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PLATO'S SIMILE OF LIGHT.

PART I.

THE SIMILES OF THE SUN AND THE LINE.

I.
No part ot Plato's writings has been more debated than the three similes

in Books VI.-VII. of the Republic, and still there is a diversity of opinion about
their meaning. I believe that most of these difficulties arise from certain
assumptions about their purpose which need revision. The current view
applies the Cave to the Line, as Plato seems to direct, and this application,
which is itself attended by considerable difficulties, leads to an assimilation of
the two figures till (in most accounts) they seem to have much the same
content and purpose. Again, as this makes the lower line appear to be the
phenomenal world, it is thought that the simile of the sun foreshadows the
theme of the Line by hinting at a connexion between the intelligible and
the sensible which is made more explicit in the Line. Thus the group of
similes seem mainly intended to show the dependence of Becoming upon Being.
This paper will argue that such a view depends upon the misrepresentation of
the symbolism adopted by Plato, that two antithetical groups of symbols are
confused with one another, and that symbols are even identified with antitypes.
Owing to these misinterpretations (if they prove to be such) the Form of the
Good has been mistaken for a material cause; both the Line and the Cave
have been thought to reveal Plato as embarrassed by a dualism between sense
and intellect, and the purpose of the Cave in particular, since the error is
cumulative, has been completely obscured. This paper will attempt to sub-
stitute for current accounts another interpretation which will relate the three
similes closely with the political arguments of Book VI., and with the Platonic
education which is set forth in close connexion with them.1

The debt which I owe to Mr. Stocks's valuable paper on ' The Divided
Line ' (Classical Quarterly, 1911, pp. 72-88) needs special acknowledgement. I
took his view as my point of departure, and the account of the Line given
below seems to me at least to be implicit in some of his arguments. Had I
seen Dr. Henry Jackson's article in the Journal of Philology (1882, pp. 132-150)
earlier, I should have owed to him an even greater debt on an essential point.
Both papers mark the significance of the images and originals in the lower
line, and the latter (rightly, I believe) gives them a purely symbolical meaning.

1 I use Professor Burnet's text. It will be the line and the cave, from which the similes are
convenient to use capital letters to designate the named,
similes themselves, and small letters for the sun.
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But neither, I venture to think, connects them rightly with the symbolism in
the other similes; and both assume that the relating of the two worlds is,
sooner or later, Plato's object. /

II.

T H E SIMILE OF THE SUN.

XafiTrpa [lev a/rris rfKlov, Kavcov <r a (ft 779.
avOpwiros avdpwnov yevva . . . /cal ^\to?.

The central books of the Republic explain three great changes which must
be made if the ideal state is to become a reality. By far the most important of
these is the third, which requires that philosophers shall be kings and kings
philosophers. The early part of Book VI. discusses the cleft between these
classes in the existing state, and the corruption of the best natures by their sur-
roundings. The second part asks how the philosophic natures can be rescued
and trained. They must learn the greatest study, the Form of the Good,
which all men desire, though most seek it blindly without knowledge. But as
the Good lies beyond other studies, and a fortiori out of the sight of those who
actually rule the state, it cannot well be described directly to hearers who have
not travelled some way upon the long road to it. So naturally Socrates
describes it in figure. We may say that this first simile, which is simply and
purely a simile, gives the orientation of the map which is to guide his philoso-
phers. Then the later similes, which are really part of the same figure of
Light, fill in the details. The Line explains in outline the two methods by
which the explorer may arrive at the Good which is his end. Then the Cave,
which is more complex, exhibits two competing goods, and the means by which
the neophyte, if caught in time, may be turned from the false good to the
Good he really desires. We must not forget, in discussing levels of cognition
and the like, that the whole experience is conceived in terms of desire or
longing.

In interpreting these similes we fall into error, which engenders in turn
more errors, from the moment that the symbols become more than symbols,
and take on a certain reality of their own. This I believe to be the cause ot
all our perplexities and disputes. It is therefore important to determine how
Socrates arrives at his symbolism.

He proposes to describe the Form of the Good, which all men desire, by a
comparison with its offspring, the sun, which is very like it (5o6e 3). He recalls
the ' many beautifuls ' and ' beauty itself,' which is one, from Book V. (47ge).
' And we say,' he continues, ' that the former are seen (opdtrffat) but not con-
ceived (voela-Oai), while the ideas are conceived but not seen' (507b). Then
the sense of seen is strictly defined. For the analysis of sight and hearing
which follows draws from Glaucon the admission that sight differs from all
other senses in requiring a precious bond to unite it with its object. That bond
is light and its source the sun. The sole object of this argument is to extract
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a single system, that of light, from the material cosmos which will serve the
purpose of his analogy.

We may illustrate the effect of this distinction—which is vital to the inter-
pretation of the similes—by comparing the superficially similar place in the
Phaedo (79a) where Plato posits the same antithesis between many beautifuls
and beauty itself. There the purpose is to argue for the immortality of the
soul. Given the hypothesis that the two are opposed, the one class is seen, the
other unseen ; and the body belongs to the first class, the soul to the second.
Visibility is clearly taken as the typical quality of matter, the visible and
tangible,1 which is in a state of becoming and perishing, in opposition to the
invisible and eternal. But the Republic here recalls this opposition purely in
order to select a single element in matter and use it as a symbol of the unseen.
If the Phaedo makes the seen the representative of process because it is an
element in process, the Republic distinguishes visibility from all other sensible
qualities because the fact that it alone needs the valuable ' third kind,' the
light, makes it a fit type of the intelligible. Since this is so, the visible cannot,
as commentators assume, be identified with the sensible in opposition to the
intelligible which it was selected to symbolize unless Plato expressly changes
his definition.2 But where does he cancel or modify his symbolism by identi-
fying the visible pure and simple with the visible and tangible ? Not for the
purpose of the similes, I shall argue. But the commentators force him to
annul it when they attempt to conceive of a metaphysical bond between the
intelligible and its visible symbol, since the latter at once becomes at least the
whole material system. This confusion leads commentators to see in
the Republic a dualism which was far from Plato's mind in these passages.

In the simile of the Sun two considerations seem to justify the attempt to
make the analogy' really more than an analogy.'3 They are: (1) the metaphor
offspring, which is supposed to imply that the Form of the Good is somehow a
material cause with the sun as its product; (2) the assertion that the sun,
though not generation, is the cause of generation (509b 3). It is a mystery how
the sun, hanging between being and becoming, can escape being yevetrt^, a still
greater mystery how a formal cause like the Good can also be a cosmological
cause;4 and some try to avoid the difficulty by identifying it with God, the
Demiurge of the Timaeus. This is the first, though by no means the last, time
that we shall find portentous metaphysical results brought about by
materializing a metaphor. The figure of the sun and the visible dependent
upon its light is a perfect analogy for the Good and the intelligible. But it is
no more than an analogy. If transmuted into a piece of cosmology as well, it
is self-contradictory, and ruins the illustration which it was Plato's sole purpose
to make.

1 Phaedo, 79a 1, 81a 5, 83b 4 ; Rep. 525c!; much of the difficulty in interpreting these
Tim. 28b 7, 31b 4. similes. v»

2 I say definition rather than terms because 3 Caird, Evolution of Theology in the Greek
Plato's vocabulary is fluid. This has caused Philosophers, I. 162.

4 Natorp, Platos Ideenlehre, p. 192 sqq.



134 A. S. FERGUSON

The sun is not said to be the physical product of the Good.1 It is the
offspring of the Good because it is an observed cause of good, final in its sphere
as the Good is final among the forms. Why- is a thing ' like' a form ?
Because it possesses in a measure the quality that the form is absolutely.
Now the sun is the chief benefactor of men in the visible world. He is the
image of the Good because he is the provider of good things (517c 3), as Plato
constantly reminds his readers. He is the steward dispensing that precious
power, sight (508b 6) ; men owe to him growth and increase and nourishment
(509b 2) ; he brings the seasons round in their course (516b 10, Crat. 410c 5).
Here, then, is the natural basis of the figure, as the summary of the whole
analogy plainly shows (517c).

This is confirmed by the saying, so dark on any other view, that the sun,
though not yeveai<;, is the cause of yivecns, as if Plato were constructing a
genealogy in which the Good engendered the sun, and the sun caused all
process. To say that the sun causes process (that is, becoming and decay) is
much like saying, in the parallel illustration, that it causes seeing and blindness
(508). It is not true, and does not illustrate the Good, which is the cause of
good and not of evil. And, on the other hand, if we take yevecns as process,
the argument is not saved by some subtlety which places the sun in, but not
of, the phenomenal world. Adam asserts, for example, that the sun is the only
true yeveo-t,?. On the same principle of turning a plain negative into a trans-
cendental affirmative, why not say that the sun, though not sight, is the only
true sight ? Such ingenuities would not occur to Glaucon, if only because
they destroy a plain analogy.

The sun is not said to cause ykveaiv ical <f>0opdv, but yevecnv ical avfjrjv
ical rpo(f>i]v (509b). That is: it does not grow, though it causes things to
grow by its light.2 So the Good is the cause of Being, though not itself
Being. That is all the illustration means. It is an analogy in respect of the
light-giving power of the sun alone, and Plato's own words make this clear:
Tourov roivvv, rjv S' iyco, <f>dvai /xe Xiyeip rbv TOV dyadov e/cyovop, OP rayaObv
iyevvrjcrev dv dXoy o v eavrw, or nr e p avrb iv TS VOTJTO) TOTTUI Trpos re
vovv ical TO, voovf&eva, TOVTO TOVTOV ev T<p oparm Trpos re oifrip nal TO, 6pd>fieva
(5o8b-c). It is a matter of values, not of causation, and it is hardly less
ill-advised to draw a profound metaphysical significance from the metaphor
here than to seek one in the words of the dying Mirabeau about the sun:
' Si ce n'est pas la Dieu, c'est du moins son cousin germain.'

1 In this as in other points the Timaeus mis- merely gives the link of likeness between type
leads if we seek to interpret our analogy by and antitype, without cosmological implications,
means of the metaphors which Plato uses there. Though I have not space to elaborate the point.
It describes creation, and the application of the the Timaeus is the source of the misinterpreta-
metaphor of offspring is determined accordingly; tions noted above (see e.g. Caird and Natorp).
but our metaphor is simply the basis of a fertile 2 Cratylus, 409 a, is a useful commentary;
analogy by which the relation of the forms to the T/XIOS is connected with aioKelv STI iroiiclWei luv ri
Good may be grasped. The metaphor in the yiyvd/ieva tic TTJS yrjs. Cf. Clem. Alex., Eel.
Timaeus explains a causal relation; this metaphor Proph. 26, 3, and Dion, Or. III. 74.
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Plato's purpose is to illustrate the dependence of mind and its objects
upon the Good, and its transcendence over both mind and its objects.

First, a certain term or terms have a need for the sun. If the eye is to see
at all, it must have the ' third kind,' light; if it is to see well, that light must
be sunlight. Senses other than sight are self-complete in so far as they only
need the sense organ and its object for the exercise of their function.1 But
though the eye may be perfect, and the colour, its object, within range, they
need the intermediacy of light. The same point is implied in saying that
the sun is the cause of growth. In both you have an activity or object self-
complete, like seeing or colour or growth; yet they need another term to
actualize them. Plato's first point, then, reinforced by constant repetition,2 is
the need that sight and its appropriate object have for light.

Since light is a variable, it may be used to illustrate the principle of
discrimination. It will be remembered that in Book V. Plato took three main
trends of the human soul—the lover and the lover of wine at the level of desire,
the <f>ikoTi/j.o<; at the level of ambition, and the <pi\6cro<{>o<;.3 All of these are at
first said to desire their object indiscriminately (eu^epw?), but a distinction is
immediately detected in the last group, according as the object that the
philosopher desires to see is the truth or not. It is this distinction, or rather
the source of it, that Plato brings out here. The eye is naturally formed to see
in the sunlight, and has perfect vision only by day: 'AKTU 'AeXlov . . . &
narep ofifidrav, as Pindar wrote. Now imagine the sun's light mediated by a
luminary of the night; then sight grows dim, and colours fade, and men
become half-blind. So direct light is like truth, and the half-light like opinion,
though still derived from the sun. This illustrates how men, who desire the
Good, may find satisfaction in experience at a lower level, which nevertheless
depends upon it. But the whole group of relations, knowing and its object,
opinion and its object, depend on the third factor, the Good, which is not yet
a direct object of knowledge or desire. In short: Plato uses the trina ratio
videndi in order to show that the two terms need a third, and need that third
to be the sun (i.e. the Good) if the vision is to be perfect.4

1 It is surely a mistake to found upon this 3 474(3-4756. This must be interpreted in the
passage for Plato's theory of vision. Steinhart, light of the analysis of the soul in Book IV.,
followed by others, criticizes Plato for failing to where the three ways of life in the Pythagorean
see that hearing too needs a medium. But the apologue of the Olympian games are the basis
word medium is imported by himself. Since man of the three tendencies of the soul which find
does not live now in vacuo, now in the ambient their outlet in the ideal state. See Stocks, Mind,
air, the physical medium of hearing may be dis- April, 1915.
regarded as a constant. But sight differs from 4 Ch3.lcidms,CommentariusinTimaeum,CCXLV.
all other senses in depending on a variable After describing the three flames necessary to
condition, the light. This variability is the point vision, he adds: 'quorum si quid deerit, im-
of the simile. When Adam (507c) says that the pediri uisum necesse est.' Adam gives a list of
conditions peculiar to seeing—namely, light and eight terms in the parallelism between the Good
darkness—do not affect the other senses, he and the sun (Rep., vol. II. p. 69): these transla-
misses the meaning, which is that no other sense tions of nuances in the text, however, merely
has similar peculiar conditions (ISig. iir' aird obscure the fact that there is but a triple ratio,
TOVTO we<t>vK6s). in which Sight : Colour need the third term in

2 507c 19, IT po<r Set ; d l , iav /t7) TrapaytrTp-ai order to become operative.
eT; di2,
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The statement that the Good stands to Being as the sun to growth is
merely another illustration of the same point. The figure itself is no more
abstruse than such a saying as avdpm-jro<; avdpayirov yewa KCU rfkios. The whole
figure, in brief, is as simple as Milton's phrase about the ' vital sovran lamp.'

We may now state the main purpose of the simile of the Sun. It illus-
trates twice over the manner in which the Good may be conceived as
transcendent, yet as causing or maintaining the knowledge or Being or lower
goods which some believed to be ultimate. When Glaucon exclaims d/i^xavov

/cdXXos or Saifiovlas virepfio\r)<; (509a 6, ci), he recognizes that the transcendence
of the Good is the point of the analogy. With this recognition the first stage
of the simile ends.

I have perhaps laboured a point which will seem obvious to some, because
it is all-important for the interpretation of the remaining similes to see that
the visible, now and hereafter, is purely a symbol of the intelligible, and that it
is not the function of the Line to show how this visible, transmuted into the
sensible or opinable, is related to the intelligible. No, having shown to
Glaucon's satisfaction that the Good is transcendent, Socrates now prepares
to illustrate how two successive methods of studying the intelligible may lead
to knowledge of that transcendent Good, still using the convenient symbolism
of the visible. Then in the allegory of the Cave he touches the question—one
of supreme political importance—whether minds that are imprisoned in another
system and taught to seek a lower good can be turned to the theoretical life.
In this last section of the simile of Light all the symbolism of the previous
similes is reintegrated into a whole.1

III.
THE SIMILE OF THE LINE.

' For no perfect discovery can be made upon a flat or a level: neither is it
possible to discover the more remote and deeper parts of any science, if you
stand but upon the level of the same science, and ascend not to a higher
science.'—BACON.

A. The Line and the Simile of the Sun.

1. Glaucon asks that the comparison of the sun shall be continued if there
is anything left to tell (509c 5). Socrates answers that there is a great deal
left out, and then explicitly recalls the terms of the similitude. They have
been discussing ' these two,' the sun and the Good, and one rules over the
intelligible kind and region, the other over the visible—a plain reminiscence of
the analogy in 5o8b-c. ' At all events,' he adds, ' you have these two kinds,
the visible, the intelligible.' On the face of it Socrates picks up the threads
of the first simile in order to develop within the visible, still no more than
symbol, a fresh relation which will illustrate some parallel relation within the
intelligible. Symbol remains symbol, antitype antitype; the text gives no

1 I venture to give this name to the whole simile of the Sun, if that name were not already
simile, which forms a connected and consistent adopted by usage for the first of its three parts,
picture, although a better name would be the
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hint that the symbolism is now to be translated from the realm of imaginative
illustration, and transmuted into a lower and dependent ' world' of sense.
The visible dependent on the sun is now represented by the content of the
lower line, and symbolizes the upper, and I shall argue that any attempt to
expand its contents to include the sensible and the opinable ends in confusion.

Divide a line into two unequal parts, A and B ; divide the sections in the
same proportion {ae and b', a and b), so that A : B :: a : b':: a : b. Let A
represent the visible, B the intelligible. Then a represents shadows and reflec-
tions in smooth and polished surfaces and all the like, and b' contains the
originals of these images, the living creatures about us and all the vegetable
kind and all that is made by hand. These two groups are compared with one
another in respect of clearness. In the upper line a stands for sciences, using
vTro6e<rei<; and visible images of their intelligible objects as an aid, b for the
method which proceeds from virodeaeis towards a first principle. At the end
he adds four mental states corresponding to these divisions. They are eUaa-ia,
7uo-Tt?, Bidvoia, and V6T)<TK;. Of the two pages given to this analogy in
Stephanus' edition less than a fifth suffices for the lower line, and elxaaia and
mans are merely named in a proportion at the end, never to be recalled except
in the final summary. Apparently their meaning seems to Plato to be so
obvious as to need no discussion.

Such are the few and simple contents of the Line, in which commentators
are wont to find all the choir of heaven and furnijure_of_the_jearth. They think
that Plato classifies four kinds of objects and four faculties (Erkenntnissweisen)
corresponding to the objects. Though some lay stress upon the objects and
others upon the states, still all except Dr. Jackson consider the upper and
lower line to be in pari materia, differing in the degree of reality, but still all
real and representing all appearance and reality.

T& oparov or 8O£OOT6V TO vorjTov or yvuxrrov
' V a b

ftia, K.T.X. aS?y

I I

Now a classification should be exhaustive. What can it exhaust here?
Images and originals cannot constitute a ' world' of phenomena. The diffi-
culty is surmounted by taking the symbolic system of which they are part,
namely the visible, neglecting the special sense in which they are dependent
on the sun, and identifying it with the wider class, the sensibles (alaOtjTd),
and even with all opinables (So^oo-ra).2 Now it is one thing to say that the
images and originals belong to the class oparov or Bogaarov, from which the
analogy was drawn, quite another to assume that therefore all members of the
classes may be imported into the Line. It is as if Nietzsche's saying that the

1 I do not for the present attempt to define the 2 See below (B) for Plato's purpose in using
objects in a. the singular of this word.
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superman is as far beyond man as man is beyond the ape were taken as a piece
of descriptive biology, and his comparison enlarged into a classification of
mammals in general. Yet this fallacy is committed by the simple device
of saying opard, alcrOr^rd, and So^acrrd1 instead of oparov and Bogaarov, a class
containing symbolical objects bound together by light. Then some reason
must be found for all these additions, and the Line is supposed to illustrate
their dependence on the intelligible, though Plato does not say so.

Any addition whatever to the content of the lower line destroys the ratio.
Yet it is thought that Plato's oversight in mentioning only images and
originals may be rectified by importing any and every classification made by
him elsewhere.2 If works of art are called images in Book X-, they must
needs, it is thought, be images here, although the fact that they are ' made by
hand' and can cast a shadow ranks them among originals. For the test here
is simply visibility and clearness. But if the distribution of objects of opinion
according to some standard of value mentioned elsewhere loses the clear and
distinct ratio bound by light in a maze of cross-classification, so that the lower
line becomes a monstrum infonne cui lumen ademptum, the view which treats it
as the place of ala-OTjrd fares little better. The ratio of images and originals is
swamped. You cannot make a ratio into a whole ' world' of Becoming by
adding freely to each term and then adding the terms together. At the first
addition it ceases to be a ratio.3

No one would, I think, have attempted so hazardous a procedure as ex-
panding the contents of the lower line if the usual method of applying the
Cave to the Line in all its length did not seem to require it. If the cave really
symbolizes the lower line, the lower line must have a content worth symbol-
izing ; for, as Adam says, the images are of little or no metaphysical import-
ance. It is this pressure from the cave that turns the lower line into the
world of opinion; and it is the line in turn that makes the cave itself the
world of sense. But the mode in which this application is made is itself an
effect of the confusion between visible and opinables or sensibles. If it can-
be shown now that the usual interpretation of the passage directing that the '
application shall be made is mistaken, then at a stroke we can dispense with
detailed criticism of other views. For we shall have explained why both Line
and Cave have been thought to exhibit the dependence of Becoming on Being,
why the lower line was assimilated to the cave itself and the cave to the lower
line, though they have no connexion at all. We shall also have taken the
first step in proving that the dualism which Plato seems to posit or to avoid

1 Adam's whole exposition is vitiated by the the equality of the two middle sections. In the
failure to distinguish between the class to which equation J = } it does not occur to one to say
the originals and images belong, and the collec- that the denominator of the first is equal to the
tion of visibles and opinables which would, in a numerator of the second fraction, because each
complete classification, be included in the class is determined by the other term in the ratio,
(see e.g. Vol. II., p. 157). The ratios as a whole are equal. In the Line

2 See Mr. Stocks's criticism of such attempts. the equality is one of clearness ; other considera-
3 One does not say that 1 : 2 is 3. The same tions are irrelevant,

consideration removes the difficulty felt about
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with indifferent success is no metaphysical dualism, but the result of two
different confusions in the Line and in the Cave. I shall therefore at once
try to define the relation of the Line to the similes preceding and
following it.

2. We have already seen that Socrates prepares to continue the com-
parison of the Sun, and restates the terms before branching out into a new
distinction—one of clearness. This term, be it noted, is proper to a simile
of light. But it is sometimes thought that the relation image-original is here
substituted for the relation father-son, which was used of the Good and the
sun, because Plato is about to show the dependence of the visible upon the in-
telligible. But the metaphor of offspring did no more than express the bond of
likeness between the heads of the two systems, the symbols and the symbolized,
whereas we have now to deal with a distinction within the symbolic system.
The likeness was in respect of goodness, not in respect of causation; the dis-
tinction marks a difference of clearness in a system dependent on light.
So far as the first simile is concerned, we thus arrive at a symbolic group
of sun, originals, and images, bound together by light and illustrating a similar
group in the intelligible.

Next, let us look at the passage in which Plato directs the application of
the allegory to the previous account. ' Now this simile [sc. of the Cave], my
dear Glaucon, must be applied in all its parts to what we said before, the
sphere revealed to sight being likened to the prison dwelling, and the light
of the fire therein to the power of the sun. If you will set the upward
journey of the soul to the intelligible sphere, you will have my surmise; and
that is what you are anxious to have.'1 On the usual view the upward journey
of the soul is supposed to be made in the Line,2 and consequently the sphere
revealed to sight is the lower line, symbolized by the shadows and puppets in
the cave. Thus the Line seems at least to suggest and the Cave actually
to represent, a progress from sense to the intelligible, from Becoming to Being.
I shall now analyze the sentence clause by clause.

TavTrjv roivvv, r/v B' iyco, rrjv el/cova, w <plXe TXav/ccop, Trpoaair-rkov cmaaav
TOIS e/J-TTpocrdev Xeyofievois, TTJV /xev St' o-i/reo)? <paivo/j.ewr]v ehpav ry TOV Bea/jua>-

rrjpiov olKrjcrei. d<f)o/j,oiovvTa., rb Be TOV Trupo? ev airy <f>a><: rfj rod rj\Lov

Bvvd/iei.

Plato does not mention the Line; he requires that the figure should be
connected with what went before. As the mention of the sun and its power
proves, the simile of the Sun as well as the Line is involved. For the lower
line, which does not include the sun, adds to the realm of the visible dependent
on it objects bound together by light. On the face of it, this is a contrast
between two systems of light; yet the current interpretations ignore the point
on which the comparison lays most stress. The point of attachment is, in
fact, the visible region outside the cave, where the symbolism of the sun,

1 517b ; Lindsay's translation. 2 See postscript.
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originals, and images is reintegrated after being split up for detailed explana-
tion in the two preceding similes. The definition of the visible in the first
simile still holds, then:1 but here a new system, this time dependent on fire-
light, is added below to complete and round out the simile of Light, but not to
reduplicate the Line. As the translation of trpoaairreov by' apply' is associated
with the assumption that the Cave, as symbol, is applied to the Line, as antitype,
it is preferable to say that the whole figure must be attached to what was said
before, and that the point of attachment is the visible region outside the cave.
In the Frogs, when Aeschylus makes the tag XTJKVOIOV airtoXeaev ' fit in with'
the Euripidean prologues (ivapfioTreiv, v. 1202), the word for this tacking on
or rounding out is irpoaaTTTew (vv. 1216, 1231, 1234).

Why are these systems put together ? The clause TTJV yukv, K.T.X., explains
that. The visible system in the sunlight is to be compared to the cave system,
the old symbolism to the new, and in order that there may be no doubt Plato
explicitly specifies the head of each system and its light.2 It is, I urge, incon-
ceivable that the phrase ' the power of the sun ' should be a mere periphrasis
for the material sun, when the whole similitude of Light turns on a symbolism
which makes that power represent the realm of truth and reality. The visible
region, held together by sunlight, is compared and contrasted with a wretched
place, where the light is a fire and the place a prison. It is a divine ffecopia
over against a human. 'A<f>o/jioiovvTa therefore cannot mean that a set of
symbols (in the cave) are paralleled with their antitype, the supposed sensible
in the lower line. The word signifies the comparison of two antithetical sets
of symbols, which are in part materia; and we may recall that it is often used
when an inferior imitation is set beside its genuine original.

Further, on the current view it seemed inexplicable that Plato should
specify only the lower line (with which he dealt so summarily in Book VI.),
and the cave with such particularity, and remain silent about the vitally
important application of the upper • world' outside the cave to the upper line.
But now it seems that upper and lower mean different things in the Line and in
the Cave, and that he places the whole imagery of the simile in relation to
what has been said before. I add a table to illustrate the connexion.

1 The 'visible region' in this passage is the (517c) that 'Plato's guardians are not to rest
symbolical oparbs T6TTOS of the Sun (508c 2), of satisfied with the HIKWV or tK-yovos of the Good.'
the Line (5ogd 2)—yes, and of this simile too. This confuses an image meant for the enlighten-
On the page before this passage the philosopher ment of Plato's readers with the intellectual
is said to gaze at last directly at the sun, the lord training given to the guardians. It is, I submit,
of all things in the visible realm (516c 1), and impossible to take this summary as a warning
it is mentioned again in this very paragraph against the dangers of astronomy. Once for all:
(517c 2), where the link between the Good and if we may adopt Mr. Doughty's name for the fair
its symbol is recalled from 5o6e 2—the link of region where the poets of his country dwell apart
goodness. Further, in the final summary (532c-d) {Clouds, p. 9), the bparbs T6TOS is the Sunfield,
the progress of the soul is likened to the rise of where philosophers learn to look upon truth.
the clearest in the body to the sight of the highest 3 Cf. 5oad, where the same type of definition
in the bodily and visible region. This is an is used in comparing symbol and antitype,
obvious echo of our passage ; yet Adam can say
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Antitypes of the Visible. Symbols. Antitype of the Cave Life.
Visible Region.

Form of Good = Sun
"^/Objects of voO? = Sg/Originals
>j\Objects of Sidvoia= ^S^Images

The Cave.
Fire = 1 o 1 r
Puppets = I R e a l m o f

Shadows = j^atSevala (514a)

The two central columns give the two contrasted systems (the one under
the power of the sun, the other in the firelight), which are to be compared with
one another. The left of these is outside the cave, and the whole figure is
attached to what was said before, because this is identical with the imagery
of the two preceding similes. The parallelism between the two is formally
perfect. I have added in the outer columns the interpretation of the symbols,
though the equation for the cave must for the present remain a mere hint.
But, so far as the symbolism is concerned, we can now reserve the lower line
for its proper function of illustrating the analogous section in the intelligible,
and the cave, which has nothing to do with the lower line, can be approached
without any preconceptions about its purpose to trammel interpretation.

So far, Plato has related the new symbolism to the old. The last clause
of our quotation indicates how the whole figure is to be interpreted: rrjv Se
avw dvdfiacnv Kal diav T&V avco rrjv et? TOV VOTJTOV TOTTOV rrj<; yfrv)(fj<} dvoSov

ridels oi>x dfjMpr^a-rj. . . . In other words: the journey of the rescued
prisoners from their shadows to the sight of the sun symbolizes the progress
of the soul from the life of the caVe to knowledge and the Good. We know
from the first simile what the sun means ; we shall know from the analogy of
the Line what the images and originals outside the cave mean ; when we come
to the Cave all that remains to be done is to interpret the fire and puppets and
shadows. The view taken of this clause seems to be certified by the parallel
sentence in 532b-d, where the progress is described in detail. But those who
took the preceding application to refer to the lower line illegitimately assume
that the soul performs its journey in the Line, which is accordingly interpreted
as a progression.

It is not too much to say that other interpretations do not conform to the
instructions in the text. Only by doing violence to the obvious parallelism of
images and originals and lights do they make some ' general parallelism' which
even then turns the Cave into a hazy repetition of the Line. Thus Dr. Shorey,
having denied that the shadows in the Line mean anything,1 is faced with the
difficulty that the shadows in the cave (their natural analogues if the Cave is
applied to the Line) must mean everything to the prisoners.2 So the originals
are thrown in with the images to secure even the makings of a world for the
prisoners. Then the puppets have no function; so they are made, with their
bearers, a mythological machinery connecting the world of sense with the
ideas. But they do no more than connect the fire (which he ignores) with
their shadows, and they help to keep the prisoners in the cave. He does not

1 This denial is really a justifiable refusal to make them a grade of reality,
admit that the images, as such, have meta- * On the Idea of the Good in Plato's Republic,
physical import, or to add to them in order to Chicago Studies, I.
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find the objects of Sidvoia, the importance of which he denies (they are the
shadows outside the cave), and then rightly identifies the originals outside
with the forms. This account is typical of those views which treat the lower
line as the sensible.

Adam holds that the lower line is the realm of opinion. As he has
distributed grades of opinion between the two lowest sections, he is able
to make the images and originals in Line and cave correspond. But this
really means that the shadows in the cave are said to symbolize the shadows
in the Line, which stand for many other things that Plato does not mention.
His canon of interpretation leads to the most complicated interlacing of
visible and intelligible, so that any part of the Line may have its counterpart in
the cave or outside, and the third section of the line is divided into two, one
inside at the Xvais, another outside, with two sets of visibles in between.
Then the shadows outside are said to correspond to the lowest section of the
Line, which is true, but inadmissible on the editor's presuppositions.1 It
is evident that so careful a scholar has arrived at results so tangled because his
principle of interpretation is faulty. How could it be otherwise if type and
antitype, symbol and symbol, are so confused ? On the ordinary assumptions,
no parallel is established between Cave and Line.

A word must be added about Dr. Jackson's view,2 as he sees clearly that
the objects in the lower line must be purely symbolical, and that the visible is
outside the cave. But in order to make the application accord with the theory
that the dependence of sense upon the intelligible is in question, he separates
off the shadows and aieevaarrd from the reflections and the animals and plants
of the line, placing the former inside and the latter outside the cave. This
rests upon his contention that in the Line (510a) Plato mentions first shadows
(in the cave), then reflections (outside the cave). But a simple parallelism
shows that the whole content of the first section is outside the cave; compare
510a with 516a. This account ignores the origin of the images, which is the
centre of the application: the power of the sun is contrasted with the dim
firelight with its flickering light and shadow at long range.3 And it is the
nature of the light that gives value to the things seen in it. Though the
puppets are technically o-tcevaard,'1 they are but imitations of real things in
a marionette show, the material of illusion like everything in the cave, far
removed from the real things in the sunlight.

The Line cannot be made parallel to the Cave: each but distorts the
interpretation of the other. We shall see this more fully when we come to
deal with the allegory. Meanwhile the lower line can now be interpreted,
both the objects and the states, as symbolic of the intelligible. For it follows

1 See the notes on 514b, 515b, Vol. II. p. 163,
517c, and 516a.

2 / . Phil. X. pp. 139-141.
3 Plato mentions this contrast again and again.

See 516a, eg, 517 b, d6 ; 518a 2, a6, b3, 07,
520c 2, 521c 2, c6, 532c. This list may show the

vital importance of the distinction between the
darkness of the whole cave and the light out-
side.

* The meaning of ffKeva<rrd in 515c is limited
by 515a 1. Note Plato's contemptuous vavro-

a . . . vat/Tola, in 5140-53.
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at once that the analogy is simply an analogy. It does not confess or try to
obscure a dualism between two worlds. The severance is between symbols
and antitypes. Therefore it does not show the dependence of Becoming upon
Being, and there is no fourfold classification of objects or states. A pro-
gression from the bottom to the top is as little contemplated by the writer as
passing from the back of a looking-glass. It is not necessary to suppose that
each of four levels of apprehension has its special objects attached to it. This
is an allowable device of symbolism ; but it becomes artificial when taken as
a theory of actual experience. Plato does not take account of the status of
opinion here, does not exhibit the nature of error or of aTrcuSevaia, nor judge
the man in the street. That may be the function of the Cave. But here he
attempts simply to answer the problem left by the first simile. The Line
illustrates two stages of knowledge on the path to the Good. Let us try to
see what light the symbolism sheds upon that.

B. The Lower Line.

The originals and images are said to be distinguished in respect of clear-
ness. Then Socrates asks a question to which Glaucon at once assents.
This granted, he immediately passes to the upper line. The question is this :
*H ical iOeXois av avrb <j>dvai, r]v 8' eytw, SiypfjaOai akrjdeia re ical fir), w? TO
Sofjaarbv 77730? TO yvcoaTov, OVTCO TO ofioiaOev Trpb<> TO a> wnouiidr); (510a).1

Why does he substitute the pair Sogao-Tov and yvmo-Tov for opaTov and VOIJTOV ?
In Book V. he compares the object of knowledge and the object of opinion in
respect of clearness, and uses the scale of darkness and light to illustrate his
point.2 It is from that discussion, indeed, that our figure springs, as we shall
have reason to see. The two words he uses are SoPacrrov ana yvcaarov; they
are repeated no less than four times there,8 and are coupled nowhere else in
Plato but in this analogy. Must we not infer that Plato, being about to use
the ratio images-originals to illustrate a proportional difference of truth in the
upper line, first recalls the established distinction between TO Sogao-Tov and
TO yvaxTTov, made in terms of clearness, so that the illustrative ratio might be
' placed ' ? ' Originals are clearer than images. Would you then admit that
they are truer, just as the yvaarov was truer than the BoljacrTov ? Very well,
we can now proceed to the analogy I wish to make.' In other words : having
denned the ratio a' : b' by the known ratio A : B, Plato can go on to state in a
proportion how a differs from b in truth or clearness (a : b' :: a : b). This
seems to account for the dependence of the ratios of the subsections upon the
ratio of the sections, and it is some confirmation of this view that the final
proportion at the end of this simile (which might be expected to sum up the

1 aini is the lower line. But theories which ruling ratio, because it has already been fixed in
suppose that the dependence of Becoming upon Book V.
Being is in question appear to reverse the * 478c 11, and 14, aa.<j>rjvdi}) (doxn̂ efj ; 479c 8,
proportion, thus: ' as images are to originals, GKOTwStarepa) (<pav6repa.
so is SoiaoT&v to yvwarbv.' But the latter is the 3 478a 10, b2, b3, 479,d 7.
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matter) is simply the four states. As the ruling ratio has served its purpose, it
disappears till the summary of the whole simile in 534a. It may be remem-
bered that Plato began the previous simile too by ' placing ' his imagery: the
sun, he said, was the child of the Good, and this had no metaphysical
implications.

Next, we must ask more accurately what the illustration means. A thing
is clear (a-a^^) if it presents itself directly as what it is, if it needs no proof
or guarantee beyond itself.1 'Apal a-a^ets are curses that are fulfilled, fi£vTi<;
aatp-^i is a soothsayer whose words come true, <j>£\o<; aa<f>ri<; is a tried friend,
ftd<ravo<; <ra<f>-r]<; a decisive test. So a thing is perfectly clear when the fact or
the deed confirms the word, though that too may be unambiguous. I recall
this plain sense of cracpijs because many assume that the images and elica<rt,a,
being less clear, are not clear or even confused.2 But they have descended
prematurely into the cave. If Plato had desired to convey the meaning which
they impute to him, it was within the resources of his language to do so. But
the shadows and reflections are cast by an Attic sun, and the surfaces he
mentions are mirror-like, ' close-grained, smooth and bright.1 Contrast this
with the flickering shadows of the cave or with the blurred image in troubled
water that Aristotle took for the symbol of a dream.3

Again, what is a-acpi? is TTHJTOV, though the identical meaning is reached
from different points of view. A <£i\o? TTIO-TOS means the same as a <f>l\o$
ffa<f>^<;, a n d Sophocles can wr i te vicrTa or i/Mpavfj reK/Aijpca and cra<j)rj <Tt)fiela of

the sure proofs (eVa/jyw?, &<nrep elaopat; ifie) that Orestes is alive.4 Ilitm? is
/ioj/t/xo? (5O5e), ySeySato? {Tim., 37b), and the best commentary on its fitness to
illustrate the finality of eTna-ry^T) is that place in the Cratylus (437b), where
Socrates connects TTKTTOV and hnarrniif etymologically with lardv and tartj/u.
The thread of connexion is stability, and this sense is necessary for our
analogy. If we bear in mind the close connexion of <ra<p^<i and TTJO-TO?, we
shall not be tempted to import irrelevant philosophical associations, or to
confuse the subjective senses of Trio-™? with its objective meaning. To inarbv
Kal trace's is what is verifiable. Maarevei Be Kal rep-$n<s ev o/jpaai Oeadai J
•nianv. ' Seeing is believing,' says the plain man; but does not give this
maxim some strained metaphysical sense.

IKo-Tt?, then, is the seeing directly of objects which have hitherto been
seen only indirectly in images. When we turn to eUaala, we might not
appear to have the same guidance from common speech, as it is chosen for its
connexion with elxopes. But if we set aside the misleading assumption that

1 See Wilamowitz-Moellendorff, Herakles, v. 55. 3 Parua Naturalia, 461a 15, 464b 9; and com-
T6 aa<t>4s is T6 pfftator or T6 TTUTT&V (see below on pare Keats's figure: ' mingles . . . with a billowy
wlvTis); but in the hands of the Neo-Platonists main | A sun, a shadow of a magnitude.1 Plato's
this becomes : ? x " °^v T*> a-Ptfl<uov ij roia&n) figure is the more ordinary one, so common in
trlffnt, an exact inversion of Plato's sense (lam- poets, of a mirror-like surface. Contrast with
blichus, DcComm. Math. Sc. VIII.). X«a xal (pavd (510a) Plutarch 's d/ivdpal ifi<j>d<Tcis

2 In 5oo.d 9 (Kuprjvelq. Kal aaaipeiq. is a case of rrjs &\v)6elas {De Iside, c. 9).
polar expression. MUa<rla and its images must * Electra, 774, 1109, 885.
be clear as di&voia is clear.
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the state of the prisoners is el/cacrla—Plato, of course, never calls it by that
name—and consider usage, it is not hard to see what he means. When the
besieged Plataeans were unable to measure the blockading wall directly, they
calculated its height (el/cdo-avres)1 from the width of a brick, and built ladders
accordingly. When they used the ladders, reasonable confidence became
certainty; for it now rested on TO TTKTTOV or TO o-acf>is. The translation
conjecture is unfortunate, because it suggests unfounded surmise. TLUao-la is
inference from appearances. In this context it is reading originals through
their images. The plain man does not say that he sees an image in the
mirror; he says that he sees himself.2 So elxaa-Ca may be defined, not as
a state which contemplates images, but as the illustrative state which studies
originals through their natural images.3

Plato's own use of the figure of natural images elsewhere confirms this
account. One looks at a thing by means of its reflection if through some
dvayKT)4 one cannot see it direct (Phaedo, ggd 5). Now the prisoner released
from the cave first looks at the shadows and reflections because he cannot yet

• bear to look at the originals—-Eri aSwafiia pkeireiv (532b). But this eUaava
is only a second best; he does not know in the true sense till he has passed to
the originals themselves. ' It is,' writes Plato in 402b 5, ' not enough to look
at the reflections of letters in water or in mirrors, we do not really know
the letters till we see them directly.' Then the original confirms the image,
which has now ' come true.' The allegory of the Cave, then, does help in
understanding the Line; but it is outside that we must look for eUacria and
7rioTt9, when the prisoner looks at the same images and originals as in the
lower line.5

1 Thucydides, III. 20. Cf, ex TUP CIKSTOJV expert's business, to hunt down that name proper
Kpiveiv, and note the series elxis, elx&fa, ekcuria. to each thing which nature has provided, just as
elic&fa in or &ir6 TLVOS means ' I infer from evi. it is the part of the keen-sighted to discern
dence.' If we neglect the reference to the future, accurately the reflections proper to each thing '
we may compare the saying, pt&vns 8' dpurros (Ammonius, On Aristotle's De Interpretation, 34,
Sorts eiiaifct KO.\US. with Plutarch's comment: 24, Busse). I owe the reference to a remark in
/i&Wov b" 6 piv 'elK&fav na\ws' . . . ixvoarieoirovvTi my friend Mr. W. D. Woodhead's unpublished
nal oripeiorrt dii. rSiv ei\6yai> T6 fitWov S/wtfa paper on 'Greek Etymology.' Cf. Proclus, In
ten (De Pyth. Orac. 10) ; when his inference is Cratylum XVII. : "OTI rb <j>iaet rerpaxws . . .
confirmed he becomes a fuivm tro îjs or vurrbs. fj us al amal xal al £fi<f>dtreis iv rots Kar&irrpon. F o r

2 Alcibiades I. i32d ; cf. Phaedrus, 250b. a modern example of the indirect seeing of an
3 See also Mr. Stocks's account, though I object under a limitation, see Mr. Warde Fowler's

cannot follow his view of fUaala or agree that charming book on Aeneas at the Site of Rome
the two states are real levels of apprehension. (ed. 1): ' Twice it has happened to me to find

4 That Sidrota is under some irdyxTj is clear tree shadows reflected with such marvellous
from 510b 5, 511a 4, C7. clearness that I was able to examine with my

6 Perhaps the best example of the scope of the glass the shadow of a bird which was actually in
metaphor of natural images come from Cratylus. the top of a tall tree.' This is ekcurla. Re-
According to him names as naturally correspond membering the distinction made by the schools
to things as sensations to the objects of sense. between 'aenigmatical or specular vision' and
1 For names are like the natural and not the ' immediate or direct vision,' we might render
artificial images of visible things, such as shadows Plato's play on eUaala by ' speculation,' and say
and the reflections found in water or in mirrors; that SiAvoia is 'specular,' vovs 'direct.' For a
and those men name in the true sense who say reminiscence of the Platonic and Pauline figures
such a word, while those who do not, pronounce see Clem. Alex., Strom. I. xix. 94, 1.
no word, but utter a mere sound : and this is the
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The two states are purely illustrative, like the objects with which they are
correlated. They are not stages of apprehension, prior to Bidpoia and vow,
but degrees of clearness or assurance, symbolizing Sidvoia and vov<s. Except as
symbols, they have no metaphysical significance. The one is 'speculation,'
propaedeutic; the other confirmation or fulfilment. We may contrast them
with the cave, where the captives never suspect that their shadows have
originals, nor recognize the originals when they see them.1

C. The Upper Line.

i . It might be supposed that even though the lower line is found to
be purely symbolical, the change need not affect accounts of the upper line,
beyond affording a fresh illustration of its meaning. But this is not so. As
the lower line appeared to be a classification and to have two different kinds of
objects, it is supposed that intelligible objects must be completely classified in
the upper, and by some that the two grades of objects must, like the lower,
differ in kind. Also, there is difficulty about the relation of the intelligible to
the supposed sensibles or opinables—and here the dualism imputed to Plato
makes its appearance. But as the sun (the analogon of the Good) is not
in the lower line, any interpretation that apparently succeeds in compressing
the whole realm of the intelligible into the Line may be suspected of forcing
the sense.

It will be argued that the simile does no more than give the general
formula of the propaedeutic and the dialectic, two methods2 by which the soul
seeks the Good. The means of salvation are only outlined here, and the
avxvov epyov (511c) of describing both disciplines in detail is left for Book VII.,
where Socrates also shows in figure the rescued prisoner contemplating the
Good.

We may put aside for the moment, so far as we are able, those difficulties
with which the upper line is beset, to follow Plato's order of exposition. Our
perplexities are not Glaucon's, if we may judge from the points upon which
the text insists.

Plato simply asks how the section of the vorjrov is made (510b 2), and the
answer (b4-g), quoted below, contains all that is necessary to discriminate the
two parts. The two following paragraphs explain separately at greater length
the two marks of mathematical discipline in the order of their importance;

* If the Line is assimilated to the Cave, one is 2 For the insistence on method compare Jtyrew
obliged to take refuge in the assumption of a (510b 5), iropevofUvv (b6), II£6O5OV (b8, C5), f ^ i " *
good and a bad eUcurla, of a true and a false (311a 4), lovcav, ttfialvtiv (as, 6), etc. The
irlirTts, or else merge both states together in the primitive meaning of way (086s) is very near the
cave, where all cats are grey in the dark. But surface in Plato's whole discussion. Cf. Diels,
this is a tacit admission that the words must be Parmenides, p. 47: ' Wenn Plato sagt ^ SiaXeKrunj
given two meanings or no specific meaning if iU$otos nbvi) Tatfrjj vopeierai (Rtp. VII. 533c), so
they apply to both cave and lower line. And findet eine eigentliche Personification statt, indent
has irlcms, true or false, any meaning at all if die gleichsam zu dvdpwros luBoSeiur wird.' In
applied to the utter incredulity of the prisoner the Cave we shall find even clearer indications
when faced round to the puppets ? that Plato has in mind the figure of a way.
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next he restates the two characteristics together (511a); a single paragraph
then suffices to define the method of dialectic. Glaucon shows that he fully
understands the distinction that Socrates draws, and the book ends with the
proportion of the four states. If we are to judge by the space given to each
point, the ' placing' of mathematics is the main concern of this discussion,
and Glaucon realizes that this is so (d2-5, cf. 533d-e).

The first formulation of the distinction between the methods is : *Ht TO
fikv avrov TOIS TOTS /u/vrjffeiaiv a>? el/cocriv xpafievi] ^jrvxv tyyrsiv avayicd£eTCU e£
inrodeaeatv, OVK iir' dprfflv iropevofiivq aW iirl reXevrrjv, TO 8' av erepov—TO eV
apxhv avviroOerov—ef V7rodea-eoa<i lovaa KM avev r&v trepl irceivo el/covcov, ai/rots
eiSea-i 6V avrmv rijv fiWohov rroiovnevq (b4-a,). Though this distinction is ampli-
fied and clarified afterwards, nothing essential is added; we must suppose it to
be important and to contain all that is important because Plato reiterates it no
less than five times. If he had intended the distinction to turn upon a
difference of objects, he would surely not leave it in ambiguity.

Each method is defined by two marks. But the use or disuse of visible
aids in the procedure of the two methods is dependent on the other mark—the
attitude they preserve to their starting-points ; if the former originals, now
used as images, are mentioned first here, it is to link the explanation with the
lower line. The essential difference between the methods is that the first,
using vTTo0eereK as starting-points, is constrained to reason from to a conclusion
consistent with them, and the second, also using vvo0ea-ei<s, proceeds upwards
to an unconditioned starting-point.

It might be thought that the two marks of the first method, especially the
use of visible images, and Glaucon's answer (511b 1), would show that Plato
intends to define the propaedeutic. But here, I think, the assumption that
the Line must show a complete classification of ovra has caused some to think
that the fourth section must show the forms all finally ranged under the
supreme principle.1 So vov? is made^ a purely ideal stage, not within human
reach, and Bidvoia becomes the operant faculty of the dialectical process. But
it is clear from Plato's own words, as well as his definitions, that where there
is Sidvoia, there is no dialectic, and where there is dialectic, there is no Bidvoia
(511b 4). Otherwise the structure of the Line breaks down. The distinction
turns, not on things organized, but on the mode of organizing.

Thejnark of the mathematician's systems is not merely that they are
incomplete—the dialectician's systems are incomplete too till they are con-
nected with the Good—but they are closed. For him the virodeaei<i are im-

all difficulty disappears if we abandon the un-
justified assumption that the Line shows a con-

1 Nettleship,£«<«»'«,p.254. See also Professor
Cook Wilson's valuable article in Class. Rev.
1904, pp. 258-9. The latter suggests that Plato
forgot the ethical forms, and instances the Cave
to prove that ethical notions have the same kind
of gradations in respect of truth and reality as
scientific notions. All one can answer is that
the structure of the Line exactly anticipates the
division of the intellectual education, and that

tinuous classification in progress. As for the
Cave, that argument implies that it can be
paralleled with the Line in all its extent, and
that the several states in it contemplate all
notions and forms at successive levels of truth
and reality. But I hope to show that the second
supposition is untenable too.
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movable,1 not stepping-stones to the final apxn 5 and he purchases consistency
at the price of being confined within his system. That is why Plato can later
call his pursuit $o|fa (534c).2 The mathematician proceeds downward from
what seems to be perfectly clear and intelligible; the dialectician presses up
to the single principle and treats nothing short of that as immovable. In
short: the difference lies in the movement of thought down from a fixed apxv
and consistently with it, or towards the supreme apxn-

Closely connected with the v-noOiaeis of mathematics are the 'visible
images,3 and this seals the inseparable connexion of the mathematical dis-
ciplines with the third section. As this is the sole hint of a direct connexion
between the middle sections, it is important to determine exactly what it
means. We may use Plato's account of the origin of api0fii)Ttier) in Book VII.
to illustrate a vital distinction. There he shows how the science arises from
the contradictions of sense, and contrasts the mathematician's units with the
sensible units of the plain man. But now consider the method of a systematic
science in possession of its inroOio-ei?. Its objects are intelligible, and the
scientist consciously uses visible symbols of those objects for the purposes of
his inquiry. Thus, when Theaetetus desired to find a general expression for
numbers with an irrational square root, be began by dividing numbers into
'square' and 'oblong.'4 He brings a complicated problem before his eyes
by arranging units in patterns of dots, and the diagrammatic notation enables
him to arrive at a general formula for ' oblong' numbers.5 But clearly the
diagram is simply an aid.6 The problem does not spring from i t ; it has no
meaning except as a convenient device for bringing before the eye objects
which are conceived, not seen. Now the Line does not touch on the origin of
the sciences. It simply states what the mathematician does. His viro6io-et,<s
are not represented as arising out of the contradictions of sense (scil. the lower
line); but, having his virodeaei*;, he goes to the objects of sight to make
convenient symbols which will represent spatially his object. In other words,
we must not confuse the metaphor of images and originals which Plato
addresses to his readers with the action of the mathematician (whose activity
is illustrated by him), in taking a visible symbol for the purposes of his science.
There is no room here for the assumption that the soul is shown to risefrom
the contemplation of sensible particulars to the intelligible. The use that
Plato makes of this mark of mathematical method confirms our belief that the
lower line is used for symbolical purposes only.7

In 511a' Socrates resumes the two marks of the mathematical disciplines,

1 533C, iKirfrrovs. This is opposed to the Mathematicis, p. 32 (Hiller). Plato has been
procedure of dialectic—TAS biroBiaus dvcupovira criticized for confusion in his treatment of this
(533C)- It is useful to recall the contrast between section, but the criticism rests on a confusion
aKlvqra cAjut/ta (Thuc. I. 11) and vijiov ivaipeiv. between \oyianx-fi and d/uffyujTiicij.
Cf. Laws, 846c. 8 5 iod , ir fXHrxp&vTai, 511c, Trpoaxp&iievot.

2 See Part II., end. ' The 'visible images,' which the mathema-
3 510b 4, ds, 511a. * Tkeaet. 147c tician ' moulds and draws,' are of course among
8 See e.g. Theon of Smyrna, Comnt. de Rebus the CKevaarbv 76-05 in V.
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and lays special stress upon the limitation or necessity under which the soul
labours in using them. This is prior to describing a higher method which
escapes from the necessity. Glaucon's answer that he fully understands
Socrates to mean processes of geometry and kindred sciences justifies us in
concluding that an analysis of mathematical method is alone in question here.
All is ready now to pass to the fourth section. But before we touch on that,
some notice must be taken of the phrase which is used to describe the second
limitation. I t is th is : el/coai Be %pco//.ipi)v [sc. rrp) "tyvytp>\ avToZi roi<; virb T&V
icara atreiicaodeZaiv ical iiceivois irpbs i/ceiva &>? ivapyean SeSofjacrfievois re ical
Terifirifievois (511a 6). This is a puzzling clause because it gathers up the
objects of the lower line (it can mean nothing else) and makes a comparison
between them. But if the sole purpose of the Line is to elucidate the relations
of two methods, we should expect the illustrative ratio to be recalled at the
moment that the last term in the proportion is about to be given; for a long
exposition separates the original symbolism from its impending application.
This is surely why the word ivapyio-i is used, and why Glaucon, when the last
section has been explained, at once says that a distinction of clearness between
the two upper sections is made. For Socrates has only made this distinction
in the parallel illustrative ratio, and here recalls it. On this view it is easy to
see why Plato uses two perfect participles to express a relation of values
already agreed upon as the basis of the analogy. The clause from /cat onward,
then, calls to mind the first two terms of the proportion before the proportion
is completed.

It is unnecessary to analyze the description of the dialectic. The hunter,
the mathematician, must hand over his bag to that cook, the dialectician,1 if
any account is to be given of the vTroOeo-ei? which have hitherto been taken as
immovable. The second method has an open road to the Good, because it is
not enclosed within its starting-points.

Glaucon's answer shows that he has grasped, not the meaning of the
upper line as distinguished from the lower, but the purpose of the whole Line:
Mavddvto . . . on fievroi fiovXei BiopC^eiv aa<f>ea-Tepov elvai rb virb T?)? TOV
SiaKeyeo-ffai eirtcrTjf/iij? rod ovros re ical vorjr ov Oempovfievov $ TO virb T&V
Texv&v KctXov/ievwv. . . . After repeating the two marks of distinction, he
catches up the word Bidvoia from 511a 1, and adds that Socrates wishes to
mark the inferiority of this state to vov<i, as something between 86ga and vov<i.
The account of two activities of the soul naturally suggests convenient names
for them. This gives Socrates a final opportunity of stating the proportion he
wishes, to establish, this time in terms of states. They are volets : Sidvoia ::
irla-Ti'}: el/cao-la. If the purpose of the Line were to show the dependence of
Becoming upon Being, one would expect it to be stated here, as there is no
mention of it before. But the four states merely give the illustrative analogy
for the last time before the Cave.

When the second member of an analogy is to the first as the fourth
1 Euthydemus, 290c.
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is to the third, says Aristotle,1 the fourth may stand for the second or the
second for the fourth. How can the fourth section of the line be called wwTt?,
and the third eiKaaia ? Seeing originals only through their images imposes
limitations. Their outline, or at most their colour, is known, and one can-
not give an account of them till their originals have been seen. So Bidvoia,
under its avdyicT), is content to remain within the limits of its v-noOeaeis, though
its knowledge, so far as it goes, is systematic and true. That is image-gazing.
When the eye passes to the originals, they are not new objects. The picture
made from the images need not be cast aside, but it has suffered a sea-change.
It is corrected, amplified, and set in a truer context. The images are no longer
needed—they are ' destroyed' because their originals tell so much more and
tell it more clearly. So dialectic strives to synthesize the VOIJTOV under a single
principle, content with nothing less than the forms in their true connexion.
It ' makes sure.' That is vicm?, assurance. Such is the way in which the
power of sight 'imitates52 the prooemium and the nomos of the intellectual
education.

2. I have followed Plato's own order of exposition, because it seemed
to place our modern perplexities in perspective. As to the chief of them, the
nature of the objects in the third section, the little that need be said here
is mainly negative. The mathematical intermediates cannot be ruled out by
reading all forms short of the final synthesis into the third section, and on the
other hand to demand a different kind of object in each section is a fallacy
derived from the misinterpretation of the illustrative objects in the lower line.
While the analogy of itself is consistent with either view, it suggests, if any-
thing, that just as elxaaia is looking at the originals under a limitation, so
Bidvoia may study the forms within its special limitations. But little weight
can be attached to that. If the distinction of objects were of fundamental
importance, one would expect that Plato, who has hitherto in the dialogue
assigned only forms to the VOTJTOV, and actually reiterates no less than five
times the two marks of distinction between the sections, would state as ex-
plicitly that the objects of hidvoia are distinguished from the forms by their
plurality.3 The language gives no decisive clue. It is a desperate resort of
Adam's to detect in rov rerpaycovov CLVTOV (5iod) a generic plural, and thereby
to force from the text some implied recognition of the plurality of the inter-
mediates. The only legitimate interpretation is that Plato here distinguishes
between the diagram that the geometrician draws and the object itself
that he reasons about. He looks at one thing and thinks about the other.
Plurality does not enter into the question. Again—and this is a more serious
point—in interpreting the phrase which says that hidvota is intermediate
between Soga and vow, we must remember that the word fieragv has a history

1 Poetics, 1457b 16. Compare the excellent s This consideration seems to weigh against
example in Gorgias, 465b; and see Olympiodorus, the attempt to extract from Plato's language
Prolegomena XXVII. for Plato's use of the method here or in Book VII. an implied admission that
of &va\oyia.\ the objects of mathematics are ' many.'



PLATO'S SIMILE OF LIGHT 151

in the dialogue, which should give us pause before we suppose either that
Soga must mean the lower line, or that the objects of Bidvoia, as objects, are
intermediate in the technical sense defined by Aristotle. We have seen that
our simile springs from the discussion at the end of Book V. Now in that
place Plato inserts S6!-a and its object between ignorance and knowledge:
Soija is clearer than the former, less clear than the latter. So it is called
intermediate like its object (477a, 478d, 47gd). Our analogy continues the
metaphor of clearness, and inserts another group of intermediates between

which has already been placed, and knowledge proper. The word
gv arises naturally from the mode in which the analysis is conducted

in the two books. If it is said that the intermediacy of the objects of Soga
argues a similar intermediacy in the objects of mathematics, I agree, but am
forced to give weight to the fact that Plato makes that turn on their depend-
ence upon immovable vtro6eaei<s, and not on their plurality. On the whole,
though with some misgivings, I doubt whether Plato at this stage explicitly
recognized that there were VOTJTO, other than the forms. If we accept Professor
Burnet's suggestion that the intellectual education is the programme of the
Academy, then is it not more likely that the distinction, unstressed as it is in
the text, was developed within its walls ? The other conceivable theory, that
it was already known from oral discussion and is assumed here, is rendered less
probable by Plato's evident care in making a distinction all-important for the
two parts of his education.

We are on surer ground in asserting that the objects of mathematics are
VOT)T&. N017T0J' is formed from voelv, and the whole similitude begins with the
distinction in 507b : ra? ISeas voeiaOat, fiev, 6pa<r0ai 8' ov. The division of the
Line is based upon that; the whole upper line is VOTJTOV ; and in 511a 3 the
third section is called vorjrov without qualification (cf. 511c 6). Surely this
is the natural way to take Glaucon's assertion about the objects of budvoia—
Kalroi VOTJT&V ovrav fieTii, apxvt (5 1 1 2). Socrates has just said that the
dialectician does not make the viro6eaet<; dpxai (b^), but vTro0eaei<} in the true
sense. He means that the mathematician does treat them as dp^ai; and
Glaucon recalls the distinction to show that he understands the mathematician
to deal with noetic systems which have their dpxai, though they are imperfect
because they cannot be connected with the final dpxn- It is the last affirma-
tion of the main distinction between two sets of vorjrd, not a denial that the
lower set are vorjrd.1

3. To sum up: it its unnecessary to repeat from a former section (end of A)
what the Line is not. But I suggest that no account should be accepted
which fails to pass the following tests. Does it add to the content of the
sections specified by Plato, and does its probability depend upon the ad-
ditions ? Does it really divide the quadripartite Line into three parts, either

1 Tbe contention that the third section is not vorfrd in the proper sense; but we have seen that
voip-bv really seems to rest upon the idea that the last section cannot be so limited,
forms in their relation to the Good alone are
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openly or by imposing upon it objects which appear to give each section a
content? Does it try, and fail, to apply the Line without additions to the
Cave, and does the real reason for its failure to pass the other tests lie in
the attempt to assimilate the one to the other ?

So far, an attempt has been made to place the Line in its relation to the
parts of the simile of Light which precede and follow it. It has been treated
as a pure analogy, which shows the relation of the two parts of the intellectual
education to one another. But the gravest question still remains. The whole
simile was undertaken to illustrate how far it was possible to awaken men
from their dreams. The rare philosopher may learn his strain, but will it pierce
their ears ?

Haste now, philosopher, and set him free,
Charm the deaf serpent wisely.

Whether the final task is vain, or whether perhaps some may be rescued and
the community saved, an allegory must declare; for the answer depends on
character.

A. S. FERGUSON.
QUEEN'S UNIVERSITY,

KINGSTON, CANADA.

{To be concluded.)

POSTSCRIPT.—The accidental omission of a note on p. 142 prevented me
from recalling in the proper place that Mr. Stocks' argument is a polemic
against interpreting the Line as a progression, and that Dr. Shorey's interesting
discussion lays all the stress on method. But if the Cave is applied to the
Line, can one avoid assimilating their content and purpose? Those who
apply the Cave to the whole Line must show why f\ TOV rfkiov 8vva/*,i<;,
which is in exact antithesis to TO TOV wvpb<s <f> & ? and has the very ring of the
symbolism of light, is not identical with the power exercised outside the cave,
and how their literal interpretation of the fire as the material sun can stand.
On their view the sun plays too many parts.—A. S. F.


