Assignment 2 – Hazel Dawn Carter – 1800573 – Due 12/04/2019
What is Plato’s theory of forms? How coherent do you judge this theory to be?

In order to understand the Platonic forms, one has to understand the way in which Plato lays out his work and understand his meanings through that. When summarised, Plato’s thoughts are much easier to understand but due to the fact that all of his philosophical thoughts are written in prose, one needs to look past this and focus on the main principles that he is highlighting [Reynolds. 2007. Pg.142]. However, the back and forth discussion his personas/characters have is useful in breaking down a theory. So, to look into the Platonic forms, one needs to be able to navigate the Socratic dialogue and understand the thought process of Plato [Reynolds. 2007. Pg.142]. The general belief is that, as long as you have a good degree of cognitive function and open mind, one should be able to navigate Plato’s theories.

The Platonic forms are ideas or ideas of particular things which actually exist. All objects have a form which is what its principle or description of the object is [Schumacher. 2010. Pg.1]. Having been influenced by Cratylus’ doctrine of flux, he had to reason why objects that are always in flux also have a constant about them and that’s what the form is [Heinaman. 1997. Pg.358]. The idea which remains constant about the object – the form – has to be in place in order for the object to retain its identity [Ellerman. 2017. Pg.147-148]. F (the form) has to be F because it cannot be anything else and the object which holds the value F-ness, holds an element of this true F [Trivigno. 2007. Pg. 127]. A common example of a form is beauty. Eric Perl explains simply that whilst what one considers beautiful is subjective, all things which are classed as beautiful by an individual thus hold the form of beauty [Perl. 1999. Pg.339-40]. Due to the inconsistencies between what each person would consider beauty, there has to be both a subjective/opinionated beauty and also a true beauty [Perl. 1999. Pg.229-40]. As such, along with Socrates in the dialogue, one has to come to the conclusion that there is something which can be considered as a common beauty to all, whether that be through other forms attached to it or because of its nature [Perl. 1999. Pg.340]. As such, the argument comes forward that does any, one object always hold a consistent notion of one particular form? With something such as shape or numerical value [Sedley. 2016. Pg.4], as long as all those regarding that object have the same basic teaching, then yes, the form does remain constant and known. However, a form such as beauty is controversial because there is no one truth as there is when you have an answer with an absolute truth, as with mathematical equations [Copleston. 2003. Pg.164]. There are more examples of the issues surrounding the forms when discussing the coherency and ability to understand how Plato reasoned these forms. 

The theory of forms is given meaning primarily in Plato’s The Republic but is also alluded to in Phaedo and Parmenides.  The nature of the theory is presented within Socratic dialogue, a prose-like layout in which characters speak to one another and discuss a theory [Reynolds. 2007. Pg.142]. In that sense, it is easy to look at the conversations as the characters lay out the theory. However, it takes someone of intellect to understand the thoughts and theories which are being laid before them [Reynolds. 2007. Pg.142]. Joshua Reynolds illustrates this point that, unless one is intellectually stimulated or previously been tutored on the subject, one will not be able to gauge the idea of forms as Plato lays it down for the reader [Reynolds. 2007. Pg.142]. Gerald Press concludes that the reason for so many voices arguing on these different theorems within philosophical work is because of the contradictions within the philosopher’s theory as they reason and present their ideas in their writing [Press. 2012. Pg.133]. Furthermore, Plato’s ideas on reality can be somewhat boggling to people [Rutherford. 2005. Pg.239]. He proposes the idea of a higher reality which our reality is inferior to, for nothing in our reality can never be classed as absolute or true (Plato calls this reality the intelligible world whilst we reside in the sensible realm [Carpenter. 2008. Pg.138-39]). This is due to the fact that they are only attributed to the form of such and are not truly the embodiment of such a form, beauty being the best example to contain this idea [Schumacher. 2010. Pg.2]. Plato’s view on the sensible and intelligible realm can be perceived as outlandish, as highlighted by Lydia Schumacher in her paper on Plato’s forms. She comes to a conclusion not dissimilar to one that will be raised later, that it is illogical for the human mind to have some preconceived view of a form that we can attribute to what we see in our reality [Schumacher. 2010. Pg.4-6]. Schumacher further goes on to debunk Plato’s theory about how the forms belong to some other realm, for if they were in another realm then we could not have prior knowledge of what the perfect version of the form actually is [Schumacher. 2010. Pg.8]. In addition to such, Plato appears to have contradicted himself within his work concerning the realms for Plato apparently believed that the soul would have been able to know what the true version of the form was [Szlezák. 2006]. And yet, Plato says that one can never truly grasp what the true nature of the forms are because of our existence in this realm in which nothing can equal the exact form [Carmichael. 2013. Pg.39]. Schumacher reasons that the reason for his contradictory nature within his works lie in the backlash that he may have received from his earlier work [ Schumacher. 2010. Pg.7]. This can be furthered by Rowe, who concurs with this thought, distinguishing the two parts of Parmenides to be considered as a late theory of forms versus the high theory of forms in which Plato had responded to negativity and developed a more reasoned way of looking at the theory [Rowe. 2009. Pg.300]. Whilst the basic principles of Plato’s theory are easy enough to grasp, there are elements of such a presentation which not only lessen the coherency of his work but also put into question his reliability. 

Returning to the issue of coherency, Plato’s work would not have been for all, and still is not. It takes someone who is intellectually stimulated to understand philosophical works, so in ancient Greece, this would have been an issue for the common, uneducated citizens [Losev. 2018. Pg.515]. In fact, Geneviève Lachance comments that it sometimes takes some “unorthodox” thinking to really process some of Plato’s thoughts, especially when it comes to his more controversial theories [Lachance. 2018. Pg.213]. Furthermore, the more you delve into Plato’s work, the more confusing it can seem to one, due to the way in which his theories and ideas are laid out and the nature of his ideas which contradict common belief, even for a philosopher [Rutherford. 2005. Pg.239]. Due to the condemnation of myth and mythology in society during his time of writing, Plato is seen as odd for he enjoys the poetry of the time even though it goes against his beliefs and writings [Rutherford. 2005. Pg.239]. As such, Plato received criticism and his philosophical school was eyed warily by a few due to his contradicting beliefs to the people [Rutherford. 2005. Pg239-40]. It would also have been up to the intellectually stimulated to come to these views of scepticism due to the fact that they would have been the only ones to read the volumes [Losev. 2018. Pg.515]. Furthermore, talk of sensible objects, transcendence forms, physical world versus perfect reality, and the way the forms are presented and rationalised [Perl. 1999. Pg.343] tends to confuse and baffle students of his work, both now and in his time [Rutherford. 2005. Pg.239]. Press, upon reading other papers and the theory himself, reasons that this is because of Plato’s nuanced understanding of human desire within both a political and everyday standing [Press. 2012. Pg.134]. Furthering his view of desire, James Wilberding speculates that it is the soul that desires the knowledge and victory [Wilberding. 2009. Pg.354-55]. This gives us a link to Plato’s reasoning that the soul has seen these true forms and, as such, strives to replicate them [Szlezák. 2006]. Scholars, such as David Sedley, have taken issue with some of Plato’s work on the forms due to its undeveloped theories, especially with knowledge [Sedley. 2016. Pg.4-5]. Due to the concept of nature and nurture not coming around until the Victorian period, there are controversial and disregarded parts of the theory of forms. Sedley gives the example of Plato’s theory on knowledge, which looks at how there are some truths and prejudices which people are born knowing [Sedley. 1999. Pg.5]. However, scholars and modern philosophers can no longer just blindly accept such a claim as truth anymore due to our, now, more advanced world view and knowledge on psychology. Plato poses that the knowledge of equality and goodness (two more of his forms) are actually nature, instead of nurture [Sedley. 1999. Pg.5]. This is now something which we can disprove due to psychological advances and have concluded are actually due to nurture. As such, we have more grounds to question Plato as a reputable source for metaphysical philosophy. However, we do have to remember that he was limited by the knowledge of his time for certain aspects.

[bookmark: _GoBack]To conclude, whether one finds Plato’s theory of forms coherent or not depends upon one’s own intellect and ability to reason his logic. Scholars all have varying views on Plato’s work on the forms, but they all generally agree that to have prior knowledge of Plato’s work and also philosophical outlook and presentation is essential to understanding the way in which Plato delivered his theory on the forms. However, modern philosophers and historians have to take into account that some of his theories can be disproved with our more advanced and developed knowledge of reality. As such, as long as you understand the limitations of knowledge in ancient Greece and the take into account how Plato would have been writing these dialogues which depict his theories then they can be seen as coherent. It would be illogical to expect someone from Classical Greece to know all that we do today. Whilst his theory of forms does hold a certain plausibility about it, there are certain aspects, such as the realms, which lead one to question whether his theories could actually be true. Furthermore, during the time, his more myth-based viewpoint of the world would have made him abnormal for the time, due to the movement away from the gods by other philosophers. Ultimately though, one would generally draw the conclusion that Plato’s theory of forms is not completely sound in nature and its contradictory and mildly outlandish sub-theories make the overall theory less coherent. However, his basic premise is easy enough to understand. 
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