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PREFACE

SOME apology is perhaps due to my readers for presenting
to them an essay which was written more than fifty years
ago, and which I have not attempted to bring into line with
the subsequent growth of Platonic studies. In explanation
or excuse I would say that Plato is an old love of mine, and
that I had read the whole of his works in the original before
I took my first degree at Cambridge in 1878. Accordingly,
when in competing for a Fellowship at Trinity College in
1879 I had to write a dissertation to be submitted to the
examiners, I naturally chose for my subject the theory which
more than any other is associated with the name of Plato.
Since then I have neglected Platonic studies for others far
remote from them, but reviewing my youthful essay after
the lapse of half a century I am encouraged to believe that
it truly represents the rise and fall of the Ideal Theory in
Plato’s mind ; hence I venture to publish it exactly as I
wrote it, without any attempt, apart from a few minute
corrections, either to improve the matter or to polish the
style. Only, in order to smooth the path for the reader, I
have relegated most of the references and Greek quotations
to the notes at the foot of the page.

The question of the growth of Plato’s Ideal Theory is
intimately bound up with the question of the chronological
order of the Platonic dialogues, and if I were to rewrite my
essay I should probably express a different view as to the

dates of some of the dialogues, particularly the Phaedrus
v



vi THE GROWTH OF PLATO'S IDEAL THEORY

and the 7/eaetetus, both of which I now beliceve to be posterior
to the Republic. But any such changes in the dating would
not materially affect my conclusions, which are based directly
on Plato’s own words and on nothing else. The earlicr dates
which, with some hesitation, I have assigned to the Phaedrus
and Theaetetus in my essay, were adopted to a certain extent
in deference to the opinion of my revered teacher and friend,
Henry Jackson, whose lectures on Plato I regularly attended
at Trinity. But both these dialogues bear clear traces of
a late date in their literary style, for the complicated and
cumbrous construction of the sentences in them contrasts
sharply with the easy and natural flow of the sentences in
the earlier dialogues, which are perfect models of pellucid
Attic prose at its best, like the histories of Xenophon and the
speeches of Lysias, with none of that obvious straining after
an artificial smoothness which mars the otherwise elegant
prose of Plato’s literary rival, Isocrates. And with the
marked change for the worse in the construction of the
sentences there goes a still deeper change in the whole
cast and setting of the pieces; for in the later dialogues,
always with the exception of the Phaedrus, the dramatic
element has really disappeared, though the form of a dialogue
is preserved. The vivacious manner of a great dramatist,
enthralling his hearers by the alternate play of high tragedy
and light comedy, is exchanged for the dryasdust manner of
a professor lecturing to docile pupils, who have little morc
to do than to assent passively to the doctrines inculcated
on them by their master. It is a transformation like that
of a Shakespeare into a Kant.

Since my essay was written the change in Plato’s literary
style has been carefully investigated by a number of scholars,
notably by the Polish scholar Wincenty Lutoslawski, and
the German scholar Constantin Ritter, who have used the
linguistic evidence as an important and often decisive test
to determine the chronological sequence of the dialogues.
With their conclusions I am in general agreement, particularly
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in regard to the dating of the dialogues which followed the
Republic, all of which, with the possible exception of the
Parmenides, are written in Plato’s later and far inferior
manner. By a coincidence, which can hardly be acci-
dental, the change in the writer's style appears to have
been nearly, though not quite, contemporary with his final
renunciation of the Ideal Theory. It is as if, with the fading
of the Ideas from his heaven, the world had lost its brightness
for the philosopher, and henceforth he walked in darkness,
or at most in a grey twilight, guided by the pale cold light
of Reason instead of by the purple glow of Imagination. It
is true that in the Phaedrus the Ideas blaze up in all their
splendour, but it was for the last time; it was the sunset
glory, the rosy flush on the clouds that hung about the
descending luminary. They had come like clouds in the
meridian of Plato’s fancy, and like clouds they vanished in
the evening of his days. In the deepening shadows the
dreamer awoke, and behold it was a dream.

J. G. FRAZER
January 1930
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I

THE earliest Greek philosophies were philosophies of Being.
The end which the thinkers of these days proposed to
themselves was the discovery of the ultimate reality of the
physical universe ; in other words, they occupied themselves
with the object of Knowledge to the exclusion of the Knowing
subject. But it is impossible for man to investigate Being
in itself ; he can regard reality only as it is reflected in
his own mind, he can reach Being only through Knowing ;
the ‘‘ cogito’ comes first, the “ sum ”’, “est’’, ““ sunt”, etc.,
are only inferences from it. Then only can we proceed to
speak of the reality of objects when we have shown that
the mind is a faithful, not a distorted mirror. All this
the Pre-Socratic philosophy as a whole overlooked. And
it was natural that it should. The child looks outward;
reflection, the turning of the mind inward on itself, comes
only in later life. The days of the Ionic, Eleatic, and
Pythagorean schools were the childhood of philosophy ;
reflection began with Socrates. The philosophy of Socrates,
Plato, and Aristotle as distinguished from the early theories
of Being was essentially a philosophy of Knowing; it
turned the side of the medal which had been neglected by
previous thinkers, the subject; and its theories of the object
or of Being were deductions from its theories of Knowing.
In a word previous philosophies had been objective, the
new philosophy was subjective. This movement begun by
Socrates was necessary : if men were ever to know the
outward world it was needful that they should first obey
the oracle by knowing themselves. Socrates, who inaugurated
this great movement, hardly got beyond a theory of Knowing;
but his theory of knowledge was the foundation on which
Plato and Aristotle reared their vast theories of Being.
I



2 THE PHILOSOPHY OF SOCRATES 1

Before Socrates philosophers had built up different theories
of the universe, but had failed to examine the foundation
on which all such theories must rest—the mind. Wanting
this foundation, these early theories were incapable of proof.
Even when these philosophers turned their attention to the
mind, they! viewed it simply as a part of the physical
universe. Socrates turned away from the external to examine
the internal world, from nature he turned to man.? To
inquire into the former before we have made ourselves
acquainted with the latter was, to his mind, folly.® Hence
the famous saying of Cicero that Socrates brought down
philosophy from heaven to earth, and gave it a dwelling
in the cities and homes of men.* But for philosophy this
dwelling is after all too narrow ; for while there is a philosophy
which limits us to the immediate and the present, there is
another which leads us or seems to lead us from the im-
mediate and the present to the distant in space and time,
away once more to that sky from which Socrates called it
down to earth.

But Socrates differed from his predecessors not only in
the object but in the method of his inquiry. For a physical
he substituted a psychological or introspective method ;
instead of explaining the mind by physical causes, he
watched its internal workings without any reference to its
ultimate composition or substance. While his method was
thus an inward one (if I may use the expression), it was
still not inward enough, it was not purely psychological, it
was much more logical. He looked to the processes or
workings of our intellectual faculties and the results they
gave, without inquiring into the faculties themselves and
the nature of the mind in general ; he investigated the acts,
not the powers. Ever.l of these acts or processes his investiga-
e s el S gt pt o

tect; ristotle to reduce the mental
operations by which we pass from the known to the unknown,

1 . .
P HE-!- Heraclitus ap. Ritt. ar}d lkavds #8n rdvbpdmiva eldévac Epxovrar
§r:39~ §§ 32, 33; Empedocles, 8. ¢xl 70 wepl TV TowoVTwy ppovrifew, B
- . T4 pév dvfpdmea mapévres Ta dawubria
3
.Plla)ien. Mem. i. 1. 11-16; Plato, 8¢ oxomodyres ryolivTal T& mwpooKovTa
. ear. p. 229 E 99- mpdrrew. Xen. Mem. l.c. § 12.
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in short our inferences, to two great classes, induction and
deduction. Thus it was not the operations of mind in general
which Socrates investigated, it was only the process of
inference or reasoning; the mental powers which are sub-
servient to these processes (such as sensation, memory,
imagination) he apparently took for granted without in-
vestigation. It was the method of reasoning, inference, or
classification on which he bestowed thought, and undoubtedly
he grasped this process in its general outline correctly enough.
This process is in brief generalization. Only through the
power of generalization have we any knowledge that is of
practical value. But for this power and the processes
immediately subordinate to it, I mean memory, abstraction,
comparison, our mental life would be but a train of fleeting
sensations, between which we would be aware of no connexion.
The same sensation might occur thousands of times, but,
without the powers I have mentioned, it would on every
occasion present itself as a fresh sensation, our past existence
would be unknown, our future unthought of, we would have
nothing but the present sensation. From this dismal state
we are rescued first by the powers of memory and compari-
son. When the sensation is gone, an image of it is stored up
in the mind, and when the same (7.¢. an exactly similar)
sensation is repeated, the image of the former similar sensation
is called up and compared with the present sensation, and
thus the identity of the two is recognized through the medium
of the image preserved in memory. This power of memory,
while it raises the mind above the state of pure sensation,
would in itself be of little use, seeing that it would only
enable us to recognize those sensations which were identical
with (exactly similar to) others which we had experienced
before. It would enable us, e.g., to recognize a particular
table or stick which we had seen before, if the table or stick
were presented to us in circumstances (those of light, position,
distance, etc.) identical with those in which either had been
presented before, but a change in one of the circumstances,
e.g. in the light, would be enough to prevent the recognition.
Our memory would consist of impressions or marks received
from sensations, but into these impressions nothing could
fit save the original die. Thus it is doubtful whether we
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could recognize even our parents or most intimate friends,
since the sensations with which they affect us are hardly
ever exactly similar. Out of this state again we are rescued
by the powers of abstraction and generalization, which enable
us to fix our attention upon points in which certain objects
resemble each other, to the exclusion of those in which they
differ. Thus we apprehend what we call the same and
similar objects.

The difference between sameness and similarity (or rather
between our knowledge of the one and our knowledge of
the other) is really one of degree: when an object is pre-
sented to us, which in the vast majority of its qualities
resembles one of which we have had previous experience,
we say it is the same object; when, along with certain
resemblances, the object possesses a certain proportion of
differences, we say the object is similar, and its similarity
varies as this proportion of differences is less or greater.
It is not likely that a man ever sees his father twice alike,
yet the impressions received at different times from the
object he calls his father resemble each other so much
more than they differ from each other, that the man has
no hesitation in saying that the object which gives rise to
the various impressions is the same, that it is in all cases
his father. Thus it is clear that in order to apprehend even
what we call the same object, the power of generalization
must be exercised. We have to compare a number of
previous impressions, abstract from them the points in
which they resemble each other to the exclusion of the points
in which they differ, and unite these points of resemblance
into one notion, which notion we identify with the image
of the object presented by sense. Thus the recognition, e.£.
of our father or mother, of King’s Chapel, or the fountain
in the great court of Trinity, is really the result of a rapid
generalization. And if this is so, we must evidently concede
to some of the lower animals what has been long denied them,
the power of generalization. Only this power can enable a
dog to recognize his master at different times and in different
circumstances, when that master is standing up or lying

down, in a blue coat or in a grey, with an angry or pleased
expression of countenance. Generalization is more obviously,
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if not more really, exercised in the recognition of what we
call similar objects. The only difference between what we
call the same and similar objects consists, as I have said,
in the number of the resemblances between the impressions
which the objects have made on us. When that number is
very great, we say that the object which gives rise to those
similar impressions is the same; when the number is not
so great, we say that the objects are similar. But in the
fact that similar objects arec (perhaps in all languages)
sometimes described as the same, we may see an indication
of a consciousness that after all the difference between the
two is onc of degree, not of kind. \When Heine (to take a
lovely instance) says

Die Kleine gleicht der Geliebten,
Besonders wenn sie lacht ;

Sie hat dieselben Augen,
Die mich so elend gemacht,

no one would think of a Gorgon-like community of eyes
between the little one and the beloved, even if the poet had
not indicated by the first of these lines that by sameness he
really meant similarity.

A higher power of generalization is required to discern
similar than to discern the same; for the fewer the points
of resemblance, the higher the power required to detect
them. It is hardly neccessary to observe that the lower
animals possess this power in a sufficiently high degree to
enable them to recognize similar objects. A dog recognizes
a dog as a dog, though he may never have seen the identical
animal before. Thus the power of generalization (resting
on memory, comparison, and abstraction) reduces what
would be otherwise an unconnected train of sensations to
an orderly system of knowledge; objects are referred to
classes, these classes to higher classes, and so on. Our
knowledge is a pyramid, of which particulars are the base,
and the highest generalization the pinnacle.

The discovery of this law of our thinking was due to
Socrates. His discourses, as preserved to us by Xenophon
and illustrated by the earlier, rightly called Socratic, dialogues
of Plato, chiefly exemplify, though they do not analyse, the
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process of generalization.! And while Xenophon and Plato
afford us examples of his discourses, Aristotle distinctly
informs us of the principle on which they were based. In
his sketch of the history of philosophy he tells us that
Socrates, neglecting cosmology, sought to discover universals
in moral questions, and gave his attention to definitions.*
Again in the Metaphysics® he says that while definitions of
physical things had been attempted to a small extent by
previous philosophers as Democritus and the Pythagoreans,
Socrates was the first who in the sphere of ethics sought for
universal definitions: but previous attempts at definition had
been very imperfect; 4 he assigns to Socrates as his speciality
induction and definition.5

This then was the valuable discovery of Socrates, that
all practically useful knowledge of individual things is only
attainable through general notions, and so far as it went,
this doctrine was true and useful. It was simply a doctrine
of knowing, not of being. When Socrates asked (Xenophon
l.c.) what is the beautiful, the ugly, and so on, he did not
mean to ask after the particular mode of existence to which
the term Beauty might be applied; all he wished to know
was, what is our conception of beauty? ‘ What is Beauty?”’
meant for him, what is our notion of beauty ? The same
question, what is beauty? meant for his pupil Plato some-
thing very different and received a very different answer.
The Socratic theory of knowing was turned into the Platonic
(and Aristotelian) theory of being.

But before going on to consider this great error, there are
some observations which suggest themselves on the Socratic
doctrine of knowledge. Though correct, it was barren,
because it sought notions (Begriffe) not truths. Now a notion
is single, a truth is double, it is the union of two notions as
subject and predicate; and as in nature, so in thought,

1 Cf. Xenophon, Mem. i. 1. 16
avrds 8¢ mwepl TAv dvBpwmeiwy dv del
dieNéyero, okomay Ti ebaefés, Tl daeBés:
7l kakéy, Tl aloxpbv: Tl blxawow, 7{
&oikov: Tl owpposivy, T pavia® T
dvdpela, Tl deNa Tl wéhis, Tl wohi-
Tikbs® Tl dpxn dvBpomwr, 76 dpxikds
avbpdmwy. Cf. Xen. Mem. iv. 5: 12;

#.6:1; 4b. 13.

2 Met. 987 b 1-4.

3 Met.iv. p. 1078 b 17 599.

¢ SwahexTikhy yap loxus obmw T6T .

5 Svo ydp éorww 4 Tis &v dmodoin
Zwkpdrer Sukalws, ToUs T €maKTiKoUs
Abyous kal & épliesfar kabbhov. Cp.
Part. An. A c. 1, p. 642 a 24 5¢7.
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the solitary is barren, production is only made possible by
union. Induction in the hands of Socrates was used as
an instrument to the formation of notions or conceptions ;
but these notions remained barren, being alone. With us
Induction is used as an instrument to the attainment of
truths, of truc propositions, and the result is the vast dis-
coveries of modern science. Do what he could, it was
impossible for Socrates to recach anything fresh by his
method, for we get out of a notion only what we choose to
put into it. To expect to get more would be as idle as to
expect to get more energy out at one end of a machine than
we put in at the other. For a general notion is simply a
mental collection of attributes which we have found existing
in a number of scparate particulars. Thus everything in the
notion is borrowed from the particulars ; he who has grasped
the particulars has implicitly the notion, for he has all the
materials out of which the notion is formed, and when he
has developed the notion out of the particulars, he has
gained by the process no fresh knowledge; he has simply
rearranged in a more lucid order his old stock of knowledge.

Thus to accuracy of thinking Socrates contributed much,
to knowledge hc added nothing. But though he did not
himself add to the existing store of knowledge, he pointed
out the method by which additions might be made—the
method of induction, which has becen so fruitful in modern
times. It is true that he applied his method almost ex-
clusively to moral and political subjects,! while he even
discouraged the study of physical science, except so far as
it directly contributed to human comfort, therein presenting
a point of similarity to a very different philosopher, M. Comte.
Geometry, he thought, was to be studied so far as it might
enable a man to measure land; astronomy so far as it
helped a man to distinguish the time of night, the day of
the month, and the time of the year, for such knowledge is
useful in travelling, keeping guard, and other occupations.
Further study of these sciences he deprecated.? Itis, however,

1 Swrpdrov 8¢ wepl pév Ta fwa  caglar Thy oligiav] ntgndn, 7o 8¢ {nrelv
mwpayuarevoudvov, mepi 8¢ Tiis E\ns T4 wepi ploews ENnte, Arist. Part. An.
puoews ov0év, Arist. Alet. 987 b 1, 2. 642 a 28 s¢.; Xen. Mem.i. 1. 11-13.
éml Swipdrov 8¢ ToiTo méw [scil. 1o opi- * Xen. Mem. iv. 7.



8 THE SOCRATIC INDUCTION 1

just in application to the physical sciences that this method
has been productive of vast results, and it is a little curious
that while in ancient times induction was first applied to
moral subjects, and only afterwards to some small extent
(as,e.g.,in the biological works of Aristotle) to natural science,
in modern times the order has been reversed. It was first
applied to physical science (as by Bacon and his predecessors
as well as successors), and it was not till afterwards that
the attempt was made, as by Hume,! to apply it to the
study of mind. Thus Socrates did great service to philosophy
and science by pointing out the principle upon which all
human knowledge, which is practically of any use, depends,
the principle of generalization. Though by evolving clefll’
general notions out of the confused mass of particulars 1n
the minds of his hearers, he did not, as I have said, add to
the stock of their knowledge, yet he prepared the way for
such additions. For additions’to our knowledge worth the
name are not made merely by increasing the sphere of our
observation, z.e. by supplying us with a fresh storc of par-
ticulars. A dog may have its knowledge increased to this
extent. It is possible that a dog’s experience, 7.e. the amount
of particulars which it has observed by sense, may be quite
as extensive as that of a man. But ‘man’s vastly greatcr
power of generalization enables him from the observation
of particulars to infer general laws, which furnish him with
knowledge that extends beyond the mere sphere of his
observation to the distant in time and space.

It can hardly be too emphatically inculcated that with
Socrates generalization was only the road to knowledge,
not to existence ; only the way in which we attain a com-
prehensive view of things, not the way in which things cxist.
Plato (and Aristotle too) overlooked this. In the joy felt at
the great discovery they deified general notions, making our
highest form of knowledge the highest form of existence.
They overlooked the fact that generalization, while the highest
power of the human intellect and a mark of its strength, is
no less a mark of its weakness. Generalization is but the
compendious and imperfect way in which a finite mind grasps
the infinity of particulars. A mind that could grasp at

Y Treatise of Human Nature, Introd. p. 308 ed. Greene and Grose.
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once all the particulars would not generalize. We say, for
example, that *‘ every particle of matter attracts every other
with a force varying inversely as the square of the distance ",
becausc it is impossible for us to know the exact amount
with which every particle of matter attracts every other in
the universe ; but if there is a mind which grasps the totality
of things, it, knowing the exact amount of the attraction
between cach particle of matter in the universe, can have
no need to have recourse to the summary which the limitation
of our minds compels us to make use of. The knowledge of
universals is, as Aristotle says,! the ncarest approach to
full and perfect knowledge of which we are capable; but
still this general knowledge is not a proper knowledge of
particulars, 1. is only knowledge in a certain sense.? General
knowledge we may call a potential knowledge. In itself it
gives us no real knowledge, 7.e. knowledge of real things,
for the only real things are particulars, and general knowledge
does not of itsclf give us any information about them. Thus
we could well accept the Aristotelian dogma that in God’s
thought there is nothing potential, all is actual,® if we were
to understand by this that God's thought is all of particulars,
with no admixturc of the imperfection of general notions.
(However, Aristotle, in attributing to God actual (not potential)
knowledge (Bewpia), had not in view this distinction between
the knowledge of universals and that of particulars, but that
between knowledge exercised and knowledge dormant.)
Thus the power of forming genecral notions, while, as
the necessary condition of reasoning, it is the strength of
the human intellect, is also a badge of its weakness. Winged
by this power, our thought can travel on into regions of
space where no human eye has penetrated or foot trod ;
it can pass back into regions of time when man was not,

1 Afetaph. A c. 2,982 b 20 sgg.
2 opros yap [scil. 6 Tip  xaBodov
¢moThipmy  mdMeTa  Exwr] oldé  wws

to God is, in its Aristotelian secnse,
actualized as opposed to potential
knowledge. Trendelenberg on Arist.

mdvra T4 UmONE(uera.

3 AMetaph. N c. 75 Nie. Eth. x.
cc. 7 and 8 ed. Bekker, especially p.
1178 b 21, 22 7 7ol Oéov évepyeia
pakaptbTnTe dagpéporaa  Uewpnrikny av
ey, Pewpia which Aristotle attributes

de Anima, pp. 258-259, 2nd ed.; id.
Elem. Leg. Arist. § 16, Bonitz Ind.
Arist. 329 4 45 5¢¢.; 7d. 328 a 54 s¢q.
““ Bewpetv ab émwrTiun perinde distin-
guitur atque cvepyeia a Svvduer.”’
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and forward into the future when man and the system of
which he is an insignificant member, shall be no more.
But if this power casts a gleam on the distant in space and
time, it equally reveals the darkness, for it shows us what
we do not know, and the unknown is vastly greater than the
known. It thus at once exalts and humbles us ; it reveals
the infinite but reminds us that we ourselves are finite.

Quiesce mens heic denique, | Quod quaeris in te repperis :
Arctosque nosce limites, In mente sunt, in mente sunt,
Queis contineris undique ; l Hi, quos requiris, termini ;
Quiesce mens, et limites A rcbus absunt limites,

In orbe cessa quacrere. l In hisce tantum infinitas,

Infinitas ! Infinitas!

I1

But it is time to turn to Plato, and to attempt to trace
the history of that gigantic and yet splendid error, which
converted a true theory of knowledge into a false theory of
being, which turned, in other words, logic into ontology.

Aristotle ! tells us that Plato was in his youth familiar
with Cratylus,? by whom he was imbued with the Heraclitean
doctrines. Aristotle’s words certainly seem to imply, though
they do not distinctly assert, that Plato had studied the
Heraclitean philosophy before he made the acquaintance of
Socrates. It may have been so (and Zecller ® regards it 2as
certain), but assuredly in the earlier works of Plato there
is no trace of such influence. The writings of Plato may
be roughly divided into two groups, the Socratic dialogues
and the Platonic. In the former Plato mostly repeats the
doctrines of Socrates, in the latter his own speculations
appear. The second group might perhaps be divided again
into the purely Platonic (containing the Ideal system in its
original form) and the Pythagorean, in which the Ideal
theory was beginning to be assimilated to the numerical
theories of the Pythagoreans. But our information about
this last stage of Platonism is chiefly derived from Aristotle ;

1 Metaph. i. c. 6, § 2. 4th ed.
2 For whom, Zeller, vol. i. p. 675, 3 Plato, p. 9.
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and it would be hardly possible to form a group of Pyth-
agorcan dialogues, though in some of Plato’s later works
(especially the 77macus and Philebus) there are manifest
tokens of the coming change. To the first, the Socratic
group, I would assign the dialogues FHippias Major and
Minor, lon, Euthyphro, Laches, First Alcibiades (if genuine,
about which I have doubts), Lysis, Charmides, Euthydemus,
and Protagoras, to which may probably be added the Crizo
and Apology. (These last, however, being unphilosophical,
do not concern us here.) Now these dialogues are either
purely Socratic (the Hippias Major and AMinor, the Ion,
Euthyphro, Laches, and Protagoras), or Socratic tinged
with the coming Platonism (Lysis, Charmides, Euthydemus).
There seems to be no trace in these dialogues of the influence
of the great physical philosophy of the Pre-Socratic period.
It is true that passages in the Zwysi/s show that Plato was
acquainted with some of these doctrines, probably the
Empedoclean,! and certainly the Heraclitean.? But this
proves nothing more than a mere acquaintance with the
opinions of these carly philosophers; the dialogues themselves
are wholly uninfluenced by any such opinions. Plato started
completely from the Socratic standpoint ; what he sought
was correct general notions.  Thus his early dialogues are
Socratic both in form and matter. Beauty, which is the
subject of the Hippias Major, was, we know, discussed by
Socrates:3 picty, the subject of the Ewzhiyvpliro, was a common
theme with Socrates : * courage, the subject of the Laches,
was also a theme of Socrates:® so with friendship, the
subject of the ZLysis,® and temperance, the subject of the
Charmides.” The way in which the Platonic (?) Socrates

1 Lysis, 214 B; Stallbaum thinks 358 A; 76. v and £ ; Meno, 75 ; 7b.

that Anaxagoras is here referred to,
but sce Aristotle, Nic. Eth. viii. c. 1,
§6.

2 Lysis, 215 C-E.  Of course he was
acquainted with the Sophists, Hip-
pias, Protagoras, Prodicus, ectc. Pro-
dicus especially seems to have amused
Plato, and he is referred to very often.
Euthyd. 277 E; Hipp. Maj. 282
Laches, 197 D; Charm. 163 b;
Protag. 337 A-C; 10.340 A s9¢.; ib.

96 D; Adpol. 19 E; Theaet. 151 B;
Crat. 384 B; Rep. 6oo c.

* Xen. Mem. i. 1. 16; iv. 8.

 Xen. Mem. i. 1. 16; iv. 6. 2-4,
and on the relation of gods to men
generally Mem. i. 4 ; iv. 3.

® Xen. Mem.i. 1.16; iv. 9. 1-3.

¢ Xen.
iii. 11,

Mem. ii. 4, 5, and 6;

? NXen. Mem. 5. 5; ii. 1; iv. 5.
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in the First Alcibiades convicts Alcibiades of ignorance of
those things which a statesman should know, very much

resembles the mode in which Glaucon, who was

similarly

ambitious of taking part in politics, is convicted of a like

ignorance by the Xenophontic Socrates,!

and cqually in

both [Plato] and Xenophon does Socrates insist on thag
knowledge of self which the Delphic inscription 2 prcscribcd~
The Zon also contains a characteristically Socratic exposur€
of ignorance, and it was quite in Socrates’ way to interrogat®
people upon their special profession, as herc he intcrrogat‘?s
Ion the rhapsodist.t The Protagoras is the most systemati®
exposition which we possess of the doctrine that all particular

moral virtues can be resolved into knowledge,
know was a characteristic doctrine of Socrates.®

and this W€
Lastly, th¢

positive part of the Euthydemus® consists of a beautifu
exposition of the Socratic doctrine of the supreme importaﬂce

of wisdom.

The theme of all these dialogues is that which we saw
tobethe central pointin the thinking of Socrates—-—Knowledge‘
Sometimes ? the want of knowledge is exposed, sometimes
the value of it is insisted upon; sometimes the dialogu€®
are searches after knowledge, as the Hippias Major, Euthy-

Dhro, Laches, Lysis, Charmides.

Morcover, this knowledg®

is sought in correct general notions, and though the sca.rC'h
in these five dialogues is unsuccessful, the negative resul{: 15
characteristic of the historical Socrates.? A general notion
is sought, and Socrates’ respondent begins in some cases bY
giving particular instances of the general notion instead of th‘;
general notion itself. Euthyphro gives particular pious acts 1

Y Mem. iii. 6.

2 To the passages quoted by Liddell
& Scott, s.v. ypdupa in which this
inscription is referred to as the
Aengukdy ypduua, etc., I would add
Plato, Al. 7. 132 c; Charm. 164 D;
Phaedr. 229 £; Legg. 923 A; Rival,
138 A; and Phileb. 48 c (where the
plural ypdupara is used).

3 Plato, Al. 1. 129,
Mem. iv. 2. 24-29.

4 Compare Xen. Mem. iii. 10. 1-5,
where Socrates converses with Par-
rhasius the painter; z6. §§ 6-8, with

etc.; Xen.

Cleiton the sculptor ; §39-15, with ant
armourer; 75. ch. 11, he converses
with Theodota, a hetaira.

5 [Arist.] Nic. £th.vi.c. 13, P- 1144
b 17 sgg.; iii. c. 11, p. 1116 b 4
Lud. Eth.i.c.§, p. 1216 b 2 597.

¢ The first conversation of Socratés
with Cleinias, 278 E-282 D.

7 As in the Jon and Alcib. /.

8 As in the Zuthyd. 278 E-282 D
Lysis, 207 D-210 D.

% Arist. Soph. £7. 183.

U
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Instead of a gencral definition of piety; so Laches in the
case of courage,! and most ludicrously of all, Hippias in th(‘f
case of beauty.® The difficulty experienced by Socrates
respondents in grasping general notions illustrates the staté
of thought at the time that Socrates first turned attention
to the subject, and shows the originality of his method. On
receiving such answers the Platonic Socrates proceeds to
point out that they are inadequate, that while giving some
Particulars they leave out many, and he explains that he
wishes to receive an answer which shall include all particulars
whatever. Thus when Euthyphro in answer to the question,
what is piety (76 6otor), enumerates several pious acts, Socrates
points out that there are many other pious acts besides
those which Euthyphro has mentioned, and intimates his
wish to hear, not an enumeration of several out of the many
pious acts, but a definition of the general notion of piety.®
Thus prompted, Euthyphro rises to the occasion, and pro-
pounds a definition which is general. His definition, however
(“‘ that which is pleasing to the gods ”, or modified, ‘* that
which is pleasing to all the gods ), is shown to be untenable.
By way of helping to a definition Socrates* suggests the
connexion of the general notion of piety with the general
notion of justice; and this gives him an opportunity of
illustrating the relation of genus to species, z.e. of the more
general notion to the less general which it includes. He
points out (against Stasinus) that fear is a more general
notion than reverence, that the latter is a species of the former,
since wherever there is reverence there is fear, but where
there is fear there is not always reverence.5 Again Even
(r6 dpreov) is a species of the genus number. So piety
(Euthyphro concludes) is a species of the more general
notion of justice.® The genus justice is, he thinks, divided

! P. 190 E. mpdTTn, @G Sowov elvar, § 8 Av B
3 Hipp. Maj. 287 E-293 D. To1007ov, iy @B, p. 6D, £. The use of
3 g0ré 7o €lB0S @ wdvTa T4 doia Boud the “_'Ol’ds €ldos, 15éa and mapddeiyue
lorw Epnoba ydp Tou wg I8éQ Td TeE hc:e is to be noticed.
dvogla drésia €lvat kal 7& §oia 8oia.— . P.11E.
ravryy rolvuy pe abTiy dl&atov Tiw t5éav, . c. 13. .
ris woré eoTiv, (va €ls éxelvyy dmrofhémwy The word used for species is in
xai xpduevos avry wapabelypars & uév these cases wépiov and uépos, p. 12
8y rowbrov Ty Wv 8v ob B &es Tes G D
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into two species, one of these being the justice which relates
to the gods (and this is piety), the other the species which
relates to men.?

In a similar manner when Laches answers the ques-
tion, what is courage? by giving a particular brave act,?®
Socrates shows that there are many other brave acts, and
that he wishes an answer which will include them all, and
he illustrates his meaning by defining the general notion
swiftness. He points out that the speccies of swiftness are
many, but that all these species are included in the general
notion of “ power which effects much in a short time”.?
Laches then gives a general definition, but Socrates shows
that it errs on the opposite side ; while the first definition
was too particular, the second is too general, and hence
includes more than courage. So Hippias, when asked for
a definition of beauty, replies by naming particular beautiful
things ; beauty is, he thinks, a beautiful girl,* or gold,® or
it consists in being rich, healthy, and honoured by the Greceks,
in living to a good old age, in burying one’s parents honour-
ably, and in being buried honourably oneself.® Socrates
exposes the folly of these answers, and leads the way t.O
general definitions. From these bunglers Charmides 1S
honourably distinguished in that, being asked to define
temperance (cwppoaivn), he at once gives a general definition’
instead of a number of particular cases. This, along with
other points, seems to me an indication that the Charmides
is one of the later dialogues of the Socratic period. Various
other general definitions of temperance are afterwards
attempted.?

With the special matter of these dialogues I am not
concerned. All that I wish to indicate is that they are
attempts to reach knowledge by the method of forming
general notions, and that these general notions are still
regarded simply as the forms in which we know, not as

' P.12E. & P. 289 E.

? Laches, p. 190 E. ¢ P. 291 D, E.

3Ty év SNy xpbry moNNG dia- 7 Viz. that temperance is fouxt671s
mpaTroudvyy &lvapw TaxvriTa &ywye  Tis, p. 159 B.
kaXd kal mwepl ¢wviyv kal mepl Spbuov

xal mwepl Td8\\a mdvTa, P. 192 B.
¢ P. 288 E.

8 That it is aidds, that it is 76 7&
€avrol mpdrrew, that it is 76 yiqvdoxew
avTov éavréy.
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forms in which things exist. Therefore, that this method
should be applied (as it is in the Socratic dialogues of Plato)
chiefly to moral subjects, does not concern us, though we
may note in passing that the Socratic doctrine of the
resolution of all virtues into knowledge is distinctly, though
covertly, maintained in the Lackes and Protagoras, and
indicated, though less clearly, in the Clharmides and Euthy-
demus. The Laches sets out with an attempt to discover
the special virtue courage, and ends by discovering that
courage is inseparable from universal virtue, which is found
to consist in an universal knowledge of good and evil.l
Thus whether we regard the matter or the method of these
dialogues, we sce that their key-note is the key-note of
the Socratic philosophy—knowledge, and knowledge of uni-
versals. (I may notice that the Hippias Minor contains an
excellent example of the Socratic induction,® where the
examples are drawn from ordinary life, as we know was
the practicc of Socrates.® This induction in the Hippias
Minor would be one proof, if proof were needed, of the
genuineness of that dialogue. But the whole piece is
thoroughly Platonic, and is besides supported by a reference
of Aristotle.) So far then all is purely Socratic ; knowledge,
and mainly moral knowledge, is alone treated of ; of the
later Platonic ontology as of the earlier physical philosophy
there is as yet no trace.

I have said, however, that some of the Socratic dialogues,
while uninfluenced by the previous physical philosophy,
are yet tinged by a kind of anticipation of those peculiarly
Platonic doctrines which in the second group of dialogues
are developed into prominence. The dialogues which ex-
hibit this tincture most strongly, and which accordingly
are probably the latest dialogues of the Socratic period,
are the Charmides, Lysis, and Euthydemus. It is true
that all through the dialogues of this first period we may

1 Cp. Laches, p: 199 D, E.

2 Pp. 373 D-375-

3 Xen. Mem. i. 2. 37 dA\\a Tavdé
rol oe améxesbar, épn, dejoe, O
Sdkpares, TOV OXUTEWY Kal TOY TekTorWY
xai TOv xahkéwy® Kai yap oluat avrols
#0n xararerpipfar diabpvovpévous Umd

oof : in Plato’s Sympos. p. 221 E Alci-
biades describes the Aéyot of Socrates:
Svous yap xai Kavfplovs Néyer «kal
xalkéas Twas kal osvroréuous Kal
Bupaodéyas, kai dei Sia TOV abTdv TaAlTR
palverar Néyew.

¢ Metaph. A c. 29, p. 1025 a 6 5¢¢.
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detect special points of resemblance to peculiarities of
opinion or manner which appear more distinctly in the
later works. But these are special points, not affecting the
Platonic doctrine as a whole, or at least that aspect of it
with which we are here concerned. As instances of such
points of agreement, I may cite in the Euthydemus the
opinion that the popular legends of the gods were immoral
in their tendency ;! in the Lackes? the opinion that for
some men it is better to die than to live; hence that an
art such as medicine or seamanship, which saves life, is
not simply on that account good;?® in the Charmides*
the principle of the division of labour is hinted at which is
afterwards carried out in the Republic;® in the Euthydemus®
and Protagoras? the question of the teachability of virtuf:,
which is afterwards discussed in the Meno, is broached ; 1n
the same dialogue 8 the same view is taken of the function
of politics which is afterwards maintained at length in the
Gorgias, only that in the Gorgias virtue takes the place of
knowledge ; the same view of punishment is taken in the
Protagoras® that is afterwards stated in the Gorgias;° the
view of the effect which music has upon character expressed
in Protagoras'! is exactly the same with that expressed at
greater length in the Republic ;12 in the same dialogue **
the same objection to written discourse is made incidentally
which is drawn out in the Phaedrus ;4 the notion of the
madness of poets appears in the Jox ;1% in the Lysis'® as
later in the Symposium,'” the philosopher is described as
midway between the wise and the ignorant. But it 1S
needless to multiply instances of agreement on such special
points. It is more important to notice that in two of the
dialogues which I have assigned to the Socratic period, the
Lysis and the Euthydemus, there is a foreshadowing of

1 Euthydemus, pp. 5 E-6 A, cp. Rep. 10

P. 525 A, etc.
ii. p. 377 B-iii. p. 391 E. 1

P. 326 B.

2 P. 195 C, D, etc. 12 Pp. 400 C-402 A.
: Cp. Gorgias, pp- 511, 512. B Protag. p. 329.
. g 16:7 E. 1P, 275 D

p. 370 s9¢. : . )
¢ P.2828,cC. _“ P. 533 E; cp. Phaedrus, p. 24575
7 Pp. 319 A-320 B. 1b. p. 265 B.
® P, 292 B. 16 P, 218 A, B.

® P.324 Aand B. 17 Pp. 203 E-204 B.
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that ontological theory which in the second stage of Plato’s
thought took the place of, or engrafted itself on, the logical.
Such a foreshadowing can hardly be found in the Ckarmides,
in the discussion which we find there on the nature of
relation.! It is there found that the existence of some
relative things (e.g. quantity) is certain, and the existence
of anything absolute, 7.e. out of all relations to anything but
itself, is extremely doubtful. Whether there is an absolute,
and, if there be, whether knowledge or a particular kind of
knowledge is absolute, is left an open question. It would be
a mistake to imagine that Plato, in writing thus about an
absolute, had thought out his theory of absolute being, or
ideas. In the Lysss? it is said that something is dear (¢pirov)
to us for the sake of something else ; that something else is
also dear, and it must be so for the sake of something else
which is dear, and that something else for the sake of
something else, and so on till we come to something which
is primarily dear, which is the cause of every other lower
member in the series being dear, but which is not itself dear
for the sake of anything else.®* Reading this by the light of
later Platonism, we can easily see the resemblance between
the wpdTov ¢piror which makes all things else ¢ira, and the
alTo 1o raldév by participation in which all the xa)d are
xaid, but there can be little doubt that the ideal theory
had not dawned on Plato when he wrote the Lysis.
(I may note in passing the confusion produced in this
dialogue by the double sense of ¢idos - -ov; the word
has both an active sense=loving, friendly; and a pass-
ive=loved, dear. Both are mixed up in the dialogue.)
In the Euthydemus,® Zeller® and Stallbaum ¢ find an
enunciation of the ideal theory. The Sophist Dionyso-
dorus asks Socrates whether there is any difference
between beauty (7o xaMov) and beautiful things (xaXa
mpdypara). Socrates replies that there is; beautiful
things are different from beauty, but are beautiful by the

L Pp. 167 B-169 B. $lhov, ol Evexa kal TEAN gauer mdvra
2 ¢ 15. dl\a elvar; dvdyxy, p. 219 C, D.
3 3p' obv obk dvdykn dmeumely Huds ¢ Pp. 300 E-301 B.

obrws lbvras, kal d¢txéobar éri Twva 5 P. 126, note So.

dpyiw A ovxiT’ émavoiged ém' ENXo pidoy, ¢ Proleg. to Euthydemus, p. 41 ; id.

AN\ #tew ém éxeivo, & éoTe mphrov  Proleg. to Cratylus, p. 25.
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presence of a certain beauty.! This notion of a thing

becoming so and so by the presence of something else is
then ridiculed by the Sophist. I can hardly agree with
Zeller that this is a distinct enunciation of the ideal doctrine.
The passage might have been written by Plato in his Socratic
stage, when he had simply learned to distinguish the uni-
versal from the particular, without yet giving the universal
an objective existence, though the passage indicates a sort
of transition to or preparation for the later stage.

III

The early works which have been discussed were written,
I conceive, at various times in the interval of ten or twelve
years which elapsed between the death of Socrates and the
time when Plato established himself as a teacher at Atf}e.“s'
and perhaps before he travelled in Cyrene, Egypt Sicily,
and Italy. With them the first epoch in the intellectual life
of Plato is at an end; the first act is over, and when the
curtain again rises, the scene is changed. Plato returned from
his travels with larger experience and widened views, and
the result is secen in the great change in his views. ¢
result of my inquiry into this change may perhaps be Pest
expressed in the words of Plato himself: 2 TexevTdV OU,T“"‘?
duaurg Eofa mpds TavTHY THY oxéyrw aduis elvar @S ou3e’l'
xpiipa. Texuijpiov 8€ oou €pd i(ravoy éyw yap & xal '77"/70:
Tepov cadds HmiaTduny, bs ve éuavrd €doxouw, TéTE VTO
TabTns Tis oréfrews obTw opodpa éruprdbny, daTe &ﬂ—e'.#ae‘"'
kal Tadra & mwpd Tob Guny eidévar. With this admissiom
am, however, forced to proceed with the subject, and attempt
to make something out of it. _

One feature in which some of the later dialogues differ
from those of the first period is that they lead to affirma-
tive conclusions. The negative dialectic which we assOClﬂt'e
with Socrates has been to a great extent abandoned. This
marks an advance beyond the Socratic standpoint. In
respect of doctrine again, the great feature of the secon,d
group is the Ideal theory which reigns supreme in Plato’s

1 repa Epny [ta kaAa] avTol ye Tol  KkdAXos T
KaXoi: wdpeart pévror éxdaTy aiTdw 2 Phaedo, p. 96 C.
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greatest works, and is only abandoned (if at all) in his
latest writings. Over the tone, too, of the dialogues a change
has come. It is solemn, oftcn sombre, and deepens at times
intc sadness. As this feeling grows, the humour becomes
more and more subdued and finally disappears altogether.
Amongst thesc later dialogues the T/eaetetus possesses two
featurcs which might seem to connect it with the earlier
writings ; its result is negative, and the Ideal theory (though
hinted at) doecs not distinctly appear in it. But it is un-
doubtedly onc of the mature works of Plato, and is well
fitted to serve as an introduction to the Ideal theory, and
with this end in view Plato secems to have produced it.
The earlier dialogues are searches after knowledge or rather
after pal’tiCUIar kn.owledges (if I may be allowed the expres-
sion, an old' English one, I believe, and very useful); the
Theaetetis 1S a §earch after knowledge in general. The
T heaetetus nvestigates sensation and decides that knowledge
consists neither in sensation by itself nor in sensations (or
their images preserved by memory) combined into judgement.
The whole aim ‘of' the Z/eactetus is to prepare for a proof
that knowledge 1s innate in the reason, not acquired by sense
experience, and that its true objects are not the data of sense
but a world of supersensuous realities. The 7 heaetetus
breaks down the ‘“ bridge of fancies (as Plato deemed it)
which links us to the lower world, and henceforward turning
his back resolutely on the broken bridge, Plato sets himself
Patientl)’ to grope his way upward to the world above. If
this view of the T/fc’ﬂé’fé’fu-\‘ as an introduction to the Ideal
theory be c9rrect, 1t matters little to what year we assign
its composition. Thc passage usually appealed to for deter-
mining the date is the introduction,1 in which Theaetetus
is said to have been wounded in a battle, and to be at the

ort of Megara (Nisaea) on his way from Corinth to Athens.
The critics try to fix the date of the dialogue by determining
the date of the battle here alluded to; it has been referred
to 394, 39° (or a few years later), and 368. It is hardly
necessary to observe that even if we knew for certain the
date of the battle, this would not give us the date of
the dialogue; it would only tell us the year before which

1 P. 142.
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the dialogue (or at least the part which contains the men-
tion of the battle) could not have been written. Certainly
I cannot think that the dialogue was written about 394 B.C.
The nature of the contents points to some time between
390 and 380, the time when Plato established himself as a
teacher at Athens, and began to expound his doctrine of
Ideas. On the other hand, certain circumstances scem to
make for a considerably later date. The dialogue is connected
dramatically with the Soplist and Politicus, and these I
take to be late dialogues, later probably than the Republic.
Now internal evidence scems to show that the Republic was
written between 382 and 371. Supposing, then, the Sophist
and Politicus to be later than the Republic, and the Theaetetus
to have been written about the same time, the date 368 would
tally well enough. But in making use of the allusion to the
battle as a means for helping to fix the date of the 7 /eactetus,
there is this difficulty, that the introduction! is wholly dis-
tinct from the rest of the dialogue, and might quite well
have been composed at a different time. And the dramatic
union of the Theaetetus, Sophist, and Politicus by no means
Proves that these works were composed at the same time.
Yet some points are in favour of the later date. Thus in
Theaetetus 2 and Sophist 3 there are allusions to a conversation
held between Socrates in his youth and the aged Parmenides.
Now this conversation may perhaps be more naturally
referred to Plato’s dialogue Parmenides than to a real
conversation between Socrates and Parmenides. The refer-
€nces agree very exactly.* Now if these passages in the
Theaetetusand Sophistreallyrefer to thedialogue Parmenides,
then the dialogues themselves must have been written later
than it. But the contents of the Parmenides, especially its
searching criticism of the Ideal theory, makes the lateness
of its composition almost unquestionable. Still later, there-
fore, must have been the Zheaetetus and Sophist. There

: Pp. 142 A-143 C. udda &) Tére Bvros wpesBirov, cf.
. g 183 E. Theaet. lc. wdvv mwpeaBiry: in the
+ 217 E. Parm. Socrates is very young, Swrpdry

th‘ E the Parmenides it is said of 8¢ elvas Tére apbdpa véov, p. 127 C ; of.
e eatlc' phﬂosopher that e pudha  Soph. Zc. éya véos &v, Theaet. lec.
C"’ ToeofiTny elvai, ggpidpa mokby.  mwdwvy véos,
P- Soph. L¢, éxelyoy (seil, Tappevidov)
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are other points of similarity between the dialogues. The
definition in Zheactetust of 7o Siavoeicbar and of 8oka
correspond clearly to those in the Sophkist.* Again the hint
in the Zheactetus® that Plato holds a position intermediate
between the Llcatics and Heraclitcans reminds us of the
way in which he treats two opposite schools in the Sophist.
But stronger perhaps than arguments from particular cir-
cumstances is the argument from the gencral style of the
language in the Zhecactetus, Sophist, and Politicus. The
smooth and flowing style in which the dialogues of the
first and those of the earlier part of the second period are
written was cxchanged in Plato’s later life for a hard and
angular one, suggestive not (as thc ecarlier dialogues) of
wave succeeding wave, but of solid blocks fitted laboriously
into each other. Of the former, the flowing style, the most
brilliant examples are the Protagoras, Gorgias, Phaedo, and
Symposium, and to this class may be referred (along with
many lesser dialogues including all the Socratic) the Phaedrus
and Republic, but in these two latter the flow is by no means
so smooth ; in the Republic especially jolts are not uncommon.
Of the second, the stumping or halting style, the 77maeus,
Sophist, Politicus, and Philebus are the most undoubted
examples, though the sound of the wooden leg (if I may
say so) is not so painfully obvious in the Sop/isz and Politicus
as in the other two. (The Laws would probably have
formed another of this group; but the text was left in too
imperfect a statc at Plato’s death to enable us to pass a
judgement on the form which it might finally have taken in
his hands.) The Republic seems to have been the turning-
point between the two styles. I am inclined to class the
Theaetetus in point of style with the Sophist, Politicus, etc.,
rather than with the Phaedo, Symposium, etc. If I am
right in this, it forms a strong argument for the late date
of the Theaetetus. TFor it would be strange if the series of
dialogues written in the smooth style were interrupted by
one written in the stiff style into which Plato fell in later
years. To this it might be objected that the Parmenides
(a late dialoguc) is written in the smooth style, and if Plato

1 Pp. 189 E-190 A. p. 38 B-E.
 Pp. 263 E-264 A. Cp. too Philed. 3 Pp. 180 E-181 A.
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could change his style in the one case, he might have done
it in the other. But leaving the question of the date (which
is after all unimportant), it is necessary to se¢ more exactly
how the Zeaetetus prepares for the idcal theory- )

The general notions which Socrates aimed at grasping

were derived from particulars, and these particulars were
(in many cases at least) given by sense. In the So.cratlc
dialogues Plato had pursued the generalizing process }vxthout
examining the foundations on which it rests, without, 1n other
words, considering particulars and the mode in which they
are presented to us by sense. The 7/eactelits attempts to
supply this deficiency. It goes back to the PaTUCUIfHS of
sense, and inquires whether all our knowledge is supplied by
the senses—whether knowledge is sensation. The whole
dialogue is thus subjective ; it deals essentially with our
faculties of knowing, only incidentally with the o_bjects‘of
knowledge, differing herein from those dialogues 1n which
the objects of knowledge (viz. the Ideas) arc all-important
and our faculties of knowledge are nearly overlooked. The
dialogue is divided into three main parts. In the first,
knowledge is defined by Theaetetus as scnsatiOItl ;1 in the
second, it is defined as true opinion ; 2 in the third as true
opinion perd Aéyou, 7.e. in conjunction with an explanation
or definition (though what exactly this Adyos is, not the inter-
locutors themselves can agree upon). But 8¢fa is (as I shall
point out) only sense knowledge transformed; it 18 SI,mPI.y
judgement exercised on the data of sense. Thus sensation 18
the subject of the dialogue throughout. The inadequacy of
mere sensation to account for all our knowledge was Per~
ceived by Plato as clearly perhaps as by Kant. )

I have already indicated ® the state of mind to which we
would be reduced were we possessed only of the powers O_f
sensation. It may be well to draw out a little more in d_efall
some of the consequences which follow from the supposition
that sensation is co-extensive with knowledge and to show thé?t
Plato was fully aware of them. In the first place sensation 1s
only of the present ; had we nothing but sensation, memory

1 After he had first made the old

error of giving an enumeration of
particulars instead of a general

definition. cc. 8-30.
2 cc. 31-38.
3 Pp. 3 and 4.
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and expectation would be alike impossible ; we would be
shut out from the distant in time, and limited to the present
moment. (This consequence, so far as memory is concerned,
1S stated in 7/eaetetus.* It is true that in the latter passages
of the Z/eactetus Plato is combating not directly the doctrine
Propounded by Theaetetus that knowledge is sensation, but
the Protagorcan doctrine that man is the measure of all
things, that what scems true to a man is true to him. But
the two doctrines in Plato’s opinion coincide.?) An im-
mediate conscquence of this is that personal identity is lost.
Personal identity depends upon memory; memory is the
chain which binds our past experience in that unity which
constitutes self. If we had nothing but the present sensation
Wwe would not be conscious that we had existed the moment
before ; from ourself of the previous moment we would be
separated as completely as we are at present from the self of
any person other than ourselves. Thus we should not be one
Person but a succession of distinct persons succeeding each
other in time with inconceivable rapidity.? Compared with
such flecting lives, the life of an insect of a day would seem
an age.

Again, if we were limited wholly to sensation, our different
sensations cven when simultaneous would be wholly uncon-
nected ; we could not compare or contrast them by mere
sensation, since a sensation stands alone and can give no
information about anything but itself. By mere sensation
we could ncither compare the different sensations of any one
sense (say the colours blue and red given by sight), nor the
different sensations of different senses (say the blue given by
sight and the sound of the waves given by hearing).# Thus

1 Pp. 163 C-164 D, and so far as ex-
pectation is concerned, 74, pp. 171 E-
172 B, 177 ¢-179 C.  Cp. Philebus, p.

of personal identity, however, is here
viecwed not as arising from want of
memory, but from actual dropoiwots:

i.e. the subject becomes really dif-

21 C.
® Theaet. pp- 151 E-152 A and  ferent every moment that it meets
160 D. with a different object ; each modifies
3 Theaet. p- 166 B Goxeis Twd got  the other, their products are always
... 8bgew moTé Tov abTov eivar Tov dav-  different. But the result is the same

ouototuevor T TPy drouoolobar SvTe;
udAhoy 8¢ Tov elval Twa, dAN' olxi
ToUs, xal ToUTOUS Ytyvouévous dweipous,
édvwep dvopolwats ylyvnrac. The loss

from whichever point of view we look
at 1t

¢ Cp. Theaet. pp. 184 B s¢g. For the
comparison of the different sensations
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would our mind lose its unity not only (as we have seen) of
succession but also of simultaneity. Not only would the
mind be really a succession of totally distinct minds, but even
at one and the same moment of time it would not be one
mind but really as many minds as there happened to be
simultaneous sensations, for each of these sensations would
be totally distinct from and unconnected with all the ot.hers.
What we call mind would resemble (to use Plato’s own.xllus-
tration) the Trojan horse ; it would be really a plurality of
minds which, though outwardly connected, had no mental
union.!

An immediate consequence of this would be that we could
have no perception of what we call things. The.notlon we
form of a thing is a combination of various sensations which
we have at various times experienced simultancously. The
notion I have of my hand has arisen in some such way as t}}ls.
At a certain moment the sense of sight gives me the perception
of a certain patch of whitish colour of a certain conﬁgufraltllon,
lying, say, on a green ground. At the same moment, fo olx:;
ing upon an exertion of will, I am conscious of.a muscll: :
sensation of motion, and simultaneously the ‘“{hlte pa'tc o
colour changes its position on my field of. vision while ‘tl:z
green ground remains unaltered. Accordmgly, I assocm.d
these sensations of motion and the patch of whitish colour and
the change in the position of the whitish patch. By rep'eate.
experiences, by finding that a similar mgscular s?nsatxo}r: lts
often accompanied by a similar sensation o.f‘51ght (that,
namely, of a whitish colour changing its Po§1tlon), I come
firmly to connect in my mind these two distinct sensatlo}r:s
given by the two distinct senses (the muscular sense and tlle
sense of sight), and the notion of these sensations as mutually
connected is the notion I have of my hand. (There are of
course other sensations which go to make up the group of
sensations I call my hand. 1T have only indicated two of' the
chief sensations for the sake of illustration.) It is obvious
of different senses, #5. P. 185 A, B;  Sowpelois lwmois, alobicets e'-yxciﬁnvﬂl‘ly
for the comparison of different sen-  4\\a py eis piav Tvd (5éav, elre ¢u)£1,v
sations of the same sense, #6. p. elre § 7. dei Kahelv, wdvra raiTa

185 B, C. §uvreiver, § Sud TobTwy oloy Gpydvwy

! Theaet.p.184 D dewdv Ydpwov, & aighavépefa Soa aicOnrd.
mal, el woNhal Twes v Nuiv, domep év
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that at first I could have no reason to expect that the muscular
sensation of motion would be followed by any change in the
sensations of vision ; or even if I could have been forewarned
that such change would take place, I could not have antici-
pated (in the casc supposed) whether the change would be in
the white or in the green colour ; if I had been told that one
of these colours represented a part of myself called my hand,
I could not, before the experience I have described, have said
whether it was the white or the green colour that represented
my hand, or (more generally) which of all the colours on my
field of vision represented my hand. I might have fixed on
the sun or moon just as probably (perhaps more so) as on my
hand ; and if I had experienced pain in my hand before I had
received the power of moving it, I would have been just as
likely to refer the pain to a tree or a house or a stone (7.e. to
any of the patches of colour on my field of vision) as to
my hand.

The casc is similar with all the objects we call things.
The notion of cach is a combination of various sensations
which we have frequently experienced simultaneously or in
immediate succession. The notion of a table is a com-
bination of the sensations of colour and shape (received by
sight) with the sensations of touch and resistance ; all which
sensations have been at times experienced simultaneously.
After the notion has been once formed, it is not of course
necessary to its cxcitation in our minds that we should
experience simultaneously all the sensations which unite to
form it; onc of the sensations may be enough. £.g. the
notion of a table is excited in our minds by the mere sense
of sight. But though we do not in this case come in contact
with the table and thercby experience the sensation of
resistance, we yet believe that by going through certain
intermediate processes we would experience a sensation of
resistance simultaneously with the perception by sight of
the colour and figure of the table. The table is, in short,
for us a group not necessarily of actual sensations, but of
(in the language of Mill) permanent possibilities of sensation.

Having thus indicated briefly what we mean by things,
the truth of the remark made above—that with nothing but
sensation we could have no conception of things—will be
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clearer. Things are groups of distinct sensations of different
senses regarded as bound together. But cach sensc gives
only its own sensations; it cannot view the sensations of
other senses in connexion with its own ; it cannot, therefore,
be sense that unifies the data of the various senses by binding
them together in the bundles we call things; some power
distinct from sense is necessary to effect this unification.?
Things, Plato saw, are but groups of sensations.?  Just as
little can mere sensation give us the aesthetic notions of
beauty and ugliness,® for these are complex, involving 2
comparison of notions; but sensation is simple and 1S
incapable of comparing. Beauty is a ‘ mixed mode ” in
the language of Locke,* z.e. it is a doubly complex notion,
for even a simple “ mode” is a complex idea. Nor, of
course, can mere sensation give the moral notions of good
and evil .5 .
Thus we see, and Plato saw, the mental state to w.hnch
we would be reduced had we nothing but sensations.
Without knowledge of the past or future, without knowle'dgc
of things, we would be but series of totally distinct sensations
unconnected either in succession or in simultaneity. Such
a life, as Plato says,® would be the life not of a man, but of
a shellfish. But this is not the state of our minds, thercfore
our minds must be something more than bundles of senscs.
We know that we can compare the diffcrent sensations given
by the same sense? and the sensations given by different
senses.®.. We say that these sensations are or exist, that they
are different from each other, identical with themselves,
that they are like and unlike, that they are one, two, three,
etc. Now all these notions of existence, difference, sameness,
likeness, unlikeness, number, as well as those of beauty
and ugliness, goodness and badness, involving as they do
(except perhaps the first, that of existence) comparison,
cannot have been given by sensec. There is thus a power

! Theaet. pp. 185-186 B.

p- 157 B. C.
t 36t 68 kal xard pépos obTw Aéyew 3 Theaet. p. 186 C.
[£.e. such is the method of production 4 FEssay, bk.ii. c. 12, § 5.
of each particular sensation] xai wepi 8 Theaet. p. 186 A.
TONNGY dlpoigBévTwy ¢ 67 aBpolopar. € Philebus. p. 21 C.

Avfpwrby Te tibevtar kai Aifov «xai

Zheaet. p. 185 B, C.
ékaorov {Dbv Te kai e€idos, Theaet. 3

/d. p. 185 A, B.
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higher than sensc which can compare the data of the different
senses, and which furnishes us with notions which we could
never have had if we had been endowed with no mental
powers but the senses. This power which gives unity to
the disconnected data of sense we may call the pure reason.!

This, then, is thc answer which Plato made to the philosophy
of experience, the philosophy which believes that sensation
alone can account for all our knowledge ; and the passage
in which he makes this reply 2 is one of the most remarkable
in ancient philosophy; for the answer is substantially
identical, I believe, with the famous one which Kant made
to the sensational philosophy of Locke, as that philosophy
appeared in its full development in the scepticism of Hume.
Several ol Kant's categories (7.e. the pure notions given by
the reason independent of experience) are identical with
the notions to which Plato here points as not accountable
for by sense.

Plato then proceeds to point out to Theaetetus that the
object of their scarch, knowledge, must be sought not in
sensation, but in the notions of the reason. Sense, not
giving us the notion of existence, cannot, he thinks, give us
truth. For truth and therefore for knowledge we must
look to the source which gives us the notion of existence,
7.e. to the mind or reason. Sensation then is not knowledge ;
knowledge must be sought for in the operations of the
reason apart from scnse.® Here then we have the real
conclusion of the Zleactetus, the highest point reached in
the discussion,? and to this point a modern philosopher may
follow Plato, for these pure notions which he has reached
are still treated by him solely as notions, as forms of know-
ledge, not of external existence. It is only when he begins
(as we shall see presently) to project these internal forms
on the external world, to realize (ywp{feww in Aristotelian
language) his ideas, that we must part company from him.

Having thus extracted what seems to be the kernel (at

1 girhy 9 Yuxd, 7heaet. p. 186 B. TQ dvduart 8 11 wor' Exew 7 Yuxn, drav
2 Theaet. pp- 184 B-187 A, aiTh kad' avrTiy wpaymareinTat mepl
3 Theaet. pp- 186 c-187 A. Thecon-  7d évra.
clusion is d@ore pl) {nrelv alTiy €y 4 Buws 8¢ TocolTéy ye mpoSeSNKapey;
aloO¥oe. T6 mapdmav d\\' ¢v éxeirwy  as Plato says, T/eaet. p. 187 A.
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least for my purpose) of the Z/wcactctus, 1 shall not discuss
the latter portion of the dialogue in which knowledge is
at ﬁrst.i(‘ientiﬁed with truc opinion,! and afterwards with
true opinion wera Adyov. For opinion (in Plato's mind) was
essentially a product of sensation ; and the foundation being
thus dest'royed, the superstructure must fall with it.®

But in an attempt to understand the Ideal theory, it
would be wrong to leave the Z/eaetetus without taking with
Us a conception of Plato’s view of sensation and the mode of
1ts production, views which he nowhere states with such pre-
c.1510f1 as in the Zheaetetus. Sensation on the physiological
51d<? Is treated of at length in the Z%maecus ; ® but for sensation
On its metaphysical side the Z/eactetus is all-important. It
'S true that the theory of sensation hcre developed depends
upon the Heraclitean doctrine of flux, but there is no doubt
that. Plato accepted this doctrine fully in regard to the
sensible world. Neither in the Zheaetetus nor anywhere else
.does he, in this respect, attempt to refute it ; and it is accord-
Ingly an error in Bonitz 4 to speak of the refutation (Wider-
legung) by Plato in the Theaetetus of the Heraclitean doctrine
of flux. Even if the writings of Plato himself left any doubt
It consists in a mental

: cc. 31-38,

? Though it would perhaps be more
:untable to discuss ota when we come
t;atthg' l?epubl‘z'c, yet as my survey of
oy 1a{:>gue is necessarily very brief,
ofth:); ctl: well ‘to state shortly some
of et ¢ading points in Plato’s doctrine
T/wada. For 86¢a compare (besides
o €45, p. 187 A to end of dialogue)
Heno, ¢. 38, pp. 96 E-98 c; Soph.
Re.p 43, 46, 47, Pp. 261 c-264 B;
p ‘.,i + €C. 20-22, pp. 475 C-480 A;

¢ V1 € 20, pp. 509 c-511 E; vii
Pg. 533 D-534 D; Philed. c. 23, pp.
33 B-39 E; 75, PP- 58 BE-59 D; Z7m.
gf SID-52A; Phaedo,p.g6B. Opinion,
mﬁ:; 1s a product of sensation and
ey o'ry: €k uvhuns Te kal alo@ioews

. el kal 78 Siadotdfew dyxetpeiv
‘YP Zvee éxc.io-ro-re, Lhileb. p. 38, B, C. Cp.
plk aedo, éx rovrwy 8¢ [scil. vov alo6-

wvg Ylyvoro pvhun kal 86ta (Phaedo,
gi.vcg:n B, where, however, this is only

as a problematical solution of

a difficulty).
affirmation or ncgation and is thus
the conclusion of a mental dialogue
(Soph. pp. 263 E-264 A). It differs
subjectively from knowledge in that
it gives facts without giving their
causes, and in that it is not permanent
(Meno, p. 98 A); it differs objectively
from knowledge, in that the object of
opinion is the sensible world, which
is always changing, becoming and
perishing, while the object of know-
ledgeisthe Ideal world, the unbegotten,
imperishable, and unchangeable
(Tsm. p. 52 A; Rep. ll.cc.; Phil. pp.
58 E-59 D). Opinion is produced by
persuasion, knowledge by instruction ;
the former can be altered by persua-
sion, the latter cannot ; the latter can
give a rcason for itself, the former
cannot (77m. p. §1 E).
3 c. xvi. and cc. xxvii.-xxx.
¢ Platonische Studien, p. 53.
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on the subject, such a doubt would be removed by the direct
testimony of Aristotle.? Accordingly we may accept the
account of scnsation given in the T/eaetetus as the genuine
view of Plato.? The theory is this. In the physical world
there exists nothing but motion. Of motion there are two
kinds, an active and a passive. These, though mentally dis-
tinguishable, arc really inseparable ; the one has no existence
without the other. These motions work together, they are
coefficients, and their product is double, viz. sensations
(algfioeis) and objects of sensation (aicfntd), or in other
words, Perception and the Perceived. The essence of these
products (ta vyewvopera) as well as of their producers (ra
yevvyra) is motion ; but there is this distinction, that the
motion of the producers is slow, that of the products is swift.
Thus the producers, 7.e. the active and passive motions (what
we would call object and subject), after approaching within a
certain distance of each other, remain in their places, whilst
between them there passes a double motion, one from the
Agent To motolv (the Object) to the Patient 76 wdoyor (the
Subject), the other from the Patient (Subject) to the Agent
(Object). The products of this union of motions are (2) sen-
sations, atogfijoers; (b) objects of sensation, alsOnrd, the
former being the product of the motion from Patient to
Agent, the latter of the motion from Agent to Patient. Thus
colour, which is an ata@nrov, is neither something outside
the eyes nor something in the eyes; it has in fact no place
at all, being but the product of a motion impinging on the
eye.® So with all sensations of hardness, heat, etc., they are
not anything absolute, do not exist by themselves; they are
all produced by the union of two motions.* These two
motions (Subject and Object) have no existence apart from
each other. Thus there is no absolute existence in the physical
world ; all sensible existence is relative, or rather there
is no existence (eivac), 7.e. nothing permanent, there is only
change (yiyvesOas), and this is always relative.® These objects

1 pfetaph. 986 b 32 sgg. pp. 181 B-182 E.
2 The passages in which this view
is developed are Zheaet. c. x. pp.
153 D-154 B C xiii. pp. 156 A-157 B; ¢ Pp. 156 E-157 A.
¢ xiv. pp- 159 C-160 C; c. xxviii. ® Pp.156 E-157 A. Cp. p. 160 A-C.

3 Theaet. pp. 153 E-154 A.
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of.sense, alobyrd, are qualitics (roidryres),! and what we call
tl}mgs, e.g.a man and a stonc, arc mercly groups or bundles
(40poicpara),? of these qualitics. But these products, aioyrd,
or qualities (including, of course, both individual qualities
aI,ld those groups of qualities we call things) and sensations,
aiofijcess, have (as we have seen) no existence in themselves,
but are constantly changing with the change of the Producers,
for Wwhen the object meets with a different subject or the
subject with a different object, the product is different; thus
No two sensations can be alike, and no two objects of sensa-
tion are alike.® As Hamilton said, no two men ever saw the
same sun. Thus neither object nor subject, since they are
constantly changing, can be said to be the same. Thus, so
far as sensation goes (on the subjective side), personal
lflemity is lost; I am, not one and the same man throughout
ll'fe, but a series of distinct men ;4 and (on the objective s-ide)
since each quality is changing and is never the same, things
(men, stones, etc.), being but bundles of thesc qualitics, are
ever changing and have no permanent existence. The pro-
ducts (74 yevvoueva), both the qualities,® ailofnTd, and the
sensations, alocfioes,® are in flux. Thus, since the Products
vary with different subjects and objects, the sensations ?f
different men not only may, but must be, different ; a man s
sensations are peculiar (i8a) to himself.” It 1S on this
ground that Plato identifies the theory that knowlque 1s
sensation with the Protagorean doctrine that man is the
measure of all things—what seems to him is to him.®

The resemblance between this dynamical theory of sen-
sation and certain recent speculations is curious. Herbert
Spencer says:® ‘‘Literally, then, the so-called secondary
attributes [of which especially Plato has been describing the
origin] are neither objective nor subjective, but are the triple
products of the subject, the object, and the environing
activities. Sound, colour, heat, odour, and taste can be
called attributes of body only in the sense that they imply in

;g 182 A. 8 P. 182D, E.

. 157 B. " P.154 A.

¥ Pp. 159 A-160. 8 Pp. 151 E-152 A. ..
* P. 166 B. S Principles of Psychology, vol. 1.

®P.182¢c,D. P- 145, new ed.
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b0c.iy certain powers of reaction, which appropriate external
actions call forth. These powers of reaction, however, are
neither the attributes made known to us as sensations, nor
those vibrations or undulations or molecular repulsions in
which, a5 objectively considered, these attributes are com-
monly said to consist; but they are the occult properties in
Vvirtue of which body modifies the forces brought to bear upon
1t. Nevertheless, it remains true that these attributes, as
manifested to us, are dynamical, and in so far as the im-
mediate relation is concerned, it remains true that in respect
of these attributes the object is active and the subject is
Passive.” Cp. Mill’s Logic:! ““ Even those attributes of
an object which might seem with greatest propriety to be
called states of the object itself, its sensible qualities, its
colour, hardness, shape, and the like, are in reality phenomena
of causation, in which the substance is distinctly the agent,
or producing cause, the patient being our own organs, and
those of other sentient beings’. We may notice, too, the
fullness of the nomenclature,® which seems to supply the
deficiency complained of by Mill.3

The conclusion of the Z/eaetetus is thus negative ; what
knowledge may be has not yet been discovered. One thing
at least is certain that in the senses we look in vain for
knowledge. This is expressed even more definitely in the
conclusion of the Cratylust If in the sensible world all
things are in flux; in the first place, nothing in it has any
existence, for before it can be said to be anything, it has
slipped away ® into something else: in the second place,
nothing sensible can be known ; while we are in the very
act of trying to know something sensible, it has altered.
In short, neither knowing subject nor object known can have
any existence, for existence implies permanence, but in the
sensible world permanence is not.

' Vol. i. p. 387 (ed. 9). 3 Exam. of Hamilton, p. 215.
2 70 motolv—rd wdoxov, alolnTéy—- ¢ Pp. 439 D-440 B.
aiofnots.

b dei vmeépxerar, Cral. p. 439 D.
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v

Having thus rejected the claims of sensation to knowledge,
Plato proceeds in other works to unfold his own theory of
knowledge and existence—the Ideal theory. That theory
is first (I believe) definitely stated, though in different
aspects, in the Meno and Cratylus. The notice of it in the
Meno is but passing; but the Craty/us is an important
contribution to the subject, and as the latter dialogue is in
some respects akin to the Zeaetetus, it will be convenient
to examine it next. In both the Craty/us and Meno the
theory seems, from the terms in which it is spoken of, to be
a novelty. The remark of Meno after the proof of im-
mortality, and the reply of Socrates, scem to me to breathe
something of the complacency which a thinker might feel
at the moment of hitting upon so brilliant a theory as that
of the Ideas.! And in the Cratylus the Ideal theory is
spoken of as a dream,* and Plato does not insist upon it,
or deny that the contrary theory (that of universal flux)
may be right. In later life, the Ideas were for him the
waking realities, the sensible world but a dream.® This
contrast points decidedly to the early date of the Cratylus.

Different views may be taken of the scope and purpose
of.the Cratylus, but as my object is not to criticize the
opinions of others, it will be enough to state my own. The
Cratylus, it seems to me, is like the Theaetetus, a search
after knowledge. Plato has tried to reach knowledge by
way of sensation, but failing in that he tries another road,
by way of words. He attempts to discover whether it may
not.be possible to acquire a knowledge of things by in-
vestigating the words which are their signs. It is true that
both in the Theaetetus and Cratylus we detect an already
formed conviction underlying the whole investigation that
after all neither sensation nor words can furnish us with
knowledge ; but nevertheless, the dialogues do really discuss

the possibility of knowledge being gained by sensation and
words.

1 MEN. E& pot doxels Nyew, & 2 Crat. p. 439 C.
Sdkpares, ook old' Smws. =0, Kal 3 Tim.p.52B,C; Rep.p. 476 ¢, D;
vap éyw éuol, & Mévww, Men. p. 86 B. cp. #6. pp. 5§20 C, 5§33 C, 534 C.
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This view of the scopeof the Cratylus is strongly confirmed
by the conclusion of the dialogue, and it gives unity and
consistency to the whole. This may be best seen by a survey
of the dialogue. The Cratylus is divided into two main
parts ; the first is the conversation of Socrates with Hermo-
genes, the sccond that of Socrates with Cratylus. Hermogenes
holds that the connexion betwcen things and their names
is merely conventional and arbitrary,® Cratylus that the
connexion is a natural necessity, that words have a natural
application to the things they stand for.? The result of
Socrates’ conversation with Hermogenes is that (contrary
to Hermogenes’ original view) words are found to have a
natural connexion with things, a connexion of resemblance
or imitation ; or rather words onght to have (and if they
are rightly formed wi// have) this resemblance to the things
of which they are the names. For it is the function of a
word to signify that of which it is the name, and this it can
in itself only do by resembling or imitating the thing.® This,
then, is the conclusion come to in the first part of the dialogue
—names ought to be copies or likenesses of the things named.

The result of the second part of the dialogue is that (con-
trary to the original view of Cratylus) though words ought to
be copies of things, yet, as a matter of fact, these copies may be
quite mistaken ; they may, owing to a blunder of the name-
giver (similar to the blunder of one who mistakes a portrait),
have been applied to things which they do not all resemble.
Now Cratylus had held that the only way of acquiring
knowledge of things was by studying their names; since
names resemble things (he thought), we can gain a knowledge
of things by studying the names which resemble them.t
But Socrates has shown that though words oug#? to resemble
things, they may fail to do so, and therefore one who trusted
to names as his guides to knowledge would inevitably go
astray. The conclusion of the dialogue is, that for a know-
ledge of things we must look to the things themselves, to
their essences, not to their names. Now the things them-
selves, the essences of things, were, according to Plato,
their ideas ; hence the dialogue closes with a sketch of the

1 P. 384 D. 3 c. 34.
3 P. 383 4A,B. ¢ P. 435D, E.



34 ADMISSION OF ABSOLUTE EXISTENCE v

Ideal theory, on the supposition of which alone (it is implied)
is knowledge possible.

This outline may help to confirm the view that the aim
of the dialogue is to show that knowledge is not to be
gained by an examination of words. But for our purpose
it is needful to go into greater detail. At an early stage of
his conversation with Socrates, Hermogenes is represented
as discarding, after a very brief argument, the theory which
gave rise to so long and elaborate a discussion in the
Theaetetus, the theory, namely, of Protagoras, that man is
the measure of all things, that things are to a man as they
seem to him.! He also rejects the doctrine of Euthydemus
that all things always stand in the same relation to everybody.?
It remains that there must be some things which have an
absolute existence, which are not relative to us, but are
wholly independent of, do not change with, our perceptions
of them ; such things have their relations wholly confined
to themselves, they are absolute.® Here we have got beyond
the position of the 7/eaetetus; there we saw nothing but
the changing elements of the sensible world, elements which
(it was found) could only exist in relation to each other;
they were, moreover, in constant change, so that they could
not be said truly to be, only to become. This admission,
therefore, of an absolute existence ¢ is highly important for
the Platonic development.

Socrates proceeds to include actions amongst those
absolute existences, on the ground that our actions must
conform to natural laws ; we cannot conform nature to our
actions. Our actions are thus in themselves (not necessarily
in their origin) absolute, 7.e. not dependent on our wishes.
Now naming is an action ; it must therefore, like all other
actions, be subject to natural laws; names must be natur-
ally adapted to things, they cannot be arbitrarily applied

by us® In order to discover the natural application of
; c. iv. pp. 385 E-386 D. U’ hudv, énépeva dvw kai KGTW TY
P’. 3?6 D. , i uerépy ¢avrdouar:, dANa kad' alrd
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names to things, a number of words are analysed. These
are found to be compounded of shorter words. The com-
pound words derive their meaning from, are significant by
reason of, the shorter words.?

But to explain the significance of words by analysing them
into shorter significant words is only to throw the question a
step further back, for we at once ask, whence do these shorter
words derive their significance? This regress process
cannot be infinite; we must at last come back to certain
primary names from which all other names are derived.
Indeed we seem to have hit upon some of this class, e.g.
70 lov, 1o péov, To Sodw, for we found that a very large
number of words could be analysed into these. The question
then is: whence do these primary words drive their sig-
nificance ? The answer is, by imitating the things of which
they are names. But words are not mere imitations of the
sounds of things (for then certain musical airs, vocal imitations
of beasts, etc., would be words), nor of the shapes and
colours of things (for these are imitated by painting) ; words
must be imitations not of the sounds, shapes, and colours,
but of the essence of things.

[This passage is to be marked. The essences of things
which names are to imitate are, of course, the Ideas, and
these Ideas are here shown to be quite distinct from the
sensible qualities of things.] The analysis is then carried
to its last stage by analysing these apparently primary
words into their letters, and by showing that these letters
have a natural significance; p naturally signifies motion,
for in uttering it the tongue vibrates ; therefore it was used
in the formation of words signifying motion, pelv, Tpouos,
etc.? Again, because of the compression of the tongue which
takes place in pronouncing & and 7, the namer used these
letters to imitate binding (8eouos) and standing (ordous).
So other letters have a natural resemblance to certain things
and are therefore used to form the names which denote these
things. At this stage, where it has been found that the

1 £ g. Nogeddv is said to be com- ol wénots; dvdpeia=1 évavria por,
pounded of wosl and deoudv or of = FeNla=5 Jel Mav; 70 Avorehodw =Td
xOAN' eldds or of 6 ceiwv; Anuirnp is  Tac ¢opds Ndov 7d Téos, etc.
3i30loa piTnp; Ppbvnois = gopls kai 3 P. 426 A-E.
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correctness of a word consists in its being so formed out of
letters and syllables as that it shall resemble or be a copy
of the essence of the thing named, the first part of the dia-
logue (the conversation of Socrates with Hermogenes) comes
to an end.!

In the conversation with Cratylus which follows, Socrates
forces Cratylus (very much against his will) to admit that
words (like all other copies) may misrepresent their originals.
Moreover, Socrates points out that some names are sig-
nificant by convention only. The Eretrians, he says, pronounce
O'K)w)p.é'rnp where the Athenians say cxAnpérys; thus thesame
meaning is conveyed to the Athenians and Eretrians by the
different letters p and o. Further, A in oxAngoTns was seen
to be the.: natural letter to express smoothness ; yet here it
appears in a word expressing roughness. Yet none the less
do we understand the meaning of cxAnpdTns Or GKANPOTNP ;
these words are significant, it appears, not because of the
letters which compose them (for N signifies naturally the
reverse of roughness, and p and o are different, yet convey
t}}e Same meaning), but because custom has made the
signification familiar : but custom is convention. We have
thus'to.adm'it that custom and convention contribute to
the signification of names_2 The conclusion of the discussion
on the correctness of names is that names ought, as far as
P}:‘JSSlble, to resemble the things which they represent, and
fioer:;;);fb;hiﬁ are composed of letters and syllables which

€ the thing, the better they are ; but this principle

cannot be f:amed out completely, we must admit an element
of convention.3

The result thus reac

hed i i :
theory of k ed is sufficient to disprove the

that mot onl nf;:/ledge held by Cratylus. Cratylus thinks
ledora of Y the best but the only way of acquiring a know-
g o ings 1s.to study their names ; for since the names
resemble the things, by studying the
1 P. 427 D.
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knowledge of the things which they resemblel This is of
course disproved by the conclusion come to above, that
names, though they ought to represent, may actually mis-
represent things; the name-giver (who is supposed to be
the original Law-giver) may have made mistakes in applying
names to things, the names may not really have resembled
the things which he believed them to resemble. Thus a
study of names might lead to error instead of to knowledge.
Moreover, the theory leads to an impossibility. For Cratylus
admits that the original Name-givers knew the things to
which they gave names. But if the only way to know things
is through their names, how could these Name-givers know
things before they had given them names ? Thus, in order
to gain a knowledge of things or realities 2 we must look to
something else than their names; it must be possible to
know things without the help of names. Surely the only
way of acquiring a knowledge of things is to study the things
themselves both separately and in their mutual relations, if
they are akin.® The study of names may indeed disclose
to us the views which the first Name-givers held with regard
to the nature of things, but these views may have been
mistaken, and we must not allow ourselves to be deceived
by them. From the numerous words which we have dis-
covered on analysis to be significant of motion, it would
appear that the original Name-givers held the Heraclitean
doctrine of the flux of all things: but what of that? It
is just as likely that these Name-givers grew giddy from
looking about to examine things, and so fancied that all
things were whirling about, as that all things are really in
motion.* I often dream, says Socrates, of a state of things
very different from that of a universal flux. The particulars
of sense are fleeting; beautiful faces come and go, and so
with all beautiful things; but apart from beautiful things
there is Beauty itself; apart from good things there is
Goodness itself. These are not transitory, they exist and
do not pass away. In the world of sense there is neither
existence nor knowledge : that cannot be which is always
changing ; and that which is always changing cannot be

1 Pp. 435 E-436 A. 3 P.438 E.
2 74 dvra, p. 438 E. 4 P, 411 B, C; ¢f. 439 Cand 440C, D.
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known, for before we have apprchended it, it is altered.
If motion, then, be universal, there can be no existence, no
true being either of subject or of object, cither of knower
or of known. But if there be after all a knower and a known,
if there be Beauty, Goodness, and all such realities (év éxaoTov
r@v 8vrwv), then are these existences exempt from the stream
of change? Whether this or the Heraclitean be the true
doctrine it is not easy to decide. At all events no sensible
man should risk his soul by trusting in words and the men
who made them, presuming that he knows by their means
that there is nothing stable in himself or in things, but that
everything is flowing away like pots on a river.!

Such is an outline of the dialogue, sufficient perhaps for
the purpose in hand. It may help to show that the thought
underlying the whole dialogue is knowledge, and knowledge
of certain permanent, unchanging entities, the Platonic Ideas.
Names ought to represent the essence (oloia) of things, and
this essence is something quite apart from the physical
qualities of things, their colour, shape, sound, etc.? These
essences which loom dimly in the background of the Cratylus,
and of which we catch a somewhat clearer glimpse only
at the close of the dialogue, are soon to burst on us in more
than rainbow brightness in the Phaedrus and Republic. The
point to remember here is that these essences are distinct
from the physical qualities of things.® The technical words
for these essences were of course el8os and (8éa, and the
first passage in Plato where the former may be thought to
be used in this special sense is Cratylus, p. 389 B.A It is true
that the words el8os and (8éa occur in a sense somewhat
similar to the later Platonic usage in a passage in Euthyphro-®
But the words are used in the Euthyphro in a merely logical
sense to denote general notions, not (as in later dialogues) in

a metaphysical sense, to denote general existences. The
1 P.g40C. Thv kareayvlay SNéwwy; 7 mpds EKewo
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question whether the eidos (that of the «epkis or weaving-
rod), alluded to in Cratylus, p. 389 B, is or is not a genuine
Platonic Idea, is of some importance for the development of
the Platonic doctrine. For if the Cratylus be, as I take it to
be, one of the carliest dialogues in which the doctrine of Ideas
appears, and if this ei8os of p. 389 B be a true Platonic Idea,
then we must admit that from the outset Plato recognized
ideas of #kings, and not only of things in general, but of
artificial things. That he did at least later recognize ideas
of things and of artificial things we know from Plato himself.
But Plato acknowledges ! that he often hesitated whether to
make idcas of things or not. I am inclined to believe that at
the outset he did not suppose ideas of sensible things (7.e. sub-
stances, trecs, houses, men, etc.) at all ; and if this be so, the
eldosof theweaving-rod in Cratylus, p. 389 B, must be explained
otherwise than by supposing it to be a pure idea. The ex-
planation seems simple enough ; a carpenter when about to
manufacture any article first forms a picture of it in his
mind ; and this mental picture he uses as a model. It is this
mental picture of which Plato is here speaking and which he
designates by the word eidos, a natural word to employ since
it means properly ‘““visible appearance”. And cven when
he did undoubtedly come to use the word in a technical sense
to denote a peculiar invention of his own system, he naturally
did not always accurately distinguish between the popular
and the technical sense ; the two must have run into each
other to some extent in his mind.  Still it may be urged that
just after speaking of the eldos of the weaving-rod, he goes
on to speak of the eidos of a name in a way which leaves no
doubt that he has in view the true Idea of a name ; and that
if the €idos of a name is an Idea, so must be the eldos of
the weaving-rod.*> In face of this I do not insist upon the
explanation of the eidos of the weaving-rod given above,
but only maintain that at first Plato, if he made ideas of things,
at least had not them primarily in view ; that the notions
which he primarily idealized and which he regarded as of
paramount importance were not concrete notions of things,

1 Parmen. p. 130 B, C. and immediately below 74 mpoaijxov €idos
2 Cf. p. 389 D aird éxeivo & éoTiv  Kepwidos.
Svoua, p. 390 A TO Tob dvduaros eidos,
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but abstract notions of qualities, etc., and especially those
abstract notions on which Socrates and Plato himself in his
more purely Socratic days had dwelt—moral notions. Con-
sistently with this, when the Ideal theory makes (at the close
of the Cratylus) its first appearance in its normal shape, the
notions idealized are those of Beauty and Goodness ; these
are classed among realities (ta dvra).!

Thus there is in the Cratylus a distinct advance on the
Theaetetus. The Theaetetus left us floating on the river of
sense : neither existence nor knowledge had yet raised their
heads above the tossing flood, or if knowledge had appeared,
it was but a faint and partial glimpse we had of it.2 In the
Cratylus there is at least a strong hope held out of a zerra
Jfirma ; the voice of the restless waters is still heard 3 but it
is farther off, they are retiring and leaving the solid ground,
or what Plato took for such. The land seems (so far as we
can descry it) to be composed of general notions. In Cratylus*
there is a noteworthy passage. It is suggested that as all
words may be analysed into their letters, so perhaps all things
may be reducible to a certain number of elements, which
may explain the existence of all-derived things.® These cle-
mentary existences are no doubt the Platonic Ideas. The
multitude of particular things is reduced to unity by being
classified ; their infinity (if I may say so) becomes finite. It
was no doubt in class notions that Plato sought these ele-
mentary existences (of which he here speaks) which were to
explain the existence of all else. Thus Plato scems to have
made Ideas, not of every particular thing, but only of classes,
of 'universals, not of particulars. It has been suggested, I
believe, ’.that’the Cratylus was written for the express purpose
of thus limiting the sphere of the Ideal world by showing that
Ideas were only of general notions. But this seems to me
unduly to limit the scope of the dialogue. However, the
result of the Cratylus is this : that it is at least possible that
general notions (goodness, beauty, etc.) have a permanent

1 P.439 C. & The
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2 Theaet. pp. 184 B-187 B.
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existence, exempt from the flux of the sensible world, and
that these permanent existences can alone be known.

v

The Meno is like the Cratylus, one of the earliest, perhaps
the very earliest, dialogue in which we find a distinct state-
ment of the Ideal theory. But the aspect in which that
doctrine appears in the Afeno is quite different from that
presented in the Cratylus. In the Meno the Ideal doctrine
is used to prove the immortality of the soul by means of
the peculiarly Platonic notion of dvauvnois or recollection.
The doctrine reappears in the Plaedo and Phaedrus, but
in none of the other dialogues of Plato (with the exception
perhaps of a faint allusion in the Z7Zmaewns, which I shall
point out in its place). This, then, is a common feature of
the Meno, Phaedrus, and Phaedo, and accordingly in an
account of the Platonic Ideas, these dialogues may be
conveniently taken together. Moreover, it is probable that
they were written about the same time, the Mexno, however,
somewhat before the other two. For the Meno, as a whole,
is essentially Socratic in its subject (the teachability of virtue)
and in its negative results, as well as in minor peculiarities,
e.g. the profession of ignorance,! the inability of Meno at
first to grasp a general notion.2 On the other hand, there
are points in it which are characteristic of Plato himself,
e.g. the immortality of the soul® and the closely allied
doctrine of avduvnois,* and the distinction between knowledge
and opinion.®* The parody of the Empedoclean theory of
sensation ¢ is more Platonic than Socratic. This combination
of Socratic and Platonic characteristics seems to indicate
that the Meno is one of the early dialogues of the second
period written at a time when Plato, while still preserving
to some cxtent the Socratic mode of thought, had already
conceived some of those doctrines which were peculiar to
himself. The style of the language, too, is smooth and
flowing ; it has the simplicity of the Socratic period without

1P, 71, ¢ Pp. 82 A s¢q.

2 Pp. 71 E s5¢¢. 5 P.oy.
3 Pp. 81 A s¢q. ¢ P. 76 p.
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attaining to that brilliancy of diction which marks (e.g.) the
Phaedo and Symposium. There is an allusion ! to Ismenias
the Theban which might be of use for determining the date,
but the commentators are divided as to the year in which
the transaction alluded to took place. On the whole, the
probability is that the Meno was written between 390 and
380, probably nearer the former than the latter. The
Phaedrus seems to have been written about the same time.
From the way in which Lysias is spoken of in this dialogue,
it cannot well have been written after 378 B.C., the date of
Lysias’s death. The tradition (recorded by Diogenes Laertius)
:chat the Phaedrus was the carliest of the Platonic compositions
1s utterly disproved by internal evidence, and deserves no
serious attention. The Phaedrus is an essentially Platonic,
not Socratic dialogue. It may be safely ranked amongst
the earlier compositions of that second period in which
Plato gave to the Socratic theory of conceptual knowledge
that peculiar development which is associated with his
name. Thus the Plhaedrus was probably written some little
time before 380. The Symposium, which is connected in
style and matter with the Phaedrus, was not written before

385 (for.by an anachronism it contains 2 an allusion to the
destruction of Mantinea b

. y the Lacedaemonians, which took
place in that year),

Manti ) and probably not after 370, when

antinea was rebuilt. The Symposium secms to be later
Lhz‘llrll‘ the Phaedrus; as a dramatic work it is far more
riliant than the latter. While the Phaedrus is marked
by a more youthfu] freshness and enthusiasm, reminding
one of th.e freshness of spring, the Symposium has all the
m?llow /rlchnefs of a glorious autumn, wdvr’ dodev Oépeos
paa mioves, Gale § 6mdpas.® This inference is confirmed
by an apparent allusion in the Symposium 4 to the Phaedrus.
(This r'eference, as well as some other facts which help to
determlpe the dates of the Phaedrus, Symposium, and
Republic, I have borrowed from my notes of Mr. Jackson'’s
us.) The Phaedo is now generally
eded the Republic, and probably to
mposium. But the Republic seems

3 Theocr. vii. 143.
¢ P.182 a.

admitted to have prec
have followed the Sy
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from internal evidence to have been composed between 382
and 371. On the whole, then, we are justified in regarding
the Meno, Phacdrus, Symposium, and Phaedo as a group
of dialogues which followed each other at not very long
intervals, in the order in which I have named them.

In the Meno the Ideal thcory appears in connexion
with the Platonic doctrines of avdurnois and (founded on it)
immortality. It is true that in the earlier works! the notion
of immortality is alluded to, but only in a popular and
(in the Apology) hesitating way ; it is not laid down as a
doctrine which we have philosophical grounds for believing
in. Again, in the Gorgias (which ranks among the earlier
compositions of the second period, but whether it is later or
earlier than the Aeno it is difficult to decide), the doctrine
is treated in a mythical and popular way, but nevertheless
with a degree of distinctness and confidence,® which does
not appear in the Apology and Crito. The definition, too,
of death in the Gorgias?® is exactly that of the Phaedo.t
Still, though these and many other circumstances show that
the Gorgias was composed not very long before the Phaedo,
the former does not contain a philosophical account either
of the Ideal theory or of immortality, and may therefore for
the present purpose be left out of account.

The passage in the Meno which is of importance for
the present subject is found cc. 14-21, pp. 80 D-86 c. Itis
introduced by a doubt raised by Meno as to the possibility
of seeking for what we do not know.®> This was an eristic
quibble of the day, intended to demonstrate the impossibility
of learning anything; Socrates undertakes to show the
possibility of learning. He first of all appeals to Pindar
and the poets who maintain that the soul, while it goes
through the processes of life and death, yet never perishes ;
thus being immortal, and having been often born, it has
seen and learned all things. Thus after being born once
more into life, it may in time by recollection recover the
knowledge of virtue and other things which it previously
possessed ; the recollection of one thing will help to call up

1 Apol. c. 32, PP. 40 C-41 C; Crito, ® P. 524 B.
c. 16, p. 54 B, C. ¢ P.64cC.
2 Cp. Gorg. pp. 523 A, 524 A, 526 D. 5 P.8E.
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a whole train of other recollections  All that we call learn-
ing thus consists in recollecting that which we knew before
birth.! To prove this position, Socrates cross-examines a
slave of Meno. This slave has never been taught mathe-
matics, but in answer to a series of leading questions pro-
pounded by Socrates, he evolves a mathematical theorem,
viz. that a square, to be double the area of another square,
must be described on the diagonal (or on a line equal to the
diagonal) of that square. At first the slave thinks the side
of the new square must be made double the length of the
side of the old square, if the new square is to be double the
area of the original square ; 2 afterwards, seeing his mistake,
he admits his ignorance ; 2 afterwards he is led to the proper
conclusion that the square described on the diagonal of a
square is double the area of the latter square.* The slave
thus exhibits a knowledge of geometry, and has never
learned it in this life ; the inference is that he acquired the
knowledge in that antenatal state when he was not yet 2
man. Thus both when he was not a man and when he is,
h.e is shown to have a knowledge of geometry: but the
time during which he was not a man, and that during which
he was and is so, together make up all time. Therefore for
all time, Z.e. for eternity, his soul has had knowledge, and
has thus been immortal.

Thus in the Meno the Ideal doctrine has advanced 2
step. .The doctrine is regarded subjectively as a theory of
knowing, nothing is told us of the objects thus known, z.e.
the Ideas. This point of view is the opposite to that of the
Cratylus; in the latter dialogue the light (such as it is) is
thrqwn on the objects of knowledge, while the knowing
subject is left in shadow; the objects are declared to be
formless, colourless, soundless, essences of which names
should be the copies, the self-good, self-beautiful, etc.,
which are unchanging, exalted above the flux of the sensible
world. In the Meno all that we are told is that the soul
has acquired knowledge in an antenatal state which it can
revive by recollection in the present life. Taken thus by
themselves, the doctrines of the Cratylus and Meno seem

1 P, 81 D.

3 P.84kE.
 P.82E. 4

4 P.85B.
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quite distinct, and were it not for other dialogues, we would
hardly have suspected that they were two different sides of
the same theory. We shall presently find that the two
aspects, the subjective and objective, which are separately
presented in the A/eno and Cratylus respectively, are united
in the Phaedrus, which contains an account both of the
objects of knowledge (the Ideas) and of the subjective process
of recollection. The latter dialogue, along with the Pkaedo,
shows us that in the Meno an important addition has been
made to the representation of the Ideal theory given or
hinted at in the Cratylus. The Meno, however, gives us
some information which is not to be found in the Phaedrus.
From the Meno it would appear that this *‘ recollection ”
gave us not so much detached facts as connected pieces of
reasoning (exemplified by the mathematical theorem de-
scribed above), whereas in the Plaedrus the knowledge it
imparts seems to be mostly of separate, unconnected Ideas :
in other words, the knowledge supplied by ‘ recollection ”’
is in the Phaedrus intuitive, in the Meno discursive. Further,
it is to be noted that the notions given by recollection in the
Meno are mathematical. We should notice, however, p. 81 C,
where of the notions given by recollection only that of virtue
is specified. This is seen to be of some importance when we
recollect the subject of the Meno. We ought not indeed to
regard the passage on avapvnos as unconnected with the
rest of the dialogue; it ought not to be taken out of its setting.
The object of the Meno is to discover whether virtue is
teachable ; but before this can be decided, the preliminary
question, what is virtue? must be answered. After all
attempts to define it have proved futile, this passage about
dvduvnais occurs, in which Plato intends to hint that a
knowledge of virtue can only be acquired by a recollection
of the Idea of virtue. Hence the allusion to dpers.!

VI

The subject of the Phaedrus is doubtless rhetoric; on
no other view can the dialogue be regarded as a consistent
unity. But the second speech of Socrates? contains im-

1 p.8rc 3 From pp. 243 E to 257 B.
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portant matter for the Ideal thecory. The substance of it
(leaving out unnecessary mythical details) is as follows.
Human souls are immortal. (The proof of immortality?!
does not rest upon avduvnais as in the Meno and Phaedo, but
upon the existence of motion.) The soul consists of three
parts : first the rational, second the passionate or spirited,
third the appetitive. The rcason is the proper governor of
the soul ; the appetitive part is ill-disposed, full of low desires,
and it rebels against the reason. The emotional (or passion-
ate) part aids the reason in its struggle against appetite, but
both the emotional and appetitive parts are subordinate to
the reason, like horses to the charioteer. The natural home
for souls is the upper world where dwell the gods. In the
heavenly regions the gods and human souls which accompany
them behold at stated periods the world of reality. The
rea! 2 consists of colourless, shapeless, and formless cssences
Whlc.h can be apprehended by reason alone. Particular
portions of this real world are pure justice, pure temperance,
pure knowledge.® It is this real world which is the object of
true knowledge,* and this true knowledge is the food of the
soul; when deprived of this its proper food, the soul has to feed
on mere opinion.®  So long as a soul is able to obtain a sight
of this world of reality, it remains in the upper region with the
gods ; but_ when the reason, hampered by the lower parts of
the soul,® is no longer able to view the world of realities, it
grows forgetful and sinks down to earth, and so assumes a
human shape.? All men have at some time or other beheld

Fhe real world, for no soyl that has not done so can take upon
it a human body 8

If a man lives a phil hical life h
L philosophical life he may
;ln tlx_me (af;er th-ree such lives) return to the upper world ; if
he lives a bad life, his soul at death is degraded by passing
into lower and lower forms, Fey souls remember much of

t'he realities of the other world ; most, on entering on this
life, become polluted with sin, and so forget what they had
seen before. Of the realities o Ideas only Beauty has a

1 Pp. 245 C-246 A. s

2 79 dv, p. 247 D. . P. 248 5.

8 P, 247 D. P. 248 a.

¢ wepl A [scil. Tiv dxpiparor kr), " P.248 C; cp. p. 246 C.
obalav] 7d Tis dAnbols émoTiuns vévos. ® P.249c.
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sensible likeness. The others (justice, temperance, etc.) have
no visible copies here on earth. Accordingly, it is the recol-
lection of the Idca of Beauty that is most easily awakened.
When a man sees, ¢.g. a beautiful face, he (if he be of a philo-
sophic soul) is reminded of the Idea of Beauty, and this
recollection wakes a longing for the other world ; this long-
ing gets its only satisfaction from the sight of the beautiful
form which awakened it. Accordingly, he who is thus re-
minded desires to be constantly with the beautiful person
who forms the link between him and the world of Ideas.
This is true love. If the lover and beloved live a pure life
of philosophical communion, they will at death have com-
pleted one of the three stages preparatory to a return to
their heavenly home.

Such is a bare outline of one of the loftiest and most
brilliant passages in Plato. In it a great advance has been
made in distinctness and positiveness both on the objective
and subjective side of the Ideal theory. The Ideas which
were dimly conceived in the Craty/us now stand out sharp
and clear, resplendent with a more than earthly light, lying
in a region above the vault of heaven,! and contemplated by
the gods and by human souls at their best. How far, if at all,
this localization of the Ideas was serious, we cannot say; it
is not repeated in any other dialogue. From the 7Zmaeus ?
we would certainly infer that the Ideas were not in space, and
this is confirmed by Aristotle, who asks ® why Plato did not
suppose the Ideas to exist in space. But even if Plato had
held throughout thatthe Ideasdid not exist inspace, thiswould
not necessarily have prevented him from placing them up in
the supra-celestial region, since that region may have been
supposed by him to be outside space, just as Aristotle himself
believed in a supra-celestial region which yet was neither in
space nor time and which contained many wonderful beings.*
Indeed the description of this upper region by Aristotle is
very similar to that of Plato in the Phaedrus, and the notion
would seem to have been borrowed from his master.

1 Pp. 247 A-C ra &w ol ovpavoi—rdr  reference I take from Bonitz, /nd.
Umepoupdyiov Téwov. Arist. p. 599 b 2, 3.

3 P.52B. ¢ De Caelo, i. c. 8, p. 279.

3 Phys. Aus. A p. 209 b 34; this
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We must note the Ideas themselves. There are specified
Ideas of Justice, Temperance, Knowledge,! and of Justice,
Temperance, and Beauty.? No ideas of matecrial substances
are hinted at. This evidence, though purely negative, favours
so far the view I have expressed, that at first Plato did not
make Ideas of things, of sensible substances at all. The
Ideal theory seems primarily to have been intended as an
explanation of the origin of those notions which are not
immediately given by sense. We have (Plato may have
reflected) notions of men, horses, tables, etc.; whence do
these notions come ? From the senscs evidently. We have
also notions of beauty, justice, knowledge, etc. ; whence do
these come? Not from sense—none of them are objects
of sensation; we can never, therefore, have acquired them
fr9m experience : but experience (7.e. sense experience) began
with our birth ; therefore these notions of justice, etc., must
have been in our minds previous to birth, our soul must
theref.ore have existed before birth, and in that antenatal
state It must have acquired those ideas which are not copies
of sensible things. This view, that at the time when Plato
wrote the Phaedrus he did not conceive ideas of sensible
substances, is confirmed by the way in which he treats beauty.
It alone of the Ideas has a visible counterpart.? Now this
could hardly have been said if Plato had believed at the time
he wrote the Phaedrus in Ideal horses, beds, etc., for these
of course would have had visible counterparts on earth.
Thus both from this positive statement and from the negative
evidence (the want of any certain mention of the Idea of a

sensible substance), the conclusion seems necessary that at
first Plato did n

b 10t conceive of Ideas of concrete, sensible
substances. This is true of the Mexno, the Cratylus (as 1
have tried to show), Phsedrus, and (as we shall see) of the
Phaedo.

Jracd The §escription of reality (odgia) as colourless,
shapeless, and Intangible ¢ is not decisive on this point, for

as we saw, In the Cratylus the essence even of material
things is supposed to be somethi

. b n uite apart from their
material qualities.b €4 p

1 P. 247 p. R

2 P. 250 B. Phaedr. p. 247 c.

& t. c.
3 P, 250. Crat. c. 34, p. 422.
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This is but a part of a wider conclusion to which the
perusal of these dialogues (of the Phaedrus especially) must
lead us; it is this, that the Ideal theory was started from
an ontological, not from a logical, point of view, and that,
accordingly, at first Plato did not, as he afterwards did,
assume an Idea corresponding to every class-name.! That
Plato in this ecarly stage did not assume an Idea corre-
sponding to every common notion which we have is shown,
I think, conclusively by the fact that in the Phacdrus ideas
are cvidently assumed only of what is good. There is an
Idea specified of Justice, but none of Injustice; of Tem-
perance, but not of Intemperance ; of Knowledge, but not
of Ignorance; of Beauty, but not of Ugliness. But in-
justice, intemperance, ignorance, and ugliness are as truly
common notions as their respective contraries, and had the
Ideal theory been intended to explain our common notions
in general, Ideas of vices must have been assumed just as
much as of virtuecs. That as a fact Plato did not assume
ideas of injustice, etc., seems conclusively proved by such
passages as Phaedrus, p. 250, where it is said that some
souls on coming into the world betake themsclves to in-
justice and so forget what they saw in the world of ideas.
But had injustice been one of the Ideas, men by practis-
ing it on ecarth would have been reminded by it of the
Ideas. The fact that injustice produces forgetfulness of the
Ideal world surely shows that there was no Idea of In-
justice to be remembered. Again in p. 248 C, to be tainted
with evil (kaxia) and to forget the Ideal world are represented
as simultaneous. Had there been an idea of evil, to have
become evil would have been a sure way of recollecting, not of
forgetting, the Ideas. And the description given in p. 250 B, C
of the objects in the Idecal world and of the state of the soul
in contemplating them, is wholly inconsistent with the notion
that there were Ideas of evil.? It is not, we must observe,

1 Rep. X. p. 596 A eldos ydp mor' ¢ &v
ixagrov elwbaper TilesOat mepl €xacra
T4 moAAd, ols TalTov dvoua €mipépouer.
When he wrote this, the originally
ontological thcory was influenced by
logical considerations.

2

2 gdAhos 08 TOT' Gy (Beiv Aeumpiv,

8re otw ebdaluovt xopd pnaxaplay 8w
Te Kkal Oéav, émbueror pera pév Aios
nueis, dANot 8¢ per' dNhov Oedw, eidov
Te Kal €TeNolrTo TIV Te\eTow Hv Bépes
Néyew  paxapierdrae,  He wpytdfomer
ONOKkAnpor uév alToi Evres wai dmalfeis
Kak&v o fuds €v boTépp xpivw -
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that in the case of pairs of contraries, Plato made an Idea
of only one of the pair; for where the contraries were not
(like justice and injustice, courage and cowardice) opposed as
good and evil, he had no hesitation in making ideas of both
contraries, e.g. of greatness and smallness,! heat and cold.?
But of qualities distinctly bad, Plato never really constructed
Ideas. Itis therefore idle for Zeller to say that there were
Ideas of Evil and Vice ? and to quote in support 7/eaetetus,
p- 176 E (where the Ideal theory is not enunciated at all), and
Republic, v. p. 476, for there Plato is not describing the Ideal
world, but only distinguishing those who know from those who
do not ; those who can rise to the general notions of justice
anq injustice, good and evil ; those who can form such general
notions are, he says, philosophers, those who cannot are
¢‘)‘°9fdﬂovm. Thus the passage has really reference to
knowing, not to being ; and (for the sake of logical consist-
ency) to twist it into an affirmation of an Idea of Vice is to
run counter to the whole tendency of Plato’s philosophy.
I’n no one place does he speak of an avTy aloyporyns, airy
aotcia, etc., and say that things are xaxd by partaking in the
avTy) Kacia, that they are aloxpd by partaking in the admy)
ataxpoTns, and so on. And the fact that he does not do so
1S "{11 'fhe more striking, since in the Phaedo, immediately after
LnSIStl.ng on an Ideal beauty by which all beautiful things are
cautiful, he at once passes to a pair of contrary qualities
(viz. great and small) and says that great things are great by
partaking in greatness, small things small by partaking in
small.lness i thus markedly passing over the Idea of a contrary
quz}ty, where that contrary is bad, though introducing im-
Irrlaeri?stel‘);}?:terwards ideas of.both me:mb'crs of a pair of con-
J re these contraries are indifferent.r We must

conclude, then, against Zeller ® (1) that originally Plato did
not suppose ““an Ide

° : a corresponding to every general concept
:]:tlllo(ljltde;‘{ceptlon”; and (2) that among the concepts so
ciuded from the Ideal world are to be numbered certainly

éuever, ON6kAnpa 58 kal am\a xal arpeut

evey, 1 Phaedo, p. 100 E
Kal eldaipova g ? ; 03 .
et 0t n t'j)aay.a.'ra Bvolpevol e kal 2 7d. p. 103 C.
TE OVTES N0 K a
bvTes kai d ,ty 70 kabapq, xabapoi * P. 273, Eng. tr.
vai g Y s 5
aan;:cax T?L TOUTOU § viv oGpa 8 Dlhaedo, c. 49, p. 100 B-E.
mepLpéporTes ovoud fopev. 5

P. 273, note, and p. 274.
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(a) the concepts of evil, without exception, and probably (&)
all concepts of material substances. It cannot therefore be
that Plato started the Ideal theory as a means of explaining
all our general notions; for Ideas were (we see) assumed
originally of only certain classes of concepts. And of what
classes of concepts in particular ? Just of those we should
have expected, viz. the concepts with which Socrates most of
his life, and Plato in his younger days, busied themselves, the
concepts of Beauty,! Goodness,? Justice and Temperance,’
and Knowledge.* Thus in the Ideas we recognize simply
our old friends the Socratic general notions, only their old
rags ° are exchanged for garments of such wondrous beauty,
that our dazzled eyes can scarcely recognize the likeness.
How possibly (to return to the attack) could Plato (in the
Republic) have made the Idea of Good supreme above all the
other ideas, if he had supposed an Idea of Evil, which must
have ranked equally with that of the Good, just as the Idea of
Greatness ranked with that of Smallness ? This elevation of
the Idea of Good seems possible only on the supposition that
he contemplated ideas only of good or of indifferent things ;
that thus in the case of contraries he idealized both, only if
they were in themselves indifferent, but that where one con-
trary was bad he made no Idea of it. He would get a couple
of parallel lists, one of good qualities, etc. (justice, etc.), the
other of bad qualities, etc. (injustice, etc.). Ideas were
assumed only of the former. But the common feature of
the former list is that each member of it is good ; goodness
is thus that in which all the ideas resemble each other, it is
the common feature of all the ideas; it is therefore the Idea
of Ideas. Thus the supremacy ascribed in the Republic to
the Idea of Good admits of an explanation, while on the
theory that there were Ideas of evil, it is inexplicable. Later
in life Plato seems to have abandoned the Ideal theory (at
least in the form in which it appears in the Phaedrus), and
this was perhaps due to the fact that he saw ¢ that logic com-
pelled him to make an Idea of every common notion, and

1 Crat. pp. 439 C, 440 B; Phaedr. 4 Phaedr. p. 247 D, E.
p. 250 B. & Cp. Xen. Mem. i. 2. 37.
2 Crat. U.cc. ® Rep. x. p. 596 A.

3 Phaedr. pp. 247 D, 250 B.
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hence of bad things as much as of good. This may have
led him to the adoption of metaphysical principles according
to which Good and Evil did not thus stand over against each
other as co-ordinate. Such principles are the mépas and
dmetpov, which are not co-ordinate ; dmeipov (representing
evil) is subordinate to wépas (representing good).

Before quitting the Phaedrus we should observe the law
of the human understanding.? The method of understanding
(it is said) is to pass from a number of sensations to a unity
collected by reason. With this we should compare p. 265
D, E of the same dialogue.? These passages express views
of knowledge with which we would quite agree. From many
sensations we admit that we rise to a general notion, and to
divide this general notion into its subordinate genera and
species is a useful and sometimes necessary process. Had
Plato confined himself to this as a theory of knowing we
would have had no fault to find with him; we only differ
from him when he turns the highest abstractions from modes
of knowing into modes of being. This transformation is the
essence of the Ideal theory.

VII

We may now turn to the Symposium, which, as I have
tried roughly to indicate, was probably written about the
same time as, though somewhat later than, the Phaedrus.
Its subject is the same as that of the early part of the Pigedrus
—love ; but of the speeches delivered on this topic only that
of Socrates 3 concerns us here. The treatment of the subject
in the Symposium differs from that in the Phaedrus, but the
two accounts may be easily reconciled. It was not Plato’s
custom to exhaust a subject in one dialogue; he loved to
present one aspect of a subject at one time, another at
another, leaving it to others to unite the two. In the speech
of Socrates, the lover, it said, should begin by loving one
beautiful form; then seeing the similarity between all

1 Given p. 249 B 3t yap dvbpwmov  Livaipotuevov,

fuvidvat xar eidos Neybucvov, éx moNNGY ? eis plav Te 18éav owopiyra Gyew
tovr’ (tovr' for fov is an almost ccrtairl Td moAhaxn Steamapuéva k.
correction] alofioewy els & Noywuy % cc. 21-29, pp. 199 C-212 ,
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bodily beauty, he should love all fair forms; then he should
pass upwards to beauty of the soul, he should love beautiful
thoughts, laws, institutions, and so move upwards, always
getting to a more and more general view of beauty, till at
last he reaches Beauty itself, which is always one and the
same, eternal and unchanging, completely abstract, un-
polluted by such concrete rubbish! as flesh and colour.
In the contemplation of this pure Beauty, a man should spend
his life.

This account of love differs in two important particulars
from that in the Phaedrus. First, the notion of beauty is
not said to be a recollection of that Ideal beauty which we
beheld in the life before birth; the theory of dvdurpois and
immortality does not appear at all. In fact in speaking of
men, it is said that the only immortality possible for a mortal
nature is the immortality of the race, a man is immortal
only by leaving descendants, who again leave descendants,
and so on. (This icea is repeated by Aristotle.?) Secondly,
whereas the lover in the Phaedrus adhered to one beautiful
form all his life, in the Symposium the love of one particular
person is to be only the starting-point for a generalized love
of all beauty. But the two pictures may be easily united
either by adding to the account in the Symposium the
‘“recollection ” and immortality of the Phaedrus, or by
substituting for the particular love of the Phaedrus the
general love of beauty of the Symposium.

Though the theory of ideas is not distinctly expressed
in the Symposium, it comes out very clearly in this upward
advance from particular beautiful things to the general
beauty, and the terms in which the latter is described 3
leave us no room to doubt that this general beauty is the
Idea of Beauty.* It is not corporeal,® it is not in any place,
either in earth or heaven, and only by partaking in it do
other things become beautiful.®

Nor is immortality of the soul denied in the Symposium,

1 #Avapla, p. 211 E. alrd 78 Belov xalbv, p. 211 E ; it is del

2 De Anima B, c. iv. p. 415 a  8v kai ofre yiryvbuevor oire dmoNAu-
26-b 7. mevor KT,

3 c. 39, pp- 210 E-2II E. 8 P, 211 A and E.

4 ItisavroTdKaNdv,p.211 D, E (twice); ¢ P.211 A, B.
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only immortality of bodily form. The possibility of im-
mortality is hinted at on p. 212 A, where it is said that he who

thus spends his life in contemplating the Idcal Bcauty
becomes immortal if any man does.

VIII

As 1 have said, the Plhaedo probably succeeded the
Symposium. In it the Ideal theory is very fully developed
in connexion with the theory of immortality, the two being
in Plato’s mind closely united. The proofs of immortality
in the Phaedo depend on the Ideal theory. These proofs
are divided into two great parts. In the first part (as Bonitz !
remarks) the Ideal theory is interwoven with and supported
by propositions drawn from the Pre-Socratic philosophy of
nature. These propositions are, first, that all growth or
change is from one opposite quality to another; opposites
spring from and pass into their opposites. The second is,
that like is known by like; the knowing subject must be
akin to, must resemble the object known. In the second
part of the dialogue the proof of immortality * rests ex-
clusively on the logical consequences of the Ideal theory
itself .2

In the first part the proofs given are two, and may be
summarily stated thus.

I. (@) It is a law of nature that all processes or changes
are transitions between contraries. Now life changes into
death ; therefore equally death must change into life : if
the former process (that from life to death) alone took
place, and the reverse (that from death to life) did not,
all things would at last be reduced to a state of death.
Therefore the soul must exist after death, since it is again
to pass into life.?

(6) Again the theory of reminiscence (which being
substantially the same as that in the Phgedrus and Meno

I need not here repeat) shows that our souls existed and
possessed intelligence before birth.4

1 Plat. Stud. p. 287.

3 Pp.70cC-72 E.
* Bonitz, 2. St. p. 288.

¢ Pp. 72 ©-77 B.
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Thus uniting (2) and (4), we find that the soul existed
before birth and will exist after death, and that in that other
life the soul is not only existent but intelligent.!

II. Only compounded things can be dissolved. The
soul takes cognizance of the Ideas; but the Ideas are simple,
not compound ; and like is known by like, therefore the soul
also is simple, not compound ; hence it is indissoluble and
indestructible.?

The second part of the dialogue® opens with doubts
raised by Simmias and Cebes as to the completeness of the
proofs which have been given. Simmias’ objection is that
the soul may be simply the harmony of the body; and that
just as when a lute is broken, its harmony is gone, so when
the body dies, the soul may perish with it. This objection
is easily answered, for Simmias admits the theory of avauvnois
or pre-existence; but if the soul existed before the body, it
cannot be the harmony of the body, for a harmony cannot of
course exist before the thing of which it is a harmony. More-
over, we see that the soul commands the body, opposing the
bodily desires ; this it could not do if it were simply the
harmony of the body.

Cebes’ objection is that even supposing the soul to outlast
the body, it does not follow that the soul is immortal. It
may outlast several bodies, passing into one after another,
but it may at last be worn out itself, just as a man’s body
wears out a number of garments before it is itself worn out
by old age or disease.® This objection is, after a digression
in which Socrates narrates his own philosophical experience,
met by an argument which also rests on the Ideal theory.
The argument is in brief this. All things are what they are
by participation in Ideas ; but opposite ideas cannot pass into
each other, nor can a particular thing which contains one of
these opposite ideas admit the contrary idea, and yet remain
the thing it was. The soul has in it the Idea of life, it cannot
therefore admit the Idea of death; it is therefore immortal
and indestructible.®

This outline of the proofs in the P/aedo is enough to show

P. 77 B-D. 4 c. 37, pp. 86 E-88 B.
Pp. 78 B-81 A. ® Pp. 100 B-107 A.
Beginning c. 35, p. 84 B.
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that they all rest on the Ideal thecory. But a more detailed
examination of the dialoguc is nccessary.

A very remarkable feature of the dialogue ! is the con-
tempt expressed for the body, and the ardent wish to be rid
of it. The expression of such a feeling is especially remark-
able in the mouth of a Greek, seeing that no people ever had
a keener sense of, and admiration for, corporeal beauty than
the Greeks. But it would be a mistake to suppose that the
passionate feelings here expressed are a mere transient burst
of asceticism. They are based on the fundamental principles
of Plato’s ideal philosophy. The scnses whose instruments
are the bodily organs ? do not give knowledge, they rather
confuse us by the contradictions they present. For the
sensible world, including the body,® is in constant flux,
and of that which has no permanence there can be no
knowledge. Knowledge is only to be attained by the pure
reason apart from the body.* Accordingly, the soul while
in the body is forced to look at reality as through prison
bars.5

In the Phaedo the Ideal theory is first distinctly enounced
in the second half of the first proof.® The proof of immor-
tality resting on ‘‘ recollection” is substantially that of the
Meno, but the subject is discussed more fully.

Reminiscence (it is shown) 7 arises in consequence of the
association of ideas, and ideas are associated on the principles
either (@) of resemblance; e.g. Simmias’ picture suggests
Simmias ;8 or (8) of comntiguity ; the lyre suggests the man
in whose hands we have seen it before ; the sight of Simmias
suggests the thought of Cebes, because we have seen them in
contiguity ; ® or (¢) of zesemblance and contiguity combined ;
e.g. the sight of the painted lyre suggests (by resemblance)
the thought of the real lyre, and that again suggests (by con-
tiguity) the thought of the man ; Simmias’ picture suggests

1 Cp. especially pp. 64 A-69 E, 79  7im. pp. 27 E-28 B, 37 A-C, 41 B-44 C,
c-84 B. 51 B-52 C, 86 B s¢g.
* Theaet. pp. 184 B-185 E. § Phaedo, p. 82 E.
3 Sympos. pp. 207 D, E.
‘ C}l;, Theaet. pp. 186 B-187 A ; Rep. : cc. 18-23, pp. 72 E-77 B.
vi. p. 507 B, C to end of bk.; 75. vii. Pp. 73 c s¢q.
c.1,2,3; i. pp. 529 B, C, D, 532 A, B, ® Phaedo, p. 73 E.
533 A-534 E, 537 D; X 602 C-603 A; ' P. 73 D.
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(by resemblance) Simmias, and the thought of Simmias
suggests (by contiguity) Cebes.?

In the case of mere contiguity the suggesting thought is
unlike the thought suggested. Thus it appears that reminis-
cence is suggested by thoughts (objects) which may be either
like or unlike the thought (object) suggested.? In all cases of
reminiscence it is necessary that the idea suggested should
have been in the mind before. Further, when reminiscence
is suggested by resemblance, we know whether the similar
(suggesting) idea or thing bears a complete or only a partial
resemblance to the idea or thing which it suggests.

Now the sight of equal things (equal stones, blocks of
wood, etc.) suggests the notion of equality itself. But
equality itself is very different from equal things; we see
that things are never exactly equal, there is always some
slight inequality between them, whereas no inequality enters
into the notion of absolute equality. Now the first time we
saw equal things, the sight of them suggested the notion of
equality ; this notion of equality must therefore have been
in our minds before we first saw equal things, since, being
thus suggested by the sight of equal things, we recollected it.
Whence did it come? Not from the senses, for they only
give us things which are but approximately equal. The
notion of equality must therefore have been in our minds
before we had our senses of sight, etc. ; but we have had our
senses from the moment of birth; we must therefore have
had the notion of equality before birth; our soul must
therefore have existed before we were born into a human
body. The same is true of the notions of goodness, justice,
holiness, etc. ; we must have had them all before we entered
on this life.?

This passage confirms what I maintained before, that
Plato did not at first suppose Ideas of sensible substances.
For in the first place, the ideas mentioned are of qualities only ;
of Equality ; * Greater, Less, Beauty, Goodness, Justice, and
Holiness in 75 C; Beauty, Goodness kai wéoa % Toiatry odoia
in 76 D; Beauty and Goodness again in 77 A; Equality and
Beauty in 78 D.  Again, before the theory is distinctly stated,

1 P. 73 E. 3 P.75¢C,D.
2 P.74 A. ¢ P.74 Aand E.
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we have ! ideas hinted at of Justice, Beauty, Goodness, Size,
Health, and Strength. Inc. 49, p. 100 B s¢g., we have Ideas
of Beauty, Goodness, Greatness, Smallness, Plurality (mA#60s) ;
and in c. 52, Ideas of Heat and Cold, Odd and Even, Three,
Two; in c. 55, p. 105 D sgq., there are ideas of Musicality,
T0 &Beppov, To drurTor, Immortality (106 B), Life (106 D), and
perhaps of Death (105 D). Thus in no passage in the Phaedo
is there a hint of an Idea of a sensible substance. Again
there are no Ideas laid down of Injustice, Ugliness, and (in
general) of Evil. It is true that Ugliness is mentioned as
the opposite of Beauty, and Injustice of Justice,® but when
this passage is introduced, the Ideal theory has not yet been
stated, and in fact in a later chapter of the dialogue ® we are
warned against supposing that the justice and injustice here
spoken of are Ideas of justice and injustice. They are con-
crete just and unjust acts or characters, not abstract ideas
of justice and injustice. Again in c. 55, p. 105 D, E we have
injustice, but again it is not the Idea of injustice, but a con-
crete case of injustice.* Similarly here (105 D, E) we have not
an adto 70 &dwcov (Idea of Injustice), but 7o 8ixacor w1
8exouevor (a particular case of injustice), and this concrete
injustice is expressed not positively as that which partakes of
or admits of the Idea of Injustice, but negatively as that
which does not admit the Idea of Justice. It is true that if
we were to press the passage strictly it would imply an Idea
of Injustice. For Plato has distinguished the Ideas from the
things which admit of them, the i8éa: from T4 Sexdueva Tas
(8éas. Now these (8éat, when (as in the case of smallness and
greatness) they go in pairs of opposites, are exclusive of each
other ; one of the pair of contraries cannot pass into the
other, nor can the thing containing one of the contraries (.e.
a particular instance of the general notion) admit of the
contrary idea so long as it remains what it is. Thus a
particular instance of the Idea may be defined either posi-
tively from the Idea which it admits, or negatively from the
Idea which it excludes. Now in the passage in which the

1 P, 65 D. P. 103 B; the Idea is avrd 76 évavriov,
* P.70E. the concrete examples are & éxorra
3 c. 51, p. 103 A-C. T4 évavria,

¢ Plato distinguishes them c. 50,
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mention of injustice occurs,? it is Plato’s object to show that
the negative description Immortal (afdvatov) applies to the
soul. Accordingly he gives three instances of this negative
denomination. These instances are: (1) that particular thing
which does not admit the Idea of Even; this thing is of
course uneven (70 davdptiov); (2) that particular thing
which does not admit the Idea of Justice; this thing is of
course unjust; (3) 70 apmovoov, & Av wovoikov u7y SéxmTat
(but the two former instances are sufficient for the purpose
of illustration). Now, in the first of these instances, the
unever thing is the same as an odd thing; “odd” is a
positive denomination which things get® by admitting the
Idea of Oddness. Thus we see that ‘“uneven’’ here,® which
is given as parallel to ““unjust’, is a mere negative name
for that which has also a positive name (‘ odd ") by par-
taking in a positive Idea (Oddness). The parallel would
lead us logically to infer that ““unjust” is also but a negative
name for that which has also a positive name by partaking
in a positive Idea (the Idea of Injustice). (It is hardly
necessary to point out that Injustice, like adikia, is a nega-
tive name for a positive thing. Injustice is not simply the
negation of Justice (for then stones and trees would strictly
be unjust), but denotes the presence of certain positive evil
qualities. But the fact that in Greek there is no positive
name for the quality perhaps helped to make Plato overlook
(as he would seem to have done) the truth that 76 &8wkov
strictly implied a positive Idea of a certain description of evil.)

Thus I of course admit that Plato logically, even by his
own words, was bound to assume ideas of injustice and of
evil generally. What I hold is, not that Plato ought not
logically to have assumed ideas of evil, but that as a matter
of fact he did not : there is no passage in Plato where an
Idea of any evil quality is indisputably laid down. The
recognition that he was logically bound to assume ideas of all
pairs of contrary qualities (as well when these qualities were
contrasted as good and evil as when they were both in them-
selves indifferent) probably led Plato (as I have remarked ¢)

1 P. 105D, E. 3 P. 105 D.
t As was shown, Phaedo, c. 52, ¢ Pp. 51 sq.
pp. 103 E-104 B.
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to that abandonment, or at least great modification of, the
Ideal theory which is perceptible in his latest works.

Thus in the Phaedo all the Ideas without exception are
ideas of quantity or quality, not one of them is an idea of
what we call a thing or a substance. Plato expressly dis-
tinguishes the things from the qualities ; the latter are i% the
former ;! the former kave or contain the latter.2 Thus he
distinguishes fire from the heat which it contains, snow from
the cold which it contains.® Again the quality in the thing
is distinct from the Idea of the quality.# Thus we sce that
in the Phaedo Plato distinguishes (1) the Idea of a quality
or quantity ; (2) the quality or quantity in a particular thing;
(3) the thing minus the quality it contains, though what that
remainder is, Plato does not here explain. Was it a collec-
tion of other qualities, shreds of other corresponding ideas ?
We must suppose that it was at least partly so. Coldness is
not the only quality of a lump of snow ; it has size, unity,
plurality (since it consists of a number of parts), it is hard
or soft, heavy or light, etc. All these qualities in the lump
of snow Plato must necessarily have explained by saying that
they were shreds of the corresponding ideas. (We know
from the Phaedo that he made ideas of size,® plurality,® and 7
ideas of hardness and softness, heaviness and lightness are
hinted at.) Now did Plato suppose that the whole of each
thing was simply an aggregate of qualities derived from
ideas ? or did he believe that after deducting all the qualities
derived from ideas, there was a remainder left not to be
accounted for by the ideas ? In the earlier stage of the ideal
theory there is no trace of such a remainder, but later there
looms in the background a *‘ vast and formless infinite ’’.?

1 ¢lvar év 7@ ZwipdTet dupbrepa, xail
puéyebos kal opkpbrnra p. 102 B, T8 év
Huiv péyebos p. 102 D, T gpukpdy TO év
Huiv E, mepl éxelvwy abrdv &v &vévray
Exer Ty émwvuplay 76 dvopafbuevor
p. 100 B.

2 3 [scil. uéyefos] Tuyxdree Exwy [6
Swpplas] p. 102 C; again ib. oukpbryra
Exet & ZwkpdTns, again 7ov éxbvrwy Td
évavrla p. 103 B.

3 c. 52.

4 qurd 70 péyefos is distinct from 73

év uiv péyelos p. 102 D; 7d év TP PUTEL
évavrlor from 7o év Nuiv évavriov 103 B.

8 cc. 49 and 50.

¢ c. 49.

7 Rep. vii. c. 7.

8 Timaeus, pp. 48 E-53 C; Philebus,
pPp. 23 C s¢g. Itis 76 &mwewpov Phil. l.c.,
xahewdy kal auudpdy eldos Tim. p. 49 A,
dvépatov €ldbs Te xal duopgov Tim. P.
51 A, “the womb of nature’, yevé-
ocews Tifpvyv, 7im. p.52 D, cp. P.
49 A, and p. §1 A Th¥ Tob yeyovbros
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This was the rough material to which the Ideas gave form,
and the combination was the sensible world.? This shapelgss
matter on which the Ideas impressed form was designated in
later days by Plato 10 uéya kal 76 uukpor.? But such a
notion was probably not present to Plato’s mind when he
wrote the Plhaedo. If questioned then, he would probably
have answered that sensibles are nothing but aggregates
of qualities derived from Ideas, and that Ideas are only
of qualities or quantities, not of things (s.e. collections of
qualities).

There is a remarkable passage in the Phaedo® which is
of great importance for the Platonic philosophy. In it
Socrates narrates his philosophical experience. A doubt
might be felt whether the experience here narrated was that
of the real Socrates or of Plato himself, but the fact that
the development which is here described ends in the Ideal
theory seems to show that the account applies to Plato. In
his youth, the Platonic Socrates tells us, he had a keen desire
to gain a knowledge of natural philosophy.4 He wished to
know the causes of things, why they grow and decay, and he
put such questions to himself as these: Are animals generated
by the union and decomposition (enmwedova) of heat and cold ?
Is it the blood or air or fire by which we think ? Or is it the
brain which furnishes the senses of sight, hearing, and smell,
and from the senses come memory and opinion, and from
memory and opinion, when the latter has attained stability
or permanence (7o rjpeupeiv), comes knowledge ? He put
similar questions about the destruction or decay of things,
and extended his inquiries to all the phenomena of earth and
heaven. But the result of these researches was so far from
encouraging that it only served to show his own ignorance ;
that which, before he began his investigations, he believed
that he knew, he now discovered himself to be totally ignorant
of. In the midst of his difficulties he heard one reading
from a treatise of Anaxagoras, in which that philosopher
declared that reason (vois) arranges and is the cause of all

oparod nai mwdvTws aigfnroi unrépa Kai ® Pp. 96 A sgq.
Umrodoxv. ¢ Oavpaords &s émefiumoa TavTs
1 Z4m. pp. 50 C-52 C. T7s ooplas, Ay &) xalolot mepi PUIEWS

2 Arist. Met. A c. 7,988 a 20. ioToplav p. 96 A.
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things.! This greatly pleased Socrates, who expected to find
that all things were thus arranged in the best possible way,
so that if any one wished to discover the cause of the origin,
existence, or decay of anything, he would only have to find
how it was best for the thing to arise, be, or decay. So, too,
all inquiries about human nature would be simply searches
for the highest good. He expected that Anaxagoras would
tell him, e.g., whether the earth was flat or spherical, and
would then explain the cause by showing that it was better
that it should be as it is; he hoped to learn, too, whether the
earth was in the centre of the universe or not, and if it were
in the centre that Anaxagoras would show him that it was
better that it should be so. He was prepared to put similar
questions about the sun, moon, and stars, about their relative
speeds, orbits, etc. To all these phenomena Socrates never
dreamed that Anaxagoras would think of assigning any
other cause than the fact that the existing arrangement was
the best possible.? He expected, moreover, to learn not only
the particular good which was the cause of each particular
thing, but the common good which was the cause of all.®
But when he read the book for himself his hopes were bitterly
disappointed. He found that Anaxagoras referred the order
of the world not to reason at all as a cause, but to physical
causes, air, aether, water, etc. All this, says Socrates, is
just as if a man, after saying that Socrates does everything
by virtue of his reason, were to attempt to assign the causes
of each particular act of Socrates by referring them, not to
reason, but to the physical elements of which Socrates’ body
is composed. Thus, e.g., he would say that the cause of
Socrates’ sitting there in prison was that his body was com-

posed of bones and sinews, that the bones are solid and fit

into each other, while the sinews can contract and relax

again ; when, then, the bones move in their sockets, the

sinews by their contraction and relaxation make the body

bend, and this (he would say) is the cause of Socrates’

sitting here. Again on the same principle, the cause of

1 P.g7B,C. BérTioTor alra oiitws Exew édoTly, domep
3 ol ydp dv more alTdV Yunw pdokovtd  Ixe P- 98 A.
ve Umd vol aird kexoouijgfar, ENAgy 3 75 kowdy wagw €Emexdimynoecbat

rwa abrois aitlay émeveykelv ) Sr¢ dyafov.
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Socrates’ conversing with his friends might be said to be
voice, air, sounds, etc. ‘‘ The real cause ” (thinks Socrates)
‘“ of my sitting and conversing here is that it seemed best to
the Athenians to condemn me, and that, therefore, it seemed
to me better to sit here and submit to the sentence. The
physical things (bones, sinews, air, etc.) ”’, he continues, ‘‘ are
not cawuses, they are necessary conditions without which the
real cause—my choice of what I deem best—could not take
effect ; and it is very unphilosophical to confuse the cause
with the condition.”” *  All these physical philosophers then,
with their vortices, air, etc., do but grope in the dark, over-
looking the true cause which binds all things together—the
Good.?

Unable either to discover this highest cause for himself
or to learn it from others, the Platonic Socrates was forced to
seek for causes in the best way he could. He reflected that
it was possible that he might injure himself by continually
gazing (as he had been doing) on the things themselves, just
as men injure their eyes by looking directly at the sun in an
eclipse, instead of observing its reflection in water or some
other reflecting substance. So Socrates thought that his
mind might be blinded if he constantly looked at things
through his eyes and other organs of sense. He accordingly
resolved to study, not the things themselves, but the re-
flection of them in his own mind. (He is careful, however,
to point out that he believes the objects of this inward observa-
tion to be quite as real as those of external observation.) The
method he adopted was this. He framed an hypothesis and
assumed that all that agreed with this was true, all that dis-
agreed was false.® But in order to the acceptance of the
hypothesis, it was needful that all deductions drawn from it
should be consistent.* The hypothesis was to be defended,
if needful, by laying down a still more general hypothesis, and
that again by laying down one still more general, and so
backwards, till a sufficient basis was reached.’ He assumed
that there is an absolute Beauty, Goodness, Greatness, etc.,

1 78 yap un OeNéobar olév 7' elvar 2
8T EAXo uév Tl éoTe TO alriov T &vry, 3 P. 100 A.
&\No &' éxetvo bvev o0 Td aiTior ovk v 4
wor’ ein airiov p. 99 B. 5
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and maintained that the cause of things being beautiful, good,
great, etc., was that they partook of the absolute Beauty, etc.
This, then, is the explanation of causality to which Socrates
was at last driven ; of other causes he knows nothing,! he
sticks simply to this, that the cause of a thing being beautiful
is nothing but the presence of, or communion in, the absolute
Beauty.? So with all other things ; the causc of things being
great is that they partake in the absolute greatness ; of being
small, that they partake in absolute smallness ; of being two
that they partake in the Idea of Two.® In short, the Ideas are
absolute existences, and all things are called what they are
because they partake in these Idcas.?

This passage is extremely interesting and instructive as
throwing light not only on Plato’s philosophy, but also upon
the modes of Greek thought in general, and particularly as
helping to account for the acknowledged failure of the Greeks
in the domain of physical scicnce. The questions which (says
Socrates) interested him in his early days referred to the
causes of things, either of physical things exclusively or of
physical things in relation to mind. Had Plato pursued the
path by which alone he could have answered the questions
which he put, he would have been a man of science instead
of a philosopher, or a philosopher of nature rather than of
mind. Why was he not? At what point did he quit the
path on which he had entered ? The answer is plainly given
in this passage. He mistook the method and scope of phy-
sical inquiry. What a physical philosopher does is this : he
puts himself in the most favourable position for watching
the phenomena (this includes, of course, experiment as well
as mere observation, for experiment is simply putting certain
things together and then watching the phenomena which
follow; the last part of an experiment is always observation);
then he registers the sequence of phenomena or (to put it
subjectively) of his own sensations ; then, observing that in
his experience certain phenomena (sensations) have been

1 op8¢ Svwapar Tas d\Nas airias Tas 4 wuokoyeiro elval Ti ¥kacToy TAVY
cogas TavTas yryvdokew p. 100 C. elddv, kal TovTwy TANAa ueraauBdrovra
3§ éxelvov Tob Kahoi elre wapovsle  abrdv roirwy THY émwwiplav loxew
elre xowwrla p. 100 D. P. 102 B,
3 P.1o1C.
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always followed by certain others, he infers that this sequence
is universal, thus extending his inferences to the distant in
space and time.! Such extended inferences are called laws
of nature. They are recally, however, nothing but inferences
as to the scquence of our sensations; the philosophy of
nature is after all the philosophy of mind. The long and
patient obscrvation and registration of phenomena, the
passive watching of sensations as they flit past, was too
tedious and too unthinking a process for the fiery intellect
of the Greeks ; they were too full of mental vigour to submit
to being for long the passive recipients of sensations. After
receiving a few sensations (observing a few phenomena) they
leaped to a theory. For that long passivity which must
precede the discovery of natural laws a more phlegmatic and
less intellectual nature than that of the Greeks was needed,
and such a nature is supplied by the northern nations. That
patient observation of particulars, continued for years, nay
centuries, by our men of science as a necessary preliminary
to generalization, was not to be expected in a people whose
blood (and therefore brain) was quickened by the more
genial suns of the South. A good, we may almost say an
amusing, instance of this is afforded by the present passage
in Plato. He has hardly begun to watch the phenomena (if
indeed he did begin at all) 2 when he rushes off to reason
about them ;3 he interrupts the chain of his sensations to
raise logical questions about their data. In short, he gives
up altogether the uncongenial attempt to trace the sequence
of physical phenomena, and, shutting the door of his senses
altogether, he locks himself up with his inner consciousness
to find by lamplight the truths he had been unable to dis-
cover by the light of the sun.® By lamplight only ? Yes,
say Locke and his school, for even as our lamps borrow their
light from the sun, so is the intellect but a dimmed reflection
of sense. Plato thought otherwise ; in that inner chamber,

! T am aware that this description  conditionality  is but “ invariability ”’
might be pronounced inaccurate; the raised to the second, third, or (accord-
sequence must be not only invariable, ing to circumstances) higher power.
but (in Mill’s phrase} unconditional. 2 P. g6 A-E
But this *“ unconditionality ”’ is itself ' :
a result of the convergence of a * Pp. 96 C sgg.
number of invariable sequences ; * un- 4 c. 48, pp. 99 D s¢g.
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it seemed to him, there burned a light brighter than the sun,
a light ““ that never was on sea or land"’. To decide between
Plato and Locke is not for me: % 7ot Tis Stavoias oyris
apyerar 6EU BAémew, 6Tav 1) TOV SupdTwy TiS dKpTS Nijyew
émuxepsic [éyw] 8¢ TodTwy €7 mippw. But to return. We
should notice that in the attempt to answer the questions
which he had put, Plato’s difficulty lay, not in selecting out
of a number of antecedents those which invariably preceded,
as opposed to those which did not invariably precede, the
phenomena, but in applying predicates to the phenomena;
his stumbling-block was not the obscurity of the physical
cause, but the logical difficulties involved in predication.
For example, he wished, he says, to discover the cause of the
growth of living animals, and suggests that the cause may be
a sort of decomposition of heat and cold. Now instead of
pursuing a course of physical observation, instead of trying
to analyse an animal into its elements and these again into
their elements, he observes that we call a person at first
“small”’ and, after growth, ‘“ big’’ ; and so he turns aside
from the observation of things to rcason about the predicates
we apply to them—about *‘ smallness *’ and * bigness " and
““ unity ”” and ‘‘ plurality ”’, and goodness knows what else.
So his first attempt at finding the causes of things came to
an untimely end ; naturally, since (like a Greek) he soon
forsook physics for logic.

It did not fare much better with his second essay,! which
was in brief an attempt to explain things by final causes.
The cause why Socrates sat and talked, Plato said, was that
it seemed good to him to do so ; 2 the nerves, muscles, bones,
etc., which enabled him to do so were not the causes of his
sitting, only the conditions,® that without which the act
would be impossible. And if ““ good " is the cause of my
actions, it must (Plato thought) be the cause of all things, of
material things as well as of human actions. Now it is quite
true that every voluntary action of every man is directed to

1 cc. 46, 47, Pp- 97 B-99 D. from final causes, 7tmaeus, p. 46 D, E,
2 ¢pol BéAriov ab BGédokTar €évbdde  cp. 25, pp. 68 E-69 A xp7 8’ airlas eldy
xaffofar p. 98 E. diopllecfar, 76 pév dvaykaiov, T8 8¢

3 tyvairia as opposed to alma, as  feiov kTA.
he afterwards distinguished physical
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some good or rather to something that seems to him good.!
But acting thus for a good implies a mind in which there is a
picture of an object to be attained. But from the fact that
all our voluntary actions are prompted by this mental pre-
conception of an object, were we to infer that every change
in physical things is prompted by a striving after the good,
we would be committing the same mistake into which savages
fall when, from the analogy of their own acts, they ascribe
the action of inanimate objects to a principle of life, thought,
and feeling inherent in these objects. However, we cannot
suppose that Plato meant to suggest anything so extravagant.
He does not hint that every inanimate thing is conscious of
the good to which it conduces, only that the whole system of
nature is perhaps framed in such a way as ultimately to issue
in the highest good. Such a theory would seem necessarily
to presuppose a mind which had preconceived this supreme
Good and was working it out in nature, just as men precon-
ceive their particular goods and seek to attain them. The
hint of the cause of all things being a final cause, that is the
Good, which is here given in Phaedo,® but allowed to drop
from the impossibility which Plato at the time experienced of
carrying it out, is fully developed in the Republic. If the
view be correct that there can be no Good without a mind to
conceive it, this may help to throw some light on the much
disputed question of the relation of God to the Ideas, and
especially to the Idea of Good. Final causes can at the
present stage of science be of little or no use.3 Possibly the

! 700 yap Soxobvros dyalol xdpw
wdvra wpdrrovs: wdvres, as Aristotle
says, Pol.i.ad in., a thought borrowed,
like so many of Aristotle’s best
thoughts, from Plato. Cp. Plato,
Rep. p. 505 E & [sctl. Td dyaBdv] Sudnet
pév dmaga yuxh xai TovTou {veka
mdvra wpdTTe ; even the elvat SokolvTos
of Aristotle is probably taken from
Plato’s Gorgias.

2 Cp. p-98 A, B éxdarw olw adTov dmo-
8t8bvra THv alriav xal xowy wdogt TO
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of course a conscious pun. Cp.
Cratylus, pp. 418 E-419 B.

3 Cp. Bacon, Nov. Org. i. 48 “ In-
tellectus humanus—ad ulteriora ten-
dens, ad proximiora recidit, videlicet
ad causas finales, quae sunt plane ex
natura hominis, potius guam universt
atque ex hoc fonte philosophiam mirts
modis corruperunt”. Cp.ib.p.65,and
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last discovery of science may be a final cause ; but, mean-
while, the task of the scientific discoverer is to trace the scrics
of invariable antecedents and consequents, in other words, of
physical (not final) causes and effects.

Baffled in this second attempt, Plato procceded to make a
third, which issued in the Ideal theory, this theory being thus
put forward as an explanation of all physical change.! But
how this can be represented as even an apparent answer to
e questions wnich he had put, it is not casy to see, for while

the questions referred to things (animals, the earth, sky,
sun, maon, stars), in the answer only abstract qualities and
quantities are explained ; while the sun, moon, and stars
are left to shift for themselves. It is true that later the gate
of the Ideal world was left so far ajar as to allow gross
material substances such as beds and tables (or rather their
disembodied spirits) to creep in, as it were, by stealth, but they
were always looked at askance by their more ctherial neigh-
bours, and indeed, when some of them, such as Hair, Mud,
and Dirt, presented themselves for admission, the door was
shut in their face; the line had to be drawn somewhere.?
Thus if we asked the Socrates of the Phaedo, what is it that
makes a thing beautiful ? he had an answer ready—the Idea
of Beauty. But had we proceeded to inquire, what is it that
makes a Camel ? he would not (at this stage) have been pre-
pared to reply—the Idea of a Camel, though doubtless later
the camel would have trodden the upper air like his betters,
though it cost him his hump to do it. (We know 2 that there
was no admission for shapes in general, much less for humps
in particular.) In short, in the Psgedo the Ideas are made
to account, not for things, but only for abstract qualities and
quantities. But even in this limited region, the Ideas which

ii. 2 causa finalis tantum abest 4,
prosit, ut etiam .:a'entia.r corrumpat,
nisi in hominis actionibus. Cp.
Descartes, Princip. Phil. i. 28 (under
the heading, “#on causas fingjes
rerum creatarum, sed efficientes ese
examinandas ) “ Ita denigue nyllas
ungquam rationes circa res naturales,
a fine, quem Deus aut natura in iis
Jaciendss sibi proposuit, desumemus ;
quia non tantum debemus nobis cor-

rogare, ut ejus consiliorum participes
nos esse putemus.”

1 The questions he had put were
di& 7l ~ylyverar éxacrov kal & 7l
dré\\vra: xal &a 7 fore, and the
final answer to these questions was
the Ideal theory, pp. 100 A sg9.

* Parmen. p. 131 B.

3 From Crat. p. 424 and Phaedr,
P. 247 C.
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Plato called causes we would rather call effects, for we are
accustomed to regard abstractions (as the name indicates) as
derived from things, not (as Plato did) to regard things as
derived from abstractions. Thus it is impossible for us to
accept the Platonic theory of causation, because it depends on
Plato’s fundamental error, the bestowal of objective existence
on subjective abstractions.

Since thedays when mediaeval Realism finally disappeared,
the question with regard to general notions which has occupied
philosophers has been, not their objective existence, but the
form which they assume in our minds. Can we picture to
our imagination the general notion of a man or of a triangle ?
Locke thought we could, though with some difficulty.! This,
the conceptualist view, was rejected by Locke’s followers,
Berkeley and Hume, who hold that a general notion is simply
the notion of a particular case regarded as standing far or
representing all similar cases, that (in the words of Berkeley) 2
‘““an Idea which, considered in itself, is particular, becomes
general by being made to represent or stand for all other
particular ideas of the same sort”’. This conclusion Hume 2
supports by various arguments. This view, in fact, denies
that there are any general notions conceived by the mind at
all.  This is of course the Nominalist view. It is adopted by
Mill. ‘* General concepts, therefore,” he says,4 “ we have,
properly speaking, none; we have only complex ideas of
objects in the concrete : but we are ableé to attend exclusively
to certain parts of the concrete idea: and by that exclusive
attention we enable those parts to determine exclusively the
course of our thoughts as subsequently called up by associa-
tion ; and we are in a condition to carry on a train of medi-
tation or reasoning relating to those parts only, exactly as if
we were able to conceive them separately from the rest.” On
the other hand, it might perhaps be maintained that we have
general notions though we cannot depict them to the imagina-
tion. This distinction between thought which is and thought
which is not, capable of being depicted by the imagination,

1 Essay on Hum. Underst. bk. 8 Treatise of Human Nature, bk. i.
iv.c.7,8§0. pt. i. sect. vii.
2 Introd. to Princip. of Human 4 Exam. of Hamilton, p. 32I.

Knowledge, § 12.
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was made by Descartes (I forget where the passage occurs,
and it is hardly worth the trouble of ransacking him to
discover) ; as an example of the latter kind of thought he
gives the notion of a figure of 1000 sides. No one can
picture such a figure to his imagination, but every civilized
man has a notion of what it is. (I say civilized man, for
savages are, it is well known, often deficient in their notions
of number, not altogether, but in degrees varying according
to their intelligence and progress.) Now it might possibly
be maintained of general notions in a similar way, that
though we cannot picture them to the imagination, yet they
really exist as notions of the understanding.

It is almost idle to ask which, if any, of these views
Plato adopted, for he was so thorough a Realist that the
objective form and reality of the ideas occupied his attention
almost exclusively, while he hardly looked at the subjective
side so far as to ask what form the conceptions of these
objective ideas take in our minds. Indeed he can hardly be
said to have distinguished the objective idea from our sub-
jective conception of it; the latter disappeared in the former,
or rather the former was merely the latter viewed as outside
the mind. However, there is one point we can be quite
certain of ; he did not, like the Nominalists, regard the
Idea as a particular which represents all other similar
particulars. This is proved, e.g., by the passages in the
present dialogue in which he repeatedly and emphatically
insists that Equality in general (al7o 70 igov) is different
from all particular equal things.! From this it follows that
in Plato’s view the conception of equality is different from
the conception of any particular equal thing. This view is
supported by Cratylus, c. 34, from which we learn that the
€i8os of a thing was distinct from its shape, colour, and sound,
ze. from its sensible qualities generally. Compare too
Phaedrus, p. 247 C, which agrees with the passage just cited
from the Cratylus in describing the essence of things (z.e. the
Ideas) as colourless, formless, and intangible. Thus if the
Platonic Ideas are merely general notions made objective,
at least it is not the conceptions of particulars regarded as
representative which are thus made objective. Indeed, had

! Pp.748,C, D, E, 75 A, B,
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he held the Nominalist view, his Ideal theory would have
had no standing ground; what we call gencral notions
would then have been for him nothing but repetitions of
sensible particulars, representations of the presentations of
sense ; all our knowledge would then have come from sense.
There would have been no ideas derived from above, inde-
pendent of sense; all would have come from below.

Aristotle did put to himself the question which Plato
had failed to ask, how we conceive general notions, and he
characteristically answered it distinctly in the same way as
Berkeley and Mill do.*

. I had intended to examine in equal detail the later
dialogues in which Plato expands and modifies his theory
of Ideas, but the results reached by the preceding investiga-
tions are not sufficiently encouraging to induce me to carry
out the plan. Morcover, ** Sol me ille admonuit ut brevior
essemn’’, for he is already far on his way to the South. I
shall therefore content myself with a much more summary
review of the later dialogues. And first of the Republic.

IX

In the Republic the theory is made much more definite
and complete both on the objective and subjective sides.
The objective world is divided into three regions, (1) the
Existent (év); (2) the Non-Existent (u% &v); (3) that
which is at the same time both Existent and Non-Existent,
and hence holds a position intermediate between the two
former regions.? Corresponding to these three objective
regions, there are three subjective states or faculties: (1)
corresponding to Existence is Knowledge;? (2) corre-
sponding to Non-Existence is Ignorance ; 4 (3) corresponding
to the intermediate region is Opinion.?! The intermediate

1 De Mem. 449 b 30 ap. Trendelen-

Tépwy peréxov, Tob elval Te xal pi

berg on Arist. de An. pp. 143-144,
2nd ed. Grote, Aristotle, v. ii. p.
226 note, notices the exact coinci-
dence of Aristotle and Berkeley, and
quotes a parallel passage from the
latter.

2 dpa By Te Kal py) Bv,—7d dugo-

elvai. Rep.v.pp. 476 E-477 A,478 D, E.

3 yvQous pp. 477 A, 478 C or émoTipy
P- 478 A and D.

¢ dyvwola p. 477 A, dyvola p. 478
c and D.

8 dbta, p. 478 D.
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region consists of the sensible world, with its multitude of
beautiful things, large things, heavy things, etc. These
things are, when viewed in one light, beautiful, large, heavy,
etc. ; when viewed in another they are ugly, small, light, etc. ;
thus they both are and are not beautiful, large, heavy, etc. ;
hence (Plato inferred, though wrongly) they both are and
are not : therefore they are intermediate between Existence
and Non-Existence, and are apprehended by Opinion, which
is a faculty inferior to Knowledge (which deals with Existence)
but superior to Ignorance.! Existence is yvwoTov (p. 477 A),
Non-Existence is dyvworov (¢6.), the Intermediate is SofagTov
(p- 479 D).

In the sixth book this division of the objective world
into distinct regions and of the knowing subject into corre-
sponding faculties is carried out with still greater fullness.
The whole objective universe is divided into two great
regions (identical with the first and third of the above
regions ; in the sixth book the purely Non-Existent is left
out of account).

I. The opatov, opouevov or sensible region.

II. The voyTdv, voobuevov, or intelligible region.? Each
of these is subdivided into two regions; the sensible into
(@) Images, elxéves (reflections, shadows, etc.),® and Q)
animals, and all inanimate objects whether natural or
artificial.4 The Intelligible region is subdivided into () pure
mathematics and (4) Ideas. These four classes of objects
are apprehended by four mental faculties: Ideas by émriaTNu”,
Mathematics by 8tdvota, Sensible things by wricTes, Images
by elvacia. The two first faculties together constitute vayos,
the two latter 8¢fa : the objects of the two former faculties
taken together constitute odoia; those of the two latter
véveais. The former objects, in relation to the faculty which
apprehends them, are vonrtév; the latter objects, in relation
to the faculty which apprehends them, are 8ofaoTév.5

1 P.478 ¢, D. clature of Rep. vii. pp. §33 C-534 A,
z P. 509 D. which is fuller and more precise than
3 Pp. 509 E-510 A, that given at the close of Rep. vi. In
4 74 Te wepl fuds {Wa kal wdv 70  the latter book, p. 511 D, what I

vii.) have called

Purrevrdy kal 1O oxevaoTdy dhov ~yévos
p. 510 A.
5 I have here followed the nomen-

(following Rep.
émworiun is designated vois and vénois.
Also # 700 daNéyecfat diwamws p. 511 B



IX IDEAS IN THE REPUBLIC 73

The distinction between the two higher faculties (vois
or émigrun and Sudvora) is that the latter sets out from
hypotheses and works from them downwards deductively
to the conclusions ; the other, vots, starts also from hypo-
theses, but instead of assuming the truth of these hypotheses
throughout and deducing conclusions from them without
examining these its premises, it works backwards from these
hypotheses to a first principle (apy7) or rather to the first
principle of all things (r)v 7ol wavrtéos apyiyv),' and then
from this first principle it works downwards to its conclusions.
Again Sudvota uses as its instruments sensible things,? though
its reasonings apply not to the visible diagrams but to the
purely intelligible squares, etc. ; * whereas voiis employs only
Ideas through.;at, without using sensible things at all.4

The precision thus given to the theory both on its objective
and subjective sides is perhaps the chief advance made in
the Republic. There are, besides, two other notable features
in the doctrine as it is represented in the Republic, which
cannot, even in a summary review, be omitted. These are,
first, the supremacy assigned in the world of Ideas to the
Idea of the Good in Books VI. and VII., and, secondly,
the creation of the Ideas by God in Book X. But before
adverting to these two points, it may be more convenient
to inquire whether in the Republic Plato makes Ideas of all
things which are united by a common name, especially
whether he assumes Ideas (@) of material substances, such
as horse, house ; and (¢) of Injustice, and generally of Evil.

In order to answer this question, I shall collect those
Ideas which Plato either distinctly assumes or at least
implies.

In Republic v. pp. 475 E-476 A we have kaXév and aloypov,
Sikaiov and &8ixov, dyafov and raxév spoken of as opposites
and as €idy, each one in itself though each appears to be

and 7 7o StaNéyeabat émomiun p. §I1 C.
But it is more symmetrical to retain
vénais to include both émeriun (or
vols) and davola, just as 8'ta includes
both wlgris and elkaola.

1 Which first principle is not hypo-
thetical, pp. §10 B, §I1 B.

2 rols Tore Tunlelow Ws elkbor ypwuévy

p. 510 B.

3 700 TeTpaydvov abrod Eveka Tobds
Aéyous wotovuevor xal Siapérpov abris,
dNXN' o0 TaiTys 4 ypdovat kTA. p. 510 D,

4 éml Tedevriy xaraBalvp alobnTy
mavrdmwagw obdevl mpooypduevos, dAN
eldeowv abrois 8¢ avrdv els avrd, xal
Tehevrq els eldy p. 511 B, C.
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many in the world of sense.! This is the strongest cvidence
that can be adduced in support of the view that Plato assumed
Ideas of Vice. I have already, however, tried to show ? that
the passage is not so decisive as it at first sight appears to be.
The use of the term ei8os is not of course conclusive, since
Plato uses it in so many various senses. Just a little below ®
6 €idos denotes a class, without any of its technical sense.®
On the same page, immediately after the passage quoted
above, the Idea of Beauty is mentioned four times,® as opposed
to beautiful things.® But here, as elsewhere, there is,no
mention of the opposite aird 6 aloypoyv or abry aioXpoTns
by participation in which ugly things are ugly.

Further down? we have Ideas of Beauty and Justice,
adrd ka\by, idéa alrod rdAhovs (opposed to T& moIAa xka\a);
& 70 kaXov ral Sikatov kal TGMa obTw. Then he proceedz\;
to oppose to these Ideas the particulars of sense. The m})kka
xa)a are also aloypd, the 8ikaia are also édixa, the oo &voot/a,
the Surhdowa juioea, the peyala owikpd, the xovda Bapea.
But here again he does not speak of Ideas of ugliness or
injustice (only of particular ugly and unjust things), though
he had just spoken of Ideas of Justice and Goodness. .

P. 479 D, E, we have Ideas of Beauty and Justice (ado 70
xaAév, abro 76 Slkaiov) as opposed to the particulars (moAda
kaka, moAla Sikaia).

In Republic vi. 481 D we have 7 7ob dvros (8éa, which
is a general description of all the Ideas.

On p. 493 E, Idea of Beauty adrd xahéw opposed to the
particulars Ta moAla kal\d.

P. 500 B, Ideas of Justice, Beauty, Temperance, and “all
such things”, 70 ¢voet Sikaiov xal kakov kal cdPpov xal TavTa
r& towatra. (This whole passage, c. xiii. pp. 500 B-501 C, iS
utterly inconsistent with the notion that there were Ideas of
evil. The philosopher is here said to stand apart from the
contests of men, to be free from their jealousies and enmities ;

1 rdvrwv TOV €8Oy mépt 6 alros ¢ Cp. Campbell, Appendix C, t0
Néyos, atrd pév & éxaoTov eivai, 74 8¢ his edit. of the Zheaetetus.

7Oy mpdtewy kal cwpdtwy kal dANHAwy % abrob rob kahob—abTd TO KANOV—

xowwvlg mavraxol gavrafbueva woAa  abrd kdANos—alTd Kalbw.

¢aivesfa ékacTov P. 476 A. ® xak& mpdymara, T4 éxelvov [scil.
2 P. so. avrol Tob Kkahod] meréxovta.

3 P. 477 E. 7 P.479 A.
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he gazes e/s rerayuéra drra ral kard Tabra del é'xou'ra——oﬁf\
aducodvra ot dikovuera Um dNNijAwy kéope 8 mivTa o
KkaTa Aoyov éxovra, and imitates the Idecas and makes himself
like to them (d¢ouotoicfar) as far as possible. A pretty
character would result from imitating Ideas of In]ust{ce,
Cowardice, Intemperance, etc.  On the contrary, t'h<.3 philo-
sopher (Plato continues) by associating with the divine and
orderly becomes himself orderly and divine as far as man can.
Further, he tries to introduce amongst mankind what he sees
in the Ideal world (& éxei opd), and to make men con,fo‘rm fo
the Ideas, and in so doing, @pa xaxdv Syutovpyor avTov Ot€l
vevijceafar cwppoavins Te kal Sikaioavis kal EU/M,TGO’??? TS
Snpotunils dperijs ; to which the answer is JjKioTa Ve All
this, and more of the same sort, scems to make the notion of
Ideas of evil untenable.) e

P. 505 A, we have the Idea of the Good, 1) Tod ayafod (0¢éa.

P. 507 B, Idcas of Beauty and Goodness (adTo xaXov and
alTd dyafév) as opposed to moAA& xald and woAN& ayafd.

P. 510 E, Ideas of a Squareand a Diagonal (tod TeTpaywvov
avTrod—3iapétpov adrijs) as opposed to those of sense (tois
opwpévors eldeai—raiTa & ThdTToval Te Kal ypddovat).

In Book VII. p. 517 B, Idea of the Good (3 7ot ayafoi
(8éa), 76. of Justice (adTy Skarocbyy). Again (to omit one
or two mentions of the Good), p. 520 C, Ideas of Beauty,
Justice, and Goodness are hinted at in contrast to their
phantoms (¢/8wX\a, 7.c. counterparts in the sensible world).

Pp. 523 E-524 C, Idcas are hinted at of Small and Great,
Thick and Thin, Soft and Hard, Light and Heavy.

Pp. 524 E and 525 E, Idea of One (adto 70 év), and of
Numbers generally (avTaov 7év apifudr) in p. 525 D.

P. 526 E, Idea of Good (7yr To0 dyafoi (déav).

P. 529, Ideas of Speed and Slowness, Numbers and Form
(10 dv Tayos kal i) oboa Bpadutis év TG axnbuwe aplBue xai
mage Tols aknbéot aynuact).

P. 531 C, Ideas of Beauty and Goodness (hinted at).!

! N.B.—The aird 7d {Ga and aéra  shadows which the prisoners saw in
dorpa and abror 78 d\or of p,  the cave. The whole passage p.
532 A arc not, as they might at first 532 A-D, puts this beyond a doubt.
appear to be, Ideas of animals, stars, Plato is describing dialectic and

and sun; they are sensible, sub- illustrating it by the allegory of the
stantial animals, as opposed to the cave. Compare especially p. 5§32 €
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Idea of Good, p. 532 A (ad70 & éoriw dyabiv).

Idea of Good, P- 534 B, C (79w T0b dyabod (Séav—alTo 1o
ayafov).

Ideas of Beauty, Justice, and Goodness (hinted at),
p- 538 D, E.

Idea of the Good, p. 540 A (16 dyalov ais).

Such are the Ideas either expressly mentioned or at least
hinted at in the Republic (to omit for the present Book X., to
which I shall refer presently). The cnumeration of these
passages supports my conclusions (1) that there were no
Ideas of Evil, and (2) that for a long time Plato did not
assume ideas of material substances. For in the long list
given above, there is certainly no Idea of a sensible substance,
and (with one doubtful exception) no idea of any vice. It
might be said that the allegory of the cave, with its mention
of articles of all kinds and figures of men and of otheranimals,?
implies Ideas of all sensible things, or at least of all classes of
sensible things. But this by no means follows ; the whole
passage is a mere illustration ; Plato does not hint that he
makes the Ideal world a mere double of this lower, as the poet
Fracastorius 2 seems to have supposed that he did.

An nescis, quaccunque heic sunt, guae hac nocte teguntur
Omnia res prorsus veras non esse, sed wmbras,

Aut specula, unde ad nos aliena elucet imago ?

Terra quidem, et maria alta, atque his circumfluus aer,
Et quae consistunt ex his, haec omnia tenueis

Sunt umbrae, humanos quae tanquam somnia quaedam
Pertingunt animos, fallaci et imagine ludunt,
Nunguam eadem, fluxu semper variata perennt.

Sol autemn, Lunaeque globus, fulgentiaque astra
Caetera, sint guamuvis meliori praedita vita,

Et donata acvo immortali, hacc ipsa tamen sunt
Aeterni specula, in quae animus, qui est inde profectus,
Inspiciens, patriae guodam quast tactus amore,
Ardescit.  Sed enim, quoniam heic non perstat, et ultra

mdge abrny 7 mwpaymarela TEV TexvOV
&s duNGouev, TavTny Exer THY Sivauy kal
éravaywyw Tob Bektlotov v Yuyy

SYews Siwams (p. 352 A, cp. Phaedo,
p. 65 B, Phaedr. p. 250 D), and the

ToU ¢gavordrov €v TY cwparoeidei Te Kal

wpds THy 7ol dploTov €v Tols olgt flav,
domwep TéTE TOU cageardror dv odpatt
mwpds Tiv Tol gavordrov dv T¢ cwpaTo-
«Bei Te xal oparw Témww, where the
T00 gagesrdrov €év oupart is N T

opary témyp is the adror Tov FHhiov
referred to above, p. 532 A.

! Pp. 514 E-§I5 A.

2 Quoted by Hamilton, Lectures on
Metaphysice, ii. pp. 33, 34.
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Nescio guid sequitur secum, lactitusque requirit,

Nosse licet circum hace ipsiom consistere cerum

Non fincm o verum esse aliud quid, cuins imago

Splendet in ils, guod per se ipsion cst, et principiim esse

Omnibus acternum, ante omem: nrcrumngue dicmaque ;

In quo alivm Solem atque aliam splendescere Lunam

Adspicias, aliosque orbes, alia astra manere,

Terramque, fluviosque alios, atque acra, e 1g1nem,

Lt nemora, atque aliis errare animalia sileis.
Indeed, not only is this theory of the Ideal being but a glorified
double of the sensible world, not a necessary deduction from
the illustration, but it is not even reconcilable with the
application Plato himsclf makes of the allegory. Foron this
hypothesis the sun of the Ideal world must have been an
Idea of Sun, whereas it was really the Idea of Good.! So
that if we follow out the line which Plato has himself indicated,
we must suppose that the Ideas were Ideas, not of concrete
things (sun, moon, stars, table, house, etc.), but of abstractions
(goodness, beauty, etc.).

Now for the tenth book. Here we have it most un-
questionably laid down that there are ideas of all classes of
things which have common names,® and idcas are mentioned
of those very substantial things, beds and tables. Here,
then, at last, Plato has given in to logical requircments. He
has assumed in general an idea corresponding to every class
name, and has carried this principle into practice so far as to
assume ideas of concrete things (a length to which he had not
gone before), but he does not carry his logical consistency
so far as to assume ideas of vice and of evil generally.

Thus in the exposition of the Ideal theory in Books V.,
V1., and VII., not only is there no mention made of Ideas of
concrete things, but the supposition of such ideas is, strictly,
inconsistent with Plato’s own illustration of the cave. Accord-
ingly the fact that such ideas are distinctly assumed in the
tenth book gives some support to the view of Hermann,
that the tenth book was written later than the rest of the
Republic, for it certainly was not till his later days that Plato
made ideas of material substances.

1 Rep. vii. pp. 517 B, c, 518 ¢, D, rl0egOar wepi éxacTa T& WO, ols
cp. vi. pp. 506 D-509 D- ralrov Svoua émpépouer p. 596 A.
2 ¢lgos ydp wor Tv &v éxagTor eldbauev
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The list of Ideas given above may help to confirm my
conjecture, that Plato started the Ideal theory primarily to
explain, not our general notions as a whole, but only those
which have not a sensible counterpart, but above all to
explain those moral notions on which Socrates had dwelt
with so much emphasis. Hence the constant repctition of
the Ideas of Beauty (which included moral notions for the
Greeks), Goodness, and Justice.

The supremacy assigned to the Idea of Good is the second
great feature which distinguishes the representation of the
Ideal theory given in the Republic from those of previous
(and, indeed, of subscquent) dialogues. In previous dia-
logues the Idea of Good was simply one of the world of
Ideas, to which it is not represented as superior.! The
analogy by which in the Republic * Plato seeks to explain
the superiority of the Good to everything else is this. The
Sun is, he says, the offspring of the Good, and its representa-
tive in the visible world. In the visible world we have (1) the
sun ; (2) objects of sight; (3) the eye; (4) light, which
coming from the sun imparts () to the cye the power of
seeing ; () to the objects of sight the power of being seen,
and not only the power of being seen, but (¢) birth, growth,
and nourishment. So in the intelligible world we have (1)
the Idea of Good ; (2) the objects of Reason, or Ideas ; (3)
Reason ; (4) (2) Knowledge, which is imparted by the Idea
of Good to Reason, as the power of sceing is imparted by the
light of the sun to the eye ; () Truth, which is imparted by
the Idea of Good to the objects of Reason or Ideas, as the
power of being seenis imparted by the light of the sun to
the objects of sight; and (¢) Being, which is imparted by
the Idea of Good to Ideas, as birth, growth, and nourishment
are imparted by the light of the sun to the objects of sight.

Thusthe Ideaof Goodis thesourceof all Knowledge, Truth,
and Being ; it itself is none of these, but superior to them all.
It is the source of all existence whatever, not only in the Ideal,
but also in the sensible world, for it created the sun,? and the
sun is the nourisher of all the rest of the sensible world 4

t Cp., e.g. Phaedo, pp. 75C, 100 B; 3 P. 508 B.
Crat. pp. 439 C, 440 C. ¢ P. 509 B.
Pp. 507 599
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[ have alrcady ! offered a suggestion as to the train of
thought by which Plato was led to this position, and need
not here repeat it.

The last great feature of the theory in the Republic
appears in Book X. (The reasons which shorten this essay
induce or compel me to pass over the account in Book VII.
of the studies which lead up to dialectic. They are all
mathematical—for cven astronomy and music are to be
studied as based on pure mathematics—and are thus intended
to develop the 8uavora in order to prepare for the full exercise
of the vois in dialectic, or the contemplation of pure Ideas.)
In Republic x. p. 597 God is represented as the maker of
the Idea of Bed, and as Plato had said just before (p. 596 A),
that there were Ideas of all classes of things bearing a common
name, it must of course be intended that God was the Creator
of all the Idcas.

The disputed question of the relation of God to the
Ideas, cither as the Creator of them all, or as identical with
the Ideca of Good, or as containing them all in His own
mind, etc., I have neither the inclination nor the ability to
discuss. It is cnough to state the fact that when Plato
wrote the tenth book of the Republic he believed that the
Ideas were the creation of God. It is worth while noticing
that in the carlicr books, though Plato does not speak of
God as Crecator of the Ideas, yet he twice makes use of
expressions which point to a belief in a personal creator.?
The same word Snutovpyos is used in the Z7maens to denote
the Creator of the world who is there certainly spoken of,
not as the Idea of Good, but as God. We should notice, too,
the passage® where God is described as the cause, not of
all things, but only of the good. On the whole, we may say
that the question as to the relation in Plato’s mind between
God and the Ideas, especially the Idea of Good, cannot
be answered, because the Platonic writings do not supply

1 P.3I.

* These expressions are Rep. vi.
p. 507 € ap' obv, 7y &' éyis, évvevémras
vov Tav alobfoewv Snuovpydy dow
moAuTeheaTATY Thv TOD 6dpdv Te kal
opdoBar Bvvapw és'r".[l.o\"PY'rlq-ev ; and
vii. p. 530 A 7O dvTt &Y daTpovouikiy,

fv 0 €yw, Bvra o'k oler Talrov wel-
geolar eis Tas TOv doTpwy gopas dmo-
BN\émovra,; wvouelv pév ws olbv Te
kd\\woTa T4 TotaliTa Epya gusricacfar,
oitw &wegrdvar 7J Tol odpavol Snpi-
ovpyw atlriv Te Kal T €v alrd.

3 In Rep. ii. p. 379.
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materials for judging. The view of Schwegler is perhaps
most consistent with the facts as we find them. * The
probability is, then, that he never definitely put to himself
the entire question of the personality of God; that he
allowed himself to entertain the religious idea of God as
his own natural conviction ; that, in an ethical interest, he
even vindicated it as against the anthropomorphism of the
mythological poets (Republic, Laws) ; that he attempted to
establish it from the facts of design in nature and of a
universally diffused belief in God (Laws); but that philo-
sophically he made no use of it.”’ 1

The fact that in the tenth book God is spoken of as
the Creator of the Ideas, whereas in the earlier books He is
not mentioned at all in connexion with them, seems (taken
along with the mention of Ideas of concrete things in
Book X.) to favour Hermann’s view that the tenth book
was composed after the others. For both these points are
characteristic of the later phase of the Ideal theory. The
reference to God is especially to be compared with the

Snuiovpyds of the Timaeus and the vods which is the alria
of the Philebus.

X

The subject of the 7%maeus is described in the words of
Critias, p. 27 A Myew dpyopévov dmrd tis Tob ko pov yevéoews,
TeNevTay &8¢ els avbpdmwv ¢vow. Timaeus, on whom this
?ask devolves, begins by distinguishing that which always
is from that which is always becoming; the former is
apprehended by reason and is ever the same, the latter is
the.object of opinion, and is ever coming into being and
perishing.? Further the latter, the Becoming or Generated,
must have had a cause, it must have been generated by
something. Now this universe or world ? belongs to the
class of the Becoming or Generated, since it is corporeal,
visible, and tangible. It must therefore have had (like all

1 Schwegler, p. 81, Eng. tr.

2 wpdrov Superéor Tdde Tl TH dp
del, yéveow 8¢ odk &xov, kal T 7o
yeyvbuevor pév del, dv 8¢ oldémore; 7o

uév ON vofger perd Néyou mepApmrdv
del kara Tabrd 87, T &' ad Bty per’

ailofnoews dhéyou SokaoTdy, yuiyvduevov
kal dmoN\vuevor, 8vrws 8¢ ovdémore 8v
Pp. 27 D-28 A.

3 § &7 mwds olpavds 7 kbomos 7 ral
Ao 8 T more dvopatbuevos udhioT
av 8éxoiro, Tobf’ uv wropdobw p. 28 B.
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generated things) a cause. Without trying to discover and
explain what this cause is (which he says it would be hard
to do),! Timacus immediately proceeds to speak of the cause
in the masculine gender as if it were a person, 6 TekTawopuevos,
and afterwards as o 87}/.110Up"/6¢ (p 29 A), as o Euzuo"n\zq T0dE
70 mav (p. 29 D), and similar'y throughout the dialogue.
Now this personal causc Plato describes constantly as God.2
Thus there is no doubt that in the Z7maens the Creator or
producer of the sensible universe is represented (at least
popularly) as God.

Timaeus proceeds to inquire on what model the Creator 3
fashioned the universe : did the Model belong to the first
or second class, to the eternally Existent and Unchangeable
(10 kara TadTa kal doaivTtws &yov), or to the Becoming or
Generated (10 yeyovds)? Timaeus decides that the Creator
used the Eternal model (7o aidior, p. 29 A). The Model is
mapddevypa, the universe is its image elxwv (p. 29 B). Now
it can be shown that this Model was an Idea. It has the
attributes which Plato is in the habit of ascribing to Ideas.
It belongs to the former of the two classes, the To—roijoer perd
Aoyou TepATTOV del kaTa TalTd 8v p. 28 A, cp. p. 20 A TS
&iSiov, TO NOy® Kal ppoviioeL TEPINNTTOY Kal kaTd TadTa &xov.
This Idea is the Ideal animal. For God, knowing that the
rational is better than the irrational and that reason can
only exist where there is life, made the universe a living
animal. The Model was not any particular animal, but
that animal of which all other animals, both as individuals
and as classes, are but parts, that animal, namely, which
comprehends the notions of all animals in itself.# This
all-comprehending animal is undoubtedly the Ideal Animal.
This is confirmed by what immediately follows, p- 29 A, B.

1 73y uév oy woTv Kal wmarépa
7008 ToU mavtds evpelv Te Epyov xal
ebpbvra els wdvras ddivaTov Néyew p.
28 c.

2 See pp. 30 A, B, E, 31 B, 32 B, 34
A, G, 38 C (tWiCC), 39 B, 46 G, E, 47 B, 53
B, 55 C, 69 B, 71 A, 73 B, 90 A, 92 A.

3 The word creator is rather in-
exact. The word, with us, conveys
the sense of producing something
out of nothing. The dnuovpyés of

the Zimaeus is only represented as
reducing chaos to order.

4 Nexréov Twi TOY fdwy alrdv els
ouotdTyTa 6 Eumoras Ewéarnoe. TOV
mév olv  év  pépous elder megukbrww
underl xarTafidhowuev: ATeNel yap €owkds
ol'dév mwor' &v ~yérotro Kakby' ob & &oTe
7dA\\a {Ga xaf' & ral xara yévy ubpa,
TOUTW wdvTwy OuotéTaror aivTdr elvat
TODuev. T& yap 8h voypra {da mwdvra
éxelvo év éavrg mwepi\aSdy Exet.
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It is there said that there is but one sensible universe, since
the Model which comprehends all intelligible animals is also
single. Now we know from Republic x. p. 597 C that there
was only one Idea of cach kind (e.g. one Idea of Bed), and
the reasons assigned in the Republic and Timaeus for the
singleness of the Ideas are identical, constituting in fact an
attempt to obviate the 7pitos dvfpwmos argument.
If any doubt remained as to whether the Model on which
God fashioned the world was or was not an Idca, it would
be removed by the passage! in which the whole subject of
the relation of the Ideas to the sensible universe is discussed.
This passage is very important for the subject in hand, as in
it a very great step is made in the development of the Ideal
theory, and one of which we have had as yet no hint in
Plato. I refer to the announcement of the TpiTov ryévos,
the so-called Platonic matter. Previously, says Timaeus
(p- 48 E), we distinguished only two classes, one the eternally
existent and unchangeable, the Model ; the other, the Imita-
tion of the Model, generated and visible.2 We must, how-
ever (he proceeds), add a third class, dim and difficult to
describe (yahewov kai apuvdpov €ldos). This is in brief a
substrate (Jmorelpevov in its Aristotelian metaphysical, not
of course, logical sense)? which, in itself, formless, admits
of all forms. These forms come from without and are im-
pressed on this substrate as on a plastic substance. (This
comparison occurs, p. 50 E, and other illustrations are used
to explain the notion.) A great variety of phrases are em-
ployed to describe this substrate.4 It is not earth, air, fire,
or water (p. 51 A), it is without form (duopgov pp. 50D, 51 A),
invisible (p. 51 A), apprehended not by sense but by a bastard
kind of reason (p. 52 B), indestructible (74.), and unchanging
(p. 50 B), receiving all things, but never itself assuming the
1 Pp. 48 E-53 D.

2 &v ptv s wapadelyparos eldos Urmo-
Tebév, vonTdv kal del karda TavTd O,
mlpnpa 5¢ wapadelyparos devrepov, yéve-
ow &ov kal 6patéy Pp. 48 E-49 A.

3 V. Bonitz Ind. Arisz. p. 798 a.

4 Ttis wdons yevéoews Umodoxm, olov
Thhvn p. 49 A, 7 T& mdvTa dexouéry
cwpara @uois P. 50 B, it is an éxpayetor
P- 50 C, 7 Tob yeyovb7os dpatod xal wavrws

aigfnrol piTnp kal Umodoxyn p. SI A,
dvdparor €idbs Tt kal duopdov, wavdexés,
uerahduBavor 8¢ dmwopdrard Ty TOU
vonTol xai dusalwréTaTor p. §1 A, B, TO
s xdpas del, phopav o mpocdexbuevov.
&pav 8¢ mapéxov Soa Ixer ~yéveow
waow, abrd §¢ per’ dvawslnelas amwrov
Noytoug Tuvl 90w, nbyts maTér p. 52 A,
B, again in p. 52 Ditisdescribed briefly
as ywpa.
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shape of any of the things it admits (p. 50 B, C, ¢f. D, E,
p- 51 A), but supplying the room or space in which all
processes of generation or becoming go on (p. 52 B), though
it is itself distinct from this generation véreows (p. 52 D).

Now for the other two ~éry; first, there is the & ws
wapadelypaTos €idos UmoTelév vonTov kal del kata TavTa Ov
p. 48 E. This is of course identical, as Plato himself inti-
mates, with the Model spoken of in the early part of the
dialoguc. Sccondly, there is the copy (uipnua, p. 48 E, cp.
pp- 50 C, 51 B) of the Model, which copy is identical with the
sensible universe. This appears from (amongst other pass-
ages) p. 50 C xpn vévy Sravonbijvar TpLTTd, TO eV fyLyvopevoy
(sensible things), 70 &8’ év ¢ vyiyverar (the substrate), 7o &
60ev dadoporovuevor pvetar To yiyvouevov. Now this sub-
strate admits forms ({8éac p. 50 D) of all kinds of things, and
thus presents the appearance of fire, water, earth, and air
(p. 51 B), these appearances being of course the yiyvoueva (or
véveois as they are called collectively, p. 52 D). But these
forms of fire, water, carth, and air, which are thus presented
to us, arc only imitations, uipjuara,of fire, etc., p. 51 B; there
is a real Fire, ctc., quite apart from the sensible ‘“ imitation "
of firc, etc. These realities are absolute Ideas, grasped not
by sense but by reason, «af’ adra dvalofOpra O’ Hudv €dy,
voovueva povov. Thus the Ideas are the models whose
forms (7.e. copies of whose forms) are impressed on the sub-
strate. It is these impressed forms which constitute the only
objects of sensec; the Ideas which are their Models are
apprchended only by reason (p. 52 A), and the substrate
by a bastard kind of reason (p. 52 B).

Thus the examination of this passage has proved that
the Model spoken of in the carly part of the dialogue was an
Idea. The only doubt is as to the relation of that Idea to the
other Ideas. The Model was (as we saw from p. 30C) the
Ideal Animal, and the universe was planned after this model.
In the present passage the sensible universe would seem to
contain the forms, not of one Idea only, but of a great number.
These apparent discrepancies may perhaps be reconciled by
supposing that the Idea of Animal includes in itself the Ideas
of all other things, fire, earth, etc.

On the whole, the view taken of the Ideas in the 7¥maeus
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is substantially the same as that which we find in the Plaedo
and Republic ; they are the patterns to which sensible things
bear an imperfect resemblance ; they arc cternal, unchang-
ing, and apprehended not by sensc but by rcason. The
advance which is made in the 77maens consists not so much
in a modification of the Ideas themselves, as in the greater
precision which is given to the conception of their sensible
counterparts. Hitherto we have been told that sensible
things partake in Ideas,! that they are the images * of the
Ideas. But the question comes, what is it that partakes in
the Ideas ? what is that on which the Images of the Idcas
are cast ? If sensibles are modelled after the Ideas, what is
that out of which they are modelled ? If sensibles get their
form from the Ideas, whence do they get their matter ? The
necessity of assuming some such material out of which the
Images are to be formed is admitted by Plato himself in that
difficult sentence® of which the sensc is rightly given by
Stallbaum : “ Res sub sensus cadentes sunt illae quidem ad
idearum exemplum compositae ideoque harunt quast imagines
quacdam, sed tamen ab ipsis ideis diversae ; unde necesse est
ut materiam aliquam habeant, in qua expressac sint, alioguin
nihil omnino futurae”. The answer then to these questions,
Plato gives in the Zymaeus by assuming this material sub-
strate on which the Ideas impress their forms. It supplies
the material out of which the copies are fashioned or at least
the space in which they are fashioned. (For Plato scems
to hesitate between regarding the duudpor eldos as ** first
matter” (to use an Aristotelian expression) or space. His
illustrations, drawn from unguents and plastic substances,
P- 50E, and gold which can be moulded into all shapes,
P-ISO A, B, point to the former view; his descriptions of it as
X@pa, p. 52D, and as é8pav Tapéyov boa éxel yéveow wiow,
P- 52 B, make for the latter.)

'I:lhere is a great likeness between the duvdpov vyévos and
the dmrepov .Of the Philebus, and this is a point which de-
serve§ .exammation, for the 7¥maeus seems to form a sort of
transition from the Ideal theory as it appears in the Phaedyrus,
Phaedo, and Republic, to the form which it assumes in the

! Phaedo, p. 102 B and c.

Rep. p. 520 C.
% eikbves Phaedr. P- 250B, eldwha T

2 Pp.sz2cC Ws elxbve pév KT,
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Philebus (if indeed the Ideal theory appears in that dialogue
at all, which scems doubtful). But not only does the sub-
strate or Matter of the Z7Zmaeus bear a close resemblance to
the amepor of the Philebus, but the Ideas of the Tzmaeus are
similar (and, it scems to me, become more similar as the
dialogue advances) to the wépas of the Philebus. In other
words, the theory on both sides (material and Ideal) ap-
proaches to those Pythagorean views which Plato held in
later life, and of which he shows decided symptoms in the
Philebus. 1 do not insist on the merely verbal argument
that scnsible things are described in the Zimaens? by that
very term which Aristotle tells us was the only point which
distinguished the Pythagorean from the Platonic theory—
the word imitation.? A much more serious approximation,
than a merely verbal one, to the system of Pythagoras can
be shown to exist in the 77maens. The sensible fire, air,
water, and carth are modelled after the ideas of fire, air, water,
and carth ; ? this is pure Idealism. But what are fire, air,
water, and carth? They are (we are told) mathematical
entities ; fire is a tetrahedron, air an octohedron, water an
cikosihedron, carth a cube.® And what are the tetrahedron,
ctc. ? They are compounds of two triangles, one the right-
angled isosceles, the other the right-angled scalene.® Thus
we find that the sensible elements are modelled on Ideas, and
that these Ideas® are ultimately reducible to a couple of
triangles. If this is not Pythagoreanism, it is but one remove
from it ; for whereas Plato here derives sensible things from
geometrical notions, the Pythagoreans derived them from
numbers, which are but one degree more abstract than geo-
metrical notions. This very doctrine of fire being a tetra-
hedron, ctc., is said by Zeller 7 to be a doctrine of Philolaus,
and Philolaus, he tells us,® ““ macht den Versuch, theils das

1 pipmpa 8¢ mapadeiyuaros pp. 48 E- ¢ It might be objected that it is the

49 A, pupfpaTa TorTwr p. §1 B, TG
vTwy dei bvTa pipfpaTa p. 50 C.

2 oi wmév yap llivbayidpetor punoer Ta
dvra gaciv elvar TOv dplBudv, IINdrwy
5¢ pebéfer, Tobvoma peradaldv Arist.
Metaph. A p. 988 a 11-13.

3 Pp. 51 B-52 A,

4 ZTim. pp- 55 D-506 B,

6 P.53cC,D.

sensible, not the Ideal, fire, air, etc.,
which are so reducible. But if the
sensible fire, etc., are modelled on the
Ideas, and the sensible are composed
of triangles, surely the Ideas of fire,
etc., must in like manner be reducible
to Ideas of triangles.

? Plato, p. 372, Eng. tr.

8 Vol. i. pp. 350-351.
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Kérperliche iiberhaupt, theils die physikalischen Grund-
eigenschaften der Kérper aus den Figuren, und die Figuren
aus den Zahlen abzuleiten’’, so that Philolaus made
that last abstraction which Plato in the 77maeus stops
short of making — the derivation of the triangles from
numbers.

Thus we understand what is meant when Plato says
kai T pév 8 mpd Tobrov wdvra TabT Exew d\oyws Kal
apérpwst ore & émeyelpeiTo Koopeiobfat TO Wav, whp wpHTOY
kal Udwp kal yiv kal dépa, Ixvn pév Exovra alrav dita,
mavrdmaci ye uyw Siakelpeva daomep elkos Exew dmav oTav
dmp Twos Beds, obtw &) Tore mepukoTa TalTa WPWTOV
Sieaxnpdrioro €ideol e kal dpibpois p. 53 A, B. It would be wrong
to strain the last words too far; they only mean that God
turned the previous chaos into a cosmos by introducing
forms and mathematical proportions ; still the juxtaposi-
tion of the watchwords of Pythagoreanism and Platonism
(ap:Bpoi—eidn), just at the point where the two systems are
about to meet, is curious.!?

Hence the amount of mathematics in the Z7macus, e.£.
the mathematical proportions between fire, air, water, and
earth,? the mathematical composition of the soul of the world,?
the perfect number of time,* and the importance assigned to
the knowledge of numbers.5

Thus the Ideas, if not yet numbers, are on a fair way
to become so. I have said that the duvdpov vévos of the
Timaeus corresponds to the dmwepov of the Philebus. Now
the mépas of the Philebus is § v{ wep dv wpos dpibuov dpiOuos
A pérpov 7 wpos wérpov; and the Ideas in the Zimaeus
certainly approach such a conception. Moreover, the dnut-
ovpyés of the Timaeus is not far removed from the vods of
the Philebus.® Hence I consider that I am justified in hold-
ing that the Ideal theory in the 77maeus resembles (both on
the Material and Ideal side) the metaphysical theory of the

1 With the above passage compare 3 P. 35 B-D.
a similar one, p. 69 B raira drdxTws 4 P.39D.
Exovra 6 Oeds év éxdoTy Te alTy mpds
abrd wxal wpds &NApAa ocuvpuerplas év- ¢ P.47 A, B, C.
emoinaev, 8aas Te kal 8wy Suvardy FHv S Cp. Phil. pp. 28 c-30 E with such
avdloya kal ovpuerpa elvat, passages as Zim. p. 69 B quoted just

2 Pp. 31 B-32 C. above.
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Philcbus, that the Timacus is in fact a transition from Ideal-
ism to Pythagoreanism.

Before concluding this hasty review of the T7maeus (so
far as it bears on the Ideal theory), there are some points
which remain to be noticed. One is that the Ideas are not
represented cither as the creation or the thoughts of God.
They are simply represented as the Models which God
looked to when He fashioned the sensible universe,! and as
existing eternally.® Thus they appear, for all that is said
about them, to be co-eternal with God. As for the identifica-
tion of the causc of the creation (or rather ordering, for there
existed a sort of chaos before)? of the world with God, we
cannot be certain how far this is serious and how far (if at all)
mythical, for Plato avoids an inquiry into this great cause;
‘“to discover”’, he says, ‘‘ the maker and father of this uni-
verse is hard, and even when we have discovered [him or it]
it is impossible to explain [him or it] to all men”.4 With
this remark he dismisses the question, and passes on, using
that expression 8’ odv by which a Greek indicated a transition
from the uncertain or obscure to the certain or clear.

I have tricd to show that in the tenth book of the Republic
Ideas of concrete things appear for the first time. Here, in
the Z7macus, we have Ideas of Fire kat wavra wepi v del
Néyoper oltws adta xal alTa dvva éxacta p. 51 B. But we
have already scen how soon these substances vanish into the
thin air of mathematics.

Again the view that Plato never assumed Ideas of evil
reccives some support from the 7vmaeus. God is said in the
creation of the world to have wished to make everything good
and nothing evil,® and again after fashioning the immortal
souls of men, He informs them of their destiny, the possibilities
of good and evil, happiness and woe, tva [abéTés & feds] Tqs émeira
€in kaklas éxdoTwv drvaitios; and after so doing, He left it to the
created Gods to fashion the body and the mortal soul, and
to guide man for the best, 8t pi) kakév adté éavrg yiyvoiro aitiov
[sczl. 70 BvnTov Eaov], p. 42 E.C

1 Pp. 28 E-29 A. ® P.30 A, this agrees with Rep.
2 Cp. especially c. x. pp. 37 c-38 B.  p. 379.
3 Cp. pp- 30 A, 52 D-53 B, 69 B. ¢ Cp. Rep. x.p.617 £ airia éXouévou®

4 P. 28 c, quoted above, p. 107. Oeds dvalrios.
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In the passage last referred to (c. xiv. pp. 41 D sgg.) we
have the last glimpse in Plato of the beautiful theory of
“ reminiscence’’. God is there said, after having created the
immortal souls of men (7.e. the rational part, which alone is
represented as immortal in the Z7maeus, cp. c. 31), to have
made them equal in number to the stars, then to have set
them each in his starry chariot (éuBiBicas @s eis dynua Pp.
41 E) and shown them all the universe (Tyv Tov na:r=ss ¢pvow),
and told them all the laws of fate, how they would first all be
born alike into human form, but might afterwards through
sin fall and pass into the form of beasts (after that of women,
p. 42 B, cp. p. 90 E). This antenatal knowledge and the trans-
migration of souls are the same doctrines which we find in the
Phaedrus and Phaedo, and the latter (transmigration) occurs
also in the Republic. The parallel in Wordsworth to the
Platonic doctrine of reminiscence is well known. ‘‘ Our
birth is but a sleep and a forgetting,”” etc. The two doctrines
differ, however, and Plato’s is the more manly and hopeful of
the two, for while Wordsworth declares that the memory of
‘“ that imperial palace whence he came ' is strongest in child-
hood and dies away altogether in manhood, Plato held that
it was but faint in childhood but brightened as life went on.
Wordsworth’s is a theory of forgetfulness, Plato’s of remini-
scence ; the former would have us look back with regret to
the past, the latter forward with hope to the future.

Lastly, I may, by the way, notice one more item in the
debt which Aristotle owes to Plato. One of the most
beautiful of Aristotle’s sayings is almost a verbal copy of a
passage in the 7¢maeus. Arist. Nic. Etk. p. 1177b 33 s¢q.
oV xp7 8¢ kaTa ToUs mapaoivras dvbpdmiva dppovetv avfpwov
Svra ob8¢ OBunra Tov OvnTov, AAN é¢’ Goov évdéyerar abava-
Titew xal mdvTa moLEly TPOS TO {fiy kaTa TO KPATLOTOV TOV év
atrg. With this compare Plato, 7¢maeus, p.9o B, C T 8¢ mepi
$phopaliav ral mwepl Tds aAnbels ppoviicers éomovdardTi Kkal
TabTa pdhioTa TV avTol yeyvuvacuéve ppovelv pév ibdivata
kal Oeia, dvmep annbeias épdmrnral, maca avdykn mov, kal’
boov & ad peracyelv avbpwmivy ¢iois dbavacias évdéyetar,
TouTov wndév pépos amoheimew, dre 8¢ del Oepamevovra TH
Oetov Exovrd Te avTov €0 Kkekoounuévov Tov Saipova Edvoikov
é&v abrg Siapepévrws evdaipova elvar. The parallel seems to
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have cscaped the commentators, if I may judge from
Stallbaum on Plato and Grant on Aristotle.

XI

The Parmenides? consists of two main parts; the first
contains a bricf exposition followed by a searching criticism
of the Idcal theory; the second consists of a long series
of dialectical deductions from the proposition the One is.
This latter part I shall not discuss, as I have not studied it
sufficiently (having read it only once and that some years
ago) to be able to pronounce an opinion upon it. Grote
(like Strumpell, quoted by Grote, ii. p. 279 note) *‘ sees no
other purpose in these demonstrations than that of dialectical
excrcise "', and in this view I formerly concurred, but a
better acquaintance with Plato leads me now to doubt
seriously of its truth. The Germans extract various positive
dogmas from the antinomies. I shall confine myself to the
first part of the dialogue, the exposition and criticism of the
Ideal theory.

The disputants are Zeno, Parmenides, and Socrates, the
last of whom is represented as a youth. Zeno, in a written
essay which he reads aloud, defends the doctrine of Parmenides
that the One is, by exposing the contradictions which follow
from the supposition that the Many are. If the Many are,
they must be both like and unlike, which is impossible ;
the unlike cannot be like, nor the like unlike. On this point
the youthful Socrates joins issue with him, distinguishing
particular things from their corresponding Ideas. There is
(he holds %) an Idca of Likeness and an Idea of Unlikeness ;
like things are like by partaking in the Idea of Likeness;
unlike things are unlike by partaking in the Idea of Unlike-
ness. Now things may quite well partake in both Ideas
(that of Likeness and that of Unlikeness) at the same time,
and thus may be at once like and unlike. From this it
would follow (though this is not distinctly stated) that Zeno’s
proof of the non-existence of the Many is valueless, since it

1 In my remarks on the Philebus I later dialogues to succeed each other.
have tried to show some grounds for * Pp. 128 E sq¢g.
the order in which I have assumed the



90 INCOMMUNICABILITY OF THE IDEAS X1

is quite possible that the Many may partake of contrary
qualities. But while things may partake of contrary qualities,
the Ideas cannot. The Idea of Likeness can never partake
of the Idea of Unlikeness, nor the latter of the former.
Similarly things may be at the same time one by partaking
in the Idea of One, and many by partaking in the Idea of
Plurality. But the Ideca of One can ncver be plural, nor
the Idea of Plurality One. So with rest and motion, their
Ideas can never partake of each other (p. 129 E).

[This incommunicability of the Idcas with ecach other
is to be particularly observed, since it is noticed and refuted
in the Sophist. This mutual exclusion of the Ideas has
already appcared as a feature of the theory in the Phaedo,
and in the 7imaeus® Yet the way in which Socrates in
the Parmenides rejects the notion of the communion of
the Ideas is to be noticed. He does not directly deny the
possibility of the thing ; he says that if anyonc could prove
the participation in each other of the Idcas of Like and
Unlike, it would be extraordinary ;2 again, if anyone could
do the same with the Ideas of One and Many, he would be
surprised ; * again, if any onc proved that the Ideas (yévn Te
kai €l6n) partook of their opposites, it would be wonderful
(@kwov Bavpalew, 76.) ; again, if any onc could show that the
Ideas (such as Like and Unlike, Many and Onc, Rest and
Motion) could be united as well as separated, Socrates
would be wonderfully surprised.?

I cannot help thinking that the writer of the dialogue
intended thus to emphasize the paradoxical nature of the
propositions he intended to prove, whether these proofs be
discovered in the antinomies of the Parmenides, or, as is
quite possible, in the Sop/kisz.]

At this point Parmenides joins in the dialogue which
had previously been conducted between Socrates and Zeno.
He asks Socrates whether he assumes Ideas of justice,
beauty, and goodness, and is answered in the affirmative.

1 P. 102 D aird 70 péyefos ovdémor’  eis Ao o LS.
0énew dpa péya kal outkpdy elvar.

2 Pp. 51 E-52 A ouoloyntéov &v péy
elvac 70 xare Tabra [ravra?] éxov eldos, 4 roiro 76y Gavudoopar p. 129 C.

dyévmrov kal dvdheOpor olre els éavrd 5 dyalunpy 8v Eywy, &¢m, Oavuacris
eis Bexdpevov Ao dANofev olire adrd p. 120 E.

3 vépas dv, oinat, Hv P. 129 B.
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Parmenides then inquires whether he admits ideas of man,
fire, and water. Socrates replies that he has often hesitated
whether he ought to do so or not; but upon being further
asked whether there are Ideas of Hair, Mud, and Dirt, he
answers emphatically no. *‘ The hair, mud, and dirt which
we see are the only hair, mud, and dirt that exist ; to assume
ideas of them would be absurd.” Yet Socrates acknowledges
that a doubt has often occurred to him whether it might
not be true of all things [viz. that they have corresponding
ideas], but he had always banished the thought, seeing the
abyss of absurdity to which it led.

[I have alrcady made use of this passage to show that
Plato hesitated whether to assume ideas of substances or not.
Even of such things as man, fire, and water, it is not asserted
that there were Ideas—the point is left doubtful; while
there is (at first at least) no doubt at all (o08apds scil. dmopéd
p-130D) that of hair, mud, and dirt there are no ideas. Zeller,
who affirms ! that Plato recognizes ideas of these latter
things, scems to have misunderstood the passage. If we
except the 77maeus, where the Ideas are so soon resolved
into mathematical abstractions, there is only one place in
Plato (Republic x.) where Ideas of concrete things are
undoubtedly assumed.]

Parmenides then produces the following objections to the
Ideal theory.

1. If particular things participate in Ideas, either the
whole Idea or a part of it must be in each particular thing.
Neither supposition is possible. For (a) if the whole Idea
were in each thing, the same Idea would be in many separate
things at the same time; which is absurd. () If a part
only of the Idea is in each thing, we make the Ideas divisible,
and many absurd consequences follow. Z£.g. how can the
Idea of Unity be divisible, and still be a unity ? Again it
would follow that a great thing is great by reason of a part
which is smaller than Greatness itself ; an equal thing will
be equal by reason of a part which is less than Equality;
the Idea of Smallness will be greater than its part (since
the whole is greater than its part); thus the Idea of Swmali-
ness will be greater than something, and that to which a

! P. 273, Eng. tr.
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part of Smallness is added will be made smaller by the
addition.

Thus the particulars cannot participate in Ideas either
as wholes or as parts; but there is no other way in which
they can participate in them: therefore they cannot par-
ticipate in them at all.

2. When you look (continues Parmenides) at a number
of great things, you get a general notion of greatness the
same for all, and it is this that makes you belicve in an Idea
of Greatness. But when you mentally contemplate the Idea
of Greatness and all the particular great things, you gct
another Idea of Greatness, common both to the Idea and
to the particulars ; thus you get a second Idea of Greatness
over and above the first Idea of Greatness and the great
particulars ; and by a similar process you will get a thu:d
Idea of Greatness, and so on to infinity, so that each idea will
be not one, but infinite in number.?

3. Perhaps, says Socrates, the Idea is only a thought or
conception (véyua), and so can exist only in the soul. Pflr-
menides points out that a conception must be a conception
of something, some one existing thing which is conceived of
as the same in all cases. But this thing conceived of as one,
as always existent the same in all, must be the Idea. Again,
if Ideas are conceptions and all things partake in Ideas,
either all things consist of Ideas and therefore conceive,
or are conceptions without the power of conceiving ; both
suppositions are absurd.?

4. Socrates tries again. The Ideas (he says) are fixed
models in nature. All other things arc copies of, and like to,
the Ideas. In saying that particulars participate in Ideas,
we simply mean that particulars are /z4e Ideas. In that case,
replies Parmenides, the Ideas also must be like the particulars.
But things are like each other only in so far as they partake
in the Idea of Likeness. Therefore, particular like things
and the Idea of Likeness must be like each other by partaking
in a second Idea of Likeness ; and this process must go on to
infinity. But this is impossible. Therefore the participation
of things in Ideas cannot consist in a likeness to the Ideas.

1 Pp. 130 E-131 E.

3 P.1328B,C.
2 Pp. 131 E-132 B.



XI OBJECTIONS TO THE IDEAL THEORY 93

5. Parmenides next shows that on Socrates’ own hypo-
thesis the Ideas must be unknown to us. The Ideas are
absolute, they exist by themselves, not in us. Now relative
Ideas must be related to Ideas, not to particulars; e.g. the
Idea of Master must be related to the Idea of Servant, not
to a particular servant. Similarly, relative things or par-
ticulars must be related to things, not to Ideas. If I ama
master, | must be master of a particular servant, not of the
Idca of Servant; if I am a servant, I must be servant of a
particular master, not of the Idea of Master.

Now Knowledge is relative : the Idea of Knowledge in
general is related to the Idea of Truth, and the Idea of each
special knowledge is relative to the Idea of each special thing.
On the other hand, our knowledge in general is relative to our
truth, and cach of our special knowledges is relative to some
particular thing. The Ideas we have not. But the Ideas
are known by the Idea of Knowledge which we have not
got ; therefore, the Ideas are not known by us at all.

6. You say (continues Parmenides) that there is an Idea
of Knowledge which is far more perfect than our Knowledge,
an Idea of Beauty far more perfect than our Beauty, etc.
This perfect Ideal Knowledge must be possessed, if by any
one, by God. But we saw that Ideas are relative only to
Ideas, things (particulars) are relative only to things. There-
fore the Ideca of Mastership cannot rule us, the Idea of
Knowledge cannot know us nor the particulars amid which
we live. Thus God, having the Ideas of Mastership and of
Knowledge, can neither rule us nor know us and our human
affairs, any more than we can rule Him by our particular rule
(apxn) or know Him by our particular knowledge.!

The acuteness and force of these objections have been
admitted by modern interpreters, and I shall not dwell upon
them. One thing seems clear, that this dialogue could not
have been written by Plato in the early days of his favourite
theory. I fully agree with Strimpell? that ‘“‘the Parmenides
was composed at a time of Plato’s life when he had become
sensible of the difficulties and contradictions attaching to his
doctrine of self-existent Forms or Ideas, and when he was
looking about for some way of extrication from them'’, and

1 P. 134 C-E. ? Ap. Grote, ii. p. 279 note.
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I incline to think that Plato attempted to meet these diffi-
culties by those modifications in his theory which we discover
in the Sophist and Philebus. To these two dialogues I now
pass, taking the Sop/kist first, because the views expressed in
the Philebus on the Ideal theory (if that theory appears at all
in the Philebus) are, it scems to mec, much further removed
from those of the Phacdo, Republic, ctc., than are those of
the Sophist, and it is therefore probable that the Sophist
preceded the Philebus.

XII

The Sopkist contains an important modification of the
Ideal theory, such as is not to be found in any of the other
dialogues. This modification is in brief the kowwvia TV
yevaw or Tov eldow.! This xowwvia Tév eldov has been
(it seems to me) misunderstood. It has been thoug}?t
(apparently by Mr. Grote, who says, ii. p. 460, ‘it is this
implication and conjunction of the Universal with its par-
ticulars which is the doctrinc of the Sophist”) that this
kowwvia is nothing but the participation of sensibles in
Ideas, that wéfefis Tow e8av,2 which has been inculcated
over and over again in previous dialogues, and which
Aristotle thought was nonsense.3 About this participation
of sensibles in Ideas I do not find one word in the dialogue.
The rowwvia T@v veviw in the Sophist is the participation
of Ideas #x each other, and it is just this which is the novel
feature in the theory. The old péfekes of sensibles in Idcas
(to say nothing of being by this time somewhat stale) had
been pretty well knocked on the head by Parmenides,* and
never recovered sufficiently to take its place again in Plato ;
a faint sign of returning vitality is met by a flourish of the
Parmenidean cudgel.® A mere glance at the dialogue seems
to show that the * communion ” spoken of is that of Ideas
in each other. The passage which discusscs the Kolvwvia
lasts from pp. 251 Dto 259 E.  The Stranger begins by asking

1 For the phrase cp. Sopk. pp. 254 D, E), but in the same scnse as xowwrla
B, C, 257 A, etc. and xowwvetv.

2 The word uéfeits does occur in 3 Metaph. A c. 9, p. 991 @ 20-22.
this dialogue (pp. 256 A, 259 A) with its 4 See above, pp. 91 <¢.
verb ueréxew (e.£. pp. 251 E, 254 B, S Phileh. p. 15 A, B.
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whether the Ideas of rest, motion, etc., are all exclusive of
cach other, unable to participate in each other (ueraapfdver
aAMjAwv), or whether all are able to participate in each other
(émtkotvwveiv aAMijhows), or lastly whether some participate
in each other and some do not. He shows the first two
suppositions to be untenable, and accordingly adopts the
last (p. 253 E). Thus it is the participation of the Ideas (yévy
or €ldn, the words are used as synonymous throughout the
dialogue, cp.e.g. p. 254 B, C, D) én each other whichis discussed,
not the participation of sensibles in Ideas. The question
is not, do moving things participate in the Idea of Motion,
things at rest in the Idea of Rest, etc. ? but, do the Ideas
of Motion, Rest, etc., participate in each other??! The
Ideas whose communion with each other Plato here deter-
mines are those of Being, Rest, Motion, Sameness, and
Otherness. He does not profess to examine all the Ideas,®
only the chief. Motion is (1) different from Rest, and
therefore is not rest; yet motion 7s because it partakes
of Being; (2) motion is different from the Same, and
therefore is not the same; yet motion is the same with
itself ; (3) motion is different from Other, and therefore is
not Other, yet motion is other (because it is other than
rest, etc.) ; (4) motion is different from Being, and therefore
is not Being, and yet it 75, because it partakes in Being.
Much the same might be shown of other Ideas. They
(at least many of them) participate in each other : further,
they all are not in so far as they are not identical with Being,
yet they all are because they partake of Being. Thus in
each Idea the quantity of Being contained is large, but the
quantity of not being is infinite.® This Not-Being is simply
a particular part of the general idea Other.4

1 Compare p. 253 D Ta yévn wpds

TOV YevQy @iots, p. 259 A cupplyvural Te
&\A\nha kara Tavra pifews Exew dpo-

aAAfNots T& yévy, 2b. E Tiy &AWy

Noyfikamev—aroia molots cuupwvel TOV
yeviv xal wota HANnAa oV Séxerar,
pP- 254 B T4 pév nuiv TOv yerdv wuo-
NoynTat  Kowwvely €0éhety  &ARTAots,
b, ¢ uy) wepl wdvTwy TIY €lddv—
kovwrlas GAAAA@Y wds Exer Suvdpews,
p- 256 B TOv yevdv cvyxwpnobueda Ta
wév GANANos €0éhety plyvvofar Ta 8¢
i, p. 257 A Exet xowwvlay &NNANows

TGOV €Oy guumloxipy,

? gromovres pun mepl mwdvrwy TOV
€idv, va ui) Taparrduefa év woAhols
p- 254 C.

3 P. 256 E mepl Exaorov dpa TGv elddv
moNU uév éori T8 8y, dmeipov 8¢ wAfOet
70 ui v,

4 7iw yap Barépov @pvow dmodeltavres
oligdv te Kal karaxexkepuarwwpévny éml
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This is new with a vengeance. Hitherto the Ideas have
stood alone in solitary grandeur, stars that ‘‘ dwelt apart ”.
It was the characteristic of the Idcas that each was absolute,
atto kal’ avro. Now in the Sophist they arc found to par-
ticipate in each other. And not only do Ideas partake in
their opposites (the possibility of which was so positively
denied in the Phaedo ?), e.g. 1deca of Same in Idea of Other,
but, moreover, each idea, along with a share of Being (which
they and they alone have always had according to the Idecal
theory) has also (korrible dictr /) a share of Not-Being, and,
what is more, a great deal more of it than of Being.? Alas!
and has it come to this ? How are the mighty fallen! The
very essence of sensible things was that they were com-
pounded of Being and Not-Being (Republic v.); and if
Ideas can be shown to be similar compounds, then good-bye
to the Ideas. For Plato’s chief reason for distinguishing
the sensible from the Ideal world was that scnsible things
admit of contrary predicates, while ideas never do,* but if
it appears that the Ideas also admit of such contrary predi-
cates, all reason for drawing a distinction between the two
worlds has vanished.

But, hark, the sound of voices in earnest altercation.
Let us draw near and listen. The Stranger is remonstrating
with some one unseen, and a voice replies,  Far up the
height 7. What is the voice saying? ‘‘vonta drra ral
dowpara €dn ™y aApbuwyy odaiav elvar, Ta 8¢ éxelvov cwpaTa
kai T Neyoévny Um adrdv dhijfeiav yéveow avt ovalas

wdvra T8 8vta wpds ANAyAa, 7O wpds
oy &xaorov pbplov abris dvririféuevor
éroaufioauey elmelv s adrd TooThd doTiv
8vrws 7O pui) 8v p. 258 D, E, cp. p. 275 D
xkatd wdvra ydp 7 farépov prais érepov
damepyadouévn Tob 8vros éxagrov ok 8y
Totel.

1 Cp. Timaceus,p. 52 A v kard Tadré
Eov eldos, dyévvnrov Kal dvdefpoy,
otire els éavrd eladexbuevor &\ho &ANober
obre avrd els &NNo wou lbv. Parmen.
p. 129 B €l pév Ydp abrd 74 Buoid Tis
dmépawey dvbpota Yytyvbueva, T4 dv-
bpota Buota, Tépas &v, oluar, fv, €b. C
el pév alrd Ta YN Te xal eldn év
abrols dmogalvor Tavartla rajre mafdn

wdayovra, Gftov favudfew, 26, D and E
¢av 6 Tis 8 viv 07 yw ENeyor, TpdTOV
uév Sapiiral xwpls aird kel abra Td
€idn, olov ouotbryTd TE Kal dvopolbTnTa
xal wAijfos xal 78 & kal ordow Kal
klvnow xal wivra & Towaira, elra év
éavrois Tabra Suvdueva ouykepdvyvobal
xal SwakplveaBar dwogpalyy, dyaluny &v
Eywy', Epn, Oavpaotds, Phaedo, p. 103 B
alrd 76 évavrlov éavry édvavriov olkx dv
more Yyévotro.

2 cc. 50, 51.

3 Soph. p. 256 E, quoted on preced-
ing page.

¢ Rep. v. p. 479.
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depopévny Twd.” The voice seems familiar; we have heard
something like that before. But let us listen again. * cwopa7t
pév juas yevéoer 8 aloBicews xowwvely, Sia Noyiopod &
Yuxn mpos THv vTws obolav, i) del kaTa TavTa OS AUTAS éxet,
yéveaw 8¢ dAhoTe d\Aws.” Surely we can doubt no longer,
“awut Plato aut Diabolus’’. That in the cloud-walkers of
the famous yuyavropayia (Sophist, p. 246 A, etc.) we are to
recognize Plato himself, is not the usual opinion. That the
whole description of these aerial philosophers down to the
minutest particular applies to Plato, is certain; that it
applies to the Megarians, is an hypothesis. Yet the majority
of critics appear to desert the certainty in order to embrace
the hypothesis, and Zeller is so certain of its truth that he
supplements our defective knowledge of Megarian doctrines
by passages drawn from the Sop/isz. (There is a tempting
round here for some critic to tread, though I am not aware
that any one has availed himself of that mode of exercise in
the present case. Certainly Zeller keeps the straight path.)
It seems almost wasting time to show by a comparison of
passages that the Ideal doctrine described in the Sophist (l.c.)
is identical with that of Plato himself in the Pkaedo, Republic,
etc. These ideal philosophers are ¢pinoc Tav el8ov p. 248 A ;
they place reality in Ideas (vGv év el8eqwv admijy [scil. Tw
obaiav] Tilepuévwr p. 246 C); they insist that true being con-
sists in Ideas which are intelligible and bodiless (vonTa drTa
kaldowpata eidn Biafopevor Ty dAnBuwiy odolav elvar p.246B).
Is it necessary to quote passages to prove that these were
Plato's views. However, we may refer to Republic, pp. 507
B, C, 510 A, Timaeus,p. 52 A. Further, these Idealists break
up sensible bodies by arguments (kata ouikpa Sabpadovtes
€v Tols Aoyows p. 246 C, D) and call sensible things yéveats
instead of ovoia, and this yireois (they hold) is in motion
(¢pepopévny Twa). 1 am almost ashamed to refer to such
passagesas Republic,p. 534 A, Timaeus,pp. 27 E-28 A, b.p. 52 E,
to prove that Plato distinguished the Ideal and sensible worlds
as respectively 6vta and vyuyvéueva, or (in the abstract) as
ovoia and vyéveas (the terms used in Republic,pp. 525 B, 527 E,
534 A). A specimen of the way of “ breaking up sensible
bodies by arguments” is given us in Republic v. p. 479.
That sensible things are in constant motion is a doctrine of the
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Theaetetus.

XI1

Further these Idealists held that with the body
we, through the senses, hold communion with yéveo:s, while
with the soul we hold communion with % évTws odoia, which
is always the same (del kara TadTa dcavTws éxew p. 248 A).}
Further these philosophers sit on high in an unseen
place. With this compare the description of the true philo-
sopher at the beginning of this dialogue of u3) mAaocTds dAN’
ovTws pulacopor, kabopdvTes Urofev Tov TdY kaTw Biovp.216C,
and numerous allusions in the seventh book of the Republic

to the elevated position of the philosopher of Ideas.?
‘Two points are to be particularly observed : firstly, these
philosophers held that the €8y are known by the soul through

reasoning, and so did Plato.

Secondly, they held that these

Ideas are unchanging, del xata Talra ¢yorra, and so did

Plato.

Now the Eleatic stranger undertakes to show that

these two doctrines (viz. (1) that the Ideas are unchanging,
and (2) that they are known by reason) are inconsistent:
that if the former is true, the latter is impossible ; if you hold

! Compare with this Z4eaet. pp. 184
B-187 A, particularly avry 8 avriis 9
Yuxh Ta Kowvd pot ¢alverar wepi wdvTwy
émonomev, and again év uév Gpa Tols
mafiuacw olk &t émoThum, év 8¢ 1Y
mepl éxeivwy ouANoyouw® odelas yap
xal dAnleias évraifa pév, s Eouwke,
Ouvardy Gyaclar, éxel 0¢ ddivarov,
but especially Phaedo, cc. 25, 26, 27,
PP- 78 B-79 D, particularly atri 7 ovola
—mbrepor woalTws dei Exet KaTa TAUTd,
) GNNot’ ENNws ;— QoavTws, &pn, avdykn,
6 Ké3ns, xara ravra Exew, & Trpates.
TE 8¢ 7&v TOANGY kaGv olov dvfpdrwy
A irwwy ) ipatlwr ) ENNwy orTwwroly
7 lowy 9 kakQv 7 wdvTwy TOVY éxeivols
opwripwy; &pa Kara TavTa Exet, 1)
mav Tobvavriov ékeivols olre avTa alTols
olTe dANfhots ovdémore, ws &mos elmeiv,
obdauds kara ralrd éoTwv; OlTws ab,
&pn, rabra, 6 KéBns obdémore wo-
abtws &xer. Obwoby ToUTwWy Mév KAV
dvato, kdv dots, kdv Tals &NNats alofy)-
cecww  aicfoio, Tav O¢ KkaTd TalTG
éxovrwr olk Eorw T mor' &v ENAy
émNéfowo ) 7§ Ths Swavolas Noyiopd,
AAN' dorly deddi T& TowalTa Kal oly

opara (pp. 78 C-79 A). Also7b.p.79 C,
D % yuxy, 8rav mév T gwpart wpoo-
xpiitat eis 7O onomelv TU 7) Gl Tol
bpav ) 61 Top axolew H &' dA\Nys Twos
aloOioews—roiTo ydp €oTt TO i TOD
guuaros, 7o 6’ alofnoews OKOTEW TI—
ToTe pév EKerar Umd TOU oduartos €is
T4 ovdémore Kara TavTa &xovra—~bTav
3¢ ye airh xad' abriy oxowy, éxcioe
olxerar cls 76 xabapiv Te xal del O
val dlOdvatov Kal doarTws &xov, Kai
s guryyevi)s ofca abTol dei uer’ éxelvov
Te vyiyverar, Sravmep aiTi) Kkad' avTiy
vyévyrad Kai é£g avTy, xal mémavral Te
To0 wAdvov Kal wepi ékeiva del Kara
ralTdé woavTws Exe, dTe
épamrouévy.

2 v els TOv vonTOv ToTOV TiiS YuXi)s
&vodov p. 517 B, dvaf3ivar éxelvyy Tiw
dvdBagw p. 519 D, aApbwip 7ol bvros
odoav émérodov p. 521 B, etc. Cp. too
Theaet. p. 174 A, etc. When the
lawyer is put perforce in the position
of the philosopher, he is described as
INy Y&y Te dg’ Uynlob kpeuaoleis xal
BAémwy peréwpos dvwlev p. 175 D, Cp-
Phaedr. p. 249.

TOLOUTWY
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the latter you must give up the former. Now this demon-
stration (p. 248), if it is good against the airy philosophers, is
good just so far against Plato himself who held exactly these
doctrines. Already in the Parmenides Plato saw that if the
Idecas arc absolute they cannot be known by us.! Now as
there is no doubt that in the latter dialogue it is Plato’s own
ideal theory which is shown to make knowledge impossible,
why should we in the Sop/kist go out of our way to suppose
that the same theory which is met by the same objection is
not Plato’s but that of the Megarians ?

In short, Plato realized in later life (as he indicates in the
Parmenides and Sophist) that a knowledge of absolute, un-
changing ideas is impossible for us. The theory broke down
in two ways, both of which are brought into view in the
Sophist. The absoluteness of the Ideas might be looked at
from two points of view ; they were absolute in respect of
us, and (if we except their subordination to the Good in the
Republic) in respect of each other. Both of these absolutes
(if I may say so) are shown in the Sop/ést to be incompatible
with knowledge by us of the ideas. First, in relation to us:
if the Ideas are to be known by us, they must stand in some
relation to us, and this relation destroys their absoluteness.?
Sccondly, in relation to each other : if the Idcas are absolute
in respect of each other, if they stand totally apart from each
chcr, all true knowledge of them is impossible, for knowledge
Is a combination of notions, a judgement.? These two objec-
tions to the Idcal theory Plato meets in this dialogue by two
distinct modifications of that theory. To meet the former
objection he endows the Ideas with life, motion, and intelli-
gence® (on the principle, perhaps, that like can only be known
by like,® the principle which scems to have led Berkeley to
supposc that all the objects perceived by our senses must be
Ideas in the mind of God) : to meet the second, he makes the
Ideas participate in each other.® Both these modifications
of the Idcal theory are novelties ; never before were the Ideas

1 - [, . )
Parmen. pp. 133 B-134 C, supra, tGv €idGv cvum\oxhy 6 Aoyos yéyovev
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. Uiy,
: Soph. p. 248. 4 Pp. 248 E-249 A.
Cp. Soph.p.259 ETehewrdrn mdrrwr ® Cp. Phaedo, pp. 7S C-79 E, Aristot.
Noywy éotiv apdvioes 76 Sta\ieww éxaoror  de Anima,i. 2. § 7.

Amo warTwe® Sta yap THY TAr dANHAwr ¢ Pp. 251-259 E.
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represented as living and intelligent beings, never before
were they represented as participating in each other. But
in attempting to prop up the theory, Plato has really destroyed
it, for by the former modification he did away with that un-
changing nature which had previously distinguished Ideas
from sensibles; and by the latter he showed that Ideas
resemble sensibles in admitting of contrary predicates, so
that there no longer existed any need to distinguish an Ideal
from the sensible world.

The fact is, there is no use mincing matters, the Ideal
world has collapsed ; the sky has fallen and down tumble the
Ideas, then pick themselves up and walk about trying to look
as like ordinary beings as possible. They drop their titles
of honour ; would you believe it, there is not an aiTo- any-
thing among them, they are plain Justice,! Motion, and so
on. It is true that in an earlier part of the dialogue they
still dwelt aloft, for we find the Eleatic stranger holloing to
them, and their answer comes faintly back from the height.?
They had been warned before by Parmenides to come down,
and now the remorseless stranger lays the axe to the root of
the tree, and it is all over with the Ideas. And we shall meet
them no more in Plato. Half smilingly, half tearfully, we
bid them farewell. So fade the dreams of youth.

By way of Appendix I may give a list of the Ideas men-
tioned or hinted at in the Sopkist.

Besides the leading Ideas of Being, Motion, Rest,
Identity, and Difference, there are expressed, or apparently
implied, ideas of Number, including Unity and Plurality
(p. 238 A, B), of Justice and Injustice, Wisdom (¢pornais) and
Folly, and generally, of all the virtues and vices (this dAAns
dpetijs wal Tov évavriwv) (p. 247 A, B), of Beauty, Greatness,
and Justice (pp. 257 E-258 A).

Here it will be observed that though there are no Ideas
of sensible substances mentioned, there are apparently im-
plied Ideas of vices. But in the first place, it is doubtful
whether in the passage p. 247 A, B, Plato really refers to Ideas
at all; and secondly, at the time when he wrote the Sop/4:s¢, the

1 P. 247 A. 2 P. 248.
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metaphysical side of the Ideal theory (which was of course
its characteristic side) was giving way to the logical, as we
sce in the discussion on the xowwria tév yevoy. And logic-
ally, of course, there are general ideas of vices just as much
as of virtues.

XIII

I have said that the Ideal theory appears no more in
Plato. The only dialogue which might be quoted to dis-
prove this remark is the Philebus. Upon the question
whether or not the Ideal theory does appear here under the
guise of the wépas and dmeipov, I have at last decided to
offer no opinion, for I am conscious that I do not sufficiently
understand the dialogue to be able to form a definite opinion
of its meaning. I shall therefore content myself with pointing
out a few scattered facts, some of which seem to make for,
others against, the theory that in the Philebus the 1deas are
present in mufti.

But first a few words as to the order of the dialogues
Republic, Parmenides, Sophist, and Philebus. 1 have taken
these dialogues to follow each other in chronological order
as I have named them. (The Politicus probably succeeded
the Sop/ist, but with it I am not here concerned.!) Zeller?
thinks these dialogues appeared thus : Sopkist, Parmenides,
Philebus, Republic. In placing the Sophist before the Par-
menides, he seems to contradict implicitly an opinion which
he has expressed elsewhere. In vol. i. pp. 509, 510 note
(4th ed.), he holds that the meeting of Socrates and Par-
menides in the dialogue Parmenides is fictitious, not historical.
But in the Sop/ist, p. 218 E, there is an allusion to the meeting
of Socrates and Parmenides. Now if this meeting was
merely fictitious (as Zeller supposes it was), the allusion in
the Sop/ist must be to the dialogue Parmenides, and the
Sophist must therefore have been written later than the
Parmenides. 1f Zeller admitted that the meeting was his-
torical, then the allusion in the Sop/sst would prove nothing

1 And probably the Zimaeus soon chronological order, I do not mean
followed the Repudlic. In saying that no other dialogues appeared in
that the Republic, Parmenides, Sophist,  the intervals between them.
and Philebus succeeded cach other in * Eng. tr. p. 138,
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as to the date of the dialogue relative to the dialogue Par-
menides. Zeller has thus an alternative : if he holds that
the meeting of Socrates and Parmenides is imaginary, he
must give up the opinion that the Sophist is carlier than
the Parmenides ; if he prefers to adhere to the latter opinion,
he must acknowledge that the mceting was historical. He
might perhaps reply that the allusion in the Sophisz may
be to an imaginary meeting of Socrates and Parmenides, and
that still the Sopkisz might have preceded the Parmenides.
But it is most improbable that Plato would have invented
this meeting in such a passing and purposeless way, and the
improbability is strengthened by the very similar allusion
in the Zheaetetus,* the bearing of which on the date of the
latter dialogue I have briefly pointed out.? In short, no
one, I think, will dispute the position, that the references in
the Theaetetus and Sophist to a meeting between Socrates
and Parmenides are allusions, either to an historical meeting
between these philosophers, or to the dialogue Parmenides.
If this be granted, Zeller has to choose between the horns of
the dilemma which I have indicated. On the whole, I prefer
to suppose that the meeting was imaginary, and accordingly,
that the allusion in the Sopkist to that meeting proves that
the last mentioned dialogue was written later than the
Parmenides.

Further, Zeller assumes that these two dialogues (Par-
menides and Sophist), along with the Philebus, preceded the
Republic. His grounds are that the Parmenides refers to
the Sopiist, that the Philebus refers to the Parmenides,
and that the Republic refers to the Philebus. But that the
Republic refers to, and was therefore written later than, the
Philebus cannot be shown; everything points the other
way. The only argument which Zeller adduces (p. 138 7.)
to prove the Republic later than the Philebus is the passage
in Republic vi. p. 505 B d\\a uyv 708¢ ye olaba 8Ti Tols pev
moAhols 78ovy) Soxel elvar To dyabov, Tois O¢ KouyroTépols
$povnas, ktr. “ When”, says Zeller, *‘ the question which
forms the subject of the Philebus is thus discussed here as if
it were a well-known one, and the two theories there criticized
at length are dismissed with a few remarks, we cannot help

P.183 E. ? P 20.
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seeing here in the Republic a direct allusion to the Philebus.”
This, it seems to me, is an excellent specimen of that bookish-
ness which cannot realize that there were in antiquity any
opinions besides those we find in books; so that an allusion
like that in the Republic, l.c., must forsooth be a reference,
not to current views of the day, but to something which
Plato himself has written elsewhere. But the very terms in
which Plato makes the allusion surely show that he was re-
ferring to a current view of the day, not necessarily to any-
thing he himself had written. (*° You must know of course "’
(T08¢ e olaba) ‘‘ that the majority of men think the good is
pleasure, and that the more refined think it is wisdom.”)
But if the words in which Plato makes the allusion were not
sufficient to show that the views he alludes to were widely
spread, not merely men of straw set up in the schools to
be knocked down by the philosopher and his pupils, we
.would have been convinced of the fact from history which
lnforms us that the views alluded to were actually held by
existing, contemporary sects, the Cynics and Cyrenaics
(thngh Tots woX\ois includes more than the Cyrenaics; it
Intimates that the majority of men hold substantially Cyrenaic
views). In the face of the historical fact of the existence of
§uch contemporary schools, how can Zeller be certain that
in the Republic Plato is alluding, not to these current views,
bl{t to his own discussion of them elsewhere ? On a similar
Prmciple a critic of some future age may assume that a pass-
ing allusion to the development theory by a writer of the
nineteenth century, who in another work discusses that theory
with greater fullness, must refer, not to a view which was
current in the writer’s lifetime, but to what the writer himself
elsewhere states at greater length. When will critics shake
off the dust of their libraries, and remember that men do not
live in books alone ?

The allusion, then, in the Republic to the two views about
the chief good proves nothing as to the date of the dialogue.
But a comparison of the contents of the Republic and Philebus
seems to prove that the Repubdlic is the earlier of the two.
In the Republic we have, as I have tried to show, the Ideal
theory purc and simple, in its most developed form. It is
the natural consequent of the Cratylus, Phaedrus, Sym-
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posium, and Phaedo. But the Philebus is very different; with
its great principles of mépas and dmepor it is Pythagorean
rather than Platonic, and we know that Pythagorcanism was
a late feature in Plato’s writings. How, then, any critic can
break the series of purely Ideal dialogues by inserting among
them one which is almost purely Pythagorean, I find it hard
to understand.

The Philebus, then, is later than the Republic. So are the
Parmenides and Sophist. For neither the objections urged
in both dialogues against the Ideal theory nor the modifica-
tions of that theory contained in Sophist could (it seems to
me) have been in Plato’s mind when he wrote the Republic.
Thus the Parmenides, Sophist, and Philebus arc later than
the Republic. It remains to determine the chronological
order amongst the three dialogues themselves. Iirst, the
Parmenides must come before the Sophist (as I have tried to
show by the allusion in Sophist, p. 217 C); moreover, it seems
to have preceded the Philebus, for the latter dialogue with its
Pythagorean colouring seems certainly later than the Sophist,
which contains few or no traces of Pythagoreanism. Thus
I conclude that the Parmenides, Sophist, and Philebus are
all later than the Republic ; that the Sophist alludes to, and
is therefore later than, the Parmenides; that the Philebus
is later than the Sopkist, and therefore later than the Par-
menides. Thus we get the order in which I have taken these
dialogues : Republic, Parmenides, Sophist, Philebus (leaving
out of view dialogues, such as the Z¢maeus and Politicus,
which were probably written in some of the intervals between
the publication of the four dialogues I have named).

[Note.—There are in the Parmenides, Sophist, and Phile-
bus very similar passages on the popular difficulties about One
and Many; viz. Parmenides, p. 129 B-D, Sophist, p- 251 A-C,
Philebus, p. 14 C-E. But since these passages probably refer
directly to the discussions of the day, and not to each other,
nothing can be inferred from them as to the respective dates
of the dialogues in which they occur.]

But to leave the question of the date, and turn to allusions
to the Ideal theory which are to be found in the Philebus :

The first passage which concerns us is p. 14 C s¢¢., which
notices the vulgar difficulties about the One and Many. These
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difficulties arise (as he indicates) from the apparent opposition
between the unity of a physical thing regarded as a whole,
and the multiplicity of (a) its metaphysical and (4) its physical
parts. (The difficulty with reference to the metaphysical
parts is stated by Protarchus, p. 14 C, D, that with reference to
the physical parts by Socrates, 76. D, E.) After putting aside
these difficulties as childish (waidapidn p. 14 D), Socrates
states the difficulties of the one and many as they arise on
the Ideal theory. These difficulties are nearly identical with
the objections raised by Parmenides ! to the Platonic theory
of the participation of sensibles in Ideas. How can the
Idea, which is always unchanging, be assumed to be in the
changing particulars of sense ? Can these unchanging ideas
be split into parts of which one appears in each particular of
sense ? or can the Idea exist in its entirety in each particular
sensible ? That would be absurd, for then the Idea would
exist apart from itself. The solution of these difficulties, if
it is given at all in the Philebus, is not obvious. Further,
the very existence of the Ideas is stated as problematical.?
Again, the Ideas are not mentioned by their names (eién or
(6éar) at all. Instead of the adtos dvfpwmos, abrd kakov,
etc., we have els avfpwmos, é&v kakov, &v ayaliv, etc. (p. 15 A),
and in general they are é (cp. p. 16 D 7@ & ékeivwy), évaSes
and povddes (p. 15 A, B). [If these monadsare Ideas, then Ideas
of sensible substances are mentioned, for we have &va avBpwmov
and Boiv éva as well as 7o kakov & and rdyabov & p. 15 A.]
These names indicate a transition to the mathematical or
Pythagorean way of regarding the Ideas. Later in the
dialogue we have adTy 8iwcacoaivy and adry) ¥ fela odaipa,
and these expressions certainly point to Ideas. But though
the words €87 and i8éac occur,?® they are never, I believe,
used in their old technical sense. Perhaps the only apparent
exception is p. 64 E el u7 ptd Suvdpeba i8éa To ayabov Onpeioa,
but the very question shows that the (8éa is a form of thought,
a formula, not a self-existing Idea.

Thedescription of Dialectic and its provincein pp. §7E-59D
certainly reminds us of the old distinction between sensibles

! See above, pp. 91 sg. Aap3dvew dA98ds oficas.
1 dugioBirnos ylyverai—mpdror uév 3 For (5éa cp. pp. 16 D, 25 B, 64 E;
€l Twas Oel TowabTas eivat movddas bmo-  for eldos pp. 23 C and D, 33 C.
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and Ideas. Thus the truest knowledge (aAnfeatdTy yrdats)
is said to have for its object 70 0v kai 70 dvTws kal TO KaTa
TadTovdei Teurosp. 58 A. Heretoowvoisand ¢ppovnas (pp. 58D,
59 D) are distinguished from 8o£a (p. 59 A) which, as of old, has
for its object the sensible world, with its processes of change,!
and this sensible world cannot be clearly known, since it
never remainsthe same (p. 594, B). Allthis is quite inharmony
with the old form of the Ideal theory. On the relation of the
main theory of the dialogue (the four vévy, viz. the amecpor,
mépas, pikis, and airia) to the Ideal theory, I had intended
offering a suggestion, but have decided to refrain from doing
so, partly because the suggestion was fanciful, vague, and
improbable, partly because the patience of the reader prob-
ably, and of the writer certainly, is wellnigh exhausted.

One more point about the Philebus and I have done.
The prominence assigned to mind in the universe is notable.
Mind or reason is said to have care of (émrpomeverv), to
arrange and guide the universe.? This mind is practically God
(cp. p. 30 C, D) and the Creator of the universe (at least of the
sensible universe), for all things are, it is said, a mixture of
the Limit and Unlimited, and it is Mind which is the cause
of this mixture.? The prominence thus assigned to Mind
or God as the creative or at least regulative power of the
universe is a feature which is found in none of the earlier
Platonic writings, but in all the later dialogues (except the
Parmenides) from the tenth book of the Republic downwards.
[In the Pkaedo, p. 97 B, etc., Plato would gladly have believed
Mind was the cause of all things, but failed in his attempt to
prove it.] Thus in Republic x. p. 597 B God is the Creator
of the Ideas; in the 7Zmaeus throughout (as I have shown)
God is described as the Creator (Snuiovpyds, 0 vyevvnoas
marip, etc.); so in the Sophist, c. 49, p. 265 B-E (tva &7
mdvra Ougra kai $uTd, boa T éml yis éx omeppdTwy kal

1 Cp. p. 59 A o mepl T& Svra del,
mepl 8¢ 78 yiyvbperva kal yevobueva xal
Yeyovéra.

3 73 foumavra xal T6de TO Kaloi-
uevow §\ov, etc., Phil. pp. 28 D-30 E.

3 This mixture is of course the
sensible universe. It is variously
designated as 7o ¢ dugoiv ToiTow

[sci2. the Limit and Unlimited] &
Tt Euppioybpevov p. 23 C, TO pkTOV éx
TouTOw dugoiv p. 25 B, TO ToiTwy K-
Yovor dmav, yéveaw eis olgiay ¢k TV
pera Tob wéparos dmelpyacuévwy puérpwy
P. 26 D, ¢éx TovTwy TplTOV wikTHY Kal
Yeyevnuévny ovoiav p. 27 B.
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pLlow dpietar kal Goa dyrvya év i EvvictaTar cwpata THKTA
ral drpiTa, pdv d\\ov Twos 1) Beod SnuiovpyodvTos ¢rjoopev
UoTepov vyiyveabar mwpoTepov obk Svta;); so in Politicus God
is described in relation to the universe as ¢ cuvapuéoas, o yev-
vjcas(p. 269 C,D)and as 8nutovpyos (p. 270 A); soin the present
passageof the Philebus (pp. 29 D-30E); andsoin Laws, Book X.
(fruxiv, & éTaipe, ryvonwévar wwdvvevovar uéy Shiyov Ebp-
mavTes olov Te dv Tuyydver xal Svvauw Ny Exel, TAY TE ANAWY
alTiis wépe kal 81 Kal yevéoews, s €v TPWTOLS €0TL TWUATWY
éumpooBev TdvTwy yevouévn, kal petafBohis Te alTdv Kal
HeTaKoowijoews amdans dpyel marTos paAhov p. 892 A; doTpwy
8¢ 87 mépL wdvTev kai ceMjvns éviavTdv Te kal unvdv kal
Tacwy wpdv mépl, Tiva dANov Noyov époduev 1 TOV adTov
ToUTOV, ws €meldy Yruxn pév i) Yuyal wTdvTwy TOUTWY aiTial
épdvnoav, ayabai 8¢ mwacav dpetijv, Beods adTas elvar prjcopev,
€iTe év gwuaow évoboal, {da Svta, koopolor TdvTa olpaviv,
eite 67y Te kal dmws; €6’ SoTis TabTa opoloydv Umouevel
u1 Bedv elvar mhajpy mdvra; p. 899, etc.)

In the Laws (probably Plato’s latest work) the Ideal
theory does not appear. The tenth book is, however, im-
portant for the information it gives us on Plato’s latest views
on cosmology and theology.
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Matter, the Platonic, 60 sg¢., 82 s¢.,
84 ; Aristotelian * first matter ’, 84

Megarian doctrine, 97

Megarians, the, 97, 99

Memory, 3, 23

Meno, the, 16, 32; AMeno, doctrine of
reminiscence in the, 41, 43 s¢.;
date of, 41 sg.; its relation to the
Cratylus, 44 sq.

Metaphysics of Aristotle, 6

uéletis TOv €lddv, the participation of
sensibles in Ideas, 94

Mill, John Stuart, 25, 31, 65 2.}; on
general notions, 69, 71

wpipara, 83

Mind or reason in the universe, 106
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Mixture, a designation of the sensible
universe, 106. Compare uitis

uites, the sensible universe, 106

Model of the universe, 81 s¢., 83

povddes, 105

Moral notions dwelt on by Socrates,
78

—— subjects the theme of the Socratic
dialogues, 15

péprov, pépos, 13

Motion, Plato’s theory of, 29

Name-givers, the first, 37

Names, how related to things, 33 s¢g.

vontby, 72

Nominalism and Realism, 69 s¢q.

vobs in Platonic sense, 73, 79, 8o

Numbers, Ideas of, 75; Pythagorcan
doctrine of, 85

Objective world, its subdivisions, 72

Observation, the method of, 64 sg.

One and Many, difficulties about, 104,
105

One is, doctrine of Parmenides that
the, 89

Ontological origin of Ideal theory, 49

theory, Plato’s later, 17

Opinion a product of sensation, 28 ;
opposed to knowledge, 28 2.2 ; dis-
tinguished from knowledge, 41;
intermediate between Knowledge
and Ignorance, 71

Order of Republic, Parmenides,
Sophist, Philebus, 101 sqq.

Origin of the Idcal theory, 48 sgg.

ovola, 72, 97, 98

mapddeyua, 13 7.2

Parmenides, philosopher, conversa-
tion of Socrates with, 20; his doc-
trine that the Onec is, 89; and
Socrates, their meeting, 101 sq.

Parmenides, the dialogue, 20, 21;
in relation to the Ideas, 89-94

Participation of things in Ideas, 64, 84,
89, 9o; participation of things in
Ideas refuted, 91 s¢.; of Ideas in
each other, 94 5¢¢.,99 ; of sensibles
in Ideas, 105

mépas and dwepov, 52 ; in the Phile-
bus, 84, 85, 86, 101, 104, 106

Phaedo, the, its style, 21 ; doctrine of
reminiscence in, 41; date of, 42;
Ideas in, 45; Ideal thcory fully
developed in, 54; proofs of Im-
mortality in, 54 s¢g.

INDEX

Phaedrus, the, 16, 21, 38, 41; date
of, 42; Idcas in, 45, 46 59¢.; love
discussed in, 47, §2

Philebus, the, 11; its style, 215 the
mépas and Gmepor 1N the, \\}‘ Ss,
86, 101, 104, 106 ; the question of
Ideas in the, 101, 104 599- 3 date of,
101 s¢q.; Pythagorcan rather than
Platonic, 104

Philolaus, on fire, 85 5¢-

Philosophies, carliest Greek, 1 .

Philosophy, the physical Pre-Socratic,
11

of Anaxagoras,

, natural, OI;
61 sq.

Physici forsaken for logic, 66

Piety discussed in the Zuthyphro,
12 sq.

Pindarqon ;mmortality of the soul, 43

wioTis, 72

Plato, his rclation to Socrates, I, 2;
his Socratic dialogues, 5, 10 597.;
his deification of gencral notions,
8; his splendid error, 10; th.c
division of his dialoguecs, 10; his
travels, 18 ; his teaching at A‘thcns,
18, 20; his Ideal theory, 18 599
32 s¢¢.; change in .hlS style, 21:
his theory of sensation, 28 s99.;
forsakes physics for logic, 66 ; his
fundamental error, 69; 2 thon?ugh
Realist, 70 ; his Pythagorcan vicws,
S—

Platbonic theory of causation, 68 s¢.

Plurality of minds, 24 )

Politicus, the dialogue, 20, 21;
follows Sophist, 101; God in the,
10 )

Prcdi7<~ation, logical difficulties in, 66

Pre-Socratic philosophy, 11

Prodicus, the Sophist, 11 n2 X

Protagoras, the Sophist, 11 7z.° )

Protagoras, the dialogue, 11; its
doctrine of virtue, 12, 15, 16; its
style, 21

Protagorean doctrine of man as the
measure of all things, 23, 30, 34

Pythagorean dialogues of Plato, 10,
I

doctrine of numbers, 85
views of Plato, 85, 104

way of regarding Idcas, 105
Pythagoreanism, Plato’s later, 85
Pythagoreans, 6

Qualities, Ideas of, 57, 60, 61, 68
Quantities, Ideas of, 60, 61, 68
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Real world consists of Ideas, 46

Realism and Nominalism, 69 s¢g.

Reality colourless, shapeless and in-
tangible, 48

Reason the cause of all things, 61 s¢. ;
its objects the Ideas, 78

———, pure, 27; knowledge only
attained by the, 56

Reasoning, the method of, 3

Rebirth, doctrine of, 43, 46

Recollection.  See Reminiscence

Relativity of all sensible existence,
29 sq.

Reminiscence, doctrine of, in the
Meno, 41, 43 s¢. ; in the Phaedo, 54,
56 sg.; the theory of, 88

Republic, the, 16 ; date of, 20, 42 5¢. ;
style of, 21 ; Ideas in, 38; Idea of
Good in the, 51, 73, 75, 76, 78, 79 ;
the Ideal theory completed in the,
71 sgg.; the Tenth Book of the,
Ideas of all classes of things assumed
n, 77

Resemblance, principle of, §8 s¢.

Rhetoric the subject of the Phaedrus,
45

S:-‘lmt:ncss and similarity, 3 sg.

Savages deficient in notions of num-
bers, 70

Schwegler on the personality of God
in Plato, 8o

Science, physical, failure of the Greeks
in, 64 sg.

Sensation, pure, 3; how related to
knowledge, 22 sgg.; Plato’s theory
of, 28 sg¢g.; relativity of, 29;
Empedoclean theory of, 41

—— and Knowledge, 22 s¢g.

Sensible clements reducible to tri-
angles, 85

—— substances, Ideas at first not
assumed for, 48, 57 sgq.

—— things modelled on Ideas, 83 sg¢.

—— world, relation of Ideas to the, 82

Sicily, Plato in, 18

Simmias in the Pkaedo, 53, 56, 57

Socrates, the philosophy of, 1 s¢g.;
his introspective method, 2; his
doctrine of knowledge, 6 s¢g.; his
induction, 7 ; discourages physical
science, 7 ; dwelt on moral notions,
78

——, the Platonic, his dream of
Beauty and Goodness, 37; his
philosophical experience, 61

113

Socratic dialogues of Plato, 5, 10 $¢¢+?
discuss moral subjects, 15 . the

Sophist, a late dialogue, 20 5¢- id as
Idcal theory in the, 93-100; €
mentioned in the Sopkist, 100 5¢-

Sophists, 11 7.3 6

Soul, immortality of the, 41, 43 $¢-» 4%

5¢q. .

54, zgpartite division of the, 46;
not the harmony of the body, 55

Souls, transmigration of, 88

Space, Ideas not in, 47 .

Spencer, Herbert, on secondary attn-
butes, 30 s¢.

Stallbaum, 11 2.3, 17, 40 7.5, 84, 89

Strimpell on the Parmenides, 93

Style, change in Plato’s, 21 5¢.

Subject and object, 29

Sun, the offspring of the Good, 78

Supra-celestial region, 47

Supremacy of the Idea of Good, 51,73
78

Symposium, the, 16, 21 ; date of, 423
subject of, 52; theory of Ideas not
distinctly expressed in, §3

Temperance, Idea of, 48, 74

Theactetus, doctrine and date of the,
19 sgg. ; style of, 21

fewpia, 9 .

Things as compounds of sensations,
24 s5¢g.; relation of names to, 33 5¢¢-5
partake in Ideas, 64, 84, 89, 90;
cannot participate in Ideas, 91 5¢-

ZTimaeus,the, 11,21,41,47,79; subject
of, 80 ; its relation to the Ideas, 80-
89 ; prominence of mathematics in
the, 86 ; a transition from Idealism
to Pythagoreanism, 87

Transmigration of souls, 88

Triangles, sensible elements reducible
to, 85

7plrov yévos, Platonic matter, 82

TpiTos dvfpwwos argument against Ideal
theory, 82

Trojan horse, simile of the, 24

Truth, Idea of, 93; in relation to
Ideas, 78

Understanding, law of the human, 52

Universals, Aristotle on the know-
ledge of, 8, 9; Platonic Ideas of,
40

Universe, the Model of the, 81, 83;
Ideas the models on which God
fashioned the, 87 ; Mind or Reason
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in the, 106 ; God as Creator of the,
106 sg.
Umokelfievov, 82

Vices, no Ideas of, 49 sg., 77 ; Ideas
apparently implied of, 100

Virtue resolved into knowledge, 12,
15; teachableness of, 45; Idea of, 435

Words, knowledge sought in, 32 sgq. ;

INDEX

analysis of, 35 ¢.; knowledge not
to be had from, 37
Wordsworth’s doctrine of antenatal

knowledge, 88

Xenophon, 3, 6, 12

Zeller, Eduard, 10, 17, 18, 50, 85, 91,
97, 101, 102

Zeno’s discussion with Socrates, 89 sg.
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