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to discredit it, but rather because, as in the time of Philo, the
belief in revelation is held to have no greater historical valid-
ity than the myths of the Greeks, though in modern times a
greater verisimilitude is lent to this argument by the greater
knowledge we now possess of similar myths among other
peoples. Logically the argument is still, as Philo characterized
it, the refusal to disunguish berween Scripture and myth,
except that nowadays more people are apt to refuse to dis-
tinguish between them.

When they deny the belief that God is infinite in the three
senses in which He has been described as infinite it is again
not because new facts have been discovered to discredit this
belief but rather because, like Job of old, they refuse to ac-
knowledge that one cannot find out the deep things of God
and to atrain unto the purpose of the Almighty. Logically it
15 still the same old question whether God is like the world or
unlike the world, whether He is part of nature or is above
nature, leading on the one hand to the assertion that our
knowledge of nature is now greater than in the past and on
the other hand to the contention that with all our increased
knowledge of nature the facts thercof, not only in their raw
state but even in their scientific correlations, are still sus-
ceptible of the age-old interpretation of rationalized scrip-
tural theology.

The Philonic type of religious philosophy may be dzscribed
after Matthew 9:17 as a process whereby old wine is put into
new bottles. The speculation about God in modern philoso-
phy, ever since the seventeenth century, is still a process of
putting old wine into new borttles. There is only the follow-
ing difference: the wine is no longer of the old vintage of the
revelational theology of Scripture; it is of the old vinrage of
the natural or verbal theology of Greek philosophy. Some-
times, however, even the bottles are not new; it is only the
labels that are new — and one begins to wonder how many
of the latter-day philosophics of religion would not prove to
be only philosophies of labels.

2

EXTRADEICAL AND INTRADEICAL
INTERPRETATIONS OF PLATONIC
IDEAS *

The history of philosophy, especially that philosophy which
hired itself out as a handmaiden to theology, is a succession of
conflicting views and of attempts to reconcile them. Philoso-
phy, which affccts a language of its own, would describe it as
a dialectical process of thesis, antithesis, and synthesis. Theol-
ogy, which occasionally stoops to speak the language of ordi-
nary men, would describe it as a process of peacemaking
between mutually  misunderstood friendly opinions. But,
while in theology peacemakers are pronounced blessed and
are they who inherit the kingdom of dogma, in philosophy
synthesizers arc often blasted and castigated as infringers upon
the Law of Contradiction.

In my ralk tonight I shall deal with two opposite inter-
pretations of Platonic ideas and the attempts to reconcile
them, tracing their history through successive generations of
descendants of these Platonic ideas down to the philosophies
of Descartes and Spinoza. I shall try to tell the story briefly,
simply, sketchily, confining myself to highlights and to the
main plot of the story, without going into the intricacies
of the topies that come into play. My purpose in selecting
this topic for a lecture dedicated to the memory of White-
head is to illustrate to some extent the truth of his saying that
“the safest gencral characterization of the European philo-
sophical tradition is that it consists of a series of footnotes to
Plato.” !

* Delivered as the Alfred North Whitehead Lecrure at Harvard Uni-
versity, 196o0. Published in the Journal of the History of fdea_s, 22 (1961):
3-32. Parts of Sccrions | and I1, in expanded form, were delivered as the
Grace A. and Theodore de Taguna Lecture at Bryn Mawr College, 1957,
and as one of the three Walter Turner Candler Lectures at Emory Uni-
vcrsft\.', 105G

'A. N. Whitchead, Process and Reality (New York, 1929), p. 53.
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I. LOGOS

Among the things which Plato somchow left unexplained
about his theory of ideas is the question of_how these idcas
are related to God. His statements on this point create con-
ﬁfcting impressions. Sometimes he uses ];lngungc which lends
itself to the interpretation that the ideas have an existence
external to God, cither ungencrated and coeternal with God *
or produced and made by God.? They arc thus extradeical.
Sometimes, however, he uscs Llngu.lgc which lends itself to
the interpretation that the ideas are the thoughts of God.*
They are thus intradcical. Modern students of Plato, from
Karl Friedrich Hermann to our own Raphael Demos, try to
solve these as well as all other real or seeming contradictions
by a method which may be called the method of periodiza-
tion. They assume that these different views about ideas in
their relation to God were held by Plato at different periods
of his life, and so they classify his dialogues according to
certain chronological schemes and speak of carly dialogues,
middle dialogucs, and later dialogucs.

In antiquity, however, students of Plato did not know of
this convenient method of exegesis. They followed another
method, equally convenient. It may be described as the method
of selection and rejection. What the followers of this method
did was simply to select one set of statements in Plato and
accept them as representative of his true philosophy and to
reject all the other statements as of no account. And so
among the early students of Plato, there were two opposing
interpretations of his ideas in their relation to God. According
to one interpretation, the ideas have a real existence outside
of God: they are extradeical. Agcording to anather inrerpre-
Tation, which identifies Plato’s God with mind, they are

* Timaeus 28 A, 29 A, 52 B, Philebus 15 B.

* Republic X, 597 B-D.

*Early modern students of Plato who found such a view in Plaro are
listed by Zeller, Philosophic der Gricchen 10, 1, ath ed. (Lcipzig, 1921), 664
n. § (Plate and the Older Acadenry, London, 1876, 243 n. 53).
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thoughts of God: they are intradeical.” The problem concern-
ing Platonic Ideas m their relation to God is brought out
most poignantly in a statement which comes from the third
century, but may reflect carlier traditions. “Plato,” 1t says,
“asserted that there are three first principles of the universe,
God and matter and idea,” and then, referring to the pas-
sages which gave rise to the two opposite interpretations of
Plato, it goes on to say that, with respect to the idea, Plato
at onc time says that “it subsists by itself” and at another
time says that “it is in thoughts [of God].” ®

It is to be noted, however, that in the various passages re-
stating the intradeical interpretation, two modes of expression
are used. In the passage quoted, the expression used is that
the idea is in thoughts (év umj,uwn) Similarly in two other
passages, the expression used s that “the idea is an incorporeal
substance in the thoughts (év rois voruast) and fancies of
God” 7 or that “the Jdms are substances separate from matter,
subsisting in the thoughts and fancies of God, that is, of
mind.” * But in a fourth passage, the expression used is that
“the idea, in relation to God, is His act of thinking (vénows)”
and that “whether God be mind (vois) or something mental,
He has thoughts (vojuara), and these thoughts are eternal
and immurable, and, if this be so, there are ideas,” and the
author then goes on to explain that by saying that there are
ideas he means that God acts by certain rules and plans and
that the order observed in nature is not the result of mere
chance.” Similarly in a fifth passage, the expression used is that
the idea is “the thought (Swivowa) of God.” ® The difference
between these two modes of expression on the face of them
would scem to be quite striking. But still, taken in their texrual
and historical sctting, the two mean the same, the difference

® On this interpreration, sce M. Jones, “The Ideas as Thoughes of God,”
Classical Philology, 21 (1926): 317-326.

? Pscudo-Justin Mareyr, Cobortatio ad Graceos 7 (PG 6, 256A).

* Pseudo-Plutarch, De Placitis Philosophorum 1, 3, 21,

® Ibid. 1, 10, 3 (309).

® Albinus, Didaskalos (ed, P. Louis) IN, 1 and 3.

® Hippolytus, Refur. O, Haer. {ed. P. Wendland) 1, 19, 2
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