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The Nature of Greek Philosophy

What Is philosophy?

According to Aristotle, philosophy arises from wonder. Man experiences rains
and drought, storms, clouds, lightning. At times, he is greatly terrified. Then the
events of life and death mystify him. He begins to reflect over the events. The
sun, moon and the stars appear to him wonderful and beautiful. As a result of his
reflections, he thinks that the events can be explained by powers akin to man. He
proposes to control them by means of magical spells. This magic gives way to
science, philosophy and religion in due course.

Magic gives way to science when natural events begin to be explained and
controlled with the help of natural causes. Magic, again, becomes religion when
the powers are taken to be supernatural beings. Manaism, animism and
polytheism are so many kinds of early religions of man. The same magic flowers
into philosophy when man makes an attemnpt to explain the world as a whole.
Thales, Anaximenes and many others are both philosophers and scientists. They
are philosophers inasmuch as they want to explain the world as a whole. They
are scientists inasmuch as they try to explain the world with the help of natural
stuffs. But religion too remains there. At times, the early Greek philosophers are
sceptical about religion, and, at another times, they offer sublime view of religion.

Greek thinkers are praised for their scientific enquiry, but their philosophy,
religion and morality too are important. Here we find that early vague concepts
become precise and refined through their progress for about a thousand years.
Western philosophy owes much of their development to the free Greek enquiry.
In Greek thinking there is much which echoes in Indian thought. They are parallel
and independent developments.

The earliest Greek religion is said to be Homeric. Homeric gods were
anthropomorphic. In relation to man they were taken to be very powerful and
immortal. Homeric religion was polytheistic and Zeus was taken to be the chief
God. On the whole Homeric gods were not moral. They were also said to be bound
by fate e.g., the Rigvedic gods were fully controlled by reéa. Early Greek thinkers

very often protested against this kind of polytheistic worship. But there was also
another kind of religion known as Orphic religion.

Orphic Religion
Very little is known about Orpheus, but Orphism greatly influenced Socrates,
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z A Critical History of Western Philosophy

Plato and Christianity too. It has much in common with Indian religious thought,
However, the two, the Greek Orphism and Indian thought are regarded as il
independent and parallel development of religious consciousness. In any case it
Tequires very brief treatment, '

Orpheus is said to be a reformer of the religion of Dionysus. Later Pythagoras
adopted some elements of Orphism in his philosophy. And. Pythagoreanism
greatly influenced Socrates and Plato, .

1. Orphism relied on the doctrine of revelation which had been written in
sacred books.

2. Secondly, this religion was universal for it was open to any member,
irrespective of any tribe or race, provided he chose to be initiated into it and
promised to obey the laws of Orphism.

Orphism assumed that men are in a fallen state, but in their pristined glory
they are akin to gods. Man can attain to his original state by a system of
purification. He might win redemption from sin and death and become immortal
thereby. Orphic saints are stated to have pre-existed their birth and would exist
after death.' They are immortal. Body is the tomb of the soul and imprisons the
soul in the ‘wheel of birth’.? Hence, Orphism subscribed to the doctrine of the
transmigration of the soul,

Life for an Orphic is essentially suffering. Only by a method of purification
and renunciation, an ascetic can escape from the wheel of endless rebirths.”

Most Orpheans abstained from animal meat, but on ritualistic occasions they
uud‘mrai sacramentally. The Orpeans sought union with the god by means of
mysac knowledge, which is quite different from ordinary knowledge. This mystic
Umon means release from the wheel of rebirths.*

also the theory of
the worship of gods
orship of gods to fear.

1. Compare, Gita 2.20.
2. Greek Philosophy, Jobn Burnet, London, 1968 (Print) nn 74 ~c
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scientists understand. For the early Greek thought science means an independent
and free enquiry into natural events, systematically and methodologically without
neing burdened with religious requirement. The early Greek thinkers gave rationai
explanation of natural phenomena by taking recourse to hypothesis which
according to them must harmonise with facts. The Greeks invented mathematics,
wrote history (e.g., Aristotle), not annals and thought freely without being
hampered by religious orthodoxy.

Man’s first response is to the outer world and only afterwards he hecomes
reflective about his inner life of epistemology, morality and the nature of political
conditions of life. The beginning of the Greek speculation is essentially
cosmogonic. Here the principle was, ‘Nature has to be explained according to
natural stuff’. According to Thales (624-550 .c.) the world arises from water and
returns again into water. The next cosmogonist, Anaximander (611-547 s.c.)
hazarded that the ultimate stuff of the universe is boundless something, an
undifferentiated mass. Anaximenes (588-524 g.c.) held that Air is the fundamental
thing underlying the whole universe; Pythagoras (588-500 p.c.) explained through
number. For Heraclitus (535 -475 n.c.) everything is flux and everchanging and
fire is the ultimate symbol. Again, Empedocles stated that (495-435 n.c.) fire,
carth, water and air are the basic elements which can explain the universe and for
Democritus (460-360 g.c.) the material atoms alone can account for the whole
universe.

The early Greek cosmogonists laid down the basic structure of scientific
explanation, namely, the universe has to be explained through natral causes,
without reference to supematural agencies and religion. The intellectual pursuits
of the Greek were exceptional. They invented mathematics, science and
philosophy. They were the first to write history im the place of annals.

4. We have stated that philosophy is the interplay of science and religion. Gone
were the anthropomorphic and largely immoral gods, but religion refuses to be
thrown out of human life. Throw it through the doors and it comes again through
the windows. Socrates was guided by a voice (daimon) and was subject to ecstasy
of trance akin 1o what Sri Ramakrishna experienced frequently. Then both Plato
and Plotinus speak of meditation through which man can rise to great heights in
his spiritual attainments. But the religion of mysticism was coupled with the idea-
ism of Plato and advaitic kind of philosophy in Plotinus. However, Aristotle kept
largely to science, and, Aristotelianism remained the most important philosophy
for sustaining science both in the world of Arabs and Europe.

Later on both Plato and Aristotle were Christianised by Church fathers. St
Augustine and Anselm were Platonic, but St. Thomas Aquinas was Aristotelian.
In medieval philosophy, religion dominated and science was largely kept in
abeyance, When science began to rise, religion tried to oppose its advance. Even
when science triumphed religion continued its conservative function. Only in the

20th century science and religion have made truce and both of them are working
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independently of each other.

Divisions of Western Philosophy _
Historians of philosophy have divided Western Philosophy according to their

convenience. In this book we shall deal with only a few thinkers who have large|y
moulded the thought in the west. We shall divide the Western philosophy inu,
Greek, Madieval, Modem, Post-Kantian, Metaphysicians and the 20th Century
philosophy .

. Gresk Philosophy
It covers a period between 600-400 .0, This period has three sections.

Section 1. Pre-Socratic Philosophy.
Section [l Socrates, Plato and Aristotle.
Section [Il. Greco-Roman Philosophy.
Il. Medieval Philosophy 400-1500 A.p.
M. Modem Philosophy (Bacon to Kant) Post-Kantian Philosophy
IV. 208k Centwry Philosophy.
Greex PriLosorny (PRE-SocRATIC)
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his speculation was wholly naturalistic. It
e Spoeie was neither anthropomorphic nor

However, he regarded magnet as something living for it attracts things towards
itself. Again Thales is said to have said that all things are full of gods. Henc:
Windelband holds that the philosophy of Thales and of other Milesians to be
hylozoistic.

Anaximander (611-347 ».c.)

Anaximander also belonged to Miletus. He was a man of daring venture of
thought. He was a cosmologist like Thales. However for him the primary matter
was “boundless something’,—a formless, infinite and etemal mass not yet parted
into particular kinds of matter. In positing ‘boundless mass’ as the fundamental
stuff of which the world is constituted, he indirectly lays down an important
principle, namely, a formless general principle can account for the particulars, but
pot vice-versa. For example, formless earth mass can be converted into
particularised things like pitchers, bricks, tiles etc. But the earthen pitchers cannot
be directly shaped into tiles or goblets. In order to give rise to tiles or bricks, the
earthen pitcher has to be reduced again to the formless mass of earth. This
distinction of formless matters and particulars will be found again in the theory
of Aristotle known as the doctrine of matter and form. Anaximander appears to
have stated that the world is governed by the opposites like hot and cold, wet and
dry. It is by the working of the opposites that the world goes on. In this context
it can be said that the earth, air, water and fire cannot be the ultimate stuff of the
universe, for they have opposite characters. For example, fire burms and water
dampens. If any one of them be allowed to work unfetteredly then the world would
become either dry or watery and the world as such would cease to be.

According to Anaximander the waorld has evelved in due course. At one time

there was water everywhere. There were only watery creatures. By drying up of
water, land appeared and creatures of the sea were left on the dry land, Those
d adapt themselves to the dry land alone have

creatures from the sea which coul ey
survived. One can easily see the germ of the organic evolution in the speculative

adventure of Anaximander. .
Anaximander held that the earth is cylindrical in shape and moves freely in

space. This positing of the earth moving freely in the space is once again A
foreshadow of the theory of gm».'italim.

Anaximander calls his infinite, boundless matter ‘God". This is the first
philosophical concept of God. This God no doubt is matter. But is not
mythological or anthropomorphic. Clearly it remains monotheistic. Besides, the
doctrine of creation of the universe by God has been completely ignored.

Anaximenes (588-524 B.C.) _ .
Like Thales and Anaximander, Anaximencs belonged to Miletus. Like

Thales, Anaximenes regards «air as the primary stuff of the universe. Why air,
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and, not water? Itis only & matter of conjecture. Most pmbahiyhna:imﬂ?ﬂ: paid
more attention to the living than to any other things. Here breath, i.e., air :f the
predominant thing. Therefore for Anaximenes air s the fundamental stuff of
which the world is composed,

Anaximenes chose -,E: the first thing because of its mobility, changeability,
and inner vitality. As a matter of fact air was considered to be the breath of the
universe. Hence this breathing universe was considered to be a living organism,
For this reason Anaximenes is really a hylozoist. |

For Anaximenes, this primary air is regulated by the opposed principles of

condensation and rarefaction. Condensation simply means compression of the air
in a narrow space and rarefaction means expansion of the air in the greater space.
By rarefaction air assumes the form of fire, and, by successive condensation it
gives rise to water, earth and stone.

Anaximenes accounts for all the important ¢lements and states of material
things through his fundamental stuff of air. And more. He tells us, how air accounts
for the formation of water, fire and earth, It is the knowing-how which alone
constitwles scientific explanation. Hence the two principles of condensation and
rarefaction are important steps in developing the scientific thi
universe. There is also another point which must be noted.

The world is not only vaporous, liquid and solid, but is also sound, colour,
rough-smooth eic. Now to explain this world of quality? The principles of

% of quantitative differences, Hence, here js
mvolved the principle that quantiy can explain the

; quality. Later on Pythagoras
laid down his famous statemen; “what exists, exisls 0 number’, In thi modern
times o scientific explanation is considereqd reliable unless it js put into
quantitative formulae, Hence, the

thinking of Anaxi i
towards the scientific world-view, ” Aximenes is a step forward
Fythagoras (580.500 p.c.)
Religion

 Pythagoras is said 10 have travelied widely. He had been 1o Egypt

false world? means of e .
meditation js intellectual and not em B}’ mystic meditation, This
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ceremonies and rituals and a recommendation for an ascetic life. But the most
important thing was the disinterested pursuit of sclence and the contemplation of
the ultimate things of the universe. This sort of contemplation was considered
most conducive towards release from the chain of endless rebirths.

Pythagoras had laid great stress on mathematics which was also the greatest
science of the period. Hence the most devoted pursuit was also the greatest means
of attaining the religious ‘release’. Hence, scientific pursuit was also the religious
duty of man.

Pythagoras founded an order in which men and women were regarded as
equal. ] They led a common way of life. Even the mathematical discoverics were
mgudﬁd as collective achievement,

‘Plato was greatly influenced by Pythagoras and he too regarded this world as
mere appearance and a world of becoming, and, taught men to contemplate the
realm of etemnal ideas. He too emphasized the communistic state of affairs in the
rulers of his ideal Republic. Something of Pythagoreanism lingered on in the
Essene Sect in the times of Jesus Christ. The Essene Sect not only held all things
in common, but also practised vegetarianism which was one of the tenets of Orphic
religion. The mystical aspect of Pythagoreanism was fully practised by Plotinus
who was certainly influenced by Indian thought.

Ethics : Pythagoras laid emphasis on gsceticism and the purity of conduct.
In later pythagoreanism vegetarianism was also accepted. Though life was
deemed essentially full of miseries and the soul immortal, yet suicide was not
deemed desirable. The reason is that suicide instead of putting an end to the wheel
of transmigration, really strengthens it.'

The most important belief of Pythagorcanism lays stress on the doctrine of
transmigration of the soul, and, the main prohibition on taboo was not to eat beans.
Along with asceticism, Pythagoras mentioned some taboo-restrictions? :

1. To abstain from beans.

2. Not to touch a white cock,

3. Not to stir the fire with iron.

4. Not to eat the heart.

5. And many other such prohibitions.

Mathematics and Pythagoras

Like his previous cosmogonists, Pythagoras declared that whatever exists,
EXiSls in number. This is not a wild stalement. Mﬂthlﬁnﬂtil.! 5 means p’mpur[um
order and harmony. For example, a woman is said 10 be beautiful when she has
the right proportion of her legs, thighs, waist etc. And this proportion can be
expressed in quantitative terms. Similarly, a colony is physically built of certain
Bumber. of lanes with some definite nomber. Its streets and roads also can he

F. This is is held in Buddhism.
~B. Russell, A History of Western Philosophy, p. 30,
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Heradlitus (Heracleitus, 535 to 475 p.c.) :

Heraclitus of Ephesus was a contemporary of Parmenides. But their philoso-
phies were opposed. According to Parmenides reality is one, etemal and
unchangeable being. For Heraclitus, reality is change, flux and Becoming. How
has Heraclitus reached at this conclusion? ;

Well, Heraclitus was not a scientist. He was a religious thinker who indulged
in aphorism. Fragments of his writing have been largely presented by B. Russell
in The History of Western Philosophy. Socrates stated that he admired the writings
of Heraclitus as much of it as he could understand, and perhaps, what he could
not understand was equally admirable. This means that Heraclitus indulged in
obscure aphorisms,

Further, Heraclitus speaks ill of his predecessors, except of one Hermodorys.
He holds that Homer should be whipped. Hesiod was considered to be an gnorant
Man and Pythagoras was taken to be a mischief-maker.

main teaching of Heraclitus is that everything is in constant flux. Rivers
and mountains and all seemingly permanent things are in constant flux. All is flow
and becoming, No one can step into the same river twice, for when a man enters
'0Lo a river, then he meets one stream of water and the next moment the first stream
Pases away, yielding to a newer stream of water. One can easily see that no man
Can ever remain the same for even two moments. Blood-stream changes and also
the mental stream, Man keeps on changing form moment to moment. The doctrine
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of flux will remind the teaching of Lord Buddha relating to momentariness. How
has Heraclitus reached this conclusion?

According to Heraclitus, every existent-thing is a harmony of opposites. The
opposites of hot and cold, day and night. Thus was of strife of the opposites js
the father of all things !

“We must know that war is common to all and strife is justice,
things come into being and pass way through strife.”

Thus the world is becoming and Becoming is the unity of opposites.

For Heraclitus, not water or air is the primordial stuff. Process alone is reality
and is best symbolized by fire. Hence, fire is the ever-changing entity which
constitutes reality. Fire keeps on changing every moment, bumning fuel into ash
and that ash too changes. Ever the sun is not the same and with Xenophanes,
Heraclitus maintains that everyday it is fed with vapour to be renewed. Then is
there nothing abiding?

Yes, there is an abiding order in the everchanging fire. All things come from
fire and return to fire, There is the downward way and also the upward way.
According to the downward way, through condensation fire changes into water
and earth. And again according to the upward way, through rarefaction, water and
carth give way to fire. This order of succession produces the' illusion of
permanence. Here the reader is reminded of Hume who also accounted for
permanence as an illusion, born of quick succession of resembling impressions.

There is fire in man too. The more of fire is in a man, the more intellectual
he is, and, as this fire decreases there is darkness in man and sickness. This poini
again will remind one of Sattva and Tamas elements in man, according W
Samkhya.

Comments

Is there then nothing abiding? Though there is no permanent substance which
is abiding, yet there are abiding entities in the philosophy of Heraclitus.

1. The process of becoming is certainly abiding.

2. The harmony of opposites is also an abiding principle.
3, ‘There is the abiding Order of downward and upward ways of fire.
4. Then again there is the permanent law of change which gives us %

and that al|

appearance of permanent things.

The influence of Heraclitus is noticeable even in the modern thinkers. Though
Parmenides and Heraclitus differ with what is to be regarded as real, yet both V!
them appeal to reason. For Parmenides senses yield illusory knowledge and this
lies in taking plurality and movement as real. For Heraclitus, senses give us wromk
t what is permanent. Men wrongly sense the mountain and pive!
Il convince them that all is flux. This distinction of se1*
fluential in Plato and other subsequent thinkers,

information abou
45 abiding. Reason Wi

and reason remains in
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In the same manner, the distinction of change and permanence remains
throughout Western philosophy. For Fichte action is considered to be original and
Being is conceived to be secondary. Even God is conceived as ‘the universal Ego
or Self’, who is always a free, wotld-creating entity, But Henri Bergson
(1858-1941) has really revived the metaphysics of Heraclitus, inasmuch as he
posits the ever-changing vital process as the supreme reality.

Again, Sigmund Freud (1856-1940) maintained that human life is the dance
between death and love instincts. Present life is just an equilibrium between Eros
and Thanatos. Does he not teach that life is a strife between two principles?

Again, what can we say about the abiding order of downward and upward
ways of things. Of course, Heraclitus was not a scientist, nor had science become
self-conscious amongst its devotees then. But it teaches the uniformity of nature
which is at the basis of every scientific pursuit.

Even the morality of austerity not only was by the Stoics and Epicureans, but
was preached by the Christian fathers.

It is important to note the comments of Aristotle.' The doctrine of Heraclitus
is that everything is and is not. If everything is, then it means that all judgments
are true, and, if everything is not, then all judgments are false. Therefore, to say
that everything is and is not, simply means that all judgments are true and not true.
And this is manifest contradiction in the statements of Heraclitus.

Again, if A says that everything is true, then he also implies that his opponent’s

view, B’s is true. Hence, A’s view is false because it is opposed to that of B. Here
one is reminded of ‘I_j},‘a)p;:nx’ which plays an important part in Russell’s
philosophy. .
Besides, for Héraclitus everything is in motion. But the very meaning of
motion is that which changes must itself be something, for change is of something

from some of its states to another. ‘
Much of Heraclitean metaphysics was taken up by the Stoics.

— ey iy e N L o . Y
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<aid 10 have been charged for his impiety because of his scepticism about the
ﬂjiﬂttmﬂ ﬂf E'Dd'z'

Socrates (anour 469.399 B.L.)

gocrates is a great Athenian figure who completely gave himself to philosophical
enquiry; and, aa result of this embraced martyrdom haroically. Socrates has not
written aﬂ}"ﬂ““E: yet three accounts have been left about him. Plato is the chief
ent of the h[':e and teachings of Socrates. Plato’s dialogues from a masterpiece
of philosophical literature. The condemnation and defence of Socrates have been
mast beautifully portrayed in Apology. Xenophon was also a follower of Socrates,
but he has rather emphasized the coarser aspect of Socratic teaching in his work
Memorabilia. The third writer Aristophanes caricatured Socrates in The Clouds.
The works of Plato and Xenophon together give a better account of the Master.

The Man Socrates
We must know the man, Socrates, if we want to understand his teaching

properly. First, Socrates was a religious man. He believed in the immortality of the
soul, after-life, in rebirth and the doctrine of reminiscence (Phaedo 72). To some
extent he also accepted some of the tenets of Orphism, for he regarded the body
as the tomb in which the soul lies buried.

Socrates used to hear voices from what he called his ‘Daemon’. Jesus is also
said to hear ‘voices’ and so did Joan of Arc. Socrates called this voice divine, which
counselled him in difficult situations. Very often it served as premonition and
dissuaded him from doing wrong (Apology 31d, 40a). It is also mentioned that
Socrates experienced deep trance for hours together. Are the hearing of voices and
cataleptic-like trance symptoms of insanity? Adjustment to social demands, loyalty
to friends and consistency of the highest order with regard to philosophical thinking
give lie to his being regarded as an insane person. It was a case of supernormality
and divine restlessness (Phaedrus 249d, as Plato termed it) as was the similar case
with Sri Ramakrishna and Swami Vivekananda. Gandhiji is also reported to be
hearing divine voice. The voice of Socrates is at times taken to be the voice of one’s
conscience and also at times the voice of one’s guardian angel. In any case the
‘voice’ and trance of Socrates shows that he was a mystic.

Divine Mission: One day Socrates paid a visit to the temple of god Delphi.
There the oracle came that Socrates was the wisest man (Apology, 21). Socrates
on hearing this oracle was greatly surprised and wanted to test the truth of ﬂ'{"lﬁ
cracle. He questioned many people who claimed to know, but on caretul
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The Method of enquiry of Socrates was conversational. C;mvaﬂ-ﬂﬁm_m self.
was limited to ethical subject-matter, for Socrates was trying to knoW e conver
This self for him was essentially ethical. Naturally the subject-mate™ "o gcilful
sation included the nature of justice, virtue, knowledge, temperance gaes gnd SO
questionings, he drew out the views of others with regard to virtue: justices g came
on. Then Socrates showed the inadequacies of their views. Hences ocrale
to the conclusion that those who claim to know really do not knowr KDOW.
concluded that he was wiser than others inasmuch as he knew that h€ did not wiser
At Jeast he knew his own ignorance, which others did not. So of @ he :wﬂﬂ one’s
!‘-hlﬂ others. From this irony he laid down the important starting insight ml':ﬂ
ignorance as the beginning of any knowledge.! This method of questionné
answering is known as dialectic method. So let us explain this.

The dialectic Method of Socrates

E[Tfﬂ conversational method of Socrates took the form of what is known a3
dialectic’. The dialectic method is an art of argument by skilful questions and
answer (Meno 85 d). The answer to the question has to be answered in the fewest
possible words which should be precise and to the point. Usually the philosophical

1. One can i i i i
compare this starting-point of Socrates with the method of doubt of St. Augustine and
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Upnighiness, holiness and so on (Phaedo 75d). This point will h‘l? us ip
understanding the epistemology of Socrates, and, also what Aristotle said aboy,
the method of Socrates. Aristotle said that the method of Socrates was ope
definiton and induction. _ o

True, Socrates sought the definition of the concept of virtue, justice etc. W,

also know that definition means the explicit statement of the essence of a thing
And this is what Socrates sought.

-« - and it seems we must inquire into a single property of something aboy
whose essential nature we are still in the dark,

(Meno 86;)
But what does “induction” mean?
It does not mean the kind of inductive method which was very roy ly described
by Francis Bacon and later E!':f e
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beneficial, it must be wisdom, for g Spiritual qualities in and by themselves
are neither advantageous nor harm

ful, but become advantageous or harmful by
the presence with them of wisdom or folly. If we accept this argument, then
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B¢ is the mind of the wise
of the foolish (Meno 88¢). Similarl

guided by wisdom, and, nothing is

Both Socrates and the Sophists agreed that morality is guided by knowledge.
But. difference lies in the kind of knowledge and the kind of goodmess. Fop the
Sophists knowledge is perception; for Socrates knowledge is through concept. For
the Sophists goodness is a matter of habit (Republic 7.518d) Le., by habit and
practice, without the help of philosophy and reason (Phaedrus 82h). But ubvivusly
habit cannot be always reliable specially in novel situations and in predicaments.
In- sueh circumstances, customary goodness becomes variable, inconsistent and
felutive, Similarly, true opinion may lead to the good sccidentally, but nog lhways.

-+ . the man with knowledge
Gpinion only sometimes,

man, and wrong user is the mind
¥ in Euthydemus_ it is printed

O unless it ix
bad unless it

is backed by Ignorance (2814, ¢),

will always be successful . and

the man with right
(Meno 97¢)

F“ﬂhlﬁl:, for the Sﬂ-phlm Eﬂ'ﬂﬂﬂﬂi is a kind of art or skill for minaging the affairs

of the Siate and the family (Re ic 1. 332), But if gooddness is onoan,  then it

becomes relative, for what js g00d for the ruling Party is not 50 for the oppasiton,
ides, an jy always of the oppasites. For example, 4 man who can guard the

I--'——-___

1. e I reminded of Kanl who bebd that wilhowl goal will healib, woealih cla,, can b used I:m: r:l
Th5. For Sovrates bowever good will s one which bas b n mmolded by thie kaow ledige of The good.
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treasury best, is the man who knows all the ways of committing theft. So he js 5y,
& kind of thief. This was seen in the case of Gorgias who disclaimed an;
responsibility of his pupils if they used the art of rhetoric for evil purpase. But wp,,
1s the kind of knowledge through concept?

We have already seen that concepts are given by reason and is not given
the perceptions of the particulars. Concepts are always in the mind of everyone ap
they have to be enkindled by skilful questionings. But if virtue is knowledge, they
certainly it can be taught (Meno 89e). But certainly it can be taught by one why
knows what is virtue or the good. However, where are the teachers of the concep
of the good? (Meno 894, €)

Socrates does not accept that the Sophists are the real teachers of the good, for
they believe in customary morality, based on opinion which is based on feeling and
tempting desires. Can Socrates claim to be a teacher? No. For he knows that he does
not know. Then should we give up theory that knowledge is the concept of the good?

Indirectly by his assumed ignorance, Socrates has guided us towards the
direction in which the seeker can have the kind of knowledge of the concept of the
good. The real concept is always a matter of recollection of and by meditation on
the idea of the good. In this way one can get a glimpse of the good. The process,
says Socrates,

_is recollection, as we agreed earlier. Once they (all sorts of good) are tied
down, they become knowledge, and are stable. That is why knowledge is
something more valuable than right opinion. What distinguishes one (the redl
seeker) from the other (men of right opinion) is the tether (the idea of the good}-

(Meno 983

The conclusion of Socrates is:

Our present reasoning then, whoever has virtue gets it by divine dispenst

tion. (Meno 100b)
In our Indian language the intuition of the good is a matter of enlightenment (-'m'ﬂ'ﬁ
which metaphorically can be said to be the gift of God.

One part of the whole discussion has been left out, i.e., virtue is knowledge and

vice is ignorance. No man knowingly does wrong. This follows from another
of Socrates, namely, virtue is one.

Virtue is One . ;
The kind of knowledge to which Socrates is pointing is not mere intellect®

achievement. It is the kind of km&wleﬁgﬂ 'f.rhhl:h controls the will and nﬁ-ﬂﬁ-‘-‘ﬁ-ﬂili
A action, Some sort of this thing is contained in what is known as 1dec-m<¥
O The theory means that if one concentrates on an idea with sufficie™
Ihm and frequency then it issues into an appropriate action. For Socrale
jntensity ¢ idea of the good controls all other ideas and ultimately guides the

the . ; ;
huwﬂﬂ"':i;n his will and feelings too, and necessarily issues into good acts. Hen<
whilE d
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it lies in the culture of the soul which ultimately leads the soul, in a virtuous man,
towards regaining its pure, pristine glory. This is the real interpretation of *no one
does wrong knowingly’, and that ‘knowledge is virtue, and virtue is true
knowledge’. This is the eudaemonistic theory of Socratic ethics, which was taught
by Aristotle. But in Plato the knowledge of the good has soteriological end, which
one finds in the philosophy of Samkhya and Advaitism.

There is also another sense in which Socrates says that virtue or goodness is
one. For example, cowness is one but many cows poorly imitate it. Similarly,
wisdom, temperance, courage, justice and holiness are five kinds of virtue, but there
is one single reality which underlies them all (Protagoras 349a). Again in Meno
74a, Socrates was looking for one virtue which permeates all other virtues named
above. In the same way, Socrates speaks of one form of excellence only (Republic
4.445c). But how to explain this?

In Gorgias, Socrates points out that all kinds of bodily excellence follow from
one single health of the body. Similarly, all kinds of virtue follow from the health
of the soul. And what is meant by “health of the soul’? The health of the soul follows
from the order and arrangement between the different functions of the soul
(Gorgias, 504d). Socrates speaks of reasoning, temper and desires as the three parts
of the soul. The function of reasoning is wisdom, of temper is courage, and of desire
is soberness or temperance, Now the health of the soul follows from the discipline

among these parts. Wisdom commands, whilst temper assists in the execution of
these commands, and, desire fumishes the material basis of action.! This is in
harmony with the teachings of modern psychology. Conation (desire of Socrates)
drives the individual towards all kinds of action for food, mate elc.; cognition
controls these activities. A successful functioning of the harmonious activities
under the regulation of reason (cognition) yields happiness. Hence, Socrates means
'Ehat virtue is one in the sense that the self of a good man is an organic unity of all
Us functions.
Lastly, Socrates, as also Plato is supposed to hold that there is one [dea of the
Good which underlies all that is right and beautiful,

- - - in the region of the known the Jast thing to be seen and hardly seen is the

1dea of good, and that when seen must needs point us to the conclusion that this

:2 :::ﬂﬁd the cause for all things of all that is right and beautiful giving birth

b ‘;’:lmhlﬂ Wﬂl‘ijj to light, and author of light and itself in the intelligible world

i “-f e a“:thﬂntll: source of truth and reason, and that anyone who is to act
¥ In private or public must have caught sight of this.

Republic 7.517¢

1.
Jobn Eum:l.. Greek Pﬁiia.mp.l'ly, pp. 144-45,
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not issue into its corresponding action, But for Socrales knowledge meant the
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the total personality of the secker.

The Importance of Socrates

The most important thing about Socrates is that he gave a new turn to Greek thought
He influenced Plato and Plato in tum influenced Aristotle with the result that
European philosophy still hovers around Platonism and Aristotelianism. Thus
Socrates wrote nothing but his thought still echoes and re-echoes in Westem
philosophy.

The most significant enquiry of Socrates was spelled out by him in the omcle
of Delphi “Man! know thyself”. In one sense, he diverted scientific investigation
from physics and Mature to Man. Does this investigation mean the science of
psychology? Yes, it was understood as such by the Sophists. But the Sophiss
reduced knowledge into scepticism and even nihilism. But Socrates believed in
truth and knowledge, and, his enqui .

Be quiry tumed towards knowing one’s own self. In

knowing one's own self, Socrat idd :
Now what is a concept? R that knowledge is through concept

Ty in the mﬁﬁﬂ:n} western thought, though !
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pleasure? It is significant that Socrates could never say anything definite about
Good. Naturally it led to various interpretations. The doctrine of the Good as
happiness led to the theory of cyrenaicism and hedonism of Aristoppus and
Epicureanism respectively. On the other hand, Antisthenes (444-368 i.c.) who was
the disciple of Socrates held that his master taught about attaining virtue. And virtue
is one in which a man becomes independent in the midst of the course of nature.
This means the doctrine of cymicism, according to which man should suppress his
desires, and, restricts his wants to the minimum. Hence a man, pursuing virtue
becomes independent of the course of life by ridding himself from the wants of lif -,
as far as possible. Thus the ethical theory of Socrates not only influenced Greco-
Roman moral theory, but even in the modemn times has influenced modern theories
of utilitarianism and hedonism.

However, the Good of Socrates and Plato goes even beyond God. A mere
glimpse of the Good leads to the transformation of the personality of the seeker.
Contemplation of and meditation on the Idea of the Good, finally lead to the release
of the soul from the bondage of senses and restore to the seeker his pristine glory.
Hence, the concept of the Good is not an ordinary concept, but a concept which
controls the will of the seeker. The Western man has not leamned this aspect of
philosophy, but was upheld by Plotinus and has been retained in the Christian
doctrine of becoming of a new Being, a new creation in Christ. Thus, the mystical
aspect of the knowledge of the Good still lingers on in Western thought.

PrLato (428-27—347 B.c.)

Introduction

Plato was a poet at heart and his philosophical writings form a masterpiece of
literature. He had to take recourse to myths, allegories, metaphors in order to
express what could not be stated in prose with precision. He wrote in delightful
dialogues with Socrates at the centre, but the philosophies of the previous period
were all taken into account
Plato has given a system of thought to the Western philosophy. Tt was through
Pythagoras that Plato owned respect for mathematics and also this mathematical
thought paved the way, for /deal realism known as the doctrine of ideas. Further,
Pythagoras was also a religious thinker. Hence, Plato derived from Pythagoras
belief in the immortality of soul, the doctrine of the transmigration of the soul, its
Pre-existence and the theory of reminiscence and mysticism conceming bondage
and release of the soul, From Parmenides, Plato derived the doctrine of the eternity
and changelessness of idea. From Heraclitus, Plato accepted the doctrine of the flux
of sensible things. This realm was the realm of ceaseless Becoming. But the
1Hﬂl-ﬁ&]lcc of Socrates remained with him as an abiding element of thought, Platq
0ok the thought of Socrates, specially his own doctrine of the idea of the Gopg
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For this reason, J.H. Muirhead has noted that the whole of Western philosophy is
nothing more than ‘the series of footnotes to Plato’.!

At this stage we must not ignore the starting-point of Plato’s philosophical
search, We can now remember that Socrates was dissatisfied with the teaching of
the Sophists, and with the difficulties involved in the theory of ‘knowledge is
perception’. Socrates laid down that *knowledge is through concept’. Plato also
m?ﬁmﬂ:m opposition to the Sophists. Plato characterised the
nature of reality of the Sophists as belonging to the realm o -
teaching about the Ideas as the realm nfhrighgmws (The gmid;ﬁm SIS
first part of the thesis of Plato is negative, namel : ). Hence, the

¥, knowledge is not perception.

Afier demolishing the stand of the Sophists, Pla
T ists, Plato ad 1
So let us begin with the negative theory of Plato, vances his own theory of Ideas.

to contj :
aNNot e Nuous motion of
Ihmlr:.mmemsr There jg p, Eﬂw:}’ tor there is nothing
= 18 ot something which
that Il'UthIIIE 15 One ll'ﬂllg Just h:’- ||H¢|f but §
' 15 »)

someone, and being is 1y pe ruled oy I ays ip p
Wogether _ Ccess of becoming for

Nay, something more. (The 157&}
aet.

1. IH. Muirhead, The Platonic Tradition ;
ey . : " Anglg. g
_th ; ?r. .b}' E. H!Il_lllllﬂl_'hm“ﬂllnglun e Lom by

Cﬂiﬂ-.. L



Greek System 53

Perception resolts from double movements; one from the side of objects and
another from the side of the percipient Take the taste of wine.

The sensation, on the patient s side, makes the tongue percipient, while, on the
side of the wine, the sweetness, moving in the region of the wine, causes it hoth
1o he and 10 appeat sweet 1o the healthy tongue { Theaer. 159d)

The result is that pereeption is & joint product of the perceived object and perciplent
St nrﬁ'ﬂ}' knivws whai the peErceived {hﬁl it in itself. The comclusion is that in
percephion there is no ohject in itself to be known at all. For example, the eye which
cawches the motion and the mation from the object, but the perceived ohject is
something between the two (Theaer. 154). Hence each perception is relative to the
percipient. Nobody is sure that what appears to you is the same which appears to
another. Nay, even what appears to me is noi the same to me in the next moment
hecause | never remain in the same condition in the two moments. ( Theaet. 154a,
1hiln )

“Accordingly, whether we speak of something ‘being’ or is its ‘becoming’,
we must speak of it as being or becoming for someone, or of something, or
toward something. . . ." ( Theaer. 160b)

The result? Perception yields self-contradictory conclusion. What appears sour to
a sick man is sweet to the healthy. Thus, the same thing becomes sour and sweet,
which is opposed to each other. (Theaet. 166¢, 167b)

Further, if knowledge is perception then there will be no distinction between
truth and falsity. If what appears to one is true for him, and, what appears to another
15 truc for him, then when a dreamer dreans that he is flying in the air and that o
midman thinks that he is a god, then what appears to them is true for them ( Theaer.
158b). But quite obviously what a madman imagines and what a drecmer dreams
are considered false. Hence the doctrine of homo memswra blurs the disunction
hetween truth and falsity. Of what a madman imagines, and, what a new born child
sces wnd whist a brute perceives and what a healthy man senses are all equally true,
then guite obviously there can be no distinction between truth and falsity (Theaet
I61d and 162¢). Other more absurd things follow.

If perception is knowledge and memory is not, then see the absurdity. [f 4 mun
Shuts his eyes afier seeing something, but remembers it, then he has no knowledge
of what he remembers ( Theaer, 164). Again, suppose a man sees i thing with one
tye, but shuls his other eye, then with one eye he knows and with the closed eyc
he duoes ot know. Thus, a man knows and at the same moment does not know

(Theaer, 165), Is it oot self-contradictory? Hence, knowledge is perception is an
absurd doctrine,
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The Ideal Theory of Plato

We have already referred to the three

1o make them clear for our purpase here. N ,
We meel a large number of objects which we can call as ‘particulars’ for our
convenience. For example, cows, dogs, tables etc., are sO many particulars. Each

class of particulars has some common qualities. Some of these qualities are called
essential and some others as accidental. For instance, the colour, shape and size
of cows may be deemed as accidental. The smallness and largeness are not the
essential qualities. Similarly some cows may not be black but white, and some
others may be black but not white or piebald. Hence, the colour of the cows is its
accidental quality. In contrast, cowness is an essential quality of the whole class
of cows, f':" mum the q“f']’tf of cowness, no animal can be called a cow. Hence,

is said o be universal and cows comprising the class cow are said to be

partculars. Now what 15 the stat .
Soatiis St i ? us of a universal like cowness, dogness, heauty,
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the mind. We find that Plato rejects the subjectivity of universals. (Parmenides
132b

"[Elh:,re is the third theory of nominalism concerning the status of universals,
which was first propounded by Roscelin and Ockham (1290-1350). According to
nominalism, universals are mere words to think about the class of objects, and, they
have no independent existence, nor even their existence in the mind. But ‘dogness’
is no quality, then how do we think about dogs as soon as the word *dog’ is uttered?
Nominalism was defended by resorting to the principle of resemblance exemplified
hy an eminent member of a class. This cbviously is putting the cart before the horse.
How do we select an eminent member of the class known as “Type’? In recent years
Wittgenstein has propounded the theory of ‘family resemblance’. We need not go
into further detail. We are concerned with the realistic theory of univerals
propounded by Plato called Ideas or forms, by contrasting this from conceptualism
and pominalism. But how and why Plato has held the theory of Realism?

Parmenides and Heraclitus have made very sharp distinction between the
worlds of Being and Becoming. According to them, reality is to be known through
reason and not through the senses. Of course, Parmenides and Heraclitus differed
with regard to the nature of reality, but they kept to the absolute distinction of reason
and senses. Again, we have already seen that for Socrates knowledge is not
perception, but through concepts which again are quite different from sensation
(Phaedrus 247c). Socrates did not clearly establish the status of concepts, but for
him too concepts are not perception and are not to be found in perception.
Perceptible objects imitate the real ideas just as the many copies of Mona Lisa do
today. But no copy can be taken for the original. It was Plato who made a sharp
distinction between intellect and senses, universals and perceptibles. Ideas as
universals are the real originals which can be copied by the perceptible, but no
perceptible can even be the original idea. Ideas can be thought but not sensed, and,
percepts can be sensed but not thought

And the one class of things (perceptibles) we say can be seen but not thought,
while the ideas can be thought but not seen. (Republic 507h)

But why should we make such a sharp distinction between Ideas and perceptibles?
This point was suggested by the Pythagorean concepts in mathematics.

Take the notion of equality. It is not to be found in objects, given by senses.
No two lines, two sticks and two stones are exactly equal.

Is it not true that equal stones and sticks sometimes, without changing in
themselves, appear equal to one person and unequal to another? (Phaedo 74h)

:'h:ﬂ from where have we got the idea of equality or beauty? Well, both Socrates
T:E Hnt:: hold that the ideas are hinted at by the perceptibles on account of
ollection or the theory of reminiscence which we will soon describe.
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If ideas cannot be found in becoming, then where else it can be? Ideas are to i
found in their own being in the realm of reality. In order to explain this realm -

reality Plato takes the help of a myth. But from the above account it is quite cle;;
that Plato would reject conceptualism and even nominalism.

The Myth Concerning Ideas

ldeas are not to be found in empirical things. Then how are they to be found? Wha
is their origin? Here Plato takes the help of a myth, which once again was greari.
Jnﬂm by Socrates, Pythagoras and which ultimately has to be traced !
Orphism.

Ammﬁngfnﬁam, the soul is immontal (Phaedo 85¢ sq, 92 sq) and in its pristin:
f:‘_:“‘“‘ " “:Jﬂ"?d the pure experience (Phaedo 75c, d). But at present the s
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On other occasions, Plato tells us that things remind us of ideas by being similar
or dissimilar of ideas (Phaedo 74a). One can see that the relati onship between the
Ideas and perceptible things is merely metaphorical. Hence, this relationship has
heen subject to just criticism by Aristotle. Nonetheless Plato himself was aware of
the difficulties concering his ideal theory and he clearly states them in Parmenides.

Parmenides asks Socrates, ‘Does an Idea partici pate in the perceptibles in whole
or parts?” If one and the same idea as a whole covers (e.g., sail over a number of
passengers) a number of separate things, then the idea itself will get divided. Again,
if the same idea is found in parts in number of sensible things then again the idea
is divided. Thus one and the same idea gets divided. Then how can an idea be called
one, as Plato maintains? (Parmenides 131)

Further, if the sensible is like an idea, then the idea too will be like the sensible.
In that case, another idea of likeness will be required to explain the first idea of
likeness with the likeness in like things, participating in the idea. In other words,
there is a third standard likeness with which to judge the two likenesses. Further,
this second pattern of likeness, will be required to explain the likeness of the second
order. This will land us into regressus ad infinitum.

Besides, the participation-theory is open to the fallacy of the third man. An idea
is the common element which is found in many particulars e.g., the idea of man
is found in many men. But there is an element which is common to the individual
men and to the Idea of man. This may be called a ‘third man’. Again, between this
third man and the Ideas of man will require another idea to explain the common
clement. This will finally lead to infinjte regress. (Parm. 132)

There is another interesting point. Perfect knowledge is not to be found in our
sensible world of things. It is to be in the ideal realm, say, gods” heaven. But gods

cannot know the world of sensible things, for their knowledge is of heavenly realm
of alone,

Just as we do not rule over them by virtue of rule as it exists in our world and

we know nothing that is divine by our knowledge, so they, on the same principle,

being gods, are not masters nor do they know anything of human COncems.

But surely, sajd Socrates, an argument which would deprive the gods of
edge would be too strong. (Parm 134d, e)

When Plato was aware of the difficulties of his Ideal Theory, then why did he still
Continue ji? Well, the reason appears to be this. No person can Jjump over his own
shadg‘-,,.,-, and, hardly anybody over the intellectual climate of one’s age. In order
10 revise hig Ideal Theory, Plato would have to give up the absolute dualism of SENnse
::d IE:EE‘“D: the universal and the percept. Mind again would have to he taken as

Ctive and creative principle for explaining knowledge, as people believe now

=
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keeping this view of Ideas, we can outline the c:harml.tzn i .

1. ldeas sre said to be substances. A substance is that which 1s lﬂﬂ‘“‘if and
for ftself and does nat require the existence of anything else for its reality,
Far Plato the 1dea is in and of itself (Rep. X. 597¢).

2. Ideas arc umiversal. For example, cowness or beauty. The beautiful things
only imitate and copy the idea of beauty. But beauty is not to be found in
beautiful flowers, beautiful birds, beautiful forms of women. These
beautiful sensible things simply remind one of the idea of beauty. No doubt
a concept is formed by comparing and contrasting the beautiful things and
by abstracting the common features found in them. But this is not the Idea.
The Idea of beauty and all other Ideas are already there in the intellect of
men in their lhl'maI?I stage. Sensible things simply remind men of these
dormani Ideas. In this sense a concept of beauty is not the Idea of Beauty.

According to Plato time wag Created Se0Se that the imelest
. . b ; y are r
pre-exist the creation of the wor)g ang wﬂmmalluﬂl With the world, but Ide®
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us to reflect on the ldeas without the distractions of hearing, seeing or
bodily pleasures, in search of reality with unaided intellect and unadultered
thought (Phaedo 65c, 66a). Hence, the Ideas are nonsensible and
incorporeal. They can be only thought and not sensed. (Rep. VI1.507h)

5. Each Idea is one and unique (Rep. X.597c, d). In his mythic way, Plato
declares that God has created each Idea as one and yet again each in its
unique nature. Of course, the Idea of beauty is one, but it is imitated or
copied by many beautiful things.

6. ldeas are absolute, for they are eternal verities and form the very standard
of knowledge (Phaedo 76d). Plato speaks through Socrates,

I am assuming the existence of absolute beauty and goodness and
magnitude and all the rest of them (Ideas). (Phaedo 100 b; also see Phaedo
75d)

7. As the Ideas are absolute, so they are imuariable and constant.

Does absolute equality or beauty or any other independent entity which
really exists ever admit change of any kind? Or does each one of these
uniform and independent entries remain always constant and invariable .
. . .7 They must be constant and invariable. (Phaedo, 78d)

8. Tdea are the essence of things, not in the sense in which the common and
important qualities abstracted from the observed things are said to be the
essential qualities of things e.g., animality and rationality form the
essential qualities of man. Ideas are the essence of things in the sense that
Ideas are real and sensible things are their poor imitation.

9. In a way Ideas are the causes in the sense that they attract things towards
them, just as Sita attracted the princes in her Svayambara. They are the
unmoved and unmoving causes of things. This is best illustrated in the case
of the Idea of Good (Rep. V1.509b), for it causes an upward urge in men
and in all things. (Rep. VI1.517c)

The System of Ideas

One of the objections of Aristotle against Plato is that ldeas are just the duplication
of percepts or objects of sense-experience. Yes, in many respects it appears that
ldeas form a plurality without any principle of co-ordinating arrangement. This
Would mean chaos and no system. However, Plato was quite conscious of
1“1’“'11“11“: co-ordination and arrangement of Ideas in a system. For example, Plato
does not favour the confusing plurality of ldeas, but wants to combine them in a
System. He first attempts to combine the five ideas of existence, motion, rest,
*meness and difference with the help of an Idea of greater generality (Sophist 254
ff). However, he does not mention any principle of combination.

ever, Plato aims at organic unity and harmony in the working of various

faculties of the soul as rational, high spirit (temper, will) and appetites. The health
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1. First, knowing means knowing through causes. Science 18 considered 10 he
the highest knowledge, which is the highest achievement of human civilizatiog
is called the highest knowledge because it is the purest knowledge of causes, f,

its own sake, without any ulterior end. o
2. But metaphysical knowledge is much more than scientific knowledge. 115

called “wisdom’. It is concerned with the first and most universal cause. Tt wang
to know the final cause of all things. A final cause is the end and purpose for whig
a thing is. Hence, Aristotle from the very beginning aimed at the teleologil
explanation of the universe. In contrast is the mechanical view taught By scien
which deals with the world of facts and becoming. But Aristotle reconciks
mechanism and teleology. In its own way this also was the problem of Plato; only
the view expressed by Plato was m ythological, metaphorical and poetic. For Plaw,
there is the Idea of Good which draws all things towards itself, and, all things
“imitate’, “copy’ or participate in the Idea, Hence, the end of all things is to becom
as perfect as Ideas are. For Aristotle, the whole cosmos realises a supreme e
embodied in it. This is best seen in the working of an organism, and, also in
producing of a work of art. Hence, the end is jn the universe and is not outside ¥
the universe or even :1_n}r existing fact. Here tao this final teleology in the [.Imuf
actus purus as the object of supreme love works in af] things and the world &
whole. Here Aristotle reconciles mechanism ang teleology through his concep?™
of matter and form, and, this concept of matter ang form has hf: deduced o
the analysis of causation. So let us try to explain the " '

toy Aristotle. mt‘-ﬂn}mg of ‘cause’,

e EEm TRy, NG g



Greek System 93

Four Kinds of Causes : Aristotle starts with facts and never loses his sight from
them. He takes his cue from human production of a building or a chair, and, analyses
the factors constituting a cause. Here his assumption is that human and cosmic

roduction is of the same nature, and, human causation at work is an exemplar of
the cosmic becoming. Aristotle finds that in human production, e.g., of a chair there
are four kinds of causes at work simultaneously, namely, material, efficient, formal

and final f::ausm.. For example, in making a chair there is the wood which may be
called the material cause. Again, there is the skill and instruments through which

a carpenter builds a chair. This may be called the efficient cause. Here energy, skill,
instrument and the power are all included. Then comes the formal cause which
means the shape, the design and the kind of chair which has to be made. Lastly,
there is final purpose for which the chair has to be made. For example, the chair
has to be made either to serve the purpose of office, or dinner or an arm-chair.
Here one or two remarks will be helpful. All that can be said here is that this
concept of causation is not scientific in the modem sense. The very meaning of
*material” cause is not the same as physical matter. We shall explain the nature of
‘matter” a little later. Secondly, scientific causation refers to the succession of
events, and, a cause is said to be an invariable antecedent of the effect. But for
Aristotle all the four kinds of causes are simultaneously present together. Thirdly,
the efficient cause really means for scientific purpose, the how of working out into
effect. This part of science is said to be the nature of scientific explanation. The
‘how’ really means the mechanical view of causation. This bars out formal and final
causation. Hence. science does not admit the teleological explanation of factual
events. Thus, Aristotle’s view of causation is metaphysical, for he is in search of
the first and final cause of the universe. Lastly, modemn science does not seek
explanation of the world as a whole, but only of particular kinds of events. The point
is that Aristotle was a philosopher and his wonderment referred to the world as a
whole. He is trying to solve the problem raised by Heraclitus, Eleatics and Plato.
And only in that context his philosophy has to be adjudged.

Philosophers previous to Aristotle had accepted material cause of the universe.
The Ionics has admitted one or the other kind of matter as the cosmic reality e.g.,
water, air etc. Even Heraclitus had accepted fire as the world-ground, Empedocles
admitted four elements and Anaxagoras some indefinite kind of matter. Efficient
Cause was admitted by Empedocles in the form of love and hate as the moving force
in all things, Anaxagoras called nous as the moving force. Plato had admitted Ideas
as the moving force in the world of becoming. Further, Plato accepted not only
formal cause in the form of Ideas, but also final cause in the form of the Idea of
the Good, Of course, Anaxagoras too had called nous as the wmid—t‘nrn.]ing force.
Butit was Aristotle who combined all the four kinds of cause into a consistent form
of philosophical explanatidn of the world, Not only this, but he reduced the four
kinds into Form and Matter for conveniently explaining the whole world.
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actually made, then this was the very end towards wEthHl;flE br:]:.,:l:: bein
shaped. Again, the efficient cause means movement, mél -::'Hstlla:d in a ski!fulnf o
skill and energy put into it. But why is the wood cut an ‘I-{ ' e e dhe g way?
Because the final end of a dining chair has to be realised. Hence, A Al
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the real cause of becoming and movement in the world. 'Ihcrcfnr;':, we '::!n SaY thy
final cause is really the efficient and formal cause 00. Thus, the enc 15 the ny
beginning. The first act in a play is really the beginning of the drama and last scen,
is the real cause towards which all Acts are driven. Thus, the real cause s the eng
or teleology for which mechanism is used. This point is clearly seen in the human
production of an art, as in painting or sculpture Or carpentry. A 'S also seen
in the functioning of an organism or Nature. An egg has to become a chick. Hence,
chick is the end towards which the egg-movement is directed. In the same way, there
is the end of becoming an oak by virtue of which all the movement in an acom is
directed. Of course in an organism the end is in the organism and this teleology
is unconscious. However, the end in the production of a work of art is more or les
conscious. Again, this teleology is also found in Nature. Both Plato and Anstotle
hold that the perfection of Nature is directed. The Final End is the Idea of the Good
for Plato and Actus Purus or the Prime Mover for Aristotle. Hence in the findl
analysis both Plato and Aristotle agree that the world is guided by some Supreme
End, and, this is the real message of Idealism. But what is the final upshot of
reducing efficient, formal causes into final causes? _

The conclusion of Aristotle is that all the three causes, efficient, formal and
final, are really one, and, Aristotle calls this as the Form of the thing. But th
material cause cannot be reduced to any kind of cause. So ultimately there are only
two things, namely, Form and matter which can explain all movements, becoming
and development in the whole world in man, organism and Nature.

By ‘matter’ is understood ordinarily physical matter |ike iron, gold, bron®
earth etc. But Aristotle’s meaning of matter is much deeper than th;t. By '*mallﬂ'-
m:ist{rt!e understands, that which has no shape, no quality of any type and kind
It is nf::tlhﬂr red nor green, neither heavy nor light, nejther rough nor smooth. TH
what is it? It appears to be as good as Nothing. But it cannot be nothing nor “pof*
Being’, for after all it is something which has to be moulded by the form into Natuf=
organism and man, i.c., physical matter, life and Conscious B eine. Ordinarily *
think that a lump of clay in the hands of a potter is withoyt any :’lngnn But it is ™
so. All that one can say, of this lump of clay is thyt it has no dc:ﬁn;tn_- fopm gl
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use it has no definite form, so it can be formed into a plate or a goblet or a
cooking pot. Similarly, primal matter has no form, but it gives way to alj things
by the form. All that we can say here is that matter without form does not exist
even when it is not non-Being. But it has the potentiality of becoming anythin lt
gimilarly, form is the most important aspect of any existing thing. For example,
we value a chair not because it has wood, but because it has the form either of 3
dining chair or of an office-chair. Hence, the form is the real thing about anything
.y the world. But form by itself is nothing or we can say that it does not exist. Hence
qeither matter nor form by itself exists. What exists is formed matter, i.e., matter
and form together inseparably. A form is the universal. For example, redness or
greenness is a universal. But by itself it does not exist, what exists is a green leaf
or green grass or green book. But greenness apart from the green things does not
exist. Hence neither matter by itself without the form exists, nor the form without
matter exists, What exists is an individual thing ¢.g., a green book or green grass,
Greenness is no doubt a universal because it is a common quality in green grass
or green things like a green book, or green leaf or green flag. A universal is the
‘ldea’ of Plato. But Plato failéd to see that a universal or an Idea by itself does not
exist. Only individuals exist, like green grass or green leaves in which universal
greenness resides. Hence, matter and form are inseparable. No doubt we can
distinguish them in our thought, but we cannot separate them in any actual state
of affairs. This is a very important truth one has to grasp, according to Aristotle.
The second reason why ‘matter’ cannot mean physical matter 15 that matter is
relative to form. A physical matter remains the same ¢.g., iron remains iron no
matter in whichever, shape or size into which it is put. The same thing is true of
gold, silver or bronze. Again, by ‘form’ is not mearft mere physical shape. For
example, a rectangle remains the same shape, no matter in how many things it is
found. But form means much more than shape or size. The reason is that form and
matter are relative terms. What is matter in one relation becomes form in another
relation. For instance, wood is matter in relation to a chair which may be said to
be its form. But the same chair becomes matter, in relation to furniture. Thus the
terms ‘matter’ and ‘form’ are fluid, just as illustrated in the casc of chair. What
changes or operates is the form, and, that which is made to change is matter. Matter
is what becomes, and; that towards which the movement is made is its form. [n the
language of W.T, Stace,

What becomes is matter, and, what it becomes is form.

What is form in one aspect is matter in a changed situation. For example, wood

IS matter in relation to the chair, which is its form. But swood' is again form in
relation to a growing tree. From another stand one can sy that matier ""' h“m
possibility of becoming its *various form’. For example, swood” is the possibility
which can be actualised into chair, table, doors or windows, In the same manner,
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) P’lujltm second thing is that the Unmoved Prime Mover, called matterless form -
pure activity (actus purus). Why? Because the whole universe exists because 15
characterized by never ending activity and is substained by activity. As the univers
is eternal, so unmoved mover, called God is also eternal.

Here Aristotle is concerned to hold that what is eternal is prior logically towh
is perishable. Further, no potentiality can ever be maintained to be eterna! 1.
actual, for, whatever is potential may not become actual. For example, a potent
artistmay not painta picture of Urvasi. Again, etemal is that which by its own natus
cannot fail to be. Hence, God is by His own nature an actual Being, for there
nothing of pmﬁntia]ity in Him. He is all perfect and nothing is lacking in Hin

As God :stﬂ::nal, and exists of His own necessi ty, so He alone sustains Hims:'
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God also must have life; for the actuality of thought is life. and
actuality. His essential actuality is life most good and ﬂl-‘-rn;al, Gumi; ;hat
is a living being, eternal, and most good; to Him belon g—tsther He in-_.f;z
and duration, continuous and eternal. (Warrington, Metaphysics, p. 346)

Aristotle also maintnir.m tI:ual God th‘.inkh?g His own thought and goodness enjoys

perfect blessedness. It is difficult to imagine God’s mind, life, blessedness literally

as we human beings are said to experience and know them. These terms appear 1o
us figuratively used. So Aristotle appears to be as metaphorical, even mythical as
Plato was. Indeed the pure form or the prime mover in Aristotle is the same as the
Idea of the Good in Plato. Aristotle uses all the words of Platonic Idea of the Good
for the unmoved mover. Itis eternal, unchangeable, immovable, incorporeal, at the
same time the final cause of generation.

As God is without matter, potentiality and body, so He is wholly immaterial.
Nay, God’s thought is without body, without senses, so He is said to be pure Spirit.
He is again stated to be spiritual because He is pure rationality and the rational end
for the whole universe. Aristotle’s thought has provided the idea of spiritual
monotheism to the West.! A question crops up at this stage. True, God is
transcendent to the whole universe, for He is at the top of the hierarchical order
in which this universe is found. As a transcendent God, He does not respond to the
prayers of His worshippers, for He is absorbed in His own thought.? But God is also
said to be the final cause of the world. Does the world love God without being loved?
Is there also an inner teleology in the universe which sustains the graded order or
hierarchical system of the universe? David Ross, a great authority on Aristotle

thinks that Aristotle does imply some sort of God’s immanence.

Yet he (Aristotle) speaks of the order as due to God, so that his God may truly
he said to be at work in the world, and in rhis sense immanent.’

However, it will be too much to state that God works in the world immanently, or,
even on the world providentially. So far we human beings are concerned, we
become self-conscious by knowing an object external tous. For example, when we
perceive a tree, we become aware of ourselves as ‘l am perceiving the tree . But
it hasbeen suggested by some Christian scholars that this sn]f—mnsuiﬂus_nﬂ ss on the
part of God is reversed. He knows Himself directly and the world indirectly. The
reason for this s that God alone has direct knowledge of Himself, but all things
depend on Him. So by knowing Himself, He knows all things indircfl:tl?'., by knmvfng
Himself as a Being on which all other things depend. Against this interpretation

—

1. = P4 . : in Him in spint, 5t. John 4,24,
- God s spirit and those who worship Bjm must wm:shlp._ T SP]:;.-.“.-.;-EI'. He is loved, but He
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is not 8 person who responds to the prayers of His devotee, He remains absorbed
in His own thought and enjoys His own blessedness. In other words, ‘purpose’

conscious end. Therefore, unconscious purpose or teleology will be deemed
sclf-contradictory phrase. Besides, Aristotle denies God's providential activity, for
it would mean that God lacks something which he would like to attain through this
universe. But God is perfect and has no potentiality in Him, He is complete actus
purus lacking nothing. Again, there is a tricky question. God is said to be unmoved
mover. How does He move all things?

Of course, God is matterless form; He is form of form, or, thought. Hence, He
is wholly incorporeal and acts non-physically. He is said to act like desire and as
an object of supreme love, or as a statue on its admirers. But God is the final cause
which moves the world by also becoming its efficient cause. Aristotle maintains
that God moves the first heaven directly and all other things through it indirectly.
Here ‘the first heaven’ is said to be a god, living and eternally moving in a circle.
Of course, the heavens are regarded as near-perfect gods who exercise their
influence on things lower than what they are as their objects of desire and love. Can
the inanimate worldly objects have desire and love? The truth is that the final
incorporeal God cannot initiate material and physical movement.

In conclusion, it can be said that God moves the first heaven directly. What does
it mean? It is obscure and we have already seen that unconscious teleology is only
an analogical expression. The very concept of God as thought thinking its own
thought cannot explain the universe. God as life, mind and even self-conscious
spirit remains obscure and the whole description is figurative. Hence, St. Thomas
and Duns Scotus have tried to give a more theistic interpretation of Unmoved
Mover. St. Thomas has been said to be Aristotelian and his ‘five ways of knowing
God’ has its roots in Aristotle’s proofs of God. So let us briefly mention proofs of
God's existence.

Proofs for God's Existence : Some sort of Cosmological argument has been
thus presented by Aristotle. All existing things are perishable substances. But there
are two imperishable existing things, namely time and change. Time is actually
experienced thing. If it is not eternal, then it will have either beginning or end. But
if we say that time began. It means it began at some point of time, which means
that to think of time as having a beginning means that time was already there in
‘:'-’Hi:ll ithad a beginning. In the same way if we say that time ceased to be, then
It means once again at some point of time it ceased to be. Hence there must be time
When it ceases to be, Hence, time cannot have any beginning or ending without
Presupposing time at both ends. Hence, time is eternal. Again, either time and

¢ are identical, or, change is one continuous change as heavenly bodies have.
Plato and Aristotle supposed that planets have been moving in their circular
Movement since eternity.

Therefore, to account for eternal time and change there must be an eternal self-

Moved mover, This self-moved mover not only must have the potential power to
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important later in Christian and Western philosophy.

Aristotle’s Philosophy of Nature N
Aristotle along with Plato regarded the sun and moon and stars as divine wi-

superior Intelligences. They were supposed to have been created by God and v
regarded as eternal. Being perfect they moved in the sky with perfect circu»
motion, The earth was the centre of this universe. They were also supposeu
influence the life and conduct of men. This belief of Aristotle appears to be qu
popular in his time, but quite apparently does not have any rational basis. The or
effect it had was to encourage astrology. But why did Aristotle think that =
heavenly entities moved by the Will of superior Intelligences?

The modemers find that animals, plants and men move in a way quite ditfercnt
from the lifeless, inanimate thingls of the world. The movement of inanimate thi
r:ﬁ?yh?;ﬁ]iiiﬂﬁfﬁin mator cars, acroplanes and hosts of thinz

. reas the movements of men and animals

::{m.m be guided by some ends or purpose. These movements are know!
. ; mhf“} science, every effort is made to assimilate teleological expland!

echanical one. Much of human education is supposed to b lained M
conditioning and by mathematical statistical laws which at bott iR : w.:..
In mntra_s:, the Greeks tended to assimilate mechanical mov B mﬂch?n“;w
t:x;f-lirmanun‘ For this reason Aristotle tried to explain the m ement to teleo .Lr.:_r'-.
entities by the will of superior intelligences, Na e e e

. i , : ¥ more. This explains as t0 %'
Aristotle tries to give a teleological explanation of Natural ;ﬂ?tmf:mu "

example, for Aristotle there is the form of an Oak which is at work in the +

Where there is bet
than another; therefore, there

d which have Pl




