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Platonism at Work: Religion, Science, and the Hope of Rationalism (SMW, ch. 12)
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1. "Footnotes to Plato". The description of Whitehead as a Platonist may be illustra​ted by his famous claim that "the safest general characteriza​tion of the European philosophical tradition is that it consists of a series of footnotes to Plato" (PR 39). This, however, isn't just the confession of a Platonist. The statement quoted may be taken as merely describing Plato's influence in the history of philosophy, irrespectively of his merits.
 That's why Whitehead explicitly adds that "the train of thought in these lectures [i.e., in PR] is Platonic"; the "philosophy of organism" is claimed "to render Plato's general point of view with the least changes made necessary by the intervening two thousand years of human experience in social organisation, in aesthetic attain​ment, in science, and in religion" (ibid.).


In PR, Whitehead isn't very explicit about "Plato's general point of view" to which he refers. Christoph Kann convincingly suggests that a passage in AI (9.4 and 9.8) may be inserted.
  Here "Plato's later thought" (AI 147) is described as divining "the seven main factors" which are "interwoven in fact" and in terms of which a conception of "complete ... fact" is formed (AI 158).
 The factors are: ideas, physical elements, psyche, eros, harmony, mathematical relations, the receptacle (hypodochê). Whitehead claims that, on the one hand, "all philosophical systems are endeavours to express the interweaving of these components" (ibid.). On the other hand, "our modern notions" must not be identified with them but, rather, ought "to express analogous elements in the composition of nature" (AI 159). In sum, this may be taken as a more sophisticated re-statement of the claim in PR that subsequent philosophy is "footnotes to Plato."


No similar claim is to be found in SMW.
 Pythagoras, rather than Plato, is claimed to have "found[ed] European philosophy and European mathematics" (37); Plato merely transmitted his doctrines in a "refined, revised form" (28).
 Earlier in SMW, Aristotle rather than Plato is claimed to be the single ex​cept​ion from the lack of a "complete scientific mentality" which is characteristic of the "school of thought" derived from the "Ionian philosophers" (7). This is not to deny, in SMW, that Plato's mathematical approach to science, as derived from Pythagoras, is "nearer to modern physical science" than Aristotle's logic of classification (which was suggested by medicine and chiefly applied to bio​logy ‑ p. 28). Apart from this, however, no particular significance is explicitly attributed to Plato.


Obviously, the high esteem for Plato's contribution to metaphysics, as expressed in PR and AI, did not suggest itself to Whitehead earlier than after he became acquainted with A.E. Taylor's Plato. The Man and his Work, which was published in 1926. Here Whitehead could also find a kind of prototype of the statement on "footnotes", quoted above. I mean Taylor's remark that Whitehead's account in PNK and CN of objects, of ingression, etc. "corresponds almost verbally" to the respective doctrines in Plato's Timaeus.
 That is to say, Whitehead was claimed by Taylor to have done quite the same thing as philosophy, according to his own claims in PR and AI, ought to endeavour. Whitehead seems to have agreed with Taylor's claim, and to have derived from it his own mature conception of philosophy.


The kind of Platonism which I'll propose to attribute to Whitehead, in SMW and particularly in the chapter on "Religion and Science", is less conspicious than the Taylor-Timaeus type of Platonism described.
 It goes without explicitly referring to Plato. In particular, it cannot be described as the adoption, or revision, of a conceptual framework which metaphysics inherits from Plato. Rather, it reveals itself in resemblances ‑ of approaches rather than doctrines ‑ which may even have occurred unintendedly.

2. "Religion and Science". The chapter on "Religion and Science" wasn't included in the Lowell Lectures of February 1925. Rather, it formed an "occasional lecture" which was delivered at Harvard on April 5 and, next to its inclusion into SMW, was also published separatly.
 The preceeding chapters, on "Abstraction" and "God", were probably composed even later than this.
 According to Ford, the epochal theory of time, as presented in the chapter on "Abstraction", did not come into White​head's mind before the beginning of April 1925.
 Ford also claims that the theistic outlook which underlies the chapter on "God" suggested itself to Whitehead only as implied by the epochal theory of time.
 It must not be presupposed in "Religion and Science", with the exception of the last paragraph which was added for the inclusion into SMW.
 God, in "Religion and Science", isn't yet the "Principle of Concretion" (174), and of "limitation" (178), with which he is equated in the chapter on "God".


Whitehead's topic, in "Religion and Science", is "the type of connection which exists between the two spheres", with conclusions to be drawn "respecting the existing situation which at present confronts the world" (181). Both religion and science are "permanent elements of human nature" (182) and, apart from sensation, are "the two strongest general forces ... which influence men" (181). Each of them gives rise to certain "teachings" (181), with "beliefs of religion" and "results of science" (181) corresponding to "our religious intuitions" and to "our impulse to accurate observation and logical deduction" (182), respectively. The "conflict between religion and science" (182) which Whitehead traces back to early Christianity (and could have traced back to Periclean Athens) is described by him as a conflict between the "teachings" of each. It culmunates in the current debate about "the doctrine of evolution" (182) which, obviously, provides the background for Whitehead's address.


This conflict, on the one hand, is described by Whitehead as an obvious fact which in his argument may be taken for granted. On the other hand, Whitehead emphasizes that "both religion and science have always been in a state of con​ti​nuous development" (182), with the development in either sphere "arising from an aspect of conflict between its own proper ideas" (183).
 His point is that the conflicts (i) between religion and science, (ii) within theology, and (iii) within science are of the same type. In the sequel, he will argue that the way in which intern​al conflicts are removed in theology and, particularly, in science provides a pattern of development which also illustrates the way in which the external conflict between the two may be removed.


In the context of my last quotation, Whitehead tacitly substitutes "theology" for "religion".
 As I take it, this is not meant to equate "religion" with "theology". Rather, we should keep in mind that Whitehead's discussion, in the introductory paragraphs of his address, refers to the "teachings" which are involved in religion and science. In particular, "religion" here is only referred to with a view to its "teachings" and, therefore, needs not to be distinguished from "theology". The question as to "what we mean by religion" (190) ‑ that is, how to describe it as the "general force" in "human nature" (182) which, among other things, gives rise to "theology" (183) ‑ still awaits to be asked, and to be answered, in Whitehead's address.


Both theology and science are "regions of thought" (183) where "pro​posi​tions" (183) ‑ i.e. "verbal statements" in the language of PR ‑ play their role. Propositions, on the one hand, involve a logic of excluded middle and non-contradiction (183) and, thus, may give rise to a "clash" (184) between the teachings of religion and science. On the other hand, propositions may express "important truths" (183). Yet, the truths expressed are not directly concerned when propositions contradict each other and a "clash of doctrines" (186) oc​curs. Rather, when a proposition is stated, it usually "is subject to limitations and qualifications which at present remain undiscovered" (183); it "pre​sup​pose[s] a general standpoint of conceptions which may have to be modified" (ibid.). In the absence of contradictions, the diverse standpoints which are tacitly presupposed within diverse regions of thought may be unchallenged. If a clash of doctrines occurs, then the way in which truth is expressed within a given conceptual framework turns out to be inadequate. In order to provide a more adequate expression, a novel standpoint with a modified conceptual framework may be required.

3. The methodology proposed in "Religion and Science". Whitehead's discussion, in the sequel, brings out a series of methodological principles.


Firstly. Contradictions typically occur "on points of detail" (184); the "readjustment" required may be "of a very minor character" (185). That's why "important truth", however inadequately it was stated, must not be given up. If the statement has become untenable, then is has "to be expanded or explained, or indeed entirely restated", so as to "exhibit more adequately the exact point which is of importance" (189).


Secondly. Contradictions must not be tolerated in the long run.
 The qualification is essential. When a contradiction occurs, then usually the only way to remove it immediately is to withdraw one of the propositions involved. This, however, would be to mistake the contradiction as "the signal of a defeat" (187). Rather, our uneasiness with a contradiction ought to enhance our attempts, both in empirical research and in the transformation of our "general ideas" (187), to remove it in such a way that truth is preserved, and deeper in​sight is gained. As long as it is unremoved, a contradiction ought to serve as a troublemaker which keeps us from taking the doctrines involved to be final.


Thirdly. Contradictions mark the failure to adequately express truth of the propositions involved. This might be taken as a defeat. Yet, "in the evolution of real knowledge" (187) it is "an opportunity" (186). Contra​diction "marks the first step in progress towards a victory" (187); a "clash of doctrines" between religion and science "is a sign that there are wider truths and finer perspectives within which a reconciliation of a deeper religion and a more subtle science will be found" (185). The defeat, however, is only avoided by virtue of our "hope of a vision of the harmony of truth" (185).


Whitehead's point is that this hope is justified. The justi​fication he offers boils down to the claim that "it belongs to the self-respect of intellect to pursue every tangle of thought to its final unravelment" (ibid.). This is also the mes​sage his examples from science convey: early modern quarrels about "the motions of the earth and the sun" (183 f.),
 wave and corpuscular theories of light (184),
 anomalies concerning atomic weight (186).
 The examples il​lustrate the way in which scientific progress, in the presence of contradictions, provides novel conceptual frame​works within which truth is preserved and deeper insight is gained. They are meant to serve as a set of patterns on which our methodology, in "the conflict between science and religion" (ibid.), ought to be modeled.


Yet, the exhibition of patterns to act on is no argument which turns hopes into predictions. Rather, hope is required by acting on a pattern; if there is no hope, then the exhibition of the pattern is pointless. The hope required may correspond to the demands of "self-respect" which Whitehead adduces. The demands of "self-respect", however, may be controversial.


For Socra​tes, in Plato's Apology, it is a matter of self-respect to refrain from aspirations, regarding both virtue and knowledge, which are beyond human reach. Again, self-respect can be seen to motivate some hope which is fundamental to a way of action. This hope is expressed by the claim that "for a good man there is nothing by which he may be harmed", that is, by which he may be made bad.
 Due to the human condition, the appropriate way to be a "good man" is to be subject to insistent examination. In particular, this is the only way to be a "good man" which lies in one's own power. That's why, for Socrates, it is a matter of self-respect to insist that examination in all kinds of excellence, in​cluding knowledge, provides "the highest good for men", and that "unexamined life isn't worth living".
 Socrates is assured that the "philo​sophic" way of life which is thus required by self-respect is just the right thing to do.


I take it that this ‑ to be assured to do the right thing ‑ is the kind of hope that ought to correspond to the demands of self-respect. And I also take it that Whitehead's "hope of a vision of the harmony of truth" is of this very kind. This hope is just the state of assurance that it is the right thing to do, in "the conflict between science and religion", to aim at "a vision of the harmony of truth" and "to pursue every tangle of thought to its final unravelment". It is up to us whether to agree or disagree with Whitehead's claim that this "belongs to the self-respect of intellect". For Whitehead, as I understand him, the "spirit" (185) this claim manifests is something ultimate. It corresponds to, in the lan​guage of PR 42, "an ultimate moral intuition into the nature of intellectual action" upon which Whitehead's "hope of rationalism" depends. I should like to add that so does the commitment to a Socratic spirit which my own conception of philosophy is meant to express.

4. Religion. As I said, religion must not be equated with theology. Rather, it is the "general force" in "human nature" (182) which, among other things, gives rise to theology. Whitehead's account of it, in "Religion and Science", isn't easy to understand. On the one hand, "the essential character of the religious spirit" is described as follows.


"Religion is the vision of something which stands beyond, behind, and within, the passing flux of immediate things; something which is real, and yet waiting to be realised; something which is a remote possibility, and yet the greatest of present facts; something that gives meaning to all that passes, and yet eludes apprehension; something whose possesion is the final good, and yet is beyond all reach; something which is the ultimate ideal, and the hopeless quest." (191 f.)
The "something" mentioned might be equated with God. But "God" isn't explicitly referred to in this passage and its immediate context. With the exception of the last paragraph which was probably added later, direct talk about "God" is carefully avoided in Whitehead's account of "religion".


Religion, on the other hand, is claimed to be something in "human nature" and, accordingly, is described by Whitehead in terms of "human nature". It "is the reaction of human nature to its search for God" (191). This definition is puzzling. It presupposes that (i) there is a "search for God" inherent in "human nature" and (ii) "human nature" reacts to this search in a certain way. Religion, then, is equated with this reaction. That is to say, it is equated with the reaction of "human nature" to something which is inherent in "human nature".


Whitehead also claims that "the immediate reaction of human nature to the religious vision" ‑ i.e. to the "vision" described in the passage quoted earlier ‑ "is worship" (192). Obviously, "worship" is an element in religion. Another element, mentioned earlier in Whitehead's adress, is "the con​templation of moral and aesthetic values", including "the beauty of holiness" (185). Still another element is "theology" (183). Whitehead seems to suggest that "worship" is the most fundamental element in religion. His way of statement, however, involves a difficulty. He claims that both religion in general and worship are "reaction[s] of human nature" to something. In the former case, this something is the "search for God" which is supposed to be inherent in "human nature". In the latter case, by contrast, it is the "religious vision". It might be taken as obvious that this vision is also meant to be an element in religion. Yet, this interpretation would destroy the paralleism of the two passages. Rather, the parallelism suggests that the "religious vision" described is meant to be the appropriate form which the "search for God" takes. That's why Whitehead can describe it as the vision of "something ... which aludes apprehension" and is both "the ultimate ideal and the hopeless quest".


In particular, the "religious vision" still is a feature in "human nature" itself. Religion, therefore, is the way in which "human nature" transcends itself. Whitehead last words, in the address as delivered,
 are as follows.


"The fact of the religious vision, and its history of persistent expansion, is our one ground for optimism. Apart from it, human life is a flash of occasional enjoyments lighting up a mass of pain and misery, a bagatelle of transient experience." (192)
I take it that this is also meant to apply to the methodological issues mentioned earlier. Accordingly, the "self-respect of intellect" which "in the evolution of real knowledge" turns "defeat" into "victory" is still another "reaction of human nature to the religious vision". This description as an element in religion of human self-respect, and of the "hope" it suggests, is proleptic of Whitehead's claim, in PR 42, that "metaphysics ‑ and indeed every science ‑ gains assurance from religion and passes over into religion."


Only in the last paragraph, "worship" ‑ and, by consequence, religion in general ‑ is claimed to be inspired by "God" (192). Sure, the term "God" is used here as a proper name, with theistic implications which, after the chapter on "God", are hard to deny. Yet, in this addition to the address on "Religion and Science", it may be also taken as a shorthand to refer back to the "religious vision" described earlier in the address.


Whitehead's point is that there is a response to the "search for God" which, in the address as delivered, wasn't taken into account. Due to this response, the "religious vision" is also a "claim for assimilation, urged with the motive force of mutual love"; it acquires "the power of love presenting the one purpose whose fulfilment is eternal harmony" (192). This "harmony" isn't just "the harmony of truth" (185) mentioned earlier as a topic in methodology. Rather, "harmony" is now claimed to mark "such order as we find in nature". It has become a topic in cosmology.


God, according to Whitehead, must not be presented "under the aspect of power" and as "a tyrant" (191). In particular, the "order" which God is now claimed to establish in "nature" is "never" imposed by "force". It "presents itself as the one harmonious adjustment of complex detail" (192). This claim exhibits a striking parallelism with the claim in Whitehead's methodology that the "readjustment" of doctrines, as guided by a "hope" of "harmony", may be confined to "points of detail" (184 f.). The parallelism also extends to the description, in the sequel, of "evil" (192) which is proleptic of PR 223 and passim (including the crucial passages at PR 244) and, in "Religion and Science", is exemplified by the lack of "wider vision" (184) in any region of thought. Whitehead's claim that "the power of God is the worship He inspires" (192) also applies to the division of good from evil which, at the end of the chapter on "God", is claimed to "stand in His very nature" (179). The "self-respect of intellect" (185) to which the pursuit ‑ in religion, in science, and in the conflict between the two ‑ of a "wider vision" belongs is but one way in which this division presents itself. It is implied in "the worship He inspires" and, hence, is derivative of the "power" of God.


Methodology is thus incorporated into cosmology. This turn, of course, marks Whitehead's "recurrence to pre-Kantian modes of thought" (PR xi). It thus may also mark the point where it becomes difficult to take him seriously as a philosopher. I should like to add that this, for the past dozen years, was also my own attitude. This verdict requires some qualification. Its discussion will also lead me back to Whitehead's Platonism which was the topic in the opening section of this paper.

5. Sophisticated fallibilism. The "evolution of real knowledge", in White​head's methodology, exhibits a striking pattern of progress. It is conservative with respect to the expression of "truth" by statements but revolutionary with respect to conceptual frameworks, i.e. to the way in which meanings are given to the terms employed in the statements. Thus, Whitehead seems to anticipate methodologies which are known to us from much more recent authors, such as Imre Laka​tos in his essay on "Falsification and the Methodology of Scientific Research Programs" and, particularly, in his celebrated dissertation on "Proofs and Refutations.


In the latter work, Lakatos describes a way in which criticism, in mathe​matics, replaces "naive" by "proof-generated concepts" and, thus, "turns back​ground knowledge into knowledge".
 "Revolutions in rigor", according to Lakatos, penetrate into, and displace to a deeper level, the "foundational layer ... where criticism should stop and justification should start". None of the "le​vels of rigour" thus established is the definite one, so as to provide "founda​tions" upon which "certainty" may be achieved. Science, including mathema​tics, isn't the pursuit of certainty but, rather, of progress. Progress is described by Lakatos in terms of "content" (which, of course, is but another word for Whi​tehead's wideness of vision). His point is that, in the evolution of mathe​matics, each "increase in rigour" is turned into "an increase in content".


It is important to see that Lakatos cannot explain how this turn is effected. His recourse, in the passage quoted, to "the cunning of reason" must be taken as a quibble which leaves the problem unsolved. Lakatos, in this early work of his, still is a Hegelian. Whitehead never was. Yet, the recourse by Lakatos to Hegel's "cunning of reason" also sheds light to the function of religion in Whitehead's methodology.


In another paper,
 I traced back the methodology of "proofs and refutations" to Plato's method of hypothesis, as presented in the Phaedo and in the Republic, and to his criticism, in the Phaedrus, of writing. My description of Plato, in that paper, as a sophisticated fallibilist was meant to bring out such features in his methodology as:


(i) the claim that theory requires a starting point which is established by "positing" (hypothemonos) the "account" (logos) that is judged "strongest" (Phd. 100a3-4). The explanatory power of this account, on the one hand, ought to be exhausted (Phd. 101d3-5). On the other hand, the account thus posited ought to be substantiated by positing a "higher" account, referring to something "more honourable" from which it may be derived.
 It thereby looses its character of being "something posited" (i.e. a mere hypothesis) and, in this respect, is "abolished".
 But it is also saved on a higher level.


(ii) the claim that no verbal statement is a final expression of truth. In order to convey truth, an "account" must be "able to defend itself".
 This, on the one hand, is the case when the account is a piece of "knowledge" within one's "soul".
 On the other hand, the right way to defend an account is to exhibit the deficiencies of its statement.
 A written statement, therefore, "cannot defend or support itself"; it says always the same thing, irrespectively of the novel questions that may be asked.
 That's why textbooks don't teach.
 In a dialogue, by contrast, the account given needs not to be equated with a single statement. In a sense, the full "account" (logos) is the dialogue; it is the way in which the deficiencies of its statement are removed by dialectic.


(iii) the reappearance of statements within novel conceptual frameworks. I'll give two examples. (a) In the Republic, courage is claimed to be "the strength and preservation of a correct opinion ... about what is and is not to be feared". This formula combines the two definitions proposed in the Laches by Laches himself and by Nicias, with "knowledge" in the latter definition being replaced by "correct opinion".
 The replacement is crucial. It removes the objection, in the Laches, that Nicias failed to exhibit a distinction of courage from excellence in general, i.e. from knowledge concerning good and bad (La. 199d4-e11). But it requires the more sophisticated epistemology, with a distinction between "knowledge" and "correct opinion", which is presupposed in the Republic but wasn't yet at hand in the Laches. (b) In the Gorgias,
 Callicles claims that


(*)
justness, taken in a "natural" sense,
 is rewarding.

The "natural" conception of justness, according to Callicles, equates it with "unlimited acquisition" by the stronger (pleonexia). Callicles takes it for grant​ed that "unlimited acquisition" is rewarding and concludes that (*) is estab​lish​ed by this. Socrates equates justness with moderation (sôphrosynê) and argues that moderation is rewarding. Yet, the version of (*) thus established is insuf​fi​cient since Socrates is unable to exhibit a "nature" by reference to which it can be substantiated. In view of his own criteria of true expert knowledge (tech​nê),
 this is a serious defect of his argument. In the Republic, the defect is removed by equating "justness, as natural" with the respective Form.
 The derivation of ordinary Forms, or "natures", from the Form of the Good,
 then, is meant to exhibit "the way in which whatever is just is rewarding".
 In the first step, (*) is restated within a novel framework which is provided by positing Forms. In the second step, then, the claim is established by referring to an ultimate standard of valuation.

6. "Aesthetic value". Plato's Form of the Good is this standard. His claim that ordinary Forms are subordinate to it suggests that the Form of the Good isn't just one Form but something "higher" and "more honourable". Is it, again, "something posited"? My description of Plato as a sophisticated fallibilist seems to imply an affirmative answer. Yet, in the Phaedo, Plato also allows that the method of hypothesis eventually arrives at "something adequate";
 in the Republic, dialectic is claimed to proceed to, and "grasp", an "ultimate starting point" which "isn't posited" (i.e., isn't in need to be derived from something still "higher").


This, of course, isn't just the confession of a fallibilist, however sophisticated. Yet, the attribution to Plato of foundationalism wouldn't tell the whole story. Plato doesn't specify his ultimate principle but scholars agree that the Form of the Good is, at least, a strong candidate. I think that Plato is right in presupposing that an ultimate standard of valuation isn't acquired by positing something but, rather, by coming to terms with desire. Desire is described by Plato in terms of its objects. Valuation, on the one hand, is the deliberate choice of objects for desire; standards of valuation provide criteria for the deliberation involved. Beauty, on the other hand, is the characteristic by virtue of which things may suggest themselves for desire. In the Symposium, Plato allows that the acquisition of an ultimate standard of valuation takes the form of becoming aware of, and desiring, Beauty itself.
 Philosophy, in the Symposium, is the indefinite pursuit of beauty that corresponds to this desire. It is thus described as the grasp of something which is never possessed.


Methodology involves valuation. To contribute to the "evolution of real knowledge" (SMW 187) it describes must be seen to be the right thing to do. Accordingly, methodology must describe this evolution in such terms as suggest the valuation required. The key term in Lakatos is "progress", indicating a way of assessing each single step in the evolution of knowledge separately. In Plato, "finality" is the key term.
 The valuation involved in the assessment of single steps ultimately refers to the evolution of knowledge as a whole.
 That's why, on the one hand, the motive force in this evolution is described by Plato as desire. On the other hand, the method of hypothesis is only justified by the eventual "grasp" of "something adequate" which, at the same time, provides the ultimate standards of valuation. The desire that drives the evolution of knowledge must anticipate this grasp. The final object both of knowledge and of the desire that drives the evolution of knowledge must have revealed itself from the beginning. It doesn't so reveal itself as a principle. Beauty is the way it suggests itself for desire.


"Beauty", according to Whitehead, "is the one aim which by its very nature is self-justifying" (AI 266). That's why "the con​templation of moral and aesthetic values" in which religion "is totally wrapped up" (SMW 185) also gives rise to the ultimate motive force in the evolution of knowledge. White​head's discussion, in "Religion and Science", may be described as an attempt to re-integrate the "religious vision" into science.


On the one hand, Whitehead ultimately describes the "evolution of real knowledge" in terms of finality. On the other hand, he acknowledges that finality is never attained; the evolution of knowledge is driven by "the vision ... of something which is the ultimate ideal and the hopeless quest" (191 f.). The "spirit" to which the "self-respect of intellect" commits itself (185) is inherent in this vision. It is the spirit of taking seriously as "evidence" (187) the way in which beauty suggests itself for desire. Whitehead's "ultimate moral intuition into the nature of intellectual action ‑ that it should embody an the adventure of hope" (PR 42) is but another form this desire takes.


I think, I need not to be more explicit about Whitehead's Platonism, both in "Religion and Science" and in his more mature writings to follow. I have exhibited an approach to methodology which Whitehead shares with, and inherits from, Plato. This approach must be taken seriously. I nevertheless don't agree, but that's another story.
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� Note also that Plato is constantly paired with Pythagoras in SMW, ch. II, p. 28 ff.


� At SMW 127, it is falsely claimed that Kant's account of continuity, at KrV A 169 f. / B 211 (i.e. "the latter of the two [sc. quotations]", on p. 126) "is in agreement with Plato as against Aristotle". Obviously, Whitehead wasn't aware of the fact that Kant, in this passage, merely summarizes Aristotle's account of continuity in Phys. VI.


� See Maaßen 1991, 224; Moses 2001, n. 2


� This isn't yet the whole story. See Kann 2001, 91n176 for a quotation from Taylor's Elements of Metaphysics (1903) which may be seen to anticipate Whitehead's philosophical program.


� The discussion in Emmet 21966, Kann 2001, and Moses 2001 is chiefly confined to the latter. Emmet, however, also acknowledges a wider sense in which Whitehead's rationalism "follow[s] the Platonic intellectualist tradition, that there is a real affinity between the Reason in us, and the structure, which is an objective logos, in the nature of things" (21966, 46; cf. ibid. 47 and 53 f.). The discussion, in Moses 2001, of "beauty" also transcends the Taylor-Timaeus scheme.


� See SMW viii and Ford 1984, 101 ("occasional lecture": Ford 1984, 106). For a list of separate reprints in the 1940s see Lowe and Baldwin 21951, 775.


� According to Ford 1984, 109, the chapter on "God" was written "in May or June 1925".


� See Ford 1984, 101 f. and passim, with reference to the section on "Atomicity" in Whitehead's lecture on April 7 (ibid. 282 f.). See also Heinemann 1990 about the pivotal role which Whitehead's reference to Zeno, in his lecture on March 31 (Ford 1984, 275 ff.), may have played in the development of the epochal theory of time.


� Ford 1984, ###.


� See Ford 1984, 101n1 (p. 123).


� Ford 1984, ### 


� The latter claim explicitly refers only to "theology". In the sequel, however, it is illustra�ted by examples from both spheres. That's why I take it to tacitly apply to science as well.


� SMW 183, lines 2 f.: "religion", ibid. line 6: "theology".


� Next to religion (see the description of its decay during the 18th and 19th centuries, p. 188 f.), Whitehead's chief example is the doctrine of constant atomic weight which, in the presence of conflicting observations, was rightly retained (186).


� Cf. SMW 185: "To acquiesce in discrepancy is destructive of candour, and of moral cleanliness."


� Whitehead rightly suggests that the doctrine favoured by the Inquisition against Galileo also falls within science.


� Surprisingly, Whitehead's account of quantum theory in SMW gives no hint at its potential, realized by Heisenberg and others a few years later, to provide the "wider vision" (184) required.


� The "established scientific doctrine" (186) which was challenged by novel observations may be rendered as follows. If some gas (i) turns out by chemical analysis to be, e.g., pure nitrogen then (ii) its average atomic weight, as determined by Avogadro's rule, has a certain value which is characteristic of this element. It should be noted that in the advanced theory which accounts for rare gases and isotopes, chemical analysis is no longer assumed to be sufficient for the recognition of "elements".


� Plato, Apol. 41d1; cf. Heinemann 2002a, 99 f. Socrates adds that "the gods will not neglect his [i.e., a good man's] fortunes". I take ta toutou pragmata (41d2 � "fortunes": LSJ ad loc.) to correspond to tôn heautou, as opposed to heautou ..., hopôs hôs beltistos kai phronimôtatos esoito, at Apol. 36b5-7. Divine care for the good man's "fortunes" is but an inessential addition to his own care for himself, i.e. for his own excellence. Kahn's paraphrase of Apol. 41d1-2 ("that, as a good man, he is protected by the gods from evil", 1996, 90) is, therefore, misleading.


� Plato, Apol. 38a2-6.


� Note that "God" is only indirectly referred to in the phrases "search for God" and "the presentation of God under the aspect of power" (191).


� Ford (1984, 109) rightly emphasizes the importance of this passage.


� See Ford 1984, 101n1 (p. 123 f.).


� Lakatos 1970, 1976. Note that the latter is the earlier work, first published in 1963/64.


� Lakatos, 1976, 45n3 and 88 ff.


� Lakatos, 1976, 56 (emphasises omitted).


� Heinemann 2002b.


� Phd. 101d5-e1. � "More honourable": timiôtera (Phdr. 278d8), cf. Szlezák 1992, 97 ff.


� Cf. Rep. 533c8: tas hypotheseis anairousa.


� Note that Hegel's "aufheben" (which, of course, translates Plato's anairein, Rep. 533c8) is meant to corvey all three meanings: abolishing, saving, and lifting.


� Phrd. 276a6: dynatos ... amynai heautôi. Cf. 276e7 f.: genuine teaching implants "accounts which are adequate to support both themselves and him who planted them".


� Cf. Phdr. 278a2-3 where "writing in a soul" is equated with "teaching". In Plato, the result of "teaching" (didaskein) by definition is "knowledge" (epistêmê). Hence, the passages quoted earlier suggest that knowledge, as acquired from teaching, is an "account" in one's soul which can defend itself.


� Phrd. 278c5-7. � Note that both "account" and "statement" translate the Greek term logos.


� Phdr. 275d8-9 and e5, cf. 276c8-9. � Note that, both in Apol. 22b5 and in Phdr. 275d8-9, someone's willingness to "learn" is manifested by asking questions in reaction to statements. The standard form of question is the Socratic "What's the real claim your statement is meant to express?" (ti legeis, cf. Apol. 21b3, 22b4 etc.).


� "Textbook": cf. Phdr. 275c5: technê ... en grammasi.


� Rep. 430b2-4, La. 192b9 (Laches) and 194e11-195a1 (Nicias); "knowledge": epistêmê (La. 195a1), "correct opinion": orthê doxa (Rep. 430b3). Cf. Kahn 1996, 167 f.


� For details, see section 5 in Heinemann 2002b and sections 4 and 5 in Heinemann 2003.


� Grg. 488c5: kata to physei dikaion. See also 483e2, 484b1, 484c1, 488b2 f., 490a6 f.


� Grg. 501a1-3; cf. 465a3-5 (medicine vs. delicate cookery).


� Rep. 501b2: to physei dikaion.


� This, of course, is the teaching of the Analogy of the Sun, cf. Rep. 509b2-10.


� Cf. Rep. 506a4-5: dikaia ... hopêi pote agatha astin.


� Phd. 101e1: ti hikanon.


� Rep. 510b7: archê anypothetos, cf. 511b6-7.


� Symp. 210e-212a. "Beauty itself": auto to kalon (211d3).


� Certainty is but a subordinate feature implied in finality (and becoming prominent in Cartesianism). Robinson's emphasis on certainty, in his description of Plato's methodology (21953, 72 f. and passim), is misleading.


� Of course, "finality" is also the key term in Hegel. Lakatos probably wasn't aware of this when he admitted that progress is only secured by Hegel's "cunning of reason".
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