy to see what is meant by the remaining ingredients,
the intermediate kinds of Sameness and Difference. The question
is best approached from the side of the cognitive functions of the
soul, and the principle that like knows like.® Aristotle remarks

! Their meaning as applied to the soul is discussed by Plotinus from his
own standpoint at Enn. 1v, ii.

* There is a further question, too speculative to be here pursued, whether
the intermediate existence of the soul is to be connected with the intermediate
position of the objects of mathematics between the Intelligible and the
Sensible in Plato’s later ‘ Ableifungssysiem ' as reconstructed by Robin and
H. Gomperz. See Robin, Place de la Physique dans la Philos. de Platon
(1919), pp. 51 ff.,, and P. Merlan in Philologus Ixxxix, 197 ff.

* Cf. Crantor's explanation preserved by Plutarch de anim. procr. 1012F
(summarised in Tr., p. 113). Plutarch’s brief summary does not make it
clear whether Crantor was really open to the objections Plutarch advances

(ro13B ff.) ; but Crantor appears to have misconstrued Plato’s sentence like
almost everyone else, except Proclus. Albinus in his Didascalicus starts his
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that Plato in the Timaeus is among those who hold this principle
and consequently teach that the soul is composed of the same ulti-
mate elements as the things it knows. The doctrine is, in fact, stated
below (374), where Plato explains that the composition of the soul
out of the three ingredients, Existence, Sameness, Difference,
enables it both to know the objects of reason and to perceive the
objects of sense, and to make judgments, involving the terms
‘same’ and °different’, about existents of both orders. As
Proclus says,  the soul, having an intermediate existence, also fills
the gap between reason and irrationality. With the highest part
of herself she consorts with reason; with the lowest she declines
towards sensation’ (i, 251).

In the Sophist ‘ Sameness * stands for the constant identity of a
Form (Forms alone being there in question), or its positive content,
in virtue of which it is always ‘the same as itself’. A Form
always is what it is; its sameness excludes any sort of change.
This content, at the same time, makes it different from any other
Form ; for no two Forms are identical in content. A Form is
defined by genus and ° differences’. These differences are both
elements of positive content—part of what the Form is in itself—
and what distinguish it from other Forms, constituting its  other-
ness’. Any Form can be negatively described as what is not (is
different from) any other Form.

What is meant by describing the Sameness which belongs to
unchanging Forms as ‘indivisible’, we can only conjecture.
Perhaps the meaning is that every Form is not only conceptually
identical with itself, but numerically one and the same (unique).
The Sameness that is ‘ divided ’ in the region of bodies must be
the sort of Sameness that belongs to individual objects of sense.
Such an object has, so long as it exists, some more or less constant
identity which enables us to recognise it as ‘the same thing’
persisting, though in many respects it changes perpetually. But,

account of the soul (based on our passage) from the principle ‘ Like knows
like ’ : ‘ Since soul enables us to judge each kind of existents, the god naturally
arranged the first principles of all things within the soul, in order that, since
we always see each thing according to its affinity and likeness, we may posit
the soul’s reality in harmony with things. Plato, therefore, while declaring
that there is an intelligible Existence which is indivisible, also posited another
Existence which is divisible in the region of bodies, indicating that the soul
can apprehend either by its thought. Perceiving, further, Sameness and
Difference both in the realm of the intelligible and in that of the divisible,
he made all these contribute to the composition of the soul. For either like
is known by like, as the Pythagoreans hold, or, as Heraclitus thought, unlike
by unlike’ (ch. xiv). Albinus apparently did not confuse Sameness and
Difference with indivisible and divisible Existence. Tim. Locr. 95 also
avoided this confusion.
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motions of the World-Soul as an intelligent being. Hence in the
next paragraph ‘the circle of the Different ’ is once more spoken
of as representing a single undivided motion.

36E-37C. Discourse in the World-Soul

The cognitive activity of the soul’s ceaseless and intelligent life
is based on the principle that like knows like. As Proclus says,
‘ Since the soul consists of three parts, Existence, Sameness, and
Difference, in a form intermediate between the indivisible things
and the divisible, by means of these she knows both orders of
things ; . . . for all knowing is accomplished by means of likeness
between the knower and the known.’1

36E. Now the body of the heaven has been created visible ; but

she is invisible, and, as™a soul having part in reason and
37. harmony, is the best of things brought into being by the
(¢« . most excellent of things intelligible and eternal.? Seeing,
then, that soul had been blended of Sameness, Difference,
and Existence, these three portions, and had been in due
proportion divided and bound together,® and moreover
revolves upon herself, whenever she is in contact with any-
thing that has dispersed existence or with anything whose

existence is indivisible, she is set in motion/all through herself

i

and(tells in what respect precisely, and how, and in what

sense, and when, it comes about that something is qualified as
either the same or different with respect to any given thing,
whatever it may be, with which it is the same or from which
it differs, either in the sphere of things that become or with
regard to things that are always changeless.*

1Pr. ii, 208. Cf. ii, 1359 ff.

2 Plutarch ro16¢ (rightly) took r@v vonrdv def =* dvrawv as depending on roi
dplorov. Pr. ii, 294, mentions this as a possible construction, though he
suggests, as perhaps preferable, the meaning that soul is the best among
those intelligible and everlasting things which are generated, or taking rav
voyrdv del 7° Svrwv With doyiopod xal dppovias (cf. Robin, Physique de Pl. 56).
That adr) means the soul (not ‘ the heaven itself ’, Tr.) is plain from 46D, 6.
A.-H., Wilamowitz (Plafon ii, 389), and others are (I think, rightly) inclined
to omit vy, though it was read by Plutarch (loc. cit.).

2 Proportion acts as a bond, 31C.

4 The construction is doubtful. (1) It can be taken (in accordance with
the above translation) as follows : ‘ The soul tells—(érw 7° dv 7t Tadrdv §f xal
érov dv &repov) whatever it may be (say B) that something (4) is the same as
or different from—in what respect precisely and how and in what sense and
when it comes about (ékaora elvar xal mdoyew) that it (4) is, or is qualified by,
each of these terms (same and different) (mpds éxacrov) in respect of any such
thing (B), either in the sphere,’” etc. Grammatically, écacrov (B, 2) is the
antecedent of érg (A, 7), and the riof the érwclause is the subject of ékaora
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37B. Now whenever discourse that is alike! true, whether it
takes place concerning that which is different or that which
is the same, being carried on without speech or sound within_
the thing that is self-moved,? is about that which is sensible,
and the circle of the Different, moving aright, carries its
message throughout all its soul—then there arise judgments
and beliefs that are sure and true.” But whenever discourse

c. is concerned with the rational? and the circle of the Same, /)«

,  running smoothly, declares it, the result must be rational
understanding and knowledge. “And if anyone calls that in

‘elvar kal 'rm',axﬂv,- ﬁhich I understand (cf. Taylor) as meaning ‘is each of

_these things (same or different) or in other words is qualified by them .

Pr. ii, 304, notes that Plato often uses wemovfévar for peréyew, as at
Soph. 2458 mdfos Eov Tod évés and memovlds & elval mws, mean ‘ having the
attribute or property of unity ’. !

(2) The words rw 7" d&v ... érepov might be taken as an interrogative
clause depending on Aéyer. A parallel occurs at Soph. 262%, &rov &’ dv ¢ Adyos
#, 0¥ pot $pdlew. A grammarian might contend that the full meaning there
is: ‘ Whatever the statement may be about, you are to tell me (what it is
about).’ So here: ‘the soul tells with what thing (whatever it may be)
something () is the same’.

The difficult phrase mpds &kaorov ékasre elvar kol mdoxew seems to allude
to the ambiguities of the word ‘is’, explained in the Sophist. ‘Is’ can
mean ‘exisis’ (partakes of Existence) or ‘is the same as’ (which involves

" partaking of Sameness or having that property, ndoxew, as ‘ is not’ involves

having the property of Difference). So we can say either that one thing is
(¢lvar) the same as, or different from, another, or that it has either of the
properties (mdoye: ékagra) with respect to any other (mpds éxagroy).

1 ward radrév ‘ equally * (A.-H.), for duolws, which would involve hiatus.
The discourse is to be true in either case, whether the judgments are affirmative
or negative. Cf. xard radrd, 38D, 5.

2 The self-moved thing is the Heaven as a whole, which, as a living creature,
is self-moved by its own self-moving soul. That an animal (soul and body)
is self-moved is a commonplace. Ar., Phys. 265b, 34, * Witness to this truth
(that locomotion is prior to other motions) is borne by those who make soul
the cause of motion, for they say that what moves itself is the source of motion
and the animal or anything that has a soul does move itself locally . This
explains adrof v Yuysw below (B, 7) ; and the world (xumfév xal [dv) is again
referred to as adrd at ¢, 6. The passive (kwovpevor 0¢’ atrod) is more appro-
priate to the animal which is moved by its soul than to the soul which moves
itself (6 éavré xwoiv). Commenting on the statement (344) that the Demiurge
gave the world ‘ the motion proper to its body ’, Pr. (i, 92°!) says that it
refers to the peculiar constitution of the cosmos, in virtue of which it is so
moved by itself (3¢’ éavrod), &yer ydp Te kal avdrds kal xard Tv Lwiy adroxivyrov
xal kard 70 odua opmpoadls Sv mpds THv kvkAp kbmow olxelov (Where adroxlmrov
and olxeior are both epithets of 7, and the insertion of mjv after [wiv is un-
necessary).

3 Pr. ii, 3123, observes that Moywrwéy here means not, as one might
suppose, the subject which reflects, but the object of thought (adré 76 voqrdv),
as alofyricdy is used later (61D, 654, etc.) for alofyrdv. Ci. also xwyridy for
ebklmrov at 58D.
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DISCOURSE IN THE WORLD-SOUL  36E-37c

37¢. which this pair * come to exist by any name but ‘ soul’, his
words will be anything rather than the truth.

Like the earlier description (354) of the composition of soul out
of the three intermediate kinds of Existence, Sameness, and Differ-
ence, this compressed account of the discourse carried on in the

World-Soul can only be understood by reference to the ['Soéhz’st.” 2

There all philosophic discourse is regarded as consisting of affirma-
tive and negative statements about Forms. Discourse is guided
by the science of Dialectic, whose task is ‘ to divide according to
Kinds, not taking the same Form for a different one or a different
one for the same’ (253D). The dialectician discerns the true
structure of the realm of Forms, what each Form is in itself and
how it differs from others—what it 4s and what it ¢s not. A false
judgment is described as mistaking one Form for another. Similar
language is used below (444) : in infancy the motions of the soul-
circles in human beings are perturbed and distorted by the inflow
of nourishment and of sense-impressions, and ‘ when they meet
with something outside that falls under the Same or the Different
they speak of it as ‘‘ the same as this”’ or “‘ different from that
contrary to the true facts, and show themselves mistaken and
foolish’. When the tide of growth and nutriment flows in less
strongly, the revolutions settle down into their natural course, ‘ and
giving their right names to what is different and what is the same,
they set their possessor in the way to become rational’. So in our
passage, the true judgment correctly identifies its object (whether
a Form or an individual thing which becomes) with whatever it is
the same as, or distinguishes it from whatever it is different from.

Dialectic is concerned solely with Forms, but here the discourse
of the World-Soul is directed both to the indivisible being of Forms
and to the existence that is ‘ dispersed ’ in the perceptible things
of time and space. The same is, of course, true of human souls,
from which, in fact, the analogy is extended to the Soul of the World.
We have been told that the World’s body has no.sense-organs,
because there is nothing outside it to be perceived. But the
World’s..Soul is not _pure intelligence ; being united with a per-
_ceptible body, it may be imagined as having internal féelings,
which would be covered by the word aesthesis3 The World’s Soul
differs from ours in that its revolutions can never be disordered

11 incline to think (with A.-H.) that ‘ this pair’ means rational under-
standing and knowledge, because Plato thinks it worth while repeatedly to
assert that vods can exist only in soul (308, 46D, Soph. 2494, Philebus, 30C),
though the same is true of judgments and beliefs.

*252E ff. See F. M. Cornford, Plato's Theory of Knowledge, pp. 260 fi.

3 Cf. for instance Theaet. 1568 and the list of feelings at 42a below.
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(47¢). Hence Plato speaks of its discourse as always true, although
it contains, besides rational understanding and knowledge, judg-
ments and beliefs associated with the revolution of the Different
—a revolution which is controlled by the superior motion of the
Same, but moves in another plane.

[Aristotle,| after mentioning how Empedocles recognised the
principle that like is known by like, continues : ‘ In the same way
Plato in_the Zumaeus fashions the soul out of his elements; for
like, he holds, is known by like, and things are formed out of the
“principles or elements, so that soul must be so too. Similarly also
in his lectures ‘ On Philosophy ”’ it was set forth that the Animal
itself is compounded of the Idea itself of the One together with the
primary length, breadth, and depth, everything else, the objects
of its perception, being similarly constituted. Again he puts the
view in yet other terms : Mind is the monad, science or knowledge
the dyad (because it goes undeviatingly from one point to another),
opinion the number of the plane, sensation the number of the solid ;
the numbers are by him expressly identified with the Forms them-
selves or principles, and are formed out of the elements ;! now
things are apprehended either by mind or science or opinion or
sensation, and these same numbers are the Forms of things’ (de
anim. 404b, 16 ff., trans. J. A. Smith).

37¢-38c. Time, the moving likeness of Eternity

We turn now from the spiritual motions of the World-Soul—its
thoughts and judgments—to the physical motions of perceptible
bodies in the Heaven. Planets, stars, and Earth have yet to be
created and set in the revolutions symbolised earlier by the eight
circles of the celestial mechanism. This work is prefaced by a
description of Time, which cannot exist apart from the heavenly

clock whose movements are the measure of JTime.

37¢. When the father who had begotten it 2 saw it_set in motion

and alive, a shrine brought into being for the everlasting < « ";.-"L‘ &

gods, he rejoiced and being well pleased he took thought

to make it yet more like its pattern. So as that pattern .-

is the Living Being that is for ever existent, he sought to make 7‘.) i

this universe also like it, so far as might be, in that respect. /vn// o2+

Now the nature of that Living Being was eternal, and this
character it was impossible to confer in full completeness

1 Not, of course, fire, air, water, earth, but Unity and the Indeterminate
Dyad (or Plurality).

2 adré refers, like adrod at B, 7, to 76 xwodpevov ¢4’ adrod, the world as a
living and self-moved creature (xwwmfév xai Lav).
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on the generated thing. But he took thought to make, as
it were, a moving likeness of efernity ; and, at the same time
that he ordered the Heaven, he made, of eternity that abides
in unity, an everlasting likeness moving according to number 1
—that to which we have given the name Time.

For there were no days and mghtsm and years,

they should now come to be at the same time that the Heaven
was framed. All these are parts of Time, and ‘was’ and
“ shall be ’ are forms of time that have come to be; we are
wrong to transfer them unthinkingly to etern bemg We
say that it was and is and shall be ; buft‘is }alone really
belongs to it and describes it truly, was” and *shall be’
"are properly used of becorﬁm\ﬂch proceeds in_time, for
they are motions. But that which is for ever in the same
“state immovably cannot be becoming older or younger by
lapse of time,? nor can it ever become so; neither can it
now have been, nor will it be in the future ; and in general
nothing belongs to it of all that Becoming attaches to the
moving things of sense ; but these have come into being as

to number. And besides we make sta.tement,s like these : 3
t_ha_t_ what is past i is past, what happens now :s happenmg

ez;pressmns is exact
right moment for a precise discussion of these matters.4

1 pévovros aldvos év évt kar’ dpibludv loficav alviov elxdva. Even here, where
he is contrasting eternal duration (aldw) with everlastingness in time, Plato
will not reserve aldwos for ‘eternal’ and didws for ‘everlasting '. diBiwos
is applied both to the model and to the everlasting gods. Butin this particular
phrase it is certainly strange that the moving likeness contrasted with abiding
duration should be called aldwov. It is tempting to conjecture dévaor elkdva,
‘ ever-flowing likeness ’, and to compare Laws 966E where the motion of soul
gives to Becoming an ever-flowing existence (dévaov odolav), and Critias,
Peirithous, frag. 18, dedpas e ypdvos mepl 7° devdew pedpare mhijpns dorrd . . .

® Read 84 ypdvov (F. Eus. Stob. Pr. (lemma) : 8d xpdvow, cett.) ovse, to
avoid an intolerable hiatus. See note on 20a.

3 7d roudde, remotely governed by Aéyopev (37E, 5).

4 The objection is to using the word ‘4s "’ in statements about things that
become or happen in time or are non-existent. ‘Being’, in contrast here
with Becoming, ought strictly to be reserved for the real unchanging Being
of eternal things. Its application.to.Becoming is at least ambiguous, nnt
‘exact’, The last septence hints that a discussion of the ambiguity of “is.’
will be found in thej Sophist. |* The non-existent’ means (as in ordinary
speech) the absolutely non-existent, of which, as the Sophist shows, nothing
whatever can be truly asserted.
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38B. Be that as it may, Time came into being together with the
: Iiegggp, in order thaf, as tfey were brought into being
together, so they may be dissolved together if ever their
dissolution should come to pass ; and it is made after _the

c. beaslike tha’f'pa‘cfern as possible ; for the pattern is a thing
that has being for all eternity, whereas the Heaven * has been
and is and shall be perpetually throughout all time.

In the first sentence above, © a shrine brought into being for the
everlasting gods ’ is a paraphrase of z@v @wWdlwy Oy yeyovis dyaiua
which calls for some justification. The words are usually trans-
lated ‘ a created image of the everlasting gods’, and this expression
has troubled commentators, who have assumed that the word
agalma (image) is simply equivalent to eikon (likeness), and that
consequently the everlasting gods must be the Forms after whose
pattern the world is made, or else (in spite of the plural) the Demi-
urge himself. But the Demiurge is nowhere in the Timaeusidenti-
fied with his model,? and the Forms are nowhere spoken of as gods.

The word agalma, however, contains no implication of likeness
and is not a synonym of eikon. It is true that Oe@v dydAuara is
the common phrase for ‘images of the gods’, cult-statues; but
the word itself has two main meanings : (1) object of worship, and
(2) something in which one takes delight.® ‘Image’ to our ears
suggests a likeness ; ‘statue’, a solid and uninteresting effigy in
a park. We do not think of a statue as enshrining the spirit of a
departed general or politician. It is never an object of worship
and seldom a cause of delight. The different associations of agalma
may be illustrated from other passages in Plato. In the Phaedrus
(252D) the lover chooses his love (pwg) according to his disposition
and ‘ as though that love were a god in his eyes, he fashions and
adorns him like an object of worship (oloy dyaiua), as with the
intent to celebrate rites in his honour’. Here the beloved person
is worshipped as an incarnation or embodiment of the god answering

15 8¢, sc. odpards (Pr. iii, 50%%). The existence of the world is spread out
all through past, present, and future time. Cf. 318, ofpavds yeyovis orv Te
xal &’ éorar. Comparison with 37c, 8, and 39E, 1, suggests that odpavds is
already the subject of &’ dis dpowdraros adrd rara Svvapw .

2 At 92c, 7, elkavrobvonrod (sc. {gov) should be read, not mourod.

3 As object of worship dyalua is & Tis dydMe (Worships) ; in the other sense
it is § mis dydMera:, a phrase by which dyalua is frequently glossed. The
second appears to be the earlier sense in literature. It is recognised by
Proclus with reference to our passage : «ai ydp mws 70 dyalpa mapa 76 dydAeofac
Tov fedv én’ adr@ Aédextar (iii, 62%), and perhaps hinted at by the words
fydofy and eddparfels in the text.
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being actual gods, or consider as likenesses of gods, like agalmata
which the gods themselves have made. They are not the work
of worthless makers, but we must honour them above all other
agalmata ; for never will there be seen agalmata more lovely or more
truly a common possession of all mankind, or any set up (idpvuéva)
in more excellent regions or of higher purity, majesty, and fulness
of life. Here the stars either are actual gods or agalmata made by
gods for their own habitation.! In our passage, the cosmos with
its eight moving circles is thought of as an agalma which awaits
the presence of the divine beings who are to possess the motions
symbolised. The addition of the heavenly gods and (later) of the
three inferior kinds of living creatures is to complete the resemblance
of the copy to its model (9z2c).

First, however, it must be explained that all these living creatures,
even the heavenly gods themselves, are endowed with temporal life
that moves in time and lasts throughout all time, hu; is_not the
eternal unchanging duration (alcy) proper to the model, The
concept of duration w1th0ut change, as the attribute of real being,
was first formu]ate(f by Parmenides. Plato echoes his words about
the One Being : ‘ It never was nor ev ever will be, since it is now all
at once’ (frag. 8, 5). The ' ‘indivisible being of Platosmtelhg'lble
“world demands a duration that ‘ abides (rests) in unity’. Time
is essentially divided into the three ‘ forms’, past, present, future ;
and it ‘ moves according to number ’, being measured by a plurality
of recurrent ‘ parts ’, the periods called day, month, year. Nothing
that we can call Time can exist without these units of measurement ;
and these again cannot exist without the regular revolutions of the
heavenly bodies, the motions of the celestial clock. Time, accord-
ingly, is said to ‘ come into being together with the Heaven’, in
the sense that neither can exist without the other.

Plato’s treatment of Time presents an important contrast to his
treatment of Space. We are apt to speak of Becoming as going on

i fime and space ’, as if these two conditions were on the same
footing. Plato does not so regard them._Time is here included
ong the creatures of the divine intelligence which orders the
“world. It is a feature of that order, not a pre-existing framework.
Space, on the other hand, is introduced in the second part of the
ogue, under the headmg of 73 hat]appens of Necessity . The
Receptacle of Becoming is there brotight into account, as a third
factor (besides Being and Becoming) which has hitherto been

ignored (48). This Receptacle, finally identified with Space (524),.

is treated as a"ﬁiv‘e?f’i‘f‘iﬁéf naepenaent of the Demiurge and-a

1 Cf. Simpl. Phys, 1337, 34, mpopavéaraToy ,uév feol xalofvrar Td TV
vpaviwy Oedv Ta dydpara.
I02
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necessary condition antecedent to all his _operations. Time.is not
a given frame; it is * produced * by the cele estial Tevolutions (38E),

which are themselves the work of the Demiurge. It is true that the
existence of Space is implied throughout all this description of the
world’s soul and body ; but its existence is due to Necessity,

not to Reason. Space isa conchtlon w1thout which Reason could

inherent in its rational structure

Plato’s view of Time as 1nseparable from periodic motion is no
novelty, but a tradition running throughout the whole of Greek
thought, which always associated Time with ci t.
Reviewing popular and philosophic conceptions of Time in connec-
tion with his own doctrine, Aristotle remarks that regular circular

locomotion, bemg most easily counted, provides the best unit of

measurement. “ Neither alteration nor increase nor coming into
being can be regular, but 1ocomotion can be. This is why Time is
“thought to be the movement of the sphere: 1 it is because the other
kinds of change are measured by locomotion and Time bj this
{circular) movement. This also explains the common saying that
.Igm%wﬂs_&w, and that there is a eycle of all other
hings that have a natural movement and come into being and pass
away. This is because all these things are discriminated by Time
and have their beginning and end as though in a sort of penod
for Wﬁsgﬁw of as a sg:% o; circle. The réason,
ag 1me 1s the measure. nd of locomotion and is
itself measurm that to say that things which come into
being Torin a cycle ‘is to say that there is a circle of Time, which
means that it is measured by the circular movement ’ {Phys w,
o e R N L A OB s A I i s 7
How came it that Time was conceived, not as a straight line, but

as a circle? Time is more abstract, unsubstanhal phantom-like,
than Space What fills Space is body that we can see and ha.nd.le 7

and come into bemg ‘and pass away. The four elements of his
system have a natural movement in the dimensions of Space ; but
they endure for ever, and their motion is straight. “But life, that
comes into being and passes away, moves in the cycle of Time, the

1 At the outset (2185, 1) it has been mentioned that some (Plato, according
to Eudemus and Theophrastus) had identified Time with the movement of
the universe; others (Pythagoreans, Diels, Vors. 458, 33) actually with the
heavenly sphere itself, * because all things are in Time and also in the sphere .
Aristotle speaks of this second view as too archaic and naive for discussion.
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wheel of becoming—birth, growth, maturity, decay, death, and
rebirth. These words at once suggest the origin of the circular
image of Time. It is borrowed from ﬂme revolving year—annus,

anulys, the ring. Hermippus, in his comedy The Birth of Athena,
thus describes the year, Eniautos :

‘ He is round to look at, and he revolves in a circle, containing
all things in himself ; and as he runs round the whole earth he
brings us men to birth. His name is Endautos ; and being round
he has neither end nor beginning, and will never cease wheeling
“his body round all day and every day’ (frag. 1, Meineke).

The year, says Hermippus, ‘contains all things in himself’ (&
m}ré‘)) There is an allusion to the derivation of Engautos from gv
_£avr®, which we also find in Plato’s Cratylus. " Socrates there
“explains the two words for ‘ year "—eniaulos and efos—as significant
when taken together : they express that ‘EWM
(to & avt® &vdlov) and brings forth into the light all things, in
turn, that are born and come into being.!

In Empedocles’ system the old seasonal ‘ powers ’ of summer and
winter—the hot, the cold, the moist, the dry—are erected into
elements by identification with fire, air, water, and earth. These
four ‘ prevail in turn as the circle of Time comes round ’,2 just as
earlier they had prevailed in turn as the seasons came round in the
circle of the year. Like Empedocles, Plato speaks here of Time

‘ revolving ’ according to number.? Proclus remarks on this that
Time revolves as the first among things that are moved ; by its
revolution all things are brought round in a circle. He says ex-
plicitly that the advance of Time is not like a single straight line
of unlimited extent in both directions, but limited and circum-

_scribed.* He understands Plato’s phra.se throughout “all time’

Bt

(36E) as meaning the Great Year, the  single period of the whole ’

which embraces all the periods of the planets and contains all
Time, ‘for this period has as its measure the entire extent and
evolution of Time, than which there can be no greater extent, save

1 Cf. Plut., def. orac. 12, 416A, énavrds dpxiy év adrd xal rcﬁ:m‘ajv apou
70 mdvrav dv pépovarw dpar yi 8¢ e ﬂpr.e'xmv “Lydus de mens. 11, 4, evavros
mapd 76 év avrd wweiolm adrdy - kikdos ydp ot é¢’ éavrdv eldoduevos. Ps.-
Hippoc. 7. é88. 16. Soph. Aj. 646, dnavl’ ¢ papds xdvapifumyros xpdvos e 7’
ddnla kal davévra kpimrerar.

2 Vors. 218, 17, 29, év 8¢ péper kparéovor mepimdopévoio ypdvowo. The same
line recurs 263, 1, with xirdowo for ypdvoro.

3 38A xporov . apf.ﬂpov xvm\awuvou

4 Pr, iii, zo, wpw,r.u"vq 7€ Kai mepuyeypappév).. Contrast Locke (Essay,
Bk. ii, ch. 15, § 11) : ‘ duration is but as it were the length of one strmght
line, extended in infinitum’. It is interesting that Locke (in ch. 14) requires
a long argument to dissociate Time from the celestial revolutions.
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by its recurrmg again and again ;

is unlimited * (i, 289). “The motion of Time ]oms the end to the

beginning, and this an infinite number of times’ (iii, 30%).

38c—39E. The Planets as instruments of Time

Before proceeding to the creation of all the everlasting heavenly
gods who are to be enshrined in the system of revolutions already
prepared, Plato takes first those among their number, namely the

Planets, whose special utility to mankind lies in their marking off

the periods of time and so teaching men to count and calculate.
He remarks later (47A) that the observation of these regular periods
led to the discovery of number, to all inquiry into nature, and to
philosophy itself. '

38c. In virtue, then, of this plan and intent of the god for the
birth of Time, in_order_ that. Time might be brought into
being, Sun and ‘Moon and five other stars—° wanderers’, as
“they are called—were made to deéfifie_and preserve. ‘the
numbers of Time.. Having made a ‘body for each of them,
“thé god set them in the circuits in which the revolution of
the Different was moving —in seven circuits seven bodies :
the Moon in the circle nearest the Earth ; the Sun in the
second above the Earth ; the Morning Star (Venus) and the
one called sacred to Hermes (Mercury) in circles 2 revolving
so as, in point of speed, to run their race with the Sun, but
possessing the power contrary to his ; whereby the Sun and
the star of Hermes and the Morning Star alike overtake and
are overtaken by one another. As for the remainder,® where

1 As Pr. (iii, 59%*) remarks, the revolution (wepiodos) of the Different is still
spoken of as a single movement of the soul as a whole, going on in all the
seven circuits (mepupopal) among which it is distributed. weppopd means
primarily the circular motion, rather than the circular track ; cf. circuitus.

2 els [vov] mdyew pév lodBpopov MMw wikdov idvras, Burnet. ‘Venus and
Mercury are put into circles which have the same period as the sun, but not
into one and the same circle. The construction is els (kixdovs) ldvras loddpopov
HMew wdidov, xiklov being an accusative of the internal object after idvras’
(Tr.). A.-H. followed Stallbaum in accepting reds, which appears as a
correction in Y and yields the same sense as the omission of rdv. The reading
7dv is asold as Albinus, Didasc. xiv, ¢woddpov 8¢ xal Tov iepov ‘Eppod Aeydpevov
dorépa els Tov lootayi pév HAw wixdov idvra (sic), tovrov 8¢ ddesrara. It is
possible that those who read rov understood Plato fo have held Hera-
cleides’ theory that Venus and Mercury revolve as satellites round the Sun.
There would then be only one main circle for all three, the Sun’s. But Plato
certainly did not hold this. See Heath, Aristarchus, pp. 255 ff.

3 The three outer planets, Mars, Jupiter, Saturn. ‘ Enshrined ' rather over-
translates i§pdoaro, but the planets are gods and iSpleofiar fedv means
‘ setting up (a statue of) a god’ for cult purposes.
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gone round his own circle. The periods of the rest have not
been observed by men, save for a few; and men have no
names for them, nor do they measure one against another by
numerical reckoning. They barely know that the wanderings
of these others are time at all, bewildering as they are in
number and of surprisingly intricate pattern. None the less
it is possible to grasp that the perfect number of time fulfils
the perfect year at the moment when the relative speeds of
all the eight revolutions have accomplished their courses
together and reached their consummation, as measured by
the circle of the Same and uniformly moving.
In this way, then, and for these ends were brought into
being all those stars that have turnings ! on their journey
- through the Heaven ; in order that this world may be as
. like as possible to the perfect and intelligible Living Creature,
in respect of imitating its ever-enduring nature,

Men have no names like ‘month’, ‘year’, for the periods of
planets other than the Moon and Sun. These two are the most
conspicuous and they both proceed uniformly on their course.
The five remaining planets exhibit apparent irregularities, some of
which have been mentioned. The complete analysis of their com-
posite motion involves factors additional to the two great motions

of the World-Soul. The result is a ‘ bewildering ’ (duzydve, not
‘ incalculable ') number of motions of surprisingly intricate pattern.
Plato must have been acquainted with the system of Eudoxus,
which required for each of these five planets not less than four
spheres revolving on different axes, in order to reduce their apparent
irregularity to a compound of circular motions. Three spheres each
were enough for the Sun and Moon. The total of twenty-seven
spheres would certainly make a pattern whose intricacy would
bewilder a layman. Plato does not commit himself to Eudoxus’
system, which may have been recognised at the time as only giving
an approximate picture, and was soon to be still further complicated
by Callippus and Aristotle. If the ‘contrary power’ of the five
planets has been rightly explained above as causing variations in
speed without change of track, Plato’s own system is different,
and an armillary sphere representing the planetary movements,
if it were not required to work mechanically, would be of much
simpler construction.

Though the readers of the Timaeus would be bewildered by these
complications, ‘ none the less it is possible to grasp ’ the notion of

1 7pomai. The Sun, for instance, ‘turns back’ at the top of its spiral
when it touches the fropic of Cancer at midsummer.
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a Great Year, completed when all the heavenly bodies come back
to the same relative positions. This notion was an ancient one,
going back to the earliest attempts to arrive at a period of years
which would coincide with a number of complete months, Platn
extends it to include the periods of the remaining planets. H=
gives no estimate of its length.l There is, as Taylor remarks, no
suggestion that the end of the period is marked by any' cosmic
cataclysm. Such a catastrophe is, in fact, out of the question.
The hands of a perfect clock would regain at every moment the
position at which they were twelve hours before. Since the celestial
clock was never set going at any moment of time, there was never
any original position to serve as starting-point.? The period, what-
ever it may be, is beginning and ending at every moment of time.
This perpetual recurrence, as the concluding sentence remarks, is
the nearest approach that the visible world can make to the eternal
duration of the unchanging model. If the language of our passage
suggests a period beginning at some one date and ending at another,
that is only because the myth speaks as if Time and its instruments
had been created at some moment which would mark the beginning
of such a period.

39E—40B. The four kinds of living creature. The heavenly gods
So far, the planets are the only living creatures, within the
universal frame, whose creation has been described. Among the
everlasting gods who were to take up their positions in that frame,
the planets were singled out because they are, in a special way,

the "instruments of Time ’; and Plato wished first to define Time

in order to contrast the temporal existence of even the everlasting
gods with the unchanging duration of the eternal model. Time
cannot exist without the clock. Plato, accordingly, had to antici-
pate the creation of the heavenly gods by mentioning the planets.
He now repeats the statement (37c, 38D) that the Demiurge designed
to make his image as like as possible to the model. This is to be
done by making all the four chief families of living creature, corre-
sponding to the four regions of fire, air, water, and earth.

39E. Now so far, up to the birth of Time, the world had been
made in other respects in the likeness of its pattern ; but it
was still unlike in that it did not yet contain all living
creatures brought into being within it. So he set about
accomplishing this remainder of his work, making the copy
after the nature of the model. He thought that this world
must possess all the different forms that intelligence discerns
contained in the Living Creature that truly is. And there
! See Tr., pp. 217 ff. Heath, Aristarchus 172. 2 So Macrob. Somi. Scip. IT.xi.13.
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THE HEAVENLY GODS 38c-39E

39E. are/four/ one, the heavenly race of gods; second, winged
40  things whose path is in the air ; third, all that dwellS in the

~water ; and fourth, all that goes on foot on the dry land.

The Demiurge himself, however, makes only the living creatures
of the first class, the gods within the heaven.! These are the fixed
stars, the planets, and Earth. Since the planets and some of their
motions have already been mentioned, the following sentences
refer specially to the fixed stars. But the planets are brought in
at the end of the paragraph.

40. The form of the divine kind he made for the most part of
fire, that it might be most bright and fair to see ; and after
the likeness of the universe he gave them well-rounded 2
shape, and set them in the intelligence of the supreme to
keep company with it, distributing them all round the heaven,
to be in very truth an adornment (cosmos) for it, embroidered
over the whole. And he assigned to each two motions : one
uniform in the same place, as each always thinks the same
thoughts about the same things ; the other a forward motion,
as each is subjected to the revolution of the Same and uniform.
But in respect of the other five motions he made each motion-
less and still, in order that each might be as perfect as possible.
~ For this reason came into being all the unwandering stars,
living beings divine and everlasting, which abide for ever
revolving uniformly upon themselves ; while those stars that
having turnings and in that sense ® ‘ wander ’ came to be in
the manner already described.

The stars have spherical bodies, mostly composed of fire, but
containing some portions of the other primary bodies. Without
earth, as Proclus says, they would not be ‘ solid * masses resistant
to touch; and the other two primary bodies are the ‘ means’
which hold fire and earth together (318). Their composition is
similarly described in the Epinomis (981p) in a passage which
refers to all the heavenly bodies. There is no reason to doubt that
the statement here applies to the planets, as Proclus held.

‘ The intelligence of the supreme’, in which the stars are set,
is a short expression for the revolution of the Same, that rational

1 At Rep. 508 the heavenly bodies are called ‘the gods in the heaven'’
(rév év obpavd Oeav).

* ebkuxdov for ‘ spherical’ is reminiscent of Parmenides 8, 43, edxdxlov
odaipns, quoted by Plato at Soph. 244E.

3 yotadrqy. But only in that sense. They are not really ‘ wanderers’,
but keep to their regular paths, though they ‘ turn’ back at the limits of
their spiral tracks.

118

THE HEAVENLY GODS

motion of the World-Soul which was described (36¢) as having the
supremacy over the interior motion and in fact affects the whole
universe.! The circle symbolising the plane of that motion is the
equatorial circle of the sphere, over the whole of whose surface the
stars are scattered. All the fixed stars move together in the daily
revolution, as if they were set in a solid sphere. But there is no
material sphere ; the stars move freely, though they keep their
relative positions. The rotation of the heaven thus becomes for
each individual star an imparted motion of translation: the star
moves ‘ forward ’ along its circular track parallel to the equator.
Every star has also, we are now told, a second motion, rotation on
its own axis. The reason is that ‘ each always thinks the same
thoughts about the same things’. Here, for the first time in the
Timaeus, it is explained why axial rotation is regarded as  that
one of the seven motions which above all belongs to reason and
intelligence ’ (344).

Every star has its own intelligent soul, ‘ and accordingly its own
proper motion ; for the soul is the source of motion * (Pr. iii, 119).
The same is true of the planets, as Proclus remarks. They also
must have axial rotation; and, in fact, the Moon is the only
heavenly body whose rotation could actually be observed. She
must rotate on her axis in order to keep the same face always
towards the Earth. This is a consequence of the free movement
of stars and planets. If they were set rigidly in material spheres or
rings which carried them round, they would, of course, all have the
same face always turned towards the Earth, but it would be possible
to deny (as Aristotle does) that they have an independent motion of
rotation. Since Plato’s circles symbolise movements only and are
not material rings, he recognises this rotation as an independent
proper movement, due to the individual soul of star or planet.

The last sentence is intended to convey that the statements
about the composition and proper movements of the heavenly gods
cover the planets, which are, just as much as the ‘ unwandering
stars ’, divine and everlasting living beings, and must have the
movement proper to their intelligent souls.2 Earlier the planets
were treated merely as the instruments of Time, and the periodic
motions relevant to this function were alone described. Their
axial rotation was not there relevant ; we are to understand that
it is added here, as the movement of intelligence, which they possess
equally with the fixed stars.

1Cf. 478, 7, ‘ the circuits of intelligence (rof »of) in the heaven’.

2 So also Albinus, Didasc. xiv, * All these (stars and planets) are intelligent
living beings and gods and spherical in shape.” The Laws and Epinomis
leave no doubt on this point.
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ROTATION OF THE EARTH 40B—c

actually gives Aristotle’s books On the Pythagoreans as his authority
for * Tower of Zeus’ as applied to the fire in the centre of the
Earth, I see no reason to doubt that he took the whole account of
both forms of the doctrine from the same source.! In the de caelo
itself Aristotle mentions the Pythagoreans who hold that the
centre, as the most important part of the world, needs to be
guarded by a fire called the Guardhouse of Zeus, immediately
after those ‘ others’ who think that the most honourable element
should hold the most honourable place, and that there should
consequently be fire at the centre as well as at the circumference
of the sphere.?

If we put all this together, it is a reasonable conclusion that those
‘others’ did not hold the planetary theory (as indeed Aristotle
implies), but were quite content with the perhaps older doctrine
of a fire in the heart of a central Earth. If the ‘ others’ are Plato
and Speusippus, the repentance of the elderly Plato may be traced
back to some remark of his, which Theophrastus had heard of, to
the effect that in the Timaeus he had wrongly spoken as if the
element, earth, had its proper place in the centre, and the element,
fire, were naturally situated at the circumference. He had, indeed,
recognised the presence of fire and of the other primary bodies
inside the Earth, both in the Timaeus and in the Phaedo, where the
central Earth contains rivers of fire, air, and water ; but he ought
to have acknowledged that fire, as the most honourable element,
was not merely entrapped in the Earth but had its rightful place
at the core of the Earth and of the universe. The last sentence of
the Critias describes Zeus as summoning all the gods * to their most
honourable habitation (ryuwrdryy olxnow) which stands at the
midst of the universe and surveys all that has part in becoming.’
This is, of course, mythical language; it recalls the procession of
the gods in the Phaedrus, where ‘ Hestia alone stays in the house
of the gods’. If Hestia there is the Earth, the name at least sug-
gests that Earth is the central hearth of the world. The Politicus
myth (272E) leaves doubtful the, situation of that ‘place of out-
look * (mepuwmif), to which the Governor of the universe retires
when he abandons control. But all these passages suggest that
Plato was familiar with that ‘ Tower of Zeus’ which the more

1 See Ar. frag. 204R.

* Proclus (who assumes as a matter of course that Plato’s Earth is at the
centre) mentions that ‘ the Pythagoreans called the centre of the universe
Zovis mipyov, ds Snuoupyiis fpovpds év ékelvw Terayuéms ', and says that this
Tower of Zeus is inside the Earth (iii, 1412}, 143%%). In the context he refers
to the Phaedo as authority for the Earth containing all the elements—rivers
of fire, water, and air—and so being a sort of microcosm.
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genuine Pythagoreans identified with the fire at the centre of the
Earth.?

What is certain is that Theophrastus’ statement is, in any case
perfectly consistent with the repentant Plato’s recognising a fire
properly situated at the centre of the Earth. It provides no ground
for rejecting Aristotle’s plain assertion that the Earth in the
Timaeus is not a planet but situated at the centre.? In the history
of astronomy the planetary theory was an aberration, confined,
according to Aristotle, to a section of the Italian philosophers who
called themselves Pythagoreans, in the early fourth century. As
he remarks, they were not trying to account for observed facts,
but constructing a system to fit preconceived notions. They did
not stick at inventing two non-existent bodies which could never
be observed without visiting the antipodes—the Central Fire and
the Counter-earth—in order to give fire the most honourable
position and to raise the number of circles to the sacred number
ten. Plato, we know, had set his own school the task of working
out a scheme which should best account for the observed facts :
and Eudoxus, among others, took up the challenge. Plato’s
attitude towards astronomy had become.more scientific. since.the

“Republic, which recommends the student to dispense with the starry

heavens. I caniiot believe that in his old age he repented of this

attitude and adopted a'system which had no future among.serious-

! Hilda Richardson (loc. cit.) developes further the connection between
the mddos Sit mavros rerauévos of Tim. 4oc, the 8ua mavrds Tob odpaved kal yijs dds
€Y, olov klova of Rep. 6168, and the World-Soul of Tim. 348, Yuyiv els 76 uéoov
abrod fels 8ia mavrds re érewev. She suggests that ‘ the epithet Zyvis mupyds for
the central fire, for which we have the excellent evidence of Aristotle (frag.204)
has some connection with the pillar of the sky-god. At any rate, both this
epithet and those which correspond to it, such as dis dvdaxsf (Ar., de caelo
293b, 2), dwés Bpovos (Simplic.), and dids olxos (Aet. ii, 7, 7, Philolaus) point
to connections of the central fire with the sky-god as well as the earth; and
these connections lend some support to the theory that the central fire may
have been regarded as flaming upwards and outwards from the earth and
may have eventually come to be shaped into the form of a cosmic axis.’

? So little foundation is there for Frank's assertion (Plato u. d. sog. Pyth. 207)
that Theophrastus explicitly attributes the planetary theory to Plato in his
old age, and that this remained the system of the Academy after his death :
‘ fast alle unmittelbaren Schiiler Platos haben es gelehrt, Speusipp (Fr. 41
Lang) ebenso wie Philippus von Opus (V.S. 458, 36) und Heraklides vom
Pontus (Fr. 40-59 Voss).” Let us look at the evidence adduced. Speusippus,
frag. 41, reads: eikfj ydp ol wepl 7ijs SAns odalas Aéyovres diomep Dmedoumrmos
omavdy Tt 76 Tipoy motel 6 mepl Ty Tod péaov ydpav, 'rd 8 drpa xal dkarépwlert.
V.S. 458, 36 (Aet. ii, 29, 4) says that ‘ certain ' Pythagoreans, kard v Apioro-
Télewv loroplav Kal Ty Pimmov Tod *Omovvriov dmédaow account for eclipses by
the Counter-earth. Heraclides, as Heath (Arist. of Samos 275ff.) has proved, did
not anticipate Copernicus ; there is clear and detailed testimony that he held.
that the Earth rotates af the cenire, while the heavens stand still.
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THE TRADITIONAL GODS 40pD—41A

the Living Creature that truly is’ (39E). These are neither gods
nor everlasting, but subject to birth, change, and death, in the
inferior regions of air, water, and earth. The making of them is,
accordingly, now to be delegated to the created gods, whose handi-
work will not be indissoluble, like that of the Demiurge himself.
Before proceeding to this next stage, Plato finds it necessary to
make some mention of)the anthropomorphic gods jof traditional
Enliisions. et Srbbtondd] L b

40D. As concerning the other divinities, to know and to declare
their generation is too high a task for us; we must trust
those who have declared it in former times : being, as they
said, descendants of gods, they must, no doubt, have had
certain knowledge of their own ancestors. We cannot, then,
mistrust the children of gods, though they speak without
probable or necessary proofs ; when they profess to r
their family history, we must follow established usage and
“accept what they say. Let us, then, take on their word this
account of the generation of these gods. As children of
Earth and Heaven were born Oceanus and Tethys ; and of
these Phorkys and Cronos and Rhea and all their company ;

41.  and of Cronos and Rhea, Zeus and Hera and all their brothers
and sisters whose names we Kiiow ; and of these yet other
offspring.

Plato has given his own ° likely account ’ of the creation of the
celestial gods. The authors of the theogonies attributed to Orpheus,
Musaeus, and other descendants of the Olympian gods, had professed
to speak with knowledge, but had not given even probable, much
less necessary, proofs of their assertions.! In an earlier dialogue
Plato had not hesitated to make Socrates echo the famous saying
of Protagoras in the remark : ‘ We know nothing about the gods—
neither about the gods themselves nor about the names they may
‘call one another by’ (Craf. 400D). If Protagoras had scandalised
“the contemporaries of Pericles, the Athenians of fifty years later,
who had assimilated the plays of Euripides, were perhaps no longer
to be shocked. But Plato stops short at the agnostic position
which may well have been taken up by Socrates himself ; he does
not flatly deny that the traditional gods exist. In the Phaedrus

1 The Theogonies are again dismissed at Laws 886c as hard to censure
because of their antiquity, but certainly false and unhelpful with respect to
the honour due to parents. The same view is expressed at Epin. 988c.
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one, but we imagine (wAdrrouer) him asakind of immortal living
_creature possessing both a soul and a body combined in a unity
which is to last for ever.’* This does not apply to the celestial
_gods of the Timaeus, whom we can see’; it means that we have
no evidence in reasoning or i perception for the existence of gods
in human form. But if we reject the human form and the mythical
genealogies, it does not follow that we must deny altogether any
invisible beings answering to the divinities of recognised belief.
The Epinomis (984p), like the Timaeus, lays emphasis on the
divinity of the visible celestial gods ; but it adds invisible spirits
in the air and spirits sometimes visible in water, so that the heaven
may be completely filled with living beings. Mankind has come
into touch with these real beings, perhaps in visions, dreams,
prophecies, or clairvoyance at the hour of death ; and hence have
arisen beliefs in individuals and in States and widespread forms of
worship. No wise lawgiver will wish_to-innovate here or ‘ turn
.away his own State to a form of piety which has no certainty ; he
will not prevent men from obeying traditional laws about sacrifices,
seeing that he has no knowledge at all about them, as in fact it is
not possible for our mortal nature to have knowledge about such
‘matters’.  He ought, however, o insist on the worship of the
visible gods as well. The attitude towards the traditional gods is
still that of an agnostic, not of an atheist. There is no reason to
question its sincerity or to suggest that Plato is hedging in order
to escape a criminal charge of impiety. The irony in our passage
is aimed, not at the pious beliefs of the common man, but at the
pretensions of ‘ theologians ’ to know the family history of anthropo-
morphic deities.? .

41A-D. The address to the gods

The speech in which the Demiurge now delegates the task of
making inferior living creatures, is addressed to all the visible gods
as well as to those invisible powers which reveal themselves, in so
far as they will, and thereby occasion the current beliefs in the
deities of tradition.

41A. Be that as it may, when all the gods had come to birth—
5 both all that revolve before our eyes and all that reveal
themselves in so far as they will—the author of this universe

addressed them in these words :
[ ]

1 Cf. Laws 9o4A dviddefpov 8¢ &v yevduevov, dAX odk aldwov, Yuxiv kai odpa,
xafldmep ol xard vopov dvres Beol.

* Cf. the judicious remarks of Mr. W. K. C. Guthrie in his excellent book,
Orpheus and Greek Religion (1935), p. 240.
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4IA. ‘ Gods,* of gods whereof I am the maker and of works the
father, those which are my own handiwork are indissoluble,
_save with my consent. Now, although whatsoever bond 2
B. has been fastened may be unloosed, yet only an evil will
could consent to dissolve what has been well fitted together
and is in a good state ; therefore, although you, having come
dnto_being, are not immortal nor indissoluble altogether,
_nevertheless you shall not be dissolved nor taste of death,
finding my will'a bond yet stronger and more sovereign than
those wherewith you were bound together when you came

to be.
‘ Now, therefore, take heed to this that I declare to you.
X hat have
_not been brought into being. If these be not born, the
Heaven will be imperfect ; for it will not contain all the
kinds of living being, as it must if it is to be perfect and

complete. But if I myself gave them birth and life, they
would be equal tmdqr, then, that mortal things
Tmay exist and this All may be truly all, furn according to
your own nature to the making of living creatures, imitating
my power in geferating you. In so far as it is fitting that
something in them should share the name of the immortals,
“being called divine and ruling over those among them who
at any time are willing to follow after righteousness and after
you—that part, having sown it as seed and made a beginning,
p. L will'hand over to you. For the rest, do you, weaving
_mortal to immortal, make living beings ; bring them to birth,
feed them, and cause them to grow; and when they fail,
receive them back again.’

If the slight correction I have proposed in the first sentence of
this address be accepted, the sense is satisfactory. ‘ Gods and works
whereof I am father and maker ' means the whole universe, of which
the Demiurge has been called maker and father at 28c and just
above (41A). Among all these creatures, those which have so far
been described—the body and soul of the living world and the
heavenly gods—are ‘ my own handiwork ’ ; and these, we are now
told, are indissoluble save with their maker’s consent. That con-
sent, it is added, will never in fact be given; hence the created

! Reading feol, fedv dv éyd Snpwovpyds mariip 7° Epywv ra (for &) 8" uod yevdpeva
d\vra éuod ye pi) éBédovros.. This conjecture and other interpretations are
discussed in the Appendix (p. 367).

* The * living bonds ’ connecting the souls and bodies of the celestial gods,
mentioned at 38E.
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gods are everlasting and can never die.! But the world, as a
living creature that must embrace all kinds of lesser living creatures,
is not yet complete. The mortal kinds must now be added, and
since they are to die, they must be made indirectly through the
agency of the created gods. The Demiurge himself will supply only
the immortal element of the human soul.

This delegation of the rest of the work to the celestial gods may
perhaps be connected with the notion that the heavenly bodies,
especially the Sun, are active in generating life on the Earth. The
male, says Aristotle, is that which generates in another, the female
that which generates in itself ; hence in the universe also men call
the Earth female and mother, and speak of the Heaven and the
Sun or some other such thing as begetters and fathers ? (de gen.
anim. 716a, 14). In the Republic vi the Sun is singled out among
the heavenly gods as ‘the offspring of the Good which most
resembles his parent ’. He is the cause of the birth, growth, and
nourishment of things in the visible world (5098B). Aristotle
elaborates the doctrine that the cause of coming to be and passing
away is not the revolution of the First Heaven, but the annual
movement of the Sun in the ecliptic or zodiac circle. This motion
of ‘ the generator ’ is a compound of two motions. It includes the
motion imparted by the revolution of the First Heaven (Plato’s
motion of the Same): this secures that coming to be shall be
perpetual. The other motion in the reverse sense along the ecliptic,
by causing the Sun to approach and rétreat alternately, provides

we were right in supposing that the annual motion of the Sun
actually is the motion of the Different, unmodified in the Sun’s
case and variously retarded or accelerated by the other planets,
Aristotle’s explanation fits Plato’s scheme. The activity of the
created gods in making perishable things can be associated with the
combined motions of the fixed stars (the Same) and of the planets
(the Different).

The only mortal creatures whose making will be described in
detail are human beings. Timaeus’ task _the outset defined
as ‘ ending with the birth 6fmankind’. Even the plants on which
‘man is to feed are not mentioned till far on at 77a. The lower
animals are dealt with very briefly at the end (91p) and treated

1 The Epinomis 9824 says that ‘ opinion ’ must assign to the stars one of
two destinies: either they are wholly indestructible and divine by all
necessity, or each has a length of life sufficient to him and of such duration
that no longer span could ever be required.

2 Cf. Soph., frag. 752P, "Hhie . . . <8v oi> cool Myovor yewnriy fedv <xai>
marépa mdvTwy,
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COMPOSITION OF HUMAN SOULS 41p-42p

only as degraded forms suitable for the reincarnation of men who
have lived unwisely. The physical differences between men and
women are postponed to the same context (9oE ff.), because they
are irrelevant to the whole account of our common human nature
which fills most of the remaining discourse. Plato does not mean
that men ever existed without women and the lower animals.

41D-42D. The composition of human souls. The Laws of Destiny

The Demiurge next fulfils his promise to fashion with his own
hands the immortal part of the individual souls which até to be
incarnated first in human form. They are composed of what was
left of the original ingredients used to compound the World-Soul,
namely the intermediate kinds of Existence, Sameness, and
Difference (354).1 T

41D. Having said this, he turned 2 once more to the same mixing
bowl wherein he had mixed and blended the soul of the
universe, and poured into it what was left of the former
ingredients, blending them this time 3 in somewhat the same
way, only no longer so pure as before, but second or third in
degree of purity. And when he had compounded the whole,
he divided it into souls equal in number with the stars, and

E. distributed them, each soul to its several star.

The human soul, no less than the World-Soul, must be so composed
as to be like the objects it is to know, and it must possess the
faculties of intelligence and knowledge, opinion and belief (37a-c).
It is assumed later (43D), though not mentioned here, that its
substance is divided into the ratios of the same harmonia, and
given the motions of the Same and the Different. Human souls

1 So Pr. here (iii, 2541%) : ‘Soul is a substance intermediate between the
substance that has real Being and Becoming, being a compound of the inter-
mediate kinds.’ T

* Reading kal mdMv émi 7ov mpdrepov <ldw OT Tpemduevos> xparipa. Anyone
rear!ing the words as they stand in the MSS. would expect rpemdpevos or its
equivalent to follow, not xarexeiro ; warexeiro éml 7ov xparijpa is not Greek
for * poured into the bowl’. Cf. above 7pémeafle énl v 7év Ldwr Syuiovpyiar
(41¢). Pr. evidently felt this (though he had our text), for he writes eindrra
ydp Tdv Snpuovpydy ebfds émi 1ov kpatijpa Tpémee (S Adyos). I conjectured <ldw>,
but Professor Robertson points out to me that rpemduevos has many letters in
common with mpdrepov and might easily disappear after it.

* I suggest xaréye (cf. Ar., Plut. 1021, évéyeis) Té<re> ploywv. 1 can see no
sufficient justification for the middle xarayeiofa:, which is correctly used at
Laws 637E, kard 7dv {pariwy xarayedpevor, * letting it pour down over their gar-
ments ’. The active occurs at Rep. 3984, pdpov xaré tis kepalfs karayéavres
and Ar., Ach. 1127, kardye oV, mai, Toldawov. For 7ére = ‘now’, cf. 37E, 2,
43¢, 7.
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are inferior, because they can do wrong of their own wills. ‘ Second

‘or third in degree of purity,” if it does not mean ‘second or even
worse ’, may refer to the superiority of man’s soul over woman'’s
(422).

The souls are equal in number to the stars, among which they
are distributed, one to each star. (The ‘sowing’ into the planets
comes later.) There is no reason to doubt the obvious meaning
of these words: that there are just as many individual souls as

there are stars, whose number must be finite. But in all this

section of the dialogue the yeil of myth grows thicker again, and
it is useless to discuss problems that would arise only 1f the state- .

ments were meant literally, "

41E. There mounting them as it were in chariots, he showed them
the nature of the universe and declared to them the laws of

Z Destiny.l There would be appointed a first incarnation one ¥ &

' "and the same for all, that none might suffer disadvantage at
his hands ; and they were to be sown into the instruments
of time, each one into that which was meet for it, and to
be born as the most god-fearing of living creatures; and
human nature being twofold, the better sort was that which

‘should thereafter be called ‘ man’.

.

Whensoever, therefore, they should of necessity 2 have « .

been implanted in bodies, and of their bodies some part
should always be coming in and some part passing out,
there must needs be innate in them, first, sensation, the same
for all, arising from violent impressions; second, _El_gsire
blended with pleasure and pain, and besides these fear and’
B. anger and all the feelings that accompany these and all that
“are of a contrary nature : and if they should master these
~passions, they would live in righteousness; if they were
mastered by them, in unrighteousness.

1 yépovs Tods elpappévovs. Cf. Laws go4c (referring to the promotion and
degradation of §ouls dccording to character) : Whatever has soul contains in
itself the cause of change and in changing moves from place to place according
to the disposition and law of Destiny ’ (gard s € s 7dfw Kkal vépov).

2 A.-H. notes the recurrent references W s%ﬁm%
+ . . dvaykafov €in . .. Pualwy mafgudrwy, echoed in the parallel passage
(69c, D) where the created gods, after the long intervening section on * What
happens of Necessity ’, fashion the mortal soul : 76 @wrdv, dewd xai dvayxaia
& éavr® malbipara éxov . . . ovykepaoduevoe Tabra dvaykalws . . . ée pi) whoa v
dvdyxy. All the feelings and emotions mentioned come under the term aesthesis
in its widest sense (Theaet. 1568), and have bodily concomitants. Aesthesis
in the narrower sense was not present in the World-Soul, whose body has no
organs of sense or nourishment and cannot be attacked by any °strong
powers ’ from without (33A-D).
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THE LAWS OF DESTINY- 41D-42D

And he who should live well for his due span of time
should journey back to the habitation of his consort star
and there live a happy and congenial life 1 ; but failing of
this, he should shift at his second birth into a woman ;
and if in this condition he still did not cease from wickedness,
then according to the character of his depravation, he should
constantly be changed into some beast of a nature resembling
the formation of that character, and should have no rest
{rom the travail-of these changes, until letting the revolution
of the Same and uniform within himself draw into its train 2
all that turmoil of fire and water and air and earth that had
later grown about it, he should control its irrational turbulence

The souls are set in the stars ‘ as it were in chariots ’, an image
intended to recall the procession of the gods in the Phaedrus, where
the soul-chariots are taken round the outside of the heaven, and

the charioteers are vouchsafed a vision of the realm of Forms.

Here they are shown ‘ the nature of the universe ’. Such knowledge
of reality as they will acquire in earthly life will be gained by
Recollection (Anamnesis). They are also taught the laws of their
own destiny, as the souls in the Myth of Er, between their incarna-
tions, hear the discourse of Lachesis, daughter of Necessity. The

chief lesson, here as there, is that the soul is responsible for any evil
that it may suffer. Proclus reproduces the genuinely Socratic
doctrine that moral evil is the only real evil : ‘ neither disease nor
poverty nor any other such thing is really an evil, but only wicked-
ness of the soul, intemperance, cowardice, and vice in general ;
and we are responsible for bringing these upon ourselves ’ (iii, 313#).

1 In Pindar, OL ii, and Phaedrus, 249A, the soul _\_v}_ligl_l‘_I__l;_i_E, kept _Pure___i;or
three lives finally escapes from the wheel of reincarnation. The present
passage might mean this, or that the soul waits on its star before being
reincarnated as man. So_Pipdar provides a paradise where good souls,
between their incarnations, ‘ spend a life free from tears in the presence of
gods high in honour’ (0l ii, 65). The hiatus cumify €for suggests that xal
oumjfy should be omitted with FY. Stob. Cf. note on 20a.

2 gwemondpevos. The rational revolution in the human soul’s movements
is to establish its supremacy over the irrational motions, as the Same in the
World-Soul has supremacy (xpdros) over the circles of the Different (36c).
Cf. 44A, where the revolutions assailed by sensations from without, which
‘ draw in their train’ (owwemondowvrar) the whole vessel of the soul, only seem
to be in control (kpareiv). Plut., Pl Qu. 10034, émel 8¢ 1) huys) voi perédaPe ral
dppovias, kal yevoudry Bud oupdwrias Eudy peraBolijs alria yéyove 7 Ay xal
kpaTijoaca Tais abrijs koijoeo Tds éxelins émeomdoaro kal éméorpefer . . . The word
mpoodivra recalls the comparison of the incarnate soul to the image of Glaucus
encrusted with shells and seaweed (mpoomedunévas, Rep. 611D).
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In the Phaedrus (248D), it is a law of Adrasteia that no soul shall
be implanted in the form of a beast ‘ at its first birth"..J So here
all the souls are to start on their course in human form, the better

as men, the worse as women.! We need not understand that there
were no women until the bad men of the first generation began to
die and to be reincarnated in female form, but only that a bad
man will be reborn as a woman, a bad woman presumably as a
beast. In the Laws (721C) the Athenian says that ‘ the race of
man is twin-born with all Time, which it accompanies and shall
accompany all through,? b_e_iggﬂWay.imW_r_Lal : by leaving
children’s children and existing always one and th'ei_ same, g;l Ig_aﬁtglggs

f immortality by means of generation ’. Since Time itself has no
OEeginnin""éf{;ﬁ){;; the hun%q.r;v_;__a_t’c_:e must have always existed.
f?ocTu?sggaok this to be Plato’s view. He appeals to Laws 6768,

where the Athenian speaks of the unlimited length of time, in which

“ myriads upon myriads ’ of States must have come into existence
and perished, and no one could ascertain any date at which xﬁ?.nkmd
began to live in cities. The world, says Proclus elsewhere (iii, 282),
had no beginning in time. If it had had a beginning, then some
soul would have been the first to descend to its incarnation. But
since there was none, male and female must always exist, and all
that is meant is that every soul that is at any time incarnated for
the first time, is incarnated in male form. The soul, mankind, and
the universe are all ‘ungenerated’ in the sense of having no
beginning in time, though ‘ generated ’ in the sense of being in the
realm of temporal becoming (i, 287; iii, 204). At Laws 78IE,

1 There is nothing in the text here to suggest that the first living creatures
are ‘ without sex-differences, the differentiation of the sexes and the_infra-
human species coming about later by a kind of ** evolution by degeneration * "'
(Tr., p. 258). The latter statements are founded on 9oE ff. where Plg.to says
that those who were born as men (not sexless creatures), if they lived ill, were
reborn as women af their second-incarnation (as he says here, 42B). ° :ﬁlso at
that time they fashioned Eros,’ and the physiological apparatus of sex in both
men and women is described. In our passage the first generation of men have
Zpws (424, 7), an element in the mortal soul which the created‘gods proceed
to make at 69c. There is nowhere in the Timaeus any mention of sexlis;;
creatures. As I have suggested, tire-phiysical différences of the sexes are

“postponed to a sort of appendix at the end because all that will be said in the
interval applies equally to men and women. |

2 This passage illustrates Norden's remark : Die Vorstellung, dq.ss_der Xxpévos,
als Begleiter des Menschen gedacht, mit ihm geboren wird und mit ihm altert,
ist in dem Hellenentum gelaiifig (Die Geburt des Kindes (1924), p. 4'4)‘

3§, 288, e 8¢ del yévos dorlv dvfpdimwy, Kal 76 wav dvaykaiov dibiov bmdpyew. .So
Oc. Luc. iii argues that the main parts of the cosmos must a.lways_ exist,
including man : dvdyxy 70 yévos Tav dvfipdimay dalbov elvar. Diodorgs 3 6., 3,
remarks that those physicists who make the world ungenerated and imperish-
able say that the human race has existed from all eternity.
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however, Plato leaves open the alternatives that either the human
race always has been and always will be, or it must have existed
for an incalculable length of time. In any case, the details of the
mythical story here are not to be taken literally.

42D-E. Human souls sown in Earth and the planets

After the journey in their star chariots, the immortal souls are
next sown like seed in the planets and committed to the care of
the created gods. Only the immortal element in the soul, as the
immediate creation of the Demiurge, is indissoluble. The subordin-
ate divinities must add the body and those mortal parts of the soul
which temporary “association w1th the body entails.

42D. When he had delwered to them all these ordinances, to the
end that he might be guiltless of the future wickedness of

After
this sowmg_ he lef t it to the neumade gods to mould _mortal
bUdIES, to fashion all that part of a human soul that there
Was still need to add and all that these things entail, and
to govern! and guide the mortal creature to the best of
their powers, save in so far as it should be a cause of evil
to itself.

In the machinery of the myth, it is natural to suppose that the
first generation of souls is sown on Earth, the rest await their turn,
unembodied, on the planets.? The sowing of the immortal souls in
the Earth and the planets, the instruments of Time, may symbolise
that the soul possesses that intermediate kind of existence which

to Time and change; and her earthly life is spent in the 1 region
where the government o’f Reason is cond1t1oned by Necessity. She

1 The comma after dpyew should be o:mtted ﬁ H prints it, but rightly
ignores it in his translation.

2 So Chalcidius, p. 241. I cannot see why this notion is ‘ foolish ’, as Tr.
calls it (p. 259). Some of the ancients who thought the moon was composed
of earth imagined that it might be inhabited (or at least habitable, as
Anaxagoras said : olxjoes does not necessarily mean actually inhabited).
Tr. produces no evidence that anyone regarded any other planet as habitable
by men, except a statement by Chalcidius that Pythagoras believed that
men exist on all the planets, though Plato does not. (At Pr. iii, 280, oroiyeia
does not mean ‘ planets * but ‘ elements ’, as elsewhere in the commentary.)
Plato, who speaks of all the heavenly gods (including all the planets, as I have
argued, p. 118) as mainly composed of fire, was not likely to think of men
living on them. Did any ancient ever hold that men lived in the Sun ?
Cf. Guthrie, Orpheus and Gk. Relig., pp. 232, 247, note 1o, for Anaxagoras
and the Orphic belief in an inhabited Moon.
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will be subject to the  violent * assaults of the corporeal environ-
ment. If she does not reduce to order the consequent turbulence
in the bodily members, the fault will be her own. _Her will is free,
to follow after righteousness and the created gods (61.:&;: wal DUy
&rneobat, 41C), whose guldance is revealed to her eyes in the orderly
revolutmns of the heavens e

42E-44D. The condition of the soul when newly incarnated

How the gods established the mortal parts of the soul and framed
the body it was to inhabit will be described in detail later, in the
third section of the dialogue (69a ff.). The whole account, in the
second section, of the structure and behaviour of the primary bodies
and of the physical processes of sensation and perception will have
intervened. For the present we are concerned only with the
picture of the immortal principle of reason, made by the Demiurge
himself, plunged for the first time into the turbulent tide of bodily
sensation and nutrition. The mythical machinery of the soul
circles is woven into an account of infant psychology with an
imaginative power that few other writers could equal. The whole
leads up to the central problem of human life, the establishment of
rational control over the bodily nature.

We are here approaching the stage at which the works of Reason
will glve place to ‘what happens of Necessity The °errant
cause ’ begins to come into view, with factors in the economy of the
visible world that are not the creatures of divine purpose but limit
the conditions under which Reason must operate. The language
hints at a certain analogy between the task of the human reason
and the task of the Demiurge himself, who  took over all that was
visible, not at rest but in discordant and unordered motion, and
brought it from disorder into order ’ (30A). But the World-Soul
was not exposed to the invasion of violent affections from without,
such as beset every new-born soul of man.

42E. When he had made all these dispositions, he continued to
abide by the wont of his own nature ! ; and meanwhile his
sons took heed to their father’s ordinance and set about
obeying it. Having received the immortal principle of a
mortal creature, imitating their own maker, they borrowed
from the world portions of fire and earth, water and air, on
43. condition that these loans should be repaid, and cemented

! Zuevev is hard to render. The word does not mean rest or cessation of
activity (contrast Gen. ii, I, karémavae fj fpuépe 7 €Bddun dmo mdvraww Tav Epywy
abrof) : 408, the stars orpedépeva pévee. The meaning seems to be that the
Demiurge left these further operations to the created gods, confining himself
to his own proper activity.
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44B. But when the current of growth and nutriment flows in

less strongly, and the revolutions, taking advantage of the

calm, once more go their own way and become yet more

settled as time goes on, thenceforward the revolutions are

corrected to the form that belongs to the several circles in

their natural motion ; and giving their right names to what

is different and to what is the same, they set their possessor

in the way to become rational. And now if some right

nurture lends help towards education,! he becomes entirely

c. whole and unblemished, having escaped the worst of maladies ;

whereas if he be neglectful, he journeys through a life halt

and maimed and comes back to Hades uninitiate and without

understanding.? LR i e

These things, however, come to pass at a later stage.

Our present subject must be treated in more detail ; and its

preliminaries, concerning the generation of bodies, part by

part, and concerning soul, and the reasons and forethought of

D. the gods in producing them—of all this we must go on to tell,
on the principle of holding fast to the most likely account.

44D—45B. Structure of the human body : head and limbs

The matter in hand, to which Timaeus now returns, is the
implanting of souls in bodies possessed of sense-organs and of all
the feelings and emotions that accompany sense (42a). The first
duty of the gods is to provide a residence for the immortal part of
the soul, which they have just received from the hands of the
Demiurge. We have not yet come to the addition of the two
mortal parts of the soul (6gc). So the body is here regarded as
consisting of the head, which houses the immortal, rational part,
and an apparatus of limbs to carry the head about, together with
the organs of sight to direct its movements.

44D. Copying the round shape of the universe, they confined the
two divine revolutions in a spherical body—the head, as we
now call it—which is the divinest part of us and lord over
all the rest. To this the gods gave the whole body, when
they had assembled it, for its service, perceiving that it

1 Cf. 47c: the observation of the unperturbed revolutions of the heavens
will lead to philosophy, and we shall learn ‘ to reproduce the perfectly unerring
(dmAaveis) revolutions of the god (the Heaven) and reduce to settled order the
wandering (mAavwuévas) motions in ourselves ’. Cf. gob, and 878, 8ud 7podiis
xal 8 emmypdevudraw palpudrav Te.

2 Plato uses terms borrowed from Mystery ritual, A.-H.compares Phaedrus
250€, Laws 759¢ (6AdkAqpos), and Dem., de cor. 259, &puyov xaxdv, elpov duewor,
Cf. also Phaedrus 2488, dreMis tijs O0éas; Gorg. 4698, rods dvorfrovs duwfrovs.
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44D. possessed all the motions that were to be.! Accordingly,

that the head might not roll upon the ground with its heights

and hollows of all sorts, and have no means to surmount

the one or to climb out of the other, they gave it the bod‘y

as a vehicle for ease of travel; that is why the body is

elongated and grew four limbs that can be str_etched out or

bent, the god contriving thus for its tr?.vellmg. Clinging

and supporting itself with these limbs, it is able to make its

45. way through every region? carrying at the top of us the

habitation of the most divine and sacred part. Thus and

for these reasons legs and arms grow upon us all.® And the

gods, holding that the front is more honourable and fit to

lead than the back, gave us movement for the most part in

that direction. So man must needs have the front of the

body distinguished and unlike the back ; so first they set

the face on the globe of the head on that side and ﬁxgd in

B. it organs for all the forethought of the soul, and appm_nted
this, our natural front, to be the part having leadership.

5l

This description of the human body has the same oddly iarchaic
character as that of the World’s body at 33a-34A ; but it is har_d
for a modern reader to gauge the effect. Many passages in Sir
Thomas Browne strike us as ‘ quaint ’ or funny, that may not have
seemed so to his contemporaries. The evidences of design in the
human body were a serious matter to Plato. A more systematic
account of the body’s structure will be given in the third section
of the dialogue. This paragraph is mainly intended to compare and
contrast the human body and its motions with the body and
motions of the universe.

45B—46A. The eyes and the mechanism of vision

Plato singles out the sense of sight, first because it is us:.eful if_)r
locomotion, and secondly because sight and hearing, which will
presently be added, are the two senses which above all reveal the

1 The bodies of the universe and of the created gods possessed only rotation
and orbital revolution—the rational motions. Inferior creatures have‘all the
six rectilinear motions proper to the primary bodies, portions of which are
‘ assembled ’ to compose their bodies. 7 : .

% The six regions (rémoi) of 43B, answering to the six motions (344) up
and down’, ‘ forward and backward ’, ‘ right and left ', which the World’s
body has not. it }

3 mpooédv miow. mdow is at least superfluous : why * all ‘—as if some of us
might be expected to do without arms and legs ? It is, accordingly, temptfng
to conjecture mpoomediraow, which removes the very qnusual construction
of the singular mpooégv. Chalcidius ignores mdaw : add_:la est crurum quogue
et brachiorum porrigibilis et flexuosa substantia ; but his version is loose.
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hfu:rnony of the world.! He begins with the bodily mechanism of
vision, for the sake of leading up to the contrast between these

secondary causes ' and the true reason or purpose, which is that
man may learn number by seeing the heavenly bodies and so pass
on through the sciences of number to all philosophy.

The mechanism of vision involves three kinds of ‘ fire * or light.
(Several varieties of fire will be enumerated at 58c.) These are:
(I)‘Daylight, a body of pure fire diffused in the air by the Sun:
This (like (2)) is  pure’, not admixed with other primary bodies.
At 58c it is contrasted with flame (pAdf) as ‘ that which flows off
from flame, and does not burn but gives light to the eyes’. (2) The
}rlsual current, a pure fire of the same kind as daylight, contained
in the eye-ball and capable of issuing out in a stream directed
toward'_s the object seen. At 67D it appears that the visual current
or ray is not composed of the very smallest grade of fire. (3) The
colour .Of the external object, defined at 67c as ‘a flame (pAdf)
streaming off from every body, having particles proportioned to
those of the visual current, so as to yield sensation ’.

Plato begins by describing (1) Daylight.

45B. First of the organs they fabricated the eyes to brin
“Tight,and " fééfér’iéd’"fﬁﬁﬁ“fﬁé”ré"ﬁ?ﬁéh?éﬁﬁ%“n which Igw;lli
now describe. Such fire as has the property, not of burning
but of yielding a gentle light, they contrived should become
the‘ proper body of each day.?2 For3 the pure fire within
us is akm‘ to this, and they caused it to flow through the
eyes, making the whole fabric of the eye-ball, and especially
the central part (the pupil), smooth and close in texture,*
C. so as to let nothing pass that is of coarser stuff, but onl'y

1 So {Kr“ Eudemus, frag. 47, 48, speaks of sight and hearing as heavenly
and divine Senses, reyealing the harmony to mankind with sound and.lght.
oo fher senses are for the sake of mere existence, these for well-being.

Taking olkelov éxdorys nuépas oapa together (with Madvig and A-H.).
Eacl_x day,_as it follows night, has a * body of its own ’ (olxeiov), consisting of
sunl:ght _d:ﬂ'used in the air, which * withdraws ’ at nightfall (450), following
the' mn}m}g sun. This body actually is daylight, not * similar * to daylight
or akin ' to.it (as A.-H. renders). But olxeior contains the suggestion that
a ‘ gentle ’ (jjuepoy) light is naturally appropriate to day (fuépa, a word which
some modern authorities agree with Plato in connecting with fuepos; cf.
Crat. 418D). TrA,’s translation, ‘ a gentle light proper to day ’, ignores e'xé:m

‘_'I:he connection of thought (‘ for ’) is : the gods made daylight [essentia.ll);
a vmlb:j ttgl?;gt)h ofi a suitable kind of fire, for they wanted us to see and so
yei e Ll gt =
bt i::] ayligi b e fire within the eye should be similar and capable of coalescing

4 Empedocles (848), whom Plato is following, compares the eye to a horn
lantern, and explains that the fire confined in the eyeball is so fine as to pass
through tissues impervious to water. 5
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45¢. fire of this description to filter through pure by itself. Accord-

ingly, whenever there is daylight round about, the visual

current issues forth, like to like, and coalesces with it and is

formed into a single homogeneous body in a direct line with

the eyes, in whatever quarter the stream issuing from within

strikes upon any object it encounters outside. = So the whole,

because of its homogeneity, is similarly affected and passes

on the motions of anything it comes in contact with or that

p. comes into contact with it, throughout the whole body, to
the soul, and thus causes the sensation we call seeing.!

But when the kindred fire (of daylight) has departed at

nightfall,? the visual ray is cut off; for issuing out to

encounter what is unlike it, it is itself changed and put out,

no longer coalescing with the neighbouring air, since this

contains no fire. Hence it sees no longer, and further induces

sleep. For when the eyelids, the protection devised by the

E. gods for vision, are closed, they confine the power of the

fire inside, and this disperses and smooths out the motions

within, and then quietness ensues. If this quiet be profound,

the sleep that comes on has few dreams; but when some

stronger motions are left, they give rise to images answering

46. in character and number to the motions and the regions in

which they persist—images which are copies made inside and

remembered when we awake in the world outside.?

1 What is transmitted along this sympathetic chain is motion partly
originated by qualitative changes (dMowjoes) in the object, as the Theaetetus
explains. This motion reaches the bodily organ and causes qualitative
changes there, which when they penetrate to the soul (but not before) are
called * sensations ’ (43c). There is no ground for Tr.’s notion of a pencil of
light, a temporary extension of my body which may be miles long and ° is
sensitive throughout, and so “ transmits '’ semsation from one extremity to
the other ’. Sensation, as Plato clearly says, occurs in the soul, not at the
surface of a mountain ten miles distant and throughout the interval.

2 el yoxra, sub noclem, as at Xen., Hell. 4, 6, 7,; not ‘ into night .  Albinus,
Didase. xviii, paraphrases : 7od ¢wrds vikrwp dmévros. Plato seems to imagine
the * proper body of each day ' moving away, following the sinking sun and
superseded by the night air with little or no fire in it. He was probably
thinking of Empedocles’ two hemispheres of night and day ‘ revolving round
the earth, the one altogether composed of fire, the other of a mixture of air
and a little fire’ (Ps.-Plut., Strom. 10). The night-air, being damp, ‘ puts
out’ the fire issuing from the eye.

3 The last words may mean ' when we have emerged into the waking
world ’, or that, when we recall a dream, the persons and things we dreamt
of appear to be outside us, as they do in the dream itself. The latter inter-
pretation is perhaps favoured by Rep. 476¢C (cited by Beare, Gk. Theories of
Elementary Cognition 46): Dreaming, whether we are awake or asleep,
consists in taking an image for the real thing it resembles. I am not convinced
that Plato could not write * made inside and remembered outside ' in this sense.
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46a-c. Mirror images
A short appendix on mirror images is added here, seemingly for
its own sake rather than as contributing to the main argument.
It has, however, the effect of emphasising the purely mechanical

processes of vision, which will presently be contrasted with its
rational purpose.

46A. There will now be little difficulty in understanding all that
concerns the formation of images in mirrors and any smooth
reflecting surface. As a result of the combination of the
two fires inside and outside, and again as a consequence of
the formation, on each occasion, at the smooth surface, of a
single fire which is in various ways changed in form, all
such reflections necessarily occur, the fire belonging to the
face (seen) coalescing, on the smooth and bright surface,
with the fire belonging to the visual ray. Left appears right
because reverse parts of the visual current come into contact
with reverse parts (of the light from the face seen), contrary
to the usual rule of impact.

In interpreting this short account of mirror images we must
beware of ascribing to Plato too much knowledge of optics. There
is no reference to the lens or the retina. He knew that the angles
of incidence and reflection of a ray are equal. This proposition is
assumed in Euclid’s Optics, where Def. 1 ‘ embodies the same idea
of the process of vision as we find in Plato, namely that it is due to
rays proceeding from our eyes and impinging upon the object,
instead of the other way about: ‘‘ the straight lines (rays) which
issue from the eye traverse the distances (or dimensions) of great
magnitudes "’ ; Def. 2: “ The figure contained by the visual rays
is a cone which has its vertex in the eye, and its base at the
extremities of the object seen’’; Def. 3: ““ And those things are
seen on which the visual rays impinge, while those are not seen on
which they do not.”’1

Plato speaks first of ‘ the combination of the two fires inside and
outside . As above, this means ‘ inside and outside the eye ’. He
has just been explaining that such combination of the visual ray
with the sunlight does not occur at night, and how in sleep the
visual fire confined inside gives rise to dream images. He now
returns to the case where combination does occur, resulting in
coalescence of the internal fire with the external into one homo-
geneous body which can transmit the motions from object to eye.
That is the first condition of all vision.

1 Heath, Gk. Math. 1, 441.
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In the special case of reflections, there is a second coydit.ior!:
¢ the formation at the smooth surface of a single fire which is in
various ways changed in form ’. At the reflecting surface the visual
ray which has coalesced with the daylight encounters a stream of
fire from the object, and the two now form * a single fire °, extending
from the object to the mirror and from the mirror to the eye.
The object taken as illustration is ‘ the face’, which may be the face
of someone else standing beside the observer and facing the mirror
(as in the diagram), or the obsetver’s own face. The gmgle fire is
said to be ‘in various ways changed in form’. This probab!y
refers forward to the transposition of right and left mentioned in
the next sentence, and also to the distortions due to the mirror
having a curved surface. The transposition of right and Ieft’ is
mentioned in an earlier dialogue, the Sophist 266c : a reflection

A. Direct Vision B. REF.LECTIOhE
of person facing the of person facing a mirror.
observer's eye.

Image
Pprxan % Surface of

Right’ mirror

Combined Combined Light from
Fays-—-="_ person

i Right
Right Left PRight 8
Eye Eye Person

occurs ‘ when the light belonging to the eye meets and coalesces
with light belonging to something else on a bright and st:nooth
surface and produces a form yielding a perception that is the
reverse of the ordinary direct view ’. :

Finally, in the next sentence, there is the case of a mirror wl:nose
two sides curve forward so that the surface becomes cylindrical,
with the curvature horizontal. The effect is that the rays ‘ change
sides ’, and right again becomes right as in direct vision. If the
mirror is turned through a right angle so that the curvature becomes
vertical, the image will appear inverted.

468. On the contrary, right appears right and left left, when the
visual light changes sides in the act of coglesang with the
light with which it does coalesce ; and this happens when
the smooth surface of the mirror, being curved upwards at
either side, throws the right part of the visual current to the

155




|
Vil

ﬁ

Sha_t f{

ACCESSORY CAUSES 46c-47E

left, and the left to the right. The same curvature turned
lengthwise to the face makes the whole appear upside down,
throwing the lower part of the ray towards the top and the
upper part towards the bottom.

This disquisition on optics will seem less intrusive if we remember
that the whole apparatus of vision was peculiarly significant to
Plato because of the analogy between the bodily eye and the eye
of the soul, and between the sunlight and truth. Dream images,
shadows, and reflections occupied in the Republic (5104) the lowest
section of the Divided Line. The relation of these eidola to the actual
visible things whose images they are was there used to illustrate the
relation not only of the lower objects of intelligence to the higher,
but also of the whole visible world to its intelligible pattern. In
the Sophist (266) a parallel is drawn between divine and human
production. Divine production covers the same field as the work
of the Demiurge in the Timaeus : it is the creation of the whole
visible world, divided into (1) originals, ‘ ourselves and all other
living creatures and the elemenfs of natural things—fire, water,
and their kindred’, and (2) images which attend on all these products:
dream images, shadows, reflections. In human production the two
classes have their analogues in (1) the production of useful things
by crafts such as the builder’s, who makes an actual house, and
(2) images, such as the painter’s, who makes, as it were,  a man-
made dream for waking eyes’. In this lower class rank all the
fine arts, political rhetoric, and sophistry. Thus the relation of
dreams and reflections to their originals was associated with what
may be called the metaphysical problem of the eidolon, a problem
raised but not answered in the Sophist: How can there be such a
thing as a_visible world, which is not_perfectly f'??%lflﬁi‘.?‘?{gﬁl’lﬁ‘ld

yet has some sort of existence (d»zwg)." The problem was there
consciously shelved ; if Plato meant to deal with it in the Philosopher
that dialogue was never written. We must look for the answer,
if anywhere, in the Timaeus. We are now approaching the second
section of the dialogue, which brings into account a hitherto neg-
lected factor in Becoming—the Receptacle. This, we shall find,

plays a part analogous to the mirror holding the reflections of actual
things (528, c).

46C—47E. Accessory causes contrasted with the purpose of sight and
hearing

The account of eyesight has brought us to the point of contact

between the knowing soul and the external world of visible bodies.

1 Cf. F. M. Cornford, Plato’s Theory of Knowledge, pp. 199 fi., 320 ff.
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in which it was cast was designed to serve anothe'r purpose.
;;hfe?dr:l tl:the transition fromfthe first sfction of the dialogue t(;
gl:cggfnd Wgnlllatve been told about the mecl}amsm of vision,
what happens to the rays of light and co_lour in the ﬁor?lmqrﬁ
between the sense-organ and its object OutSIl:le. All sucl ph ystu:
transactions we need to study ; bult they will not r}av_eal t 1e ;’lllle
reason or explanation (airia) of vision, t’he purpose it is rgEmr;l y
designed to serve. They tell us ‘how' we see, but not * why .

hese things are among the accessory causes which

- ﬁlc;wgc?t}ll ;ses as subgservient in achieving the best result that
is possible. But the great mass of mankind reggrd them,
not as accessories, But as the sole causes of_all things, pro-
ducing effects by cooling or heating, compacting or 1':3.re,fymgi
and all such processes. But such things are incapable ot

any plan or intelligence for any purpose. For we mus
declare that the only existing thing which Eroggrlx ' possesses
intelligence is soul, and this 1s an invisible thing, whereas
~fire, water, earth, and air are all visible bOdl'ES : and a lover
of intelligence and knowledge rm;lst petcxﬁ?anlf rs;:l:ui;uf.t ::é

ion that belongs to the intelligent i
E. %ﬁ?ﬁg&d pla.cegfor that wﬁic_ff elongs to things
that are moved by others and of necessity set yet others in
mot{a-{:w"\?\?é_t“bo, then, must proceed on th.m PnnFlple T we
must speak of both kinds of cause, but distinguish causes
that work with intelligence to produce what is good and
desirable, from those which, being destit_ute of reason, produce
their sundry effects at random and without order.

Enough, then, of the secondary causes that have .con-
tributed 2 to give the eyes the power they now possess ; E\re
must next speak of their highest f‘unctlon for our benefit,
for the sake of which the god has given thgm to us. Sight,
then, in my judgment is the cause of the highest benef::ts to
us in that no word of our present discourse about the universe
could ever have been spoken, had we never seen stars, Sun,
and sky. But as it is, the sight of day and night, of monilg
and the revolving years, of equinox and solstice, has caused
the invention of number r and_bestowed on.]
time and"tHe study of the nature of the world ; whence we

i s Yo i itive. For doa (alriar)

1 ric Eudpovos Pioews, i.e. s Yuxis, possessive geni X ¢ L
?{m‘?:;flﬁ_ﬁosop; 265¢, felas (sc. alrias) dmd Beod yryvoudims, * causation which
has its origin in deity ". y ; : 1 e
2 guuperainia recalls Soph., Antig. 537, xal ovpperioxw xal pépw Tis a.f;ﬁ \
take my share with you in the burden of the accusation (or responsibility).
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478B. have derived all philosophy, than which no greater boon has
—=  ever come or shall come to mortal man as a gift from heaven
:I'Ill_s_,__ghpﬂi_}_ call the greatest benefit of eyesight ; why h '
upon all those things of less importance, for which one \:}I;g
lo*_aes not wisdom, if he were deprived of the sight of them
might ‘ lament with idle moan’? * For our part, rather let
us speak of eyesight as the cause of this benefit, 2 for these
en_ds : the god invented and gave us vision in oréer that we
might observe the circuits of intelligence in the heaven and
profit by them for the revolutions of our own thought
which are akin to them, though ours be troubled and they
are unperturbed ; and that, by learning to know them an§
acquiring the power to compute them rightly according to
E?Etﬁre, w(;: might reproduce the perfectly unerring revolutions
o l;: rg:iv ea;d reduce to settled order the wandering motions
beOf sound ® and hearing once more the same account may
given : they are a gift from heaven for the same intent
and purpose. For not only was speech appointed to this
same intent, to which it contributes in the largest measure
but also all Fhat part of Music that is serviceable with respecé
to dﬂ;]e hearing of sound is given for the sake of harmony ; 4
?1? __.@{Egn}{.q.whszs&_mgtlgni_&.l.m...a..l_c_,in._tO,t_hS revolutions of
e sou ng:thg us, has been given by the Muses to him whose
commerce with them is guided by intelligence, not for the
sall(t_a of irrational pleasure (which is now thouéht to be its
utlllty’), but as an ally against the inward discord that has
come into the revolution of the soul, to bring it into order
and consonance with itself. Rhythm also was a succour

1.* '
i v gc:v?n;ed by ivélwﬂ::lg. Sfallb. compares Xen., Symp. iv, 12, rupAds 8¢
quatu.hme . urerr.uv uaMov dv Sefaluny elvar 7} éxelvov évds dvros. The last words
i k;.lr., {:oems§as 1762, 7i rabra Bpyvés xai pdryy S8dpopar;
aking rovrov (like rofro above) to mean philosophy, a'r.ld énl rabra as

reff:;::g f(:;ward to e‘tihe rest of the sentence. Cf.c, 5, énl radrd rdv adriv &vexa
: o ’ . . =
ey pposed to yddos (noise), covers articulate speech and musical
A : , {85l .
Mg ot o K o £
L wide 3  poetry and the thought conveyed in it
iv;::i{:-ﬁm ;:t:frxﬁbl? with respect to the hearing of I.:ounclil h is 3:;:11 1:.?3
usic in our sense. ¢wvfj xprforpov can hardl f B
:ia;n:o \:;h)crl s:h‘ould :r:strumental music be excluded ? Nor can ity mu;:?nu' exvor(:;lseci
n Y nbe t,a’l:md useful' to the voice ' is irrelevant. é&vexa dppovias écrl:l Solév
ol e:x t;s ?redicate, Fo give &exa dppovias the necessary emphasis
b 151 t% i ;j usl::lnrmin}fr of simultaneous concordant sounds {a‘up#uv{u]’
: ! ent of notes in the concordant rati ’
But ‘ harmony ’ (tunefulness) is the nearest English equ::alzztd S
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WHAT HAPPENS OF NECESSITY

47D. bestowed upon us by the same hands to the same intent,
£. because in the most part of us our condition is lacking in
measure and poor in grace.

II. WHAT COMES ABOUT OF NECESSITY

Tue distinction drawn in the last paragraph between subsidiary
causes and rational purpose has provided the transition to the
second part of the.dialogue, which begins here. The opening
sentence describes the contents of the first part as the works wrought
by the craftsmanship of divine intelligence (va St Nov dednprovgy-
yuéva). We have traced, in the structure of the visible universe and
of man, the manifestations of benevolent purpose; but we have
been perpetually reminded that the work of the most ungrudging
benevolence cannot be perfect ; it can only be * as good as possible ’.
The Demiurge has been operating all through under certain given
conditions, which he did not originate and which set a limit to the
goodness of his work. We have now to bring into account that
“other principle ’ concerned in the production. It is introduced
under the names of Necessity and the Errant Cause.

If we consider the plan of the whole discourse, we see that Plato,
who has hitherto been looking at the world, as it were, from above,
and following the procedure of intelligence as it introduces order
into chaos, now shifts to the opposite pole and approaches the
world from the dark abyss that confronted its maker. Step by
step he analyses those elements which were pictured at the outset
as ‘ taken over’ by the Demiurge—" all that was visible, not at
rest, but in discordant and unordered motion’ (304). These
factors are gradually distinguished, until we reach the fundamental
factor, Space. Space being given Plato can then proceed to

“discover elements of rational design even in the * tumultuous welter
of fire, air, water, and earth’. The geometrical shapes of the
primary bodies are constructed ; and once they are formed into
regular particles of determinate size and shape, the transformation
of one into another, which had bulked so large in earlier physical
systems, can be translated into terms of the disintegration and
reformation of these solids. In some degree, the sensible qualities
(or ‘ powers’) which act upon our sense-organs can then be cor-
related with the peculiarities of geometrical shape ; and so we shall
come back once more, at the end of this second part, to the mechan-
ism of sensation and perqe;.ptiggﬁjth\g_t_‘_ggjg‘t_ of contact between
the knowing_soul and-the external world, to which the first part
has brought us here.
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NECESSITY. THE ERRANT CAUSE
47E-48E. Necessity. The Errant Cause

The opening paragraph is of fundamental importance for the
understanding of the whole discourse. It describes the relations
between Reason and Necessity, and how they co-operate to produce
the visible world.

47E-48E

47E. Now our foregoing discourse, save for a few matters,! has
set forth the works wrought by the craftsmanship of Reason ;
but we must now set beside them the things that come about.
48.  of Necessity. For the generation of this universe was a

mixed result of the combination of Necessity and Reason.

Reason overruled Necessity by persuading her to guide the
greatest part of the things that become towards what is best ;
in that way and on that principle this universe was fashioned
in the beginning by the victory of reasonable persuasion over
Necessity. If, then, we are really to tell how it came into
being on this principle, we must bring in also the Errant-
Cause—in what manner its nature is to cause motion.? So
we must return upon our steps thus, and taking, in its turn,
a second principle concerned in the origin of these same
things, start once more upon our present theme from the
beginning, as we did upon the theme of our earlier discourse.

We must, in fact, consider in itself the nature of fire and
water, air and earth, before the generation of the Heaven,
and their condition ® before the Heaven was. For to this
day no one has explained their generation, but we speak as

! Namely, the account of the physical processes of vision, which are only
secondary causes, subservient to the true ‘ reason ’ for the gift of sight.

* 70 s mhavwuérms eldos alrias, § dépew méduxev. * Literally ‘ how it is its
nature to set in motion * " (A.-H.). For this use of ¢épawv cf. Epin. 9838, re 8¢
Tobro olds 7¢ éorwv feds, dmace abrd paordvy yéyover Tob mpdrov pév Ldov yeyovévar
wiy odpa Kai Gyxov ovpmavra, énara fmep dv Siavonbfj Pédriora, Tadry dépew, ‘ And
since God can do this, it is the easiest of things for him, first to put life into any
body and the whole of any bulk, and then to make if move as he has thought best’
(trans. Harward). Cf. also 434, where the soul-circles ‘ cause and suffer violent
motions * (Blg édépovro xai épepov), ‘ straying (mAavdipera) every way in all the
six directions ’, and note there (p. 148). The meaning will be further discussed
below. (2) Some critics have followed Stallbaum in taking ¢épew to mean
‘ endure ’ and so ‘ admit ’, ratione qua ipsius natura fert ; * comme la nature des
choses le comporte’ (Martin) ; “so far as its own nature admits* (Tr.). It
may be questioned whether ¢épew with no expressed object can bear this sense.
(3) Robin (Phys. d. Plat. 14) : et la suivre distinclement * par ot sa nature est
de porter’. This is impossible, because la suivre is not in the Greek.

* mdfy is vague. It might cover the chaotic condition and behaviour of the
‘ powers ' before the elementary bodies received geometrical form, and
‘ what happened to them’, namely the construction of those bodies, which no
me has yet explained.
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NECESSITY. THE ERRANT CAUSE

if men knew what fire and each of the others is, positing
them as original principles, elements (as it were, letters) of
the universe ; whereas one who has ever so little intelligence
should not rank them in this analogy even so low as syllables.!
On this occasion, however, our contribution is to be limited
as follows. We are not now to speak of the ‘ first principle ’
or ‘ principles '—or whatever name men choose to employ—
of all things, if only on account of the difficulty of explaining
what we think by our present method of exposition. You,
then, must not demand the explanation of me; nor could
I persuade myself that I should be right in taking upon
myself so great a task ; but holding fast to what I said at
the outset—the worth of a probable account—I will try to
give an explanation of all these matters in detail, no less
probable than another, but more so, starting from the
beginning in the same manner as before.2 So now once
again at the outset of our discourse let us call upon a pro-
tecting deity to grant us safe passage through a strange and
unfamiliar exposition to the conclusion that probability
E. dictates; and so let us | begin once more.

In this prefatory passage the word doy7 (' beginning ’, * principle ’,
starting-point ’) is reiterated many times, with a certain fluctuation
of sense.

The discourse needs a fresh starting-point. The previous part
started from the question, for what reason (purpose, motive, airia)
the world was made (29D).
desire that all things should be as like himself, that is to say, as/
‘good, as possible. This was the *supremely valid principle ’ (or

starting-point, dpy7j) to be accepted from men of understanding; i

and we have followed its guidance to the point where rational ’
design came into contrast with factors in the visible world that are
‘incapable of any plan or intelligence for any purpose’ (46D).
We must now start afresh upon a study of these irrational factors.

They are at once connected with ‘ the nature of fire and air,
water and earth’. These four so-called ‘elements’, or some one

1 groweia, letters of the alphabet, first used in extant literature of the
physical elements at Theaet. zo1E. Itis, however, not unlikely that Leucippus
or Democritus illustrated the infinitely various combinations of atoms by the
rearrangement of the same set of letters to form a tragedy or a comedy (Diels,
Elementum 13).

2 yal gumpoofev seems untranslatable. I suggest <j> xal &ump. Cf. 488, 2,
kafdmep mepl T@v tére . . . mdhw dpxréov dm’ dpyfis. But, just below at E, 2,
it is added that the new starting-point must be a fuller classification than the
one we started from ‘ before ’ (rijs mpdafev).
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REASON AND NECESSITY 47E48E

or more of them, had been regarded by lonian science and by
popular thought as the original principle: (Goyaf) of all things.
The earliest Ionians had chosen water or air as the one original
condition (aoysf) from which a manifold world had emerged, and also
as the fundamental form (pdoig) of which all things at all times
ultimately consist. Empedocles had taken all four and clearly
endowed them with the status of elements, rreducible and immutable
factors which are merely mixed and rearranged in space to yield
all the variety of compounds. The unexplained existence of the
four elements had been taken as the sterting-point for cosmogony,
their properties and behaviour assumed, ‘as if men knew what
fire and each of the others is’. Plato at once denies them the
status of elements, and promises ‘to ‘ explain their generation’
from prior and simpler beginnings. He intends to construct the
geometrical shapes of the four primary bodies from triangles which
he takes as elementary. Only he adds that even this analysis will
not claim to have reached ‘the first principle or principles of all
things *. This warning may mean that the elementary triangles
themselves are reducible to numbers, and number perhaps to be
derived from unity ; but he will not here push the analysis so far.
Or it may mean that no one can ever really know the ultimate
constitution of body, because there can be no such thing as physical
science, but only a ‘ probable account’.

There was, however, another and more objectionable sense in
which the elements had been called dpyal : they had been taken as
the original source of motion (Goys #wijoews), * producing effects by
cooling of heating, compacting or rarefying, and all such processes ’
(46D). These effects were produced blindly by things incapable of
any rational plan or forethought ; and from their casual interplay
the world-order was believed to have emerged. In this way the
elements and the physical processes due to their properties or
‘ powers ' (Svvdueic) were made responsible as the true and only
causes of all things (aizia 7@y wdvrawv, 46D). Plato intends to maintain
that they are not original causes of motion‘and so of world-formation.
The only source of motion is the self-moving soul, ‘ the causation
of theintelligent nature ’ (46p). These bodies hold only the second
rank, as ‘things that are (passively) moved by others and of
necessity set yet others in motion ’,

Reason and Necessity. With all this in mind, Plato opens this
second part of the discourse with the contrasted powers of Reason
and Necessity. Both, he says, contribute their part to the formation
of the world of Becoming. Reason, aiming at the best, must use
persuasion to win over Necessity, inducing her  to guide the greatest
part (but not all) of the things that become towards what is best ’.
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‘Immediately afterwards, he speaks of this second factor, Necessity,

as an Errant Cause, vhose manner of causing motion must be
into account.

tal'{l‘elﬁs central utterance has been much mispnderstood, because the
conceptions are foreign to the modern mind. How can Reason
overrule Necessity by persuasion ? Is not Necessity precisely the
inexorable, which can listen to no persuasion ? Necessity, 1n associa-
tion with the material, suggests to us the unbroken and unbreakable
chain of cause and effect, determining the whole course of events.
What opening is left for persuasion ? Moreover, we connect
Necessity with the element of intelligible order and reg_ular sequence
in becoming ; and we look to that quarter for the objects of know-
ledge, of natural science, whose aim is to formu!ate laws of necessary
causation. How can Plato speak of Necessity as the errant or
wandering cause, as something essentially 1_1'regu_13r and unin-
telligible, needing to be brought, so far as poss_lble, into order apd
persuaded to subserve, in some measure, the intelligent direction
of Reason?

In interpreting this passage some moder_n ccumm_entators are,
perhaps unconsciously, influenced by the desEre to bring Plato into
conformity with the Jewish-Christian doctrine of an omnipotent
Creator. They are reluctant to admit any factor in tl_le visible
world that does not owe its existence to God, who, having called
all things into being out of nothing, must himself be the author of
Nature’s inexorable laws, and responsible for every defect in h_15
handiwork. Archer-Hind’s interpretation goes to the extreme in
this direction, though he substitutes for the Christian God an
jdealistic equivalent—an absolute Spirit evolving everything out of
itself by a timeless process of thought (whatever that may mean).
By identifying the Demiurge with the Form of the G,ood, the
World-Soul, and the sovereign Reason, he fmd.s thz_1t Pl’ato s systeI:n
is ‘a form of pantheism’ and ‘an absolute 1deahsr‘n . Mat_ter is
reduced to extension, and extension ‘ exists only su_b]ectwely in our
minds’ (p. 45). In this view there is really nothing left but G?d,
who must accordingly be the author of Necessity ; and Necessity
is identified with natural law. It ‘signifies the forces ‘of matter
originated by »o@i, the sum total of the physical laws which govern
the material universe : that is to say, the laws which govern the
existence of voti in the form of plurality * (p. 166): The forces of
nature * are themselves expressly designed by Intelligence for a good
end. . . . Necessity persuaded by Intelligence means in fact that
‘necessity is a mode of the operation of intelllgf:nce_: . The phrase
¢ Errant Cause ’ implies no uncertainty or caprice 1 the operation
of necessity, but only that necessity, though working strictly in
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obedience to a certain law, is for the mo ’
as if it acted from arbitrary caprice (p. i':ﬁyTrt e
In all thi_s Archer-Hind has pushed too far (and in the wrong
dlrect,lon} his principle of ‘ stripping off the veil of allegory ’ from
Plato’s myth. By pursuing that principle Neoplatonists dis-
covered in the Timaeus a hierarchy of ﬁwﬁ%mﬁmwe
astonished Plato. It is no less easy for a modern critic f6 Tmvell
“the outlines of Christian theology or of the Hegelian absolute. We
mus‘t pause to ask whether there is any sense in speaking of R.ea.son
as ' persuading’ a Necessity which has emanated wholly from
Reason itself, or of an ‘ Errant Cause ' which is only an unerring
cause that happens to be inscrutable to us and may become less
and less inscrutable as knowledge advances.
_ By assuming that Necessity means the laws of nature and identify-
ing th'esa_: laws with a mode of the operation of Reason, Archer-Hind
has eliminated one of Plato’s two factors and left Reason in complete
control. Professor Taylor reaches the same result by a different
fou_te. 3 We are not; he temarks, to confuse Plato’s Ananke with
scientific necessity * or ‘the reign of law’ for she is expressly
called the ‘rambling’ or ‘aimless’ or ‘irresponsible ’ cause
(::zﬂlamy,aém airia). / “ Thus it is not the necessary '’ but the.!‘ con-
tingent ", the things for which we do not see any sufficient reason
mpparmdy arbitrary *“ collocations ”’ in nature which are the
contnbutw’n of that which Plato here calls Gvdyxn . . . We must
not take dvdyxn to represent anything inherently lawless and
irrational, and yet must not take the word to mean necessity in
the sense o_f conformity to law.” If we speak of ‘mechanical
causa.lljcy ", it must be with reservations. Mechanism is entirel
@be_l‘dmate tointelligent purpose ; and, as the term ‘ errant caus\f:Jf
implies, ‘ this _“ mechanism ”*, if we are to call it so, is supposed to
be most prominent in the apparently anomalous, exceptional, and
smgular: I take it this means that where we can see a rat'ional
connection in nature we are dealing with what Timaeus calls a
creation of vofic . . . But there is in the world a good deal of
what we may call “ brute”’ fact. We know it is there but we do
not see *“ what the good of it ’ is, though, if we think with Timaeus
and Plato, we feel satisfied that it subserves some goodend. . .. If
we could ever have complete knowledge, we should find that dvd
had vaplsheq from our account of the world. But since the sensji’l;iz
world itself is an dei yiyvduevor and never complete, there can be
no compl_ete knowledge of it ’ (pp. 300-1).

45 against Archer-Hind, Professor Taylor seems right in refusing
to identify Necessity with natural law, which is neither an errant
cause nor open to persuasion. But it is impossible to dispose of
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Necessity as a mere residuum of hitherto unexplained fact, which
complete knowledge (if man could ever attain to it) would reduce
to nothing. Consider the effect of substituting this notion for
Plato’s Necessity. Could he have written that the generation of
the universe was a mixed result of a combination of Reason and a
certain amount of brute fact which dwindles as we come to.see the
reason for it ? Is there any sense in saying that Reason overruled
this residuum of facts which we cannot yet account for and
persuaded it to guide most things that become towards what is
best ? Professor Taylor seems to have explained away the name
Necessity as completely as Archer-Hind explained away the name
Errant Cause. Both are influenced by the desire to make Plato’s
Demiurge really omnipotent.

Now, in discussing the Demiurge (p. 36), we have already
remarked that the omnipotent Creator is foreign to ancient Greek
thought, which unanimously denied the possibility of creating
anything out of nothing. Plato’s Demiurge, whatever he stands
for, is represented as like the human craftsman, who must have
materials to work upon. His task is to bring some intelligible
order into a disorder which he ‘takes over’, not to create the
material before he fashions it.  The material may have properties
of its own, which he can, within limits, turn to his purpose, but
which he did not institute. This possibility should be kept open,
not foreclosed by the gratuitous assumption that the Demiurge
must possess unrestricted omnipotence. In this respect the diffi-
culty, as Professor Field remarks, is rather to conceive a purpose
that is nof restricted by given conditions. It is the famili i
ence of every craftsman that his material limits the scope of his

and may hinder it from reachinga wﬁéﬁihqﬁﬁm;
but never achieve. S0 far, there is really nothing but modern
prejudice against accepting Plato’s picture of the divine Reason as
confronted by something which partly thwarts his benevolent
purpose and needs to be persuaded, because it is not wholly under
his control. The difficulty for us lies rather in a different quarter,
in the seemingly contradictory notion of a Necessity which is also
an Errant Cause, and associated, not with order and intelligibility,
but with disorder and random chance.

We may start from a passage where Aristatle, discussing ‘necessity’

in contrast with final causation in Nature, associates necessity with... e
accident, coincidence, chance, and spontaneity, because they are all

contrasted with design. He puts the opponent’s case in this way :

e 8 S

‘ Why should not nature work, not for the sake of something,
nor because it is better so, but just as the sky rains, not in order
165
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to make the corn ﬂ%mxﬁii@zml ? What is
drawn up must cool, and what has been cooled must become
water and descend, the result of this being (ovpupfaive) that the
corn grows. Similarly if a man’s crop is spoiled on the threshing-
floor, the rain did not fall for the sake of this—in order that the
crop might be spoiled—but that result just followed (cvupéfnxey).
Why then should it not be the same with the parts in nature,
e.g. that our teeth should come up of necessity (£ avdywnc)—the
front teeth sharp, fitted for tearing, the molars broad and useful
for grinding down the food—since they did not arise for this end,
but it was merely a coincident result (cvoumeoei) ; .and so with
all other parts in which we suppose that there is purpose (7o
&vexd tov) 7 Wherever then all the parts came abotit (ovvépn) just
what they would have been if they had come to be for an end,
such things survived, being organised spontaneously (ano Tod
adroudtov)in a fitting way ; whereas those which grew otherwise
perished and continue to perish, as Empedocles says his ‘ man-
faced ox-progeny ’ did.’ 1

In this passage the idea of necessity is opposed to purpose, and
linked with spontaneity, coincidence, chance. I e foss-a coin
“and it comes down heads up, it would not occur to us to call that
a ‘ necessary ’ result, because (we should feel) there is no law that
coins must always come down so. Aristotle would call it indiffer-
ently a ‘ chance ’ result or a ‘ necessary ' result : it  comes _about *
by caus'é?tha"tw‘?_f;'a;ffﬁgt__gq_t_ otherwise than they do and are not
directed by purpose. Empedocles” oxen with men’s heads and
other such monstrous creatures were formed by the chance con-
currence of limbs which came into existence separately and were
never intended to fit together. The monsters perished because
they could not reproduce their kind. Others, more fortunately
composed, were able to survive. In the minds of Plato and
Aristotle this Empedoclean theory stood for the view of nature
which they condemned. The two_alternatives, as they saw the
question, were that the order of the world should be due either to
intelligible purpose or to the undirected play of necessity .and
chance. At Philebus 28D Socrates asks: ‘ Which are we to say,
“Protarchus—that everything, this *“ whole ” as we call it, is at the
disposal of a force that works without plan, at random, and just
as it may chance,® or on the contrary, as our predecessors said,
that it is an ordered system, guided by some admirable reason or
intelligence ? *  Protarchus replies that it seems impious to doubt

Y Ar., Phys. B, viii, 198b, 17 (Oxford trans.).
¥ iy 706 dAdyov xal elxfj Svapw xal 79 omy Ervyer.
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that all things are directed by a mind' worthily man}fest in tﬁe
whole appearance of the cosmos and in the revolutions of }t} e
heavenly bodies. Socrates concludes that we sh:}ll not agree;vt 1en
some clever person tells us that all ‘thmgs areina disorderly con 1hmn
(Grdxrws Exew). There is a similar pa’lssgge' in the _§_kaw$—, W efe
the alternative to divine craftsmanship is ‘the belief cn:m'mllonyf
expressed that Nature (@douc) gives birth to things as a result o
some spontaneous cause that eyeljg_tgs_\ill;hggfg_}Qt_e_lll_ge;_r;ce (265¢).
Here, as in the Physics, wé find, in contrast with design, _a___s_ggn&
taneous power of generation ascribed to a vaguely personifie

N'I?.lt:r:ar'liest cosmogonies were of the evolutiqna:ry type al_'ld led
to what Plato regarded as the atheistic materialism of which he
draws a generalised picture in the/Laws{ Some, says the Athe?lan,
assert that all things come into"being part!y by nature (qwol'::..f.),
partly by chance (zdyz), and partly by design (art, Téyvn). Fire
and water, earth aiid™air, they say, alll exist by nature and chance,
not by design ; and these inanimate things then bring into exlste:.nce
the Sun and Moon, the Stars, and the Earth. They all’ move ‘ by
the chance of their several powers (active properties, évva,uswg): and
according as they clash and fit together with some sort of afﬁ_mty—
hot with cold, dry with moist, soft with hard, ant} 1{1 other mlxturltlas
that result, by chance, of necessityl (xava voyny 8€ dvayxng)) from the
combination of opposites—in thit way they have genera.te'd the
whole Heaven, animals and plants, and the seasons, not owing t{?
intelligence or design or some givir;il_:y, blui; by mg::: Tﬁéﬁ?g‘i
(gt iTdyy). Art (design, Téyvn) is a later pro ;

f ::i;r’:z{ -::;igi)n. The(re arge the ﬁ’:?‘le and useful arts, and tEl_a lart
h&mﬁ!ﬁp. All law is artiﬁc_ia.l, not_ natural ; so religion
and morality are matters of convention, which vary from place to
place and can be altered at human pleasure. T_hls leads to the
belief that might is right, to impiety and faction (888E—8g0B).
The Athenian himself denies that fire and air, water and earth
‘are the primary things and deserve, in that sense, the name of
‘nature’. Soul is really ‘the first cause of the becoming and
perishing of all things’. Soul is prior to all bodies, and governs
their change and rearrangement. Judgment, forethought, 1nte1h&
gence, design, law (vduog ,_g_;gprti_o_l:_:cg._f.haxd,_aprd.,_sgﬂ;. l{eavytia;n
light . If ‘ naturé " means the generation of pljm}ary‘thmgs, en
soul has the best right to be described as existing ‘by nature *
(S%Lcﬁgszgasmge of the Laws, as in the Physics, we find necesgtﬂ
linked with chance, while law (vduog) and order are conrfected wit
design. Chance and necessity,ﬁmoreover, are associated with
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‘ Nature’, which is credited by the materialist with some spon-
taneous power of generation. This idea had survived from the
earliest cosmologies, which had conceived the primary element or
‘nature of things’ as living. In consequence, the first physical
philosophers had felt no difficulty about an original cause of motion.
The divine and immortal substance of the world moved and gave
birth to individual things, because it was alive. It was only later
that this substance came to be reduced to the level of the bodily,
which needs some external force to move it about. At that stage
separate moving powers emerged : the Mind of Anaxagoras, the
Love and Strife of Empedocles. These forces, however, remained
part of Nature; they were not what we should call immaterial,
but were extended in space. They retained that power of self-
motion which had originally resided in the primary substance ;
but their motion was not directed by purpose towards any ideal
of perfection in an ordered world. Even Anaxagoras’ Mind, in
spite of its name, had not been represented as working with conscious
design for any good end, but only as giving the first impulse of
mechanical motion to the revolution, or cosmic eddy, in which the
world takes shape.

In the last of these physical systems, the atomism of Leucippus
and Democritus, the cause of motion seems to have entirely dis-
appeared. Matter or body has now been reduced to tiny impene-
trable particles of solid ‘ being’. These and the void or * not-being ’
in which they move are the sole realities in the universe. Rational
design or purpose had no part in the formation of the world. The
atoms move unceasingly in all directions. As they collide and fly
off to a new quarter, they form vortices here and there in the field
of unlimited space. In these vortices atoms of similar size and
shape tend to drift together, like the sticks and straws in the eddjes
of a stream ; and so finally worlds are always being formed, innumer-
able worlds scattered throughout the void, holding together for a
time and then shattered and dispersed.

Why do the atoms move ?  Aristotle complains that the atomists
merely declared motion to be everlasting ; they did not explain
what motion is, or how it occurs, or why it should be in one direction
rather than another. He accuses them of indolence in ignoring
these questions; but the truth was that, by reducing all the
contents of the universe to solid bodies with no qualitative differ-
ences, they had left nothing that could possibly originate motion,
The atoms collided and inflicted shocks on one another, so as to
be constantly changing the direction of their movements. The
process had no beginning ; atoms have always been moving in all
directions, aimlessly and at random. The only principle governing
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i ion i i ms to come together in the
thelr' mon?i‘lhlii tilz‘.e at.se;lfr:;:ly 2: l;.l:le ?1:1(;.na,lysed_ axiom,‘ st_1pported
vglrhcbe;. superficial analogies and proverbial maxims : btrtds oéuz
?ea{her flock together’, It is the last remnant of _tha: s(.ipiﬁeaﬁii o
moving power in Nature which had orlgma!ly animate il
substance. ‘ Like tends OWa ,.1;};;:__ is 1;10wakin e
bare unexplained fact ; b\;}o the pgn;;ﬂfee 1?:‘}?:‘1,3?;‘3 d):)cles iy
more concrete images of Love an r 1 : ’nothing

i i ion between unlikes. It is not for
f;:ig‘(l),‘;i;sa;%esatt:iizc:eappear in the poem of Lucretius as Venus

. and Mars, though these mythical figures seem to have no right to

any place in the arid universe of atoms and void. The Pr}glc_n;‘)‘l;
“Like moves towards like * is important for our purpose ;k vl
find it, still as an ultimate unexplained assumption, at wo
f the Timaeus. _
Ch:% w?)rld in the atomists’ system can thus be desc(nll?}el:gr ;1:1_2
product of chance or, as Aristotle calls ;;, sponta?e;l};; S
i : ibe this Heaven o
some,” he writes,! ‘ who ascribe t ey
worlds to spontaneity (té adrduarov). They say ctlh_at t:l: v;::%nt
that is, the motion which separated and, arrange 1nh1 ; pint o
order all that exists, arose spontaneously.” Fg)lm 51]:12:[3 :'h a{;oevery
e
jew the result may be called n'ecef.s%ry,’ut v
xotion takes place ‘ under constraint ’ (S dvdyxnc) of sm:?eolr)lrew‘ngi
motion : an atom Teceives a shock and blindly p‘asse.s 1t 2 Sa. i
the ancients had not discovered the laws of motion Rt rs:forms
a movement happens ‘ by constraint * is not to say that it confos .
ity, i id not carry.
toanylaw. Necessity, in fact, did not ¢ :
of la.\i: and order, at any rate in fhe earlier phases lo{ at(&g:gﬁingge
ete )
tem might develop later towards a compl _
iﬁe&teninggto exclude any freedom of‘ the w1_11 b bu'E D:;;r;o;::‘;tr\;.‘si
shows no trace of having perceived this implication 1n et
sphere.? The reason, I suspect, is that he had not arrived a

1 Physics, B, 4, 196a, 25. The reference to * all the worlds * shows that the

i nt. 3 f e
at‘:’:;l;:_: !?:: bI:ee: pointed out by Dr. Bailey. See The Greek Atomisis, p. 12

. 16), Dr.

e o ot v ond o o o i i
i ites : ‘ It is in Dem ;

ﬁel? c‘;:;e:t‘ént t;eory of Ethics, yet it is strange that th:}l: is 1-111:1') l:auci a1:!5
any link between it and his physical theory of i‘:he I\,v?rld‘ A : pthen s LY
rea)ily fundamental, for if the rule of “ qecessny is q."l:)s_o ung. ke
actions must be determined like everything else, al?d lYl:t o tl%is s ity
them what they ought to do, if they are not'{ree to do :t.h i sarser
there is no sign; the figure of *“ chance” now 3;}1(1 t ﬁnor prbgechemiicoes
Democritus’ aphorisms, but never the thought of fate ey s
“ necessity ’. The scientific view of the, world has been
implications have not been worked out.
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we should call a strictly mechanical or * scientific ’ conception of
the world. His necessity was compatible with spontaneity.!
The thought of the fifth century in general was still farther
removed than atomism from any closed system of determinism.2
An attempt to arrive at the philosophy implied in }Thuc dides’]
conception of the course of history ® led me to the conclusion that
Thucydides, like his contemporaries, did not conceive nature as
a domain of causal law. He believed in Fortune, defined as ‘ an
non-natural agency which breaks in, as it were, from outside and

diverfs the current-of events, without ‘itself being a part of the
series or an effect determined by an antecedent member of it.
Human actions are not to be fitted into such a series, Their only
causes—if we are to speak of causes at all—are motives, each of

which is itself_uncaused by anything preceding it in_time; all
human motives are absolute “ beginnings of motion . A view of

! The statement which most clearly attributes a complete determinism to
Democritus is in [Plutarch] Strom. 7 (Vors. 554, 39) : He declared the universe
to be unlimited, because it had never been fashioned by any design. . . .
The causes of what now happens had no beginning (dpysjv), but all things
absolutely ** both past, present, and future ”’ were determined by necessity
(constraint, 7y dvdyxy) without any beginning in time. The words in inverted
commas are the only ones recognised by Diels as Democritus’ own, and we
cannot be sure that the doxographer’s statement was not based, for example,
on the view attributed to Democritus by Aristotle (Phys. 252a, 34) : * Thus
Democritus reduces the causes that explain nature to the fact that things
happened in the past in the same way as they happen now: but he does
not think fit to seek for a first principle (dpy#y) to explain this *‘ always .’
Aristotle makes this remark in connection with the doctrine that * there
never was or will be a time at which motion did not or will not exist’, If
Democritus was only affirming that principle, he might easily be understood
to mean what the doxographer states. In other testimonies we are told that
he actually identified ‘ necessity * or ‘ constraint ’ with the whirl or vortex
of atoms (554, 1:cf. Ar. Clouds 3791) or with ‘the collision, motion, and
shock of matter’ (554, 66). ‘Atoms hold together until some more powerful
constraint present in the environment shakes them apart and disperses them’
(554, 37, Simplicius). This is not the ‘necessity’ of casual law.

* It has been remarked that in Greece oracular predictions were normally
hypothetical. ‘It is extremely common for an oracle to answer : if youn
act in such and such a way, the result will be such and such. . . . The oracle
foretells the future subject to certain conditions; it can predict the con-

sequences of a certain course of action. Such prophecies presuppose the
existence of an order, a regularity in what happens, which yet leaves some
scope for the individual. Life is not foreordained except in so far as its events
are the effects of definite causes,’ E. Ehnmark, The Idea of God in Homer,
Uppsala (1935), p. 75. Even this statement is, perhaps, expressed in too
modern terms.

* Thucydides Mythistoricus, London (1907), ch. vi. My excuse for quoting
my own words at length is that the book is out of print.
here the conclusions without the supporting evidence.
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i i i is i i human agency is tacitly
erse in which this irruption of fl:e& gen aci
guﬁég is at any rate illogical if it denies the possibility of snrgla:l'
jrruptions into the course of Nature by non-human ag;nc;zsia
Thucydides, like the Socrates of Xenqphon,l c::mtratsts-;:l e ewhich
of ordinary human foresight1 (wcﬁpg) with th: v::er;l;n(‘)v\;r:;ther i
i i i - an p :
lies beyond it, of inscrutable non-hum oty o v
e gods or spirits or simply Fortune. i
}B:;ueitly in Thucydides’ thoughts than any other, E:xceplt1 ﬂ:;
famous contrast of word and deed. The two factors—h—ﬂgmfg_benmdés
foresight, purpose, motive, and Tdyn unforeseen n-f)—l}_l\-_‘__‘l}}na.ntag cles
“— divide the feld between them. They are the two fac ox:cs, i
the only two, which determine the course of a series of even 51 siu
=< a war . neither Socrates nor Thucydides thinks of natura ta::'z
One speaicer after another in the History dwells on the con tr :
between a man’s own yépun, over which he has complete con _ro:
and Fortune, over which he has no cont;‘ol at ]z?l. ; .t. a,s?l(l) :;?rr;uﬁ:s
i this contr
ion of all the important passages where : -
tc?x?vinced me thaIEoThucydides does not r;:ean blz: I‘or;u::din;lr\;
i tural) causes ”’, the working o 1
operation of unknown ﬁna collthginrsp at? e 4
al law in the universe. He is thinking : ;
:zgsden interventions of non-human agencies, occurring esp_ema].lily-rl
at critical moments in warfare, or mamfe_est fromdtlm:: tt}?e tlllzlrf:n .
i is these irruptions, and no
convulsions of Nature. Itist t 5o
& laws ", that defeat the purpos
sway of ‘‘ necessary and permanent laws -, i
of h{lman yvedun, and together with yw%;lq are r:::_l sc;l:djiic:ym:g;a;nsz
tors in a series of human events. _ The no 3 :
f:;cNature attracts no attention and is not felt to Wniei %ﬂiﬁﬁgﬂg
i tion. e
be relevant in any way to human ac ide
:l' t:ks of the future as uncertain, he means not merely tha(li it is
unpeknown but that it is undetermined, and that hunmnbe::;g;
gannot be sure of completely controlling human events, oo
other unknown and incalculable agencies may at any i
intervene.” No one will deny that the outlook of Thucydides :viﬁ
as scientific as any to be found in the fifth century, ar_ld morehmler;)o Z
than that of any later historian before Polybius. The ae :ro
account of his philosophy was written without any refe:if:tc s
Plato’s ; but it now appears that there is a certain agla.ltéggé be&zen
' i f human action divide
the two. Thucydides sees the field o e
i : the world of physic
human foresight and chance; Plato sees f :
events divided between divine purpose and chance associated with
ssity. ) e
ne":‘I"Ehat );Qecessity in Plato was the very antlthgsls ,0{ natur::i ]':1;1;
was clearly seen by Grote. ‘ This word (necessity) ’, he wrote,
1 Mem. i, 1.
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now usually understood as denoting what is fixed, permanent,
unalterable, knowable beforehand. In the Platonic Timaeus it
means the very reverse: the indeterminate, the inconstant, the
A, anomalous, that which can be neither understood nor predicted.
It'is Force, Movement, or Change, with the negative attribute of
not being regular, or intelligible, or determined by any knowable
antecedent or condition—uis consili expers’ (Plato, iii, ch. 36).
Grote, however, attempted no explanation of this factor in Plato’s
system. We may seek further light from the manner in which
Plato approaches the subject, where he distinguishes between two
types of causation, the divine and the necessary. At the end of
the first part, he has just described the mechanical processes
involved in the act of seeing—what happens to the rays of light
and colour in their commerce with the visual fire that streams out
from the eye. These physical transactions he then contrasts. with
the true reason or éx planation (ai7la) of Sight, the purpose it is
Tationally designed to serve, namely fo reveal to man the order
and harmony of the yisible heavens. Thus the manner ‘ how ’ is
“contrasted with the reason ‘why’. Most men, he adds, imagine
that bodily processes, producing their effects without plan or
purpose, are the sole causes of everything. But the lover of
wisdom will seek first for the causation whose source lies in a self-
moving and intelligent soul, and only in the second place for the
causation characteristic of thingﬁhg}__g{g_mguy.-othe%m
gﬁ_y_ggggs{ty__(éf avdyxng) set yet other things.in.motion ’. * Causes
that work with intelligence to produce what is good and desirable ’
must be distinguished from ¢ those which, being destitute of reason,
produce their sundry effects at random and without oyder ’ (76 Toyoy
draxvov éspydlovrar, 46E).

Here the lower type of causation, transmitting motion or change
from one body to another, is, in the same breath, declared to
proceed * of necessity ’ ang ‘ at random and without order’. This
is the point rightly apprehended by Grote and emphasised by
Professor Taylor in opposition to the identification of Necessity
with natural law. But we could not follow Professor Taylor in
his reduction of Necessity to a residuum of hitherto unexplained
brute fact, which tends to vanish as our knowledge becomes more
complete. That interpretation was inspired by the wish to make
Plato’s divine Reason an omnipotent ‘ God’. If it be accepted,
then in the actual world, apart from any question of the point to
which our knowledge has advanced, there will be no antagonist to
confront the Demiurge, no intractable material restricting the
effort of the craftsman to realise his design. ‘ Plato’, he writes,

‘ emphatically does not mean that some things are due to intelligence
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rs to mere mechanism.* Mechanigm "‘ comes in cn:dy as
ﬁ:‘?:ﬂ;ordinate "’ of intelligent purpose, which is the pnnm‘[f)a.l
in all undertakings’ (p. 300). With complete Ecnow_ledge (if we
11-lulcl ever have it), Necessity, he holds, would  vanish from Olill‘
:?;count of the world’. If so, then in thl(la world as completely
it can have no place at all. ‘
hl’?‘z: ?Kes?izi whether this view is consistent with ti}e wh_ole
tenor of the Timaeus can only be decided by care_ful c0n51der.a.t101r;
of many passages, upon which the reader rpust ]nge for himse
as he comes to them. It seems certain thag ?l.lsoé-l-".ul@..!?-f,%f_ﬁzm:n-
is in some degree a mythical figure ; taken llter_ally, he has attributes
inappropriate to the Reason which Plato believed to be operatl_ve'
in the world. The question at issue is now narrowed down t(f)t thls:;
Are we to regard the given material_ on which the divine Qra_ Sml?‘
works as mythical, in so far as it is represented as restnct'.ngf 1.:
purposes and preventing him from producing a world that is perfec
and not merely ‘as good as possible ' ? Are there any forces :(]))w
and always at work in Nature, that are not completely subdue é
the persuasion of Reason? It is hard to thln}c that Plato wEu :
have devoted a third part of the discourse to ‘ what cPrx}esha lsud
of Necessity ’ in contrast with ‘ the works of Reason’, if e e telll
meant that nothing comes about of Necessity save under _le
complete control of Reason. But the Qroblerq cannot be so ea.mly
settled ; it must be left for diSCuSSIOI:l in detail. Here I can onby
indicate, without meeting possible objections, what I believe ‘tothe
the true answers to the two remaining questions : (1)? How 1\th :
lower type of causation subordinated to the higher ¢ (2) ad
is the permanent and irreducible factor confronting Reason an
ubordinate ? ’
ne\Irzrf:;hfll]lgl xfmment, we remain on the surface and take Pl:lto s
analogy of the divine with the human craftsman at its face value,
it is easy to illustrate the subordination of necessity to purpose.

There is the necessity which |[Aristotlé, calls ‘ hypothetical ’ in

1 It is hard for us to avoid the word * mec?hanica.l o :?caus:, ir;;n:f.‘::;axﬁ
imed : ferram totumque hunc dum instar machinae des
i?r?sinoe the industrial revolution, scientific thnugiht I:;s b?e;&a;[::ﬁ}:i lti:::
i the ‘ laws of nature
analogy of the machine and we connect v L s il
i anci id not use machines driven by their ow P
regularity. But the ents di A
i t human intervention ; they used only tools gui y 1
?n,ttehll.;u n:eA Such tools are means to the realisation of some designed or;lgr
in tln.age passive material. So the notion of order is not a,sscaat]t:: mtr::m ﬁg
eans i igning i i d. It is charac
but with the designing intelligence and the en
Eat P;la.to r‘:gards the exact precision of the stars’ movements as al\l pl:oc:}'
of their intelligence (Laws 9678), not of their being subject to a mechani
necessity.
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contrast to absolute necessity.! This is the necessity of the in-
dispensable means to an end. Food is a necessary of life: we
must have food, if we are to live > but it is Tiot Tiecessary that we
should live. If I wish to recover a debt, I may have to-sail to
“Aegina to find my debtor ; but nothing compels me to sail. The
necessity lies in the links connecting the purposing will at the begin-
ning of the chain with the attainment of the purpose at the end ;
we need not think of it as extending further in either direction.
Reason and will are conditioned by this concatenation of indispens-
able means. So is it with the craftsman. If I wish to cut wood,
I must make my saw of iron, not of wax. Iron has certain properties
of its own, indispensable for my purpose. On the other hand, I
can take advantage of this very fact to attain my end. I can
make use of those properties to cut wood, though the iron in itself
would just as soon cut my throat.

There is also the necessity residing in the properties themselves
and governing their action. Fire has the characteristic power
(0vvauws, as Plato and others ¢ it) of burning heat. Fire can
act only in one way ; it can heat other things, but not cool them.
By virtue of this necessity of the fire’s own nature, its action is so
far regular. But just because it acts thus by constraint of its
nature, Plato describes such causation as aimless or ‘ wandering ’.
The action is blind and undirected by purpose.

S

, tolight a fire in my grateand warm myself, I'am availing myself

~4 % of the fire’s power. The fire is indifferent t6my purposé and has

T

-

S ad

none of its own. If there is a wooden beam in my chimney, the
fire may go on to burn down the house—a result neither foreseen

') nor desired. Once started by my voluntary action, the process of
? jcombustion will go on of itself. I did not ordain that process and

“it may get beyond my control. Yet, within certain limits I can_
direct its action into a channel leading to a foreseen and purposed
S e OTESEEN

This notion of the hypothetical necessity of means to an end and

_of the partial subordination of the given means goes back to the

+Phaedo, | Socrates complains that Anaxagoras, though he spoke of

Intelligence ordering all things, did not carry this idea into the
detailed account of the cosmos, or explain how every arrangement
was planned  for the best . He fell back on the blind and aimless
action of the elements. It was as if the presence of Socrates in_

_.the prison should be attributed to the action of his muscles in

‘bringing him there, and not to his own purpose of abiding by
the sentence of the court because he judged it better to do so.
We ought to distinguish between the truereason or cause (afzior)
X Metaph. 4 5, where the varidﬁs_meanings of ‘ necessity ’ are distinguished.
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the same contrast of the end with the indispensable means, the

conditio sine non of the achievement of purpose. Socrates I111'1
: edoj says that this distinction ought mpheiéaﬂt e
explanation of the world as a_whole, but that he llumself had been
uﬁ%ﬁﬁmﬁﬁ)t that task. It is the tas:k whlch,_ many y;ar;
afterwards, Plato set himself to acco_rpdp_lflgl_l,};}}_hﬁlm&fﬁ: n
here in fact we find him speaking of the Demiurge as mb_c;uégpie
of the lower kind of causes as auxiliaries {owvalria) or subor m.zli)le
Snstruments—in—his work of produciig the best results possible
(e"%h: tq?xggion still remains, whether the anaflogy_ betwgent tl_l;:
Demiurge and the human craftsman holds at this pomtdor is gain
explained away. The carpenter does not make the wood or or 3
its natural properties and behaviour. Is the Demiurge 1nh !
same position of having to make the best he can of pothw olly
suitable materials, or did he himself endow the r'naterla.l1 e u*}slt?s
with all its properties and make them completely amenable to his
? .
Ow'?h::: ti:(,)lina:ieed, one feature of the propertie:s, once t‘hgy exist,
which makes them not wholly amenable. Physical qualities occur
in groups of concomitants. The Tvmaeus contains an :llustra..tuin
of the disadvantage that may result. The function of bone is ‘1‘0
protect from injury the seat of life_, the brain and marrow_.t ‘ o
that end bone must be hard. But its very hardness mak‘es 1h 0;)
brittle and inflexible, and also liable to decay under exc.e;sweft ezl.(i
Accordingly the skeleton needs to be wra.ppe‘d abou; “Ir:t hsodnzrsls
yielding flesh. The brittleness is a conggmggant. 0 ___t\__ e | ard S,
and it can be described both as necessary or m!av;table arlll as
“accidental ’ (ovpfepnxds). The ideas of necessity and (_:danffl:
are once more associated in the notion of j:he necessary acci er3rj r
In this instance brittleness happens to be an inevitable but undfi:slra e
concomitant of the useful quality, hardness. There is also the cage
in which two properties which would both be useful calrlmol_:t'o de
combined. We find, for example, that those parts of the thy
which are the seats of intelligence, above all the sku}l, have ;i hi:
thinnest covering of bone and flesh. ‘The reason is ’tha.t :
frame, which is born and compacted of necessity (& avaqug]..t?
no wise allows dense bone and much ﬂe§h to go together \:1
keenly responsive sense-perception. For if th’ese two cj}:ara;c ers
had consented to coincide (eimep dua ovuminvew nbe bqoamaﬁ.
the structure of the head would have posses_sed them a Dﬁe a(i
and the human race, bearing a head fortified with flesh an
1 Cf. 77A, owéBawev éf dviyxys.

Y b

and * that without which the cause would not be a cause’. It is
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sinew, would have enjoyed a life twice or mahy times as long as
now, healthier and more free from pain. But as it was, the
artificers who brought us into being reckoned whether they
should make a Tong-lived but inferior race or one with a shorter
“span_but_nobler’, Heéré the two desirable characters refuse to
“coincide as concomitants : they are incompatible. Necessity
cannot be wholly persuaded by Reason to bring about the
‘best result conceivable. ~Reason must be content to sacrifice the
less important advantage and achieve the best result attainable,
This last instance illustrates the truth of Galen’s observation that
the Demiurge is not strictly omnipotent. In arranging the world
he could not group physical qualities in such a way as to secure all
the ends he desired.

But we are still talking in metaphor. We have seen reason to
regard the Demiurge, as such, as _a mythical figure. Cosmos has
always existed. - It had no beginning in time and therefore no
maker. The image of the craftsman is employed as the most
simple and vivid means of making us realise that the world was
Mot @ chance product born of aimless natural powers Biit exhibits
&vidences of rational design, like a product of human art. There
is a divine Reason at work, aiming at the best possible. It does
not follow that this Reason stands to the world in precisely the
same relation as the human craftsman to his materials and his
product, though the craftsman may furnish the ‘most convenient
illustration. These considerations affect the status of the other
factor, the craftsman’s materials, or the chaos which confronts the
Demiurge and which he is said to ‘ take overin a state of disorderly
motion ’ and reduce, so far as he can, to order. This chaos, again,
is not to be taken literally. If the cosmos had no beginning in
time, there never was a chaos before order was introduced. Chaos
can only stand for some factor in the world as it exists at all fimes.
The question then will be whether this factor is, now and always,
in some measure chaotic and disorderly, or is, now and always,
completely subordinate to the ends of Reason. It is here that I
differ from Professor Taylor, who holds that the subordination is
complete. The question cannot be argued till we come to the
interpretation of the relevant passages in the text. I will only
anticipate the conclusion so far as to say that, in my opinion, the
body of the universe is not reduced by Plato to mere extension,
but contains motions and active powers which are not instituted by
the divine Reason and are perpetually producing undesirable
effects. Further, since all physical motion has its ultimate source
in a living soul, these bodily motions and powers can only be
attributed to an irrational element in the World-Soul. It may be
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claimed that this theory preserves a suﬂ'?lcient .and inteIllglblt;
meaning for the statement that this wo.rld is a mixed product o
the combination of Reason and Necessity—a Necessity tha.tl c;n
also be called an Errant Cause. But we must not fo‘restal the
coming account of the Receptacle of Becoming and its chaotic

contents.

48E—49A. The Receptacle of Becoming

For his fresh starting-point, E@Eeus_:go;s_hgck here to the xaery
beginning of his discourse : the distinction. between the two orders
of existence, the intelligible and Egl;gg.up‘gmﬂg_mc‘)del.and‘.the gh.z_l.ngmg.
and visible copy. We now learn that lthe copy is not S(_elf~sub51s'tent i
mﬁﬁe_‘sgzpport of a medium, just as a reflection rqu:irei a
mirror to hold it. Accordingly, a third factor has now to be added—
a factor which had no place in the first part among the creations
of Reason.

new starting-point in describing the universe must, how-
g Svl::r, be a fullii‘P:laﬁiﬁmtion than we made _before. We
then distinguished two things; but now a third must be
pointed out. For our earlier discourse the two were suffici-
ent: one postulated as_ model, intelligible and alwa..y}s;
unchangingly real ; second, a copy. of this model, \a\.rh_lcil
becomes and is visible. A _thi;d we did not then distinguish,
thinking that the two would siiffice ; but now, it seems, tll';:
argument compels us to attempt to bring to light and descri
a form difficult and obscure. What na.turg must w;e, the_n,
conceive it to possess and what part does it play ? T}ug,
more than anything else: that,it.is.the Receptacle—as it
were, the nurse—of all Becomfg_g.

———————
—— s —

The third factor, not hitherto taken into account, is first present_ed
as the Receptacle or nurse of Becoming. This Rec.eptacle ;nﬁ r&s
contents are to be analysed in a series of steps, which we sha ho
well not to anticipate. For some time yet Plgto does not use tte
word ‘ Space’; it first occurs in the conclusmr{ (524), led 311113 o
by a series of images that are designed to eluc1dz.1te gradually a
nature more ‘ obscure and difficult ’ than geometrical space. "

We may note here, however, that the hitherto unrecognised thir:

Uvapu i i i B used of the
1 8 , the active manifestation of the nature. (;f. apus ;
2 forie t o: significance of a word, and v 7@v elxdrwy Adywv Suvc‘lpn: (480‘), 3 Fhe
worth of a probable account ’, what it is good for ; ais(? 64C, did 70 wupos ne’po;
r€ & abrois SuUvapw éveivar peylorny ‘ because fire and air play the largest par
in them '’ (sight and hearing).
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factor fills a gap in the scheme which Plato, in the Republic, had
borrowed from Parmenides. He had there described the realm of
objects of ‘ opinion ’ as intermediate between the perfectly real and

knowable and the wholly unreal and unknowable, But thelSophist/

has shown that the wholly unreal (r¢ avreddc pr) dv) cannot even

d_without self-contradiction. It is an"absolute blank of
nothingness. If the perfectly real Forms are to have the objects
of opinion as images, there must be something, not totally unreal,
to receive these images. The question that now confronts us is,
what this Receptacle of eidola can be.

49A-50A. Fire, Air, elc., are names of qualities, not of substances

This question is first approached by a consideration of fire, air,
etc., as the contents of the Receptacle. The point is that these
are not permanent irreducible elements, not things’ with a
constant nature. Plato rejects the old Milesian doctrine of a
single fundamental form of matter, which was to serve both as the
original state of things (Goysf) and as the permanent ground (gpdoc)
underlying change. He also rejects the belief of the pluralists
who, in reply to Parmenides, had reduced all change to the re-
arrangement in space of the four elements (Empedocles) or of
‘seeds’ (Anaxagoras) or of atoms (Leucippus and Democritus).
Plato’s, position was nearer to that of Heraclitus, who alone had
rejected the notion.of substance underlying change and had taight

the complete_transformation of every form -of-body inta_every
other. We are now to think of qualities which are not also * things ’
or substances, but transient appearances in the Receptacle. The
Receptacle itself alone has some sort of permanent being.

49A. True, however, as this statement is, it needs to be put in
clearer language ; and that is hard, in particular because to

B. that end it is necessary to raise a previous difficulty * about
fire and the things that rank with fire. It is hard to say,

with respect to any one of these, which we ought to call
really water rather than fire, or indeed which we should call

by any given name rather than by all the names together

or by each severally, so as to use language in a sound and
trustworthy way. How, then, and in what terms are we to

1 With mpoamopylfivar and Samopnlfévres (B, 7) compare Aristotle, Met. B,i,
* For those who wish to get clear of difficulties (edmopiioas) itis advantageous
to state the difficulties (Stamopiioar) well ; for the subsequent free play of
thought (edmopla) implies the solution of the previous difficulties.’ Only to
the man who has first faced the difficulties (r@ mponmopyrdry) is it clear, what
goal he is making for.
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498. speak of this matter, and what is the previous difficulty that
g reasonably stated ? Y
maI}; :)}fe first placgt take the thing we now ca.ll. water. Tl}:‘s,
when it is compacted, we see (as we imagine) bgcorin g
earth and stones, and this same thlpg, w.hen it is dxszo vg
and dispersed, becoming wind and air ; air beconnnl;g re n)i
being inflamed ; and, by a Teverse process, fire, w ;n fcc:-
densed and extinguished, returning once more to the fo n:
of air, and air coming together again and condensing a,s; mlis
and cloud ; and from these, as they are yet more ¢ Osetﬂ
compacted, flowing water ; and from water once more ea.rl
and stones : and thus, as it appears, they transmit in a C)t(]i le
the process of passing into one a.nother._ Since, then, in th1;
b o o 4 e
samé thing, which of them can we stedfastly affitt 't; 3
This—whatever it may be—and not something else, “;1 ':he
blushing for ourselves ? It"cannot be done ; but by f.r
safest course is to speak of them-in the.iollo_mqgﬁ en?:];
Whenever we observe a thing perpetually _g_hangmg«l— reE o
example—in every case we should speak of flre,, sno :
‘ this ’, but as ‘ what is of such and su{:h a quality ’, n01i1 (o)
water as ‘ this’, but always as ‘ what is t_Jf such and lsluc‘ a
quality ’; nor must we speak of a_nythmg.els_e as bavill-lg
some permanence, among all the t_hl'ngs we mdlca'te_ y ;
expressions ‘ this’ or ‘ that’, imag:mmg we are pomtn;g ‘:;;t
some definite thing. For they slip away and do_no g8
to be described as ‘ that * or * this™®"or by any phrase at
exhibits them as having permanent being. We should nof
use these expressions of any of them, but ‘ that wl}lch is qt
a certain quality and has the same sort of qual}ty‘ as i
perpetually recurs in the cycle '—that 4 is the description we
should use in the case of each and all ‘of tpem. Inlfact,swei-
must give the name * fire * to that which is at all times ® o
0 should perhaps be omitted. :

: 3P1:fot;ro:p:u§$:rﬁve$reﬁlsion for gfupu’.quz, :?8::-“’;51;5, etc. Cf. Chalcid.
”m: fs;;;gi:iiazedf;f”:{;;,q:;dgzméoz:‘;nﬁ;;ma;z:ﬁon‘ o’r oorrect_ion tzft Iﬁ:
words has yet been proposed. Tr.’s xal v Toiide (* of thxsm=itrelat1ve
is perhaps the best; but nothing in the context lsuppohrase. o s,

g e ety iy . A
ﬁhfgir:;riiczgt?;ﬁ:ﬁ::?m;i cai m!;an either ‘ from time to time ' or

¢ perpetually " ’ { .
5‘1‘1:2:: ig at all times (8d mavrds) a certain amount of stgﬂ tha‘:(:i 1:11 f(i;?h

This quality is sufficiently * alike ’ (5,m_mv) to be recognised and named,

it is not an enduring substance, and is perpetually varying.
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49E. such and such a quality ; and so with anything else that is
in process of becoming. Only in speaking of that in which
_all of them are aIM£ggﬁﬂ,tg_'b .making their appearance

and again vanishing out of it, may we use the words ‘ this ’

50. _or “that”; we must not apply’ any of these words to that
which is of some quality—hot or cold or any of the opposites—

or to any combination of these opposites.

The result so far is that fire and the rest are denied the status
of elements or permanent things with an unchanging character.
Their apparent 2 transformation in a cycle is described in terms
borrowed from Anaximenes and Anaxagoras, Anaximenes had
conceived that all things at all times really are air. Air is the
permanent nature ; fire is air in a rarefied state ; when more closely
packed, air becomes successively wind, cloud, water, earth, stone,
Anaximenes thus took a step towards the doctrine clearly formu-
lated after Parmenides, that qualitative change is reducible to the
bringing together or separation in space of a number of unalterable
elements. Anaxagoras, who explicitly identified all so-called
“ becoming and perishing ’ with the combination and separation of
permanently real things, used similar language : ‘ From these
things as they are separated off, earth is compacted. For out of
clouds water is separated off, and from water earth, and from earth
stones are compacted by the cold.’ Empedocles also tried to
abolish change of quality by reducing ‘ becoming and perishing ’
to the mixture and interchange of his four unalterable things, fire,
air, water, earth.

Plato rejects this interpretation, asserting the contrary view
that there is change of quality without any underlying substance
or permanent ground. The word ‘ quality ’ (moudr ) had been
introduced for the first time m?te?usﬁé}ffﬁg] an apology
for itsuncouthness, In pre-Socratic thought * the hot ’, “ the cold ’,
etc., had been treated as things (yoyuara) having each a character.
istic power (3¢vauic) in which its nature was manifested by action

on other things. The coining of the word ¢ quality * (moud-ng,
such-and-such-ness) as a general expression for hotness, coldness,

! Goa éx Todrwr. This may mean that fire (for instance) is a combination
of sensible qualities, such as ‘ hot ’, * yellow ’ (or orange or blue), etc., making
up that ‘ fieriness * (74 Towdrov) which is sufficiently alike (6powov) for us to
distinguish it from wateriness and other combinations of qualities. But the
phrase might also cover compound bodies, mixtures of the four primary
bodies.

* At 548 it will be remarked (as dis Boxoduer, 498, 8, and dis dalveras, c, 7,
hint) that the transformation is not so complete as it appears. Earth cannot
be transformed into the other three.
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whiteness (feopd-tne, wxgd:rng_, ).ev::cd-mg), etc., marks the clear dis-

incti iti _* things ’or substances. Plato is now
%—"mﬁpeﬂy only a name for a certain combina-
a‘ssemfngualitie?af“ powers ’, which appear and disappear and a:ﬁ'e
tion .O_ﬂq:,g“fﬁﬁg. Such groups of qualities, though pel.-pebtut ﬂ
sh?;at.islr'lsg are sufficiently alike to ble indicatfe(tihgy(tr;g;r;s’, 4 e::au}s :
he ht not strictly to say 5 1
E?nglrgsiosggg;:sosi%nething whicl{ preserves a constant identity.
We I::re to get rid of the notion of mateqal substance. o
In contrast with this streanl_p‘i__ﬂ_u_c_tua_t‘mg__quaht_lcs s;{an S"t{;,dé
in whic ey make éii‘"f?ia_l_j‘sie_ntmz}_[_)g?a_rances.d T?:l ecep
b y_ﬁt.{&:mﬁgﬁ%ﬂ}"tthﬁ tm 12'13 (Ti}ge:aﬂzt chal::’gé What
i t being and its natu ;
:;;ilgasRecer;:;Znis, weg do not yet know. Later _on,lwhgn t}ﬁee
Demiurge intervenes to introduce an element of rational or e':-r,ical
will form the primary bodies by fas_l:ilor}mg tf‘;); %l:)e;lrﬁy‘gzzmii <
re considerin w
?l;a?goe:e('stsl?g-ngznh\irr:s r“::lge? cWe must Igl()t imagine the qualities
here described as existing in particles of any shz}f[:e_:, reg‘ﬁﬁii eosr
otherwise. There is nothing yet but a flux of shllmg q Z
appearing and vanishing in a perpmanent Rece;t)tzlcee: o Wiy
There is no justification for calling the_ Rec(-n:uha.t e _matter S
term not used by Plato. The Receptaril('e is noltt ’a o WhIch |
(é o) things are made ; it is that “in which _ (& g) qualitie
Bbpear, g2 flogting images are seco ma M. S 18 iy
not the Receptacle, that constitute ' the bodily * (z0 owp d4).
The term was used at 318: ‘That which comes to be mus =
bodily and so visible and tangible ; and’ nothing ca'L:n th;e :fl&lthtea
without fire or tangible without 'eartk_l. 'Th? con enB} Fhtpe
Receptacle will presently be called t‘mdles._ [m,"ﬂarf‘f fﬁe Py
must beware of taking this to mean ‘ particles ’, as i q
had already received shapes.

s0a-c. The Receptacle compared to a mass of plastic material

Turning now from the contents to tp%&iﬁ?}_%gle,’ Pla‘.to'r:j:gﬁ:
to illustrate its nature by an image which, as he admits, 1s 1

i i f plastic material,
respects misleading. It is compared to a mass of plast:

moulded and remoulded into various shapes. Ihe nature of the-

material (gold) is permanent ; the shapes are formed only to be
obliterated and give place to others.

pLeva 4 i & & is consistently used in
i it i whole, not particular
the foll’owiﬁg context to mean the Receptacle as a s Th:is e
¢ yolumes in which events of a certain type take place ".
importations from Whitehead (pp. 320-1).
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50A. But I must do my best to explain this thing once more in
still clearer terms.
Suppose a man had moulded figures of all sorts out of
gold,* and were unceasingly to remould each into all the
- rest : then, if you should point to one of them and ask what
it was, much the safest answer in respect of truth would be
to say ‘ gold ’, and never to speak of a triangle or any of the
other figures that were coming to be in it as things that
have being,? since they are changing even while one is
asserting their existence. Rather one should be content if
they so much as consent to accept the description ‘ what is
of such and such a quality ’ with any certainty. Now the
same thing must be said of that nature which receives all
bodies. It must be called always the same; for it never
departs at all from its own character ; since it is always
receiving all things, and never in any way whatsoever takes
on any character that is like any of the things that enter it :
by nature it is there -as a matrix for everything, changed and
diversified by the things that enter it, and on their account
it_appears to have different qualities at_different, .times ;
while the things that pass in and out are : to be called copies
of the eternal things, impressions faken from them in a
strange manner that is hard to express : we will follow it up
on another occasion.?

Some critics have seen in this passage references to the later confi-
guration of space by the geometrical shapes of the primary corpuscles. 4

1éx xpuood. The figures are made out of gold and comsist of gold; but
the contents of the Receptacle are not made ouf of it. This is a point where
the illustration is inadequate.

* undémore Myew radra s vra can also be construed :  never to speak of
a triangle, etc., as these (things), as though they had being ’, and the contrast
with rowdrov following perhaps favours this.

# The reference may be to 52c (A-H.), or the promise may be unfulfilled (Tr.).

¢ Thus Baeumker (Prob. d. Mat. 131) identifies the ‘ things that pass in
and out ’ of the Receptacle with those shapes composed of elementary triangles.
Tr. (rightly, I think) explains the transient * characters * as ‘ the character-
istics of different sensible bodies, in fact the various sounds, colours, scents,
ete., revealed to us in different regions ’ (P 326). But he adds that ‘ since
Timaeus means at a later stage to account for all these qualities as con-
sequences of the shapes of corpuscles, to all intents and purposes what he
wants to insist on is that space itself has no specific *‘ shape *’ of its own.
He means, then, that space in all its regions is uniform or homogeneous.
If it were not, its parts would not be indifferent to all configurations’. Tr.
then strays into a discussion of modern non-uniform spaces—alternatives
which Plato cannot have intended to exclude, because they could never have
entered his mind.
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ince nothing has yet been said even about space, no one
fel;:iirflgngge Ts'maeis for tyixe first time could asalociate the triangles
and other figures moulded in the gold with the _elementary
triangles and solids later constructed by the Demiurge; nor
did Plato intend this. The figures mentioned belong solely to
the illustration, the point of which is _that tl'{e__gﬂy FE}_I};__WE can
call “ this’ and so treat as a thi:;g_,mt‘hﬁpgrma ent_properties. of
ts own is the gold, not the shapes which.are. moulded, effaced, and
‘remoulded. Similarly the Receptacle has a nature of its own,

ich it never departs. :

fm\grnh;h:;)}:responds to tI;Le figures of the illustration is * the things
that pass into and out of ’ the Receptacle:. What these things are
we have been plainly told in the precedlpg garagraph; they are
those qualities—‘ any opposite or combination of 0pp931tes T
which  are always coming to be in the_R‘eceptacle, making their
appearance, and again vanishing out of it’ (49€). This was clear
to some at least of the ancient commentatczrs. A fra_gn}ent of the
lost part of Proclus’ commentary ! reac!s : Perhay’),s itis be'tter to
say that thie term * things that pass flnani out " is am;g_d__ggt

to the qualities (ol 7owtires), DUt also to the forms immersed
Yo matter (ta Ei’ﬁn Ta #wla) ; for thes_e, nof _{he (luifﬁws, fl.r‘e-llk?-
‘nesses (6uowduara) of the intelligible things * (i.e. @ Svreow el pugi-
jaza, 50C, 5). Itis clear that Proclus had been d.ls,cussmg a current
view that the qualities alone were meant. Proclu:s further remarks
show that by ‘the.forms immersed in matter’ (an Aristotelian
phrase) he means copies, present in matter, of the eternal F?rms of
Fire, Air, Water, and Earth (not of any other Forms). Ht_a discusses
whither these copies go, when they ‘ pass out’. Not into ot_her
matter ; ‘ for when fire is quenched and the matter becomes airy,
we do not see other matter being kindled . They must pass out
simply into non-existence.? Proclus no doubt had in mind the

1 Pr. iii, 357. This fragment and tlhekc;gler references to our passage in
Proclus’ en have been overlooked. ) :

“ Olgw:opr::siaget:% Proclus referring to this subject are : i, 23374, tS}:_me
forms (eidy) are inseparable from matter and are always coming fnto. leng
from that which always is; others come to be and pass away in time : t us;
corporeality (i owpardrys) is always becoming and: always in the re;gmn o
matter ; but the form (character, eldos) of fire or air enters matier an p;lsssf
out, being separated’ and perishing owing to the victory of the opposite na ure_.t
i, 419, ‘' The eternally real was the model of unordereti I::ecommg, since i
was from thence that the unarticulated forms (chamc!ers: uﬁmp?pm:a €idn) came
to be present in the unordered before the Heaven came into being. The'se ar:
the  traces of the elements’ (r& Iym 7dv oroyelwv—a reference to _.mb:;
53B, 2). ii, 25°: In the case of fire there is (1) t!:ua form (EF&Q?), an 1_nd1v;;:_ e
nature, the image of the cause of fire; for there is a certain indivisible ing
(the eldos évvdov) even in divisible thirégs ; from this results (z) an extension
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theory of Forms as it is stated towards the end of the Phaedo.
There the immutable and eternal Form is clearly distinguished
from the character (uogpy, idéa) present in things that are said to
partake of the Form and bear the same name. Some such char-
acters are grouped in pairs of opposites, tall and short, hot and cold.
One member of such a pair will never admit its opposite : ‘ the
hot 4% us’ can never become cold ; when we become cold, the hot
character must either ‘ withdraw ’ to make way for the cold, or it
must ‘ perish’. Proclus decides for the latter alternative : what
he calls the ‘ character immersed in matter’ must, he says, ‘ pass
out ’ into non-existence. His distinction between * the form (char-
acter) immersed in matter ’ and the quality * is a piece of Neo-
platonic subtlety. Plato speaks of the qualities as ‘characters ’
(uogpat, idéar), as he had in the Phaedo, where ooy and idéa are
used interchangeably and neither can mean ° shape "t The things
that pass into and out of the Receptacle are simply the opposite
qualities or groups of qualities characteristic of the four primary
bodies. They are called here ‘ copies of the eternal things’; and
at 51B ‘copies’ of Fire, Air, Water, and Earth, just before the
passage which plainly asserts the existence of their originals, the

intelligible Forms of just those four bodies. The Forms, ‘in some

strange manner that is hard to express ’, impress their characteristic

qualities on the Receptacle. But the Receptacle does not itself

possess any of these characters or qualities, any more than gold in

itself possesses triangular shape. The qualities do not belong to
it ; they only pass in and out, like images crossing a mirror. They

of itself in the matter of the fire, and from this again (3) the powers (Suvdues)
of fire, or qualities (mowéryres) such as hotness, etc. (This is part of a mis-
guided attempt to interpret the dpifuol, Syor, and Suvdpes of joc, but it
shows what Proclus meant by his distinction of the eldos éwdov from the
mowbryres Or Swvdpeis). The phrase * unarticulated forms ' means the
qualities as described at 5zp ff., before the Demiurge endows them with
‘ geometrical shape and number ’.

Simplicius, Phys. 539, 10, says that Plato in the Timaeus calls matter
Xpav kal Témov 7@y évidawv eld@v. It appears from 540, 13 fi., that this phrase
évwda e€idy was partly based on 538, 4, Sieaxnuarioaro €ldeol Te xal apfpois,
which, in fact, refers to the geometrical shapes ; partly on 514, 7, peradapfdvoy
dmopdrard m) 7ol voyrod, which Aristotle took as meaning that the Recipient
partakes of the Forms (see p. 187).

! There is, for example,  the character of three’ (7 rév 7pudiv i8éa (104D)),
the characters of evenness and oddness, and so on. The words are inter-
changed, e.g. at 104D, # évavria i8éa éxeliy 1) popdf. The term eldos is there
reserved for the Form to which the character belongs, because the distinction
is important to the argument (see especially 103E); but in the Timaeus
Plato follows his usual practice of eschewing precise terminology, and uses
eldos for character as well as popsrj and iSéa. A.-H. imports the word
‘ shape ’ for popdd (c, 1), and so does Tr.
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are said to ‘ change and diversify ’ * the RecePtaclt_e ; they form a
constantly shifting pattern, ‘ presenting all diversities of aspect
(D, 5), as some parts become fiery, others watery, and so on.

50c-51B. The Receptacle has no qualities of its own

The illustration of the man moulding all sorts of figures out of
gold was sufficient for its purpose, to illustrate the contrast between
the permanent nature of the Receptacle and thf: shifting guall;m_as.
Its defect is that gold is a stuff tha!; has sensible qualities o ll'fs
own, persisting through all the variations o_f sha‘lpe.n Arlst(I))tl et s
objections to the illustration turn partly on this point. Bu_td ! lia(:
himself proceeds to correct the defect. He has already sai i
the Receptacle does not in itself possess any of the r:haractersf 1“-}
pass in and out, any more than gold as such possesses any of the
shapes. It is now added that the R;g:epta_cle has ng__gb_gﬂ_&:%ql?gs
of its own ‘ before " the qualities enter it, unlike the gold which has
it sensible properties.® :
; SBZ?(;I;E mal{ingpth?sf3 point, Plato introduces the image of tge
father, the mother, and the child, to 1llust1:ate the relations of the
eternal Form, the Receptacle, and Becoming.

. Be that as it may, for the present we must conceive _three
i things :. t_hat.._wh{ch..hacomes; that»m__wwmnh...l.t bgmmes ‘
p. and the modelin whose likeness that yhich becomes is born.
Tndeed we may fittingly compare the Recipient to a mother,
the model to a father, and the nature that arises bf_t'yuecn
them to their offspring. Further we must observe ° that,
if there is to be an impress presenting all diversities of aspect,
the thing itself in which the impress comes to be situated,

fiend i j Smé  Tév elowdvrav. khmos is
1 50C, Kkwovpevdy TE Kal Slaurx‘:}puﬂ;agﬂ.aov vmo. TA a ;s
1.15{3(15 as the g:;em] word for ‘ change’ (with its two species, lf)comot{on ang
qualitative change) at Parm. 1388, Theaet. 181D. Smompun;ec_ﬂu: is use'
below (538) of the pattern introduced by the creation of geometrical shelllpes k
but eyfjue means appearance, manner, fashion, mode, Et.c" as well as s apt:i
though no doubt the analogous figures (ox7juara) moulded in the gold su_ggesﬁi
the word. Different qualities affecting different parts'clf a space mustldwersl Yy
it and form some kind of pattern, however vague in outline and 1rr‘egu’]a.1:.
Cf. the phrases {8¢iv mowidov wdoas mowMas (50D, 5) and wavroBamiy idelv
ﬁm’v:uﬂm {5212. I). b et
2 They are summarised by Tr., p. 322. !
3 Cf. %aeumker (Prob. d. Mat. 132), whose analysis of the whole argument
; i lusions.
here is helpful, though I cannot accept all his conc! ik,
4 goierar, E)born ’.  The next sentence takes up this metaphor as furnishing
e i i f the craftsman.
an appropriate image, which replaces that o
[3 pfgmlpdcpends in thought rather on the xpij at < 7 th}an on mpémet, e;.lnd
perhaps also in grammar, the remark about the ‘ fittingness ' of the metaphor
in ¢verac being treated as parentheticsal.
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cannot have been duly prepared unless it is free from all
those characters which it is to receive from elsewhere. For
if it were like any one of the things that come in upon it,
then, when things of contrary or entirely different nature
came, in receiving them it would reproduce them badly,
intruding its own features alongside. Hence that which is
to receive in itself all kinds® must be free from all char-
. like the base which the makers of- scented

omtments skilfully contrive to start with: they make the
liquids that are to receive the scents as odourless as possible.
Or again, anyone who sets about taking impressions of shapes
in some soft substance, allows no shape to show itself there
beforehand, but begins by making the surface as smooth and
level as he can. In the same way, that which is duly to
receive over its whole extent and many times over all the
likenesses of the intelligible 2 and eternal things ought in its
own nature to be free of all the characters. For this reason,
then, the mother and Receptacle of what has come to be
visible and otherwise sensible must not be called earth or
air or fire or water, nor any of their compounds or com-
. ponents 2 ; but we shall not be deceived if we call it.a nature
| dinvisible/and characterless, all-receiving, partaking ifi Some

B. very puzzling way of the intelligible and very hard to appre-

hend. So far as its nature can be arrived at from what has

! yém is (as often) simply a synonym of 8¢, popd, elos (character).
Plato varies the word, just as above (D, 7) he writes duoppor dmac@v T@v iSeav
(= popgav). None of the four words here means the eternal Form ; for
this is never ‘ received ’ by the Receptacle. Note also that ayfjua (‘ shape )
is not used as a synonym for any of them, but confined to the shapes moulded
in gold or in some soft substance in the two illustrations (504 and 50E, 8).

* The conjecture voyraw (for mdvraw) del 7¢ Svrwv can be supported by the
occurrence of the phrase at 374, 1. But wdvrwy or ndvra is required by the
sense. I suggest 7§ <ra mdvira 7@y voyrdv del re Svrwr. The Receptacle is to
receive all the likenesses of the Forms concerned (the four primary bodies),
rather than likenesses of all the Forms there are. Cf. E, 5, 70 Td wdrra
€xdefopevor yévm.

# * Compounds ’, i.e. complex bodies formed of more than one of the four
primary bodies. ‘Components’, i.e. any qualities into which what we call
“fire* or ‘ fieriness ’ (etc.) might be analysed, e.g. the heat, yellowness, etc.,
of flame. Cf. 50A, 3, doa éx rovrwv, where 7odrwy means the opposites (hot,
white, etc.), of which fire, etc., are composed. This statement formally
excludes the notion that the Receptacle is some subtler or more ultimate
kind of matter (such as ‘ the hot ’, ‘ the cold ’, etc.) beyond the four primary
bodies (cf. Fraccaroli, p. 89). At Sophist 243 the view that ‘ the hot and
the cold * are the ultimately real things in nature is taken as typical of all
the early physicists. There is no reference to the triangles of which the

elementary figures are later to be composed, since these have not yet been
mentioned.
186

THE RECEPTACLE

already been said, the most correct account of it would be
this: that part of it which has been made fiery appears at
any time as fire ; the part that is liquefied as water ; and
as earth or air such parts as receive likenesses of these.

The argument that the Receptacle must not possess in 1t9£?1f an;;
quality like those which enter it, is preceded by the comparison o
the eternal Form to the father and of the Receptacle to the mother.
The connection of thought implies a current view of the part played
by the mother in generation. In the Eumenides (660) Apollo
argues that ‘ the_maother of what is called her ch}ld is no _paﬁ:nt
(roxedc), but only the nurse (zgogds) of the new life sown Ijm ler.
The parent is the begetter ; she is buﬁ a host. (&évm) h_ar Oumlllg
the stranger plant’. Similarly, according to D}odnms (i. 8o), ; e
Egyptians regarded no child as a bastard, holding that jche father
is the sole cause of generation, while the mgt_}}e_r_ furnishes _pnly
nourishment (rgogrj) and room (ydpa) for the infant. The belief is
mentioned several times by Arstotle, who debates whether the
female contributes anything to generation or only provides the
place (tdmog). Hegivesit as the opinion of Anaxagoras and othalar
physicists that the seed comes }flrorrkg the.-t n;lale, t'}:u ::;}a%:lot:ir:n y

ishing the place.! So here the eceptacle or ' ! i,
mlsof %ecom?ng is simply the place ‘in \-_-"chh’ the qu:cilhtl_es
appear. If it had any qualities of its own, it would 1,ntru e its
own features or visible appearance (c’a’zp;g]_, as lthe mother_s features
might be expected to reappear in the child, if she contributes any
part of its substance. 2 . 0

The Receptacle, then, has no visible appearance ;- bu_t 5" A
nature invisible and characterless, all-receiving, partaking in some
very puzzling way of the intelligible and very hard to apprehend ’.
‘ Partaking of the intelligible * 1s, unfor'tunate:ly, an gmb;gu?us
phrase. Some have understood it as refern_ng to ‘ the real mformm-g
of matter by the Ideas’?; but Archer-Hind remarks that Plato’s

1 de gen anim. A19, init.,, Br, 763b, 30. The doctrine is still held by the
natives of S.E. Australia : ‘ children emanate Ironj. the iathe‘r alone apd are
merely nurtured by the mother’ (Frazer, Tofemism and Exogamy i, 3’3,8.
Contrast the Central Tribes who are ignorant that the fa.thgr ?la.ys any part
in begetting). In the Life of Johnson IBoslwell de{endslhm partiality for
heirs male ' by ‘ the opinion of some distinguished 'naturahsts that our species
is transmitted through males only, the female being all along no more than
a nidus or nurse, as Mother Earth is to plants of every sort ' It follows that
‘a man'’s grandson by a daughter has in reality no connection whatever with
1115. gtl:noozgll;er; Baeumker (Prob. d. Mat. 133) ; Aristotle Pﬁys: iv, 2, zt:g:b, 12,
Plato identified matter and space, r0 ydp peralpmrikdy :cui Ty xdpav & kal
rabrdy (Simpl., Phys. 542t He calls it 70 peradymrucdy in the hT;nt;Iem,
peradaufdves yap' dmopdTard my Tod vo‘l;lTsoﬁ'). Tr. (p. 331) agrees with A.-H.
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meaning is more fully expressed at 528, where is sai
apprehended without the senses. bys..am:t of *si’;'?iffr:iéfnﬁ vy
Tc; _*partake of the intelligible* will then mean  to be éii"éisjea”tgof
;a l(:lr:al tpough_t » as opposed to being an object of the senses.
urther discussion may be postponed to that later passage wh
Space has at last been mentioned. MR Rogre
thgnwg;fi spro;;ent DPassage (“:herg Space has not been mentioned)
b eldoc, idéa, popgr, still bear the sense implied by the
whole context : they mean sensible qualities, not shapes’. The
last sentence speaks of part of the Receptacle being rna.del fier
part liquefied (made watery), and so on. The same language )1;’
used of the chaos desFribed at 52D as existing before the Heiven
was made or the ‘Demlurge had designed the geometrical figures of
.the primary I_)od1es. Plato’s point is that the Receptacle has no
mhe}‘ent”senmblf qualities of its own, not that ‘Space has no
'fspemﬁc shape "y of its own ’, or that ‘ we are not allowed to account
or exceptlonal_ appearances '’ in any region, as those who think
?f space as I?avmg a variable curvature would like to do, by suggest-
ing that this region has a “ different ” geometry frc;myothifs L
It is a much more tenable position that, according to Plato, S r,:e
has a shape_of its own, being coextensive with the spherical ur,livpa
outside which there is neither body nor void.2 4

5IB-E. Ideal models of Fire, Air, Water, Earth

Plato has just spoken of  copies ’ i
ist s) : pies ' (uyuijpara) of Fire, Air, Wat:
and Earth being ‘ received ’ by the Receptacle. This lead,s to ttl:f(;

next question: Ar igi
cc'piesq? e there models to serve as originals for these

51B. But in pressing our inquiry about them, there is a question
that must rather be determined by argument.? Is there
such a thing as ‘ Fire just in itself’ or any of the other
tl}:}ngs whlch‘ we are always describing in such terms, as
things that ‘are just in themselves’? Or are the things
we see or otherwise perceive by the bodily senses the onlg
things that have such reality,* and has nothing else, 0ve¥

:‘Sl‘r., PP. 326, 328.

ee F. M. Cornford, Th i i

W s e Invention of Space, Essays in honour of Gilbert
® The emphasis falls, b iti 5

3 , Dy position, on Myw, ‘ by argument’, as
what can be gathered from our earlier statements’ in th; pr:vpixiege;?

tence. Cf. the contrast of ¢ ¢ j i
o o) 6 opllés Adyos (Adyos in the true sense) and ¢ eixds

* roiavryy dMjfeav, the inde
ecav, pendent and absol ity, j i
such as we ascribe to Forms. So Stallba,u;, ?&].l-tlfl.reaht)" i o
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and above these, any sort of being at all? Are we talking
idly whenever we say that there is such a thing as an
intelligible Form of anything ? Is this nothing more than
a_word ? §
“Now it does not become us either to dismiss the present
question without trial or verdict, simply asseverating that
it is so, nor yet to insert a lengthy digression into a discourse
that is already long. If we could see our way to draw a
distinction ! of great importance in few words, that would
~ best suit the occasion. Mﬁrown verdict, then, is this. If
' intelligence and true belief are two different kinds, then these
| things—Forms that we cannot perceive but only think of—
certainly exist in themselves; but if, as some hold, true
belief in no way differs from intelligence, then all the things
we perceive through the bodily senses must be taken as the
most certain reality. Now we must affirm that they are
two different things, for they are distinct in origin and unlike
in nature. The one is produced in us by instruction, the
other by persuasion ; the one can always give a true account
of itself, the other can give none ; the one cannot be shaken
by persuasion, whereas the other can be won over ; and true

belie_fj__wg__mggt_qllp_w+.iasharﬂd.by,gll_manki;ld. intelligence -,

small number of men. ;

The alternative to be determined by argument is : whether those
combinations of qualities which we call bodies and which we see
or otherwise perceive through the bodily senses® have a fully
substantial existence in their own right, or are (as we have called
them) only copies of independently existing Forms. The language
closely resembles Parm. 130D ff., where Parmenides questions
Socrates as to the extent of the world of Forms. Socrates has no
doubt that there are separate Forms of terms such as Likeness,
Unity, Plurality, and also of moral terms, Just, Good, etc. He is

_doubtful about Forms such as Man ‘ separate from ourselves and
all other men’, and Fire, Water, etc. ~This class corresponds to
the products of divine workmanship at Sophist 2668 : ° ourselves
and all other living creatures and the elements of natural things—
fire, water, and their kindred ’. Living organisms and the four

1 3pov dpilew, to draw a boundary-line (cf. Gorg. 470B) ; in this case the
boundary between the two orders of existence, corresponding to the two
kinds of apprehension next mentioned.

2 The description shows that the * copies ’ are not the shapes of the corpuscles
of primary bodies, but the qualities which we perceive when we say ‘ Fire
is here’. We do not perceive the corpuscles or their shapes.
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FORMS OF THE PRIMARY BODIES S1B-E

primary bodies of which all other bodies are composed are the two
classes of things in the physical world with the best claim to
separate Forms. When it comes to hair, dirt, and other such un-
dignified things, Socrates at first thinks it would be absurd to
postulate Forms ; these must be no more than ‘ just the things
we see ’.1

The present passage is concerned mainly with Forms of the

primary bodies ; and the reality of these Forms is affirmed on the
same general grounds that make it necessary to believe in any
Forms whatsoever. As in Republic v, the existence of two orders
of objects—intelligible and sensible—is declared to follow from the
indubitable distinction between rational understanding or know-
ledge and mere belief, which can be produced or shaken by per-
suasion. This characteristic of belief, even when true, was taken in
the Theaetetus (2014) as fatal to the claim of true belief to rank as
knowledge. Belief, moreover, can ‘give no account of itself’,
This characteristic is best illustrated by the Meno. The slave
questioned by Socrates has produced true beliefs about the solution
of a problem in geometry ; but they will not become knowledge
until he has been taken many times through the whole demonstra-
tion, grasped all the premisses, and seen how the conclusion must
inevitably follow. His beliefs will then be unshakably secured ‘ by
reflection on the reason’ Meno, 85c fi., g7 E).

It is certain, then, that there are independently real Forms of
Fire, Air, Water, and Earth. Fire ‘just in itself’ is an eternal
model, an object of intelligence, not of perception. We have been
told that the name * Fire ’ is to be given to that which is of a certain
quality, appearing in the Receptacle at any time in the cycle of
change. This quality is the copy, bearing the same name as its
model ; the model itself is the meaning of the name * Fire ’, more
or less clearly present to our thought whenever we use the word.
Plato tells us nothing further as to its nature. It cannot be
identified with the pyramid, the geometrical shape of the fire
corpuscle. When we look at a fire, we do not see or think of
pyramids ; and when we say ‘ Here is fire * we do not mean ‘ Here
are pyramids’. What we perceive is a certain combination of
shifting qualities in a certain Place at a certain time—the yellowness
we see, the hotness we feel. Such a combination, whenever and
wherever it occurs, is sufficiently ‘alike ’ for us to name it * fire %
and it is a fleeting copy or impress of an unchanging model. More
than this Plato cannot tell us. We must not hope to get nearer

* Parm. 130D, rabra pév ye dmep opdpev, Tabra xal elvar. eldos 8¢ 7o adriw
oinbivas elvar p) Mav § &romov. CF. 5IC, 4§ raira dmep xai PAémopey . . .
uéva dotiv Towadry Eovra ahijfear.
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to his thought by translating his words into language that sounds
i 1 1 - - -
toTulfe:: ?snrt:c? (v:.;.rarrant for A.-H.’s remark that ‘ the lx'st of 1do.:as 1;1
the Timaeus includes, in addition to the id:eas of hvag cl;:fsa i;l::o:
only the ideas of fire, air, water and earth’ (p. 180). 1111t ST
duction he goes further and suggestts th;t Eﬁéohiti . R
imi i lements and w
eliminated ideal types of the € il o e
‘had his attention been drawn to the je
FI‘hlf(:r71 ltunprzjudiced reader may think that his b:;cii:t:lc;n w;;v;gﬂ
ject in the passage i X
clearly drawn to the subject in the i Mo
i i i hat living creatures an P :
the Platonist easily believe t e
ies alone have ideal Forms. How.are ma ;
lt)t;)il:sczrililed on, if the only unchanging objects of t}wught [fc:-gi ;:n;.
natural kinds of living creatures and the four Pl-fm}a;{universé
These are specially relevant to a}r: a;c:ount of t!\m;epcaf;z ) thatz
therefore prominent in the 1imaeus. : .
;Illarllt:n:m longer lI)Deiieved that there was S‘llcf,l a thm}g)ka_.ls lesIS;fg
“just in itself * or the Triangle ‘ just in itself . The Philebu
the Laws would not bear out such a conclusion.

S1E-52D. Summary description of the three factors : Form, Copy,
and Space as the Receptacle

i i ion of a Receptacle
ing sections we started with the notion of ac
ofllg;iltfni?;?gg?uiien passed to its contents, the sensible qualities

i Ak uestion is whether there is or is

LI 3221, i(;r;gzﬁ?gz' ts:u}::l byTa;iEh individuals can and ongh; i(:;
ol Stfi.ln deliverances of their senses.’ ‘Fire means the c?ccurreu‘{':v e
iy t’ ]el e definite law or pattern in a region of the contmuuml, a .
i wltra:i:loi events of a different determinate pattern. It f()rlet;\lwﬁ 21-
:t;ieaftl::f only when this pattern is exactly reahse_ge:lio );n‘::luh:::; i
“ pure " fire or water. If it is only imperfectly rea,l'l , Y b9 e
N ter, just as we should say that ** water "’ which prov .
i :: e;:ﬁl sed of hydrogen and oxygen in the P‘_"‘P‘?_"f“’mi deE:ml: i
,tl}ott:x: chel::nistl:ois not * pure "’ water, but hs.s‘"“impurm_esh . ‘nl;’tagge ph i
. %ire just in itself ' means, gc.cordinﬁ to Tr';i asﬁ‘::: \:ph;zk :)sf o Al ‘,mter E
B s a?‘Yt'l'n;Er:li:culé Eﬁ.c_ac T¥1is account is in danger of sug-

esti a co sion between an exact realisatio t pa h
n of the ttern and the
g ng nfu a

: 4 methin
is):;;e;snu:gtsf:f t.o ::ri}slEjlw“l;?zlsdpebz;kao;erga]g:ih\;ea:;ringw:rhi?::iuuld touch and
Rt sccomt of th Born of e (P e Pl ) ke 12
ﬂ:?;: ;3:2:3:?,3;‘;!;;:?:? about Ideal Numbers which are too specula-
ti‘;elliuzhtehfo::‘zgfc?fP;tl‘li(s)l.b:.:?.l'lir., PP- 49 ff., Archer-Hind n\:feft;: i;l::: ;:12?11:3‘:3}’
and denied that the ontology of the rl‘gz:ams allows roo:
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FORM, COPY, AND SPACE
and their combinations, and finally to the ideal models. Next

follows a summary description of these three factors, in the reverse
order.

{ =um ik

51E. This being so, we must agree that there is, first, the unchang-

52. ing Form, ungenerated and indestructible, which mneither

\ receives anything else into itself from elsewhere nor itself

enters into anything else anywhere, invisible and otherwise

imperceptible ; that, in fact, which thinking has for its
pe S WA N

" Second is that which bears the same name and is like that

Fofm'; s sensible ; is brought into existence ; is perpetually

in motion, coming to be in a certain place and again vanishing

out of it; and is to be apprehended by belief involving

_perception. "

Third is Space, which is everlasting,! not admitting destruc-
. B tion ; providing a situation for all things that come into
being, but itself apprehended _without the senses by a sort

. of bastard reasoning, and hardly an object of belief.

This, indeed, 1s that which we look upon as in a dream 2
and say that anything that is must needs be in some place
and occupy some room, and that what is not somewhere in
earth or heaven is nothing.® Because of this dreaming
‘state, we prove unable to rouse ourselves and to draw all
these distinctions and others akin to them, even in the case
of the waking and truly existing nature, and so to state the
truth : namely that, whereas for an image, since not even
the very principle on which it has come into being belongs to
the image itself, but it is the ever moving semblance of

! Taking del with év (cf. A.-H.). The words are separated for the sake of
euphony. Cf. 284, 6, mpds 76 xard radrd Eyov PAérawv deil, where del belongs to
EXOP.

* Taking mpds & PAémovres together (with A.-H.), an easy hyperbaton.
Simplicius, Phys. 521, 31, paraphrases : dwd 7fis els 7 &wla dveparuciis dufMéfews.
Plato uses éyppyopds, not PAémwv, for a waking dream : Soph. 266¢c, &vap
dvfpdmov éypnyopdow. BAémwv normally means * alive ’, not * awake ’.

? Cf. Aristotle, Phys. iv, 1, 208a, 29. * Everybody supposes that things
which exist are somewhere ; the non-existent is ‘* nowhere "'—where is the
goat-stag or the sphinx ? * Simplic. ad loc describes this as a ‘ parody’ of
our passage. Zeno (Vors. 19A, 24) assumed in one of his arguments that
‘ Everything that exists is somewhere ’ or ‘ in some place ’. Gorgias (quoted
below) repeats this.

¢ This and other interpretations of the difficult clause érelmep 008" adrd rofro
€’ § yéyovev éavrijs éorw are discussed in the Appendix (p- 370). An image
comes into being on the same principle or conditions as a reflection : there
must be an original to cast it and a medium to contain it. Neither condition
‘ belongs to’* the image itself.
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szc. something else, it is proper tHat it should come to be in

ing else, clinging in some sort to existence on pain

E&gzigthing aggzlillg, on the other hand that w.r-r“ﬁ1u:1{;t_1al_s1
real being has the support of the exactly true account, w ;lc

declares that, so long as the two thxl:lgs are different, neit ﬁr

can ever come to be in the other in such a way that the

b. two should become at once one and the same thing and two.

i 2 he
e three factors are here contrasted in three respects : (r) t

sor'ih of existence which they have ; (2) the manner in Whldé they
are known ; (3) the relations of the F?rm a:n(? of the copy to .p?ceé
(x) Space, here named for the first time, is evgrlastmgly eXl.]SJ el?
and not admitting destruction’. The phrase d1ffer§ only vetljbelu. y
from that applied to the Form, ‘ ungenerated a_nd mfiestruc t!. fl A
Here as elsewhere the Receptacle does not.owe its. existence to the

Demiurge, but is represented as a given factor limiting his operations

itions. ace is thus essentially different from..
D e wan ranked arong The works of infellgence and had
an_ archetype,-eternal duration, of which It was an Image. Tige.
is no archetype of Space,’ wﬁlcﬁ exists in its own rig Z.s stu g
as does the Form. By recognismgtsli:;;;e ;:c;;i:;d?f)e: :rzrl (imof
ly existing factor necessary to ¢
::;:?ﬁeyimages,gﬂato has added to j;hg._nld' scheme bor:oc\ivi%e;t
Republic v from Parmenides. The three things en.umerare e
were (1) the perfectly real and knowable, (2) the_ok;;}r:ct&szfzg?se i;
(3) the absolutely unreal and unknowable. The thir " e e
not fo be identified with Space, for Space is not unreal, a

can apprehend it. Plato’s purpose is precisely to introduce Space,

/
(ot

as an eternally real object, to fill the.blank left by the totally non--~-

existent in Parmenides’ scheme, which consequently provided nol
su for any world of appearances. i

sul?;))o lgpace is};pprehended, not by the senses, but {Py iatsf:rto:::f
bastard reasoning ’, and is * hardly an object of belief ". isn : :
like the Form, an object of genuine rational understandmg'(vgnmg :
nor is it, like the copy, apprehended by t_he senses ?md by ];xbgmenn
involving perception. S fa_ge;“_i}_so not spnslt_l)_lg ; for it canno : 1;:’ S?lfle
or touchied. Isit, then, intelligible 7 Itisnota gerlume‘mt;:1 igi e
object, because it has no status in the world of Forms ; these,

Plato goes on to say, are not in Space, nor are they extended, _

i ine ‘ i : tance, as an |

h may imagine ‘the Trlangl:e i for_ ins » B i

:g&zléid nggflre. ySpa.ce is rather a factor in the visible world ; ang O o S H
yet it is everlasting and imperishable, and can only be apprehended ,

by thinking : so it partakes of the intelligible in a very puzzling

1 Cf. Fraccaroli, p. 87.
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it would become extended, and so Space would enter, as extension,
into its existence. But in an extended thing, considered as self-
contained, we can always distinguish the thing itself from the
room or place it occupies. So Gorgias argues that ‘ Being will
become two things, place and body’. In Plato’s argument the
two things will be the Form (which must retain its unity) and its
extension, the space it has admitted ; and this last is the funda-
mental element of body. But Forms are essentially bodiless. So
the Form cannot enter Space, nor can Space enter the Form as
extension.

In this passage Plato comes nearer than anywhere else in the
Timaeus to the problem of the eidolon. He contributes towards
the solution an important factor which did not come into view in
the Sophist. Space, as eternally self-existent, provides the copy
with a ‘ room ’ or situation where it can ‘ somehow cling to exist-
ence ' as & mwg and escape being nothing at all (ravredde pn ov).
But the addition of this third factor does not, in itself, solve the
difficulty of explaining how Becoming can ever occur. The two
parents of Becoming—the Form and Space—are alike eternal and
unchanging. How can an image cast by an unchanging object on an
unchanging mirror be itself inconstant and fleeting ? = Aristotle
saw this objection to the theory of Forms, offered in the Phaedo
as an explanation of becoming and perishing : ‘ If the Forms are
causes, why is their generating activity intermittent instead of
perpetual and continuous—since there always are participants as
well as Forms ? ’ 1

‘ There were others,” Aristotle adds, ‘ who thought that matter
was adequate by itself to account for becoming ; matter originates
the movement.” This account Aristotle considers more scientific
than the theory of Forms: something which produces change of
quality and transformation would be more capable of bringing
things into being. But he rejects it on the ground that matter
(in his own view) has only the passive power of being moved :
water, for instance, has not the active power of producing a living
creature without the co-operation of the ‘form’. The powers
(Bvvdueig) attributed by the theory he is criticising to the simple
bodies are treated as ‘ instrumental > or auxiliary causes of genera-
tion ; the hot has the power to separate things, the cold to bring
them together, and so on ; and the becoming and perishing of all
other things are to result from these actions. But in the absence
of the form, these powers cannot even be instrumental ; one might
as well attribute the making of a table to the ‘ necessary ’ action
of the saw or the plane.

* Ar., de gen. et corr. 335b, 18 (trans. Joachim).
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This criticism recalls Plato’s condemnation of the popula: we;z
that ‘ cooling and heating, compacting or r,arefymg, alre nc;l t n;:lf
accessories, but the sole causes of all _tl'}mgs (46p). Plato u:}ﬂeé
who does recognise the superior Rosmon of_ the Form, is en 1ses
to treat the active powers of the primary bod%es as acces.sor{l(_:au e,
amenable in some degree to the controlling direction of inte llgfnul:) .
though, left to themselves, they would produce rz’tndortnhlrtisca l;s. Se{
the blind necessity of theirbn?tl'::le. Eeh?l{r:rt:ot}gzg:e t ?n o

i i ion ; but the !
{:ltuzfnrsm:llilflenfs Il\l;eii?xg??:?lé Form nogr Sp:lce can act as the ultimate
moving cause. Hence, although the Form has been ﬁompariglegr;
the father, Space to the mother, the Form cannot really supfor iy
the Demiurge, or whatever he stands for, as .the g‘enemthical
Becoming. If, as we have concluded, the Demmrgge is m3; moré
the moving cause can only be tpe World-Soul. ItD come g
than ever difficult to resist the_ inference that the1 emiurge i
be identified with the Reason in the World-Soul.

2p-53C. Description of Chaos :

; Sosfzr we have been almost wholly concerned with tbe Becegte&gle
of Becoming and the shifting qua,litit_as that appear in it fan t;:;
appear, considered, so far as is possible, in abstractlcl;ln I;’om i
element of rational design contributet;l by Reason. Tde tﬁmend
the four primary bodies were only mtrodl.}ced towards }fas'sed
because a copy must have an original ; but it has been ernpt 5 lthe
that the Forms remain apart and cannot themselves ente il
region of Becoming. Plato now sums up the t_hree fzu:toril requl.ust
for the production of a visible world, to whlcb, as weh ave 15“3S
seen, we must add the ‘ Demiurge * to produce it. He then pa&s e
to a description of the Receptacle and its contents, 1mag1v1‘1re o
existing ‘ before’ the ordered world came mto‘ being. ?this
now to hear what the Demiurge does when he ‘ takes over

chaos.

52D. Let this, then, be given as the tale summed accord'ing to my
' judgment %: that there are Being, Space, Becommg:—.tl};:qg
distinct things—even before the Heaven came info being.

1 The inference is drawn by W. Theiler (among others), wl;; ;oniludes th‘:ﬂ;
the Demiurge must be conceived 'fz.is Vslrdoppe{u;:fﬂger S:mse'e s('I:el.ec.;log‘
Hinausprojektion gleichsam £hgvekﬁnsﬂe;:sc; wir en
Nitm;acﬁz&tféufzit toszzlzulate) \filih counters ; bu,t the s_ingule;f[ Yridov
seems to allude to mijv duiy 7ifepas Yijgov, 51D. For ﬂ{)m 7{4';;5. C‘?‘-als;ocg‘t;é
pares 89E, Tpla Tpuxd Yuxis €idy, * tl":ree’dlstlnct forms of soul . .

(394) for two ‘ distinct * motions in different planes.
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According to Plato, in a world of Democritean atoms and void
there could be no motion at all. The same would be true of his
own pa.t:ticles, if they were not penetrated by soul. The activity
of soul in every part of the physical universe is the only possible
source of 'the active powers of bodies—of their motion in space
and of their power of altering one another qualitatively and affecting
our sense-organs.!

It may be added that all these motions are irrational. The
movements in space characteristic of the primary bodies are recti-
linear—those ‘ wandering motions ’ in all the six directions which
have been repeatedly contrasted with the circular revolution of
_Rea.son.' The qualitative alterations perpetually going on are
inaccessible to any kind of scientific knowledge. They can cause
sensations which, on the physical side, are themselves qualitative
a:lteratlons of bodily organs and, on the mental side, yield percep-
tions confined to the individual percipient, which can never rank as
knowledge because subject and object are in a perpetual flux of
change.

The abstract picture of the physical world without the guidance
of Reason is illustrated by the myth in the Statesman (268D ff.).
There are times when God himself helps to guide the revolution of
the universe. Then, after an appointed period, he lets it go_and
the world is carfied Tound in the reverse direction spontaneously
(adréuaror) by the power of motion which it possesses as a conscious
living creature. This reverse movement is implanted in it of
necessity (8§ dvdyxng), because only the most divine things are
always constant in the same state. ~The world, having a body, is
subject to cpange ; but it keeps so far as possible to its own motion
of rotation in one place. The least possible deviation is reversal of
direction. The world cannot always turn itself; that is possible
only to the divine ruler of all things that are moved, and he cannot
cause motion now in one direction, now in the opposite. Nor can
there be‘ two gods with opposite intentions to turn it. The only
alterpatwe is that at one time it is guided by divine causation, and
acquires fresh life and renewed immortality from its maker" at
another, when it is let go, it turns itself in the reverse djrectioﬁ for
many myriads of revolutions.

We are now living in one of the periods when the god’s hand has

! In the Laws Soul is not merely called the source of motion (as at Phaedrus
245D), ’but more specifically ‘ the cause of the becoming and perishing of all
things ’ (891E) ; it ‘ controls all change and rearrangement’ (8924) ; it is
the ° first beoc[mmg and change’ (896a); it originates all Mxpmls" atén
yévears and their opposites (8948). See Theiler, Teleolog. Namrbstra::bﬁmg’
(1925), P. 70, who remarks on these passages that the World-Soul, as cause
of becoming, leaves no room for any Demiurge beside itself. )
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been withdrawn from the helm. The reversals are marked by the
greatest of all cosmic catastrophes; all but a remnant of life on
earth is destroyed. The very current of life is brought to a standstill
and set flowing in the contrary direction. When the steersman of
the universe let go of the tiller and retired to his own conning-tower,
the world began to turn the other way by fate and its own inborn
impulse (eiuaguévn ve xal obpguros émbvpia). The reversal caused
earthquakes, which went near to destroying all life. As the disturb-
ance began to settle down and calm followed the storm, the world
began to be set in order and to move on its accustomed course,
governing and caring for itself and all that it contained, and recalling,
as well as might be, the teaching of its maker and father. But
the memory grows dim and things begin to go worse, thanks to the
admixture of the bodily element (6 swuarosidéc) inherent in the
world’s nature, which was full of confusion before it came into its
present order. All that is good in the world comes from its maker ;
all the cruelty and injustice that it contains in itself and produces
in living creatures come from its former chaotic condition. Hence
in the former period when it was nurturing its living creatures under
the god’s guidance, it engendered great goods and few evils ; but
now that it is separated from him, as time goes on and forgetfulness
grows, the old disorder threatens to prevail. Good things diminish,
evils increase, and it comes in danger of utter destruction. Then
at last the god, seeing its distress, and taking care that it shall not
be shipwrecked in the storm of disorder and sink into * the limitless
ocean of Unlikeness ’, will take the helm again. He will turn back
the diseased and dissolving fabric to its former motion, order it and
set it right, and save it from age and death.

As Proclus observes, the machinery of the reversal of the world’s
motion is a mythical device to represent as existing at separate
times things which in fact are always coexistent in the cosmos.!
The same is true of the description in the Timaeus of the condition
of the world ‘ when divinity is absent from it * as if it were a state
of things that had existed * before the Heaven was made . If we
discount these mythical devices, both myths present a picture of
the universe as it would be if the works of Reason were abstracted,
and the one may be used to illustrate the other. In the Statesman
we find that when the god is absent, the world is still a living and

1 Pr. iii, 273%. Simplicius, Phys. 1122, 3, too criticises Alexander for
taking Plato’s description of chaos (304) as meaning that the cosmos had a
beginning in time, preceded by a condition of disorder. He points out that
the temporal separation of the two conditions is merely mythical in the
Timaeus, as in the Stalesman, where Plato imagines the Maker removed
from the cosmos and contemplates its collapse into * the ocean of Unlikeness .
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could be connected with their intrinsic pr i

Bl}li_:h thIS point is left in some obscl.trii:y.p PRSI tiracty.

_ This is not the same thing as to say that fire is ‘ absol
];ght or earth ‘absolutely heavy’. Moreover, if the trans?:?;i

rom chaos to cosmos never actually occurred and the four mai
masses have always occupied their present concentric spheres thn
beha.vmur'oi smaller masses can be accounted for simply b ’ the
overpowering attraction exercised by the main mass in the rz "
it actually occupies. The smaller mass will move towards g;}oln
larger, not vice versa, and any part of the main mass will resisft3
an attempt to tear ’it away into an alien region. We are here
concemgd \-:r:th sensible qualities. The reason why a stone feels
heavy lies in this resistance, Fire would feel heavy to a ma
standing on !:he inner surface of the main mass of fire and trvi 3
‘to h.ft_a pOEtlon of fire into the air, In this way we may thinslr{u:g

heaviness ’ as analog_ous to colour. A body has strictly no colour
:ﬁ:e‘ when some eye 1Is seeing it ; there is in the body itself only
a4 powe:. to give rise _to’a perception of colour in co-operation
a sentient organ. Similarly, a body has intrinsically only the

'tendency to move towards its like; by calling it more or less
heawjy we may mean only the consequent resistance that we
ex;_)enence when we contribute, on our side, the effort that is
resisted. In this sense, ‘ heaviness ’ is the name of an * affection ’

that we feel, rather than of an : s
in the bodies outside. y property independently existing

644—65B. Pleasure and Pain

So far, the only sensible qualities considere i
perceived by the sense of touch, diffused all i:;: ttll::ste'ie‘:}?;cgaﬁz
of .the body. The next paragraph deals with the pleasurable or
pamﬁ_ﬂ character of the affections produced in the subject. We
are still concerned with * common affections of the body asa w.hole ;
There are, in t.he first place, the motions set up in the partic]es:
composing various organs of the body. When these motions
penetrate to tlhe consciousness, sensation follows in the soul : but
they may die away and be lost before the consciousnéss is

reached. Finally, sensation ma
v bl i y or may not be attended by

64a. Concemin_g the affections common to the body as a whole
the most important point that remains to be considered is
the explana_tlon of the element of pleasantness or painfulness
in thc!se which we have just discussed ; and further all those
affections which, having attained to sensation through the
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organs of the body, may be also accompanied by inherent
pains or pleasures.

Now in seeking the explanation of any affection, whether
perceptible or imperceptible, we must begin 2 by recalling
the distinction drawn earlier between what is mobile in

B. structure and what is immobile ; all the explanations we
are bent upon discovering are to be sought along this line.
When something that is naturally mobile is invaded by even
a slight affection, it spreads it all round, one particle passing
on the same effect to another, until they reach the conscious-
ness and report the quality of the agent. The immobile,
on the other hand, being too stable to spread the motion
round, merely suffers the affection without setting any of

¢c. its neighbours in motion; accordingly, since the particles
do not pass it on one to another, the original affection remains
in them incapable of transmission to the living creature as
a whole and leaves the subject without sensation. This is
the case with bone and hair and all the other parts in our
bodies that are composed chiefly of earth; whereas the
previously mentioned conditions apply to sight and hearing
above all, because in them fire and air play the largest part.

The nature of pleasure and. pain, then, must be conceived

p. _as follows. An affection which violently disturbs the normal
state, if it happens all of a sudden, is painful, while the
sudden restoration of the normal state is pleasant ; these
“are perceptible, whéreas a gentle and gradual change of
either sort is imperceptible.

Any process, however, that takes place with great facility
yields perceptions 3 in the highest degree, but is not attended
by pain or pleasure. Such are the affections that occur in
the visual ray itself, which was, in fact, described earlier as
a body formed in the daylight in intimate connection with
our own.* No pain is set up by cuts or burns in this ray

1 In this sentence the first part refers to the ‘ affections ’ above discussed,

viz. qualities of objects as perceived, and what is meant by calling these

- pleasant or painful (capable of causing pleasure or pain to a sentient being).

The second half refers to * affections ® occurring within the body and trans-
mitted through the organs to the soul, where they * acquire ’ sensation with
(or without) pleasure or pain.

2 38¢ is explained by dvapyuyoxdpevor: ‘in the following way, namely
by recalling . . .’ Cf. 61D, de oxomoivres . . . dwwonfiévres.

3 Literally ‘is perceptible ’, but the perception in the following instance
of vision is perception of colour, not of the disturbance, which yields no
sensation at all, either pleasant or painful.

4 uuduis fuav. At 45D, ovpdués 7@ dépu meant ‘ coalescing with the air s
The genitive fuav is supported by the analogy of ovyyeris and odugvros (A.-H.).
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64D. or by anything else that is done to it, nor yet pleasure when

E. it returns to its former condition, although there are intense

and very distinct perceptions, according as it is acted upon

and itself meets and touches any object ; for no violence

whatsoever is involved when the ray is severed and comes

together again.! On the othér hand, organs consisting of

larger particles, which yield to the agent reluctantly and

Pass on the motions to the whole, have Pleasures and pains—

pains while they are being ousted from their normal state,

65.  pleasures while this is being restored. Those in which the

departure from the -normal state 2 or depletion is gradual,

while the replenishment is sudden and on a large scale, are

sensible of the replenishment, but not of the depletion, and

so afford to the mortal part of the soul ® intense pleasures,

but no pain. This is plain in the case of sweet smells,

Where the disturbance of the normal state is sudden, and

the restoration gradual and difficult, the opposite results are

B. produced; as may be observed in the case of cuts or burns
in the body.

Plato here connects his own doctrine of bodily_ pleasures and
_Pains, most fully set forth in the _Philebus, with his theory of the
particles, whose shapes make them comparatively easy or difficult
to dislodge. Sensation of any kind occurs only in the soul, as a
result of changes or movements transmitted through the bodily
organs from the objects outside. In perception, the active quality
(0¥vauic) of the object is thus finally ‘ reported ’ to the conscious-
ness . we see a colour, hear a sound, and so on. The first point
is that the organs and external media in the case of sight and
hearing consist of specially mobile particles (fire and air), and
consequently the qualities are reported with exceptional intensity

! I understand (with Tr.) dudpions and odyxpiois to mean the dislocation
of particles by cuts, burns, etc., and their return to their normal condition.
This is not felt by us because it is so easily effected that no * violence ’ is
required on the part of the agent.

* dmoxwprijoers éavrav * departures from themselves . This phrase is simply
a variant for the dmalMorpiodofas of the next sentence, avrév would be
superfluous if dwoydpnos meant * wasting . xéwwais is such wasting as occurs,
for example, in hunger. Neither word means here the evacuation of un-
assimilated food, which follows on eating and is not associated with any
possible pain of want.

* The addition of the lower faculties (by implication ‘mortal’) to the
* immortal principle ' has been mentioned at 42a. The ‘ mortal part of the
soul * is mentioned where that passage is recapitulated at 69c, and indeed

the expression has already been used at 61c. Tr.’s note here is therefore
irrelevant.
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i ing lost by friction on the way. The most
gneartd]:;(e;;nr? 6fhttht:=eb';del;'l,gsuch asybones and hau‘ absorb the sho::ﬁ,
and the motion dies away in them uli:fore it reaches the soul.

ion or perception results.
H%(:asﬂge S:;ls;l:ilg may 1::13_ mzl:y not attend on sensation or percep-
tion, when it does occur. Pain is due to a sudden.and violent
distﬁrbance of the normal state, The nature of the_dxstur!aance 1(91
not specified, but it seems to be implied that it is a d_lsloca;]tlon;- a;n
possibly a transformation, of the particles composing the org 15
Pleasure is due to the sudden restoration. If either proo::esstl
sufficiently gentle and gradual, no sensation occurs and conse%uenthi
neither pleasure nor pain. In the Phslebfus the, theory provi ?15 i
basis for the distinction between the ° pure pleasulr:; ';m e
mixed, namely those which are preceded or accompani y pa.lAnS
of want. The pleasures of smell, for example, are pure. 2
Archer-Hind remarks, Plato ‘ seems tq regard sweet odoirs a.tslwse
natural nutriment of the nostrils, wh_lch suffer_ waste when e
are absent ; but the depletion is so imperceptible that it is only
by a sudden restoration of the natural state that we become conscious
een any lack ’. _

tha;ntge;;a?:r?t bexceptign to the rule that violent dlsturb.anczi
cause pain is offered by the visual ray, regarded as an extenm?::li e
the organ,of sight. When we look at a _candle-ﬂa.me or pass ;1 e
before our eyes, why do we not feel pain fronll the bumhor il
inflicted on the ray ? This has to be e:xplamed by the i)x re
fineness and mobility of the fire part}clgs composing th} ray.
These, it seems, yield so readily that no ‘ violence " is ca]}e ort c:)nr
the part of the disturbing agent. So thg ray yle_lds no p ease;:_l g
painful sensation, although the perceptions of its proper objec
are exceptionally intense and distinct.

65B-66c. Tastes it
From the general account of tactual. sensibility and of_ flleasusﬁ
and pain we pass to sensations transmitted through speci cslen K
organs : tastes, smells, sounds, colours. In each of these : a.stshe
we distinguish a number of main groups 'by names such as (l'i“lhese
case of tastes) ‘bitter’, ‘pungent’, ‘sour’, - sweet ', i
names roughly indicate the quality of the sensations \;r:]tac ality
experience. The theory now attempts to connect the qud tz
of a given class of sensations with the physical process 'supp(l;se i
occur in the sense-organ, which is 1ts_e]f to be explained hyth ;
inherent qualities of the external objects, connected with their
ibed earlier.
ﬁrﬁ?m?niiﬁﬁg of the nerve%, Plato supposes that the tongue
3.0, 269




COLOURS 67c-68p

last sentence ‘ bright ’ is treated as if it were a simple colour entering
with others, like white and red, into compounds. The first of the
compounds, orange, is still treated as a natural colour ; the pro-
portions of the ingredients (which we should still naturally take
to be various grades of fire) cannot even be plausibly guessed.
Here the method changes. We hear no more of different varieties
of fire-particles. = Prescriptions are given for making compound
pigments out of the simple colours already named and orange. To
the process of mixing pigments the statement that no one could
make even a probable estimate of the quantities required seems
hardly to apply.

68c. Red blended with black and white is purple, or dark violet,

when these ingredients are burnt to a further point and more
black is added to the mixture.

Tawny is formed by blending orange and grey, grey being
a mixture of white and black ; while yellow is a combination
of white with orange.

White combined with bright and plunged in intense black
results in a dark blue colour ; dark blue mixed with white,
in pale blue-green; tawny and black, in green (?).!

From these instances of the blending of pigments Plato now
reverts to the colours (considered as mixtures of varieties of fire
particles) which they °represent’ or, as it were, embody. His
concluding words seem to warn us that no practical experiments
in mixing measured quantities of pigments can yield any certain
inferences as to the exact quantities of fire-particles of various
grades composing a colour. The proportions involved are, as he
said just above, inaccessible even to conjecture.

68p. From these examples it will be sufficiently clear by what
combinations the remaining colours should be represented
so as to preserve the probability of the account. But any
attempt to put these matters to a practical test would argue
ignorance of the difference between human nature and divine,
namely that divinity has knowledge and power sufficient to
blend the many into one and to resolve the one into many,
but no man is now, or ever will be, equal to either task.

1 mpdaios is commonly taken to mean green like the leek (mpdoov), though
Aristotle uses the form mpdowos and the substantive wpdowv means * hore-
hound ’, of which two varieties are described by Theophrastus, H.P. 6, 2, 5.
If green is meant, the statement is not much more surprising than that the
addition of black to red should produce a ‘ bilious * colour (838). Democritus
compounded mpdowov of mopdupodv (crimson) and foaris (woad-blue), Theophr.,
de sens. 77.
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68E—60A. Conclusion

“The second part here ends with a reminder that it has been con-
cerned throughout mainly with ‘ what comes about of Necessity .
We must study necessary causes, though such study be only a
sober amusement, because this is the only way of approaching the
manifestations of rational purpose in Nature.. Happiness will
consist in apprehending these and conforming our own nature to
the harmony which we find in the universe. Cf. 478, ¢ and gos.

68E. All these things, then, being so constituted of necessity,
were taken over by the maker of the fairest and best of all
things that become, when he gave birth to the self-sufficing
and most perfect god ; he made use of causes of this order
as subservient, while he himself contrived the good in all
things that come to be. We must accordingly distinguish
two kinds of cause, the necessary and the divine.” The
divine we shoutdsearch out in all things for the sake of @

69. life of such happmess as our nature admits; the necessary
for the sake of the divine, reflecting that apart from the
necessary those other objects of our serious study cannot by
themselves be perceived or communicated, nor can we in
any other way have part or lot in them.

III. THE CO-OPERATION OF REASON AND
NECESSITY

69A-D. Recapitulation. Addition of the mortal paris of soul

THE third part now opens with a brief recapitulation of the steps
by which the account of the works of Reason in the first part led
us to the same point that we have now reached once more, from
the opposite quarter, in the analysis of what happens of Necessity :
namely the point of contact between the individual soul and the
external world in sensation and sense perception. In the first

Space, the Recepfigl_é"ﬁ'f"aﬂ becoming, and then built it up again
55 introducing the element of regular geometrical shape, imposed
upon the chaotic motions and powers. The interaction of the
simple bodies so formed has been described mainly in terms of
necessary causation with little reference to rational design. The
third part is now to exhibit the co-operation of Reason and Necessity
in the work of the created gods. Their task is to frame the mortal
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CO-OPERATION OF REASON AND NECESSITY 69A-D

parts of the soul and the bodily organs to house them. Hence-
forward the interest of intelligent purpose again predominates.
The distinction between the created gods and the Demiurge is not

‘maintained. Throughout this last part of the dialogue, the work

is done sometimes by ‘ the gods’, sometimes by *the god’; at

one plage (714) plural and singular-are used in the same sentence.
Plato does not seriously mean that the divine souls of the stars”
take an active part in the making of other living creatures. Their
creative function is as mythical as that of the Demiurge, from

which it is no longer kept distinct.

69a. Now that the materials for our building lie ready sorted *
to our hand, namely the kinds of cause we have distinguished,
which are to be combined in the fabric of our remaining
discourse, let us in brief return to our starting-point and
rapidly trace the steps that led us to the point from which
we have now reached the same position once morg ?; and

B. then attempt to crown our story with a completion fitting
all that has gone before.

As was said at the outset, these things were in.disorder
and the god introduced into them all every kind of measure
ifi €Very respect in which it was possible for each one to be
in harmonious proportion both with itself and with all the
‘rest. For at first they were without any such proportion,
save by mere chance,® nor was there anything deserving to
be called by the names we now use—fire, water, and the
rest ; but all these he first set in order, and then framed

c. out of them this universe, a single living creature confaining
within itself all living creatures, mortal and immortal. _Of
the divine he himself. undertook to be the maker ¢; the
task of making the generation of mortals, he.laid.upon his
own offspring. They, imitating him, when they had taken

over an immortal principle of soul, went on to fashion for

1L. and S. (1927) cite, for the metaphorical use of §wAil{w, Archyt., ap.
Stob. 3, 1, 108, Swhopéva dperd dmd mwavros T Bvard wdlfeos.

2 The ‘ same position ' is sensation and sense-perception, which we reached
at the end of the first part (45B—47E), and have now reached again in the
concluding paragraphs of the second part. The expression is condensed;
but radrdv can hardly bear any other meaning.

? The reference is to those transient semblances of order which might
occur without design in the chaos described at 53a by the mere attraction
of like to like, or in the Atomists’ casual vortices, or in Empedocles’ system
by the elements rushing through one another (cf. Ar., Phys. B4, 196A, 20 fi.).

4 There is no suggestion in the Greek adrds of the * lowly peasant ’ (adrovpyds)
whom Tr. (p. 495) connects with  the thought of God humbling Himself in
the service of His creatures ’.
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69c. it a mortal body englobing it round about.! For a vehicle

they gave it the body as a whole, and therein they built on

another form of soul, the mortal, having in itself dread and

D. necessary affections: first pleasure, the strongest lure of

evil ; next, pains that take flight from good ; temerity more-

over and fear, a pair of unwise counsellors ; passion hard to

entreat, and hope too easily led astray. These they com-

bined with irrational sense and desire that shrinks from no

venture,? and so of necessity 8 compounded the mortal
element.

69p—72D. The bodily seats of the two mortal parts of the soul

The summary at the end of this section (72p) explains that it
is concerned with the bodily habitations of the mortal parts of the
soul and the reasons why they are situated in certain organs,
separately from the divine part in the head. In the earlier passage
above referred to (44D—458), the skull was described as the ‘ spherical
body ’ in which the revolutions of the immortal soul were confined.
The head, containing the brain and the divine part of the soul, is
the human counterpart of the spherical body of the universe con-
taining the revolutions of the World-Soul. The rest of the human
body, as we have just been reminded, was treated as a ‘ vehicle’
(Ognua, 44E), added because the head, unlike the body of the
universe, requires to be carried about from place to place. So the
trunk and limbs were there regarded as a machine for locomotion :
and the sense-organs situated in the fore part of the head, as
instruments enabling the soul to find its way about. Only the
eyes were dealt with in detail. The whole account was concerned
with soul and body from the point of view of movement.

But we learnt earlier, from the address of the Demiurge (424),
that the implanting of the immortal soul in a body subject to
perpetual waste and repair would entail certain necessary conse-

! The head, the ‘ spherical body ’ in which the revolutions of the immortal
soul were confined (44p). The trunk and limbs were then added as a * vehicle ’
tc_l carry the head about. Cf. 73c, the god moulds the brain containing ‘ the
divine seed ' into a spherical ball (mepipepd mavrayf), and then mepl 7ov
€yrédadov adrod odaipav meprerdprevaev dorelimy (E).

* émyepyri mavrds Ewr. The recollection of Eros, the son of Poros,

pelos v xal Itns kal ovvrovos (Symp. 203D) makes Tr.’s * dare-devil lust’
seem further from Plato’s meaning than A.-H.’s * love that ventures all things ".

* Note dvayxaiws here and dvaykaia mabijuara above (c, 8). The words
echo_ the repeated references to necessity in the parallel passage (42A) here
specially referred to. The body and the concomitant desires and passions
of the mortal soul are a necessary (indispensable) adjunct to the immortal
Part, if man is to exist on earth. Limited by this necessity, the gods have
BOow to establish the mortal soul, as best they can, in suitable organs.
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with a “ kindly irony *, is intentionally making Timaeus ‘ give himself
away ’. This seems an odd attitude to take towards an imaginary
character whose creator has attributed to him a view ¢ glaringly
inconsistent with itself’ and irreconcilable with all that he says
elsewhere. Archer-Hind, on the other hand, holds that Plato’s
view of vice as an involuntary affection of the soul * well illustrates
how admirably the various parts of his system fit together ’, and
that the interpreter’s declaration in the Republic that ‘ responsibility
lies with the chooser ; heaven is not responsible ’, not only is not
inconsistent with the maxim that no one is willingly bad, but is
inevitably implied in it. In view of this divergence of opinion,
it is important to consider carefully what Plato actually says here.
The ‘ determinism * which Taylor discovers in our passage was the
last outcome of that materialistic view of the world which Plato
regarded as the root of atheism and immorality. Even Epicurus
shrank from such a conclusion and invented a physical basis for
free will. That Plato should either accept such determinism himself

or attribute it to a fifth-century Pythagorean is, in the last degree,
improbable.

86B. Such is the manner in which disorders of the body arise ;
disorders of the soul are caused by the bodily condition in
the following way. It will be granted that folly. is disorder
of the soul; and of folly there are two kinds, madness and
stupidity. Accordingly, any affection that brings on either
“of these must be called a disorder ; and among the gravest
disorders for the soul we must rank excessive pleasures and
pains. When a man is carried away by enjoyment or dis-
“tracted by pain, in his immoderate haste to grasp the one or
to escape the other he can neither see nor hear aright ; he
is in a frenzy and his capacity for reasoning is then at its
lowest. Moreover, when the seed in a man’s marrow becomes
copious with overflowing moisture like the overabundance
of fruitfulness in a tree, he is filled with strong pains of
travail and with pleasures no less strong on each occasion (?) 1
in his desires and in their satisfaction ; for the most part of
his life he is maddened by these intense pleasures and pains ;
“and when his soul is rendered sick and senseless by the body
he is commonly held to be not sick but deliberately bad.

! kaf’ Exaorov is difficult : * des douleurs trés grandes chacune en particulier '
(Martin) ; in jeder Beziehung (Miiller) ; * from time fo time’ (A.-H.) ; immer
wieder (Apelt) ; ‘ many a specific pang’ (Tr.) ; a parie a parte e nei desideri
e negli effetti loro (Fraccarolij. In Plato the phrase normally means
‘ severally ’ or ‘ individually ’, as at 498, 4, pdMov 7} xal dmavra kb’ Exacrdv Te,
26¢, 6, 1) pdvov év xepadalos N Gomep Fxovoa xal Exacrov (‘in detail *).
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But the truth is that sexual intemperance is a dj_st_)rder of
the soul arising, to a great extent, from the condition of a
single substance 1 which, owing to the porousness of the bones,
floods the body with its moisture. We might almost say,
indeed, of all that is called incontinence in pleasure that it

it not justly made a reproach, as if men were willingly bad.
E. ENo one is willingly bad s the bad man becomes so because of
some faulty habit of body and unenlightened upbringing,
and these are unwelcome afflictions that come to any man
against his will. iy _
Again, where pains are concerned, the soul likewise derives
much badness from the body. When acid and salt phiegms
or bitter bilious humours roam about the body and, fmdmg
no outlet, are pent up within and fall into confusion ‘by
blending the vapour that arises from them with the motion
of the soul, they induce all manner of disorde}"s of tl}e soul
of greater or less intensity and extent.? Making tl:lell' way
to the three seats of the soul, according to the region they
severally invade, they beget many divers types of ill-temper
and despondency, of rashness and cowardice, of dulness and
oblivion.? !
Besides all this, when men of so bad a composition dwell

in cities with evil forms of government, where no less evil

discourse is_held both in public and private,* and where,

moreover, no course of study that might counteract this
poison is pursued from youth upward, that is how all of us

1 The marrow, or that part of it which forms the seed: which the bones
are not dense enough to retain and keep in its proper consistency. So :A.-H.
Since these words repeat 76 oméppa drw modd xai puddes mepl Tov put_.’.d'v yiyveras
(c, 4), I cannot understand why Tr. says that the substance meant is clearly_
not the pvedds but the bones (p. 616). At 82D we learnt that the marrow is
fed by the fluid which filters through the ‘ dense " substance of bone in drops.
If the bones are too porous, the marrow will receive too much liquid, and also
escape too freely by the channel which will be desc:?t_:’ed later (g1a).

2 It is conjectured that this doctrine of vapours arising from the humours
was held by Philistion and Diocles. See Wellmann, Fr. d. _Gr, Aerzte, p. 78.
Cf. the confusion caused in the soul’s revolutions by the mixture of phlegm

lack bile, causing epilepsy, 85a.
an:l I?: :rca.s a universal gdogtrilfes }trhat lethargy was due to phlegm. Wellmann,

. cit. 8ol. i
op‘ Understanding érav orws xaxds mayévrwy (dot) wm\fﬂim xaxuf ard m‘r\s‘ls‘
is usually either ignored by translators or rendered ‘ in the cities'. In t:hls
sense it seems to add nothing to ibig e xal dnpooig. 1 suggest that Adyo
xard médeis means ‘ discourses in conformity with (such) cities’. This prqvxfiea
Adyoc with the equivalent of duolws xaxol, which seems need_ed. ¢ The omission
of ras before méleis is unobjectionable in the style of this dialogue, which
treats the definite article with poetic freedom.
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878. who are bad become so, through two causes that are altogether
against the will.! For these the blame must fall upon the
_parents father than the offspring;¥ and upon those who give,
tather than those who receive, nurture ; nevertheless, a man
must use his utmost endeavour by means of education,
pursuits, and study to escape from badness and lay hold
upon its contrary.

The contents of the above section should be considered in the
light of the two following, which recommend remedies to correct
any disproportion of body and soul and the training of the divine
part for its office as ruler. But it will be well to summarise here
just what has been stated so far.

This section sets out to describe how * disorders of the soul are
caused by the bodily condition ’. It is recognised, here and below,
that when soul and body are united in the composite living creature,
either can set up disorder in the other : intense intellectual activity
may wreck the health, or a gross and too powerful frame may
assert its interests to the point of causing dulness and stupidity
in the mind (88a-B). After the earlier consideration of bodily
diseases it is natural to pass on here to those disorders of the soul
which have their origin in the condition of the body. It is not
stated that g/l mental disorders are solely due to bodily states.
Next it is added that * folly * (dvowa) must be recognised as disorder
of the soul, and that there are two kinds of folly : ‘ madness’ and
stupidity. ‘ Folly ’ means any state in which the divine reason
(vot) is not exercising due control over the rest of the soul. The
two main types are ‘ madness ’ (uavfa), which means frantic passion-
ate excitement, not pathological insanity, and stupidity (duafia),
that dull and lethargic ignorance which is incapable even of the
desire for understanding. It is not said that these states of mind
cover the whole field of what could be called * disorder of the soul ’.3
They are the conditions which can arise from  a bad habit of body ’
and be encouraged by ‘ unenlightened upbringing ’ in youth.

! The two causes are a defective constitution inherited from parents and
bad upbringing, as is implied by the next sentence and by 5 mompay €fw
Twd 7ol odparos xal dmaibevrov Tpodiy, 86E.

? Laws 755D: A man must be careful all through his life, and especially
during the time when he is begetting, to commit no act involving either
bodily ailment or violence and injustice ; for these he will inevitably stamp
on the souls and bodies of his offspring.

3 It should be remembered that wdoos is commonly used in a much wider
sense than disease’. It is frequently applied, for instance, to passionate
love and to political disorder. To have an unbridled tongue is a wéoos

(Euripides). At Laws 782D the natural desires of food and sex are vogijpara.
‘In the same way ‘ badness ’ (xaxia) is a wider term than * vice .
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In the moral, as in the physical, life of man there is, beside th_e
operation of reason, much that ‘ comes about of necessity ’ and is
repugnant to the inmost wish or will of the rational part. The
Timaeus is primarily a physical rather than a moral treatise, and
it is fitting that it should lay more stress than we find in the moral
and political dialogues on the inevitable consequences of the
immortal soul being housed in a body subject to the assaults of
an environment composed of the same stuff. We have been told
earlier that, when the infant soul is plunged into the stream of
Becoming, its motions are thrown into such disorder that the
rational revolution of the Same is completely arrested and robbed
of all control, and even the inferior movement of the Different is
so dislocated and distorted as to give rise to every sort of delusion
and false judgment. ‘ Because of these affections, to-day as at the
beginning, a soul comes to be without intelligence (foolish, dvovg)
at first, when it is bound in a mortal body ’ (43D—444). Esca.pe
from this ‘ most grave disorder’ ! depends on a right upbringing
at a later stage, when the revolutions have begun to settle qown
into their normal course. If this be neglected, a man lives maimed
and imperfect, and returns to Hades  in a state of folly ’ (dvdnrog

c).
441*%0 one holds the new-born infant morally responsible for starting
life in folly and ignorance. The present passage adds that some
individuals are further handicapped by inherited defects of body
which make them peculiarly liable to excess of passion or to
despondent lethargy. An abnormal condition of the bones and
marrow may make sexual continence much more difficult for some,
and their violent excitement will hinder reason from gaining control.
Others may suffer from noxious humours inducing a melancholy
and dispirited attitude and intellectual dulness. Such persons ha}re
not chosen their bodily habit and they are not to be blamed for it.
The remedy lies in judicious training, both physical and mental,
from the earliest years. If this is withheld and they are furthgr
surrounded by corrupting influences in an ill-governed state, again
the blame should fall not on them, but on their elders. But they
are not absolved from the duty, mentioned in the last sentence, of
doing all they can by education and intellectual pursuits ‘ to escape
from badness and lay hold upon its contrary’.2 Here moral

1 v peylorqy dmoduydw véoov (44C) alludes to the mystir'; formula épvyor
xakdv, efpov duewov, to which Tr. recognises a reference in our passage:
duyeiv pév kaxlav, Tobvavriov 8¢ éleiv (87B). Ci. also dpfy) 7pody) mabedoews
(44B) with dnalSevrov Tpodnjv (86E). ) ;

2 Tr. ignores this conclusion where he accuses Timaeus of * t‘t_le grievous |
blunder of drawing no distinction between the man who masters his tempera-
ment and the man who is mastered by it’ (p. 616).
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purpose will be exercised. But on this matter Plato has written
at large elsewhere ; all that is relevant here is to give some account,
in the following paragraphs, of the training, chiefly by diet and
gymnastic exercise, needed to correct the prejudicial influence of
physical defect.

In speaking, not of any and every form of vice, but of the
inability to control excessive desire for bodily pleasure, Plato quotes
the Socratic maxim, ‘ No one is willingly (or wittingly) bad . The
intemperance which has its origin in physical defect and grows for
lack of remedial training is not to be attributed to the true will,
whose inmost desire is always for the good. This desire, which
Plato and Aristotle after him call ‘ wish ’ (Bo$A5aic) and distinguish
fromi the appetites deluded by an  apparent good ’, resides in the
true self, the immortal part of the soul.! When we find men
unable to control their desire for $ensual pleasures, we should
recognise that such desire has a physical source, and that in many
individuals defects of inheritance and upbringing make it peculiarly
difficult for reason to gain control. We are not to treat them as
if their reason had from the outset deliberately chosen vice in
preference to virtue. Such a choice is contrary to the nature of
reason, and can only occur in the last stage of degradation when
reason itself has become perverted and wholly enslaved to appetite,
The condition is then past remedy.

The doctrine here is the same that is stated, for instance, at
Laws 731B. The Athenian observes that every man has need to
be both passionate and gentle. He needs passion if forced to
defend himself against the wrong-doing of others when this is harsh
and cruel, and to punish it when it is irremediable. ‘ But when
men commit wrongs that are remediable, one should recognise that
no wrong-doer does wrong willingly. For no one would ever
willingly take to himself any of the worst evils, least of all in the
most precious thing that belongs to him ; and to all men the most
precious thing is the soul. So no one will voluntarily admit the
worst evil into this most precious thing and live in the possession
of it all his life long. In general the wrong-doer and he who has
these evils is to be pitied, and it is permissible to show pity to the
man whose evils are remediable, to restrain one’s anger, and treat

1 The distinction between * wish ’ (Bovdois) and ‘ doing what seems good
to you ' is drawn in the Gorgias, 467. Aristotle retains the term at E.N. iii, 4,
‘ In the absolute sense the true object of wish (BovAnaus) is that which s good ;
but each man finds it in what seems good to him." The sole judge is the
virtuous man ‘ whose superiority lies precisely in his seeing the truth ’. That
the immortal part of the soul is the true self is stated at Laws 9598 and
repeated by Aristotle, E.N. x, 7, 1178, 2, and ix, 8, 1168b, 35.
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him gently, and not to keep on raging like a scolding wife ; although
in dealing with one who is totally and obstinately perverse and
wicked one must give free rein to anger.” This doctrine, which
no one doubts to be Plato’s own, is repeated at Laws ix, 860D,
and there brought into relation with the more ordinary use of the
terms ‘ voluntary * and ‘ involuntary’. By calling all.wrongdomg
‘involuntary ’, it is not meant that the law can dlsrega:{:'l the
distinction between doing an act on purpose and doing it by ac_i:ld'ent.
The legal character of an act depends on its spirit and principle.
The law must aim at curing evil intentions and inflict death only
on the incurable. The doctrine of the Laws is in harmony with
our passage. The evils here described are to be pitied because
their origin lies in causes at work when a man cannot have begl.fn
to exercise rational control, and they are remediable if taken in
hand before he becomes ‘ totally and obstinately wicked’. This
is the answer to the criticism that Timaeus leaves out of account
‘real wickedness’ and ‘conceive of no wickedness that is more
than weakness *.1 The passage is not concerned with the ingraiped
and irremediable vice which calls for punishment or extermination.
A physical treatise may confine itself to hygiene. All that is
needed is the mild preventive remedies described in the next
paragraphs.

878-89p. Disproportion between soul and body, to be remedied by
regimen and exercise

This is not the place to pursue further the topic touched upon
in the last sentence—the corrupting influences of an ill-governed
society and the reform in education needed to correct them. _ That
belongs to a moral and political work like the Republic ; ‘Ehe Timaeus
is a physical discourse, and Plato returns here to the living creature
as a compound of soul and body, and in particular to the disorders
due to a lack of proportion between the two components. These
are to be corrected, not by the violent action of drugs, but by
giving both soul and body the regimen and exercise they severally
need.

87B. This subject, however, belongs to another kind of discours_e :
C. here it is natural and fitting to set forth, on the opposite
side, the countervailing treatment, the means whereby body
and mind are kept in health ; for it‘is right to dwell upon

good rather than upon evil
Now the good is always beautiful, and the beautiful never
disproportionate ; accordingly a living creature that is to

1 Tr., p. B15:
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87c. possess these qualities must be well-proportioned. Pro-

portions of a trivial kind we readily perceive and compute ;

D. but the most important and decisive escape our reckoning.

For health or sickness, goodness or badness, the proportion

or disproportion between soul and body themselves is more

important than any other ; yet we pay no heed to this and

do not observe that when a great and powerful soul has for

its vehicle a frame too small and feeble, or again when the

two are ill-matched in the contrary way, the creature as a

whole is not beautiful, since it is deficient in the most

important proportions ; while the opposite condition is to

him who can discern it the fairest and loveliest object of

contemplation.! Just as a body that is out of proportion

E. because the legs or some other members are too big, is not

only ugly, but in the working of one part with another brings

countless troubles upon itself with much fatigue and frequent

falls due to awkward convulsive movement, so is it, we

must suppose, with the composite creature we call an animal.

When the soul in it is too strong for the body and of ardent

88. temperament, she dislocates the whole frame and fills it with

ailments from within ; she wastes it away, when she throws

herself into study and research ; in teaching and controversy,

public or private, she inflames and racks its fabric through

the rivalries and contentions that arise, and bringing on

theums deludes most so-called physicians into.laying the

‘blame on the unoffending part.? On the other hand, when

a large body, too big for the soul, is conjoined with a small

and feeble mind, whereas the appetites natural to man are

B. of two kinds—desire of food for the body and desire of

wisdom for the divinest part in us—the motions of the

stronger part prevail and, by augmenting their own power

while they make the powers of the soul dull and slow to

learn and forgetful, they produce in her the worst of maladies,
stupidity: o

~ Now against both these dangers there is one safeguard :

not to exercise the soul without the body, nor yet the body

without the soul, in order that both may hold their own and

! Language and thought echo the passage describing the love of a beautiful

person as the climax of musical education at Rep. 402D : ‘ when noble dis-

positions in the soul are combined in harmony with congruent features of

outward form, this is the fairest object of contemplation for one who has
eyes to see it . . . and the fairest is also the loveliest ".

* Note that the soul has its characteristic form of intemperance, which
deranges the body, no less than the intemperance of the body, considered in

. the last section, disorders the soul.

350

88c.

89.

REGIMEN AND EXERCISE

prove equally balanced and sound. So the mathematician
or one who is intensely occupied with any other intellectual
discipline must give his body its due meed of exercise by
taking part in athletic training ; while he who is industrious
in moulding his body must compensate his soul with her
proper exercise in the cultivation of the mind and all higher
education ; so one may deserve to be called in the true
sense a man of noble breeding.! The several parts also
should be cared for on the same principle, in imitation of
the universal frame. For as our body is heated and cooled
within by the things that enter it, and again is dried and
moistened by what is outside, and suffers affections con-
sequent upon disturbances of both these kinds, if a man
surrenders his body to these motions in a state of rest, it is
overpowered and ruined. But if he will imitate what we
have called the foster-mother and nurse of the universe 2
and never, if possible, allow the body to rest in torpor; if
he will keep it in motion and, by perpetually giving it a
shake, constantly hold in check the internal and external
motions in a natural balance; if by thus shaking it in
moderation, he will bring into orderly arrangement, one
with another, such as we described in speaking of the universe,
those affections and particles that wander according to their
affinities about the body ; then he will not be leaving foe
ranged by foe to engender warfare and disease in his body,
but will have friend ranged by the side of friend for the
production of health.

Of motions, again, the best is that motion which is pro-
duced in oneself by oneself, since it is most akin to the move-,

“Thent of thought and of the universe; motion produced by.

another is inferior ; and worst. of all is that whereby, while

the body lies inert, its several parts are moved by foreign
agents. Accordingly, of all modes of purifying or bracing 3
“the Body, the best is gymnastic exercise; next best the
swaying motion of a boat or carriage which causes no
fatigue ; while a third kind, though sometimes useful in
extreme necessity, should in no other case be employed
by a man of sense; I mean medical purgation by drugs.

Disorders should not be irritated by drugs, save where

1 gpbass, * in the true sense *, not according to the vulgar use of xalds xdyafds
for an upper-class person. (Cf. Rep. 402a.) But the words also bear their
literal sense : the beauty and goodness characteristic of the well-proportioned
body and mind (87¢, D).

3 Cf. 53A. ? gumordras in this sense occurs in the medical writers.
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89B. there is grave danger. For in general any disease has a
settled constitution somewhat like that of living creatures.
The composition of the living creature is so ordered as to
have a regular period of life for the species in general 1; and
also each individual by itself is born with its allotted span,
apart from inevitable accidents, since the triangles in every

C. creature are from the outset put together with the power to
hold out for a certain time, beyond which life cannot be
prolonged.? It is the same with the constitution of diseases -
if this be deranged by drugs to the disregard of their destined
period, it often results that slight maladies become grave or
their number is increased. Hence, so far as leisure permits,
one should manage and control all complaints by regimen,

D. instead of irritating a stubborn mischief by drugs.

The emphasis laid on exercise and regimen, as against drugs, is
characteristic of the Sicilian school.? In this, as in other matters,
they were followed by Diocles, who wrote a treatise on regimen.
Some long extracts preserved by Oribasius 4 give much wise advice
about diet and exercise, the preparation of food, and the care of
the body generally, which is in full accordance with Plato’s recom-
mendations. The Republic had already dwelt upon the superiority
of preventive training to drastic remedies applied when the harm
was done, and also upon the need to bring the gentle and more
spirited elements of the soul into harmony by cultivating both so
as to correct the excesses of either.

89p—goD. Care of the soul

We now turn from the care of the whole living creature, and
especially of its bodily part, to the care of the soul and its training
for the rule it should bear. The main principle is one that was
already announced in the Republic. Each of the three parts of the
soul has its own legitimate sphere of interests and desires, and

none of them should be thwarted or suppressed. If the energy of

1 Cf. Ar., de gen et corr. 336b, 10: * The natural processes of passing-away
and coming-to-be occupy equal periods of time. Hence, too, the times—i.e.
the lives—of the several kinds of living things have a number by which they
are distinguished. For there is an Order controlling all things, and every
time (i.e. every life) is measured by a period ’ (trans. Joachim). Fraccaroli
and Tr. correctly explain that there is a fixed normal length of life for the
individuals of each species, and also a peculiar expectation of life for each
individual, according to his constitution.

2 Cf. the account of natural death, 81p.

# See the passage from Aristoxenus in Iambl., V.P. 163—4, quoted by Tr.,
p. 629.

¢ Diocles, frag., 138 ff., Wellmann.
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the soul is directed too much into one of the three channels, it can
only be at the expense of the others. This doctrine had been so
fully developed in the Republic that only a brief reference to it is
needed here. The rest of the section is devoted to that _i_nngm?pst
desire of the divine part, which (as_Diotima explains in the Sym-
posium) is the desire for the immortality or divinity that can be
regained by the pursuit of wisdom.

8gp. Let this suffice for the treatment of the living creature as a
whole and of its bodily part, and the way in which a man may
best lead a rational life, both governing and being governed
by himself. Still more should precedence be given to the
training of the part that is destined to govern, so that it
may be as perfectly equipped as possible for its work of
governance. To treat of this matter in detail would in itself

E. be a sufficient task ; but, as a side issue, it may not be out

of place to determine the matter in conformity with what
has gone before, with these observations. As we have said
more than once, there dwell in us three distinct forms of
soul, each having its own motions. Accordingly, we may
“say niow as briefly as possible that whichever of these lives
in idleness and inactivity with respect to its proper motions
must needs _become the weakest, while any that is in
constant exercise will be strongest ; hence we must take
go. care that their motions be kept in due proportion one to
another.

As concerning the most sovereign form of soul in us we
must conceive that heaven has given it to each man as a
guiding genius—that part which we say dwells in the summit
of our body and lifts us from earth towards our celestial
affinity, like a plant whose Toots are not in earth, but in the
— heavens. And this is most true, for it is to the heavens,
T whence the soul first came to birth, that the divine part !

attaches the head or root of us and keeps the whole body
B. upright. Now if a man is engross‘é'ﬁ""lﬁd'hppf{tites and
ambitions and spends all his pains upon these, all his thoughts
must needs be mortal and, so far as that is possible, he
cannot fall short of becoming mortal altogether, since he

has nourished the growth of his mortality. But if his heart
“has been set on the love of learning and true wisdom and he
has exercised that part of himself above all, he is surely

c. bound to have thoughts immortal and divine, if he shall lay

1 76 fefov the divine part of us, as at c, 4. At 76B, 76 feiov meant the
brain.
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hold upon truth, nor can he fail to possess immortality in
the fullest measure that human nature admits¥; and
because he is always devoutly cherishing the divine part
and maintaining the guardian genius that dwells with him
in good estate, he must needs be happy 2 above all. Now
there is but one way of caring for anything, namely to give
it the nourishment and motions proper to it. The motions
akin to the divine part in us are the thoughts and revolutions
of the universe ; these, therefore, every man should Tollow,
and correcting those circuits in the head that were deranged
at birth, by learning to know the harmonies and revolutions
of the world, he should bring the intelligent part, according
to its pristine nature, into_the likeness of that which intelli-
gf:_nge___discergs, and thereby win the fulfilment of the best
“life set by the gods before mankind both for this present
time and for the time to come.

The passion for wisdom, the characteristic desire of the immortal
soul, is symbolised in the Phaedrus by the wings which Psyche must
receive from-Eros. ‘It is the function of wings to raise aloft that
which is heavy to the region where the gods dwell. There is no
bodily part that has more kinship with the divine ; and the divine

is beaut _wisdcum, oodness.” In our passage Plato connects this
thought with his eariler account of the revolution and harmony of

the heavens, after whose likeness we must re-establish the disordered
movements of the incarnate soul. What lifts us towards our
celestial affinity is the genius or daemon residing in the head ; and
that Eros is a daemon, between mortal and immortal, we learnt in
the Sympostum. *So in this tree of man, whose nervie root Springs
in his top’, spiritual sustenance is drawn. from-contemplation of
the heavens, as a plant draws its food ,fzg.ry}lls._e;%r&- The life of
reason can be fully enjoyed only after death when the spirit is
released from the distractions of bodily needs 3 ; but our business
here is to partake of immortality in the fullest measure that our

mortal nature will admit. Our passage is echoed in Aristotle’s/

final definition of human happiness (edéatuovia) :
“If, then, among the forms of virtuous action, war and politics,
although they stand out as pre-eminent in nobility and greatness,
are yet unleisured and directed towards a further end instead of

! Reading dvpwmiim ddois with APY. Cf. 694, xafl® Soov fudv 1 dais evdéyerar.
The reading of F dvfpwniiy ddoe creates a hiatus with abavacias following
and can be explained as intended to yield a commoner construction.

* The connection between el-Safuwv (literally having a good afuwy = luck)
with Safpwv = guardian genius cannot be reproduced.
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being desired for their own sakes, while the activity of reason,
on the other hand, when it is speculative, appears to be superior
in serious worth, to aim at no end beyond itself, and to contain
a pleasure which is peculiar to it and so enhances the activity ;
and if self-sufficiency, leisuredness, and_such freedom from weari-
ness as is possible to humanity, together with all the other
attributes thfelicity, are found to go with this activity ;—then,
perfect happiness for man will lie in this, provided it be granted
a complete span of life ; for nothing that belongs to happiness
is incomplete.

Such a life as this, however, is higher than the measure of
humanity ; not in virtue of his humanity will man lead this

life, but in virtue of something within him that is divine ; and
by as much as this something is superior to his composite nature,
by so much is its activity superior to the rest of virtue. If, then,

_reason is divine in comparison with man, so is the life of reason
divine in comparison with human life. We ought not to listen
to those who exhort man to keep to man’s thoughts, or a mortal
to the thoughts of mortality, but, so far as may be, to achieve
immortality and do what man may to live according to the highest
thing that 1s in him ; for little though it be in bulk, in power and
worth it is far above all the rest’ (Nic. Eth. x, 7, 7)-

At this point, where the discourse of Timaeus has reached its
climax, the thought recurs to his affirmation at the opening (29E)
that the divine is not moved by any jealousy to withhold from the
world or from man any perfection of which their nature is capable.
Reason has endowed the world with harmony and beauty, and man
with the capacity to reproduce them in himself. As the Epinomis
(9884) urges, the study of the heavens, which the Athenians, under
the influence of ‘ the Greeks’ fear that it is wrong for mortal man
to busy himself with things divine ’, had proscribed as tending to
atheism, ought rather to lead to the worship of the heavenly
bodies themselves;-a-nobler religion than the established cult which <
had come from the barbarians. The divine power is not displeased
by man’s ability to learn, but feels ‘ a joy free from jealousy ’ at
his becoming good with heaven’s aid.

goE-92C. The differentiation of the sexes. The lower animals

I have already (p. 292) suggested a possible reason why Plato
relegates the differentiation of the sexes and the formation of the
lower animals to this appendix. The highest form of Eros, the
passion for divine wisdom and immortality, was dwelt upon in the
last section. Its seat is the brain, at the head of the column of
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for the sake of the mythical doctrine of punishment by transmigra-
tion, announced to the souls before their first birth at 42c. The
three classes correspond to the three parts of the soul, which the
men condemned to such degradation have respectively misused.

9ID. Birds were made by transformation : growing feathers
instead of hair, they_came from harmless but light-witted
men, who studied the heavens but imagined in their simplicity
that the surest evidence in these matters comes through the
eye.
Land animals came from men who had no use for philosophy

and paid no heed to the heavens because they had lost the
use of the circuits in the head and followed the guidance of
those parts of the soul that are in the breast. By reason of
these practices they let their fore limbs and heads be drawn
down to earth by natural affinity and there supported, and
their heads were lengthened out and took any sort of shape
into which their circles were crushed together through
inactivity. On this account their kind was born with four
feet or with many, heaven giving to the more witless the
greater number of points of support, that they might be all
the more drawn earthwards. The most senseless, whose
whole bodies were stretched at length upon the earth, since
they had no further need of feet, the gods made footless,
crawling over the ground.

Jhe fourth sort,that live in water, came from the most
foolish and stupid of all. The gods who remoulded their
form thought these unworthy any more to breathe the pure
air, because their souls were polluted with every sort of
transgression ; and in place of breathing the fine and clean
air, they thrust them down to inhale the muddy water of
the depths. Hence came fishes and shell-fish and all that
lives in the water; in penalty for the last extreme of folly
they are assigned the last and lowest habitation. These are
the principles on which, now as then,_all living creatures
change one into another, shifting their place ! with the loss or
gain of understanding or of folly,

gzc.

The closing sentence observes that, with the formation of the
three lower kinds of animal, the World has now become what the

! perafaldépeva. Cf. Laws 9o3p, go4c, for perafodal, meaning promotion
or degradation to a higher or lower region, determined by the trend of our
desires and consequent character.
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Demiurge set out to make : the unique visible irpage of its model,
namely, ‘ that (intelligible) Living Creature which embraces and
contains within itself all the intelligible living creatures, just as
this {visible) world contains ourselves and all other creatures that
have been formed as things visible ’ (30c).

gzc. Here at last let us say that our 3@592%__@H§§m@g..the
universe has come to its end. For having recewf:d in full
“its complement of living creatures, mortal and nnmor%al,
this world has thus become a visible living creature embracing
all that are visible and an image of the ini_:elhg]bl?,lma_ﬁ per-
~ ceptible god, supreme in greatness and excellence, in beauty
and perfection, this Heaven single in its kind and one.

1 Understand (with Tr.) {@ov dpardv rd dpard ({da ) mpu'xov{ elxav ol vonrod
(Lbov), in accordance with 3oc, p and 39E. ?f, ’nm’. Lo-.;;r. ;0355, 'mafq:
ovumenipwpévw éx fedv Te xal dvlpdmaw @Y 7€ u.Mf.:w {@u_w, daa Be gmoup}: a
mor’ elkdva Tav dplorav eldeos dyevdrw xal alwviw kel voard. For the reading
voyrod (not momrod) see Tr.'s note.




EPILOGUE

THROUGHOUT the myth of creation here concluded we have watched
the divine Reason bringing intelligible order into the world in so
far as he could persuade Necessity to co-operate. I urged that, if
Plato’s words are not to be robbed of all meaning, Necessity must
be recognised as standing for a factor in the existing world never
completely subdued by Reason. Further, if this Reason can be
identified with the reason in the World-Soul itself, that other factor
can hardly be anything but an irrational element in the World-Soul,
the source of wandering motions. There is at all times some
chaos within the cosmos. Becoming was imaged as the child of
a father and a mother, who correspond to Heaven and Earth, the
first parents of more primitive myth. The father is from above,
Olympian ; the mother from beneath; and one of her names is
Necessity. Already in Homer Zeus and the other Olympians are
confronted by a power they cannot subordinate, called Destiny or
Fate. Like Plato’s Demiurge, the Homeric gods are not omni-
potent ; and it seems impossible to deduce from Homer any
coherent account of the relation between their will and the thwarting
opposition of Destiny. Here Homer left an unsolved problem to
be grappled with by the only religious genius of classical Greece
who can take rank with Plato. It is no accident that the greatest
work of Aeschylus, the Oresteia, culminates in the reconciliation of
Zeus and Destiny; and that the reconciliation is effected by
divine Reason, in the person of Athena,! persuading the daughters
of Necessity to co-operate in her beneficent purposes.

In the introductory conversation Plato has provided a clue
which may lead our thoughts back to the closing scene of the
Eumenides. _The legend of Atlantis,.as Socrates remarks, is a theme
well suited to_the festival of Athena which is the occasion of the
present meeting. The formal speeches delivered at the Panathenaea
regularly recalled the leadership of Athens in the victory of Hellas
over the barbarian invaders in the Persian wars. So, in Critias’

! The identification of Athena with wisdom (#pdvmois) goes back to the
earliest allegorical interpretation of Homer by Theagenes of Rhegium, and
was familiar to Plato, who says that, according to many interpreters of
Homer, she is vods re xal 8udvowa, feo vénots, d Beovda (Crat. 407B).
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legend, the idealised city of Athena, the only city ever ruled by
reason incarnate in the lovers of wisdom, had led the Greek resistance
against the hosts of Atlantis. In the next dialogue those inhabitants
of the outer ocean are represented as filled with the insolence of
riches and luxury. Their god is Poseidon, with whom their kings
identify themselves by a sinister ritual, drinking the blood of a
sacrificed bull. The contest of Athena and Poseidon ! was figured
on the western pediment of the Parthenon, which looks towards
Salamis. The story of Atlantis, the central piece of Plato’s triptych,
is yet another symbol of the contest of reason with the ocean of
lawless desires. The two forces met in unreconciled opposition,
and both were overwhelmed together by flood and earthquake.
The theme of civilised freedom triumphant over barbarism and
tyranny was repeated in other sculptures of the Parthenon: the
battles of Greeks and Amazons, of Lapiths and Centaurs, and, on
the metopes of the eastern front, the battle of Gods and Giants.
Here Athena stood in the centre beside her father Zeus, who blasted
his enemies with the thunderbolt in a victory of superior force.

But, as Aeschylus knew, the triumphs of superior force are apt
not to be final. In the dynastic succession of the gods themselves,
Cronos had overthrown Ouranos, and himself been overthrown by
Zeus; but ‘where is there any joy of deities who have gained
their awful throne by violence?’2 One violent deed provokes
another in revenge. This thought dominates the first chorus of
the Agamemnon, which tells how the king at Aulis bowed his neck
beneath ‘ the yoke of Necessity ’ and started the disastrous train—
the sacrifice of his daughter, Clytemnestra’s revenge, Orestes’
divinely sanctioned murder of the murderess. The son, no less
than the mother, could claim to be doing the work of Justice ; but,
if Justice means vengeance, where is this chain of dutiful crimes
to end ?

The answer is given in the Ewumenides. Orestes, purified of
guilt by Apollo himself, can yet find no peace in his soul. He is
haunted and pursued by the Furies, hounded on by his mother’s
ghost, demanding blood for blood. The issue is brought to trial
on the Hill of Ares, under the presidency of Athena, impersonating
the wisdom of Zeus. Apollo comes to champion the cause of
Orestes. He confronts the Furies with loathing and contempt.

1 The Critias (1098) mentions the division of regions among the gods, but
piously denies that it was ‘ by strife’. Shortly afterwards (c) comes the
phrase olov olaxe wafloi Yuyijs épamrdpevor used of the gods’ shepherding of
mankind, in contrast with physical violence.

* Aesch., Agam. 192. The reading Batpdvav 8¢ mob ydpis Pualws oédua oepvdy
fuévwr; and the interpretation are suggested in Headlam’s note.
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Neither party can yield an inch of its claim. Nor can huma_n
justice reach a decision : the votes are equal. Both sides are in
the right, though both may also be in the wrong. Athena now gives
her casting vote for acquittal. Apollo vanishes; he has no more
to say. The human protagonist, Orestes, is dismissed. The stage
is left to the unappeased and furious spirits of vengeance, daughters
of Night or of the Earth Mother, and, on the other side, Athena,
the motherless child of the Father. Divine Reason is face to face
with blind Necessity.

~In wild ¢onfusion and desperate anger, the Furies threaten to
blast the soil of Athens and poison the very springs of life. Athena
turns to them, and her first words are: ‘Be persuaded by me.’
She offers them a sanctuary and worship in a cave under the
Hill of justice, where they may be transformed into powers_of
fertility and blessing. At first they cannot listen, but go on crying
out for justice and revenge. Athena patiently repeats her offer.
She reminds them that she alone knows the keys of that chamber
where the thunderbolt is stored ; but  there is no need of that’.
Violence will not remedy a situation that violence has created.
Suddenly the Furies are converted, when Athena addresses their
leader as follows :

‘I will not weary of speaking good words. Never shall you
say that you, the elder goddess, were cast out of this land by me,
the younger, and by my mortal citizens, with dishonour.

‘No; if you have any reverence for unstained Persuasion, the
appeasement and soothing charm of my tongue—why then, stay
here.’

To this persuasion the daughters of Necessity yield at last. The
play ends with the song in which they promise fertility to the soil
and citizens of Athena’s land, and with the cry of triumph :

‘So Zeus and Destiny are reconciled.’

\ lato’s tril ,{ had it been finished, would have stood out as
his masterpiece, throwing even the Republic into the shade.
Aeschylus’ masterpiece was finished ; and the Oresteia still holds
the supreme place in tragedy. The philosophic poet and the poet
philosopher are both consciously concerned with the enthronement
of wisdom and justice in human society. For each there lies, beyqnd
and beneath this problem, the antithesis of cosmos and chaos, alike
in the constitution of the world and within the confines of the
individual soul. On all these planes they see a conflict of powers,
whose unreconciled opposition entails disaster. Apollo and the
Furies between them can only tear the soul of Orestes in pieces.
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The citx of uncompromised ideals, the prehistoric Athens of Critias’

legend, in tl}e death-grapple with the lawless violence of Atlantis,

goes down in a general destruction of mankind. The unwritten

I?’ef:_mcmtes: we conjectured, would have described the rebirth of

c1w!;{sﬂed society and the institution of a State in which the ideal

would condescend to compromise with the given facts of man’s ;

?ature. Sfo h;manity might find peace at the last. And the way e h

0 peace, for Plato as for Aeschylus, lies through reconcilement of

the rational and the irrational, of Zeus and Fite, of Reason and g otk e ek it v g

Necessity, not by for i e
¥y, not by force but by persuasion. When the inhabitants of mountainous and dry regions are des-

troyed by scorching drought, the Egyptians are preserved by the
Nile being ‘set free’ or‘ unloosed’. Both ancient and modern
commentators have been at a loss to understand from what the Nile
is set free at such times. We may also ask by what it is set free.

(@) If, as is commonly assumed, the conflagration is the agent,
there seems to be no sense in Porphyry’s suggestion (Proclus i,
11916), followed by Archer-Hind, that the Nile is set free from the
fountains at its source. As Taylor says (p. 53), there is no apparent
reason why the Nile should be set free more copiously from such
fountains in a time of drought and heat than at other seasons.
On the supposition that heat is the cause, the only reasonable view
is that which Porphyry rejected : ‘the melting of the snows (5
qudv Avouéyn) causes the abundance of water’. Porphyry, like
Proclus, could not believe in snow so near the equator. Here
they followed Herodotus (ii, 22), who knew no more than the
Egyptians whom he questioned about the snows and the rainy
season in Ethiopia. But the snow theory had been propounded
by Anaxagoras (Vors.* 46a, 91), and Seneca remarks that it was
adopted by Aeschylus (Suppl. 565, Egypt is Asiudw yrovéfoaxog.
gaol pdg Avouég yuvos mapa *Ivdois mAnpotioBar adrdy, Schol. ad loc.
Frag. 300), Sophocles (Frag. 797N = 882p. Why does Pearson
say the theory cannot have originated with Anaxagoras?), and
Euripides (Hel. 3; Frag. 228). Headlam observes that the belief
was widely known and canvassed in antiquity and remained until
our own day for the truth of it to be proved by Sir Henry Stanley.
It might be argued that Avduevog, which can mean ° being melted ’
as well as ‘ being set free’, is a singularly appropriate word. One
reason which led Proclus to reject the snow theory was the state-
ment just below at E, 2, ‘ In this country the water does not fall
from above upon the fields either then or at other times; its way
is always to rise up over them from below.” This does not seem
to me to mean that the waters of the Nile well up from subterranean
sources, instead of being fed by melting snows ; but only that there
is no rain in Egypt, and the fields are watered by the inundation
of the rising Nile. Hence when rains from heaven flood other parts
of the earth, Egypt escapes destruction.

(b) Professor Stephen Glanville, when I consulted him, at once
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(a) Some held that ‘ gods of gods’ means that the cosmic gods
(the heavenly bodies) are likenesses of the intelligible gods, just as
the whole cosmos is ‘ an agalma of the everlasting gods ’. ’ This is
9bv10usly impossible, and the intelligible gods are a neo-Platonic
invention.

(b) Others held that * the most universal Henads ’ are called gods

of the cosmic gods, as it were * lords of lords’, or * kings of kings ’.
I:mguistically this is (as Tr. remarks) the only defensible interpreta-
tion of the words feoi Oev. Cf. Critias 121, Oedg 6 Oedy Zede. But
'l’rolcllus raises the obvious objection that all the gods, visible and
invisible, are included among those addressed. Archer-Hind’s
suggestion of rhetorical pomp—* Gods of gods’ signifying the
transcendent dignity of the celestial gods as first-fruits of creation—
1s not supported by any satisfactory linguistic parallel.
: (¢) It is noteworthy that Proclus does not even mention the
ln'tl,‘l'prctati()ﬂ ‘ Gods, sons of gods’, which satisfied the ILatin
Cicero (uos qui deorum satu orti estis) and is favoured by some
modelrns, Archer-Hind rightly objects that the only father of the
gods is t!le Demiurge himself ; * the plural e is without propriety
or meaning . Tr. adds that there is nothing in the word feof to
mdicate that the genitive is one of origin : feoi fe@y is as impossible
as inmot Inmwy meaning ‘ horses sprung from horses ’.

The upshot is that neither ancient nor modern critics have
produced any satisfactory sense for @eol fe@v. Badham’s emenda-
tion Beol Gowv . . . Egywv, dre 6 éuod xrA. creates an objectionable
hiatus between the first two words and will not commend itself to
anyone who observes the rhythm of the sentence. The whole
address is composed with exceptional care in markedly poetical
la.ngua_.ge, The dominant rhythm is Cretico-Paeonic. This is
established in the opening phrase, which is in pure Cretic metre :

Ozol Oedow | dv Eped | Snueovelydc mavip | Eoyer.
Compare the opening of the De Corona : mpdtovy uéy, & davdpeg
*Abivaio, | Toic Oeois | elyoum | ndor  xai | ndoa, ,
which Dionysius illustrates by the grammarian’s stock Cretic verse :
Konolow | év gi0pous | naida uédyope.
Alcman has a longer phrase of the same pattern :
"Aggodifra pév odx | dow, paplyds & *Epawc | ole mai; | nalode.
The rhythm is continued in the rest of the sentence (keeping &) :
@ 0 Zuobl | yeyduey’ &ive’
€uot ye p1) | *0éhovroc.
The closing phrase has a parallel in the épodes of Pindar, OI. ii:
éo|Aiw ydp nd | yapudramw | wijua Ovdo|xe:
mallyxotov | Sauachév.l

1 Cf. also Sitxlonidcs, frag. 31, Bgk, 88 Edmonds, a poem in a mixture of
metres : Kpfjrd pw kadéovor rpémov, || 76 8 Spyavor | MoAooady.
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The whole sentence, in fact,.is.practically in Cretico-Paeonic verse ;
and the rest of the speech could be reduced to a lyrical passage in
a mixture of metres, not very unlike a strophe in the Second -
Olympian. In such a passage Plato might well adopt an order of
words or a compressed construction which would not be quite
natural in unrhythmical prose.

Since feol fe@v has no acceptable meaning, it remains to try the
expedient of detaching fed@v from 6eof and placing the comma before
Oe@v instead of after it. This was done by some ancient critics,
who, according to Proclus (iii, 20228), connected fe@v with the
following words, taking the whole as 6¢of, v Oedwv éyd dnuoveyds.
Proclus does not tell us what reading these critics adopted in the
rest of the sentence ; but his own criticism shows that he understood
them as making fedv simply a repetition of feoi: * Gods, of which gods
I am maker’, i.e. ‘ Gods, of whom I am maker’. It is hard to
believe that anyone could credit Plato with writing Gcof, Gedv dv
when he meant no more than ‘ Gods, of whom '. But they may
have been right to detach fe@v from feoi. Oeol by itself is no more
abrupt than eol fedv or the pvyaixes at the beginning of a tragic
rhesis.

Suppose, then, that we punctuate : Ocof, Bedv dv éyd dnuiovpyds
mardp T Zgywv and understand this as a compressed form of 6eol,
Bev dw dya> Snuioveyds Egyaw e (dv éyd) marrjp. This would be quite
intelligible if the words were in that order ; we have only to suppose
that mare T Zpyww is substituted for Zpywy re marifp for the sake of
the metre. Translate: ‘ Gods, of gods of whom I am maker and
of works the father’. This leaves the genitives requiring some
subject to govern them. After &ywv appear the first signs of con-
fusion in the MSS. and citations : @ APYW, om. F., vdde margin of
A. The simplest remedy is to read za for & and totake zd &’ éuod
yevéueva as the subject governing fe@v Zpywy e : * Gods, of gods of
whom I am maker and of works the father, those which are my own
handiwork are indissoluble, save with my consent.” ‘Gods and
works of which I am father and maker * means the whole universe—
the created gods and all the other works of the Demiurge who is
‘maker and father of this universe’ (28c) and has just been called
d 1d8e 16 ndv yevwjoas (41a). Similarly at 69c the Demiurge is said
to have framed the whole universe as a living creature containing
all other living creatures mortal and immortal ; ‘ and of the divine
he was himself the maker, while the task of making mortals he
laid upon his own offspring’. So here, among all the creatures
making up the world, some are made directly by the Demiurge
himself—all those works, in fact, which have been created up to
this point: the soul and body of the divine universe and the
heavenly gods. These are td¢ & éuod yevdueva—' the works of my
own hands’. And this sentence tells us that they are indissoluble
save by his consent. This gives the words &’ #uot yevdueva a valid
and appropriate sense. They cease to be a mere repetition of d»
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