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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 I 878. Accordingly, 
when in competing for a Fellowship at Trinity College in 
I 879 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 



v1 THE GROWTH OF PLATO'S IDEAL THEORY 

and the Tlzeaetetus, both of which I now believe 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 earlier dates 
which, with some hesitation, I have assigned to the Plzaedrus 
and Tlzeaetetus 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, !socrates. 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 Plzaedrus, 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 more 
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 Pltaedrus 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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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 " cogz"to " comes first, the " szon ", " 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. 
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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 1 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. 2 To 
inquire into the former before we have made ourselves 
acquainted with the latter was, to his mind, folly. 3 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. Even of these acts or processes his investiga­
tion was but ~uperficial, nor did his great pupil Plato supply 
the defect; 1t was left for Aristotle to reduce the mental 
operations by which we pass from the known to the unknown, 

1 E.g. Heraclitus ap. Ritt. and 
Prell. §§ 32, 33 ; Empedocles, i6, 
§ 139· 

1 Xen. Mem. i. 1. 11·16; Plato, 
Pllaedr, p. 229 E SfJfJ· 

1 icnc6rn r6npd rore VO!£luavns 

IKa~;,s 118'1 Td~flpwr111a ~l8i11a.1 lpxo,Ta.' 
irl TO rEpl Ti;JII TOiOUTiolll tpponl!""• of) 
Tci !'ill d11/lpw'II'EIO. 71'apEVTES Tci lla11'6111Ct 
lSi ITKO'II'OUIITfS TrtOVIITal Ta 71'pOITTJKOIITO. 
rp6.Tre1v. Xen. Mem. I.e. § 12. 

' Cic. Tusc . .Disp. v. 4· 



THE PROCESS OF GENERALIZA T/ON 3 

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 whichwewould beawareofno 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. \Vhen the sensation is gone, an image of it is stored up 
in the mind, and when the same (z".e. 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 arc 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.g. 
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. \Vhen 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, \VC say that the objects are similar. But in the 
fact that similar objects arc (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 one of degree, not of kind. \Vhen Heine (to take a 
lovely instance) says 

Die Kleine glcicht dcr Gclicbtcn, 
Bcsondcrs wcnn sic lacht ; 

Sic hat dicsclbcn Augen, 
Die mich so clend 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 necessary 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. 1 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. 2 

Again in the Metaphysics 3 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? 11 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. Xcnophon, .Mem. i. 1. 16 
ClVTOS 0~ 7rtp! TWV riv!Jpw>r<lwv av riEl 
(iLiA£-yrro, <1K07r[;,V TL <V<t<{3ts, T( ri<t<{Jts' 
Tl KaMv, Tl aluxp6v• Tl olKatov, TL 
6.0tKOV' Tl <1W</>p0UUV7J 1 Tl p.avla• Tl 
civopda, Tl o«llla· Tl rr6llts, Tl -rroX1-

TtK6s· Tl ripxi] riv6pw-rrwv, Tl ripX<Kos 
riv/lpw-rrwv. Cf. Xen . . Mem. iv. 5: 12; 

ib. 6; I; ib. IJ. 
2 Met. 987 b 1-4. 
3 Met. iv. p. 1078 L 17 sqq. 
' otali<KnKij -yap ruxus oO-rrw TOT' -1Jv. 
i OUO -yap i<tTtV t/. TIS av a1r000i7J 

I.wKpciTEL OtKalws, Talis T' i7raKTLKoVs 
Myous KCll TO oplt<uOat Ka06llou. Cp. 
Part. An. A c. 1, p. 642 a 24 sqq. 
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the solitary is barren, production is only made possible by 
umon. 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. \Vith us 
Induction is used as an instrument to the attainment of 
truths, of true propositions, and the result is the vast dis­
coveries of modern science. Do what he could, it was 
impossible for Socrates to reach 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 separate 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 he 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 been so fruitful in modern 
times. It is true that he applied his method almost ex­
clusively to moral and political subjects,l 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 \'cry 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. 2 It is, however, 

1 ~WKpaTOII Oi 'll"<pt p.lv Ta >i0tKa 

'11"pa-yp.a.T£lJOP,fVOIJ, 7rtpt Ot' Tijf o\')f 

t/>t;(f(Wf ovOr!v, Arist. Aiel. 987 b I' :!. 

c'l!"l ~wKparov lii roi;To p.i•· [sci!. To opi· 

<TaqOat rljv ot'•qiav) ')!·~~0'), To Ol l'1T<iv 

Ta 'll"<pi <f>•'·q•ws l\'1~•. Arist. Part. An. 
6.p a 28 sq.; Xen. A/em. i. 1. 1 I·IJ. 

2 Xen. A!n11. iv. i· 
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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,l 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 clear 
general notions out of the confused mass of particulars in 
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, i.e. by supplying us with a fresh store of par­
ticulars. A dog may have its knowledge increased to this 
extent. It is possible that a dog's experience, i.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 greater 
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 ~pace. 

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 exist. 
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 an·d imperfect way in which a finite mind grasps 
the infinity of particulars. A mind that could grasp at 

1 Treatise of Human JVaturc, 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", 
because 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 each 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 usc of. The knowledge of 
universals is, as Aristotle says, 1 the nearest approach to 
full and perfect knowledge of which we are capal;>le; but 
still this rc-neral knowledge is not a proper knowledge of 
particulars, ic is only knowledge in a certain sense. 2 General 
knowledge we may call a potential knowledge. In itself it 
gives us no real knowledge, £.e. knowledge of real things, 
for the only real things are particulars, and general knowledge 
does not of itself 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 actuaJ,3 if we were 
to understand by this that God's thought is all of particulars, 
with no admixture of the imperfection of general notions. 
(However, Aristotle, in attributing to God actual (not potential) 
knowledge (8tr•lp£a), 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 general notions, while, as 
the necessary condition of reasoning, it is the strength of 
the human intellect, is also a badge of its weakness. \Vinged 
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 11/ctaph. A c. 2, 9S2 b 20 sqq. 
2 oilru< ·-yap [sci!. o riw ~<a.Ou\o" 

f. 1nrrri;}J-1JV 1-'J.~<rrra <xwv] olM 11"W< 
1rdvTa rit l•7fo,.:dp.(l'U. 

3 .A/ctapll . . \ c. 7; ll;ic. Et/1. x. 
cc. 7 and 8 ed. Bekker, especially p. 
1 178 b 21, 22 7, roil Oiou lv<p-y<ia 
}1-0.Ka.p<OT"r}TL i"owcpi f'OI"ITO. On,•p>JTIKi; a •. 
,;·1J· O<wpia. which Aristotle attributes 

to God is,- in its Aristotelian sense, 
actualized as opposed to potential 
knowledge. Trendelenberg on Arist. 
de Anima, pp. 258·259, 2nd ed.; id. 
Elan. Leg. Arist. § IQ, Donitz Ind. 
Arist. 329 a 45 s~q.; id. 328 a 54 sqq. 
"lhwpiiv ab i7runi;!-'1] perinde distin· 
guitur atque CV<p-yfio. a OI'VclJ.lC<." 
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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 arc finite. 

Quiesce mens heic denique, 
Arctosque nosce limites, 
Queis contineris undique; 
Quiesce mens, et limitcs 
In orbe cessa quaerere. 

lnfinitas ! 

II 

Quod quacris in te reppcris: 
In mente sunt, in mente sunt, 
Hi, quos requiris, tcrmini ; 
A rebus absunt limites, 
In hisce tantum infinitas, 

Infinitas ! 

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 1 tells us that Plato was in his youth familiar 
with Cratylus,2 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 Zeller 3 regards it as 
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 Jlfetapk. i. c. 6, § 2. 4th cd. 
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
agorean dialogues, though in some of Plato's later works 
(especially the Timacus and Plzi!.:bus) there are manifest 
tokens of the coming change. To the first, the Socratic 
group, I would assign the dialogues llippias .J!/ajor and 
Jlfinor, Jon, EutliJ'}Iu·o, Lacl1t:s, First Alcibiad.:s (if genuine, 
about which I have doubts), Lysis, CILarmidcs, Eutlzydemus, 
and Pro/agoras, to which may probably be added the Crito 
and Apology. (These last, howeYCr, being unphilosophical, 
do not concern us here.) Kow these dialogues are either 
purely Socratic (the Hippias Jl!ajor and Jl!iuor, the Ion, 
Eutli)'/Jhro, Lac/l,~s. and Protagoras), or Socratic tinged 
with the coming Platonism (L_vsis, C/wrmides, Eutlzydemus). 
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 Lysis show that Plato was 
acquainted with some of these doctrines, probably the 
Empedoclean,l and certainly the Heraclitean. 2 But this 
proves nothing more than a mere acquaintance with the 
opinions of these early 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 Ilippias 1lfajor, was, we know, discussed by 
Socrates: 3 piety, the subject of the EutiiJ'jJlzro, was a common 
theme with Socrates : 4 courage, the subject of the Laches, 
was also a theme of Socrates : 5 so with friendship, the 
subject of the Lysz"s, 6 and temperance, the subject of the 
Charmides. 7 The way in which the Platonic (?) Socrates 

1 Lysis, 2 q D; Stallbaum thinks 
that Ana;xagoras is here referred to, 
but sec Aristotle, A"ic . .Eth. viii. c. 1, 

§ 6. 
2 Lysis, 215 c-E. Of course he was 

acquainted with the Sophists, Hip­
pias, Protagoras, l'rodicus, etc. Pro­
dicus especially seems to have amused 
Plato, and he is referred to very often. 
Eutlzyd. 2i7 E ; Ifipp. .11/aj. 282 ; 

Laches, 197 D; Charm. 163 D; 
Protag. 337 A-C; ib. 340 A sqq. ; ib. 

358 A ; ib. 1> and E ; JJ/nw, i 5 E ; ib. 
96 D; Apol. 19 E; Tlteact. 151 n; 
("rat. 384 B; Rep. Goo c. 

3 Xcn. llft:tll. i. 1. 16; iv. 8. 

' Xen . .11/cm. i. 1. 16; iv. 6. 2-4, 
and on the relation of gods to men 
generally JJ/cm. i. 4; iv. 3· 

5 Xcn. Jlfem. i. 1. 16; iv. 9· 1-3. 
8 X en. JJ/etn. ii. 4, 5, and 6; 

iii. II. 
7 Xcn. JJ/em. i. 5; ii. I ; iv. 5· 
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in the Fz'rst Alcz"bz'ades convicts Alcibiades of ignorance of 
those things which a statesman should know, very much 
resembles the mode in which Glaucon who was similarlY 
~mbitious of taking part in politics, is' convicted of a li~~ 
tgnorance by the Xenophontic Socrates, 1 and equally 1 

both [Plato] and Xenophon docs Socrates insist on_ tha; 
knowledge of self which the Delphic inscription 2 prescnbcd­
The Ion also contains a characteristically Socratic exposure 
of ignorance, and it was quite in Socrates' way to interrogate 
people upon their special profession, as here he interrogat~S 
Ion the rhapsodist.4 The Protagoras is the most systematiC 
exposition which we possess of the doctrine that all particular 

d h . ve 
moral virtues can be resolved into knowledge, an t IS ' 

kno_~ was a characteristic doctrine of Socratcs. 6 Lastly, : 1~~ 
posttlve part of the Euthydemus a consists of a beauuf 
exposition of the Socratic doctrine of the supreme importance 
of wisdom. 

The theme of all these dialogues is that which we sa"" 
to be the central point in the thinking of Socrates-Knowledge~ 
S . 5 

ometimes 7 the want of knowledge is exposed, somctune 
the value of it is insisted upon ; sometimes the dialogues 
are searches after knowledge, as the Hzppias Jlfajor, EutllY~ 
phro, Laches, Lysz"s, Charmz"des. Moreover, this knowledge 
is sought in correct general notions, and though the scare~ 
. h . It tS m t ese five dialogues is unsuccessful, the ncgattve resu . 
characteristic of the historical Socratcs.o A general nottofl 
is sought, and Socrates' respondent begins in some cases bY 
giving particular instances of the general notion instead of the 

h h . tsto 
general notion itself. Eut yp ro gives particular pwus ac 

1 Mem. iii. 6. Cleiton the sculptor; §§ 9-15, with an 
2 To the passages quoted by Liddell armourer ; ib. ch. 1 1, he converses 

& Scott, s.v. -ypri.p.p.a in which this with Theodota, a hetaira. 
inscription is referred to as the • [Arist.] Nic. Eth. vi. c. 13, P· Il4~ 
Ai>..pu<Cw -yp&.p.p.a., etc., I would add b 17 sqq. ; iii. c. 11, p. 1116 b 4 • 
Plato, Ale. I. 132 C; Charm. 164 D i Eud. Eth. i. c. 5, p. 1216 b 2 sqq. 

Phaedr. 229 E; Legg. 923 A i Rival, • The first conversation of Socrates 
138 A; and Phileb. 48 C (where the with Cleinias, 278 E-2S2 D. 
plural -yprip.p.a.Ta is used). 7 As in the Io1l and Alcib. I. 

3 Plato, Ale. I. 129, etc.; Xcn. 0 ,· 
AJ 8 As in the Etlthyd. 278 E-282 

em. iv. 2. 24-29. 
4 Compare Xen. Mem. iii. 10. 1-5, Lysis, 207 D-210 D. 

where Socrates converses with Par· 0 Arist. Soph. El. 183. 
rhasius the painter; ib. §§ 6-8, with 111 P. 5 o. 
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Instead of a general definition of piety ; so Laches in the 
case of courage,1 and most ludicrously of all, Hippias in th~ 
case of beauty. 2 The difficulty experienced by Socrates 
respondents in grasping general notions illustrates the state 
of thought at the time that Socrates first turned attention 
to the subject, and shows the originality of his method. On 
re~eiving such answers the Platonic Socrates proceeds to 
pomt out that they arc inadequate, that while giving some 
P~rticulars 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(To outol'), 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.3 

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, £.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 
(To &prtov) is a species of the g_enus number. So piety 
(Euthyphro concludes) is a sl?ec1~s ~f the more general 
notion of justice.6 The genus JUStice 1s, he thinks, divided 

1 P. 190 E. 
I Hz"pp. Jlfaj. 287 E·293 D. 

a avro ro 1tSos ci> 7ravra Tci 8uca Succi 
EITTIV • lt/>'YIITOa i'd.P 7rou p.ci. lSi~ rd. T£ 
avoula civouu:t elval KUL rei 8uca lluca.­
TUVT'Yjv rolviJJI p.e auT1jv iiliia~ov TljV lSlo.v, 
rls "lrOTi EITTIV, rva eh iKelV'YjV a7ro{J"II.i7rWV 
Kal x.pwp.evos athii "lr'O.paSdyj1o.T~ c5 p.l.v 
Av TOIOVTOV p1 WV av lTV 1') 4"/I."JI.OS TIS 

7rpaTT!J, </Jw lliTtOV elva& 6 a' av p.lj 

rotoiiTov, 1.1.1! <Pw, p. 6 D, ~- The use of 
the words elaos, laia and 7raprl.t.n-yp.a 
here is to be noticed. 

' P. I I E. 

6 c. I3. 
8 The word used for species is in 

these cases IJ.l>ptov and p.ipos, p. I 2 

c,o. 
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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.l 

In a similar manner when Laches answers the ques­
tion, what is courage? by giving a particular brave act,2 

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 species of swiftness are 
many, but that all these species are included in the general 
notion of " power which effects much in a short time" ·3 

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,5 or 
it consists in being rich, healthy, and honoured by the Greeks, 
in living to a good old age, in burying one's parents honour­
ably, and in being buried honourably oneself. 6 Socrates 
exposes the folly of these answers, and leads the way to 
general definitions. From these bunglers Charmides is 
honourably distinguished in that, being asked to define 
temperance (11"(t)cppo11"VV7J), he at once gives a general definition 7 

instead of a number of particular cases. This, along with 
other points, seems to me an indication that the Clzarmides 
is one of the later dialogues of the Socratic period. Various 
other general definitions of temperance are afterwards 
attempted.8 

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 

1 P. 12 E. 
1 Laches, p. 190 E. 
3 T~v iv o;l.i-y<tJ xpov<t' 'l!"o;I.Xci. ii<a.· 

'11"pa.TTO!J.fV11" ovva.p.tv Ta.XVTo/a. l)'W)'E 

Ka.\w Ka.l 'II"Epl ¢wv~V Ka.l 'II"Epl Op6p.ov 
Ka.l 'II"Epl T<l\;l.a. 'l!"d.VTa., p. 192 B. 

' P. 288 E. 

6 P. 289 E. 

G P. 291 D, E. 
1 Viz. that temperance is ~a-vx<6T'f/S 

T<f, p. 159 B. 

• That it is a.iows, that it is TO Ta 
ia.vToii .,.pd.TTHv, that it is To "f<"fVWdK!<V 
a.1hOv io.vrOv. 



n CHARACTERISTICS OF THE SOCRATIC .DIALOGUES 15 

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 Laclzes and Protag01·as, and 
indicated, though less clearly, in the Clzarmides and Eu.tlzy­
demu.s. The Laclzes 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 see that their key- note is the key- note of 
the Socratic philosophy-knowledge, and knowledge of uni­
versals. (I may notice that the Hippias 1lfinor contains an 
excellent example of the Socratic induction, 2 where the 
examples are drawn from ordinary life, as we know was 
the practice of Socrates.3 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.4) 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 Eu.thydemus. 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· 
a Xcn. 111em. i. 2. 37 ciXXci. TwvU 

TOl tTE aTr{')(EtT0a.<, {<f>1j 1 llnjuu, W 
~WKpa.TES, rWv trKUT{wv Ka.i rWv TEI\T6J•wv 

KO.L TWV xa.XKlwv. KO.t ..,a.p oiJ.<O.I O.VrOVf 

1j07j KO.TQ.TETpt<f>Oa.< ll<a.OpvXovJ.<EVOVS V'II"O 

uoii: in Plato's Sympos. p. 221 E Alci· 
biades describes the Aci-yo• of Socrates : 
6vovf -yap Ka.i Ka.vO!)Xot•f Xl""(E< KO.L 
')(O.AKla.f TIVaf KO.L tTKIJTOTOp.ovf KO.l 
f3upuoo{lfo.f 1 KO.L cid ll<a Ti;ll' O.UTWV Ta.tiTa 

<f>"-lvETO.< Xi-yuv. 
' Afetaph . ..l c. 29, p. 1025 a 6 sqq. 
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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 Eutlzydemus the 
opinion that the popular legends of the gods were immoral 
in their tendency ; 1 in the Laclzes 2 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 ; 3 in the Charm ides ' 
the principle of the division of labour is hinted at which is 
afterwards carried out in the Republic; 5 in the Eut/zydemtts 6 

and Protagoras 7 the question of the teachability of virtue, 
which is afterwards discussed in the llfeno, is broached ; in 
the same dialogues 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 9 that is afterwards stated in the Gorgias ; 10 the 
view of the effect which music has upon character expressed 
in Protagoras 11 is exactly the same with that expressed at 
greater length in the Republic; 12 in the same dialogue 13 

the same objection to written discourse is made incidentally 
which is drawn out in the Plzaedrus ; u the notion of the 
madness of poets appears in the Ion ; 15 in the Lysis 16 as 
later in the Symposium, 17 the philosopher is described as 
midway between the wise and the ignorant. But it is 
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. 
ii. p. 377 B·iii. p. 391 E. 

2 P. 195 c, D, etc. 
3 Cp. Gorgia.s, pp. 5II, 512. 
' P. 161 E. 

& Pp. 370 sqq. 
1 P. 282 B, c. 
1 Pp. 319 A·320 B. 
1 P. 292 B. 
1 P. 324 A and B. 

10 P. 525 A, etc. 
11 P. 326 B. 
u Pp. 400 C·402 A. 
13 Protag. p. 329. 
u P; 275 D. 
15 P. 533 E; c.p. Pl1a~drus, p. 245 A; 

ib. p. 265 B. 

11 P. 218 A, 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 Charm£des, 
in the discussion which we find there on the nature of 
relation.1 It is there found that the existence of some 
relative things (e.g. quantity) is certain, and the existence 
of anything absolute, i.e. out of all relations to anything but 
itself, is extremely doubtful. vVhether 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 Lysis 2 it is said that something is dear (¢Lt...ov) 
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. 3 Reading this by the light of 
later Platonism, we can easily see the resemblance between 
the r.pwTov ¢tA.ov which makes all things else ¢1/...a, and the 
auTo To Kat...ov by participation in which all the Ka/...a are 
Kat...a, 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 ¢{/...or; -1] -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 Eutlzydemus, 4 Zeller 5 and Stallbaum a find an 
enunciation of the ideal theory. The Sophist Dionyso­
dorus asks Socrates whether there is any difference 
between beauty (To Kat...ov) and beautiful things (Kat...d. 
7rpa"fp.aTa). Socrates replies that there is ; beautiful 
things are different from beauty, but are beautiful by the 

l Pp. 167 B·169 B. 
2 c. 15-
a iip' oiiv OVK ava-yK11 a7Tft7Tftl' WJ.aS 

OUTWS 16vras. Ka.l acJmduOa.l ,,., TIVa 

apxiw i) ovK."r" f-rra.voi<rEI f7T 0 d)l.)\o <f>i)\ov, 

a)\)1.' fj~n br' EK<ivo, li irrn 7Tpwrov 

</>1)\ov, ou g.,<Ka. Kal rii)\)1.0. <f>aJJ.<v 7Tavra 

<f>l)\a <ivai," aYa")'K1! 0 p. 219 C, D. 
4 Pp. JOO E·JOI D. 

• P. 126, note So. 
8 Proleg. to Euthydemus, p. 41; id. 

Proleg. to Cral)'lus, p. 25. 
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presence of a certain beauty .1 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 Athens, 
and perhaps before he travelled in Cyrene, Egypt, Sici~y, 
and Italy. With them the first epoch in the intellectual hfe 
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 seen in the great change in his views. The 
result of my inquiry into this change may perhaps be .~est 
expressed in the words of Plato himself: 2 Te"'A.eu-riiJV ou-rCJJ~ 

'"'' ' """ ,, ' , \ , ' \ 1' ' 0 ll EJ.LaUTCtJ e8o~a 7rpor; TaUTTJV Tr}IJ CTKe'o/tv acpu7]() etvaL CJJ<; ou e, 

XPTJJ.La. TEICJ.L~PLOV Se CTOL ipw iKaVCJIJ" E'YW 'YdP a JCaL "';P0~ 
,1.. ft I ' " I ft '"'' ' " U7r0 Tepov CTa't'CJJ() 7]7rLCTTUJ.L1JV1 CJJ() 'YE EIJ,aUT(f EOOICOUV, TOT" 

TaVT'IJ() TTJIO CTJCE'o/ECJJIO oiiTCJJ crcpo8pa ETucpA.wB,v, C:,crTE a7rEfLa8ov 

/CaL TavTa a 7rpo TOU cj)}L'IJV elSEvaL. With this admission, I 
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 d1ffer 
from those of the first period is that they lead to affirma­
tive conclusions. The negative dialectic which we associate 
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 second 
group is the Ideal theory which reigns supreme in Plato's 

l ¥npa. l!f>TjV [Ta Ka.Xci) a.1iTou j'f TOu 

Ka.Xou · 7rap£0'Tl p.{vTOl fKci.O'T(jJ a.VTWV 

Kci."-"-os Tl. 
2 Phaedo, p. 96 c. 
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greatest ·works, and is only abandoned (if at all) in his 
latest wntmgs. Over the tone, too, of the dialogues a change 
has.come. It is solemn, often sombre, and deepens at times 
into sadness. As this feeling grows, the humour becomes 
more and more subdued and finally disappears altogether. 
Amongst these later dialogues the Tlzeactctus possesses two 
features which might seem to connect it with the earlier 
writings ; its result is negative, and the Ideal theory (though 
hinted at) docs not distinctly appear in it. But it is un­
doubtedly one 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 seems to have produced it. 
The earlier dialogues are searches after knowledge or rather 
after particular kn_owledges (if I may be allowed the expres­
sion, an old Eng!tsh one, I believe, and very useful) ; the 
Theaetetus _is a _search after_ knowledge in general. The 
Theaetettts _mves~Igates ser_1satwn and decides that knowledge 
consists neither m sensatiOn by itself nor in sensations (or 
their images ~reserved by memory) combined into judgement. 
The whole aim . 0 ~ the T_lzeactetus is to prepare for a proof 
that knowledge Is mn_ate m 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 Thcaetetus 
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 
patiently to grope his way upward_ to the world above. If 
this view of the Tlzcactctus as an mtroduction to the Ideal 
theory be correct, it matters little to what year we assign 
"ts composition. The passage usually appealed to for deter­
:Uining the date is the introduction,! 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. 
~he 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, 390 (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 

I 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 seem to 
make for a considerably later date. The dialogue is connected 
dramatically with the Soplu'st and Po!iticus, and these I 
take to be late dialogues, later probably than the Republic. 
Now internal evidence seems to show that the Republic was 
written between 382 and 371. Supposing, then, the Sophist 
and Politz'cus to be later than the Republic, and the Tlzeaetetus 
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 Tlzeaetetz~s, 
t?ere is this difficulty, that the introduction 1 is wholly dts­
tmct 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 a 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
ences agree very exactly.• Now if these passages in the 
Theaetetus and Sophist really refer to the dialogue 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 Theaetetus and Sophist. There 

: Pp. 142 A•I43 c. 
P. I8J E. 

a P. 217 E. 

h • In the Parmenides it is said of 
t e Eleatic philosopher that <v p.O.Xa. 
11o'1 'lrP<rr"u r C ~" T>7~ < ~a.<, urj>oopa. 1rOAt6v. 

P· Soplz. l.f, iK<Ivou (sc:il, IIa.pp.<~loou) 

p.r!r.Xa. oi7 T6T< 6~TOS 7rp<af3uTOU, Cj. 
Theaet. I.e. 1r&.vu 7rp<aflr1TIJ: in the 
Parm. Socrates is very young, 'Z.wKpaT'7 
at <f~a.t T6T< urj>6opa. v{ov, p. I 27 C j cj. 
Soplz. I.e. i-yw v{os wv, Theaet. I.e. 
1ra~u vlos, 
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are other points of similarity between the dialogues. The 
definition in Tlu:actctus 1 of TO QlUIJO€LU8a£ and of oo~a 
correspond clearly to those in the Soplzist. 2 Again the hint 
in the Tlzeactctus 3 that Plato holds a position intermediate 
between the Eleatics and Heracliteans 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 general style of the 
language in the Tlzcactctus, 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 exchanged in Plato's later life for a hard and 
angular one, suggestive not (as the earlier 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, Plzaedo, and 
Symposium, and to this class may be referred (along with 
many lesser dialogues including all the Socratic) the P!taedrus 
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 Timaeus, 
Soplzist, Politicus, and Plzilcbus are the most undoubted 
examples, though the sound of the wooden leg (if I may 
say so) is not so painfully obvious in the Sophist and PoHtz"cus 
as in the other two. (The Laws would probably have 
formed another of this group ; but the text was left in too 
imperfect a state 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 SopMst, Pohticus, etc., 
rather than with the Plzaedo, Symposium, etc. If I am 
right in this, it forms a strong argument for the late date 
of the Theaetetus. For 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 Parment"des 
(a late dialogue) is written in the smooth style, and if Plato 

1 Pp. 189 E-190 A. 

s Pp. 263 E-264 A. Cp. too Phileb. 
p. 38 B·E. 

3 Pp. 180 E·I8I A. 
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~auld change his style in the one case, he might have done 
~t in the other. But leaving the question of the date (which 
IS after all unimportant), it is necessary to see more exactly 
how the Theaetetus prepares for the ideal theory. 

The general notions which Socrates aimed at grasping 
were derived from particulars, and these particulars were 
(i~ many cases at least) given by sense. In the So_cratic 
dialogues Plato had pursued the generalizing process ~v1thout 
examining the foundations on which it rests, without, mother 
words, considering particulars and the mode in which they 
are presented to us by sense. The Thcaetdus at~empts to 
supply this deficiency. It goes back to the particulars of 
sense, and inquires whether all our knowledge is supplied by 
t~e senses-whether knowledge is sensation. The_ whole 
dialogue is thus subjective ; it deals essentially w~th our 
faculties of knowing, only incidentally with the o?Jects. of 
knowledge, differing herein from those dialogues m which 
the objects of knowledge (viz. the Ideas) are 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 sensation ; 1 in the 
second, it is defined as true opinion ; 2 in the third as t~uc 
opinion J.LETd. A.o'You, i.e. in conjunction with an explan.atwn 
or definition (though what exactly this A.o'Yo'> is, not the mter­
locutors themselves can agree upon). But oo~a is (as I_ shall 
point out) only sense knowledge transformed; it is simpl_Y 
judgement exercised on the data of sense. Thus sensation IS 

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 3 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 detail 
some of the consequences which follow from the supposition 
that sensation is co-extensive with knowledge and to show that 
Plato was fully aware of them. In the first place sensation is 
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. S·JO. 
2 CC.31·38. 
1 Pp. 3 and 4· 
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and expectation would be alike impossible; we v-:ould be 
shut out from the distant in time and limited to the present 
~oment. (This consequence, so far as memory is concerned, 
Is stated in Tlzeaetetus. 1 It is true that in the latter passages 
of the Tlzeactdus Plato is combating not directly the doctrine 
propounded by Theaetetus that knowledge is sensation, but 
the Protagorean doctrine that man is the measure of all 
things, that what seems true to a man is true to him. But 
the t\vo doctrines in Plato's opinion coincide. 2) An im­
mediate consequence 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 
we 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. 3 Compared with 
such fleeting lives, the life of an insect of a day would seem 
an age. 

Again, if we were limited wholly to sensation, our different 
sensations even 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 neither 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· 
pcctation is concerned, ib. pp. 1 j 1 E· 

172 D, 177 C·l 79 C. Cp. Pluhbus, p. 
21 c. 

• Thcat:l. PP· 151 E·152 A and 
160 D. 

• Tluael. p. 166 D iioK<is nvci crot 
... OWa-nv rrot€ rb11 at~T<)v (Ivat TiJV O.v· 
OJ.l.OLOl''/-LfVOV ~~ 1rpi11 ciJ•O,UOLOiJO'Oat 6YTl ," 

p.ii"h"hov iil rov •lval nva, ci:\X' ot'·x< 
TOI.ir;, Kal TOl~TOVS yt')'VOJ.J.ivour; ci'71'"df'Ol1S, 

~&.v.,..•p civop.olwu<s -yl-yv'l)rat. The loss 

of personal identity however is here 
viewed not as arisi~g from 'want of 
memory, but from actual civoJloiwcr<s, 
i.e. the subject becomes really dif· 
ferent every moment that it meets 
with a different object; each modifies 
the other, their products are always 
different. But the result is the same 
from whichever point of view we look 
at it. 

• Cp. Theael. pp. 184 D sqq. For the 
comparison of the different sensations 
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would ~ur mind lose its unity not only (as we have seen) of 
su_ccessiOn but also of simultaneity. Not only would the 
mmd 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 others. 
What we call mind would resemble (to use Plato's own illus­
tration) the Trojan horse ; it would be really a plurality of 
minds which, though outwardly connected, had no mental 
union.t 

An immediate consequence of this would be that we could 
have no perception of what we call things. The notion we 
form of a thing is a combination of various sensations which 
we have at various times experienced simultaneously. The 
notion I have of my hand has arisen in some such way as this. 
At a certain moment the sense of sight gives me the perception 
of a certain patch of whitish colour of a certain configuration, 
lying, say, on a green ground. At the same moment, follow­
ing upon an exertion of will, I am conscious of a muscular 
sensation of motion, and simultaneously the white patch of 
colour changes its position on my field of vision while the 
green ground remains unaltered. Accordingly, I associate 
these sensations of motion and the patch of whitish colour and 
the change in the position of the whitish patch. By repeated 
experiences, by finding that a similar muscular sensation is 
often accompanied by a similar sensation of sight (that, 
namely, of a whitish colour changing its position), I come 
firmly to connect in my mind these two distinct sensations 
given by the two distinct senses (the muscular sense and the 
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. I have only indicated two of the 
chief sensations for the sake of illustration.) It is obvious 

of different senses, £b. P· 185 A, n; 
for the comparison of different sen­
sations of the same sense, ib. p. 
I8S B 1 C. 

1 Theaet. p. 184 D onvlw -yap 1rov, w 
1Tai', <l 1TOhhal TLV<S iv iJJ.L'iv, WU1T<p ~v 

liovp<lots 1,-,-o<s, alrrOi}uns i-yKatl7]vTa<, 
dXXcl. J.LiJ ds J.Liav T<va liS<a.v, dn !fvxiJv 
£(n; B TL Oti: KaXfi'v, 1rcivTa Tai!Ta 

~vvniv«, i1 oui TOUTWV olov op-y6.vwv 
aiu8a.v6J.L<0a liua aiu07]Ta. 
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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 case 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 
,,,.hether 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 (£.e. to 
any of the patches of colour on my field of vision) as to 
my hand. 

The case is similar with all the objects we call things. 
The notion of each 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 excitation in our minds that we should 
experience simultaneously all the sensations which unite to 
form it ; one of the sensations may be enough. E.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 thereby 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. Dut each sense 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.l 
~hings, Plato saw, are but groups of sensations. 2 !ust as 
httle can mere sensation give us the aesthetic not1ons of 
beauty _and ugliness, 3 for these are complex, involving .a 
companson of notions ; but sensation is simple and IS 

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 which 
we would be reduced had we nothing but sensations. 
Without knowledge of the past or future, without knowle_dge 
of things, we would be but series of totally distinct sensatwns 
unconnected either in succession or in simultaneity. Such 
a life, as Plato says,6 would be the life not of a man, but of 
a shellfish. But this is not the state of our minds, therefore 
our minds must be something more than bundles of senses. 
We know that we can compare the different sensations given 
by the same sense 7 and the sensations given by different 
senses.8 \Ve 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 sense. There is thus a power 

1 Thi!ai!l. pp. 185·186 B. 
l oii lie Ka.! Ka.Ta p.tpos oilTw >.i"'(E<v 

[i.l!. such is the method of production 
of each particular sensation] Ka.i "'P' 
,..oX"-wv ci!Jpota8ivTWV .j. lih ci0po(LJ"f10.TL 
O.v8m~J7rbv T£ -rl0£11Ta.t Kal Xi.Oov Kal 
EKa.aTov j.';,6v .,., Ka.i •<oos, Thi!al!/. 

p. 157 n. r.. 
3 Theat•t. p. 1S6 c. 
• Essay, bk. ii. c. I2, § S· 
• Thr~t. p. I86 A. 

• l'lu'/~bus. p. 2I r.. 
Tluaet. p. ISS ll, c. 

• ld. P· ISS A, ll. 
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higher than sense 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.1 

This, then, is the 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 oi Kant's categories (z".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 search, 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, 
£.e. to the mind or reason. Sensation then is not knowledge ; 
knO\vledge must be sought for in the operations of the 
reason apart from scnse. 3 Here then we have the real 
conclusion of the Tlzeactetus, the highest point reached in 
the discussion, 4 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 (x.(J)pif;etv in Aristotelian 
language) his ideas, that we must part company from him. 

Having thus extracted what seems to be the kernel (at 

1 airr17 f, of!uxiJ, Theact. p. 186 B. 

• Theaet. pp. 184 B·l87 A. 
3 Theaet. pp. 186 c-187 A. Th~ con· 

elusion is il..'UTE IJ.ll l~7Jniv at-TiJV iv 
aiaOnuH TO trapatrav a:\:\" iv il.:<i••<t> 

r.;; ovoiJ.art IJ n ""or' lxH i] of!vx~. /iTav 
ai•ri} Ka0' C1VTlJV ""PC1"fiJ.C1TflJ'1/Tal trfpl 
Til OVTC1. 

4 ii!J.wr o( TOaoliTov "(f ""po{Jf{3~t<ap.Ev, 
as Plato says, Tl:caet. p. 187 A. 
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least for my purpose) of the Th.:actctus, I sh~II not discuss 
the latter portion of the dialogue in which knowledge is 
at first identified with true opinion, 1 and afterwards with 
true opinion fLETa A.oyov. For opinion (in Plato's mind) was 
essentially a product of sensation ; and the foundation being 
thus destroyed, the superstructure must fall with it. 2 

But in an attempt to understand the Ideal theory, it 
would be wrong to leave the Theaetetus without taking with 
us a conception of Plato's view of sensation and the mode of 
its production, views which he nowhere states with such pre­
cision as in the Theaetetus. Sensation on the physiological 
side is treated of at length in the Tz'maeus ; 3 but for sensation 
on its metaphysical side the Theaetetus is all-important. It 
is true that the theory of sensation here 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 Theaetetus nor anywhere else 
?oes he, in this respect, attempt to refute it ; and it is accord­
Ingly an error in Bonitz 4 to speak of the refutation ( T¥z'der­
legung) by Plato in the Theaetetus of the Heraclitean doctrine 
of flux. Even if the writings of Plato himself left any doubt 

1 CC. 3I·J8. 
~ Though it would perhaps be more 

SUitable to discuss ou~<> when we come 
to the. Repubfz"c, yet as my survey of 
that dialogue is necessarily very brief 
't ' 1 may be well to state shortly some 
of the leading points in Plato's doctrine 
of ci6~a. For oo~a compare (besides 
Theaetetus, p. I 87 A to end of dialogue) 
Meno, c. 38, pp. 96 E-98 c; Soph. 
cc. 45, 46, 47, pp. 261 C-264 B; 
.f!ep .. v. cc. 20·22, pp. 47 5 C-480 A ; 

tb, VI. C. 20, pp. 509 C· 51 I E ; vii. 
pp. 533 D·534 D; Plzz'leb. c. 23, pp. 
38 B-39 E; £b. pp. 58 E-59 D; Tz"m. 
~P· 51 _n-52 A; Phaedo,p.96n. Opinion, 
6~a, IS a product of sensation and 

memory, '" JlVT/IJ.'TI~ TE Ka! alcrO-Ijcr•w~ 
li6~ • -

,a ~111v Ka! TO li<alio~d.tflv i-yxEipEiv 
-yl-yv,B hd.crTon, Pht'leb. p. 38, n, c. Cp. 
Phaedo, '" ToLITwv lie [sc£1. Twv alcrO-Ij­
cr,wv] ")'l-yvoiTO J1V-IjJ117 Ka! li6~a (Phaedo, 
P: 96 B, where, however, this is only 
given as a problematical solution of 

a difficulty). It consists in a mental 
affirmation or negation 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 
(.Mcno, 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
ledge is the Ideal world, the unbegotten, 
imperishable, and unchangeable 
(Tz"m. p. 52 A ; Rep. ll.cc.; Phz'l. 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 reason for itself, the former 
cannot (Tim. p. 51 E). 

3 c. :xvi. and cc. ;x;x:vii.-;x;x:x. 
' Platom·scht: Studzim, p. 53· 
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on the subject, such a doubt would be removed by the direct 
testimony of Aristotle. 1 Accordingly we may accept the 
account of sensation giYen in the Tlzeaetetus as the genuine 
view of Plato. 2 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 
(alu81}uw;) and objects of sensation (aluB7JTcl), or in other 
words, Perception and the Perceived. The essence of these 
products (nt "fEVI'WfLEl'a) as well as of their producers (Tct 
"fEvvwvTa) is motion ; but there is this distinction, that the 
motion of the producers is slow, that of the products is swift. 
Thus the producers, i.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 7T'Dtovv (the Object) to the Patient To 7rlruxoz' (the 
Subject), the other from the Patient (Subject) to the Agent 
(Object). The products of this union of motions are (a) sen­
sations, aiuB,]uw:; ; (b) objects of sensation, aluB7Jnz, 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 aiuB7JTCJII, 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.3 So v.;ith 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. 4 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 (etvat), i.e. nothing permanent, there is only 
change ("1£"/veuBat), and this is always relative. 5 These objects 

1 .Afctaph. 986 b 32 sqq. 
t The passages in which this view 

is developed are Theaet. c. x. pp. 
153 D·l54 B; c. xiii. pp. 156 A· I 57 B; 
c. xiv. pp. 159 c-160 c; c. xxviii. 

pp. 181 B·l82 E. 

3 Theaet. pp. 153 E·154 A. 

' Pp. 156 E·l57 A. 
6 Pp. 156 E·l57 A. Cp. p. 160 A·C. 



30 THE FLUX OF SENSATION JII 

0~_sense, alaB7JTa, arc qualities (7iouh7JTE<>),l and what we call 
t, mgs, e.g. a man and a stone, arc merely groups or bundles ( e , ) 2 , , 
u potCJ"fJ:aTa , of these qualities. But these products, ata87JT«, 

or qualities (including, of course, both individual qualities 
a~d ~hose groups of qualities we call things) and sensations, 
atCJ"87JC1"EL'\, have (as we have seen) no existence in themselves, 
but are constantly changing with the change of the Producers, 
for when 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-. , 
twn are alike.3 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 
~ar as sensation goes (on the subjective side), personal 
Identity is lost ; I am, not one and the same man throughout 
li_fe, but a series of distinct men ; 4 and (on the objective s_ide) 
smce each quality is changing and is never the sam~,- thmgs 
(men, stones, etc.), being but bundles of these quaht!Cs, are 
ever changing and have no permanent existence. The pro­
ducts (Td 'YEvvwp.wa), both the qualities, 5 alu87]T£L, and the 
sensations, alCJ"87]CJ"EL'\, 6 arc in flux. Thus, since the Products 
v~ry with different subjects and objects, the sensations ~f 
different men not only may, but must be, different; a man_s 
sensations are peculiar (rSw) to himself.? It is on th~s 
ground that Plato identifies the theory that knowledge IS 

sensation with the Protagorean doctrine that man is the 
measure of all things-what seems to him is to him.s 

The resemblance between this dynamical theory of sen­
sation and certain recent speculations is curious. Herbert 
Spencer says: D "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 

1 P. 182 A. 

2 P. 157 B. 
3 Pp. 159 A-16o. 
4 P. 166 B. 
5 P. 182 c, D. 

8 P. 182 D, E. 

-; P. 154 A. 

8 Pp. 151 E·l52 A. .. 
0 Principles of Psychology, vol. 11. 

p. 145, new cd. 
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bo~y certain powers of reaction, which appropriate external 
ac~tons call forth. These powers of reaction, however, are 
netther the attributes made known to us as sensations, nor 
those vibrations or undulations or molecular repulsions in 
which, as objectively considered, these attributes are com­
~only said to consist ; but they are the occult properties in 
~lrtue of which body modifies the forces brought to bear upon 
lt. 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: 1 " 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". \Ve may notice, too, the 
fullness of the nomenclature, 2 which seems to supply the 
deficiency complained of by Mill. 3 

The conclusion of the Tlzeaetctus 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 Cratylus.4. 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 5 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. 

1 Vol. i. p. 387 (ed. 9). 
z TO 71"otoilv-To 71"aaxov, aia0YJTOv-­

a<a07J<11~. 

3 E:>:am. of //ami/ton, p. 215. 

' Pp. 439 D·440 B. 
6 O.d ;,.,..,~ipx<Tat, Crat. p. 439 D. 
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IV 

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 Cratylus is an important 
contribution to the subject, and as the latter dialogue is in 
some respects akin to the Theaetetus, it will be convenient 
to examine it next. In both the Cratylus 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, seem 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 ldeas.1 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. 3 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, if 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 ME:s-. E~ ~01 6oKEis >.iyEtv, w 
'!:wKpaTH, ouK ol6' lhrws. ~n. Kal 
-yap i-yw ip.ol, w ~Uvwv, Afen. p. 86 B. 

2 Cral. p. 439 c. 
3 Tim. p. 52 B, c; Rep. p. 476 c, D; 

cp. ih. pp. 520 c, 533 c, 534 c. 
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This view of the scope of 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
gencs, the second that of Socrates with Cratylus. Hermogcnes 
holds that the connexion between things and their names 
is merely conventional and arbitrary, 1 Cratylus that the 
connexion is a natural necessity, that words have a natural 
application to the things they stand for. 2 The result of 
Socrates' conversation with Hermogenes is that (contrary 
to Hermogcnes' original view) words arc found to have a 
natural connexion with things, a connexion of resemblance 
or imitation ; or rather words ouglzt to have (and if they 
are rightly formed will have) this resemblance to the things 
of which they arc 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.3 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.' 
But Socrates has shown that though words ought 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 o. 3 c. 34· 
I P. 383 A, B. ' P. 435 D, E. 
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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.1 He also rejects the doctrine of Euthydemus 
that all things always stand in the same relation to everybody. 2 

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. 3 Here we have got beyond 
the position of the Theaetetus; 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, z".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.6 In order to discover the natural application of 

1 C. iv. pp. 385 E·386 D. 
2 P. 386 D. 

a oliKoiiv d p.i}rE 1rii<T1 1ravra i<Triv 

op.olws ll.p.a KO.I ciEi p.i}u EKa<TTlj: lolq. 
lKa<TTOV TWV llvrwv i<Trl, o~~ov of}, llTI 
aura avrwv OU<Tiav txovrd. TIVO. {3fj30.I~V 

f<TTI Ta 'll'pO:yp.ara, OV 1rp0f -/jp.as ouat 

il.p' i)p.wv, i~KOp.Eva ll.vw Ko.i Karw rtjj 
-/jp.ErlpctJ rpavra<Tp.O.TI 1 aXXa Ka8' O.UTa 

1rp~s r~v ailrwv ou<Tiav txovra. V"'EP 
7rirp11KE1 p. 386, D 1 E. 

' r<i. c'lvra, p. 387 E. 

I P. 387. 
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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 .1 

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. 
TO ro,, To pf.o,,, To covv, 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, p€'iv, Tpot .. wc;, 

etc.z Again, because of the compression of the tongue which 
takes place in pronouncing c and T, the namer used these 
letters to imitate binding (c€(jtJ-o<;) and standing ((jT£t(j£<;). 
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 E.g. IIocrw~wv is said to be com· 
pounded of 7rocrl and CJfcrp.6v or of 
.,.6}..X' el~ws or of o cr~iwv; j.TJJl.iJTT/P is 
~taojcr~ J.LiJTT/P; rppOVT/0'<~ = rpopC.~ Ko.< 

pov vo71cr'~; civopElo. = 7} ivo.vTio. poT,, 
on}..lo. = 5 ~EL }..lo.v ; TO hU<T<TfhOVV =TO 
T~• ¢opii~ Auov TO Ti}..or, etc. 

2 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 Hcrmogenes) comes 
to an end.1 

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 
u"A.1JpDT1JP where the Athenians say u"A.7JpDT1J'>; thus the same 
meaning is conveyed to the Athenians and Eretrians by the 
different letters p and u. Further, A. in uiC'A.1Jf1DT1J'> 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 u"A.1JpDT1J<; or u"A.1JpDT1JP ; 
these words are significant, it appears, not because of the 
letters which compose them (for A. signifies naturally the 
reverse of roughness, and p and u are different, yet convey 
the same meaning), but because custom has made the 
signification familiar: but custom is convention. We have 
thus to admit 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 
possible, to resemble the things which they represent, and 
the more they are composed of letters and syllables which 
do resemble the thing, the better they are ; but this principle 
cannot be ~arried out completely, we must admit an element 
of conventlon.a 

The result thus reached is sufficient to disprove the 
theory of knowledge held by Cratylus. Cratylus thinks 
that not o~ly th: best but the only way of acquiring a know­
ledge of thmgs IS to study their names ; for since the names 
resemble the things, by studying the names we gain a 

1 P. 427 D. 

2 P. 435 B. 

3 c. 41, p. 435 C ip.ol p.tv ot•v Kai 
a.:m;; aptUKfL ~· KLLTa TO OUVaTov OJ1.0ta 
ETvaL Ta ov6p.aTa TOtS 7rpd:yp.autv. d>.Xa. 
J1.~ ws a>.T]Ows TO TOU 'Epp.oylvous, 

'Y>.luxpa ri r, o'AK~ aVTT] Tijs op.ot6TT]Tos, 

dva'YKai'ov ot ii Kal T~ ¢opTLK~ TOVT4J 

7rpouxpi)u0aL, Tii ~uvlh/K"n, ds OVOJ1.aTWV 
op06TT]TLt, t71'£1 Cuws KLLT<i ')'f TO OUVLLTC)JI 

KaX>.tuT' a. At')'OLTO, OTaV ?') 71'0.ULV ?') ws 

71'h£!UTOLS OJ1.0{0LS >.l,.71TLLL, TOVTO o' iuTL 

7rpou~KOI•U<v, atux<uTa Ol TouvavTlov. 
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knowledge of the things which they resemble.1 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 N arne-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. 3 The study of names may indeed disclose 
to us the views which the first N arne-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 N arne-givers held the Heraclitean 
doctrine of the flux of all things : but what of that? It 
is just as likely that these N arne-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. 4 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 apa.rt 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 r<l. llvra, p. 438 E. 4 P.4II B,c;cf.439Cand44oc,o. 
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known, for before we have apprehended it, it is altered. 
If motion, then, be universal, there can be no existence, no 
true being either of subject or of object, either 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 (€v l!lcauTov 
Twv ovTruv), 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. 1 

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 (ovula) of things, and 
this essence is something quite apart from the physical 
qualities of things, their colour, shape, sound, etc. 2 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 Plzaedrus and Repub/z"c. The 
point to remember here is that these essences are distinct 
from the physical qualities of things. 3 The technical words 
for these essences were of course eU)o~ and lS€a, and the 
first passage in Plato where the former may be thought to 
be used in this special sense is Cratylus, p. 389 B.' It is true 
that the words EZoo~ and lo€a occur in a sense somewhat 
similar to the later Platonic usage in a passage in Euthyplzro. 5 

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. 440 c. 
2 c. 34· 
3 Crat. c. 34· 
' 1:0. ?rOt fJ"Xl?rWII 0 TlKTWII T'i711 K(p• 

KLBct ?rOI(i ,· 4p' oil 1rpcls TOIOuT6v Tl 4 
7rlt/>11Kf K(pKLsf'"; EP:M. llcbu 'Ye· 1:0. 
TL B£ ,· 8.11 KctTct"fii ctllTcj) 7] KfpKis 7rOI· 
ovvTI, 1rlnpov 7rci"X1v 7ro11!un 4XX"'" 1rp~s 

T'i7V KctT<ct"(IJtctJI {J"Xi7rWJI 1• i) 7rpcls fK(tVO 

To &1Sos, 1rpos o?rfP ""' i)v KctTI!ct~<" 
i?rol(l/ EPM. 1rpos iK<ivo, tp.ol"(f BoK<i. 
1:0. OllKovv iK<ivo liiKcti6TctT' &.v allT4 6 
f<TTI KfpKis Kct"Xiualp.<V; .EPl\1. "Ep.ol"(f 

EoK<i. 
6 P. 6 D, E (quoted above, p. 13). 
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question whether the ei.oo'\ (that of the KEpKis 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 Cratyltls be, as I take it to 
be, one of the earliest dialogues in which the doctrine of Ideas 
appears, and if this eioo'\ of p. 389 B be a true Platonic Idea, 
then we must admit that from the outset Plato recognized 
ideas of tltings, 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 1 that he often hesitated whether to 
make ideas of things or not. I am inclined to believe that at 
the outset he did not suppose ideas of sensible things (i.e. sub­
stances, trees, houses, men, etc.) at all ; and if this be so, the 
elocJ'\ of the weaving-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 eioo._, a natural word to employ since 
it means properly "visible appearance". And even when 
he did undoubtedly come to use the word in a technical sense 
to denote a peculiar invention of his o\\·n 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 eZoo._ of the weaving-rod, he goes 
on to speak of the eloo" 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 e'loor; of a name is an Idea, so must be the eloor; of 
the weaving-rod. 2 In face of this I do not insist upon the 
explanation of the ~:ioor; 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 Parnum. p. 130 n, c. 
: Cj. p. 389 D a•'•To iKiivo ll lunv 

dvof.!.a, p. 390 A TO Tov lwop.aTo~ fiOof, 

and immediately below TO 1rporrf,Kov <ioor 
K<pKioo~. 
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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 ( Tlt &vTa).1 

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 ten·a 
firma ; 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 4 

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. 5 These ele­
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 seems 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. 
2 Theaet. pp. 184 B·187 B. 

3 Crat. cc. 18·33, pp. 401 B·421 c 
and pp. 439 D·440 D. 

4 P. 424 D. 

' The passage is unfortunately 
corrupt, but the general sense seems 
plain. Stallbaum's correction (far too 
violent to be admissible) seems to give 
the sense rightly Ta l!vTa i..r•uKi,YauBa• 
for o••6J.IaTa ilr•8~'iva1. 
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existence, exempt from the flux of the sensible world, and 
that these permanent existences can alone be known. 

v 
The iVfeno 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 .A1eno is quite different from that 
presented in the Cratylus. In the Jll/eno the Ideal doctrine 
is used to prove the immortality of the soul by means of 
the peculiarly Platonic notion of c'wcl.f.LV7JCTL' or recollection. 
The doctrine reappears in the Plzaedo and P/zaedrus, but 
in none of the other dialogues of Plato (with the exception 
perhaps of a faint allusion in the Timaeus, which I shall 
p:Jint out in its place). This, then, is a common feature of 
the Meno, P/zaedrus, and Plzaedo, 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 Meno, 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, 1 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 3 and the closely allied 
doctrine of uvclpv1Jcrt,,4 and the distinction between knowledge 
and opinion.5 The parody of the Empedoclean theory of 
sensation 6 is more Platonic than Socratic. This combination 
of Socratic and Platonic characteristics seems to indicate 
that the llfeno is one of the early dialogues of the second 
period written at a time when Plato, while still preserving 
to some extent 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 

1 P. 7 r. 
2 Pp. 71 E sqq. 
3 Pp. 81 A sqq. 

4 Pp. 82 A sqq. 
6 P. 97· 
G P. 76 D. 



42 MENO, PHAEDRUS, SYMPOSIUM v 

attaining to that brilliancy of diction which marks (e.g.) the 
Phaedo and Symposz"um. There is an allusion 1 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) 
that the Phaedrus was the earliest of the Platonic compositions 
is 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 Plzaedrus was probably written some little 
time before 380. The Symposz"um, 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 by the Lacedaemonians, which took 
place. in that year), and probably not after 370, when 
Mantmea was rebuilt. The Symposium seems to be later 
than the Phaedrus; as a dramatic work it is far more 
brilliant than the latter. While the Phaedrus is marked 
by a more youthful freshness and enthusiasm, reminding 
one of t~e freshness of spring, the Symposium has all the 
mellow nchness of a glorious autumn 1rav-r' J,uoev Oepeo<o 

I I '? J 

f-LllAa 'TrLOVO<o, wuoe o' 07rrl,pa<o.3 This inference is confirmed 
by ~n apparent allusion in the Symposium 4 to the Phaednes. 
(This r_eference, as well as some other facts which help to 
determi~e the dates of the Phaed1·us, Symposium, and 
Republzc, I have borrowed from my notes of Mr. Jackson's 
lectu_res on the Phaedrus.) The Phaedo is now generally 
admitted to have preceded the RepubNc, and probably to 
have followed the Symposium. But the RepubNc seems 

1 P. 90 A. 

z P. 193 A. 
3 Theocr. vii. 143. 
{ P. 182 A. 
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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 .A1eno, Plzaedrus, Symposium, and Plzaedo as a group 
of d·ialogues which followed each other at not very long 
intervals, in the order in which I have named them. 

In the Meno the Ideal theory appears in connexion 
with the Platonic doctrines of tivtlp,l'TJCTt~ and (founded on it) 
immortality. It is true that in the earlier works 1 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 J11eno it is difficult to decide), the doctrine 
is treated in a mythical and popular way, but nevertheless 
with a degree of distinctness and confidence,2 which does 
not appear in the Apology and Cn"to. The definition, too, 
of death in the Gorgias 3 is exactly that of the Plzaedo.4 

Still, though these and many other circumstances show that 
the Gorgias \Vas composed not very long before the Plzaedo, 
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. 8o n-86 c. It is 
introduced by a doubt raised by Meno as to the possibility 
of seeking for what we do not know. 5 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·4I C; Crito, 
C. 16, p. 54 B, C. 

2 Cp. Gorg. pp. 523 A, 524 A, 526 D. 

3 P. 524 B. 

' P. 64 c. 
5 P. 8o E. 
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a whole train of other recollections All that we call learn­
ing thus consists in recollecting that which we knew ?efore 
birth. 1 To prove this position, Socrates cross-exammes 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 ~he 
diagonal) of that square. At first the slave thinks the stde 
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 ; 3 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 a 
man. Thus both when he was not a man and when he is, 
he is shown to have a knowledge of geometry : but ~he 
time during which he was not a man, and that during whtch 
he was and is so, together make up all time. Therefore for 
all time, i.e. for eternity, his soul has had knowledge, and 
has thus been immortal. 

Thus in the Meno the Ideal doctrine has advanced a 
step. The doctrine is regarded subjectively as a theory of 
knowing, nothing is told us of the objects thus known, i.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 
thrown 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 s:lf-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. 8r D. 

~ P. 82 E. 
3 P. 84 E. 
4 P. Bs B. 
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quite distinct, and were it not for other dialogues, we would 
hardly have suspected that they w~re two different sides of 
the same theory. \Ve shall presently find that the two 
aspects, the subjective and objective, which are separately 
presented in the Jlfeno and Cratylus respectively, are united 
in the Plzaedrus, 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 Plzaedo, 
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 Plzaedrus. 
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 Plzaedrus the knowledge it 
imparts seems to be mostly of separate, unconnected Ideas : 
in other words, the knowledge supplied by " recollection " 
is in the P/zaedrus 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. 8 r 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 avaf1-V7Jrrt~ 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 
avaf£V1]CTt~ 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 ap€'r~.~ 

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 2 contains im-

1 P. 8I c. 2 From pp. 243 E to 257 B. 
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portant matter for the Ideal theory. The substance of it 
(leaving out unnecessary mythical details) is as follows. 
Human souls are immortal. (The proof of immortality 1 

does not rest upon aZJaJ.tVTJITt'> as in the J11eno and Plzaedo, but 
upon the existence of motion.) The soul consists of three 
parts : first the rational, second the passionate or spirited, 
third the appetitive. The reason 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 arc 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 
real 2 consists of colourless, shapeless, and formless essences 
which can be apprehended by reason alone. Particular 
portions of this real world arc pure justice, pure temperance, 
pure knowledge.3 It is this real world which is the object of 
true knowledge,4 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.5 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,6 is no longer able to view the world of realities, it 
grows forgetful and sinks down to earth, and so assumes a 
human shape.7 All men have at some time or other beheld 
the real world, for no soul that has not done so can take upon 
~t a _human body.s If a man lives a philosophical life he may 
m t~me (after th_ree such lives) return to the upper world ; if 
he hves a bad hfe, his soul at death is degraded by passing 
into lower and lower forms. Few souls remember much of 
the 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 or Ideas only Beauty has a 

t Pp. 245 C·246 A. 

2 TO av, p. 247 D. 

s P. 247 D. 

' 7rFp1 7\•• [sci/. r~v li):flWJ.Larov KTA. 

ouulav J TO T~S a\'78ous E1r!O"TTJJ1'7> ")'fvo;. 

s P. 248 B. 

0 P. 248 A. 

7 P. 248 c; cp. p. 246 c. 
8 P. 249 c. 
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sensible likeness. The others Uustice, temperance, etc.) have 
no visible copies here on earth. Accordingly, it is the recol­
lection of the Idea of Beauty that is most easily awakened. 
\\'hen a man sees, e.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 Cratylus now stand out sharp 
and clear, resplendent with a more than earthly light, lying 
in a region above the vault of heaven, 1 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 Tz"maeus 2 

we would certainly infer that the Ideas were not in space, and 
this is confirmed by Aristotle, who asks 3 why Plato did not 
suppose the Ideas to exist in space. But even if Plato had 
held throughout thatthe Ideas did not exist in space, this would 
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 Pltaedrus, and the notion 
would seem to have been borrowed from his master. 

1 Pp. 247 A·C ra l~w roil ooipavoV--rov 
inr•povptivtov T07rov. 

I P. 52 B. 

s Phys. A us. A p. 209 b 34; this 

reference I take from Bonitz, Ind. 
Arist. p. 599 b 2, 3· 

' De Caelo, i. c. 8, p. 2i9-
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We must note the Ideas themselves. There are specified 
Ideas of Justice, Temperance, Knowledge, 1 and of Justice, 
Temperance, and Beauty.:! No ideas of material 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 senses evidently. \Ve 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 
from experience: but experience (i.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 
therefore 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.3 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 
evid~nce (the want of any certain mention of the Idea of a 
senstble substance), the conclusion seems necessary that at 
first Plato did not conceive of Ideas of concrete, sensible 
substan_ces. This is true of the Meno, the Cratylus (as I 
have tned to show), Phaedrus, and (as we shall see) of the 
Phaedo. The description of reality (ouula) as colourless, 
shapeless, an~ intangible' is not decisive on this point, for 
as. we ~aw, tn the Cratylus the essence even of material 
thmgs ts supposed to be something quite apart from their 
material qualities. r. 

1 P. 247 D. 

z P. 250 B. 
3 P. 250. 

• Phaedr. p. 247 c. 
1 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 Plraedrus 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 e\·ery class-name. 1 That 
Plato in this early 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 
arc evidently assunwd 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 virtues. That as a fact Plato did not assume 
ideas of injustice, etc., seems conclusi\·ely proved by such 
passages as Pltacdrus, p. 250, where it is said that some 
souls on coming into the world betake themsch·es 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 earth 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. 2-J-8 c, to be tainted 
with evil (Kada) 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 n, c 
of the objects in the Ideal world and of the state of the soul 
in contemplating them, is wholly inconsistent with the notion 
that there were Ideas of evil. 2 It is not, we must observe, 

1 Rep. x. p. 596 A tloos 1·&.p 1ro•; n tv 
t';;a(]'rov d~Oaf-Ltl' -riV€1I0ac 7rEpi. E'1\aura 

Ta 1r0\\a, ofs Tai'•TOV OVO,Ua f1rt</>(pO,UfV, 

When he wrote this, the originally 
ontological theory was influenced by 
logical considerations. 

~ l(a\Xos Ill ror' >iv ill<iv \C>.p.7rpo<•, 

liu fii~V <Ulial)lovt x_oprfi )laKaplav 6-.ftv 

u Kai Olav, i7r6p.t~•ot p.<rO. p.lv ..ltos 
i,wis, a\\ot i5f p.<r' cL\\ov o,.;,,., <iouv 

Tf ~~:ai in::\oUvro T~v Tt:\!r~v 1'jv 8/p.tr 
xt,.... p.aKa('t<,•TciT')I', f)·· Wf•'}'<a\O!J.<V 
o\UK\']pOL )lll· at'·roi li'TtS Kai U7f'C'.0ftS 
KaKWv Ouu lu.tiis iv i'uript.;J XPt11'4J inr-
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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,1 heat and cold.2 

But of qualities distinctly bad, Plato never really constructed 
Ideas. It is therefore idle for Zeller to say that there were 
Ideas of Evil and Vice a and to quote in support Tlteaetetus, 
p. 176 E (where the Ideal theory is not enunciated at all), and 
Republz"c, 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 
and injustice, good and evil ; those who can form such general 
notions are, he says, philosophers, those who cannot are 
cptl..o(hu JLove<;. 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. 
In no one place does he speak of an airrh alcrxplrr7J<;, auT;, 
ci.Sucla, etc., and say that things are KaKa by partaking in the 

> \ I 

a~T7J ~a'Cta, that they are aiuxpa by partaking in the ah~ 
atuXP0 T7J<>, and so on. And the fact that he does not do so 
~s a_ll ~he more striking, since in the Plzaedo, immediately after 
mststt_ng on an Ideal beauty by which all beautiful things are 
be_auttful, he at once passes to a pair of contrary qualities 
(vtz. g~eat ~nd small) and says that great things are great by 
partakmg m greatness, small things small by partaking in 
smal!ness ; thus markedly passing over the Idea of a contrary 
qual~ty, where that contrary is bad, though introducing im­
me~tately afterwards ideas of both members of a pair of con­
tranes, where these contraries are indifferent." We must 
conclude, then, against Zeller 6 (1) that originally Plato did 
n~t suppose" an Idea corresponding to every general concept 
wtthout exception" ; and (2) that among the concepts so 
excluded from the Ideal world are to be numbered certainly 

1 Phaedo, p. 100 E. 

2 lei. p. !OJ c. 
3 P. 2jJ, Eng. tr. 
4 Fhacdo, c. 49, p. 100 B·E. 

& P. 2jJ, note, and p. 2i4· 
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(a) the concepts of evil, without exception, and probably (b) 
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,1 Goodness, 2 Justice and Temperance,3 

and Knowledge.'~ Thus in the Ideas we recognize simply 
our old friends the Socratic general notions, only their old 
rags 5 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 Plzaedrus), and 
this was perhaps due to the fact that he saw 6 that logic com­
pelled him to make an Idea of every common notion, and 

1 Crat. pp. 439 C, 440 B ; Phcedr. 
p. 250 B. 

2 Crat. /l.cc. 
3 Plzaedr. pp. 247 D, 250 B. 

4 Plzaedr. p. 247 D, E. 
6 Cp. Xcn. Afem. i. 2. 37. 
" Rep. x. p. 596 A. 
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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 7Tepac; and 
a7TELpOV 1 which are not CO-Ordinate ; a7TEtpov (representing 
evil) is subordinate to 7Tepac; (representing good). 

Before quitting the Phaedrus we should observe the law 
of the human understanding.1 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. 2 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 Plzaedrus. 
Its subject is the same as that of the early part of the Plzaedrus 
-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 ot~ers ~o unite the tw?. In the speech 
of Socrates, the lover, 1t sa1d, should begm by loving one 
beautiful form ; then seeing the similarity between all 

1 Given p. 249 B /if'i -yap 4v8pw7rov 
~uvllva.t Ka.r' £ioos "A.t-y6p.cvov, iK 1ro"A."A.wv 
rovr' [Covr' for Cov is an almost ccrtail! 
correction] a.luBT,ruwv ds lv "A.o-ytup.'l' 

~I'Vatpot'•p.tvov. 
2 <is p.la.v Tf lOia.v <Ttovop.::vra. 11-yuv 

Ta 'lrOhhO.;(V lii<U7rapp.{va. KTh, 
3 cc. 21·29 1 pp. 199 C·212 C. 
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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 1 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 Pltaedrus. 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 UVaiLl''TJfiL~ 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 idea is repeated by Aristotle. 2) Secondly, 
whereas the lover in the Plzaedrus 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 Symposiwm the 
" recollection " and immortality of the Plzaedrus, or by 
substituting for the particular love of the Plzaedrus 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 a 
leave us no room to doubt that this general beauty is the 
Idea of Beauty.' It is not corporeal,5 it is not in any place, 
either in earth or heaven, and only by partaking in it do 
other things become beautiful.6 

Nor is immortality of the soul denied in the Sympost"um, 

1 t/>ll.va.pla., p. 2 I I E. 

2 De Anima B, c. iv. p. 4IS a 
26-b 7-

a c. 39, pp. 2IO E·2II E. 
a Itisa.lirci'T~Ka.Mv,p.2II D,E(twice); 

a.ur~ T~ liE'iov Ka.J\6v, p. 2 I I E i it is cid 
av Ka.l oilu -yt-yv6p.EVOJI OVTf ci'l!"oli.M­
P,fJIOJI I<T]\. 

6 P.2IIAandE. 
G P. 2I I A, B. 
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only immortality of bodily form. Th~ possibility of im­
mortality is hinted at on p. 2 I 2 A, where it is said that he who 
thus spends his life in contemplating the Ideal Beauty 
becomes immortal if any man does. 

VIII 

As I have said, the Plzaedo 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 Plzaedo depend on the Ideal theory. These proofs 
are divided into two great parts. In the first part (as Bonitz 1 

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. (a) 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. 3 

(b) Again the theory of reminiscence (which being 
substantially the same as that in the Phaedrus and Meno 
I need not here repeat) shows that our souls existed and 
possessed intelligence before birth.4 

' Plat. Stud. p. 287. 
1 Bonitz, Pl. St. p. 288. 

3 Pp. iO C·72 E. 

• Pp. i 2 I:-77 B. 
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Thus uniting (a) and (b), 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.1 

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. 2 

The second part of the dialogue 3 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 aVCLf'V7]U£<; 

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 docs 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. 4 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. 5 

This outline of the proofs in the Phaedo is enough to show 

1 P. 77 B·D. 
2 Pp. 78 B·8I A. 
3 Beginning c. 35, p. 84 B. 

4 C. 37, pp. 86 E·88 B. 
6 Pp. 100 B·I07 A. 
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that they all rest on the Ideal theory. But a more detailed 
examination of the dialogue is necessary. 

A very remarkable feature of the dialogue 1 is the con­
tempt expressed for the body, and the ardent wish to be rid 
of it. The expression of such <1. 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 Lc 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 senses whose instruments 
are the bodily organs 2 do not give knowledge, they rather 
confuse us by the contradictions they present. For the 
sensible world, including the body,3 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.4 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. 6 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 (a) of resemblance; e.g. Simmias' picture suggests 
Simmias; 8 or (b) of conti'gui'ty; 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 ; 9 or (c) of resemblance and contz"guz'ty 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 
c-84 B. 

z Tlteaet. pp. 184 B-185 E. 
a Sympos. pp. 207 D, E. 
' Cp. Tlteaet. pp. 186 u-187 A; Rep. 

vi. p. 507 B, c to end of bk. ; ih. vii. 
c. I, 2, 3; ih. pp. 529 B, C, D, 532 A, B, 

533 A·534 E, 537 D; x. 6o2 C-603 A; 

Tim. pp. 27 E-28 B, 37 A·C, 41 B·44 C, 
51 u-52 c, 86 B sqq. 

6 P!taedo, p. 82 E. 

8 CC. 18-23, pp. 72 E·77 B. 
7 Pp. 73 c sqq. 
8 Pltaedo, p. 73 E. 

I P. 73 D. 
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(by resemblance! Simmias, and the thought of Simmias 
suggests (by contigu-ity) Ccbes. 1 

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. 2 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 arc 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. 3 

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; 4 Greater, Less, Beauty, Goodness, Justice, and 
Holiness in 7 5 c ; Beauty, Goodness ICa£ 7rau-a ~ "TOLUVT1] ovu-la 
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. 
2 P. 74 A. 

3 P. 75 C, D. 

• P. 7 4 A and E. 
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we have 1 ideas hinted at of Justice, Beauty, Goodness, Size, 
Health, and Strength. In c. 49, p. 100 B sqq., we have Ideas 
of Beauty, Goodness, Greatness, Smallness, Plurality (r.A.ijOo~'); 
and in c. 52, Ideas of Heat and Cold, Odd and Even, Three, 
Two ; in c. 55, p. 105 D sqq., there are ideas of Musicality, 
TO aOepfLOV, TO a'[rUICTOV, 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, 2 but when 
this passage is introduced, the Ideal theory has not yet been 
stated, and in fact in a later chapter of the dialogue 3 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, Ewe have 
injustice, but again it is not the Idea of injustice, but a con­
crete case of injustice. 4 Similarly here (105 D, E) we have not 
an auTO TO aOLICOV (Idea of Injustice), but TO OLKatov Jl-1l 
OeXOJl-EVOV (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 loeat from Ta OeXOJl-EVa Ta<;' 
l.o€a.,. Now these lo€at, 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. 70 E. 

• c. SI, p. 103 A·C. 
• Plato distinguishes them c. so, 

p. IOJ B; the Idea is aoiTo TO cvavTlov, 
the COncrete exampleS are Tel fXOVTa 

TO. iva.vTla . 
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mention of injustice occurs, 1 it is Plato's object to show that 
the negative description Immortal (ci.Oava-rov) applies to the 
soul. Accordingly he gives three instances of this negative 
denomination. These instances are: (x) that particular thing 
which does not admit the Idea of Even ; this thing is of 
course uneven (-ro civapnov); (2) that particular thing 
which does not admit the Idea of Justice ; this thing is of 
course unjust i (3) TO ap.ouuov, & ilv f£0UCTLICOV p.:q 0EX1]Ta£ 
(but the two former instances are sufficient for the purpose 
of illustration). Now, in the first of these instances, the 
uneven thing is the same as an odd thing ; " odd " is a 
positive denomination which things get 2 by admitting the 
Idea of Oddness. Thus we see that "uneven" here,3 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 ciouda, 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 -r6 Cf.oLtcov 
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. 105 o, E. 

z As was shown, Plzaedo, c. 52, 
pp. 103 E-104 D. 

I P. 105 D. 

' Pp. 51 sq. 
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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 cr 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 in the 
former; 1 the former have or contain the latter.2 Thus he 
distinguishes fire from the heat which it contains, snow from 
the cold which it contains. 3 Again the quality in the thing 
is distinct from the Idea of the quality.4 Thus we see that 
in the Phaedo Plato distinguishes (r) the Idea of a quality 
or quantity; (z) 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,6 plurality,6 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 l'emainder 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 ". 8 

1 <lva< iv Tcii T.wKpd. TEL O.p.rpbupa, Kai 
p.l-ydJos Ka! a-p.<Kp6T71Ta p. 102 B, TO iv 
T]p.'iv p.l-yt8os p. 102 D, TO d"J.LLKpov TO iv 
T]p.'iv E, 7r<p! iKElvwv aliTwv wv olvovTa~v 
txn TT)V brwvup.(av TO ovop.at6J.LEVOV 

p. 100 B. 
1 11 [sci/. p.l-yt8or] TU"fxd.v« txwv (cl 

T.<p.p.!ar] p. 102 C; again ib. a-p.<Kp6T71Ta 
lx•• cl T.wKpd.T71r, again Twv ixbnwv TO. 
ivavTla p. 103 B. 

3 c. 52· 
' auTO TO p.l-ydJor is distinct from TO 

iv ~JJ.'" p.l-ytOos p. 102 n; TO lv TTJ~ .pua-EL 
ivavTlov from TO lv T]JJ.'iv ivavTlov 103 B. 

6 cc. 49 and so. 
8 c. 49· 
7 Rep. vii. c. 7. 
8 Timaeus, pp. 48 E·SJ c; Pltilebus, 

pp. 23 c sqq. It is TO a7rnpov Phil. I.e., 
xall.£1f"011 Ka! ci.p.ulipov .roos Tim. p. 49 A, 

dv6paTOII Elli6r TE Ka! ap.oprpov Tim. p. 
5 I A, " the womb of nature", -y<vl­
a-<wr nOfJ117111, Tim. p. 52 D, cp. P· 
49 A, and p. 51 A T~v Toil "y<-yov6Tos 
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This was the rough material to which the Ideas gave form, 
and the combination was the sensible world.1 This shapeless 
matter on which the Ideas impressed form was designated in 
later days by Plato To p.€~1a Kat To J.LtKpov. 2 But such a 
notion was probably not present to Plato's mind when he 
wrote the Plzaedo. 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 (£.e. collections of 
qualities). 

There is a remarkable passage in the Plzaedo 3 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.' 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 (cr177r1:Sova) 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 (To 1jp~:p.~:'iv), 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 (vou~) arranges and is the cause of all 

opa.rou Ka.i 11"clO'TWS a.itr07}TOU p.7}Tipa. Ka.i 

.;,..ooox>i"· 
1 Tim. pp. 50 C·S2 c. 
2 Arist. Jl/et. A c. 7, 988 a 20. 

3 Pp. 96 A SfJfJ· 
' oa.••Ma.arws ws ,.,.,o.;~-'71ua. ,.a.lir!)s 

T~S trotpla.r, "" oi7 KO.AOVtrl Tr<pi tf>vtrfWS 
icrropla." p. 96 A. 
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things.1 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.2 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. 3 

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 docs 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. 97 B, C. 
I Ol• -yCJ.p dv '/I"OT( aurbv cPJJ.YJV <j>aO"KOVTa 

"(€ u7rb vov aura KfKOO"JJ.'ijO"Oat, 4:\:\YJV 
Tll'a atiTois aiTlav i11"€v<-yK<iv '1 on 

{3/:\T<O"TOV at•Ta o[:TWS lx«V iurlv, l:J0"7rtp 

tx"' p. 98 A. 
1 TO Ko<vbv 'll"iiu<v i11"€Kil<YJ"Y~0"€0"0at 

u-yaOov. 
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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 causes, 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." 1 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. 2 

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. 3 But in order to the acceptance of the 
hypothesis, it was needful that all deductions drawn from it 
should be consistent.4 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. 5 He assumed 
that there is an absolute Beauty, Goodness, Greatness, etc., 

1 TO -yO.p !Li! OLEA{tTOat ol6v T' Elvat 
6n liXXo !Llv Tl {<TTL TO ahtov Tcjj llvn, 

dXXo o' EKE'ivo livn• oli TO arno:• OUK liv 

'ITOT 0 Ei'l arnov P· 99 B. 

2 P. 99 B, c. 
3 P. IOO A. 

c P. IOI D. 

' L.c. 
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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, 1 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. 2 So with all other things; the cause 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.3 In short, the Ideas are 
absolute existences, and all things are called what they arc 
because they partake in these Idcas. 4 

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 science. 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 ova£ Ol~Va.JlO.I TclS dXXa.s a.iTla.s TclS 

uo¢as TO.UTO.S "fl"{VWUK<IP p. 100 C. 

2 7] iKElvov Toil Ka.XoiJ du 1ra.povula. 

<fT< Kotvwvla. p. IOO D. 

3 P. IOI C. 

4 WJlOXO"{<LTO <iva.l Tl gliO.UTOV TWV 
<lowv, Ka.! TouTwv n1XXa. Jl<ra.Xa.Jlf3dvovTa. 
a.Un:;)p TOI~TWV T~l' f1rWVI'J.L£av (UXECV 

p. 102 B. 
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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. 1 Such extended inferences are called laws 
of nature. They are really, however, nothing but inferences 
as to the sequence of our sensations ; the philosophy of 
nature is after all the philosophy of mind. The long and 
patient observation 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. 4 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, 

1 I :1m aware that this description 
might be pronounced inaccurate ; the 
sequence must be not only invariable, 
but (in Mill's phrase) unconditional. 
But this " unconditionality " is itself 
a result of the convergence of a 
number of invariable sequences ; " un· 

conditionality " is but " invariability" 
raised to the second, third, or (accord· 
ing to circumstances) higher power. 

2 P. g6 A·E. 

3 Pp. g6 c sqq. 

4 c. 48, pp. 99 D sqq. 
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it seemed to him, there burned a light brighter than the sun, 
a light 11 that never was on sea or land ". To decide between 
Plato and Locke is not for me : i] -rot -rl]<> Otavo{a<; o'[n<> 
apxe-rat o~u {3"'A.e7retV, O'Tav ;, 'Tc;JV OJ.LJ.Lll'TCJJV -rl],· U"fL1l'> A1}'YEtv 
E'lrtXELpfi· [eryw] oi: 'TOU'TCJJV E'Tt 7roppw. 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 
11 small " and, after growth, 11 big " ; and so he turns aside 
from the observation of things to reason about the predicates 
we apply to them-about 11 smallness " and 11 bigness " and 
" unity " and 11 plurality ", and goodness knows what else. 
So his first attempt at finding the causes of things carne 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,1 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,3 that without which the act 
would be impossible. And if 11 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. 

z ip.o! {3iXTLo• ail oiooKTat i•llrio• 
Kall~crllat p. 98 E. 

3 ~v•aiTta as opposed to arTta, as 
he afterwards distinguished physical 

from final causes, Timaeus, p. 46 D, E, 

cp. ib. pp. 68 E·69 A XP~ ou' aiTias .Co11 
i'itoplt•crllat, TO p.iv civa-yKaiov, TO oi 
IIEiOJI KTX. 
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some good or rather to something that seems to him good.1 

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 Plzaedo, 2 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 

1 roD -yap oo~<ov"Tos ci-ya.Ooa xciP'" 
1ravTa 1rpciTTouut 1ra"TH, as Aristotle 
says, Pol. i. ad in., a thought borrowed, 
like so many of Aristotle's best 
thoughts, from Plato. Cp. Plato, 
Rep. p. sos E c5 [sci!. TO ci-ya.Oov 1 ouilKet 

p.(v a1raaa !fuxij Kai "I"OU"I"OU ~VEKO. 
rrciv-ra. rrpci"!""I"EL; even the Eiva.t ooKovvTos 
of Aristotle is probably taken from 
Plato's Gorgias. 

2 Cp. p. 98 A, B lKttUT<;J Ot•V O.UTOV ci7rO· 

oto6na. rijv alTlav Kai KOtvii 1riiat TO 
iKri.UT<tJ {NATLUTOV lf>p.1]V Ka.! "1"0 KOLVOV 

rrcio-LV l1rEKOL1)"'(i}U<U0a.t a:ya.9ov, cp. p. 
99 B-D ri)v oe rou ws olo" re {3<>-.nara. 
atiTCi -rE8ijvat OUva.J.u.v oliTw vliv K£'ic78at1 

TatiT'1V oliT£ S'lJroVcrll aLiT£ Ttllci. oLovrat 

oatp.o"iav lax•:'" lXEL", d.:\:\a i)yoliHa.t 
rotlrotr • ArAavTa d.v 7rOT£ iuxvpOrEpov 

Kal ci.8avan;,TEpov Kal IJ.Q.hhov Ci:rravTa 

~wlxovra. i~"'P''"· Ka.i ws ci:\.,.,11ws 
Ta-ya.Oiw Kai Oiov ~''"o'i" Ka.i ~""'X"" 
ouoiv OLOVTO.L. In Oiov ~WOft" there is 
of course a conscious pun. Cp. 
Cratylus, pp. 418 E-419 B. 

3 Cp. Bacon, Nov. Org. i. 48 "In· 
tcllectus humanus-ad ulteriora ten­
dens, ad proximiora recidit, videliat 
ad causas finales, quae sunt plane ex 
tzatura hom in is, potius quam universi: 
atque ex hoc jotzte philosophiam miris 
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 series 
of invariable antecedents and consequents, in other \~o·ords, of 
physical (not final) causes and effects. 

Baffled in this second attempt, Plato proceeded to make a 
third, which issued in the Ideal theory, this theory being thus 
put forward as an explanation of all physical change. 1 But 
how this can be represented as even an apparent answer to 
~~~ c;.\).cc-:.\\un~ wn1c'n 'ne had put, it is not easy to sec, for wbi\e 
the questions referred to things (animals, the earth, sky, 

.sun, moon, 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 gro~s 
material substances such as beds and tables (or rather thetr 
disembodied spirits) to creep in, as it were, by stealth, but they 
were always looked at askance by their more etherial 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.2 

Thus if we asked the Socrates of the Plzaedo, 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 l?re­
pared to reply-the Idea of a Camel, though doubtless later 
the cam_el waul~ ha~e trodden the upper air like his betters, 
though 1t co~t ?tm hts hump to do it. (We know 3 that there 
was no admtss10n for shapes in general, much less for humps 
in particular.) In short, in the Plzaedo 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 finalz"s tanlum ahest ut 
prosit, ut etiam scz"entias corrumpat 
nisi in lzominis actionibus. Cp: 
Descartes, Princip. Phil. i. 28 (under 
the heading, " non causas finales 
rerum creatarum, sed e./ficz"entes esse 
examinandas ") " Ita denique nul/as 
unquam rationes circa res naturales, 
a fine, quem Deus aut natura in iis 
jaciendis si6i proposuit, desumemus ; 
quia non tantum de6emus nobis cor· 

rogare, ut ejus consi/iorum partt"cipu 
nos esse putcmus." 

1 The questions he had put wete 
OtCI. Tl "(i"'(llfTal •fKaiTTOJI Ka! OtCI. Tl 

1hr6:\:\VTal Ka! OtCI. Tl liTTI i and the 
final answer to these questions was 
the Ideal theory, pp. 100 A SfJfJ· 

2 Parmm. p. 131 B. 

8 From Crat. p. 424 and Phaedr. 
p. 247 c. 



VIII REALISM AND NOMINALIS.M 

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 the days 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 fCU' 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 3 

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 able 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. 
iv.c.7,§9. 

2 Introd. to Pri1zcip. of Human 
Knowledge,§ 12. 

3 Treatise of Human Nature, bk. i. 
pt. i. sect. vii. 

' Exam. of Hamilton, p. 321. 
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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 1 ooo 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 possiblX 
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 (auTo To L'uov) is different 
from all particular equal things. 1 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 
EZ0o<; of a thing was distinct from its shape, colour, and sound, 
i.e. 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 (i.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 

1 Pp. 74 B, 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 general 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. 1 

• 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. Moreover, " Sol me ille admomdt ut brevior 
essem ", 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 Repubhc. 

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, (I) the 
Existent (oz1); (2) the Non-Existent (p.~ ov); (3) that 
which is at the same time both Existent and Non-Existent, 
and hence holds a position intermediate between the two 
former regions. 2 Corresponding to these three objective 
regions, there are three subjective states or faculties: (I) 
corresponding to Existence is Knowledge ; 3 (2) corre­
sponding to Non-Existence is Ignorance; 4 (3) corresponding 
to the intermediate region is Opinion.6 The intermediate 

1 De ll:fem. 449 b 30 ap. Trcndelen· 
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. 

: ii.p.a. /lv u· ~~:a.i }J.~ llv,~To ap.tpo-

TEpWv }J.ETf")(OV, TOU Elva.£ TE Kctl }J.~ 

Elva.&. Rep. v. pp. 476 E·477 A,478 D, E. 
3 -yvwou pp. 477 A, 478 Cor i1riUTf,p.1J 

p. 478 A and D. 

• 0.-yvwula. p. 477 A, 0.-yvola. p. 478 
c and D. 

1 oo~a.. 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. 1 Existence is "fVWCTTCJll (p. 477 A), 
Non-Existence is Cl"f!I(J)UTOV (ib.), the Intermediate is oogaurov 

(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 oparov, opw;u::vov or sensible region. 
II. The vo7Jrov, voou!J.Evov, or intelligible region. 2 Each 

of these is subdivided into two regions ; the sensible into 
(a) Images, ElKoVE'> (reflections, shadows, etc.), 3 and (b) 
animals, and all inanimate objects whether natural or 
artificial.' The Intelligible region is subdivided into (a) pure 
mathematics and (b) Ideas. These four classes of objects 
are apprehended by four mental faculties: Ideas by E7rtcrn}p:ry, 

Mathematics by otcfvota, Sensible things by 7TLCTT£'>, Images 
by EiKacrla. The two first faculties together constitute vA?JUL'>, 

the two latter oo~a : the objects of the two former faculties 
taken together constitute oucr[a ; those of the two latter 
'YEVECT£\. The former objects, in relation to the faculty which 
apprehends them, are VOTJTOV; the latter objects, in relation 
to the faculty which apprehends them, are oo~acrTov. 5 

1 P. 478 c, D. 
2 P. 509 D. 
3 Pp. 509 E-510 A, 

4 Ta TE 7rEp! 7JJ.Liis twa Ka! 1rii.v To 
</>I'Tfi'TOV Ka! TO O"KEVaO"TOV liXov "(ivos 

P·SIOA. 
• I have here followed the nomen-

clature of Rep. vii. pp. 533 c-534 A, 

which is fuller and more precise than 
that given at the close of Rep. vi. In 
the latter book, p. 511 D, what I 
(following Rep. vii.) have called 
l7r<UTT,!J.71 is designated vous and vo.,u<s. 
Also r, TOV lha)\I"(Eu8a< or\vap.<s p. 5 I I B 
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The distinction between the two higher faculties (vou~ 
or e7rurn/fi.TJ and Suivow) is that the latter sets out from 
hypotheses and works from them downwards deductively 
to the conclusions ; the other, l'ou~, 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 (upx1/) or rather to the first 
principle of all things ( TIJll TOU 7raliTO~ apx1Jl'),1 and then 
from this first principle it works downwards to its conclusions. 
Again DLlLvow uses as its instruments sensible things,2 though 
its reasonings apply not to the visible diagrams but to the 
purely intelligible squares, etc. ; 3 whereas vou~ employs only 
Ideas througlL-ut, 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 Republz"c. There are, besides, two other notable features 
in the doctrine as it is represented in the Repubh"c, 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 (a) of material substances, such 
as horse, house ; and (b) 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 ICa'A.ov and alaxpov, 
DL/CaLO!I and aDLICOV, U"faBov and /Ca/COV spoken <;>f as opposites 
and as erSYJ, each one in itself though each appears to be 

and 17 Toil otaXl-yECTOat E7rtCTTTt!lT1 p. 5 I I c. 
But it is more symmetrical to retain 
v671<Tts to include both l7rtCTTTt!111 (or 
vous) and otavola, just as o~~a includes 
both 7r{CTTlS and EfKaCT{a, 

1 Which first principle is not hypo· 
thctical, pp. 5 IO B, SI I B. 

2 TOtS T6Te Tf.J.T/0<tCTlV WS <lK6CTt x_pW}lfVTI 

p. 510 B. 
3 roD TETpa-ywvov avTov lv<Ka. Tovs 

X6-yovs 7rOtOV}l<vot ~~:a.! ota.!llTpov t11h~s, 
ciXX' ou Ta.vr71s ~v -ypri¢>ouCTI KTX. p. 510 D. 

' l1r! uX<vr>iv Ka.Ta.f3a.Cvu a.ICT6TJT~ 
7ravTri7raCTtv ouo<v! 7rpoCTx.pW!l<vos, riXX' 
<CO<CTIV a.UTOlS 0~ a.liTwv fis a.liTrf, Ka.l 
TfhWrij. fls <fOTJ p. SI I B, C. 
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many in the world of sense. 1 This is the strongest evidence 
that can be adduced in support of the view that Plato assumed 
Ideas of Vice. I have already, however, tried to show 2 that 
the passage is not so decisive as it at first sight appears to be. 
The use of the term €tOo~ is not of course conclusive, since 
Plato uses it in so many various senses. Just a little below 3 

To doo~ denotes a class, without any of its technical sense. 4 

On the same page, immediately after the passage quoted 
above, the Idea of Beauty is mentioned four times, 5 as opposed 
to beautiful things. 6 But here, as elsewhere, there is no 
mention of the opposite auTO TO aiuxpov or auTIJ aiuxponJ~ 
by participation in which ugly things are ugly. 

Further down 7 we have Ideas of Beauty and Justice, 
auTO ICaA.ov, loea aUTOU ICuXA.ou~ (opposed to TU 7fOAAU KaA.cl); 
~v To ICaA.ov /Cat OL/Catov /Cat niA.t..a ovTCt>. Then he proceeds 
to oppose to these Ideas the particulars of sense. The 7roA.f...a 
ICaAu are also aluxpu, the OL/Cata. are also aOtiCa, the OU'W uvouta, 
the Ot7rA.auta ~11-iuw, the fLE''fut...a U'fLtiCpu, the ICovcpa {3apea. 
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 (auTo TO 
~eaf...ov, auTO TO OL/Catov) as opposed to the particulars ( 7f0AAU 
KaA.u, 7rol..t...a OL/Cata). 

In Republic vi. 481 D we have 1} Tov ovTo-; loea, which 
is a general description of all the Ideas. 

On p. 493 E, Idea of Beauty auTo ICaA.ov opposed to the 
particulars Ta 7rof...t...a ICaA.u. 

P. soo B, Ideas of Justice, Beauty, Temperance, and" all 
such things", TO cpuutt OLICatov /CaL /CaAoV /Cat uwcppov /CaL 7rUVTa 
Ta TotavTa. (This whole passage, c. xiii. pp. soo B-SOI 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 1rcivTwv Twv <iowv 1rlp< o atiTCir 
Xb-yor, auTo p.(v tv i!Kao·Tov <ivat, Tji o( 
TWV 1rpci~<WV Kat rrwp.ciTwv Kal ciXX>)Xwv 
~otv:uvlq. 1ravTaxou ¢avTaNp.<va 1roXXO. 
¢aiv<rr8at fKa<TTOV p. 476 A. 

• P. so. 
3 P. 477 E. 

4 Cp. Campbell, Appendix C, to 
his edit. of the Theaetetus. 

6 atiTou Tou KaXoV--atiTo To KaX6v-­
atiTo KciXXor--atiTo KaMv. 

8 KaXit 1rpciyp.aTa, Tit iKdvou [sci/. 
atiTou Tou KaXou] p.<TlxovTa. 

7 P. 479 A. 
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h ' , ,, , ' ,, ' ' '! , -oiJT" e gazes €L<; T€Ta'YJLf.l'a ctTTa KClL KaTa TaUTa tl€L t:,XOIIT,a , 
, t" .... ,, , , ~ I r , , "\. ,, I ~€' ~az,Ta /Cat UOLKOVVTa OUT CLOI KOVJLEI•a VTo" C1 A•\.l}l\.CtJV KUCI'JL~O 0 " 

Kara AU"fOll exoziTa, and imitates the Ideas and makes himself 
like to them (cicpoJLotoucrOat) as far as possible. A. pn:tty 
character would result from imitating Ideas of lnJUSt~ce, 
Cowardice, Intemperance, etc. On the contrary, t_h~ phzlo­
sopher (Plato continues) by associating with the dzvme 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 (ic JKt:'i opa) and to make men conform to 

' ' \ ' \ " the Ideas and in so doing apa KaKCJll SIJJUOvp-yoz• avrov Ot€L 
, , I "" 

"fEVIJCI'EcrOat crwcppocrtiiJI}'> T€ Kat Sucawa tJI' IJ't Kat gup.7raCI''TJ't TIJ't 
STJJLOTLK~r; uper~<> .- to which the answer is ~Ktcrni 'Yf·. All 
this, and more of the same sort, seems to make the notiOn of 
Ideas of evil untenable.) 

P. 505 A, we have the Idea of the Good, 1j roil ci'Yaeov lSea. 
P. 507 B, Ideas of Beauty and Goodness (auro Ka.X.ov and 

·' · e·) d , · d ..,...,., • e· avro u'Ya ov as oppose to r.o\.A.a KaA.a an 7iO"-"-a a'Ya a. 
P. 5 IO E, Ideas of a Square and a Diagonal(rov rerpa-yc~z•ov 

aurov-StaJLErpov auTij<>) as opposed to those of sense (TOt<; 
OpWJLfliOt<; fi'Secrt-TaUTa ct 7iAtlTTOVcr£ T€ Kat "fpcfcpovcrt). 

In Book VII. p. 517 B, Idea of the Good (1} roil ci'Yaeov 
lS€a), ib. of Justice (auT~ StKatocruviJ). Again (to omit one 
or two mentions of the Good), p. 520 c, Ideas of Beauty, 
Justice, and Goodness arc hinted at in contrast to their 
phantoms ( ti'Sct>A.a, i.e. coun tcrparts in the sensible world). 

Pp. 523 E-524 c, Ideas arc hinted at of Small and Great, 
Thick and Thin, Soft and Hard, Light and Heavy. 

Pp. 524 E and 525 E, Idea of One (aura ro g,,), and of 
Numbers generally (auToJV TWV cipt0JLWZ1) in p. 525 D. 

P. 526 E, Idea of Good (r~z· TOU u-yaOou iUaz•). 
P. 529, Ideas of Speed and Slowness, Numbers and Form 

(TO ~v rtixor; Kat 1J over a /3,JaSvT ih· fl/ rc[J ciA. TJ0ll'</i cipdJ Jl-~0 Kat 
r.acrt TOL<; ciA.'T}0EcrL crxiJJLacrt). 

P. 53 I C, Ideas of Beauty and Goodness (hinted at). 1 

I N.B.-The ai•ra ra s~a and ao'·ra 
6.tTrpa and avrov TOV iill.oov of P. 
532 A arc not, as they might at first 
appear to be, Ideas of animals, stars. 
and sun; they arc sensible, sub· 
stantial animals, as opposed to the 

shadows which the prisoners saw in 
the cave. The whole passage p. 
532 A·D, puts this beyond a doubt. 
Plato is describing dialectic and 
illustrating it by the allegory of the 
cave. Compare especially p. 532 c 
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Idea of Good, p. 532 A (auTo o t!uTLv ci.~1a8uz•). 
Id f G d ( , ~ . e ~ ''=', , , , ea 0 00 1 p. 534 B, C TI]V TOV wya OV LO€CII'-aVTO TO 

ci.'Ya8ov). 
Ideas of Beauty, Justice, and Goodness (hinted at), 

p. 538 D, E. 

Idea of the Good, p. 540 A (To a-yaBuv auTo). 

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 enumeration of these 
passages supports my conclusions (r) 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 other animals,1 

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 docs 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, quaeczmque lzeic sun!, quae lzac nocte t.:gzmtur 
Omnia res prorsus veras 11011 esse, sed umbras, 
Aut specula, tmde ad 110s aliena elucet imago .P 

Terra quidem, ct maria alta, atquc lu"s circumfluus aer, 
Et quae consistunt ex lu"s, ltaec omnia tenueis 
Sunt umbrae, l111manos quae tanquam somnia quaedam 
Pertingzmt animas, fallaci et imagine ludzmt, 
Nunquam eadon, flu xu semper varia/a perenni. 
Sol autem, Lunaeque globus, fulgentiaque astra 
Caetera, sin! quamvis mdion· praedita vita, 
Et donata at:vo immortali, /~ace ipsa tamen sun! 
A etcrni specula, in quae animus, qui est in de profectus, 
Inspiciozs, patriae quodam quasi !actus amore, 
Ardescit. Sed enim, quoniam heic non pcrstat, et ultra 

1raua. a.VTTJ f7 1rpa.-yp.a.ula. rwv uxvwv 
as OL~"J..Oop.•v, TQ.UTTJV lxn rijv OL;va.p.tv Ka.l 
i1ra.va.-yw-yiw roD f3•"J..rlurov iv lf••x.3 
1rpor riw roio ciplurov (v ro?r o•~O"< Olav, 
Wu1rEp T~TE roU .-acpEcrTd rop lv o-W~a.TL 
1rpor rijv rou tpa.vorcirov iv T<j <rLo>JlO.TO­

nSEL TE Ka.\ bpa...-ti TO"II"'l', where the 
roD ua.tp•urd.rov iv uwp.ar< is ~ rijr 

6\fcwr or;vap.LS (p. 352 A, cp. Plzacdo, 
p. 65 D, Phacdr. p. 250 o), and the 
ToV cpavorO.Tol' iv T~ CTWJ.(aTo£L0EL TE Kal 
oparcii T~11"<1' is the a.l-rov TOV ij"J..tov 
referred to above, p. 532 A. 

1 Pp. 514 E·515 A. 
2 Quoted by Hamilton, Lectures on 

/1/ctaphysi.:::, ii. pp. 33, 34· 
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,\",·srio quid s,·quilur s,·r;an, larilust;ll<' r,·quiril, 
1Vosse /i,·,·t rirnun lla,·r ij>su1n ronsi . .-t,·r,· ;:·,·nan 
1Von jinon: t.·,·ru1n ,·ss,· aln"l quid, otius inuzgo 
Sploutd in iis, quod p,·r s,· ij>s1on ,·st, ,·t prinojiunJ ,·ss<.' 
Un1nibu.r a,·t,·rnu1n, ante· on1non nuJJ:,·ru!nqu,· dionqu<'; 
In quo aliJoJI Solon alqu,· aluun sp!oJd,·sc,·r,· I_unanz 
A dspin'as, aliosqtt<' orb,·s, alia as Ira 1nano·,·, 
7~·rramqu,·, jluz·iosqu<' alio.I, alqu,· a,·ra, ,·/ ~:~nc'111, 
I·.'t 1h'I!Wra, alqlt<' aliis ,·rrar,· aninuiiia .ril<·is. 
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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 e\·cn reconcilable with the 
application Plato himself makes of the allegory. For on this 
hypothesis the sun of the Ideal world must ha\"e been an 
Idea of Sun, whereas it was really the Idea of Good. 1 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 clown that there arc ideas of all classes of 
things which have common names,~ and ideas are mentioned 
of those very substantial things, beds and tables. Here, 
then, at last, Plato has given in to logical requirements. 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 docs 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., 
VI., 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 D, C, 518 c, D, 

cp. vi. pp. 506 D· 509 D. 
J ~Zoos ,.a.p -r.o•·· r< lv (Kaurov dw8af.J.<V 

rl8<u0at rr<pt <Ka<Tra rei 1roXXd., o[s 

ra ,· ri>v ovof.J.a (rrapi pojl.~V p. 596 A· 
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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 repetition 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 subsequent) 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.l The 
analogy by which in the Republic 2 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 (r) the 
sun; (2) objects of sight; (3) the eye; (4) light, which 
coming from the sun imparts (a) to the eye the power of 
seeing ; (b) to the objects of sight the power of being seen, 
and not only the power of being seen, but (c) birth, growth, 
and nourishment. So in the intelligible world we have (r) 
the Idea of Good; (2) the objects of Reason, or Ideas ; (3) 
Reason ; (4) (a) Knowledge, which is imparted by the Idea 
of Good to Reason, as the power of seeing is imparted by the 
light of the sun to the eye ; (b) Truth, which is imparted by 
the Idea of Good to the objects of Reason or Ideas as the 
power of being seen is imparted by the light of the' sun to 
the objects of sight ; and (c) 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. 

Thus the I de a of Good is the source of all Know ledge, 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, a and the 
sun is the nourisher of all the rest of the sensible world.4 

l Cp., e.g. Phaedo, pp. 7 5 c, 100 B ; 

Crat. pp. 439 c, 440 c. 
Pp. 507 SIJ'l· 

3 P. 508 B. 

4 P. 509 B. 
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I ha,·c already 1 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 fcatu.-c 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 even astronomy and music are to be 
studied as based on pure mathematics-and are thus intended 
to develop the ouzz•out in order to prepare for the full exercise 
of the z'oijo;; 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 I de as of all classes of things bearing a common 
name, it must of course be intended that God was the Creator 
of all the I de as. 

The disputed question of the relation of God to the 
Ideas, either as the Creator of them all, or as identical with 
the Idea of Good, or as containing them all in His own 
mind, etc., I have neither the inclination nor the ability to 
discuss. It is enough to state the fact that when Plato 
\vrote the tenth book of the Republic he believed that the 
Ideas were the creation of God. It is worth while noticing 
that in the earlier books, though Plato does not speak of 
God as Creator of the Ideas, yet he twice makes use of 
expressions which point to a belief in a personal creator.2 
The same \\·ord 07JJ.Ltoup'Yoo;; is used in the Tz"maeus to denote 
the Creator of the world who is there certainly spoken of, 
not as the Idea of Good, but as God. \Ve should notice, too, 
the passage 3 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. 5 r. 
~ These expressions arc Rep. vi. 

p. 507 C ap' OUV, i'Jv i5' f(W 1 fVVEV0'7KO~ 
Tlw Tciiv a.lcrOT]crEwv 81JILLovpyov OcT'IJ 
'Tro]\urE]\EITTaT'I'/11 T~V TOU opav TE Kai 

opau8at ouvap.IV ES1JI.I.LOVPY1JCTEV ; and 
vii. p. 530 A r.;; OVTI oi) aurpovop.tKIJV, 

o)v o' f"')'W, 6vra 01°"/( Olfl rai•TIJV 7rEI­
UEU0at <is TaS TWV lfurpwv qoopas a'TrO• 

{J':\i7rovra ," vop.tiiv p.(v .;_.S olav TE 

KaX:\tura ra rotaf.ra {p-ya uuur~uau8at, 

ovrw ~weuravat r.; rou o'llpa.vov 81)1.1.'-
0tJPY~ at~T~V TE 1\al TO. iv aUT~. 

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 
OTJfLtovp'Yoc; of the Timaeus and the vovc; which is the al-r·[a 
of the P hz'lebus. 

X 

The subject of the Timaeus is described in the words of 
Critias, p. 27 A AE"f€LV apxofLEVOV U?TO -rijc; TOV /COCTfLOV "f€VE(J'EW'>, 
-re'Aeu-rav S€ elc; lwBpw?Twv cpvuw. Timaeus, on whom this 
task 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. 2 Further the latter, the Becoming or Generated, 
must have had a cause, it must have been generated by 
something. Now this universe or world a 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 rrpwTov i5ta.tpETlov Talle Tl To ov 

ad, ')'fVEUIV o€ OUK lxov, Ka.! Tl TO 
')'I')'VOJJ.EVOV p.(v d.d, av o€ oulilrron; TO 
p.(v ii1J vo~un JJ.ET&. AO')'OU 7rEpLh'TJ7rTOV 
ad KQTCt TQUTa llv, TO ii' av ll6~11 [.LET' 

a.iu()~UEWS ahO')'OU /lo~a.UTOV, ')'I')'YUJJ.EVOY 
Ka.! a7rOhhUJJ.EVOV 1 /lvTWS /l( ou/l{rrOTE /!v 

pp. 27 0·28 A. 
8 0 ll-ij rriis ovpa.vos i) KOUJJ.OS i) Ka.! 

d}..}..o li n rrou ovo!J.a.l;o!J.evos !J.d.hu1T' 
av OfXOITO, ToiiO' ~.uiv WYO!J.auOw p. 28 B. 
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generated things) a cause. \\'ithout trying to discover and 
explain what this cause is (which he says it would be hard 
to do),1 Timaeus immediately proceeds to speak of the cause 
in the masculine gender as if it were a person, o TeiCTall•DJL€1'0'>, 

and afterwards as o 01Jp.toup~to" (p. 29 A), as o ~uvtcrTas Taoe 
;o 7rav (p. 29 D), and similar1y throughout the dialogue. 
Now this personal cause Plato describes constantly as God. 2 

Thus there is no doubt that in the Timacus 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 
( ' ' • ' ' ' I " ) h B . To ICaTa TauTa ~eat wcravTwo;; exo'' , or to t e ecommg or 
Generated (To "fc"fovoo;;)? Timaeus decides that the Creator 
used the Eternal model (To {itow''• p. 29 A). The Model is 
7rapaoEt"fJLa, the universe is its image ei~ewv (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-I'OIJCTH JLETtt 
,, "'\ \ , ' ' , \ ~ 8 ' 1\.0"fOU 7rEptll.7}7rTOI' uEL ICaTa TavTa ov p. 2 A, cp. p. 29 A To 
• ·''~' ' ' , ' ,I.. , ' ' ' ' • \ " UL'otoV1 TO ll.O"f~IJ ICCtL 't'POIJ/]CT€£ 7r€pti\.1}7TTOV ICat ICQTa TQVTa exov. 

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 lVIodel 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 r/111 p.lv ouv 'II'OL"'Ti!v Ka.l 'll'a.rlpa. 
rouBe TOU 'II'O.VTOS eupeiv Tf l!fYYOII Ka.l 
eup6vra. Eis 'll'aVTO.S ci/iuva.TOV Xi-yeti! p. 
28 c. 

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

a The word creator 1s rather in· 
exact. The word, with us, conveys 
the sense of producing something 
out of nothing. The li"'P.Lot•fYY6s of 

the Timaeus is only represented as 
reducing chaos to order. 

' 'h•Kriov nvl rwv twwv a.urov ds 
op.ot6T"'TO. 0 ~IJJILO"Tcis ~uvlO"T"'O"f. TWJI 
p.£v OUJI ev p.ipous erBn 11'f4JUK6rwv 
P."'lie:•l Ka.ra.~twuwp.•v• O.re'h•i' -ycip iotliOs 
ot'-Biv 'II'OT' a, 'Yfi'OLTO Ka'h6v· ou B' lun 
Ttl'h'ha. ,twa. Ka.O' tv Ka.l Karci 'Y'"'I p.upta, 
TotiT'f' rdvrwv Op.otOTa.Tov aVTOv Elvat 
TtOwp.£11. rei -ycip Bh VO"'Tci twa. 'll'ctVTa 
iKei'vo iv ia.urci 'll'£ptila{Jov lx"· 
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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 each 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 rphoc; avBpwr.oc; argument. 

If any doubt remained as to \vhether the Model on which 
God fashioned the world was or was not an Ich.:a, it would 
be removed by the passage 1 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 rp[rov ryh,oc;, 
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 (xaA.t:r.ov Kal a1-1-vopov eiooc;). This is in brief a 
substrate ({nroKE{fLEvov in its Aristotelian metaphysical, not 
of course, logical sense) 3 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. so 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. 5 I A), it is without form (afLopcpov pp. 50 D, 51 A), 
invisible (p. 5 I A), apprehended not by sense but by a bastard 
kind of reason (p. 52 B), indestructible (ib.), and unchanging 
(p. so B), receiving all things, but never itself assuming the 

1 Pp. 48 E·S3 D. 
2 ~v p.!v ws 'll"a.pa.lifl"(p.a.Tos .Zoos v'll"o· 

T<0iv, VOT]TOV Ka.! ad KO.Ta TO.VTa ~v, 

p.lp.T)p.a. il! 'll"a.pa.ii<l"(p.a.Tos O<uupov, "(fV<· 

O'lV lxov Ka.! apa.T6V pp. 48 E·49 A. 
3 V. Bonitz Ind. Arist. p. 798 A. 

' It is 71"d<TTJS "f<vlcr<w< tJ'II"ooox>], olav 

T<il>lvTJ p. 49 A, 7] Ta 'll"avTa. li<xoJJ.lvTJ 

O'WfJ.O.TO. <j>uCJ<S p. SO 8, it is an fKJ.I.O."(ELOV 

p. so c, 7J Tau "(t"fov6Tos apa. ToG Ka.! 'll"avTws 

a.l<TiiTJTou p.l]TTJP Ka.! u'll"oliox>] p. s I A, 

&.vopa.Tov Eii56s n Ka.! llp.op<j>ov, 'll"avo•xls, 

p.<ra."ll.d.p.(3a.vov o! a'll"opwTa.Td. 11"!/ TOU 

VOTJTOU KO.t i5v<Ta."il.wT6Ta.TOV p. 5 I A, n, TO 

T~S xwpa.s a<£, <j>Oopav OU 11"pOCJ0<X6p.<VOV, 

<lipa.v li! 1ra.pixov licra. lx.« "(lv<<T<V 

'll"ao-.v, auTO Of JJ.<T' ava.<<TiiT]<Tla.s a'II"TOV 

Xry<<Tp.c;J TU•t v~04', J.dJ"f" 'll"lCJTov p. 52 A, 

n, again in p. 52 D it is described briefly 
as xwpa. 
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shape of any of the things it admits (p. 50 B, c, cj. D, E, 

p. 5 I 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 "fEI't·ats (p. 52 D). 

Now for the other two "/El'IJ ; first, there is the &v W\" 
~ I ... s.:- f' 8' \ \ 1 \ \ '\ \ '' r.apaoEL(fLILTO\" tWO"> V700T€ €11 VOI]TOV Kat llEL KaTa TaVTa 01' 

p. 48 E. This is of course identical, as Plato himself inti­
mates, with the Model spoken of in the early part of the 
dialogue. Secondly, there is the copy (f.LLfL1JJ1-a, p. 48 E, cp. 
pp. soc, s I B) of the Model, which copy is identical with the 
sensible universe. This appears from (amongst other pass­
ages) p. 50 c XP~ "fEVIJ owvo1J8i"}l'at •ptTni, To Jl-EI' 'Yt'YVOfLEI'OI' 

(sensible things), TO o' Ell ~~ "/L"fVETat (the substrate), TO 8' 
oBEII acpOfLOWVfLEIJOV cpvnat TO 'YL"fi'OJ1-€1'0V. Now this sub­
strate admits forms (lo.f.at p. so D) of all kinds of things, and 
thus presents the appearance of fire, water, earth, and air 
(p. 5 I B), these appearances being of course the "fL"fVDJl-Eva (or 
"/EIIEat\" as they arc called collectively, p. 52 D). But these 
forms of fire, water, earth, and air, which are thus presented 
to us, arc only imitations, }1-tfL'lfLaTa, of fire, etc., p. 5 I B; there 
is a real Fire, etc., quite apart from the sensible" imitation" 
of fire, etc. These realities are absolute Ideas, grasped not 
by sense but by reason, Kae' auTa t't1Ja{a81]Ta ucp' 1lJ1-WV EI'D1J, 

,,oovf.LEI'a fLDIIOI'. Thus the Ideas are the models whose 
forms (i.e. copies of whose forms) are impressed on the sub­
strate. It is these impressed forms which constitute the only 
objects of sense ; the Ideas which are their Models are 
apprehended only by reason (p. 52 A), and the sub~trate 
by a bastard kind of reason (p. 52 B). 

Thus the examination of this passage has proved that 
the Model spoken of in the early 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. 30 c) 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 Tz"maeus 
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is substantially the same as that which we find in the Plzaedo 
and Republz'c ; they are the patterns to which sensible things 
bear an imperfect resemblance ; they are eternal, unchang­
ing, and apprehended not by sense but by reason. The 
advance which is made in the Timaeus 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 Idcas, 1 that they arc the images 2 of the 
Ideas. But the question comes, what is it that partakes in 
the Ideas? what is that on which the Images of the Ideas 
are cast? If sensibles are modelled after the Ideas, what is 
that out of which they arc 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 3 of which the sense is rightly given by 
Stallbaum : " Res sub sensus cadentes szmt i/lae quidem ad 
z"dearum exemplum compos£tae ideoque hantm quasi imagines 
quaedam, sed tamen ab ipsis ideis diversae ; tmde necesse est 
ut materiam aliquam /zabeant, in qua expressae sint, alioqui1r. 
nihU omnino futurae ". The answer then to these questions, 
Plato gives in the Tz"maeus by assuming this material sub­
strate on ~hich the Ideas impress their forms. It supplies 
the matenal out of which the copies arc fashioned or at least 
the space in which they are fashioned. (For Plato seems 
to hesitate between regarding the cip.uopcJII doo<; as " first 
~atter ·~ (to use an Aristotelian expression) or space. His 
tllustrat10ns, drawn from unguents and plastic substances, 
P· 50 E, and gold which can be moulded into all shapes, 
P· 50 A, B, point to the former view· his descriptions of it as 

' ' xwpa, p. 52 D, and as eopav 7rap€xov ocra exH ryevecrtv 7fQCTtll, 

p. 52 B, m~ke for the latter.) 
There 1S a great likeness between the aJ-Lu'Opov ryevo<; and 

the CL'TT'etpov .of the Philebus, and this is a point which de­
serves exammation, for the Timaeus seems to form a sort of 
transition from the Ideal theory as it appears in the Phaed1·us, 
Phaedo, and Republic, to the form which it assumes in the 

1 Phaedo, p. 102 B and c. 
2 (iKlwos Phczedr. p. 250 s, <row>.a. 

Rep. p. 520 c. 
3 Pp. 52 c ws <lt<{WI !Jfll KTX, 
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Plzilt:bus (if indeed the Ideal theory appears in that dialogue 
at all, which seems doubtful). But not only does the sub­
strate or .Matter of the Timacus bear a close resemblance to 
the c'ir.-t:tpOll of the Plzilt:bus, out the Ideas of the Timaeus are 
similar (and, it seems to me, become more similar as the 
dialogue advances) to the r.-ipafO of the Plzilebus. In other 
\\'ords, 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 
P/zilt:bus. I tlo not insist on the merely verbal argument 
that sensible things arc described in the Timaeus 1 by that 
very term which Aristotle tells us was the only point which 
distinguished the Pythagorean from the Platonic theory­
the word imitation. 2 A much more serious approximation, 
than a merely verbal one, to the system of Pythagoras can 
be shown to exist in the Timaeus. The sensible fire, air, 
water, and earth are modelled after the ideas of fire, air, water, 
and earth ; 3 this is pure Idealism. But what are fire, air, 
water, and earth ? They are (we are told) mathematical 
entities ; fire is a tetrahedron, air an octahedron, water an 
cikosihedron, earth a cubc. 4 And what arc the tetrahedron, 
etc. ? They arc compounds of two triangles, one the right­
angled isosceles, the other the right-angled scalene. 5 Thus 
we find that the sensible elements are modelled on Ideas, and 
that these Ideas 6 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, etc., is said by Zeller 7 to be a doctrine of Philolaus, 
and Philolaus, he tells us,8 "macht den Versuch, theils das 

1 "''"'""'a. oi Trapaofi"'(!J-aros pp. 48 E· 
49 A, 1'-L!LfJI'-a.Ta. To1'•rwv p. 51 D, TuW 

OVTWV ci<i ovra tLLI'-lJ!LO.Ta. p. so c. 
2 oi Jl.CV "'(UP llL·Oa"'(Op<tOI Jl.IJ1.f7U« T" 

llvra .pa.uiv dva1 rwv cip10JLw••, liXcirwv 
oi Jl.<Oi~EI, roiJvo}J.a }J.era,3a}\wv Arist. 
Aletaplz. A p. gSS a 11-13. 

3 Pp. 51 D·S2 A. 
4 Tim. PP· 55 U·S6 D. 

6 P. 53 c, D. 

6 It might be objected that it is the 
sensible, not the Ideal, fire, air, etc., 
which arc so reducible. But if the 
sensible fire, etc., arc modelled on the 
Ideas, and the sensible arc composed 
of triangles, surely the Ideas of fire, 
etc., must in like manner be reducible 
to Ideas of triangles. 

7 Plato, p. 372, Eng. tr. 
8 Vol. i. PP· 350·351. 
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Korperliche iiberhaupt, theils die physikalischen Grund­
eigenschaften der Kerper aus den Figuren, und die Figuren 
a us den Zahlen abzuleiten ", so that Phi lola us made 
that last abstraction which Plato in the Timaeus stops 
short of making- the derivation of the triangles from 
numbers. 

Thus we understand what is meant when Plato says 
\ \ \ r- \ \ I 1 ,.. t 11 , '\. I \ 

tca' TO JLEV 07) 7rpo TOVTOU 7TUVTa TaUT EXELV a"-O"fCUr; Ka' 
UJLETpcur;· OTE o' E7TEXEtpEtTO KOUJLE'irrOat TO 7TaV, 7rup 7rpb1TOV 
Kat vocup Kat ry~v Kat aepa, i'xv7J JLEV EXOVTa auTOJII chTa, 

I I \ ~ I r' t ' II 11 11 

7ravTu7Tarrt rye JLTJV otaKELJIEI'a curr7TEp ELKO~ EXEW a1ra1' oTaV 
U7TY TLvor; Oeor;, OVTCU 0~ TOTE 7TEcpvtcoTa TaVTa 7rpWTOV 
8L£CTX'JJ.L'hurro E'L8EcrL TE Kal dpL8J.Lois 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 
(apt8JLo£-e!o7J), just at the point where the two systems are 
about to meet, is curious. 1 

Hence the amount of mathematics in the Timaeus, e.g. 
the mathematical proportions between fire, air, water, and 
earth, 2 the mathematical composition of the soul of the world ,3 

the perfect number of time, 4 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 aJLuOpov ryevor; of the 
Tz'maeus corresponds to the &7retpov of the Phz'lebus. Now 
the 7repar; of the Philebus is o Tl 1rep &.v 1rpor; aptOJLov aptOJLo<; 
I, JLETpov ?7 1rpor; JLETpov ; and the I de as in the Timaeus 
certainly approach such a conception. Moreover, the OTJJLL­
oupry6<; of the Timaeus is not far removed from the vov<; of 
the Philebus.6 Hence I consider that I am justified in hold­
ing that the Ideal theory in the Tz'maeus resembles (both on 
the Material and Ideal side) the metaphysical theory of the 

I With the above passage compare 
a similar one, p. 69 B ra.ilra. araKrw~ 
lxovra. o B•os iv iKaCTT'tJ TE a.t'n-.;i 1rpos 
a.uTO Ka.i 1rp0s li:>.:>.1]AO. CTUP,P,ETpla.s iv· 
E7rOi1]CTEV 1 /icra.S TE Ka.l 071'?/ OUVO.TOV ~V 
ava:>.O')'O. Ka.l CTV!J.!J.ETpa. ElVa.!, 

2 Pp. 31 B·32 c. 

3 P. 35 B·D. 

' P. 39 D. 

6 P. 47 A, B, c. 
G Cp. Phil. pp. 28 C·JO E with such 

passages as Tim. p. 69 B quoted just 
above. 
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Plzi/,:bus, that the Timaeus is in fact a transition from Ideal­
ism to Pythagoreanism. 

Before concluding this hasty review of the Timaeus (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 either as the creation or the thoughts of God. 
They arc simply represented as the Models which God 
looked to when He fashioned the sensible universe,1 and as 
existing eternally. 2 Thus they appear, for all that is said 
about them, to be co-eternal with God. As for the identifica­
tion of the cause of the creation (or rather ordering, for there 
existed a sort of chaos before) 3 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, ant! even when we have discovered [him or it] 
it is impossible to explain [him or it] to all men".' 'With 
this remark he dismisses the question, and passes on, using 
that expression o' OVII by which a Greek indicated a transition 
from the uncertain or obscure to the certain or clear. 

I have tried to show that in the tenth book of the RepubNc 
Ideas of concrete things appear for the first time. Here, in 
the Timaeus, we have Ideas of Fire Kat 71"fli'Ta r.ept ciJv ud 
Af'YOJ.L€11 oihw~ avTa KaB' avTa OV7"a EKafTTa p. 5 I B. But we 
have already seen how soon these substances vanish into the 
thin air of mathematics. 

Again the view that Plato never assumed Ideas of evil 
receives some support from the Timaeus. God is said in the 
creation of the world to have wished to make everything good 
and nothing evil, 5 and again after fashioning the immortal 
souls of men, He informs them of their destiny, the possibilities 
of good and evil, happiness and woe, rva [ a1hos b 9Eo'>] T~'> ETrELTa 

ELTJ KaKLa'> ~KauTwv ava(no" ; 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, on p.~ K(LKi;JV (Liho ~(LUTI~ YLYVOLTO (LLTLOV 

[scz"l. TO (}111}TOII swov], p. 42 E. 6 

1 Pp. 28 E·29 A. 

2 Cp. especially c. ~- pp. 37 C·38 B. 
3 Cp. pp. 30 ,\, 52 0·53 B, 69 D. 

~ P. 28 c, quoted above, p. 107. 

• P. 30 A, this agrees with .Rep. 
p. 379· 

6 Cp . ..Rep. ~. p. 617 E airia i>..opbou• 
o.or ci.alrtor. 
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In the passage last referred to (c. xiv. pp. 4I D sqq.) 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 (£.e. the rational part, which alone is 
represented as immortal in the Tz'maeus, cp. c. 3 I), to have 
made them equal in number to the stars, then to have set 
them each in his starry chariot (f.p./3t/31l.cra<; W<; Et<; oxrJp.a P· 
4I E) and shown them all the universe (TIJV Tou 1;.:z:• ... ;,., rpucrtv), 

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. go 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 Republz'c. 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 Tz'maeus. Arist. Nz'c. Eth. p. 1 I 77 b 33 sqq. 
ou XP~ Se /laTa TOUt; 7rapatvovvTa<; avOpwmva rppove'iv av0pc.J7T'OV 
, ·~' e ' ' e ' .,,. ·..~..· ., · ~· ·e OVTa OUOE VT}Ta TOV V7JTOV, Ul\.1\. f'f' ocrov EVDEXETat a ava-
' \ , ... \ ' ,.._.... ' ' , ... , Tt?;ELV /lat 7T'UVTa 7T'OtEtV 7rpO<; TO ~TJV /laTa TO !lpartcrTOV Tc.Jll EV 

auTrj>. With this compare Plato, Tz'maeus, P· goB, c Trj> Se 7T'EP~ 
..~.. e, , , , .... e ~ ..~.. I , ~ I , 
'f'tA.op.a taV /lat 7T'Ept Tat; Ul\.'1} ft<; 'f'POVTJcrEt<; ECT7T'OUoallOTt !lat 

TavTa fLUAtCTTa TWV auTOV 'Yf'YUJ.LVacrp.evrp rppove'iv p.ev ciOavaTa , e ~ ,, .... e , .,.~..I ~ , I e· 
!lat eta, av7rep a"'TJ eta<; e'f'a7T'T7JTat, 7T'acra ava'Y"7J 7T'OU, !la 
" ~· 't ~ > e I ,I.. I > e I J ~ I ocrov o au J.LETacrxeLV av pw7rLV7J 'f'U(J't<; a avacrta<; evoexeTat, 

1 ~\ I > "\ I " ~\ > \ e I \ TOUTOU J.L7JOEV J.LEpO<; a7T'OI\.ft7T'E£V, aTe Of aft epa'TT'EUOVTa TO 
e ~ >1 I > \ 't I \ ~ I f:l 

EtOV exovTa TE aUTOV EU llfllOCTfL7JJ.LEVOV TOV oatJ.LOVa r,;UVOtllOV 

f.v aUTrfJ OtarpepOVTCIJ'> euoa{p.ova eZvat. The parallel seems to 
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have escaped the commentators, if I may judge from 
Stallbaum on Plato and Grant on Aristotle. 

XI 

The Parmenides 1 consists of two main parts ; the first 
contains a brief exposition followed by a searching criticism 
of the Ideal 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 Stri.i.mpell, quoted by Grote, ii. p. 279 note) "sees no 
other purpose in these demonstrations than that of dialectical 
exercise ", 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 arc Zeno, Parmenides, and Socrates, the 
last of whom is represented as a youth. Zeno, in a written 
essay which he reads aloud, defends the doctrineofParmenides 
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 2) an Idea of Likeness and an Idea of Unlikeness; 
like things arc 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 

I In my remarks on the Philebus I 
have tried to show some grounds for 
the order in which I have assumed the 

later dialogues to succeed each other. 
2 Pp. 128 E sqq. 
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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 Idea of One can never 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 Ideas with each other 
is to be particularly observed, since it is noticed and refuted 
in the Sophist. This mutual exclusion of the Ideas has 
already appeared as a feature of the theory in the Plzaedo, 1 

and in the Timaeus. 2 Yet the way in which Socrates in 
the Parme1lides rejects the notion of the communion of 
the Ideas is to be noticed. He docs not directly deny the 
possibility of the thing ; he says that if anyone could prove 
the participation in each other of the Ideas of Like and 
Unlike, it would be extraordinary; 3 again, if anyone could 
do the same with the Ideas of One and Many, he would be 
surprised; 4 again, if any one proved that the Ideas (-y€111} Tf 

Kal e't07J) partook of their opposites, it would be wonderful 
(a~tov Bavf1-tt/;~:w, ib.) ; again, if any one could show that the 
Ideas (such as Like and Unlike, Many and One, Rest and 
Motion) could be united as well as separated, Socrates 
would be wonderfully surprised.5 

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 Sophist.] 

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 auTO TO p.{-y•Oos ouMrroT' 
iOl'XE<v /ip.a p.l-ya Kal U/l<Kplw Elvat. 

2 Pp. 5 I E-52 A op.OAO"'('f/TEOV tv p.iv 
<lvaL TO Kara Taura [ raura ?]txov rloos, 
d.-ylvv'TJTov Ka< d.vw'X•Opov oilTE Ets (a.uro 
Els 8Ex op.Evov ll.>..>..o 1i>..>..o6Ev oiiTE a. liTo 

!ls li>..>..o tro• lov. 
3 -rlpas (i,,, oip.af, i}ll p. 129 B. 

4 Touro iJo'l Oaup.ciuop.at p. 129 C. 

5 d.-yalp.>]V av (-yw-y'. (tj>>], Oat•p.auT!;;s 
p. 120 E. 
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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 arc 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 already made use of this passage to show that 
Plato hesitated whether to assume ideas of substances or not. 
Even of su<. h 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 (ou'OaJ.Lw<> sci/. a:r.opw 
p. I 30 D) that of hair, mud, and dirt there are no ideas. Zeller, 
who affirms 1 that Plato recognizes ideas of these latter 
things, seems to have misunderstood the passage. If we 
except the Timaeus, where the Ideas arc 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. 

I. 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. (b) If a part 
only of the Idea is in each thing, we make the Ideas divisible, 
and many absurd consequences follow. E.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 Small­
ness will be greater than something, and that to which a 

1 P. 2i3, 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. 1 

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 believe in an Idea 
of Greatness. But when you mentally contemplate the Idea 
of Greatness and all the particular great things, you get 
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 third 
Idea of Greatness, and so on to infinity, so that each idea will 
be not one, but infinite in number. 2 

3· Perhaps, says Socrates, the Idea is only a thought or 
conception (vo'YJJ.La), and so can exist only in the soul. Par­
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. 3 

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 like 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. 
2 Pp. 131 E-132 B. 

3 P. 132 B, c. 
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5. Parmenidcs next shows that on Socrates' own hypo­
thesis the Ideas must be unknown to us. The Ideas are 
absolute, they exist by themseh·es, not in us. Now relative 
Ideas must be related to Ideas, not to particulars; e.g. the 
Idea of l\!Iaster 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 am a 
master, I must be master of a particular servant, not of the 
Idea 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 each of our special knowledges is relative to some 
particular thing. The Ideas we have not. But the Ideas 
arc 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 Idea 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 
(apx,D or know Him by our particular knowledge.l 

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 Striimpell 2 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. 2 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 P/zilebus. To these two dialogues I now 
pass, taking the Soplzist first, because the views expressed in 
the Plzilcbus on the Ideal theory (if that theory appears at all 
in the Plzilebus) arc, it seems to me, much further removed 
from those of the Plzaedo, Republic, etc., than arc those of 
the Soplzist, and it is therefore probable that the Soplzist 
preceded the Plzilebus. 

XII 

The Sophist 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 KOLV(Jwla TWV 
ryEvwv or Twv Elowv. 1 This Koti'(J)vla -rwv Eiowv has been 
(it seems to me) misunderstood. It has been thought 
(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 doctrine of the SopMst ") that this 
ICOtV(J)vla is nothing but the participation of sensibles in 
Ideas, that p.€0€gtr; -rwv elowv,2 which has been inculcated 
over and over again in previous dialogues, and which 
Aristotle thought was nonsense. a About this participation 
of sensibles in Ideas I do not find one word in the dialogue. 
The KO£V(J)vla -rwv "f€Vwv in the Soplzist is the participation 
of Ideas in each other, and it is just this which is the novel 
feature in the theory. The old p.€0€''" of sensibles in Ideas 
(to say nothing of being by this time somewhat stale) had 
been pretty well knocked on the head by Parmenides,4 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. 5 A mere glance at the dialogue seems 
to show that the " communion " spoken of is that of Ideas 
in each other. The passage which discusses the ICOLI'(J)''f.a 
lasts from pp. 25 I D to 259 E. The Stranger begins by asking 

I For the phrase cp. Soph. pp. 254 
B, c, 257 A, etc. 

2 The word p.I.O•~<s docs occur in 
this dialogue (pp. 256 A, 259 A) with its 
verb p.rrexe<v (e.g. pp. 251 E, 254 n, 

o, E), but in the same sense as Ko<vwvla. 
and KOtvwvt:Lv. 

3 Afctaph. A c. 9, p. 991 a 20·22. 
4 Sec above, pp. 91 .rq. 
• Pllilcb. p. 15 A, n. 
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whether the Ideas of rest, motion, etc., are all exclusive of 
each other, unable to participate in each other (p.eTaXap.{3ciz,etv 
ciX~1}Xc,)ll), or whether all arc able to participate in each other 
(brtKOWliJIIELII u;\A.IJAOt<;-) 1 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 ("fEV7J 
or et07J, the words are used as synonymous throughout the 
dialogue, cp. e.g. p. 2 54 B, c, D) in each otlzerwhich is 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 ? 1 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, 2 

only the chief. Motion is (1) different from Rest, and 
therefore is not rest ; yet motion is 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 is, 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. 3 This Not-Being is simply 
a particular part of the general idea Other.4 

1 Compare p. 253 D nt ")'fV7J 'll'pos 
iiAAT)Aa. KaTa mvTa p.i~<w~ lxnv wp.o· 

AO")'fJKap.<v-7rola 1r0lot~ uvp.rpwv<l TWV 

-y<v:;,v Kal 1roi'a. i!AAYJAO. ov Mx<Ta<, 

p. 2 54 B Ta p.lv i}p.tv TWV ")'<VWV wp.o­

A0")'7]Ta! KO<VWVflV f.Of.\nv aAA~AOLS, 

ib. c p.~ 7r<p! 1ravTwv Twv <iowv­

"o<vwvlaf a>..>..~>..wv 1rw~ lx« ovvap.<w~, 
p. 256 B TWV ")'EVWV IYV")'XWP7]U6p.<0a Ta 

p.lv aAA~AOLS iOl\nv p.l")'VVUOat Ta o€ 
f-1-fJ, p. 257 A lX« KOLVWVla.v nAA~AOLS i} 

TWV )'EVWV rpVUL~, p. 259 A UVJlf-1-{"(VVTal TE 

aAA~AOLS Ta ")'fV7] 1 ib. E T~V aAA~AII>V 
TWv £l017w uv_u.1rXoK~V. 

2 ""o1roDvTE~ f-1-~ 7r<p! 1ravTwv Twv 
dowv, Iva. f-1-~ TapaTTwp.EOa lv 1ro\\oi's 
p. 254 c. 

3 P. 256 E 1r•pl lKauTov l!.pa Twv Elowv 

7rOAU p.lv iun TO 6v, l!.1rnpov 0£ 1r\fJOEL 

TO p.~ 6v. 
4 Tl}V ")'ap OaTlpov rpVU!V a7roO<l~aVTES 

OUUaV Tf Ka! KaTaK<KEpp.aTIUJlfVT]V t7rl 
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This is new with a vengeance. Hitherto the Ideas have 
stood alone in solitary grandeur, stars that "dwelt apart ".1 

It was the characteristic of the Ideas that each was absolute, 
auTo ~ea8' aha. 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 2), e.g. Idea 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 Ideal 
theory) has also (horrible dictu !) a share of Not-Being, and, 
what is more, a great deal more of it than of Being. 3 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 sensible things 
admit of contrary predicates, while ideas never do,4 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 ". What is the voice saying ? " VOTJTd. ll.TTa Ka~ 
lurwp.aTa ero., T~V a"A.7]8tv~V ouu{av elvat, Td. OE EICE{vwv uwp.aTa 
ICal. T~V "J\.eryop.eVTJV {nr' aUTWV UA1}8etav ryeveutv UVT1 ouu{a<; 

,..c£Pra. rei. ~vra ""P~S 4XX'lXa, r~ ""P~S 
l)p lKrtCI'TOP p.6p10P rtVrjjS aPTITI0ip.<IIOP 
iroXp..quap.<P .t .... 'iP ws aur~ TOVT6 iCTTIP 
i!PTWS T~ p.'rj ~P p. 258 D, E, Cp. p. 275 D 
Karel. ,..dPra. '"'(ap iJ Oaripou t/11\uu fr<poP 
a ,...narop.iP'l TOV ~PTOS f KltCI'TOV OUK llv 
r.oui. 

1 Cp. Timaeus, p. 52 A r~ Kara raura 
lxov <laos 0 a-yiPP1/TOP Ka! riPWX<OpoP 1 

ofir< <Is iavr~ .ZuB•x6p.<vov 4XXo 4XXo8<P 
oilr< aliro <ls 4XXo ,.01 l6P. Parmen. 
p. 129 B fl JlEV '"'(0.p aura Ta IJp.o1a TIS 
,;.,..irpatP<P aP6p.ota. '"'(l'"'(v6p.<va, i) TA Q.p. 

up.Oia /lp.Oirt, Tipas 4P, olp.a1, ~1' 1 i/J. C 
El p.Ev a.lirci. rO. -yiv11 r• Ka! otB11 i., 
rtVTOlS Q.,..o<{la.lvol Td.PrtVTia Taiira. ,..rJ.81/ 

,..a.uxoPra, ii.~1oP 8a1•p.rir<~P, i!J. D and E 
iav iU r1s ll viiv il'rj i-yw lX<-yor•, ,..pwroP 
p.lP 01a.1pjjra1 xwpis ai•rci. Kt:.O' aura ra 
ELOf/, oTov OJ1.016Tf/Tri TE Kai rivop.o16Tf/Ta 
Krtl ... Xjj80S Kill T~ tv Krtl CTTriCTIV Kal 

KIPf/CTiv Kal ,..riPra. ra ro1aura, <Tra iv 

iavro'is raiira ilwap.<Pa. Cl't"'(K<privPvCT8al 
Krtl OlrtKplv<CT8al a. ... otflalvv, ci.'"'(alp.f/1' av 
l-yW'"'(', lt/171, Oavp.aurws, Plzaedo, p. 103 B 
a.vr~ TO iPavrloP iavr.;; ivavrloP ovK 4P 
,..OTE "'(fiiOITO. 

I CC. 50, 51. 
1 Soplz. p. 256 E, quoted on preced· 

ing page. 

' Rep. v. p. 479· 
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cpcpop.EV1}V nva." The voice seems familiar j we have heard 
something like that before. But let us listen again. " uwp.an 
p.f.v 1jp.ar; 'YEveuH ot' aiuO,/uEwr; KotvwvEiz,, out A.o'Ytup.ov oe 

..., \ \ ' ' I I It\ 1 \ \ , \ f t "" )I 'frvxn 7rpo.;; 'TlJV ov-rwr; ouutav, 1J aEt Ka-ra -ravTa wr; avTW'> EXE£, 
'YEV€ULV OE aAAOTE aA.A.wr;." Surely we can doubt no longer, 
" aut Plato aut Diabolus ". That in the cloud-walkers of 
the famous 'Y''Yai'Top.axia (Soplzist, 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 Mcgarians, 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 Soplzist. (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 Soplzist (!.c.) 
is identical with that of Plato himself in the Plzaedo, Repubhc, 
etc. These ideal philosophers are cpiA.ot Tow Eiowv p. 248 A ; 
they place reality in Ideas ( •wv e11 EtOEutv aim/z' [sci!. -r~v 
ouuiaz,] n8.:p.€w.1z1 p. 246 c) ; they insist that true being con­
sists in Ideas which are intelligible and bodiless (z•OTJTa aTTa 

' • • ""' a ,. • ' • e ' · , • 6 ) Kat uuwp.a-ra EL01J ~-''a.,up.Evot TIJV a.A.1J tVIJV ovutav Etvat p. 24 B . 
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 (Ka-ra up.tKpa otaOpa~ovnr; 
c!v -roic;- A.o'Yotr; p. 246 C, D) and call sensible things 'Y~''futc;­
instead Of OUUta, and this ''ftl'fU£<; (they hold) is in motion 
(cpEpop.EV1JV nvci). I am almost ashamed to refer to such 
passages as Republic, p. 534A, Timaeus,pp. 27 E-28A, ib.p. 52E, 
to prove that Plato distinguished the Ideal and sensible worlds 
as respectively ov-ra and "fL'YVOp.Eva, or (in the abstract) as 
ouuf.a and "fEI'Eutr; (the terms used in Repub/t'c, 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. Further these Idealists held that with the body 
we, through the senses, hold communion with "/EVEU£<;, while 
with the soul we hold communion with ,7 ovTC.o<; ovula, which 
is always the same (aEl ICaTa TaVTfL wuaUTCtl<; EX,E£V p. 248 A). 1 

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 oi. p.1J r.Xa(rrwr; aXX' 
OIITCtl<; cfn"Aouocpot, ~eaOopwvTEI) uto8ev TOll TWII ICUTCtl {3iov p. 2 I 6 c, 
and numerous allusions in the seventh book of the Republic 
to the elevated position of the philosopher of Ideas. 2 

Two points are to be particularly observed : firstly, these 
philosophers held that the EtS7J are known by the soul through 
reasoning, and so did Plato. Secondly, they held that these 
Ideas arc unchanging, ciEt ~eaTa TavTa iixu,,Ta, 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 

1 Compare with this Theae/. pp. 184 
8·187 A, particularly auTij ~t' auT7js i! 
ofU)(Tj Tci KOLV<i. JI.OL tf>aLVETaL 1r£pi 71"ciVTWV 
E71"LITK071"£1v, and again tv p.iv 6.pa Toi's 
71"a0~p.a!TLV oi·K lvt E71"LITT~JI.11. iv oi Tcji 
7rlp! iKEivwv ITL'XXo-ytup.cji· ovular -ycip 
Ka! dX718£ias ivTaiiOa p.iv, ws lotK£, 
ouvaTlw O.'fauOat, iK£1 iii ciouvaTov, 
but especially Phaedo, cc. 25, 26, 27, 
pp. 78 8·79 0 1 particularly auTq ~ ovula 
-7rbTEpou WuatiTw§' ciri lXE' KaTci. Talirci, 
i) liXXoT'li>.Xws ;-'!JuauTws, ltf>11, civci"'(KT/, 
ci Kl/371s, KaTci muTci lxnv, w ~wKpaTH. 
Tl ~i Twv ,.o>.>.wv KaXwv olov dvop.;,,.wv 
i) r,.,.wv i) ip.aTLwv i) li>.Xwv wvTLvwvoiiv 
i) ruwv i) KaXwv i) ,.fivTwv Twv iKEivots 
OJI.WVUJI.WV j 3_pa 1\aTa TaVTa l)(EL, i) 
ra~ Tolivav riov iKEiVOL$ oiiTE aairci alirois 
OUT£ dXX1jXots ou0l71"0T£, ws l71"0S <i7rci'v, 
oaiOa.,u.Ws KaTCi. ra.lrrd iur1v ,· Oiirws aii, 
lt/>71 1 TaiiTa 1 ci Kl{J711" oi:Ol7roT£ WO'· 
auTws l)(£<. Ovl\oiiv TOUTWV p.lv dv 
li.t/-ato1 Kav f~ou1 Kav Tai's liXXats a/uO~· 
O'£utv atuOoto, Twv lie KaTci Ta•hci 
<xt.vTwv ovK luTLv oT'IJ ,.oT' a. ax>.'~' 
f7rtMfloto i) Trjj T7)s ~tavolas >.o-ytup.rjj, 
6.>.>.' luT!v li£<~7l Ta TotaiiTa 1\a! o•'·x 

opaTaL (pp. 78 C·79 A). Also ib. p. 79 c, 
D ~ !f•·x1i. OTaV p.lv rcii uwp.aTL 7rpOO'· 
)(p7)rat tis TO ITK07r<i'v TL i) iiui. TOV 
opa• 1) /i,u. Toil aKoi«v i) iit' II:\X 11s TLvos 
alu01!atws-Touro -yci.p iaTL TO ~tO. TOii 
awp.aTos, To !it' ala0i!a£ws O'K07r<i'v TL­
TOT£ p.iv E:\.1\ETa< iJ,.jj Toil uwp.aTos Eis 
Ta ouoi,.oT£ 1\aTU. TauTa lxovTa-liTav 
iii ;·£ aMij 1\aO' aliTijv O'Ko,.fi, i"iiu£ 
ot)(£TaL cis TO 1\aOapuv T< 1\a! ci£! av 
~~o·al citJci.,,aTOV Kal ~O'"aliTWS' lXOP 1 Kai 
ws O'l""("'(<VijS o1"·ua avTOU ci<i JI.<T" EKELVOU 
TE -yi-yv£Tat, OTaV7r<p ai•Tij 1\aO' auTijV 
-ylv71Tal Kai i~fi aliT!;, Kai 'lrf7rat'Tal T£ 

TOli 7rXdvoll Kal 7r£pi iK£'iva d.fl KaTU. 
TaliTU. Wo-aVrws lx_ft, ii.Tf TototiTwv 

itf>a7rTOJI.fVT/. 
a Tijv lis Tov vo71Tov r.J,.ov Tijs 'f•·xiis 

livoliov p. 517 B, civafJ;jvat b:Elv71v Tijv 
civfifJaO'LV p. 5 I 9 0 1 ciX710tVl}V TOV 6VTOS 
ouuav i71"fivooov p. 521 B, etc. Cp. too 
Theae/. p. 174 A, etc. When the 
lawyer is put perforce in the position 
of the philosopher, he is described as 
lXt')'"'(LI:;>V Tf cit/>' vif11Xou Kplp.aaOeis 1\al 
f3"l,.wv p.<Tlwpos 6.vw0€~ p. 17 5 D. Cp· 
Phacdr. p. 249· 
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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 
Ideas arc absolute they cannot be known by us. 1 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 Soplzist 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 
Parmcuidcs and Soplzist) that a knowledge of absolute, un­
changing ideas is impossible for us. The theory broke down 
in two ways, both of which arc brought into view in the 
Soplzist. 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 Sopltist to be incompatible 
with knowledge by us of the ideas. First, in relation to us : 
if the Ideas arc to be known by us, they must stand in some 
relation to us, and this relation destroys their absoluteness. 2 

Secondly, in relation to each other: if the Ideas are absolute 
in respect of each other, if they stand totally apart from each 
other, all true knowledge of them is impossible, for knowledge 
is a combination of notions, a judgement. a These two objec­
tions to the Ideal 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
gcnce4 (on the principle, perhaps, that like can only be known 
by like, 5 the principle which seems to have led Berkeley to 
suppose 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.6 Both these modifications 
of the Ideal theory arc nm·dties ; never before were the Ideas 

1 Parmcn. pp. 133 B·I34 r, supra, 
93· 

2 Soph. p. 248. 
3 Cp. Soplz. p. 2 59 En hfwTci T'llTcii'Tw•• 

X6')'w~ iO"Ttv d</>ciV<O'<f TO li<a\<'•flv i:'~aO'TOI' 
ar.o lT<tVTWl'' /iui ')'<tp Tl/V T~V a:\;'1.~:\WI' 

.,..;,~ ,;;;.:;,,. O'l'J.llT\o~iw o >.6;-of ')'l""to•(~ 

7)}-lil•, 
4 Pp. 248 E·249 A. 
& Cp. Phacdo, pp. 78 C·i9 E. Aristot. 

dr Anima, i. 2. § 7-
6 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 aiJTo- any­
thing among them, they are plain Justice,1 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. 2 

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 Sophist. 

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 (cppoii'T}Ut'>) and 
Folly, and generally, of all the virtues and vices (n'}c; a"AATJ'> 
upe-rfjc; Ka~ TWV evavT[(J)v) (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 Sophist, the 

1 P. 247 A. 
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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 
see in the discussion on the Kotz•crwia •wv "/Evwz•. And logic­
ally, ~f 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 Plzilebus. Upon the question 
whether or not the Ideal theory does appear here under the 
guise of the r.€pa~ and d.r.ttpoz,, 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 Phz"lebus the Ideas are 
present in mufti. 

But first a few words as to the order of the dialogues 
Republic, Parmenidcs, Soplzist, and Plz£/ebus. I have taken 
these dialogues to follow each other in chronological order 
as I have named them. (The Politicus probably succeeded 
the Soplzist, but with it I am not here concerned.1) Zeller 2 

thinks these dialogues appeared thus : Soplzz"st, Parmenides, 
Plzilebus, RepubNc. In placing the Soplzt"st 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 Sophist, p. 2 I 8 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 Soplzist must be to the dialogue Pannenides, and the 
Sophist must therefore have been written later than the 
Parmenides. If Zeller admitted that the meeting was his­
torical, then the allusion in the SopMst would prove nothing 

1 And probably the Timaeus soon 
followed the Republic. In saying 
that the Republic,Parmenides, Sophist, 
and Plz£/ebus succeeded each other in 

chronological order, I do not mean 
that no other dialogues appeared in 
the intervals between them. 

2 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 SopMst is earlier than 
the Parmenz"des ; if he prefers to adhere to the latter opinion, 
he must acknowledge that the meeting was historical. He 
might perhaps reply that the allusion in the Sophist may 
be to an imaginary meeting of Socrates and Parmenides, and 
that still the Sophist might have preceded the Parmenidcs. 
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 Theaetetus, 1 the bearing of which on the date of the 
latter dialogue I have briefly pointed out. 2 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 Sophist 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 P/zz"lebus, preceded the 
Republic. His grounds are that the Parmenides refers to 
the Sophist, that the Philebus refers to the Parmenides, 
and that the Republic refers to the Ph£/ebus. But that the 
Republic refers to, and was therefore written later than, the 
Pht"lebus cannot be shown; everything points the other 
way. The only argument which Zeller adduces (p. I 38 n.) 
to prove the Republic later than the P/zz"lebus is the passage 
in Republic vi. P· 505 B aA.A.a JL.;JV TOO€ '"fE oiuOa on TOL<;' JLEV 
?To"X.A.oi> ~oovry ooJCt:i: Etvat To ~aOov, TOt'> o€ KOJL-1/roTipot<;' 
cppov7Jcrt\, JCTA. "When", says Zeller, " the question which 
forms the subject of the Pht"lebus 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. 2 p 20. 
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seeing here in the Republic a direct allusion to the Pllilebus." 
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, I.e., 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 " 
(TuOE 'YE oZ~Tea) " that t/ze majority of mm 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 
informs us that the views alluded to were actually held by 
existing, contemporary sects, the Cynics and Cyrenaics 
(though To'io:; r.o"AA.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 
such contemporary schools, how can Zeller be certain that 
in the Republic Plato is alluding, not to these current views, 
but to his own discussion of them elsewhere ? On a similar 
principle 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. \Vhcn 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 Rcpubhc is the earlier of the two. 
In the Republic we have, as I have tried to show, the Ideal 
theory pure and simple, in its most developed form. It is 
the natural consequent of the Cratylus, Plzaedrus, Sym-
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posz'um, and Phaedo. But the P/zilebus is very different; with 
its great principles of 71'€pa<; and a71'etpov 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 Phz'lebus, then, is later than the Republic. So are the 
Parmenz'des and Sophist. For neither the objections urged 
in both dialogues against the Ideal theory nor the modifica­
tions of that theory contained in Soplu"st could (it seems to 
me) have been in Plato's mind when he wrote the Republic. 
Thus the Parmenides, Sophist, and P/zz'lebus arc later than 
the Repub!z'c. It remains to determine the chronological 
order amongst the three dialogues themselves. First, the 
Parmenides must come before the Sopl;ist (as I have tried to 
show by the allusion in Sophist, p. 2 I 7 c); moreover, it seems 
to have preceded the Plzilebus, 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, Soplzz'st, and Philebus are 
all later than the Republic; that the Soplzz'st alludes to, and 
is therefore later than, the Parmenides ; that the Philebus 
is later than the Sophist, and therefore later than the Par­
menides. Thus we get the order in which I have taken these 
dialogues: Repub!z'c, Parmenides, Sophist, Philebus (leaving 
out of view dialogues, such as the Timaeus 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 Plzile­
bus very similar passages on the popular difficulties about One 
and Many; viz. Parmenz'des, p. I 29 B-D, Sop!zz'st, p. 2 5 I A-C, 

Phz'lebus, p. I4 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 sqq., 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 (b) 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, ib. D, E.) After putting aside 
these difficulties as childish (r.atSaptw07J p. 14 n), 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 1 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 P!tilebus, is not obvious. Further, 
the very existence of the Ideas is stated as problematical.2 

Again, the Ideas are not mentioned by their names (ero'T/ or 
io€at) at all. Instead of the auTO~ CL!I8pw7rOC), aUTO Kai\av, 

t h • · e ·' i\' ·' • e' c ) e c., we ave El!i av pw7roro, ev Ka ov, ev a'Ya ov, etc. p. I5 A, 

and in general they are ev ( cp. p. I 6 D TWV ~v EKEtli(JJV ), €va0€C) 
and J-LOvuSero (p. 15 A, B). [If these monads are Ideas, then Ideas 
of Sensible substances are mentioned, for we have eva CLI18pW7rOV 
and /3oull EVa as well as TO /Cai\ov ev and TU"fa8ov ev p. I 5 A.] 
These names indicate a transition to the mathematical or 
Pythagorean way of regarding the Ideas. Later in the 
dialogue we have auTry OL/CaWCTIJVTJ and auTry ~ 8e{a ucpa'ipa, 
and these expressions certainly point to Ideas. But though 
the words ELOTJ and io€at occur,3 they are never, I believe, 
used in their old technical sense. Perhaps the only apparent 
exception is p. 64 E ei J-Lry J-LL(j Svvup.e8a lo€q. TO a'Ya8ov eTJpEuuat, 
but the very question shows that the ioea is a form of thought, 
a formula, not a self-existing Idea. 

The description of Dialectic and its province in pp. 57 E-S9D 
certainly reminds us of the old distinction between sensibles 

1 See above, pp. 91 sq. 
1 d.p.rf><<t{:if,rT/<T<f "fl"fv<ra.<-rrpwrov p.lv 

f( TlVaf OtL rotatiraf E"ivat ,LLOPd.Oas i11ro-

"Aa.p.(3d.vtw ri"A.,IIwf oO<ta.f. 
3 For lola. cp. pp. 16 o, 25 B, 64 E; 

{or Eloof pp. 23 c and o, 33 c. 
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and Ideas. Thus the truest knowledge (a'A.7]eEU"TuT1} ryvwU"tr;) 

is said to have for its object To ov Kat To ovTw<; Kat To KaTa 

TaiJToV ci.el-Tre<f>uKO<; p. s8 A. Here too vovr; and <f>pov1)U"L<; (pp. ss D, 

59 D) are distinguished from ou~a (p. 59 A) which, as of old, has 
for its object the sensible world, with its processes of change, 1 

and this sensible world cannot be clearly known, since it 
never remains the same(p. 5.9 A, B). All this is quite in harmony 
with the old form of the Ideal theory. On the relation of the 
main theory of the dialogue (the four ~1 f.vTJ, viz. the t'ir.Hpoz,, 

7TEpa<;, p.'i~tr;, and aiT[a) 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 (hnTpo7TEUEtv), to 
arrange and guide the universe. 2 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 arc, it is said, a mixture of 
the Limit and Unlimited, and it is Mind which is the cause 
of this mixture.3 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 Phaedo, 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 Timaeus throughout (as I have shown) 
God is described as the Creator (o7Jp.wupryo<;, o ryEVv/wa<> 

1ran]p, etc.); so in the Sophist, c. 49, p. 265 B-E (twa o~ ' e \ \ ,.I... I rl ' ' \ " 1 I \ 7TUVTa V'T}Ta Kat 'f'UTa, OU"a T €7Tt "f1)'> EK IJ7TEpp.aTWV Kat 

1 Cp. p. 59 A ou 'll"<pt rei. 6vro. d..C, 
'II"Ep! 0~ rcl. "(I"(V6p.<VO. KO.! "(EVTJ<T6p.tVO. KO.! 
"(<-yov6ro.. 

2 rei. ~up.'ll"o.vro. Ko.! r61i< ro KO.AOU· 
IJ.EVOV o;\ov, etc., Phil. PP· 28 0·30 E. 

• This mixture is of course the 
sensible universe. It is variously 
designated as ro i~ O.p.¢olv rouTotv 

[sci/. the Limit and Unlimited] liv 
Tl ~VIJ.IJ.I<T"(6P,<VOV p. 23 c, TO IJ.IKTOV CK 

rotirotv O.p.¢oiv p. 25 ll, TO rouTwv lK· 

-yovov ii'll"o.v, -ylv<<TIV <if oc·<Tio.v CK TWV 

IJ.<Ta TOU 'll"ipo.TOS a'II"Hp-yo.<Tpivwv IJ.irpwv 

p. 26 D, iK Tourwv TplTov IJ.IKT~v Ko.! 

"(<'f<VTJIJ.{VTJV OU<TtO.V p. 27 ll, 
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ptl;wv cpuETat Kat OCTa ayvxa EIJ 'Yil -guJJLCTTaTa£ crwp.aTa T'T/ICTa 

Kat CLT7]KTa, JLWV aXA.ov T£~·o~ t, 0Eou 0'1/J.l-WVP'YOUJJTO~ cp~crop.EV 
vcrTEpov ryiryJ'EcrOat 7rpOTEpov oinc ovTa;); so in Polt"#cus God 
is described in relation to the universe as o crvvapp.ocra~, o ryEv­

v,]cra~ (p. 269 c, D) and as 07JJLLOvpryo'> (p. 270A); so in the present 
passageoftheP/z£/ebus(pp. 29D-30E); andsoinLaws, Book X. 
( .,J,. 1 "Q" f' .,. " I ~ I \ '"\. I 1: I 

"I' vX'l"· w ETatpE, 1J'YV0'1/KEvat KwovvEvovcrt p.Ev o"'tryov 5vp.-
l , ~ , \ !:' , ,, ~ ~ ,, ... 

7raVTE~ o ov TE ov TvryxavEL Kat ovvap.w 1JV EXEL, TCJJJJ TE a"'"'CJJ" 
J ..,. I \ ~ \ \ I f' t I ' \ I 

avT1]~ 7rEpt /Cat OTJ /Cat "fEl•ECTEW~, CIJ~ EIJ 7rp6JTO£~ ECTTL CTCIJfl-UTCIJIJ 

Ep.7rpocr0Ev 7rUJJTCIJIJ "fEVOJLEVTJ, Kat JLETa/3oA.ij~ TE avTWIJ Kat 

JLETaKOCTJL1JCTECIJ<;' cL7rtLCTTJ~ ap XE£ 7raJ•TO~ JLiiA.A.ov p. 892 A; acrrpwv 

oe 01] 7rept 7raJJTCJJJJ Kat CTEA1JV'1/~ €vtavTwv TE Kat fl-TJVWJJ Kat 

7raCTwJJ wpwv 7rEpL, TLJJa ciXA.ov A.oryov lpOUJLEV "' TOJJ avTOV 
,.. f' " ~ \ "'''" \ \ 14. "''" \ I I II TOVTOV, 6)~ E7rEL01] "j' VXTJ JLEV 1] "j' vxat 7T'aJJT(I)IJ TOVTWJJ at nat 

'A., , () \ !:'• ~ , , () \ , ' .. ,I.., E'I'UIJT}CTaJJ, arya at OE 7raCTaJJ apET1]1J, EOV~ avTa~ ELVa£ 't'1]CTOfl-EIJ1 

II ' I 't ""' ,........ J1 ,.. I J I 
ELTE EIJ CTWJLaCTtJJ EIJOVCTa£, '!>Wa OJJTa, /COCTJ.l-OVCT£ r,avTa oupaVOV, 

ELTE 07rrJ TE Kat O'TT"W~; i!crO' OCTT£~ TaUTa op.oA.orywv V7T'OJJ-EVE'i 

JLii 0Ewv E'Lvat 7rA1JPTJ 7ravTa; 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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Comte and Socrates, 7 
Contiguity, principle of, sS sq. 
Contraries, Ideas of, 50; law of, 54 
Convention, element of, in names, 36 
Cratylus, Heraclitean philosopher, 10, 

31 
Cratylus, the, Ideal theory in, 32 sqq.; 

search after knowledge in, 32 sqq. 
Creation of the world and of man dis· 

cussed in the Timacus, So sqq. 
Cynics, 103 
Cyrenaics, 103 
Cyrene, Plato in, IS 

Delphic inscription on knowledge of 
self, 12 

o'l~t•ovp-yus, 79, So, 81, 86, 1o6, 107 
Democritus, 6 
Descartes, on the uselessness of final 

causes, 68 n.; on power of imagin· 
ing general notions, 70 

Dialectic, 105 ; studies which lead up 
to, 79 

Otcivota, 72, 73, 79 
Diogenes Laertius, 42 
o6£a, 21, 22, 28 n.l, 106 
Oo£a<TT6• 1 7 2 

Dream of Beauty and Goodness, 37 

Egypt, Plato in, 18 
.ro", 86, 96, 97, 98, 105 
<1oos, 13 11.3, 38, 39, 70, 74 
Eleatics, 21 
Elements of things, 40 
Empedoclean doctrine, 11 
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Empedoclean theory of sensation, 41 
ivciOn, 105 

bnuTiJJ.L1/, j2, 73 
Eretrians, their pronunciation, 36 
EPvaina. and atna, 66 11.3 

Euthydcmus, the, 11, 12, 15, 16, lj 

Euthyphro, the, 11, 12 .-q., 38 
Evil, no lucas of, 49 sqq., 58, 59, i4 sq., 

ii. 87 
Existence, admission of an absolute. '4 
Existent and Non-existent, the, i r, ;2 
Failure of Greeks in physical science, 

64 sq. 
Final causes, the search for, 62 sq., 

66 sqq. ; useless in science, 67 
Fire, air, water, earth reducible to 

triangles, 8 5 
Flux, H_craclitcan doctrine of, 28, 37 ; 

all thmgs of sensible world in, 31, 
37; of the sensible world, 56 

Fracastorius, quoted, 76 sq. 

General noti?ns, the imperfection of, 
9 ; Platomc Ideas of, 40 ; views of 
Locke, Berkeley, Hume, and l\Iill 
on, 69 

Generalization, the process of, 3 sqq. ; 
possessed by animals, 5 ; imperfec­
tion of, 8 sq. 

-yiv<u<r, 72, 97, 98 
-yiv>J. the four, 106 
God, question of his relation to the 

Ideas, 67, 79 ; the Creator of the 
Ideas, 79, So, 106; as Creator of the 
Universe, 106 sq. 

God's thought, Aristotle on, 9 
Gods, the created, 87 ; all things full 

of, 107 
Good, Idea of the, 51, 73, 75, 76, 78, 

79 
-- the cause of all things, 63 
Gorgias, the, 16, 21; Ideal theory 

absent in, 43 
Grant, Sir Alexander, 89 
Greek philosophies, the earliest, 1 
Greeks, their sense of corporeal 

beauty, 56; their failure in physical 
science, 64 sq. 

Grote, George, on coincidence between 
Aristotle and Berkeley, 71 n.1 ; on 
the Parmenides, 89; on the Sophist, 

94 
Groups of sensations, 26 

Hair, mud, and dirt, no Ideas of, 91 
Hamilton, Sir William, 30, 76 11.2 

Heine, quoted, S 

Hcraclitean doctrine of flux, 28, 37 
-- philosophy, 10, 11 

I !t:r"diteans. 21 

IIermann, on the Tenth Book of the 
R,pub/ic, 7i, So 

Ill'rm<•genes on relation of names to 
thinr.:s, 33, 34 

lftj>pias J!ajur, the. 11, 12, 13, q 
-- Jfinor, the, I l, 15 

llumc. David, his inductive method, 
X ; his scepticism, 27 ; on general 
ideas, IJ') 

II ypotlu·q·s, I'Ll tonic use of, 63 

iu<a., 13 n. 3 , 3'>, J<J. 74, 75,76 
Idt"a of Beauty, 47, 4:S, 53, 74, 75,76 i 

of Cor)(] in the Republic, 51, 73, iS• 
j6, j.'>, i9; of J usticc, 48, 49, 74• 
i 5, jb; of Knowledge, 48, 49, 93; 
of Likeness, 89, 90 ; of Smallness, 
91 ; of Temperance, 48, 74; of 
Truth, 93; of Unity, 91 ; of 
Unlikeness, 89, 90; of Virtue, 45 

iiiiat, 58, :S3, 105 

Ideal animal, 81, 83 
-- philosophers criticized m the 

Sophist, 97 
-- theory in the Cratylus, 32 sqq.; 

origin of, 48 sq'f.; essence of, 52; 
proofs of Immortality depend on, 
54 sqq. ; advanced in the Phacdrus, 
47 ; fully developed in the Phacdo, 
54 ; to explain all physical change, 
68 ; completed in the Republic, 
71 sqq. ; criticized in the Panncn­
t'dcs, 89, 90 sqq., in the Sophist, 
94 sqq. ; objections of Parmenidcs 
to the, 91 sqq. ; collapse of the, 100 

-- theory of Plato, Ill sqq., 32 sqq.; 
criticized in the Parmcnidcs, 20 

Ideas absolute existences, 64; things 
partake in, 64 

-- compose the real world, 46 ; at 
first not assumed for sensible sub­
stances, 48, 57 sq., nor for every 
common notion, 49, so ; not as­
sumed of vices and evil things, 
4? sqq., 58, 59,74 sq., 77,87; prin­
~·ples of the association of, 56 sq-; 
m the Phacdo only of qualities or 
9-uantities, 57 sqq.; things partake 
m, 64, 84, 89, 90; things cannot 
partake in, 91 sq. ; relation of God 
to the, 67, 79; the objects of reason, 
78 ; created by God, 79, So, 106 ; 
the models on which God fashioned 
the sensible universe, 87 ; their 
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relation to the sensible world, 82 ; 
the models or patterns of sensible 
things, 83 sq. ; in rdation to num· 
hers, 86; incommunicahlc with 
each other, 90; as lixcd models in 
nature, 92 ; proved to b(;; unknown 
to us, 93, 99; endowed. with life, 
motion, and intdligcncc, 9<) : men· 
tioncd in the Sophist, 100 sq. : 
mathematical or Pythagorean way 
of regarding, 105 ; participation of 
sensibles in, 105 

Ideas for Plato the waking realities, 
32 ; the essences of things, 33, 35 ; 
the Platonic, 38 ; elementary exist· 
ences, 40 ; of universals, not of 
particulars, 40 

-- of all classes of things assumed 
in the Tenth Book of the Republic, 
77 ; of Beds and Tables, 77; of 
concrete things, 91 ; of contraries, 
50; of Motion and Rest, 95 ; of 
One and l\Iany, go; of Speed and 
Slowness, Numbers and Form, 75; 
of a Square and Diagonal, 75; of 
Unity and Plurality, 100 

--, Platonic, in the Phaedrus, 46 
sqq.; not in space, 47; not origin· 
ally corresponding to every general 
concept, so ; simple, not com· 
pound, 55 ; merely general notions 
made objective, 70: in the Republic, 
73 sqq. 

--, the objects of Knowledge, 22 ; 
of material things, 39 ; of abstract 
notions, 40 

Identity, personal, 23 
Imagination of general notions, 69 sq. 
Imitation, characteristic term of Ideal 

theory, 85 
Immortality, doctrine of, 32, 4I, 43 sq., 

46 ; proofs of, dependent on the 
Ideal theory, 54 sqq. 

-- of the race, 53 
Imperfection of general notions, 9 
Incommunicability of Ideas with each 

other, go 
Induction, the Socratic, 7 ; in modern 

science, 8 
Ion, the, II, 12, 16 
Ismenias the Theban, 42 

Jackson, Henry, 42 
Justice, Idea of, 48, 49, 74, 75, 76 

Kant, 22 ; his categories, 27 
Knowing and Being, I 

Knowledge, the pyramid of, 5; ques· 
tion of an absolute, I7; and sen· 
sation, 22 sqq.; opposed to opinion, 
28 11.2 : sought in words, 32 sqq.; 
not to be had from words, 37 ; dis· 
tinguishcd from opinion, 4I, 46; 
the objects of, 46 ; before birth, 44 ; 
Idea of, 48, 49; only attained by 
pu rc reason, 56 ; of the Existent, 
i 1 ; of absolute Ideas impossible, 
99 

1\0ti'W•'ia. TWv ciOWv, 94 

Laches, the, 11, I2, 13, q, IS, 16 
Law of the human understanding, 52 
Laws of nature, 65 
Lau•s, the, 21 ; the Ideal theory absent 

in the, 107 
Limit and Unlimited, the, I06 
Locke, John, on" mixed modes", 26 ; 

his sensational philosophy, 27 ; and 
his school, 65, 66; on general 
notions, 69 

Love discussed in the Phacdrus, 47, 52 
sq.; the subject of the Symposirmz, 
52 sq. 

Lysias, the orator, 42 
Lysis, the, 11, I2, I6, I7 

1\1 an the measure of all things, 
Protagorcan doctrine, 23, 30, 34 

1\Iantinea, destruction of, 42 
Mathematics, pure, 72 ; prominent 

in the Timaeus, 86 
l\Iathematical demonstration in the 

.Afmo, 44 
-- entities, the physical elements 

reducible to, 85 
-- studies preparatory to Dialectic, 

79 
-- way of regarding Ideas, I05 
Matter, the Platonic, 6o sq., 82 sq., 

84 ; Aristotelian " first matter ", 84 
Megarian doctrine, 97 
Megarians, the, 97, 99 
M.cmory, 3, 23 
il/eno, the, I6, 32 ; .Afeno, doctrine of 

reminiscence in the, 4I, 43 sq.; 
date of, 41 sq.; its relation to the 
Cratylus, 44 sq. 

.A!ctaphysics of Aristotle, 6 
p.EOr~u T0:JV Elliwv, the participation of 

sensibles in Ideas, 94 
Mill, John Stuart, 25, 31, 65 n.1 ; on 

general notions, 69, 7I 
p.tp.f,p.a.Ta., 83 
Mind or reason in the universe, 106 
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Mixture, a designation of the sensible 
universe, I06. Compare ,.,.i~<r 

p.i~<r, the sensible universe, 106 
Model of the universe, 81 sq., 83 
p.ov&.oer, 105 
Moral notions dwelt em by Socrates, 

78 
--subjects the thPme of the Socratic 

dialogues, 15 
p.6ptOV, p.l por 1 13 
Motion, Plato's theory of, 29 

Name·givers, the first, 37 
Names, how related to things, 33 sqq. 
V07]T6V, 72 
Nominalism and Realism, 69 sqq. 
vour in Platonic sense, 73, 79, So 
Numbers, Ideas of, 7 5; Pythagorean 

doctrine of, 8 5 

Objective world, its subdivisions, 72 
Observation, the method of, 64 sq. 
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 n.O; dis· 
tinguished from knowledge, 41 ; 
intermediate between Knowledge 
and Ignorance, 71 

Order of Republic, Parmcnidcs, 
Sophist, Philchus, 101 sqq. 

Origin of the Idnl theory, 48 sqq. 
oucrlo., 72, 97.98 
7rapriliH"f!L"-, I3 n.3 

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

Parmenides, the dialogue, 20, 2I ; 
in relation to the Ideas, 89-94 

Participation of things in Ideas, 64, 84, 
89, 90 ; participation of things in 
Ideas refuted, 91 sq.; of Ideas in 
each other, 94 sqq., 99; of sensihles 
in Ideas, 105 

1rlpas and l1.1retpov, 52; in the Phile· 
bus, 84, 85, 86, 101, 104, 1o6 

Phaedo, the, its style, 2 I ; doctrine of 
reminiscence in, 41 ; date of, 42; 
Ideas in, 45 ; Ideal theory fully 
developed in, 54; proofs of Im­
mortality in! 54 sqq. 

Phacdrus, the, 16, 21, 38, 41; date 
of, 42; Ideas in, 45, 46 sqq.; love 
discussed in, 47,52 

Philcbus, th~, 11 ; its style, 21 ; the 
1rlpar and 6.7r<<f'O'' in the, 87, 85, 
86, 101, 104 , 106; the questiOn of 
Ideas in the. 101, 104 sqq.; date of, 
IOI sqq. ; I;ythagorcan rather than 
Platonic, 104 

Philolaus, on tire, S; sq. 
Philosophies, earliest Greek, 1 . 
Philosophy, the physical Pre·Socrahc, 

I I 
--,natural, 6l ; of Anaxagoras, 

61 sq. . 
Physics forsaken for logtc, 66 
Piety discussed in the Euthyphro, 

12 sq. 
Pindar on immortality of the soul, 43 
1rians, j2 
Plato, his relation to Socrates, 1 • 2 ; 

his Socratic dialogues, 5, 10 s_qq.; 
his deification of general notiOns, 
8; his splendid error, 10 ; th_c 
division of his dialogues, 10 ; Jus 
travels, 18; his teaching at A,thens, 
18 20 · his Ideal theory, IS sqq., 
32 ' sqq:; change in !1is s~lc, 21: 
his theory of sensatiOn, _g sqq .. • 
forsakes physics for logic, 66 ; htt 
fundamental error, 69; a thor?ug 1 

Realist, iO; his Pythagorean views, 
s-

Pia~onic theory of causation, 68 sq. 
Plurality of minds, 24 
Politicus the dialogue, 20, 21 ; 

follow; Sophist, 101 ; God in the, 

107 . . . 
Predication, logical dtfficulttcs m, 66 
Pre-Socratic philosophy, II 
Prodicus the Sophist, II 11 •2 

Protagor~s, the Sophist, II 11 •2 

Protagoras, the dialogue, II ; its 
doctrine of virtue, 12, 15, r6; its 
style, 2I 

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

Pythagorean dialogues of Plato, 10, 

II 
--doctrine of numbers, 85 
--views of Plato, 85, 104 
--way of regarding Ideas, IOS 
Pythagoreanism, Plato's later, 85 
Pythagoreans, 6 

Qualities, Ideas of, 57, 6o, 61, 68 
Quantities, Ideas of, 6o, 61, 68 
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Real world consists of Ideas, 46 
Realism and Nominalism, 69 sqq. 
Reality colourless, shapeless and in-

tangible, 48 
Reason the cause of all things, 6I sq.; 

its objects the lucas, 78 
--, pure, 2i ; knowledge only 

attained by the, 56 
Reasoning, the method of, 3 
Rebirth, doctrine of, 43, 46 
Recollection. Sec Reminiscence 
Relativity of all sensible existence, 

29 sq. 
Reminiscence, doctrine of, in the 

.Ale no, 41, 43 sq. ; in the Phacdo, 54, 
56 sq. ; the theory of, 88 

Republic, the, I6; date of, 20, 42 sq.; 
style of, 21 ; Ideas in, 38 ; Idea of 
Good in the, 5I, 73, 75, 76, 78, 79; 
the Ideal theory completed in the, 
71 sqq.; the Tenth Book of the, 
Ideas of all classes of things assumed 
in, 77 

Resemblance, principle of, 5S sq. 
Rhetoric the subject of the Phaedrus, 

45 

~amcness and similarity, 3 sq. 
~avages deficient in notions of num­

bers, 70 
Schwegler on the personality of God 

in Plato, So 
Science, physical, failure of the Greeks 

in, 64 sq. 
Sensation, pure, 3 ; how related to 

knowledge, 22 sqq.; Plato's theory 
of, 2S sqq. ; relativity of, 29 ; 
Empedoclean theory of, 4I 

-and Knowledge, 22 sqq. 
Sensible clements reducible to tri­

angles, S5 
-substances, Ideas at first not 

assumed for, 4S, 57 sq. 
- things modelled on Ideas, S3 sq. 
- world, relation of Ideas to the, 82 
Sicily, Plato in, IS 
Sirnmias in the Phaedo, 55, 56, 57 
Socrates, the philosophy of, I sqq. ; 

his introspective method, 2 ; his 
doctrine of knowledge, 6 sqq. ; his 
induction, 7 ; discourages physical 
science, 7 ; dwelt on moral notions, 
7S 

-. the Platonic, his dream of 
Beauty and Goodness, 37 ; his 
philosophical experience, 6I 

Socratic dialogues of Plato, 5, IO sqq. ; 
discuss moral subjects, IS the 

Sophist, a late dialogue, 20 sq. id as 
Ideal theory in the, 93-IOO i e 
mentioned in the Sophist, IOO sq. 

Sophists, I I n.1 6 
Soul, immortality of the, 4I, 43 sq., 4 ' 

54 sqq. 6 · 
--, tripartite division of the, 4 • 

not the harmony of the body, 55 
Souls, transmigration of, SS 
Space, Ideas not in, 47 . 
Spencer, Herbert, on secondary attn· 

butes, 30 sq. 
Stallbaum, I I ,,1, I7, 40 11.a, S4, S9 
Strilmpell on the Parmenides, 93 
Style, change in Plato's, 2I sq. 
Subject and object, 29 
Sun, the offspring of the Good, 7S 
Supra-celestial region, 47 
Supremacy of the Idea of Good, SI, 73• 

78 
Symposium, the, I6, 2I ; date of, 42 i 

subject of, 52 ; theory of Ideas not 
distinctly expressed in, 53 

Temperance, Idea of, 4S, 74 
Tlteaetetus, doctrine and date of the, 

.Ig sqq.; style of, 2I 
8fwpia, 9 . 
Things as compounds of sensations, 

24sqq.; relation of names to,33 sqq. i 
partake in Ideas, 64, S4, S9, 90 i 
cannot participate in Ideas, 9I sq. 

Timaeus, the, I I, 2 I, 4I, 47, 79; subject 
of, So ; its relation to the Ideas, 8o­
Sg ; prominence of mathematics in 
the, 86 ; a transition from Idealism 
to Pythagoreanism, 87 

Transmigration of souls, 88 
Triangles, sensible elements reducible 

to, 85 
TpiTo~ -yivos, Platonic matter, 82 
TpiTos 8.~8pw>ros 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, 8I, 83; 
Ideas the models on which God 
fashioned the, 87; Mind or Reason 



114 INDEX 

in the, I06; God as Creator of the, 
I06 sq. 

inroKflP.£POP, 82 

Vices, no Ideas of, 49 sq., ;; ; Ideas 
apparently implied of, 100 

Virtue resolved into knowledge, 12, 

I 5; teachableness of, 45 ;· Idea of, 45 

\Vords, knowledge sought in, 32 sqq. ; 

analysis of, 35 sq.; knowledge not 
to be had from, 3i 

\Vordsworth's doctrine of antenatal 
knowledge, SS 

Xenophon, 5, 6, I:! 

Zeller, Eduard, 10, 1;, IS, so, Ss, 91, 

g;, 101, 10::! 
Zeno's discussion with Socrates, Sg sq. 

THE END 
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