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PREFACE

Tue Greek text in this volume is based upon the

Codex CJarkianus and the Codex Venetus. Devia-

tions from the readings of these manuscripts are

noted in the margin at che foot of the page. In

most instances disagreement between these two manu-

scripts, and occasionally readings found in inferion

manuscripts or in ancient quotations, as well as

emendations offered t:v modern scholars, are noted,

even when they have not affected the text chosen.

The following abbreviations are employed:

B-- Codex Clarhianus or Bodleianus, written a.p. 895.

T = Codex Venctus, Append. class. 4, cod. 1; twelfth

century.

W = Codex Vindobonensis 54, Suppl. grace. 7.

D = Codex Venetus 185.

G = Codex Venetus, Append. class 4, cod. 54.

btw-= later hands of BT W.

The brief introductions aim merely at supplying

such information as may aid the reader to appreciate

these particular dialogues.

Harotp N. Fow ter
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THEAETETUS



INTRODUCTION TO THE THEAETETUS

In the Theaetetus Kucleides the Megarian repeats to

his friend ‘Terpsion a conversation between Socrates,

the mathematician Theodorus, and the youth Theae-

tetus, who was himself a mathematician of note.

The subject is the nature of knowledge, and the

discussion is interrupted and furthered by two

digressions, one concerning midwives, in which

Socrates likens his method of investigation to the

activities of the midwife, the other contrasting the

lawyer and the philosopher.

The definition of knowledge is hard to attain, and

is, in fact, not attained in this dialogue. The con-

fusion between knowledge and various kinds or

applications of knowledge is first cleared up, and

then the discussion centres upon three definitions :

(1) Knowledge is sensible perception ; (2) Knowledge

is true opinion; (3) Knowledge is true opinion with

reasoned explanation.

The discussion of the first definition contains as

one of its most important parts the refutation of the

doctrine of Protagoras that “man is the measure of

all things ”’; but it includes also a discussion of the

doctrine of Heracleitus, that all things are always in

8



INTRODUCTION TO THE THEAETETUS

motion. Here Plato distinguishes two kinds of

motion-—movement in space and change of quality —

and asserts that constant motion of the first kind

must be accompanied by change, because otherwise

the same things would be at the same time both in

motion and at rest. This obvious fallacy Plato

appears to ascribe to Heracleitus and his school.

‘The rgsult of this discussion is that if nothing is at

rest, every answer on whatever subject is equally
-orrect.

The possibility of false opinion is discussed 1n

connexion with the second definition. This part

of the dialogue contains many subtle distinctions

and interesting comparisons. The errors of memory

are illustrated by the wax tablets which, on account

of their imperfections, fail to receive and preserve

clear impressions from sensible objects, and the con-

fusion of our recollections by the aviary, the possessor

of which takes in his hand one bird when he wishes

to take another, though all the birds have previously

been caught and imprisoned by him.

The third definition is explained in various ways,

none of which is found to be satisfactory, and the

dialogue closes with its avowed purpose—the com-

plete definition of knowledge — unaccomplished,

Nevertheless the rejection of the definitions pro-

posed is a gain in itself, and the dialogue may be

said to prepare the way for the acceptance of the

theory of ideas. It serves also as an example of the
importance of the dialectic method, and shows

Plato’s interest in combating the theories of other
philosophers.

The Theactetus contains many interesting similes
and comparisons, and is, like the Sophist and the

4



INTRODUCTION TO THE THEAETETUS

Statesman, pervaded by a subtle and at the same time

ponderous kind of humour which is rather irritating

to some, at least, among modern readers. The

reasoning is careful and accurate, but the exposition

is somewhat too prolix for modern taste.
The date of the Theaetetus is uncertain, but it

cannot be one of the early dialogues. The mention

of the Athenian army at Corinth makes any date

much earlier than 390 impossible. At the very end

the reader is prepared for a continuation of the con-

versation, and this takes place in the Sophist, but

that dialogue and the Statesman may very well have

been written some years later than the 7'heacietus,

from which they differ considerably in style.

There are separate editions of the 7'heaetetus by

Lewis Campbell (Oxford, 1861 and 1883) and B. H.

Kennedy (Cambridge, 1881 and 1894), both with

translation and notes,



OEAITHTOS
[H MEPI EMIZTHMH2, MEIPAZTIKO2 |

gt.1 TA TOT ATAAOLOT ITPOZOIA
. 142

EYKAEIAHS, TEPVIQON, SOKPATHS, @EOAQPOS, OEAITHTOS

A l. "Apt, ® Teptiwy, 7 a mdAau e£ aypou;
TEP. "Bmewcds mdaAa. Kal oe ye elyrouy Kar

dyopay Kat eBavpatov 6 ore ovy olds 7” H edpetv.

zr. Ov yap 4 Kata modw.
rep. [lod pay;

er. Kis Aueva. KaTaBaivey Dearryrw évérvyov
depopevw ex Kopivbov amo rot orparomédov ’AA7-

vale.

TEP. Zovre 7 TeTEAEUTHKOTE ;
B . Laver Kal pdda, polis: xarerrds Hey yap

EXEL kal ume Tpavpdrey TWar, paAov pny adrov

aipel TO yeyovos voonia ev TH oTpaTevpare.

TEP. Mav 7 ducevrnpia;

Er. Nai.

TEP. Oloy avdpa Ayers € ev Kou elvas.
Er. Kaddv re kai ayalov, & T epibiwy, Evel ToL
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THEAETETUS

[or ON KNOWLEDGE, rtenrative]

CHARACTERS

Evoiemss, Terpsion, Socrates, THEoporus, THEAETETUS

Ev. Just in from the country, Terpsion, or did

you come some time ago?

TERP. Quite a while ago; and I was looking for

you in the market-place and wondering that I could

not find you.

gu. Well, you see, I was not in the city.

TerPp. Where then?

Eu. As I was going down to the harbour I met

Theaetetus being carried to Athens from the camp

at Corinth.

Terp. Alive or dead?

Ev. Just barely alive; for he is suffering severely

from wounds, and, worse than that, he has been taken

with the sickness that has broken out in the army.

TERP. You mean the dysentery?

Eu. Yes.

TerP, What a man he is who you say is in danger !

gv. A noble man, Terpsion, and indeed just now I

7



PLATO

142 \ » , , ’ , >A
Kal viv yKovdy Tiwwy pdda eyKwpialovrwy avrov
qept THY PaXnV.

rep. Kal a aBey y’ drotrov, aAAd Kai moAd Gav-
pacrdrepov, el pu) Towdros Hv. aTrap mds ovdK

C abroi Meyapot KxaréAvev;

er. "Hzelyero oixade: eel Eywy’ eSedpyv Kai
auveBovAevov, GAN’ odk WOeAev. Kai Sijra mpoTméeu-
yas atrdv, dmv mddw aveuvynoOnv Kai ebavpaca
SwKparovs, ws partiucds aAAa te 51 else Kai mrepi

tovrov. Soxel yap prot oA’yov mpo tod Gavarov

evruxyeity adT@ peipakiw ovTt, Kal ovyyevdouevos

re Kat StareyOeis mdvv ayacPiva. adbrod riv

dvow. Kat pot eAddvri “Abivale tous Te Adyous ovs

D dteAexOn air@ Sienyyoaro, kai pada dfiovs axojs,

elndé te, Ort méca avdykn etn tobrov éAAdyipov
yevéoOar, elmep eis HAukiav €dOou.

TEP. Kai adyOp ye, ws ouev, elwev. adrap
Tives Hoav ot Adyou; Eyxous dv Sinyjoacba;

Er. Od pa tov Ala, odxovv otrw ye amd ord-
143 paros: aA’ éeypabduny rér” &dOds olkad’ eAOdwv

UTouvnata, UaTepov b€ KaTd cyod dvapepry-
oKdpevos €ypagor, Kai dodius "AOrjvale dduxoiuny,
enarnpwrwy tov Lwkpdry § wy eueuriuny, Kat
Sedpo €édav enyvopPovpynv dore por oyeddy
TL was 0 Adyos yéypamran.

TEP. “AdnO%- qxovcd cov Kai mpdrepov, Kal
perro. del peMwv Kedevoew emdeitar Siarérpipa
Sedpo. GANG ri kwAdet viv Tuds SueADetv; mdvrws
é€ywye Kal dvarataacGa. ddouc, ods ef aypot
Kw.

Ber. “AAAd péev 8) Kab adres pexpe "Epwoi



THEAETETUS

heard some people praising him highly for his conduct

in the battle.

TeRP. That is not at all strange; it would have

been much more remarkable if he had not so con-

ducted himself. But why did he not stop here in

Megara?

EU. He was in a hurry to get home; for I begged

and advised him to stop, but he would not. So I

went along with him, and as I was coming back I

thought of Socrates and wondered at his prophetic

gift, especially in what he said about him. For I

think he met him a little before his own death,

when Theaetetus was a mere boy, and as a result of

acquaintance and conversation with him, he greatly

admired his qualities. When I went to Athens he

related to me the conversation he had with him,

which was well worth hearing, and he said he would

surely become a notable man if he lived.

TerP. And he was right, apparently. But what

was the talk? Could you relate it?

Ev. No, by Zeus, at least not offhand. But I

made notes at the time as soon as I reached home,

then afterwards at my leisure, as I recalled things,

I wrote them down, and whenever I went to Athens

I used to ask Socrates about what I could not re-

member, and then I came here and made corrections;

so that I have pretty much the whole talk written

down.

TERP. That is true. I heard you say so before ;

and really I have been waiting about here all along

intending to ask you to show it tome. What hinders

us from reading it now? Certainly I need to rest,

since I have come from the country.

Eu. And I myself went with Theaetetus as far as

9



PLATO

143

Ocairnrov mpovmeyipa, adore ou dv andds ava-

mavoipny. GW’ twpev, Kal Hut aya, avarravopevots

6 mals dvayvwoerar.

"Opbdis Héyes.

er. To pev 5% BiBrAiov, & Tepiwy, rout:

éypaysdpnv Sé 8) odrwoi tov Adyov, ovK Epot

Lwxpdrn Sinyovpevov ws Siyetro, adda dia-

Acydpevov ols Edy SiarexOivar. epy Se TH TE

yewperpy Oeodapy Kat TH Oecauryry. iva obv

C év rh ypadq py mapexovev mpdypara ai perage

Tav Aoywv dunyjoers mept abtoé te ordre Aéyou 6

Lwxparns, olov, kal eyo epnv 7) Kat eyw elzov,

7} ad mept Too amoKpwvopevov, GT. avvedn 7] ody

aporoyer, TOUTWY Evexa ws adTov avrots diaAeyd-

pevov eypapa, éLeAwv ra, rovadra.

TEP. Kai oddev ye do tpdmov, @ Evkdcidy.

. “AAAd, mat, AaBe ro BiBAiov Kai A€ye.

D 2. zo. Ei pev trav é&v Kopin paMov ex
dopqy, db w Oecdwpe, Ta eel dv Ge Kal rrepl exeivev

dy npwrwy, el twes adrobs rept yewpetpiay 7 TWA

adAnv Pirocodgiay elot TOV véwy emyeAevay mroLov-

pevor viv dé Hrrov yap éxelvous 7 Trovade Pid,

Kal paAAov embupad eidévar tives huiv trav véwv

emidofor yevéabar emekeis: tatra 57 a’rés Te

oxor® Kal coov Svvapya., Kal rods aAdovs epwrd

ols dv 6p tovs véovs ebédovras ovyyiyvecBar.

got 8) ovk cAlytoto. mAnoialouc, Kat Sixalws:
E afios yap td re dANa Kal yewperpias evexa. ei
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THEAETETUS

Erineum,! so I also should not be sorry to take a rest.

Come, let us go, and while we are resting, the boy

shall read to us.

TerP. Very well.

Ev. Here is the book, Terpsion. Now this is the

way I wrote the conversation: I did not represent

Socrates relating it to me, as he did, but conversing

with those with whom he told me he conversed. And

he told me they were the geometrician Theodorus

and Theaetetus. Now in order that the explanatory

words between the speeches might not be annoying

in the written account, such as “and [I said”’ or

“and I remarked,’’ whenever Socrates spoke, or

“he agreed ” or “he did not agree,” in the case of

the interlocutor, I omitted all that sort of thing and

represented Socrates himself as talking with them.

TerP. That is quite fitting, Eucleides.

Ev. Come, boy, take the book and read.

soc. If I cared more for Cyrene and its affairs,

Theodorus, I should ask you about things there and

about the people, whether any of the young men

there are devoting themselves to geometry or any

other form of philosophy; but as it is, since I care

less for those people than for the people here, I am

more eager to know which of our own young men

are likely to gain reputation. These are the things

I myself investigate, so far as I can, and about which

I question those others with whom I see that the

young men like to associate. Now a great many of

them come to you, and rightly, for you deserve it on

account of your geometry, not to speak of other

1 Krineum was between Eleusis and Athens, near the
Cephissus. Apparently Eucleides had walked some thirty
miles.

11
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, oo *. , 2 nt Pr }
eo. Kal pv, & Ledkpares, €or TE elmreiv Kat
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‘ 9 A ,

weipaxi eévrerdynka. Kal ef pev tv Kadds,
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” ? 5 a 8 ‘ A / * ‘ ” 8 Y * & ‘

exer. adeds O17) Aeyw. ev yap toft ome wy On

TwToTe evervyov—Kal Tavu ToAXots TeTAnoiaKa—
ovdéva mw Rolouny ovtw Oavpacras ed mepukera..

A 4 9 ~ (OM e wv , ~ s

70 yap exualA dvra, ws dAAw xaAerov, mpdov ad
a >

elva Stadepdvrws, Kal emi tovrows avdpetov map
ovTwobv, eyw pev ovr dv w@ounv yeveoBar ovre
e aA , 1, GAN’ @ > a 9 or

op® yiyvduevov ot te d€eis womep odros
‘ 3 / A

Kal ayxivor Kal pvypoves ws Ta moAAa Kal TpOs
A > 4 9 / /

Tas opyas o€vppomoi elot, Kal arrovres hépovrat
@ \ > “a

woTep Ta avepuatiora mola, Kal paviKciTEpot
*“ > / 4
7) avdperdrepor dvovtat, of te ad eufpieorepor

é b ~

vwOpot mws amavrada. mpos tas palnoes Kat
, ao e

An Ons yemovres. 0 d€ OUTW AElws TE KAL ATTALOTWS
, w

Kal avucinws epyerat emi tas palyoes Te Kal
s 4 “aonrijoets pera mods mpadtytos, olov éAaiov

“~ 4 e@7
petua aibopnti péovros, Wore Gavudcar to THAL-

~ » 9 ~

KoUTov ovTa ovTws tabta Siampdarrecbar.
x0 Et 3 NX , Se ‘oo a

. Hu ayyéAdes. tivos Sé€ Kal €or. Tév

TONTOY |
9 ld A, OEO. Anjnoa fev rovvona, pvnuovedw dé ov.

> ~ ~ Aaa ydp €or. tavde tdv mpoodvrwy 6 & TB

1 yyvéuevoy T ut videtur, Burnet ; yyvouévous B, Berol.
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THEAETETUS

reasons. So if you have met with any young man who

is worth mentioning, I should like to hear about him.

THEO. Truly, Socrates, it is well worth while for

me to talk and for you to hear about a splendid young

fellow, one of your fellow-citizens, whom I have met.

Now if he were handsome, I should be very much

afraid to speak, lest someone should think I was in

love with him. But the fact is—now don’t be angry

with me—he is not handsome, but is like you in his

snub nose and protruding eyes, only those features are

less marked in him than in you. You see I speak

fearlessly. But I assure you that among all the young

men I have ever met—and I have had to do with a

great many—I never yet found one of such marvel-

lously fine qualities. He is quick to learn, beyond

almost anyone else, yet exceptionally gentle, and

moreover brave beyond any other; I should not have

supposed such a combination existed, and I do not see

it elsewhere. On the contrary, those who, like him,

have quick, sharp minds and good memories, have

usually also quick tempers; they dart off and are

swept away, like ships without ballast; they are ex-

citable rather than courageous; those, on the other

hand, who are steadier are somewhat dull when

brought face to face with learning, and are very

forgetful. But this boy advances toward learning

and investigation smoothly and surely and success-

fully, with perfect gentleness, like a stream of oil

that flows without a sound, so that one marvels how

he accomplishes all this at his age.

soc. That is good news; but which of our citizens

is his father ?

THEO. I have heard the name, but do not remember

it. However, it does not matter, for the youth is

13
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SiedPapxévars GAN Guws Kal mpos THY TAY
xendrwy eAevPepiorynta Gavpacrds, d LUWKpares.

xn. Tewuxdv déyers tov dvdpa. Kai pou KéAeve
avrov evOdde maparabilecbat.

eco. "Eorat taira. @eairnre, Setipo mapa

LwxKparn.
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THEAETETUS

the middle one of those who are now coming toward

us. He and those friends of his were anointing them-

selves in the outer course,! and now they seem to

have finished and to be coming here. See if you

recognize him.

soc. Yes, I do. He is the son of Euphronius of

Sunium, who is a man of just the sort you describe,

and of good repute in other respects; moreover he

left a very large property. But the youth’s name |

do not know.

THEO. Theaetetus is his name, Socrates; but I

believe the property was squandered by trustees.

Nevertheless, Socrates, he is remarkably liberal with

his money, too.

soc. It is a noble man that you describe. Now

please tell him to come here and sit by us.

THEO. I will. Theaetetus, come here to Socrates.

soc. Yes, do so, Theaetetus, that I may look at

myself and see what sort of a face I have; for Theo-

dorus says it is like yours. Now if we each had

a lyre, and he said we had tuned them to the same

key, should we take his word for it without more ado,

or should we inquire first whether he who said it

was a musician }

THEAET. We should inquire.

soc. Then if we found that he was a musician,

we should believe him, but if not, we should refuse

to take his word?

THEAET. Yes.

soc. But now, if we are concerned about the like-

ness of our faces, we must consider whether he who

speaks is a painter, or not.

1 The scene is evidently laid in a gymnasium ; the young
men have been exercising.

15
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eEAI. Aoxet j.ov.

zo. 7H obv Lwypadixos Meddwpos;

eEAI. Ovy, doov ye pe cld€evan.

zn. *Ap’ odd€ yewperpixes;
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THEAETETUS

THEAET, I think we must.

soc. Well, is Theodorus a painter?

THEAET. Not so far as I know.

soc. Nor a geometrician, either?

THEAET, Oh yes, decidedly, Socrates.

soc. And an astronomer, and an arithmetician,

and a musician, and in general an educated man?

THEAET. I think so.

soc. Well then, if he says, either in praise or blame,

that we have some physical resemblance, it is not

especially worth while to pay attention to him.
THEAET, Perhaps not.

soc. But what if he should praise the soul of one

of us for virtue and wisdom? Is it not worth while

for the one who hears to examine eagerly the one who

is praised, and for that one to exhibit his qualities

with eagerness ?

THEAET. Certainly, Socrates.

soc. Then, my dear Theaetetus, this is just the

time for you to exhibit your qualities and for me

to examine them; for I assure you that Theodorus,

though he has praised many foreigners and citizens to

me, never praised anyone as he praised you just now.

THEAET. A good idea, Socrates; but make sure

that he was not speaking in jest.

soc. That is not Theodorus’s way. But donot seek

to draw back from your agreement on the pretext

that he is jesting, or he will be forced to testify under

oath ; for certainly no one will accuse him of perjury.

Come, be courageous and hold to the agreement.

THEAET. I suppose I must, if you say so.

soc. Now tell me; I suppose you learn some

geometry from Theodorus?

THEAET. Yes.
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THEAETETUS

soc. And astronomy and harmony and arithmetic ?

THEAET. I try hard to do so.

soc. And so do I, my boy, from him and from any

others who | think know anything about these things.

But nevertheless, although in other respects I get

on fairly well in them, yet I am in doubt about one

little matter, which should be investigated with your

help and that of these others. Tcll me, is not

learning growing wiser about that which one

learns ?

THEAET. Of course.

soc. And the wise, I suppose, are wise by wisdom.

THEAET. Yes.

soc. And does this differ at all from knowledge?

THEAET. Does what differ?

soc. Wisdom. Or are not people wise in that

of which they have knowledge?

THEAET. Of course.

soc. Then knowledge and wisdom are the same

thing?

THEAET. Yes.

soc. Well, it is just this that I am in doubt about

and cannot fully grasp by my own efforts—what know-

ledge really is. Can wetell that? What do you say?

Who of us will speak first? And he who fails, and

whoever fails in turn, shall go and sit down and be

donkey, as the children say when they play ball; and

whoever gets through without failing shall be our

king and shall order us to answer any questions

he pleases.) Why are you silent? I hope, Theo-

dorus, I am not rude, through my leve of discus-

sion and my eagerness to make us converse and

show ourselves friends and ready to talk to one

another.
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THEAETETUS

THEO. That sort of thing would not be at all

rude, Socrates; but tell one of the youths to

answer your questions; for I am unused to such

conversation and, moreover, I am not of an age to

accustom myself to it. But that would be fitting

for these young men, and they would improve much

more than I; for the fact is, youth admits of im-

provement in every way. Come, question Theaetetus

as you began to do, and do not let him off.

soc. Well, Theaetetus, you hear what Theodorus

says, and I think you will not wish to disobey him,

nor is it right for a young person to disobey a wise

man when he gives instructions about such matters.

Come, speak up well and nobly. What do you think

knowledge is?

THEAET. Well, Socrates, I must, since you bid me.

For if I make a mistake, you are sure to set me right.

soc. Certainly, if we can.

THEAET. Well then, I think the things one might

Jearn from Theodorus are knowledge—geometry and

all the things you spoke of just now—and also

cobblery and the other craftsmen’s arts; each and

all of these are nothing else but knowledge.

soc. You are noble and generous, my friend, for

when you are asked for one thing you give many,

and a variety of things instead of a simple answer.

THEAET. What do you mean by that, Socrates?

soc. Nothing, perhaps; but I will tell you what I

think Imean. When you say “ cobblery” you speak

of nothing else than the art of making shoes, do you?

THEAET. Nothing else.

soc. And when you say “carpentry”? Do you

mean anything else than the art of making wooden

furnishings ?
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THEAETETUS

THEAET. Nothing else by that, either.

soc. Then in both cases you define that to which

each form of knowledge belongs?

THEAET. Yes.

soc. But the question, Theaetetus, was not to

what knowledge belongs, nor how many the forms

of knowledge are; for we did not wish to number

them, but to find out what knowledge itself really

is. Or is there nothing in what I say?

THEAET. Nay, you are quite right.

soc. Take this example. If anyone should ask

us about some common everyday thing, for instance,

what clay is, and we should reply that it is the

potters’ clay and the oven-makers’ clay and the

brickmakers’ clay, should we not be ridiculous ?

THEAET. Perhaps.

soc. Yes; in the first place for assuming that the

questioner can understand from our answer what

clay is, when we say “clay,” no matter whether we

add “the image-makers’’”’ or any other craftsmen’s.

Or does anyone, do you think, understand the

name of anything when he does not know what the

thing is?

THEAET. By no means.

soc. Then he does not understand knowledge of

shoes if he does not know knowledge.

THEAET. No.

soc. Then he who is ignorant of knowledge does

not understand cobblery or any other art.

THEAET. That is true.

soc. ‘Then it is a ridiculous answer to tie question

“what is knowledge?” when we give the name of
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1 A simple form of the first statement would be: The
square roots of 3, 5, etc., are irrational numbers or surds.
The word dvvaus has not the meaning which we give in
English to ‘* power,” namely the result of multiplication of
a number by itself, but that which we give to * root,” i.e.
the number which, when multiplied by itself, produces a
given result. Hiere Theaetetus is speaking of square roots
only ; and when he speaks of numbers and of equal factors
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THEAETETUS

some art; for we give in our answer something that

knowledge belongs to, when that was not what we

were asked.

THEAET, So it seems.

soc. Secondly, when we might have given a short,

everyday answer, we go an interminable distance

round ; for instance, in the question about clay, the

everyday, simple thing would be to say “clay is

earth mixed with moisture” without regard to whose

clay it is.

THEAET. It seems easy just now, Socrates, as you

put it; but you are probably asking the kind of

thing that came up among us lately when your

namesake, Socrates here, and I were talking together.

soc. What kind of thing was that, Theaetetus ?

THEAET. Theodorus here was drawing some figures

for us in illustration of roots, showing that squares

containing three square feet and five square feet are

not commensurable in length with the unit of the

foot, and so, selecting each one in its turn up to

the square containing seventeen square feet ; and at

that he stopped. Now it occurred to us, since the

number of roots appeared to be infinite, to try to

collect them under one name, by which we could

henceforth call all the roots.}

he evidently thinks of rational whole numbers only, not
of irrational numbers or fractions. He is not giving an

exhaustive presentation of his investigation, but merely a

brief sketch of it to illustrate his understanding of the
purpose of Socrates. Toward the end of this sketch the
word divays is limited to the square roots of ‘ oblong”

numbers, i.¢. to surds. The modern reader may be some-
what confused because Theaetetus seems to speak of

arithmetical facts in geometrical terms. (Cf. Gow, Short
History of Greek Alathematics, p. 85.)

B 25



PLATO

147

xo. "H xal niperé ru rorodrov;
aA , \ 4 é

eral. "Eyouye Soxotuev’ oxomer 5é Kat ov.

zn. Adye.
4

@EAI. Tov dpiOuov mavra Sixa dueAaBouer’ Tov
~ ,

pev Suvdyevov tcov icdkis ytyvecBa 7H TeTpaywvw
“a , 3

70 OXTWa a7eKdoarTes TETPAyWVOV TE Kal LOO-

aAewpov mpocetmopev.

zn. Kai ed ye.

@EAI. Tov roivuy perafd tovrov, dv Kal Ta

148 Tpia Kal va wéevTe Kal was 6s advvatos toos
> + é 8 > 3 “ > , X, , nn

icdxis yevéoBar, GAN’ 7 aAciwy éeAarrovaKis 7
s\ 7 é i f \ 1 3y 7

édarrwv mrcovdKis yiyverat, weilwv O€ Kai eharTwv

Get mAevpa avrov mepiapBdver, TH mpourKe ad

oxnpart ameudaoarres mponKkn apiOucv exade-

cape.

zn. KdAAdora. ddAa ti 70 pera Tot70;

@EAI. “Oocat péevy ypappai tov toomAevpov Kal

énimedov apiuov tretpaywrifovar, pqKos wpiod-

peBa, Coas 5€ Tov ErepouyKny, Suvdpers, ws pnKer

Bpev ov Evppérpous éxeivais, Tots 6° émurédots a

duvayrat. Kal mept ra oreped dAdo ToLodrov.

zo. “Apora y’ avOpdiarwv, @ aides: wore
a ¢ 4 ? ov a

por Soke? 6 Meddwpos odK evoyos Tois pevdopap-

Tupiows Eéceoban.

@EAI. Kai perv, & Luxpares, 6 ye epwrds tepi
> 4

emoTnuys, ovK av Suvaiyny dmoKxpivacba, womep
‘ ~ / “A

mept TOU punKkovs Kat THS Suvduews. KaiTor ov
, “a ~ a

yé pow Soxets rovodrdv te Cnreiv: wore méAw ad
f A e o

paiveras thevdijs 6 Meddepos.

26



THEAETETUS

soc. And did you find such a name?

THEAET. I think we did. But see if you agree.

soc. Speak on.

THEAET. We divided all number into two classes.

The one, the numbers which can be formed b

multiplying equal factors, we represented by the

shape of the square and called square or equilateral

numbers.

soc. Well done!

THEAET. The numbers between these, such as

three and five and all numbers which cannot be

formed by multiplying equal factors, but only by

multiplying a greater by a less or a less by a

greater, and are therefore always contained in

unequal sides, we represented by the shape of the

oblong rectangle and called oblong numbers.

soc. Very good ; and what next?

THEAET. All the lines which form the four sides

of the equilateral or square numbers we called

lengths, and those which form the oblong numbers

we called surds, because they are not commensurable

with the others in length, but only in the areas of

the planes which they have the power to form.

And similarly in the case of solids.!

soc. Most excellent, my boys! JI think Theo-

dorus will not be found liable to an action for false

witness.

THEAET. But really, Socrates, I cannot answer

that question of yours about knowledge, as we

answered the question about length and square
roots. And yet you seem to me to want some-

thing of that kind. So Theodorus appears to be a

false witness after all.

1 That is, cubes and cube roots,
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THEAETETUS

soc. Nonsense! If he were praising your running

and said he had never met any young man who was

so good a runner, and then you were beaten in a

race by a full grown man who held the record, do

you think his praise would be any less truthful ?

THEAET, Why, no.

soc. And do you think that th- discovery of

knowledge, as I was just row saying, is a small

matter and not a task for the very ablest men?

THEAET. By Zeus, I think it is a task for the very

ablest.

soc. Then you must have confidence in yourself,

and believe that Theodorus is right, and try earnestly

in every way to gain an understanding of the nature

of knowledge as well as of other things.

THEAET. If it is a question of earnestness,

Socrates, the truth will come to light.

soc. Well then—for you pointed out the way

admirably just now—take your answer about the

roots as a model, and just as you embraced them all

in one class, though they were many, try to designate

the many forms of knowledge by one definition.

THEAET. But I assure you, Socrates, I have often

tried to work that out, when I heard reports of the

questions that you asked, but I can neither persuade

myself that I have any satisfactory answer, nor can

I find anyone else who gives the kind of answer you

insist upon; and yet, on the other hand, 1 cannot

get rid of a feeling of concern about the matter.

soc. Yes, you are suffering the pangs of labour,

Theaetetus, because you are not empty, but pregnant.

THEAET. I do not know, Socrates; I merely tell

you what I feel.
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THEAETETUS

soc. Have you then not heard, you absurd boy,

that I am the son of a noble and burly midwife,

Phaenarete ?

THEAET. Yes, I have heard that.

soc. And have you also heard that I practise the

same art?

THEAET. No, never.

soc. But I assure you it is true; only do not tell

on me to the others; for it is not known that I

possess this art. But other people, since they do

not know it, do not say this of me, but say that I

am a most eccentric person and drive men to dis-

traction. Have you heard that also?
THEAET. Yes, I have.

soc. Shall I tell you the reason then ?

THEAET. Oh yes, do.

soc. Just take into consideration the whole

business of the midwives, and you will understand

more easily what I mean. For you know, I suppose,

that no one of them attends other women while she

is still capable of conceiving and bearing, but only

those do so who have become too old to bear.

THEAET. Yes, certainly.

soc. They say the cause of this is Artemis,

because she, a childless goddess, has had childbirth

allotted to her as her special province. Now it

would seem she did not allow barren women to be

midwives, because human nature is too weak to

acquire an art which deals with matters of which it

has no experience, but she gave the office to those

who on account of age were not bearing children,

honouring them for their likeness to herself.
THEAET. Very likely.

soc. Is it not, then, also likely and even necessary,
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THEAETETUS

that midwives should know better than anyone else

who are pregnant and who are not?

THEAET. Certainly.

soc. And furthermore, the midwives, by means

of drugs and incantations, are able to arouse the

pangs of labour and, if they wish, to make them

milder, and to cause those to bear who have difficuity

in bearing; and they cause miscarriages if they

think them desirable.

THEAET. That is true.

soc. Well, have you noticed this also about them,

that they are the most skilful of matchmakers, since

they are very wise in knowing what union of man

and woman will produce the best possible children?

THEART. I do not know that at all.

soc. But be assured that they are prouder of this

than of their skill in cutting the umbilical cord.

Just consider. Do you think the knowledge of

what soil is best for each plant or seed belongs to

the same art as the tending and harvesting of the

fruits of the earth, or to another ?

THEAET. To the same art.

soc. And in the case of a woman, do you think,

my friend, that there is one art for the sowing and

another for the harvesting ?

THEAKT. It is not likely.

soc. No; but because there is a wrongful and un-

scientific way of bringing men and women together,

which is called pandering, the midwives, since they

are women of dignity and worth, avoid match-making,

through fear of falling under the charge of pander-
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THEAETETUS

ing. And yet the true midwife is the only proper
match-maker.

THEAET. It seems 80.

soc. So great, then, is the importance of mid-

wives; but their function is less important than

mine. For women do not, like my patients, bring

forth at one time real children and at another mere

images which it is difficult to distinguish from the

real. For if they did, the greatest and noblest part

of the work of the midwives would be in distinguish-

ing between the real and the false. Do you not

think so?

THEAET. Yes, I do.

soc. All that is true of their art of midwifery is

true also of mine, but mine differs from theirs in

being practised upon men, not women, and in tending

their souls in labour, not their bodies. But the

greatest thing about my art is this, that it can test

in every way whether the mind of the young man

is bringing forth a mere image, an imposture, or a

real and genuine offspring. For I have this in

common with the midwives: I am sterile in point of

wisdom, and the reproach which has often been

brought against me, that I question others but make

no reply myself about anything, because I have no

wisdom in me, is a true reproach ; and the reason of

it is this: the god compels me to act as midwife,

but has never allowed me to bring forth. I am,

then, not at all a wise person myself, nor have I any

wise invention, the offspring born of my own soul ;

but those who associate with me, although at first

some of them seem very ignorant, yet, as our

acquaintance advances, all of them to whom the

god is gracious make wonderful progress, not only
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THEAETETUS

in their own opinion, but in that of others as well.
And it is clear that they do this, not because they

have ever learned anything from me, but because

they have found in themselves many fair things

and have brought them forth. But the delivery is

due to the god and me. And the proof of it is this:

many before now, being ignorant of this fact «and

thinking that they were themselves the cause of

their success, but despising me, have gone away

from me sooner than they ought, whether of their

own accord or because others persuaded them to do

so. Then, after they have gone away, they have

miscarried thenceforth on account of evil companion-

ship, and the offspring which they had brought forth

through my assistance they have reared so badly

that they have lost it; they have considered im-

postures and images of more importance than the

truth, and at last it was evident to themselves, as

well as to others, that they were ignorant. One of

these was Aristeides, the son of Lysimachus, and

there are very many more. When such men come

back and beg me, as they do, with wonderful eager-

ness to let them join me again, the spiritual monitor

that comes to me forbids me to associate with some

of them, but allows me to converse with others,

and these again make progress. Now those who

associate with me are in this matter also like women

in childbirth; they are in pain and are full of

trouble night and day, much more than are the

women ; and my art can arouse this pain and cause

it to cease. Well, that is what happens to them.

But in some cases, Theaetetus, when they do not

secm to me to be exactly pregnant, since I see that

they have no need of me, I act with pertect goodwill
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THEAETETUS

as match-maker and, under God, I guess very success-
fully with whom they can associate profitably, and I

have handed over many of them to Prodicus, and

many to other wise and inspired men.

Now I have said all this to you at such length, my

dear boy, because I suspect that you, as you your-

self believe, are in pain because you are pregnant

with something within you. Apply, then, to me,

remembering that I am the son of a midwife and

have myself a midwife’s gifts, and do your best two

answer the questions I ask as I ask them. And if,
when I have examined any of the things you say, it

should prove that I think it is a mere image and

not real, and therefore quietly take it from you and

throw it away, do not be angry as women are when

they are deprived of their first offspring. For many,

my dear friend, before this have got into such a state

of mind towards me that they are actually ready to

bite me, if I take some foolish notion away from

them, aud they do not believe that I do this in

kindness, since they are far from knowing that no

god is unkind to mortals, and that I do nothing of

this sort from unkindness, either, and that it is quite

out of the question for me to allow an imposture or

to destroy the true. And so, Theaetetus, begin

again and try to tell us what knowledge is. And

never say that you are unable to do so; for if God

wills it and gives you courage, you will be able.

THEAET. Well then, Socrates, since you are so

urgent it would be disgraceful for anyone not to

exert himself in every way to say what he can. I

think, then, that he who knows anything perceives

that which he knows, and, as it appears at present,

knowledge is nothing else than perception.
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THEAETETUS

soc. Good! Excellent, my boy! That is the

way one ought to speak out. But come now, let us

examine your utterance together, and see whether

it is a real offspring or a mere wind-egg. Perception,

you say, is knowledge?

THEAET. Yes.

soc. And, indeed, if I may venture to say so, it

is not a bad description of knowledge that you have

given, but one which Protagoras also used to give.

Only, he has said the sume thing in a different way

For he says somewhere that man is “the measure

of all things, of the existence of the things that are

and the non-existence of the things that are not.”

You have read that, I suppose ?

THEAET. Yes, I have read it often.

soc. Well, is not this about what he means, that

individual things are for me such as they appear to

me, and for you in turn such as they appear to you

—you and | being “man’’?

THEAET. Yes, that is what he says.

soc. It is likely that a wise man is not talking

nonsense; so let us follow after him. Is it not true

that sometimes, when the same wind blows, one of

us feels cold, and the other does not? or one feels

slightly and the other exceedingly cold?

THEAET. Certainly.

soc. Then in that case, shall we say that the wind

is in itself cold or not cold; or shall we accept Prota-

goras’s saying that it is cold for him who feels cold

and not for him who does not ?

THEAET. Apparently we shall accepi that.

soc. Then it also seems cold, or not, to each of

the two?

THEAET. Yes.
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THEAETETUS

soc. But “seems’’ denotes perceiving ?

THEAET. It does.

soc. Then seeming and perception are the same

thing in matters of warmth and everything of that

sort. For as each person perceives things, such they

are to each person.

THEAET. Apparently.

soc. Perception, then, is always of that which

exists and, since it is knowledge, cannot be false.

THEAET. So it seems.

soc. By the Graces! I wonder if Protagoras,

who was a very wise man, did not utter this dark

saying to the common herd like ourselves, and tell

the truth! in secret to his pupils.

THEAET. Why, Socrates, what do you mean by that ?

soc. I will tell you and it is not a bad description,

either, that nothing is one and invariable, and you

could not rightly ascribe any quality whatsoever to

anything, but if you call it large it will also appear

to be small, and light if you call it heavy, and every-

thing else in the same way, since nothing whatever

is one, either a particular thing or of a particular

quality ; but it is out of movement and motion and

mixture with one another that all those things become

which we wrongly say “are’’—-wrongly, because

nothing ever is, but is always becoming. And on

this subject all the philosophers, except Parmenides,

may be marshalled in one line—Protagoras and Hera-

cleitus and Empedocles—and the chief poets in the

two kinds of poetry, Epicharmus, in comedy, and in

tragedy, Homer, who, in the line

Oceanus the origin of the gods, and Tethys their mother?

1 An allusion to the title of Protagoras’s book, Truth.
2 Homer, Iliad, xiv. 201, 302.
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THEAETETUS

has said that all things are the offspring of flow and

motion ; or don’t you think he means that?

THEAET. I think he does.

soc. Then who could still contend with such a

great host, led by Homer as general, and not make

himself ridiculous ?

THEAET. It is not easy, Socrates.

soc. No, Theaetetus, it is not. For the doctrine

is amply proved by this, namely, that motion is the

cause of that which passes for existence, that is, of

becoming, whereas rest is the cause of non-existence

and destruction; for warmth or fire, which, you

know, is the parent and preserver of all other things,

is itself the offspring of movement and friction, and

these two are forms of motion. Or are not these the

source of fire?

THEAET. Yes, they are.

soc. And furthermore, the animal kingdom is

sprung from these same sources.

THEAET. Of course.

soc. Well, then, is not the bodily habit destroyed

by rest and idleness, and preserved, generally speak-

ing, by gymnastic exercises and motions?

THEAET. Yes.

soc. And what of the habit of the soul? Does

not the soul acquire information and is it not pre-

served and made better through learning and practice,

which are motions, whereas through rest, which is

want of practice and of study, it learns nothing and

forgets what it has learned ?
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THEAETETUS

THEAET. Certainly.

soc. Then the good, both for the soul and for the

body, is motion, and rest is the opposite ?

THEAET. Apparently.

soc. Now shall I go on and mention to you also

windless air, calm sea, and all that sort of thing, and

say that stillness causes decay and destruction and

that the opposite brings preservation? And shall

I add to this the all-compelling and crowning argu-

ment that Homer by “the golden chain”! refers to

nothing else than the sun, and means that so long as

the heavens and the sun go round everything exists

and is preserved, among both gods and men, but if

the motion should stop, as if bound fast, everything

would be destroyed and would, as the saying is, be

turned upside down?

THEAET. Yes, Socrates, I think he means what you

say he does.

soc. Then, my friend, you must apply the doctrine

in this way: first as concerns vision, the colour

that you call white is not to be taken as something

separate outside of your eyes, nor yet as something
inside of them ; and you must not assign any place

to it, for then it would at once be in a definite

position and stationary and would have no part in

the process of becoming.

THEAET. But what do you mean?

1 Homer, Iliad, viii. 18 ff., especially 26. In this passage
Zeus declares that all the gods and goddesses together could
not, with a golden chain, Frag him from on high, but that if
he pulled, he would drag them, with earth and sea, would
then bind the chain round the summit of Olympus, and all
the rest would hang aloft. This “crowning argument” is

a reductio ad absurdum of the habit of using texts from
Homer in support of all kinds of doctrine.
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THEAETETUS

soc. Let us stick close to the statement we made

a moment ago, and assume that nothing exists by

itself as invariably one: then it will be apparent
that black or white or any other colour whatsoever

is the result of the impact of the eye upon the

appropriate motion, and therefore that which we

call colour will be in each instance neither that

which impinges nor that which is impinged upon,

but something between, which has occurred, peculiar
to each individual. Or would you maintain that

each colour appears to a dog, or any other animal

you please, just as it does to you?

tHEAET. No, by Zeus, I wouldn’t.

soc. Well, does anything whatsoever appear the

same to any other man as to you? Are you sure
of this? Or are you not much more convinced that

nothing appears the same even to you, because you

yourself are never exactly the same?
THearT. Yes, 1 am much more convinced of the

last.

soc. Then, if that with which I compare myself
in size, or which I touch, were really large or white

or hot, it would never have become different by

coming in contact with something different, without

itself changing ; and if, on the other hand, that which

did the comparing or the touching were really large

or white or hot, it would not have become different

when something different approached it or was

affected in some way by it, without being affected

in. some way itself. For nowadays, my friend, we

find ourselves rather, easily forced to make extra-

ordinary and absurd statements, as Protagoras and

everyone who undertakes to agree with him would

say.
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THEAETETUS

TuHEeaET, What do you mean? What statements ?
soc. Take a little example and you will know all

I have in mind. Given six dice, for instance, if you
compare four with them, we say that they are more

than the four, half as many again, but if you compare
twelve with them, we say they are less, half as
many; and any other statement would be inadmiss-
ible ; or would you admit any other?

THeakET. Not I.

soc. Well then, if Protagoras, or anyone else, ask
you, “ Theaetetus, can anything become greater or
more in any other way than by being increased ?”’
what reply will you make?

THEAET. If I am to say what I think, Socrates,
with reference to the present question, I should
say “no,” but if I consider the earlier question, |
should say “yes,” for fear of contradicting myself

soc. Good, by Hera! Excellent, my friend!
But apparently, if you answer “yes” it will be in

the Euripidean spirit; for our tongue will be un-

convinced, but not our mind.

THEAET. True.

soc, Well, if you and I were clever and wise and
had found out everything about the mind, we should

henceforth spend the rest of our time testing each

other out of the fulness of our wisdom, rushing
together like sophists in a sophistical combat, batter-

ing each other’s arguments with counter arguments,

But, as it is, since we are ordinary people, we shall

wish in the first place to look into the real essence of

our thoughts and see whether they harmonize with

one another or not at all.

1 Eurip. Hippol. 612, 4 yAdoo’ dudpox’, 5¢ pphy dvdporos,
‘“*my tongue has sworn, but my mind is unsworn.”
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THEAETETUS

THEAET. Certainly that is what I should like.

soc. And so should I. But since this is the case,

and we have plenty of time, shall we not quietly,

without any impatience, but truly examining our-

selves, consider again the nature of these appearances

within us? And as we consider them, | shal] say,

I think, first, that nothing can ever become more or

less in size or number, so long as it remains equal

to itself. Is it not so?

THEAET. Yes.

soc. And secondly, that anything to which

nothing is added and from which nothing is

subtracted, is neither increased nor diminished, but

is always equal.

THEAET. Certainly.

soc. And should we not say thirdly, that what

was not previously could not afterwards be without

becoming and having become ?

THEART. Yes, I agree.

soc. These three assumptions contend with one

another in our minds when we talk about the dice,

or when we say that I, who do not, at my age,

either increase in size or diminish, am in the course

of a year first larger than you, who are young, and

afterwards smaller, when nothing has been taken

from my size, but you have grown. For | an, it

seems, afterwards what I was not before, and I have

not become so; for it is impossible to have become

without becoming, and without losing anything of

my size I could not become smaller. And there are

countless myriads of such contradictions, if we are to

accept these that I have mentioned. You follow
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THEAETETUS

me, I take it, Theaetetus, for I think you are not

new at such things.

THEAET. By the gods, Socrates, I am lost in wonder

when I think of all these things, and sometimes

when I regard them it really makes my head swim.

soc. Theodorus seems to be a pretty good guesser

about your nature. For this feeling of wonder

shows that you are a philosopher, since wonder is

the only beginning of philosophy, and he who said

that Iris was the child of Thaumas! made a good

genealogy. But do you begin to understand why

these things are so, according to the doctrine we

attribute to Protagoras, or do you not as yet?

THEAET. Not yet, I think.

soc. And will you be grateful to me if I help you

to search out the hidden truth of the thought of a

famous man or, I should say, of famous men ?

THEAET. Of course I shall be grateful, very

grateful.

soc. Look round and see that none of the un-

initiated is listening. The uninitiated are those

who think nothing is except what they can grasp

firmly with their hands, and who deny the existence

of actions and generation and all that is invisible.

THEAET. Truly, Socrates, those you speak of are
very stubborn and perverse mortals.

soc. So they are, my boy, quite without culture.

But others are more clever, whose secret doctrines I

am going to disclose to you. For them the beginning,

upon which all the things we were just now speak-

ing of depend, is the assumption that everything
is really motion and that there is nothing besides this,

1 Hes. Theog. 780. Iris is the messenger of heaven, and
Plato interprets the name of her father as “‘ Wonder” (dafya).
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THEAETETUS

but that there are two kinds of motion, each infinite

in the number of its manifestations, and of these

kinds one has an active, the other a passive force.

From the union and friction of these two are born

offspring, infinite in number, but always twins, the

object of sense and the sense which is always born

and brought forth together with the object of sense.

Now we give the senses names like these: sight

and hearing and smell, and the sense of cold and

of heat, and pleasures and pains and desires and

fears and so forth. Those that have names are very

numerous, and those that are unnamed are innumer-

able. Now the class of objects of sense is akin to

each of these; all sorts of colours are akin to all sorts

of acts of vision, and in the same way sounds to acts

of hearing, and the other objects of sense spring

forth akin to the other senses. What does this tale

mean for us, Theaetetus, with reference to what was

said before? Do you see?

THEAET. Not quite, Socrates.

soc. Just listen; perhaps we can finish the tale.

It means, of course, that all these things are, as we

were saying, in motion, and their motion has in it

either swiftness or slowness. Now the slow element

keeps its motion in the same place and directed

towards such things as draw near it, and indeed it is

in this way that it begets. But the things begotten

in this way are quicker; for they move from one

place to another, and their motion is naturally from

one place to another. Now when the eye and some

appropriate object which approaches beget whiteness

and the corresponding perception—which could never

have been produced by either of them going to any-

thing else—then, while sight from the eye and white-
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THEAETETUS

ness from that which helps to produce the colour are

moving from one to the other, the eye becomes full

of sight and so begins at that moment to see, and

becomes, certainly not sight, but a seeing eye, and

the object which joined in begetting the colour is

filled with whiteness and becomes in its turn, not

whiteness, but white, whether it be a stick o a

stone, or whatever it be the hue of which is so

coloured. And all the rest—hard and hot and so

forth—must be regarded in the same way: we must

assume, we said before, that nothing exists in itself,

but all things of all sorts arise out of motion by

intercourse with each other; for it is, as they say,

impossible to form a firm conception of the active or

the passive element as being anything separately ;

for there is no active element until there is a union

with the passive element, nor is there a passive

element until there is a union with the active; and

that which unites with one thing is active and

appears again as passive when it comes in contact

with something else. And so it results from all this,

as we said in the beginning, that nothing exists as

invariably one, itself by itself, but everything is

always becoming in relation to something, and

“being’”’ should be altogether abolished, though we

have often—and even just now—been compelled

by custom and ignorance to use the word. But we

ought not, the wise men say, to permit the use of

“something” or “ somebody’s ”’ or “ mine” or “ this”

or “that” or any other word that implies making

things stand still, but in accordance with nature we
should speak of things as “becoming” and “ being

made” and “being destroyed’’ and “changing ” ;

for anyone who by his mode of speech makes things
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THEAETETUS

stand still is easily refuted. And we must use such
expressions in relation both to particular objects and

collective designations, among which are “ mankind”

and “stone” and the names of every animal and
class. Do these doctrines seem pleasant to you,

Theaetetus, and do you find their taste agreeable ?

THEAET. I don’t know, Socrates; besides, I can’t

tell about you, either, whether you are preaching

them because you believe them or to test me.

soc. You forget, my friend, that I myself know

nothing about such things, and claim none of them

as mine, but am incapable of bearing them and am

merely acting as a midwife to you, and for that reason

am uttering incantations and giving you a taste of

each of the philosophical theories, until I may help

to bring your own opinion to light. And when it is

brought to light, I will examine it and see whether

it is a mere wind-egg or a real offspring. So be brave

and patient, and in good and manly fashion tell

what you think in reply to my questions.

THEAET. Very well; ask them.

soc. Then say once more whether the doctrine

pleases you that nothing is, but is always becoming

—good or beautiful or any of the other qualities we

were just enumerating.

THEAET. Why, when I hear you telling about it

as you did, it seems to me that it is wonderfully

reasonable and ought to be accepted as you have

presented it.

soc. Let us, then, not neglect a point in which

it is defective. The defect is found in connexion

with dreams and diseases, including insanity, and

everything else that is said to cause illusions of sight

and hearing and the other senses. For of course
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THEAETETUS

you know that in all these the doctrine we were
just presenting seems admittedly to be refuted,

because in them we ccrtainly have false perceptions,
and it is by no means true that everything is to each
man which appears to him; on the contrary, nothing

is which appears.

THEAET. What you say is very true, Socrates.

soc. What argument is left, then, my boy, for the

man who says that perception is knowledge and that

in each case the things which appear are to the one
to whom they appear?

THEAET. I hesitate to say, Socrates, that I have

no reply to make, because you scolded me just

now when I said that. But really 1 cannot dis-

pute that those who are insane or dreaming have

false opinions, when some of them think they are

gods and others fancy in their sleep that they have

wings and are flying.

soc. Don’t you remember, either, the similar dis-

pute about these errors, especially about sleeping and
waking?

THEAET. What dispute?

soc. One which I fancy you have often heard.

The question is asked, what proof you could give if

anyone should ask us now, at the present moment,

whether we are asleep and our thoughts are a dream,

or whether we are awake and talking with each

other in a waking condition.

THEAET. Really, Socrates, I don’t see what proof

can be given; for there is an exact correspondence

in all particulars, as between the strophe and anti-

strophe of a choral song. Take, for instance, the

conversation we have just had: there is nothing to

prevent us from imagining in our sleep also that we
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THEAETETUS

are carrying on this conversation with each other,

and when in a dream we imagine that we are reiating

dreams, the likeness between the one talk and the

other is remarkable.

soc. So you see it is not hard to dispute the point,

since it is even open to dispute whether we are awake

or in a dream. Now since the time during which

we are asleep is equal to that during which we are

awake, in each state our spirit contends that the

semblances that appear to it at any time are cer-

tainly true, so that for half the time we say that this

is true, and for half the time the other, and we

maintain each with equal confidence.

THEAET. Certainly.

soc, And may not, then, the same be said about

insanity and the other diseases, except that the time

is not equal P

THEAET. Yes.

soc. Well, then, shall truth be determined by the

length or shortness of time?

THEAET. That would be absurd in many ways.

soc. But can you show clearly in any other way

which of the two sets of opinions is true?

THEAET. I do not think I can.

soc, Listen, then, while I tell you what would be

said about them by those who maintain that what

appears at any time is true for him to whom it

appears. They begin, I imagine, by asking this

question: “Theaetetus, can that which is wholly

other have in any way the same quality as its alter-

native? And we must not assume that the thing in

question is partially the same and partially other, but

wholly other.”

THEAET. It is impossible for it to be the same in
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THEAETETUS

anything, either in quality or in any other respect

whatsoever, when it is wholly other.

soc. Must we not, then, necessarily agree that

such a thing is also unlike?

THEAET. It seems so to me.

soc. Then if anything happens to become like

or unlike anything—either itself or anything else—

we shall say that when it becomes like it becomes

the same, and when it becomes unlike it becomes

other?

THEAET. We must.

soc. Well, we said before, did we not, that the

active elements were many—infinite in fact—and

likewise the passive elements ?

THEAET. Yes,

soc. And furthermore, that any given element,

by uniting at different times with different partners,

will beget, not the same, but other results ?

THEAET. Certainly.

soc. Well, then, let us take me, or you, or any-

thing else at hand, and apply the same principle—

say Socrates in health and Socrates in illness. Shall

we say the one is like the other, or unlike?

THEAET. When you say “Socrates in illness” do

you mean to compare that Socrates as a whole with

Socrates in health as a whole?

soc. You understand perfectly; that is just what

( mean.

THEAET. Unlike, I imagine.

soc. And therefore other, inasmuch as unlike ?

THEAET. Necessarily.

soc. And you would say the same of Socrates

asleep or in any of the other states we enumerated

just now?
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THEAETETUS

THEAET. Yes.

soc. Then each of those elements which by the

law of their nature act upon something else, will,

when it gets hold of Socrates in health, find me one

object to act upon, and when it gets hold of me in

illness, another ?

THEAET. How can it help it?

soc. And so, in the two cases, that active element

and I, who am the passive element, shall each pro-

duce a different object ?

THEAET, Of course.

soc. So, then, when I am in health and drink

wine, it seems pleasant and sweet to me?

THEAET. Yes.

soc. The reason is, in fact, that according to the

principles we accepted a while ago, the active and

passive elements produce sweetness and perception,

both of which are simultaneously moving from one
place to another, and the perception, which comes

from the passive element, makes the tongue per-

ceptive, and the sweetness, which comes from the

wine and pervades it, passes over and makes the

wine both to be and to seem sweet to the tongue

that is in health.

THEAET. Certainly, such are the principles we

accepted a while ago.

suc. But when it gets hold of me in illness, in the
first place, it really doesn’t get hold of the same

man, does it? For he to whom it comes is certainly

unlike.

THEAET. True.

soc. Therefore the union of the Socrates who is
ill and the draught of wine produces other results:

in the tongue the sensation or perception of bitter-
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THEAETETUS

ness, and in the wine—a bitterness which is engen-
dered there and passes over into the other; the wine
is made, not bitterness, but bitter, and I am made,

not perception, but perceptive.

THEAET. Certainly.

soc. Then I shall never have this perception of

any other thing; for a perception of another thing

is another perception, and makes the percipient
different and other: nor can that which acts on me

ever by union with another produce the same result
or become the same in kind; for by producing

another result from another passive element it will

become different in kind.

THEAET. That is true.

soc. And neither shall I, furthermore, ever again

become the same as I am, nor will that ever become

the same as it is.

THEAET. No.

soc. And yet, when I become percipient, I must

necessarily become percipient of something, for it

is impossible to become percipient and perceive

nothing ; and that which is perceived must become

so to someone, when it becomes sweet or bitter or

the like; for to become sweet, but sweet to no one,

is impossible.

THEAET. Perfectly true.

soc. The result, then, I think, is that we (the active

and the passive elements) are or become, whichever

is the case, in relation to one another, since we are

bound to one another by the inevitable law of our

being, but to nothing else, not even to ourselves.

The result, then, is that we are bound to one

another; and so if a man says anything “is,” he

must say it is to or of or in relation to something,
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THEAETETUS

and similarly if he says it “becomes”; but he must

not say it is or becomes absolutely, nor can he accept

such a statement from anyone else. That is the

meaning of the doctrine we have been describing.

THEAET. Yes, quite so, Socrates.

soc. Then, since that which acts on me is to me

and to me only, it is also the case that I perceive it,

and I only?

THEAET. Of course.

soc. Then to me my perception is true; for in

each case it is always part of my being; and I am,

as Protagoras says, the judge of the existence of the

things that are to me and of the non-existence of

those that are not to me.

THEART. So it seems.

soc. How, then, if I am an infallible judge and

my mind never stumbles in regard to the things that

are or that become, can I fail to know that which I

perceive ?

THEAET. You cannot possibly fail.

soc. Therefore you were quite right in saying that

knowledge is nothing else than perception, and

there is complete identity between the doctrine

of Homer and Heracleitus and all their followers—

that all things are in motion, like streams—the

doctrine of the great philosopher Protagoras that

man is the measure of all things—and the doctrine

of Theaetetus that, since these things are true,

perception is knowledge. Eh, Theaetetus? Shall

we say that this is, so to speak, your new-born child

and the result of my midwifery? Or what shall we

say?

T PHEAET, We must say that, Socrates.
soc. Well, we have at last managed to bring this
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tion the nurse, in the presence of the family, carried the

74



THEAETETUS

forth, whatever it turns out to be; and now that it

is born, we must in very truth perform the rite of

running round with it in a circle '|—the circle of our

argument—and see whether it may not turn out to

be after all not worth rearing, but only a wind-egg,

an imposture. But, perhaps, you think that any

offspring of yours ought to be cared for and not put

away ; or will you bear to see it examined and not

get angry if it is taken away from you, though it is

your first-born ?

THEO. Theaetetus will bear it, Socrates, for he is

not at all ill-tempered. But for heaven's sake,

Socrates, tell me, is all this wrong after all ?

soc. You are truly fond of argument, Theodorus,

and a very good fellow to think that I am a sort of

bag full of arguments and can easily pull one out

and say that after all the other one was wrong ; but

you do not understand what is going on: none of

the arguments comes from me, but always from him

who is talking with me. I myself know nothing,

except just a little, enough to extract an argument

from another man who is wise and to receive it

fairly. And now I will try to extract this thought

from Theaetetus, but not to say anything myself.

THEO. That is the better way, Socrates; do as

you say.

soc. Do you know, then, Theodorus, what amazes

me in your friend Protagoras?

THEO, What is it ?

infant rapidly about the family hearth, thereby introducing

him, as it were, to the family and the family deities. At

this time the father decided whether to bring up the child or
to expose it. Sometimes, perhaps, the child was named on

this occasion. In the evening relatives assembled for a feast
at which shell-fish were eaten.
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soc. In general I like his doctrine that what

appears to each one is to him, but I am amazed by

the beginning of his book. I don’t see why he does

not say in the beginning of his Zruth! that a pig

or a dog-faced baboon or some still stranger creature

of those that have sensations is the measure of all

things. Then he might have begun to speak to us

very imposingly and condescendingly, showing that

while we were honouring him like a god for his

wisdom, he was after all no better in intellect than

any other man, or, for that matter, than a tadpole.

What alternative is there, Theodorus? For if that

opinion is true to each person which he acquires

through sensation, and no one man can discern

another’s condition better than he himself, and one

man has no better right to investigate whether

another’s opinion is true or false than he himself,

but, as we have said several times, each man is to

form his own opinions by himself, and these opinions

are always right and true, why in the world, my

friend, was Protagoras wise, so that he could rightly

be thought worthy to be the teacher of other men

and to be well paid, and why were we ignorant

creatures and obliged to go to school to him, if each

person is the measure of his own wisdom? Must

we not believe that Protagoras was “playing to

the gallery” in saying this? I say nothing of the

ridicule that I and my science of midwifery deserve

in that case,—and, I should say, the whole practice

of dialectics, too. For would not the investigation

of one another’s fancies and opinions, and the

attempt to refute them, when each man’s must be

1 Truth was apparently the title, or part of the title, of
Protagoras’s book.
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right, be tedious and blatant folly, if the Truth of

Protagoras is true and he was not jesting when he

uttered his oracles from the shrine of his book ?

THEO. Socrates, the man was my friend, as you

just remarked. So I should hate to bring about the

refutation of Protagoras by agreeing with you,

and I should hate also to oppose you contrary to

my real convictions. So take Theaetetus again;

especially as he seemed just now to follow your

suggestions very carefully.

soc. If you went to Sparta, Theodorus, and visited

the wrestling-schools, would you think it fair tu look

on at other people naked, some of whom were of

poor physique, without stripping and showing your

own form, too?

THEO. Why not, if I could persuade them to allow

me to do so? So now I think I shall persuade you

to let me be a spectator, and not to drag me into the

ring, since I am old and stiff, but to take the younger

and nimbler man as your antagonist.

soc. Well, Theodorus, if that pleases you, it does

not displease me, as the saying is. So I must attack

the wise Theaetetus again. Tell me, Theaetetus,

referring to the doctrine we have just expounded, do

you not share my amazement at being suddenly

exalted to an equality with the wisest man, or even

god? Or do you think Protagoras’s “measure”

applies any less to gods than to men?

THEAET. By no means; and I am amazed that you

ask such a question at all; for when we were dis-

cussing the meaning of the doctrine that whatever

appears to each one really is to him, I thought it

was good; but now it has suddenly changed to

the opposite.
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soc. You are young, my dear boy; so you are

quickly moved and swayed by popular oratory. For

in reply to what I have said, Protagoras, or someone

speaking for him, will say, “ Excellent boys and old
men, there you sit together declaiming to the people,

and you bring in the gods, the question of whose

existence or non-existence I exclude from oral and

written discussion, and you say the sort of thing that

the crowd would readily accept—that it is a terrible

thing if every man is to be no better than any beast

in point of wisdom; but you do not advance any

cogent proof whatsoever; you base your statements

on probability. If Theodorus, or any other geo-

metrician, should base his geometry on probability,

he would be of no account at all. So you and
Theodorus had better consider whether you will

accept arguments founded on plausibility and pro-

babilities in such important matters.

THEAET. That would not be right, Socrates ; neither

you nor we would think so.

soc. Apparently, then, you and Theodorus mean

we must look at the matter in a different way.

THEAET. Yes, certainly in a different way.

soc. Well, then, let us look at it in this way, rais-

ing the question whether knowledge is after all the

same as perception, or different. For that is the

object of all our discussion, and it was to answer

that question that we stirred up all these strange

doctrines,, was it not?

THEAET. Most assuredly.

soc. Shall we then agree that all that we per-
ceive by sight or hearing we know? For instance,

shall we say that before having learned the language

of foreigners we do not hear them when they speak,
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or that we both hear and know what they say?

And again, if we do not know the letters, shall we

maintain that we do not see them when we look

at them or that if we really see them we know them ?
THEAET. We shall say, Socrates, that we know

just so much of them as we hear or see: in the

case of the letters, we both see and know the ferm

and colour, and in the spoken language we both

hear and at the same time know the higher and

lower notes of the voice; but we do not perceive

through sight or hearing, and we do not know, what

the grammarians and interpreters teach about them.

soc. First-rate, Theaetetus! and it is a pity to

dispute that, for I want you to grow. But look out

for another trouble that is yonder coming towards

us, and see how we can repel it.

THEAET. What is it ?

soc. It is like this: If anyone should ask, “ Is it

possible, if a man has ever known a thing and still

has and preserves a memory of that thing, that he

does not, at the time when he remembers, know that

very thing which he remembers?” I seem to be

pretty long winded; but I merely want to ask if a

man who has learned a thing does not know it

when he remembers it.

THEAET. Of course he does, Socrates; for what

you suggest would be monstrous.

soc. Am I crazy, then? Look here. Do you not

say that seeing is perceiving and that sight is per-

ception ?

THEAET. I do.

soc. Then, according to what we have just said,
the man who has seen a thing has acquired know-

ledge of that which he has seen?
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THEAET. Yes.

soc. Well, then, do you not admit that there is
such a thing as memory fF

THEAET. Yes,

soc. Memory of nothing or of something?

THEAET. Of something, surely.

soc. Of things he has learned and perceived—
that sort of things?

THEAET. Of course.

soc. A man sometimes remembers what he has

seen, does he not?

THEAET. He does.

soc. Even when he shuts his eyes, or does he
forget if he does that?

THEAET. It would be absurd to say that, Socrates.

soc. We must, though, if we are to maintain

our previous argument; otherwise, it is all up

with it.

THEAET. I too, by Zeus, have my suspicions, but I

don’t fully understand you. Tell me how it is.

soc. This is how it is: he who sees has acquired

knowledge, we say, of that which he has seen; for

it is agreed that sight and perception and knowledge

are all the same.

THEAET. Certainly.

soc. But he who has seen and has acquired know-

ledge of what he saw, if he shuts his eyes, remembers

it, but does not see it. Is that right?

THEAET. Yes.

soc. But “does not see” is the same as “ does not

know,” if it is true that seeing is knowing.

THEAET. True.

soc. Then this is our result. When a man has

acquired knowledge of a thing and still remembers
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it, he does not know it, since he does not see it; but
we said that would be a monstrous conclusion.

THEAET. Very true.

soc. So, evidently, we reach an impossible result
if we say that knowledge and perception are the same.

THEAET. So it seems.

soc. Then we must say they are different.

THEAET. I suppose so.

soc. Then what can knowledge be? We must,
apparently, begin our discussion al] over again. And

yet, Theaetetus, what are we on the point of doing?

THEAET. About what ?

soc. It seems to me that we are behaving like a

worthless game-cock ; before winning the victory we

have leapt away from our argument and begun to crow.

THEAET. How so?

soc. We seem to be acting like professional

debaters; we have based our agreements on the

mere similarity of words and are satisfied to have

got the better of the argument in such a way, and

we do not see that we, who claim to be, not con-

testants for a prize, but lovers of wisdom, are doing

just what those ingenious persons do.

THEAET. I do not yet understand what you mean.

soc. Well, I will try to make my thought clear.

We asked, you recollect, whether a man who has

learned something and remembers it does not know it.

We showed first that the one who has seen and then

shuts his.eyes remembers, although he does not see,

and then we showed that he does not know, although

at the same time he remembers; but this, we said,

was impossible. And so the Protagorean tale was

brought to naught, and yours also about the identity

of knowledge and perception.
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THEAETETUS

THEAET. Evidently.

soc. It would not be so, I fancy, my friend, if the

father of the first of the two tales were alive; he

would have had a good deal to say in its defence.
But he is dead, and we are abusing the orphan.
Why, even the guardians whom Protagoras left—

one of whom is Theodorus here—are unwilling to

come to the child’s assistance. So it seems that we

shall have to do it ourselves, assisting him in the

name of justice.

THEO. Do so, for it is not I, Socrates, but rather

Callias the son of Hipponicus, who is the guardian

of his children. As for me, I turned rather too soon

from abstract speculations to geometry. However, I

shall be grateful to you if you come to his assistance.
soc. Good, Theodorus! Now see how I shall help

him ; for a man might find himself involved in still

worse inconsistencies than those in which we found

ourselves just now, if he did not pay attention to

the terms which we generally use in assent and

denial. Shall I explain this to you, or only to

Theaetetus ?

THEO. To both of us, but let the younger

answer; for he will be less disgraced if he is

discomfited.

soc. Very well; now I am going to ask the most

frightfully difficult question of all. It runs, I believe,

something like this: Is it possible for a person, if he

knows a thing, at the same time not to know that

which he knows?

THEO. Now, then, what shall we answer, Theae-

tetus?

THEAET. It is impossible, I should think.

soc. Not if you make seeing and knowing identical.
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THEAETETUS

For what will you do with a question from which
there is no escape, by which you are, as the saying
is, caught in a pit, when your adversary, unabashed,
puts his hand over one of your eyes and asks if you

see his cloak with the eye that is covered ?
THEAET. I shall say, I think, “ Not with that eye,

but with the other.”

soc. Then you see and do not see the same thing

at the same time?

THEAET. After a fashion.

soc. “That,” he will reply, “is not at all what I

want, and I did not ask about the fashion, but

whether you both know and do not know the same

thing. Now manifestly you see that which you do

not see. But you have agreed that seeing is know-

ing and not seeing is not knowing. Very well;

from all this, reckon out what the result is.”

THEAET. Well, I reckon out that the result is

the contrary of my hypothesis.

soc. And perhaps, my fine fellow, more troubles

of the same sort might have come upon you, if any-

one asked you further questions—whether it is

possible to know the same thing both sharply and

dully, to know close at hand but not at a distance,

to know both violently and gently, and countless

other questions, such as a nimble fighter, fighting

for pay in the war of words, might have lain in wait

and asked you, when you said that knowledge and

perception were the same thing; he would have

charged down upon hearing and smelling and such

senses, and would have argued persistently and un-

ceasingly until you were filled with admiration of his

greatly desired wisdom and were taken in his toils,

and then, after subduing and binding you he would
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THEAETETUS

at once proceed to bargain with you for such ransom

as might be agreed upon between you. What argu-
ment, then, you might ask, will Protagoras produce

to strengthen his forces? Shall we try to carry on
the discussion ?

THEAET. By all means.

soc. He will, I fancy, say all that we have said in

his defence and then will close with us, saying con-

temptuously, “Our estimable Socrates here fnghtened

a little boy by asking if it was possible for one and

the same person to remember and at the same time

not to know one and the same thing, and when the

child in his fright said ‘no,’ because he could not

foresee what would result, Socrates made poor me

a laughing-stock in his talk. But, you slovenly

Socrates, the facts stand thus: when you examine

any doctrine of mine by the method of questioning,

if the person who is questioned makes such replies

as I should make and comes to grief, then I am

refuted, but if his replies are quite different, then

the person questioned is refuted, not I. Take this

example. Do you suppose you could get anybody

to admit that the memory a man has of a past feeling

he no longer feels is anything like the feeling at the

time when he was feeling it? Far from it. Or

that he would refuse to admit that it is possible

for one and the same person to know and not to

know one and the same thing? Or if he were

afraid to admit this, would he ever admit that a

person who has become unlike is the same as before

he became unlike? In fact, if we are to be on our

guard against such verbal entanglements, would he

admit that a person is one at all, and not many, who

become infinite in number, if the process of becoming
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THEAETETUS

different continues? But, my dear fellow,” he will
say, “attack my real doctrines in a more generous

manner, and prove, if you can, that perceptions,
when they come, or become, to each of us, are

not individual, or that, if they are individual, what
appears to each one would not, for all that, become

to that one alone—or, if you prefer to say ‘be,’
would not be—to whom it appears. But when you

talk of pigs and dog-faced baboons, you not only

act like a pig yourself, but you persuade your

hearers to act so toward my writings, and that

is not right. For I maintain that the truth is

as I have written; each one of us is the measure

of the things that are and those that are not;

but each person differs immeasurably from every

other in just this, that to one person some things

appear and are, and to another person other

things. And I do not by any means say that

wisdom and the wise man do not exist; on the

contrary, I say that if bad things appear and are to

any one of us, precisely that man is wise who causes

a change and makes good things appear and be to

him. And, moreover, do not lay too much stress

upon the words of my argument, but get a clearer

understanding of my meaning from what I am going

to say. Recall to your mind what was said before,

that his food appears and is bitter to the sick

man, but appears and is the opposite of bitter to the

man in health. Now neither of these two is to be

made wiser than he is—that is not possible—nor

should the claim be made that the sick man is

ignorant because his opinions are ignorant, or the

healthy man wise because his are different; but a

change must be made from the one condition to
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THEAETETUS

the other, for the other is better. So, too, in educa-

tion a change has to be made from a worse to a

better condition ; but the physician causes the change

by means of drugs, and the teacher of wisdom by

means of words. And yet, in fact, no one evcr

made anyone think truly who previously thought

falsely, since it is impossible to think that which

is not or to think any other things than those which

one feels; and these are always true. But I believe

that a man who, on account of a bad condition

of soul, thinks thoughts akin to that condition,

is made by a good condition of soul to think corres-

pondingly good thoughts; and some men, through

inexperience, call these appearances true, whereas I

call them better than the others, but in no wise

truer. And the wise, my dear Socrates, I do not by

any means call tadpoles; when they have to do with

the human body, I call them physicians, and when

they have to do with plants, husbandmen; for I

assert that these latter, when plants are sickly, instil

into them good and healthy sensations, and true ones

instead of bad sensations, and that the wise and

good orators make the good, instead of the evil,

seem to be right to their states. For I claim

that whatever seems right and honourable to a state

is really right and honourable to it, so long as it

believes it to be so; but the wise man causes the

good, instead of that which is evil to them in each

instance, to be and seem right and honourable. And

on the same principle the teacher who is able to

train his pupils in this manner is not only wise but

is also entitled to receive high pay from them when

their education is finished. And in this sense it is

true that some men are wiser than others, and that
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THEAETETUS

no one thinks falsely, and that you, whether you
will or no, must endure to be a measure, Upon these

positions my doctrine stands firm; and if you can

dispute it in principle, dispute it by bringing an

opposing doctrine against it; or if you prefer the

method of questions, ask questions ; for an intelligent

person ought not to reject this method, on the con-

trary, he should choose it before all others. How-

ever, let me make a suggestion: do not be unfair

in your questioning; it is very inconsistent for a

man who asserts that he cares for virtue to be con-

stantly unfair in discussion; and it is unfair in

discussion when a man makes no distinction between

merely trying to make points and carrying on a real

argument. In the former he may jest and try to

trip up his opponent as much as he can, but in

real argument he must be in earnest and must set

his interlocutor on his feet, pointing out to him

those slips only which are due to himself and his

previous associations, For if you act in this way,

those who debate with you will cast the blame for

their confusion and perplexity upon themselves, not

upon you; they will run after you and love you, and

they will hate themselves and run away from them-

selves, taking refuge in philosophy, that they may

escape from their former selves by becoming different.

But if you act in the opposite way, as most teachers

do, you will produce the opposite result, and instead

of making your young associates philosophers, you

will make them hate philosophy when they grow

older. If, therefore, you will accept the suggestion

which I made before, you will avoid a hostile and

combative attitude and in a gracious spirit will enter

the lists with me and inquire what we really mean
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when we declare that all things are in motion and

that whatever seems is to each individual, whether

man or state. And on the basis of that you will

consider the question whether knowledge and per-

ception are the same or different, instead of doing as

you did a while ago, using as your basis the ordinary

meaning of names and words, which most people

pervert in haphazard ways and thereby cause all

sorts of perplexity in one another.” Such, Theo-

dorus, is the help I have furnished your friend to

the best of my ability—not much, for my resources

are small; but if he were living himself he would

have helped his offspring in a fashion more

magnificent.

THEO. You are joking, Socrates, for you have come

to the man’s assistance with all the valour of youth.

soc. Thank you, my friend. Tell me, did you

observe just now that Protagoras reproached us for

addressing our words to a boy, and said that we

made the boy’s timidity aid us in our argument

against his doctrine, and that he called our procedure

a mere display of wit, solemnly insisting upon the

importance of “the measure of all things,’ and

urging us to treat his doctrine seriously ?

THEO. Of course I observed it, Socrates,

soc. Well then, shall we do as he says?

THEO. By all means.

soc. Now you see that all those present, except

you and myself, are boys. So if we are to do as
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THEAETETUS

the man asks, you and I must question each other
and make reply in order to show our serious attitude

towards his doctrine; then he cannot, at any rate,
find fault with us on the ground that we examined
his doctrine in a spirit of levity with mere boys.

THEO. Why is this? Would not Theaetetus follow

an investigation better than many a man with a long
beard ?

soc. Yes, but not better than you, Theodorus.

So you must not imagine that I have to defend your

deceased friend by any and every means, while you

do nothing at all; but come, my good man, follow

the discussion a little way, just until we can see

whether, after all, you must be a measure in respect

to diagrams, or whether all men are as sufficient unto

themselves as you are in astronomy and the other

sciences in which you are alleged to be superior.

THEO. It is not easy, Socrates, for anyone to sit

beside you and not be forced to give an account of

himself and it was foolish of me just now to say you

would excuse me and would not oblige me, as the

Lacedaemonians do, to strip; you seem to me to

take rather after Sciron.1 For the Lacedaemonians

tell people to go away or else strip, but you seem to me

to play rather the réle of Antaeus; for you do not let
anyone go who approaches you until you have forced

him to strip and wrestle with you in argument.

soc. Your comparison with Sciron and Antaeus

pictures my complaint admirably; only I am a more

1 Sciron was a mighty man who attacked all who came
near him and threw them from a cliff. He was overcome

by Theseus. Antaeus, a terrible giant, forced all sers~
by to wrestle with him. He was invincible until Heracles
crushed him in his arms.
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THEAETETUS

stubborn combatant than they; for many a Heracles

and many a Theseus, strong men of words, have fallen

in with me and belaboured me mightily, but still I

do not desist, such a terrible love of this kind of

exercise has taken hold on me. So, now that it is

your turn, do not refuse to try a bout with me; it

will be good for both of us.

THEO. I say no more. Lead on as you like.

Most assuredly I must endure whatsoever fate you

spin for me, and submit to interrogation. However,

I shall not be able to leave myself in your hands

beyond the point you propose.

soc. Even that is enough. And please be

especially careful that we do not inadvertently give

a playful turn to our argument and somebody reproach

us again for it.

THEO. Rest assured that I will try so far as in

me lies.

soc. Let us, therefore, first take up the same

question as before, and let us see whether we were

right or wrong in being displeased and finding fault

with the doctrine because it made each individual]

self-sufficient in wisdom. Protagoras granted that

some persons excelled others in respect to the better

and the worse, and these he said were wise, did

he not?

THEO. Yes.

soc. Now if he himself were present and could
agree to this, instead of our making the concession

for him in our effort to help him, there would be no

need of taking up the question again or of reinforcing

his argument. But, as it is, perhaps it might be

said that we have no authority to make the agree-

ment for him; therefore it is better to make the
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THEAETETUS

agreement still clearer on this particular point; for

it makes a good deal of difference whether it is so

or not.

THEO, That is true.

soc. Let us then get the agreement in as concise

a form as possible, not through others, but from his

own statement.

THEO. How?

soc. In this way: He says, does he not? “that

which appears to each person really is to him to

whom it appears.”

THEO. Yes, that is what he says.

soc. Well then, Protagoras, we also utter the

opinions of a man, or rather, of all men, and we sa

that there is no one who does not think himself

wiser than others in some respects and others wiser

than himself in other respects ; for instance, in times

of greatest danger, when people are distressed in

war or by diseases or at sea, they regard their

commanders as gods and expect them to be their

saviours, though they exce] them in nothing except

knowledge. And all the world of men is, I dare

say, full of people seeking teachers and rulers for

themselves and the animals and for human activities,

and, on the other hand, of people who consider

themselves qualified to teach and qualified to rule.

And in all these instances we must say that men

themselves believe that wisdom and ignorance exist

in the world of men, must we not?

‘THEO. Yes, we must.

soc. And therefore they think that wisdom is true

thinking and ignorance false opinion, do they not?

THEO. Of course.

soc. Well then, Protagoras, what shall we do
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THEAETETUS

about the doctrine? Shall we say that the opinions

which men have are always true, or sometimes true

and sometimes false? For the result of either

statement is that their opinions are not always truc,

but may be either true or false. Just think, Theodorus ;

would any follower of Protagoras, or you yourself,

care to contend that no person thinks that another

is ignorant and has false opinions?

THEO. No, that is incredible, Socrates.

soc. And yet this is the predicament to which

the doctrine that man is the measure of all things

inevitably leads.

THEO. How so?

soc. When you have come to a decision in your

own mind about something, and declare your opinion

to me, this opinion is, according to his doctrine, true

to you; let us grant that; but may not the rest ot

us sit in judgement on your decision, or do we always

judge that your opinion is true? Do not myriads of

men on each occasion oppose their opinions to yours,

believing that your judgement and belief are false ?

THEO. Yes, by Zeus, Socrates, countless myriads

in truth, as Homer! says, and they give me all the

trouble in the world.

soc. Well then, shall we say that in such a case

your opinion is true to you but false to the myriads?

THEO. That seems to be the inevitable deduction.

soc. And what of Protagoras himself? If neither

he himself thought, nor people in general think, as

indeed they do not, that man is the measure of al]

things, is it not inevitable that the “truth” which

he wrote is true tono one? But if he himself thought

! Homer, Odyssey, xvi. 121, xvii. 432, xix. 78.
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it was true, and people in general do not agree with
him, in the first place you know that it is just so

much more false than true as the number of those

who do not believe it is greater than the number of

those who do.

THEO. Necessarily, if it is to be true or false

according to each individual opinion.

soc. Secondly, it involves this, which is a very

pretty result; he concedes about his own opinion

the truth of the opinion of those who disagree with

him and think that his opinion is false, since he

grants that the opinions of all men are true.

THEO. Certainly.

soc. Then would he not be conceding that his

own opinion is false, if he grants that the opinion of

those who think he is in error is true?

THEO. Necessarily.

soc. But the others do not concede that they are

in error, do they?

THEO, No, they do not.

soc. And he, in turn, according to his writings,

grants that this opinion also is true.

THEO, Evidently.

soc. Then all men, beginning with Protagoras,

will dispute—or rather, he will grant, after he

once concedes that the opinion of the man who

holds the opposite view is true—even Protagoras

himself, I say, will concede that neither a dog nor

any casual man is a measure of anything whatsoever

that he has not learned. Is not that the case?

THEO. Yes.

soc. Then since the “truth” of Protagoras is
disputed by all, it would be true to nobody, neither

to anyone else nor to him,

111



PLATO
171

ero. “Ayavy, & Lwxpares, tov éraipcv pov
karaléopev.

zo. "AAAd tot, d dire, ddnAov ei Kal srapa-
Odowev 70 opfov. eikds ye dpa exeivov mpeapvrepov

D évra codwrepov nydv elvar- Kat ef adtixa eév-
redOev avaxvpere péxpt ToD avyévos, woAAd av ene
re eA¢y£as Anpobyra, ws To eixds, Kal aé dpodo-
yotvra, Katadvs av olyouro amotpéywv. add’ yyty

dydykn, olwat, xypjolas Hiv avdrots, dmotot rweés

écpev, kal 7a Soxotvra dei taira Adyew. Kai Sfra

kat viv dAdo te dapev cpodoyeiy av todird ye

ovrwobv, To elvar codwrepov Erepov érépov, elvat

b€ Kat dpwaldorepov;

@£O. *Epot yoiv dSoxe?.

23. 22. "H Kat ravrn dv pdAora toracbat

Tov Adyov, f Tyets vUreypaapev Bonfodvres

E TIpwraydpa, ws Ta pev odd F Soxe?, tavry Kal
€orw éxaoTw, Depud, Enpd, yAvKéa, mavTa doa

Tob rvrrov rovrou: et dé zou év Tics ovyywprcerat

Siadepew adrov addov, zepi Ta vyrewa Kal voowdn

EOeAfjoa, av davat pr) mav yivatov Kal matdiov,

Kal bnpiov 5€, ixavoyv elvas idoda adro yuyvdoKov
€auT@ To vyvewov, GAAG evraiba 51) adAov dAAov
Suadépeww, elzrep mov;

@E0. “Euorye Soxet ovrws.

172 3. Ovxoiv Kat mepi modurixdv, kada pev Kal
aioxpa Kat Sixata Kal ddiKa Kal doa Kal 7, ola

av éxadorn mods oinBeion Oirat vopipa adrh,
taira Kai elvar rH dAnOeia Exdorn, Kal év TovToLs

pev ovdev codwrepoy ovre iSuarnv idwwrov ove
mokw moAews elvars év 5€ tH cupdepovta éavT7

112



THEAETETUS

THEO. I think, Socrates, we are running my

friend too hard.

soc. But, my dear man, I do not see that we are

running beyond what is right. Most likely, though,

he, being older, is wiser than we, and if, for example,

he should emerge from the ground, here at our feet,

if only as far as the neck, he would prove abundantly

that I was making a foo] of myself by my talk, in

all probability, and you by agreeing with me; then

he would sink down and be off at a run. But we,

I suppose, must depend on ourselves, such as we

are, and must say just what we think. And so now

must we not say that everybody would agree that

some men are wiser and some more ignorant than

others?

THEO. Yes, I think at least we must.

soc. And do you think his doctrine might stand

most firmly in the form in which we sketched it

when defending Protagoras, that most things—hot,

dry, sweet, and everything of that sort—are to each

person as they appear to him, and if Protagoras is

to concede that there are cases in which one person

excels another, he might be willing to say that in

matters of health and disease not every woman or

child—or beast, for that matter—knows what is

wholesome for it and is able to cure itself, but in

this point, if in any, one person excels another?

THEO. Yes, I think that is correct.

soc. And likewise in affairs of state, the honourable
and disgraceful, the just and unjust, the pious and

its opposite, are in truth to each state such as it

thinks they are and as it enacts into law for itself,

and in these matters no citizen and no state is wiser

than another; but in making laws that are advan-
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THEAETETUS

tageous to the state, or the reverse, Protagoras again
will agree that one counsellor is better than another,

and the opinion of one state better than that of
another as regards the truth, and he would by no

means dare to affirm that whatsoever laws a state

makes in the belief that they will be advantageous

to itself are perfectly sure to prove advantagecus.

But in the other class of things—I mean just and

unjust, pious and impious—they are willing to say

with confidence that no one of them possesses by

nature an existence of its own; on the contrary, that

the common opinion becomes true at the time when

it is adopted and remains true as long as it is held;

this is substantially the theory of those who do not

altogether affirm the doctrine of Protagoras. But,

Theodorus, argument after argument, a greater one

after a lesser, is overtaking us.

THEO. Well, Socrates, we have plenty of leisure,

have we not?

soc. Apparently we have. And that makes me

think, my friend, as I have often done before, how
natural it is that those who have spent a long time

in the study of philosophy appear ridiculous when

they enter the courts of law as speakers.

THEO, What do you mean?

soc. Those who have knocked about in courts and
the like from their youth up seem to me, when

compared with those who have been brought up in

philosophy and similar pursuits, to be as slaves

in breeding compared with freemen.

THEO. In what way is this the case ?

soc. In this way: the latter always have that
which you just spoke of, leisure, and they talk at

their leisure in peace; just as we are now taking up
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argument after argument, already beginning a third,

so can they, if, as in our case, the new one pleases

them better than that in which they are engaged ;

and they do not care at all whether their talk is long

or short, if only they attain the truth. But the men

of the other sort are always in a hurry—for the water

flowing through the water-clock urges them on—and

the other party in the suit does not permit them to

talk about anything they please, but stands over them

exercising the law’s compulsion by reading the brief,

from which no deviation is allowed (this is called the

affidavit);! and their discourse is always about a

fellow slave and is addressed to a master who sits

there holding some case or other in his hands; and

the contests never run an indefinite course, but are

always directed to the point at issue, and often the

race is for the defendant’s life. As a result of all

this, the speakers become tense and shrewd ; they

know how to wheedle their master with words and

gain his favour by acts; but in their souls they

become small and warped. For they have been

deprived of growth and straightforwardness and

independence by the slavery they have endured from

their youth up, for this forces them to do crooked

acts by putting a great burden of fears and dangers

upon their souls while these are still tender; and
since they cannot bear this burden with uprightness

and truth, they turn forthwith to deceit and to

requiting wrong with wrong, so that they become

1 In Athenian legal procedure each party to a suit
presented a written statement—the charge and the reply—
at a preliminary hearing. These statements were subse-
quently confirmed by oath, and the sworn statement was
called diwuocla or dvrwuocla, which is rendered above by

** affidavit ” as the nearest English equivalent.
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greatly bent and stunted. Consequently they pass

from youth to manhood with no soundness of mind

in them, but they think they have become clever

and wise. So much for them, Theodorus. Shall we

describe those who belong to our band, or shall we

let that go and return to the argument, in order to

avoid abuse of that freedom and variety of discourse,

of which we were speaking just now?

THEO. By all means, Socrates, describe them ; for

I like your saying that we who belong to this band

are not the servants of our arguments, but the

arguments are, as it were, our servants, and each of

them must await our pleasure to be finished ; for we

have neither judge, nor, as the poets have, any

spectator set over us to censure and rule us.

soc. Very well, that is quite appropriate, since it is

your wish ; and let us speak of the leaders; for why

should anyone talk about the interior philosophers?

The leaders, in the first place, from their youth up,

remain ignorant of the way to the agora, do not

even know where the court-room is, or the senate-

house, or any other public place of assembly; as for

laws and decrees, they neither hear the debates

upon them nor see them when they are published ;

and the strivings of political clubs after public offices,

and meetings, and banquets, and revellings with

chorus girls—it never occurs to them even in their

dreams to indulge in such things. And whether

anyone in the city is of high or low birth, or what
evil has been inherited by anyone from his ancestors,

male or female, are matters to which they pay no

more attention than to the number of pints in the

sea, as the saying is. And all these things the
philosopher does not even know that he does not
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know ; for he does not keep aloof from them for the

sake of gaining reputation, but really it is only his

body that has its place and home in the city; his
mind, considering all these things petty and of no

account, disdains them and is borne in al] directions,

as Pindar! says, “both below the earth,” and measuring

the surface of the earth, and “ above the sky,” study-
ing the stars, and investigating the universal nature

of every thing that is, each in its entirety, never

lowering itself to anything close at hand.

THEO, What do you mean by this, Socrates ?
soc. Why, take the case of Thales, Theodorus,

While he was studying the stars and looking upwards,

he fell into a pit, and a neat, witty Thracian servant

girl jeered at him, they say, because he was so eager

to know the things in the sky that he could not see

what was there before him at his very feet. The

same jest applies to all who pass their lives in

philosophy. For really such a man pays no attention

to his next door neighbour; he is not only ignorant

of what he is doing, but he hardly knows whether he

is a human being or some other kind of a creature ;

but what a human being is and what is proper for

such a nature to do or bear different from any other,

this he inquires and exerts himself to find out. Do

you understand, Theodorus, or not?

THEO. Yes, I do; you are right.

soc. Hence it is, my friend, such a man, both in

1 This may refer to Nem. x. 87 f.—
huuov pév xe wvéas yalas brdveplery ewy,

ficou 8 obpavod év xpucéas Sépoow,

“Thou (Folydences) shalt live being half the time under
the and half the time in the golden dwellings of
heaven,” but it may be a quotation from one of the lost

poems of Pindar,
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private, when he meets with individuals, and in
public, as I said in the beginning, when he is obliged
to speak in court or elsewhere about the things at
his feet and before his eyes, is a laughing-stock not

only to Thracian girls but to the multitude in general,

for he falls into pits and all sorts of perplexities
through inexperience, and his awkwardness is terrible,
making him seem a fool; for when it comes to

abusing people he has no personal abuse to offer

against anyone, because he knows no evil of any

man, never having cared for such things; so his

perplexity makes him appear ridiculous; and as to

laudatory speeches and the boastings of others, it

becomes manifest that he is laughing at them—not

pretending to laugh, but really laughing—and so he

is thought to be a fool. When he hears a panegyrie

of a despot or a king he fancies he is listening to the

praises of some herdsman—a swineherd, a shepherd,

or a neatherd, for instance—who gets much milk from

his beasts; but he thinks that the ruler tends and

milks a more perverse and treacherous creature than

the herdsmen, and that he must grow coarse and un-
civilized, no less than they, for he has no leisure and

lives surrounded by a wall, as the herdsmen live in

their mountain pens. And when he hears that

someone is amazingly rich, because he owns ten

thousand acres of land or more, to him, accustomed

as he is to think of the whole earth, this seems very

little. And when people sing the praises of lineage

and say someone is of noble birth, because he can

show seven wealthy ancestors, he thinks that such

praises betray an altogether dull and narrow vision

on the part of those who utter them ; because of

lack of education they cannot keep their eyes fixed
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upon the whole and are unable to calculate that

every man has had countless thousands of ancestors

and progenitors, among whom have been in any

instance rich and poor, kings and slaves, barbarians

and Greeks. And when people pride themselves on

a list of twenty-five ancestors and trace their pedigree

back to Heracles, the son of Amphitryon, the petti-

ness of their ideas seems absurd to him; he laughs

at them because they cannot free their silly minds of

vanity by calculating that Amphitryon’s twenty-fifth

ancestor was such as fortune happened to make him,

and the fiftieth for that matter. In all these cases

the philosopher is derided by the common herd,

partly because he seems to be contemptuous, partly

because he is ignorant of common things and is

always in perplexity.

THEO. That all happens just as you say, Socrates.

soc. But when, my friend, he draws a man up-

wards and the other is willing to rise with him above

the level of “ What wrong have I done you or you

me?” to the investigation of abstract right and

wrong, to inquire what each of them is and wherein

they differ from each other and from all other things,

or above the level of “Is a king happy?” or, on

the other hand, “Has he great wealth?” to the

investigation of royalty and of human happiness and

wretchedness in general, to see what the nature of

each is and in what way man is naturally fitted to

gain the one and escape the other—when that man

of small and sharp and pettifogging mind is com-

pelled in his turn to give an account of all these
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things, then the tables are turned; dizzied by the
new experience of hanging at such a height, he

gazes downward from the air in dismay and _per-

plexity ; he stammers and becomes ridiculous, not in

the eyes of Thracian girls or other uneducated

persons, for they have no perception of it, but in

those of all men who have been brought up as free

men, not as slaves. Such is the character of each

of the two classes, Theodorus, of the man who has

truly been brought up in freedom and leisure, whom

you call a philosopher—who may without censure

appear foolish and good for nothing when he is

involved in menial services, if, for instance, he does

not know how to pack up his bedding, much less

to put the proper sweetening into a sauce or a fawn-

ing speech—and of the other, who can perform all

such services smartly and quickly, but does not know

how to wear his cloak as a freeman should, properly

draped,! still less to acquire the true harmony of

speech and hymn aright the praises of the true life

of gods and blessed men.

THEO. If, Socrates, you could persuade all men

of the truth of what you say as you do me, there

would be more peace and fewer evils among mankind.

soc. But it is impossible that evils should be done

away with, Theodorus, for there must always be

something opposed to the good; and they cannot

have their place among the gods, but must inevitably

hover about mortal nature and this earth. Therefore

1 The Athenians regarded the proper draping of the
cloak as a sign of good breeding. The well-bred Athenian

first threw his cloak over the left shoulder, then passed it
round the back to the right side, then either above or below
the right arm, and finally over the left arm or shoulder.
See Aristophanes, Birds, 1567 f., with Blaydes’s notes.

127



PLATO
176

dvdyens. 816 Kal meipGo8a xp evbdde exeice

Bdedyew Gri tdxtoTa. guy Sé cpotwos bed
,

Kara 76 Suvarov: opoiwois S¢ Sixatov Kal dovov
A , , A aGAAc 4 - »

pera dpovycews yeveoBar. ad ydp, @ dptore,

ov mdvu! pdodvov wetoat ws dpa ody dv evera ot

medoi dace Sety movnpiay pev dedyew, dperiy dé

Sucbeew, TOUTWwY xdpw TO pev emiTndevTéov, TO 8’ ov,
tia, pp? KaKos Kat tva ayabds Soxq elvar: rata

ydp é€orw oO Aeydopevos ypadv VOdos, ws pol

Cdaiverars to Sé dAnbés dde Adywyev. Beds
9 ~ 9 “~ ¥ > > e / ,

ovday.y ovdayds aduxos, add’ ws oldov re duxawo-

TATOS, Kal OUK EoTW AUT OmoLdTEpoy ovdEY 7 OS

dy ypdv ad yévnrat ore Sixaidratos. mept Tobro ®
4 ¢ e 3 ~ , 3 A \ 9 a

kat 7 ws GAnbds Sewdrns avipos Kat oddevia Te
A 8

Kat avavipia. 1 wev yap TovTov yrdats codia Kat
> A > / e 4 a” > , A a

apern aAnfuwyn, 7 Sé adyvoww apyafia Kal KaKia
? , e > » , é ~ 4

evapyns: at & adda dewornrés re Soxotca Kal

copiat ev pev moAttikais Suvacreiats yyvopevat

doprixai, ev d¢ réxyvais Bdvavoor. 7H ody adi-

D xoivrs Kat dvdoia Adyovts mpdrrovTe. paKp@

dpior’ exer TO pu) ovyywpeiv Sew dao wavoupyias
t 5 / ‘ A 3 / ‘ ”

elvar- aydAdovrat yap 7@ oveider Kal ovovras

-dxovew Gtt od Afpol elor, yas dAAws axOn, add’

avdpes otovs det év mode rods awlnoopévous.

Aekréov ody radnfés, St. tocovrm padAdv elow

olor ove olovrat, OTe ody! olovTat: ayvooior yap

Cnuiav adixias, 6 Set qeiota ayvoelv. od ydp

1 rdvy Bs wdvu re T. 2 Iva, ph B; ta dh ph TL
§ roGro Euseb., Iamb., Stob. ; rovrou BT.

128



THEAETETUS

we ought to try to escape from earth to the dwelling

of the gods as quickly as we can; and to escape is to

become like God, so far as this is possible; and to

become like God is to become righteous and holy

and wise. But, indeed, my good friend, it is not at

all easy to persuade people that the reason generally

advanced for the pursuit of virtue and the avoidance

of vice—namely, in order that a man may not seem

bad and may seem good—is not the reason why the

one should be practised and the other not; that,

I think, is merely old wives’ chatter, as the saying

is. Let us give the true reason. God is in no

wise and in no manner unrighteous, but utterly

and perfectly righteous, and there is nothing so like

him as that one of us who in turn becomes most

nearly perfect in righteousness. It is herein that

the true cleverness of a man is found and also his

worthlessness and cowardice; for the knowledge of

this is wisdom or true virtue, and ignorance of it is

folly or manifest wickedness ; and all the other kinds

of seeming cleverness and wisdom are paltry when

they appear in public affairs and vulgar in the arts.

Therefore by far the best thing for the unrighteous

man and the man whose words or deeds are impious

is not to grant that he is clever through knavery;

for such men glory in that reproach, and think it

means that they are not triflers, “useless burdens

upon the earth,’! but such as men should be who

are to live safely in a state. So we must tell them

the truth—that just because they do not think they

are such as they are, they are so all the more truly ;

for they do not know the penalty of unrighteousness,

which is the thing they most ought to know. For

1 Homer, Iliad, xviii. 104; Odyssey, xx. 379.
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THEAETETUS

it is not what they think it is—scourgings and death,

which they sometimes escape entirely when they have

done wrong—but a penalty which it is impossible to

escape.

THEO. What penalty do you mean?

soc. Two patterns, my friend, are set up in the

world, the divine, which is most blessed, and the

godless, which is most wretched. But these men do

not see that this is the case, and their silliness and

extreme foolishness blind them to the fact that

through their unrighteous acts they are made like

the one and unlike the other. They therefore

pay the penalty for this by living a life that con-

forms to the pattern they resemble; and if we

tell them that, unless they depart from their

“cleverness,” the blessed place that is pure of all

things evil will not receive them after death, and

here on earth they will always live the life like

themselves—evil men associating with evil—when

they hear this, they will be so confident in their un-

scrupulous cleverness that they will think our words

the talk of fools.

THEO. Very true, Socrates.

soc. Yes, my friend, I know. However, there is

one thing that has happened to them: whenever

they have to carry on a personal argument about the

doctrines to which they object, if they are willing to

stand their ground for a while like men and do not

run away like cowards, then, my friend, they at last

become strangely dissatisfied with themselves and

their arguments; their brilliant rhetoric withers

away, so that they seem no better than children.

But this is a digression. Let us turn away from

these matters—if we do not, they will come on like
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THEAETETUS

an ever-rising flood and bury in silt our original

argument—and let us, if you please, proceed.

THEO. To me, Socrates, such digressions are quite
as agreeable as the argument ; for they are easier for

a man of my age to follow. However, if you prefer,

let us return to our argument.

soc. Very well. We were at about the point in

our argument where we said that those who declare

that only motion is reality, and that whatever seems
to each man really is to him to whom it seems, are

willing to maintain their position in regard to other
matters and to maintain especially in regard to

justice that whatever laws a state makes, because

they seem to it just, are just to the state that made

them, as long as they remain in force; but as regards

the good, that nobody has the courage to go on and

contend that whatever laws a state passes thinking

them advantageous to it are really advantageous as

long as they remain in force, unless what he means

is merely the name “advantageous”!; and that would

be making a joke of our argument. Am I right?
THEO. Certainly.

soc. Yes; for he must not mean merely the name,

but the thing named must be the object of his

attention.

THEO. True. .

soc. But the state, in making laws, aims, of course,

at advantage, whatever the name it gives it, and

makes all its laws as advantageous as possible to

itself, to the extent of its belief and ability; or has

it in making laws anything else in view?

1 The legislator may call his laws advantageous, and that
name, if it is given them when they are enacted, will belong

to them, whatever their character may
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THEAETETUS

tTHeEo. Certainly not.

soc. And does it always hit the mark, or does

every state often miss it ?

THEO. I should say they do often miss it!

soc. Continuing, then, and proceeding from this

point, every one would more readily agree to this

assertion, if the question were asked concerning the

whole class to which the advantageous belongs;

and that whole class, it would seem, pertains to the

future. For when we make laws, we make them

with the idea that they will be advantageous in after

time ; and this is rightly called the future.

Truro. Certainly.

soc. Come then, on this assumption, let us ques-

tion Protagoras or someone of those who agree with

him. Man is the measure of all things, as your

school says, Protagoras, of the white, the heavy, the

light, everything of that sort without exception ; for

he possesses within himself the standard by which to

judge them, and when his thoughts about them

coincide with his sensations, he thinks what to

him is true and really is. Is not that what they

say?

THEO. Yes.

soc. Does he, then, also, Protagoras, we shall say,

possess within himself the standard by which to judge
of the things which are yet to be, and do those

things which he thinks will be actually come to pass

for him who thought them? Take, for instance,

heat; if some ordinary man thinks he is going to

take a fever, that is to say, that this particular heat

will be, and some other man, who is a physician,

thinks the contrary, whose opinion shall we expect

the future to prove right? Or perhaps the opinion
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THEAETETUS

of both, and the man will become, not hot or feverish

to the physician, but to himself both 4

THEO. No, that would be ridiculous.

soc. But, I imagine, in regard to the sweetness

or dryness which will be in a wine, the opinion of

the husbandman, not that of the lyre-player, will be

valid.

THEO. Of course.

soc. And again, in a matter of discord or tuneful-

ness in music that has never been played, a gymnastic

teacher could not judge better than a musician

what will, when performed, seem tuneful even to

a gymnastic teacher himself.

THEO. Certainly not.

soc. Then, too, when a banquet is in preparation

the opinion of him who is to be a guest, unless he

has training in cookery, is of less value concerning

the pleasure that will be derived from the viands

than that.of the cook. For we need not yet argue

about that which already is or has been pleasant to

each one; but concerning that which will in the

future seem and be pleasant to each one, is he

himself the best judge for himself, or would you,

Protagoras—at least as regards the arguments which

will be persuasive in court to each of us—be able

to give an opinion beforehand better than anyone

whatsoever who has no especial training ?

THEO. Certainly, Socrates, in this, at any rate,
he used to declare emphatically that he himself

excelled everyone.

soc. Yes, my friend, he certainly did; otherwise
nobody would have paid him a high fee for his

conversations, if he had not made his pupils believe

that neither a prophet nor anyone else could judge
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THEAETETUS

better than himself what was in the future to be

and seem.

THEO. Very true.

soc. Both lawmaking, then, and the advantageous

are concerned with the future, and everyone would

agree that a state in making laws must often fail

to attain the greatest advantage ?

THEO. Assuredly.

soc. Then it will be a fair answer if we say to your

master that he is obliged to agree that one man is

wiser than another, and that such a wise man is a

measure, but that I, who am without knowledge, am

not in the least obliged to become a measure, as

the argument in his behalf just now tried to oblige

me to be, whether I would or no.

THEO. In that respect, Socrates, I think that the

argument is most clearly proved to be wrong, and

it is proved wrong in this also, in that it declares

the opinions of others to be valid, whereas it was

shown that they do not consider his arguments true

at all.

soc. In many other respects, Theodorus, it could

be proved that not every opinion of every person is

true, at any rate in matters of that kind; but it is

more difficult to prove that opinions are not true in

regard to the momentary states of feeling of each

person, from which our perceptions and the opinions

concerning them arise. But perhaps I am quite

wrong ; for it may be impossible to prove that they

are not true, and those who say that they are

manifest and are forms of knowledge may perhaps

be right, and Theaetetus here was not far from the

mark in saying that perception and knowledge are

identical. So we must, as the argument in behalf of
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THEAETETUS

Protagoras! enjoined upon us, come up closer and

examine this doctrine of motion as the fundamental

essence, rapping on it to see whether it rings sound

or unsound. As you know, a strife has arisen about

it, no mean one, either, and waged by not a few

combatants.

THEO. Yes, far from mean, and it is spreading far

and wide all over Ionia; for the disciples of Hera-

cleitus are supporting this doctrine very vigorously.

soc. Therefore, my dear Theodorus, we must all

the more examine it from the beginning as they

themselves present it.

THEO. Certainly we must. For it is no more

possible, Socrates, to discuss these doctrines of Hera-

cleitus (or, as you say, of Homer or even earlier

sages) with the Ephesians themselves—those, at

least, who profess to be familiar with them—than

with madmen. For they are, quite in accordance

with their text-books, in perpetual motion; but as

for keeping to an argument or a question and quietly

answering and asking in turn, their power of doing

that is less than nothing; or rather the words

“nothing at all” fail to express the absence from

these fellows of even the slightest particle of rest.

But if you ask one of them a question, he pulls out

puzzling little phrases, like arrows from a quiver,

and shoots them off; and if you try to get hold of

an explanation of what he has said, you will be
struck with another phrase of novel and distorted
wording, and you never make any progress whatso-

ever with any of them, nor do they themselves

with one another, for that matter, but they take

very good care to allow nothing to be settled either

1 See 168 B.
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THEAETETUS

in an argument or in their own minds, thinking,

I suppose, that this is being stationary; but they

wage bitter war against the stationary, and, so far as

they can, they banish it altogether.

soc. Perhaps, Theodorus, you have seen the men

when they are fighting, but have not been with

them when they are at peace; for they are no

friends of yours; but I fancy they utter such

peaceful doctrines at leisure to those pupils whom

they wish to make like themselves.

THEO. What pupils, my good man? Such people

do not become pupils of one another, but they

grow up of themselves, each one getting his in-

spiration from any chance source, and each thinks

the other knows nothing. From these people,

then, as I was going to say, you would never

get an argument either with their will or against

it; but we must ourselves take over the question

and investigate it as if it were a problem of mathe-

matics.

soc, Yes, what you say is reasonable. Now as

for the problem, have we not heard from the ancients,

who concealed their meaning from the multitude by

their poetry, that the origin of all things is Oceanus

and Tethys, flowing streams, and that nothing is at

rest; and likewise from the moderns, who, since

they are wiser, declare their meaning openly, in

order that even cobblers may hear and know

their wisdom and may cease from the silly be-
lief that some things are at rest and others in

motion, and, after learning that everything is
in motion, may honour their teachers? But,

Theodorus, I almost forgot that others teach the

opposite of this,
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So that it is motionless, the name of which is the All,!

and all the other doctrines maintained by Melissus

and Parmenides and the rest, in opposition to all

these ; they maintain that everything is one and is

stationary within itself, having no place in which to

move. What shall we do with all these people, my

friend? For, advancing little by little, we have un-

wittingly fallen between the two parties, and, unless

we protect ourselves and escape somehow, we shall

pay the penalty, like those in the palaestra, who in

playing on the line are caught by both sides and

dragged in opposite directions.2 I think, then, we

had better examine first the one party, those whom

we originally set out to join, the flowing ones, and if

we find their arguments sound, we will help them

to pull us over, trying thus to escape the others; but

if we find that the partisans of “the whole” seem

to have truer doctrines, we will take refuge with

them from those who would move what is motionless.

But if we find that neither party has anything

reasonable to say, we shall be ridiculous if we think

that we, who are of no account, can say anything

worth: while after having rejected the doctrines

of very ancient and very wise men. Therefore, Theo-

dorus, see whether it is desirable to go forward into

so great ‘a danger.

gueo. Oh, it would be unendurable, Socrates, not

to examine thoroughly the doctrines of both parties.

1 Parmenides, line 98 (ed. Muilach). In its context the
infinitive is necessary ; but Plato may have quoted carelessly

and may have used the indicative.
® In the game referred to (called dedxvorlvda by Pollux,

ix. 112) the players were divided into two parties, each of
which tried to drag its opponents over a line drawn across

the palaestra.
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soc. Then they must be examined, since you are

so urgent. Now I think the starting-point of our

examination of the doctrine of motion is this: Ex-

actly what do they mean, after all, when they say

that all things are in motion? What I wish to ask

is this: Do they mean to say that there is only one

kind of motion or, as I believe, two? But it must

not be my belief alone ; you must share it also, that

if anything happens to us we may suffer it in common.

Tell me, do you call it motion when a thing changes

its place or turns round in the same place ?

THEO. Yes.

soc. Let this, then, be one kind of motion. Now

when a thing remains in the same place, but grows

old, or becomes black instead of white, or hard

instead of soft, or undergoes any other kind of

alteration, is it not proper to say that this is

another kind of motion?

THEO, I think so.

soc, Nay, it must be true. So I say that there
are these two kinds of motion: “alteration,” and

‘ motion in space.”

THEO. And you are right.

soc. Now that we have made this distinction, let

us at once converse with those who say that all

things are in motion, and let us ask them, “ Do you

mean that everything moves in both ways, moving

in space and undergoing alteration, or one thing in

both ways and another in one of the two ways
only ?”’

THEO. By Zeus, I cannot tell! But I think they

would say that everything moves in both ways.

soc. Yes; otherwise, my friend, they will find that

things in motion are also things at rest, and it will
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be no more correct to say that all things are in

motion than that all things are at rest.

THEO. What you say is very true.

soc. Then since they must be in motion, and

since absence of motion must be impossible for any-

thing, all things are always in all kinds of motion.

THEO. Necessarily.

soc. Then just examine this point of their doctrine.

Did we not find that they say that heat or whiteness

or anything you please arises in some such way as

this, namely that each of these moves simultaneously

with perception between the active and the passive

element, and the passive becomes percipient, but not

perception, and the active becomes, not a quality,

but endowed with a quality? Now perhaps quality

seems an extraordinary word, and you do not under-

stand it when used with general application, so let

me give particular examples. For the active element

becomes. neither heat nor whiteness, but hot or

white, and other things in the same way; you

probably remember that this was what we said

earlier in our discourse, that nothing is in itself un-

varyingly one, neither the active nor the passive, but

from the union of the two with one another the per-

ceptions and the perceived give birth and the latter

become things endowed with some quality while the
former become percipient.

THEO. I remember, of course.

soc. Let us then pay no attention to other
matters, whether they teach one thing or another;

but let us attend strictly to this only, which is the

object of our discussion. Let us ask them, “ Are all

things, according to your doctrine, in motion

and flux?” Is that so?
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THEO. Yes.

soc. Have they then both kinds of motion which

we distinguished? Are they moving in space and

also undergoing alteration ?

THEO. Of course; that is, if they are to be in

perfect motion.

soc. Then if they moved only in space, but did

not undergo alteration, we could perhaps say what

qualities belong to those moving things which are in

flux, could we not?

THEO. That is right.

soc. But since not even this remains fixed—that

the thing in flux flows white, but changes, so that

there is a flux of the very whiteness, and a change

of colour, that it may not in that way be convicted

of remaining fixed, is it possible to give any name

to a colour, and yet to speak accurately ?

THEO. How can it be possible, Socrates, or to

give a name to anything else of this sort, if while we

are speaking it always evades us, being, as it is, in

flux?

soc. But what shall we say of any of the percep-

tions, such as seeing or hearing? Does it perhaps
remain fixed in the condition of seeing or hearing ?

TuEo. It must be impossible, if all things are in

motion,

soc. Then we must not speak of seeing more than

not-seeing, or of any other perception more than
of non-perception, if all things are in all kinds of

motion.

THEO. No, we must not.

soc. And yet perception is knowledge, as
Theaetetus and I said.

THEO, Yes, you did say that.
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soc. Then when we were asked “what is know-

ledge?” we answered no more what knowledge is

than what not-knowledzge is.
THEO. So it seems.

soc. This would be a fine result of the correction

of our answer, when we were so eager to show that
all things are in motion, just for the purpose of

making that answer prove to be correct. But this,

I think, did prove to be true, that if all things are in

motion, every answer to any question whatsoever is

equally correct, and we may say it is thus or not

thus—or, if you prefer, “becomes thus,” to avoid
giving them fixity by using the word “is.”

Truro. You are right.

soc. Except, Theodorus, that I said “thus,” and

“not thus”; but we ought not even to say “thus” ;

for “thus” would no longer be in motion; nor,

again, “not thus.” For there is no motion in “ this”

either; but some other expression must be supplied

for those who maintain this doctrine, since now they

have, according to their own hypothesis, no words,

unless it be perhaps the word “nohow.” That might

be most fitting for them, since it is indefinite.

THEO, At any rate that is the most appropriate

form of speech for them.

soc. So, Theodorus, we have got rid of your friend,

and we do not yet concede to him that every man

is a measure of all things, unless he be a sensible

man; and we are not going to concede that know-

ledge is perception, at least not by the theory of

universal motion, unless Theaetetus here has some-

thing different to say.

THEO. An excellent idea, Socrates; for now that

this matter is settled, I too should be rid of the duty
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of answering your questions according to our agree-

ment, since the argument about Protagoras is ended.

THEAET. No, Theodorus, not until you and

Socrates have discussed those who say all things are

at rest, as you proposed just now.

THEo. A young man like you, Theaetetus, teach-

ing your elders to do wrong by breaking their agree-

ments! No; prepare to answer Socrates yourself
for the rest of the argument.

THEAET. I will if he wishes it. But I should have

liked best to hear about the doctrine I mentioned.

THEO. Calling Socrates to an argument is calling

cavalry into an open plain.! Just ask him a question

and you shall hear.

soc. Still I think, Theodorus, I shall not comply

with the request of Theaetetus.

THEO. Why will you not comply with it?

soc. Because I have a reverential fear of examining

in a flippant manner Melissus and the others who

teach that the universe is one and motionless, and

because I reverence still more one man, Parmenides.

Parmenides seems to me to be, in Homer’s words,

“one to be venerated” and also “awful.”2 For I

met him when I was very young and he was very

old, and he appeared to me to possess an absolutely

noble depth of mind. So I am afraid we may not

understand his words and may be still farther from

understanding what he meant by them; but my

chief fear is that the question with which we started,

about the nature of knowledge, may fail to be

mvestigated, because of the disorderly crowd of

1 A proverbial expression. An open plain is just what
cavalry desires.

® Tiad, iii, 172; Odyssey, viii. 93 ; xiv. 234.

155



184
PLATO

érevoxwpaldvrwv Adywy, et tis avrois meiceras:
GAkws te Kai dv viv éyeipowev wAjGer ayrjyavor,

etre Tis ev trapépyw oxdiberar, avaki’ dy mdGot,
etre fkavds, pnkuvdopevos TO THs emorThuns
> ” na 4 9n 7 9 4 , *

ddaviet> Set 5é€ odderepa, adda Weairyrov dy

B xvel mepi emoripns meipioba nds Th pavevtiKp
réxvy atroAdoas.

~ eco. ’ANa xp%}, ef Soxet, ovTw sroveiv.

zo. “Ere rolvuv, & Oeairnre, rocdvde mept tév
elpnuévey éricKeras. atobnow yap 8) émornunv
dmexpivw* % ydp;

eral. Nai.

zo. Ei ody ris ce 0S’ epwrayn “rH 7a devKd
Kalb péAava dpa avOpwiros Kal r@ Ta o€da Kal

Bapéa dover ;”’ elo ay, oluat, “ dupaol re
Kai Wav.

@EAIL. “Eywye.

C xn. To dé ebyepes réiv dvoudrww re Kal
e

par Kai py du’ dxpiBeias eeraldpevov rd. ay
4 9 3 / > A “ ‘A , 9 é

moda ovK ayevves, aAAa waAdov To ToUrou évaytiov

dveAevlepov, ears Sé Gre avayxatov, olov Kai viv

avdyin émAaBéobas ris aroKpicews jv amoxpivet,
odk 6p0y. oxdmer ydp, améxpiots morépa

é . ¢ «a ~ > 4 “a

opforépa, @ opwpev, rodro elvat odbaduyous, 4

5: od épdyev, kal @ axovouer, Wra, H 5 o

dxovopev ;

ezal. Ac’ dy Exacta aicbavdueba, Eworye Soxel,

@ Lenpares, paddov 7 ofs.

D x0. Acwev ydp mov, & mat, ef modal rwes
dy api, aorep dy Soupeiois inmois, aichhjoes
156



THEAETETUS

arguments which will burst in upon us if we let

them in; especially as the argument we are now
proposing is of vast extent, and would not receive
its deserts if we treated it as a side issue, and if we

treat it as it deserves, it will take so long as to do

away with the discussion about knowledge. Neither

of these things ought to happen, but we ought to try
by the science of midwifery to deliver Theaetetus

of the thoughts about knowledge with which he is

pregnant.

THEO. Yes, if that is your opinion, we ought

to do so.

soc. Consider, then, Theaetetus, this further point
about what has been said. Now you answered that

perception is knowledge, did you not?
THEAET. Yes.

soc. If, then, anyone should ask you, “By what

does a man see white and black colours and by what
does he hear high and low tones?” you would, I

fancy, say, “ By his eyes and ears.”

THEAET. Yes, I should.

soc. The easy use of words and phrases and the

avoidance of strict precision is in general a sign of

good breeding ; indeed, the opposite is hardly worthy

of a gentleman, but sometimes it is necessary, as now

it is necessary to object to your answer, in so far as it

is incorrect. Just consider; which answer is more

correct, that our eyes are that by which we see or

that through which we see, and our ears that by

which or that through which we hear ?

THEAET. I think, Socrates, we perceive through,

rather than by them, in each case.

soc. Yes, for it would be strange indeed, my boy,

if there are many senses ensconced within us, as if
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we were so many wooden horses of Troy, and they

do not all unite in one power, whether we should
call it soul or something else, by which we per-

ceive through these as instruments the objects of

perception.

THEAET. I think what you suggest is more likely

than the other way.

soc. Now the reason why I am so precise about

the matter is this: I want to know whether there is

some one and the same power within ourselves by
which we perceive black and white through the eyes,

and again other qualities through the other organs,

and whether you will be able, if asked, to refer all

such activities to the body. But perhaps it is better

that you make the statement in answer to a question

than that I should take all the trouble for you.

So tell me: do you not think that all the organs
through which you perceive hot and hard and light

and sweet are parts of the body? Or are they parts

of something else?

rHEaET. Of nothing else.

soc. And will you also be ready to agree that it is

impossible to perceive through one sense what you

perceive through another; for instance, to perceive

through sight what you perceive through hearing,

or through hearing what you perceive through

sight ?

tHEAgT. Of course I shall.

soc. Then if you have any thought about both

of these together, you would not have perception

about both together either through one organ or

through the other.

THEAET. No.

soc. Now in regard to sound and colour, you have,
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THEAETETUS

in the first place, this thought about both of them,

that they both exist?

THEAET. Certainly.

soc. And that each is different from the other and

the same as itself?

THEAET. Of course.

soc. And that both together are two and each

separately is one?

THEAET. Yes, that also.

soc. And are you able also to observe whether

they are like or unlike each other?

THEAET. May be.

soc. Now through what organ do you think all this

about them? For it is impossible to grasp that which

is common to them both either through hearing or

through sight. Here is further evidence for the

point I am trying to make: if it were possible to

investigate the question whether the two, sound and

colour, are bitter or not, you know that you will be

able to tell by what faculty you will investigate it,

and that is clearly neither hearing nor sight, but

something else.

THEAET. Of course it is,—the faculty exerted

through the tongue.

soc. Very good. But through what organ is the

faculty exerted which makes known to you that

which is common to all things, as well as to these

of which we are speaking—that which you call being

and not-being, and the other attributes of things,

about which we were asking just now? What

organs will you assign for all these, through which

that part of us which perceives gains perception of

each and all of them?

THEAET. You mean being and not-being, and like-
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THEAETETUS

ness and unlikeness, and identity and difference,

and also unity and plurality as applied to them.

And you are evidently asking also through what

bodily organs we perceive by our soul the odd and

the even and everything else that is in the same

category.

soc. Bravo, Theaetetus! you follow me exactly;

that is just what I mean by my question.

THEAET. By Zeus, Socrates, I cannot answer,

except that I think there is no special organ at all

for these notions, as there are for those others; but

it appears to me that the soul views by itself

directly what all things have in common.

soc. Why, you are beautiful, Theaetetus, and not,

as Theodorus said, ugly; for he who speaks beauti-

fully is beautiful and good. But besides being

beautiful, you have done me a favour by relieving

me from a long discussion, if you think that the soul

views some things by itself directly and others through

the bodily faculties; for that was my own opinion,

and I wanted you to agree.

THEAET. Well, I do think so.

soc. To which class, then, do you assign being ;

for this, more than anything else, belongs to all

things ?

THEAET. I assign them to the class of notions

which the soul grasps by itself directly.

soc. And also likeness and unlikeness and identity

and difference ?

THEAET. Yes.

soc. And how about beautiful and ugly, and good

and bad?

THEAET. I think that these also are among the

things the essence of which the soul most certainly
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THEAETETUS

views in their relations to one another, reflecting

within itself upon the past and present in relation to

the future.

soc. Stop there. Does it not perceive the hard-

ness of the hard through touch, and likewise the

softness of the soft?

THEAET. Yes.

soc. But their essential nature and the fact that

they exist, and their opposition to one another, and,

in turn, the essential nature of this opposition, the

soul itself tries to determine for us by reverting to

them and comparing them with one another.

THEAET, Certainly.

soc. Is it not true, then, that all sensations which

reach the soul through the body, can be perceived

by human beings, and also by animals, from the

moment of birth; whereas reflections about these,

with reference to their being and usefulness, are

acquired, if at all, with difficulty and slowly, through

many troubles, in other words, through education ?

THEAET. Assuredly.

soc. Is it, then, possible for one to attain “truth ”

who cannot even get as far as “being” ?

THEAET. No.

soc. And will a man ever have knowledge of

anything the truth of which he fails to attain?
THEAET. How can he, Socrates ?

soc, Then knowledge is not in the sensations, but
in the process of reasoning about them; for it is
possible, apparently, to apprehend being and truth
by reasoning, but not by sensation.

THEAET. So it seems.

soc. Then will you call the two by the same name,

when there are so great differences between them?
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THEAETETUS

TnEAET. No, that would certainly not be right.

soc. What name will you give, then, to the one

which includes seeing, hearing, smelling, being cold,

and being hot?

THEAET. Perceiving. What other name can I

give it?

soc. Collectively you call it, then, perception ?

THEAET. Of course.

soc. By which, we say, we are quite unable to

apprehend truth, since we cannot apprehend being,

either.

THEAET. No; certainly not.

soc. Nor knowledge either, then.

tHEArT. No.

soc. Then, Theaetetus, perception and knowledge

could never be the same.

THEAET. Evidently not, Socrates; and indeed now

at last it has been made perfectly clear that know-

ledge is something different from perception.

soc. But surely we did not begin our conversation

in order to find out what knowledge is not, but what

it is. However, we have progressed so far, at least,

as not to seek for knowledge in perception at all,

but in some function of the soul, whatever name is

given to it when it alone and by itself is engaged
directly with realities.

THEAET. That, Socrates, is, I suppose, called having

opinion.

soc. You suppose rightly, my friend. Now begin
again at the beginning. Wipe out all we said before,

and see if you have any clearer vision, now that you

have advanced to this point. Say once more what

knowledge is.

tTHEAET. To say that all opinion is knowledge is
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THEAETETUS

impossible, Socrates, for there is also false opinion ;
but true opinion probably is knowledge. Let that

be my answer. For if it is proved to be wrong as

we proceed, I will try to give another, just as I have

given this.

soc. That is the right way, Theaetetus. It is

better to speak up boldly than to hesitate about

answering, as you did at first. For if we act in this

way, one of two things will happen: either we shall

find what we are after, or we shall be less inclined

to think we know what we do not know at all; and

surely even that would be a recompense not to be

despised. Well, then, what do you say now? As-

suming that there are two kinds of opinion, one true

and the other false, do you define knowledge as the

true opinion?

THEAET. Yes. That now seems to me to be

correct.

soc. Is it, then, still worth while, in regard to
opinion, to take up again—?

THEAET. What point do you refer to?

soc. Somehow I am troubled now and have often

been troubled before, so that I have been much

perplexed in my own reflections and in talking with

others, because I cannot tell what this experience

is which we human beings have, and how it comes

about.

THEAET. What experience ?

soc. That anyone has false opinions. And so I am

considering and am still in doubt whether we had

better let it go or examine it by another method

than the one we followed a while ago.

THEAET. Why not, Socrates, if there seems to be

the least need of it? For just now, in talking about
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THEAETETUS

leisure, you and Theodorus said very truly that there

is no hurry in discussions of this sort.

soc. You are right inreminding me. For perhaps

this is a good time to retrace our steps. For it is

better to finish a little task well than a great deal

imperfectly.

THEAET. Of course.

soc. How, then, shall we set about it? What is

it that we do say? Do we say that in every case of

opinion there is a false opinion, and one of us has

a false, and another a true opinion, because, as we

believe, it is in the nature of things that this should

be so?

THEAET. Yes, we do.

soc. Then this, at any rate, is possible for us, is it

not, regarding all things collectively and each thing

separately, either to know or not to know them?

For learning and forgetting, as intermediate stages,

I leave out of account for the present, for just now

they have no bearing upon our argument.

THEAET. Certainly, Socrates, nothing is left in any

particular case except knowing or not knowing it.

soc. Then he who forms opinion must form opinion

either about what he knows or about what he does

not know?

THEAET. Necessarily.

soc. And it is surely impossible that one who

knows a thing does not know it, or that one who

does not know it knows it.

THEAET. Certainly.

soc. Thén does he who forms false opinions think

that the things which he knows are not these things,

but some others of the things he knows, and so,

knowing both, is he ignorant of both?
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THEAETETUS

THEAET. That is impossible, Socrates.

soc. Well then, does he think that the things he

does not know are other things which he does not

know—which is as if a man who knows neither

Theaetetus nor Socrates should conceive the idea

that Socrates is Theaetetus or Theaetetus Socrates ?
THEAET. That is impossible.

soc. But surely a man does not think that the

things he knows are the things he does not know,

or again that the things he does not know are the

things he knows.

THEAET. That would be a monstrous absurdity.

soc. Then how could he still form false opinions ?

For inasmuch as all things are either known or

unknown to us, it is impossible, I imagine, to form

opinions outside of these alternatives, and within

them it is clear that there is no place for false

opinion.

THEAET. Very true.

soc. Had we, then, better look for what we are

1_8eeking, not by this method of knowing and not
knowing, but by that of being and not being?

THEAET. What do you mean?

soc. We may simply assert that he who on any

subject holds opinions which are not, will certainly

think falsely, no matter what the condition of his

mind may be in other respects.

THEAET, That, again, is likely, Socrates.

soc. Well then, what shall we say, Theaetetus,

if anyone asks us, “Is that which is assumed in

common speech possible at all, and can any human

being hold an opinion which is not, whether it be

concerned with any of the things which are, or be

entirely independent of them?” We, I fancy, shall
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THEAETETUS

reply, “ Yes, when, in thinking, he thinks what is

not true,” shall we not?

THEAET. Yes.

soc. And is the same sort of thing possible in

any other field ?

THEAET, What sort of thing ?

soc. For instance, that a man sees something, but

sees nothing.

THEAET. How can he?

soc. Yet surely if a man sees any one thing, he

sees something that is. Or do you, perhaps, think
“one” is among the things that are not?

THEAET. No, I do not.

soc. Then he who sees any one thing, sees some-

thing that is.

THEAET. That is clear.

soc. And therefore he who hears anything, hears

some one thing and therefore hears what is.

THEAET. Yes.

soc, And he who touches anything, touches some
one thing, which is, since it is one?

THEAET. That also is true.

soc. So, then, does not he who holds an opinion

hold an opinion of some one thing ?

THEAET. He must do so.

soc. And does not he who holds an opinion of

some one thing hold an opinion of something that is ?

THEAET. I agree.

soc. Then he who holds an opinion of what is not
holds an opinion of nothing.

THEAET, Evidently.

soc. Well then, he who holds an opinion of noth-
ing, holds no opinion at all.

THEAET. That is plain, apparently.
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THEAETETUS

soc. Then it is impossible to hold an opinion of

that which is not, either in relation to things that

are, or independently of them.

THEAET. Evidently.

soc. Then holding false opinion is something

different from holding an opinion of that which is not.

THEAET. So it seems.

soc. Then false opinion is not found to exist in

us either by this method or by that which we

followed a little while ago.

THEAET. No, it certainly is not.

soc. But does not that which we call by that

name arise after the following manner?

THEAET. After what manner?

soc. We say that false opinion is a kind of inter-

changed opinion, when a person makes an exchange

in his mind and says that one thing which exists is

another thing which exists. For in this way he

always holds an opinion of what exists, but of one

thing instead of another; so he misses the object he

was aiming at in his thought and might fairly be said

to hold a false opinion.

THEAET. Now you seem to me to have said what

is perfectly right. For when a man, in forming an

opinion, puts ugly instead of beautiful, or beautiful

instead of ugly, he does truly hold a false opinion.

soc. Evidently, Theaetetus, you feel contempt

of me, and not fear.

THEAET. Why in the world do you say that?
soc. You think, I fancy, that I would not attack

your “truly false” by asking whether it is possible
for a thing to become slowly quick or heavily light,

or any other opposite, by a process opposite to itself,

in accordance, not with its own nature, but with that
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THEAETETUS

of its opposite. But I let this pass, that your courage

may not fail. You are satisfied, you say, that false

opinion is interchanged opinion ?

THEAET. I am.

soc. It is, then, in your opinion, possible for the

mind to regard one thing as another and not as

what it is.

THEAET. Yes, it is.

soc. Now when one’s mind does this, does it not

necessarily have a thought either of both things

together or of one or the other of them ?
THEAET. Yes, it must; either of both at the same

time or in succession.

soc. Excellent. And do you define thought

as I do?

THEAET. How do you define it?

soc. As the talk which the soul has with itself

about any subjects which it considers. You must

not suppose that I know this that I am declaring to

you. But the soul, as the image presents itself to

me, when it thinks, is merely conversing with itself,

asking itself questions and answering, affirming and

denying. When it has arrived at a decision, whether

slowly or with a sudden bound, and is at last agreed,

and is not in doubt, we call that its opinion; and

so I define forming opinion as talking and opinion

as talk which has been held, not with someone else,

nor yet aloud, but in silence with oneself. How do

you define it?

THEAET. In the same way.

soc. Then whenever a man has an opinion that

one thing is another, he says to himself, we believe,

that the one thing is the other.

THEAET. Certainly.

179



190

PLATO

zo. ’Avaptpyjoxov 8) € mzor’ eles mpds
ceavroy Ort mavrds wGAAov Td ToL KaAcy aicypdy
€oTw f TO dduxov SixaLov, } Kai, TO TavTwWY KEedd-

Aavov, oxdres ef wor’ émexeipnoas ceavrov aeiBewv

ws mavTos padAov To Erepov Erepdv eorw, 7 may

Tovvaytiov odd ev Umvw mumote éToAunoas eimety

mpos GeauTov Ws TAYTaTACW dpa Ta, TEpLTTA ApTia

€grw 7 Te GAAo Tovodrov.

ezal. 'AAnOi Adyets.

C sn. “AMov 8€ twa ole tyaivovra pawo-
pevov ToAuHoa oTovdH mpos éavTov eimeiy ava-

meiovta attov, ws avayrn tov Body tov elva

% Ta Svo ev;

ecar. Ma Al” ove eywye.

zn. Odxoty ef ro Adyew mpds eavtov So0fdlew
€oriv, ovdels duddrepd ye Aéywr Kal Sofdlwv Kai }

eparropevos apdoty rH yuyy elzror dy Kat dofd-

Gelev WS TO ETEpov ETEpoV EoTIW. .€aTréov Se Kai

col ro phua® wept rod érépov. Adyw yap adro

THSe, pndEeve, Bofalew ws TO aicxpov Kacy 7
0 TL TeV TOLOUTWY.

ecal. ANA’, & Lodxpares, €@ Te Kai pou Soxet

ws Adyeis.

zn. “Audw pev dpa Sofdlovra advvarov 7d
“ye® Erepov Erepov Sofdlew,

ecAl. “Kouxev. |

zn. "AAAa pny TO Erepov ye pdvov dofdlwy, ro

1 xal om. T.

® After pfjua B adds éwt riv év udpet, dxerd) 1d phua &repov Ty
érépy xara pia ratrdy éoriv, applied to things in succession,
since the word “‘ one” is, as a word, the same as “other”
(i.¢. the Greek uses érepoy for *‘one” and * other”).

3 ré ye Heindorf; rére B; 76 oe T.

180



THEAETETUS

soc. Now call to mind whether you have ever

said to yourself that the beautiful is most assuredly

ugly, or the wrong right, or—and this is the sum of

the whole matter—consider whether you have ever

tried to persuade yourself that one thing is most

assuredly another, or whether quite the contrary is

the case, and you have never ventured, even in

sleep, to say to yourself that the odd is, after all,

certainly even, or anything of that sort.

THEAET. You are right.

soc. Do you imagine that anyone else, sane or

insane, ever ventured to say to himself seriously and

try to persuade himself that the ox must necessarily

be a horse, or two one?

THEAET. No, by Zeus, I do not.

soc. Then if forming opinion is talking to oneself,

no one who talks and forms opinion of two objects

and apprehends them both with his soul, could say

and have the opinion that one is the other. But

you will also have to give up the expression “one

and other.” This is what I mean, that nobody holds

the opinion that the ugly is beautiful, or anything of

that sort.

THEAET. Well, Socrates, I do give it up; and I

agree with you in what you say.

soc. You agree, therefore, that he who holds an

opinion of both things cannot hold the opinion that

one is the other.

THEAET. So it seems.

soc. But surely he who holds an opinion of one
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THEAETETUS

only, and not of the other at all, will never hold

the opinion that one is the other.
THEAET. You are right; for he would be forced to

apprehend also that of which he holds no opinion.

soc. Then neither he who holds opinion of both

nor he who holds it of one can hold the opinion that

a thing is something else. And so anyone who sets

out to define false opinion as interchanged opinion

would be talking nonsense. Then neither by this

method nor by our previous methods is false opinion

found to exist in us.

THEAET. Apparently not.

soc. But yet, Theaetetus, if this is found not to

exist, we shall be forced to admit many absurdities,

THEAET. What absurdities ?

soc. I will not tell you until I have tried to

consider the matter in every way. For I should be

ashamed of us, if, in our perplexity, we were forced

to make such admissions as those to which I refer.

But if we find the object of our quest, and are set

free from perplexity, then, and not before, we will

speak of others as involved in those absurdities, and

we ourselves shall stand free from ridicule. But if

we find no escape from our perplexity, we shall, I

fancy, become low-spirited, like seasick people, and

shall allow the argument to trample on us and do to

us anything it pleases. Hear, then, by what means

I still see a prospect of success for our quest.

THEAET. Do speak.

soc. I shall deny that we were right when we

agreed that it is impossible for a man to have opinion
that the things he does not know are the things

which he knows, and thus to be deceived. But

there is a way in which it is possible.
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THEAETETUS

THEaET. Do you mean what I myself suspected
when we made the statement to which you refer,

that sometimes I, though I know Socrates, saw at a

distance someone whom I did not know, and thought

it was Socrates whom I do know? In such a case

false opinion does arise.

soc. But did not we reject that, because it resulted

in our knowing and not knowing the things which

we know?

THEAET. Certainly we did.

soc. Let us, then, not make that assumption, but

another; perhaps it will turn out well for us, perhaps

the opposite. But we are in such straits that we

must turn every argument round and test it from all

sides. Now see if this is sensible: Can a man who

did not know a thing at one time learn it later?

THEAET. To be sure he can.

soc. Again, then, can he learn one thing after

another ? '

THEART. Why not?

soc, Please assume, then, for the sake of argu-

ment, that there is in our souls a block of wax, in

one case larger, in another smaller, in one case the

wax is purer, in another more impure and harder, in

some cases softer, and in some of proper quality.

THEAET. I assume all that.

soc. Let us, then, say that this is the gift of

Memory, the mother of the Muses, and that when-

ever we wish to remember anything we see or hear

or think of in our own minds, we hold this wax

under the perceptions and thoughts and imprint them

upon it, just as we make impressions from seal rings ;
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THEAETETUS

and whatever is imprinted we remember and know

as long as its image lasts, but whatever is rubbed out

or cannot be imprinted we forget and do not know.

THEAET. Let us assume that.

soc. Now take a man who knows the things

which he sees and hears, and is considering some

one of them; observe whether he may not gain a

false opinion in the following manner.

THEAET, In what manner?

soc. By thinking that the things which he knows

are sometimes things which he knows and sometimes

things which he does not know. For we were wrong

before in agreeing that this is impossible.

tHEAET. What do you say about it now?

soc. We must begin our discussion of the matter

by making the following distinctions: It is impossible

for anyone to think that one thing which he knows

and of which he has received a memorial imprint in
his soul, but which he does not perceive, is another

thing which he knows and of which also he has an

imprint, and which he does not perceive. And, again,

he cannot think that what he knows is that which

he does not know and of which he has no seal; nor

that what he does not know is another thing which

he does not know; nor that what he does not know

is what he knows; nor can he think that what he

perceives is something else which he perceives; nor

that what he perceives is something which he does

not perceive; nor that what he does not perceive is

something else which he does not perceive ; nor that

what he does not perceive is something which he

perceives. And, again, it is still more impossible, if

that can be, to think that a thing which he knows and

perceives and of which he hag an imprint which accords
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THEAETETUS

with the perception is another thing which he knows

and perceives and of which he has an imprint which

accords with the perception. And he cannot think

that what he knows and perceives and of which he

has a correct memorial imprint is another thing which

he knows; nor that a thing which he knows and

perceives and of which he has such an imprint is

another thing which he perceives; nor again that a

thing which he neither knows nor perceives is another

thing which he neither knows nor perceives; nor

that a thing which he neither knows nor perceives is

another thing which he does not know; nor that a

thing which he neither knows nor perceives is

another thing which he does not perceive. In all

these cases it is impossible beyond everything for false

opinion to arise in the mind of anyone. The possi-

bility that it may arise remains, if anywhere, in the

following cases.

THEAET.. What cases are they? I hope they may

help me to understand better; for now I cannot

follow you.

soc. The cases in which he may think that things

which he knows are some other things which he

knows and perceives; or which he does not know,

but perceives; or that things which he knows and

perceives are other things which he knows and

perceives.

THEAET. Now I am even more out of the running

than before.

soc. Then let me repeat it in a different way. I

know Theodorus and remember within myself what

sort of a person he is, and just so I know Theaetetus,

but sometimes I see them, and sometimes I do not,
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THEAETETUS

sometimes I touch them, sometimes not, sometimes
I hear them or perceive them through some other

sense, and sometimes I have no perception of you
at all, but I remember you none the less and know

you in my own mind. Is it not so?

THEAET. Certainly.

soc. This, then, is the first of the points which I

wish to make clear. Note that one may perceive or

not perceive that which one knows.

THEAET. That is true.

soc. So, too, with that which he does not know—

he may often not even perceive it, and often he may

merely perceive it?

THEAET. That too is possible.

soc. See if you follow me better now. If

Socrates knows Theodorus and Theaetetus, but sees

neither of them and has no other perception of

them, he never could have the opinion within him-

self that Theaetetus is Theodorus. Am I right or

wrong?

THEAET. You are right.

soc. Now that was the first of the cases of which

I spoke.

THEAET. Yes, it was.

soc. The second is this: knowing one of you

and not knowing the other, and not perceiving either

of you, I never could think that the one whom I

know is the one whom I do not know.

THEAET. Right.

soc, And this is the third case: not knowing

and not perceiving either of you, 1 could not think
that he whom I do not know is someone else whom

Ido not know. And imagine that you have heard

all the other cases again in succession, in which I
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THEAETETUS

could never form false opinions about you and

Theodorus, either when I know or do not know both

of you, or when I know one and not the other; and

the same is true if we say “perceive” instead of

“know.” Do you follow me?

THEAET. I follow you.

soc. Then the possibility of forming false opinion

remains in the following case: when, for example,

knowing you and Theodorus, and having on that

block of wax the imprint of both of you, as if you

were signet-rings, but seeing you both at a distance

and indistinctly, I hasten to assign the proper im-

print of each of you to the proper vision, and to

make it fit, as it were, its own footprint, with the

purpose of causing recognition ;! but I may fail in

this by interchanging them, and put the vision of

one upon the imprint of the other, as people put a

shoe on the wrong foot; or, again, I may be affected

as the sight is affected when we use a mirror and the

sight as it flows makes a change from right to left,

and thus make a mistake ; it is in such cases, then,

that interchanged opinion occurs and the forming of

false opinion arises.

THEAET. [ think it does, Socrates. You describe

what happens to opinion marvellously well.

soc. There is still the further case, when, knowing

both of you, I perceive one in addition to knowing

him, but do not perceive the other, and the knowledge

which I have of that other is not in accord with my

perception. This is the case I described in this way

before, and at that time you did not understand me.

2 Aeschylus, Choeph. 197 ff., makes Electra recognize the
presence of her brother Orestes by the likeness of his foot-
prints to her own.

a2 193



PLATO
193

OEAr. Od yap ob.
. Tofro piv €deyor, ort yyydoKay Tov

Eé irepov Kai alabaydpevos, Kal Thy yaow Kare.
THY alcPnow abrod Ex, ovdérore oljgerat elva
avrov érepov Twa, Ov yiyvidoner TE kal aicbdverar
Kal rh yaow ad Kat éxelvov exes Kata THV
atobnow. iv yap Tobro;

ezaI. Nai.

20. TlapeAcizero S¢ ye mov ro viv Aeydpevov,
yd br papev THY pevdij Sofav ylyveodas TO apdu)
yeyveoxovra Kat audw épéivra 4 Twa, ddAny

194 aicBnow Exovra dudot iv Tw onyeicn * BH, Kara
Tv avrod aiainow éxdtepov éxew, add’ olfov

TOEOTHY paihov tevra mapahdgar 700 aKomod

Kal dyapreiy, 6 81) Kal eidos dpa wrdpacras.
Oral. Eixéras Ye.

. Kai éray Tovey TB sev Taph ataOnats ray
orielav,. 7@ 5é 7), 70 Se Tis drrovons aicPijcews
Th mapovon mpooappocy, mdvry TaUry pevderar

% Sudvowa. Kal € evi oyw, mepl ay pwev Bn ofd¢ tis

B pide fioGero 2 mimore, ovK earl, ws cour,
ove Wevdeo0ar oure pevdijs Sofa, et Tt viv jets

bytes Aeyopev> mept dé wy loper re kal aicbayd-
pela, ev adrois Tovrots otpeperat Kae ehirreras

” 08a. pevdys Kat adn Ons yeyvouern, Karavrucpd
wev Kal KaTd 76 edbd Ta oiKeia ouvdyouca, do-
TuTwpaTa Kal TUmous dAnOis, eis wAdyia Se Kal
oKoAtd, yevdrs.

@cAI. Odxoiv xaAds, & Lwxpares, Aéyerat;

2 rh onuelw al. Heusde; rg onnely TW?; 71d onpetoy BW.
8 pyde fobero TW; pyde éwrelGero éxjcGero B; und’ érpcbero

194



THEAETETUS

THEAET. No, I did not.

soc. This is what I meant, that if anyone knows

and perceives one of you, and has knowledge of

him which accords with the perception, he will

never think that he is someone else whom he

knows and perceives and his knowledge of whom

accords with the perception. ‘That was the case,

was it not ?

THEAET. Yes.

soc. But we omitted, I believe, the case of which

I am speaking now—the case in which we say the

false opinion arises: when a man knows both and

sees both (or has some other perception of them),

but fails to hold the two imprints each under its

proper perception; like a bad archer he shoots

beside the mark and misses it; and it is just this

which is called error or deception.

THEAET. And properly so.

soc. Now when perception is present to one of
the imprints but not to the other, and the mind

applies the imprint of the absent perception to the

perception which is present, the mind is deceived in

every such instance. In a word, if our present view

is sound, false opinion or deception seems to be

impossible in relation to things which one does not

know and has never perceived ; but it is precisely in

relation to things which we know and perceive that

opinion turns and twists, becoming false and true—

true when it puts the proper imprints and seals fairly

and squarely upon one another, and false when it

applies them sideways and aslant.

THEAET, Well, then, Socrates, is that view not a

good one?
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THEAETETUS

soc. After you have heard the rest, you will be

still more inclined to say so. For to hold a true
opinion is a good thing, but to be deceived is a
disgrace.

THEAET. Certainly.

soc. They say the cause of these variations is as

follows: When the wax in the soul of a man is deep
and abundant and smooth and properly kneaded, the

images that come through the perceptions are
imprinted upon this heart of the soul—as Home
calls it in allusion to its similarity to wax !—; when
this is the case, and in such men, the imprints, being
clear and of sufficient depth, are also lasting. And

men of this kind are in the first place quick to learn,
and secondly they have retentive memories, and
moreover they do not interchange the imprints of
their perceptions, but they have true opinions. For

the imprints are clear and have plenty of room, so
that such men quickly assign them to their several

moulds, which are called realities; and these men,

then, are called wise. Or do you not agree?
THEAET. Most emphatically.
soc. Now when the heart of anyone is shaggy

(a condition which the all-wise poet commends), or

when it is unclean or of impure wax, or very soft or

hard, those whose wax is soft are quick to learn, but

forgetful, and those in whom it is hard are the

reverse. But those in whom it is shaggy and rough

and stony, infected with earth or dung which is mixed

1 The similarity is in the Greek words xéap or xijp, heart,
and xnpés, wax. The shaggy heart is mentioned in the Jliad,
ii. 851 ; xvi. 554. The citation of Homer, here and below,
is probably sarcastic—in reference to the practice of some

1of the sophists who used and perverted his words in support
of their doctrines,
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THEAETETUS

in it, receive indistinct imprints from the moulds.

So also do those whose wax is hard ; for the imprints

lack depth. And imprints in soft wax are also

indistinct, because they melt together and quickly

become blurred; but if besides all this they are

crowded upon one another through lack of room, in

some mean little soul, they are still more indistinct.

So all these men are likely to have false opinions.

For when they see or hear or think of anything, they

cannot quickly assign things to the right imprints,

but are slow about it, and because they assign them

wrongly they usually see and hear and think amiss.

These men, in turn, are accordingly said to be

deceived about realities and ignorant.

THEAET. You are right as right could be, Socrates.

soc. Shall we, then, say that false opinions exist

in us?

THEAET. Assuredly.

soc. And true opinions, no doubt ?

THEAET. And true ones also.

soc. Then now at last we think we have reached

a valid agreement, that these two kinds of opinion

incontestably exist ?

THEAET. Most emphatically.

soc. Truly, Theatetus, a garrulous man is a strange

and unpleasant creature !

THEearT. Eh? What makes you say that?

soc. Vexation at my own stupidity and genuine
garrulity. For what else could you call it when

a man drags his arguments up and down because he

is so stupid that he cannot be convinced, and is

hardly to be induced to give up any one of

them ?

THEAET, But you, why are you vexed?
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THEAETETUS

soc. I am not merely vexed, I am actually afraid ;

for I do not know what answer to make if anyone asks

me: “Socrates, have you found out, I wonder, that

false opinion exists neither in the relations of the

perceptions to one another nor in the thoughts, but

in the combination of perception with thought?”

I shall say “ yes,” I suppose, and put on airs, as if

we had made a fine discovery.

THEAET. It seems to me, Socrates, that the result

we have now brought out is not half bad.

soc. “Do you go on and assert, then,’ he will

say, “that we never could imagine that the man

whom we merely think of, but do not see, is a horse

which also we do not see or touch or perceive by

any other sense, but merely think of?” I suppose

I shall say that I do make that assertion.

THEAET. Yes, and you will be right.

soc. “Then,” he will say, “according to that,

could we ever imagine that the number eleven which

is merely thought of, is the number twelve which

also is merely thought of?” Come now, it is for you

to answer.

THEAET. Well, my answer will be that a man

might imagine the eleven that he sees or touches to

be twelve, but that he could never have that opinion

concerning the eleven that he has in his mind.

soc. Well, then, do you think that anyone ever

considered in his own mind five and seven,—I do

not mean by setting before his eyes seven men and

five men and considering them, or anything of that

sort, but seven and five in the abstract, which we

say are imprints in the block of wax, and in regard

to which we deny the possibility of forming false

opinions—taking these by themselves, do you imagine
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THEAETETUS

that anybody in the world has ever considered them,

talking to himself and asking himself what their

sum is, and that one person has said and thought

eleven, and another twelve, or do all say and think

that it is twelve ?

THEAET. No, by Zeus; many say eleven, and if

you take a larger number for consideration, there is
greater likelihood of error. For I suppose you are

speaking of any number rather than of these only.

sec. You are right in supposing so; and consider

whether in that instance the abstract twelve in the

block of wax is not itself imagined to be eleven.

THEAET. It seems so.

soc. Have we not, then, come back again to the

beginning of our talk? For the man who is affected

in this way imagines that one thing which he knows

is another thing which he knows. This we said

was impossible, and by this very argument we were

forcing false opinion out of existence, that the same

man might not be forced to know and not know the

same things at the same time.

THEAET. Very true.

soc. Then we must show that forming false opinion

is something or other different from the interchange

of thought and perception. For if it were that, we

should never be deceived in abstract thoughts. But

as the case now stands, either there is no false

opinion or it is possible for a man not to know that

which he knows. Which alternative will you choose?

THEAET. There is no possible choice, Socrates.

soc. And yet the argument is not likely to admit
both. But still, since we must not shrink from any

risk, what if we should try to do a shameless deed ?

THEAET. What is it?
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THEAETETUS

soc. To undertake to tell what it really is to know.

THEAET. And why is that shameless ?

soc. You seem not to remember that our whole

talk from the beginning has been a search for know-

ledge, because we did not know what it is.

THEAET. Oh yes, I remember.

soc. Then is it not shameless to proclaim what it

is to know, when we are ignorant of knowledge?

But really, Theaetetus, our talk has been badly

tainted with unclearness all along ; for we have said

over and over again “we know” and “we do not

know” and “we have knowledge” and “we have

no knowledge,” as if we could understand each

other, while we were still ignorant of knowledge ;

and at this very moment, if you please, we have

again used the terms “be ignorant”’ and “under-

stand,” as though we had any right to use them if

we are deprived of knowledge.

THEAET. But how will you converse, Socrates,

if you refrain from these words?

soc. Not at all, being the man I am; but I might
if I were a real reasoner; if such a man were

present at this moment he would tell us to refrain

from these terms, and would criticize my talk

scathingly. But since we are poor creatures, shall I
venture to say what the nature of knowing is? For

it seems to me that would be of some advantage.

THEAET. Venture it then, by Zeus. You shall

have full pardon for not refraining from those terms.

soc. Have you heard what they say nowadays

that knowing is?

THtagT. Perhaps; however, I don’t remember

just at this moment.

soc. They say it is having knowledge.
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THEAETETUS

THEAET. True.

soc. Let us make a slight change and say possess-

ing knowledge.
THEAET. Why, how will you claim that the one

differs from the other?

soc. Perhaps it doesn’t; but first hear how it

seems to me to differ, and then help me to test my

view.

THEAET. I will if I can.

soc. Well, then, having does not seem to me the

same as possessing. For instance, if a man bought

a cloak and had it under his control, but did not

wear it, we should certainly say, not that he had it,

but that he possessed it.

THEAET. And rightly.

soc. Now see whether it is possible in the same

way for one who possesses knowledge not to have

it, as, for instance, if a man should catch wild birds
—pigeons or the like—and should arrange an aviary

at home and keep them in it, we might in a way

assert that he always has them because he possesses
them, might we not?

THEAET. Yes.

soc. And yet in another way that he has none
of them, but that he has acquired power over them,
since he has brought them under his control in his
own enclosure, to take them and hold them when-
ever he likes, by catching whichever bird he pleases,
and to let them go again; and he can do this as
often as he sees fit.

THEAET. That is true.

soc. Once more, then, just as a while ago we
contrived: some sort of a waxen figment in the soul,

so now let us make in each soul an aviary stocked
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THEAETETUS

with all sorts of birds, some in flocks apart from the
rest, others in small groups, and some solitary, flying
hither and thither among them all.

THEAET. Consider it done. What next?

soc. We must assume that while we are children
this receptacle is empty, and we must understand
that the birds represent the varieties of knowledge.
And whatsoever kind of knowledge a person acquires

and shuts up in the enclosure, we must say that he
has learned or discovered the thing of which this is
the knowledge, and that just this is knowing.

THEAET. So be it.

soc. Consider then what expressions are needed
for the process of recapturing and taking and holding
and letting go again whichever he please of the

kinds of knowledge, whether they are the same

expressions as those needed for the original acquisi-

tion, or others. But you will understand better by

an illustration. You admit that there is an art of

arithmetic ?

THEAET. Yes.

soc. Now suppose this to be a hunt after the

kinds of knowledge, or sciences, of all odd and

even numbers.

THEAET. I do so.

soc. Now it is by this art, I imagine, that a man

has the sciences of numbers under his own control

and also that any man who transmits them to

another does this.
THEAET, Yes.

soc. And we say that when anyone transmits

them he teaches, and when anyone receives them

he learns, and when anyone, by having acquired them,

has them in that aviary of ours, he knows them.
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THEAETETUS

THEAET. Certainly.

soc. Now pay attention to what follows from this.

Does not the perfect arithmetician understand all

numbers; for he has the sciences of all numbers in

his mind ?

THEAET. To be sure.

soc. Then would such a man ever count anything

—either any abstract numbers in his head, or any

such external objects as possess number?

THEAET. Of course.

soc. But we shall affirm that counting is the same

thing as considering how great any number in

question is.

THEAET. We shall.

soc. Then he who by our previous admission knows

all number is found to be considering that which he

knows as if he did not know it. You have doubtless

heard of such ambiguities.

THEAET. Yes, I have.

soc. Continuing, then, our comparison with the

acquisition and hunting of the pigeons, we shall say

that the hunting is of two kinds, one before the

acquisition for the sake of possessing, the other

carried on by the possessor for the sake of taking and

holding in his hands what he had acquired long

before. And just so when a man long since by

learning came to possess knowledge of certain things,

and knew them, he may have these very things

afresh by taking up again the knowledge of each of
them separately and holding it—the knowlege which

he had acquired long before, but had not at hand

in his mind?

THEAET. That is true.

soc. This, then, was my question just now: How
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THEAETETUS

should we express ourselves in speaking about them

when an arithmetician undertakes to count or a man

of letters to read something? In such a case shall

we say that although he knows he sets himself to

learn again from himself that which he knows?

THEAET. But that is extraordinary, Socrates.

soc. But shall we say that he is going to read or

count that which he does not know, when we have

granted that he knows all letters and all numbers?

THEAET. But that too is absurd.

soc. Shall we then say that words are nothing to

us, if it amuses anyone to drag the expressions

“know” and “learn” one way and another, but

since we set up the distinction that it is one thing

to possess knowledge and another thing to have it,

we affirm that it is impossible not to possess what

one possesses, so that it never happens that a man

does not know that which he knows, but that it is

possible to conceive a false opinion about it? For

it is possible to have not the knowledge of this thing,

but some other knowledge instead, when in hunting

for some one kind of knowledge, as the various

kinds fly about, he makes a mistake and catches one

instead of another; so in one example he thought

eleven was twelve, because he caught the knowledge

of twelve, which was within him, instead of that of

eleven, caught a ringdove, as it were, instead of a
pigeon.

THEAET. Yes, that is reasonable.

soc. But when he catches the knowledge he

intends to catch, he is not deceived and has true

opinion, and so true and false opinion exist and none

of the things which formerly annoyed us interferes ?
Perhaps you will agree to this; or what will you do?
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THEAETETUS

THEAET. I will agree.

soc. Yes, for we have got rid of our difficulty

about men not knowing that which they know; for

we no longer find ourselves not possessing that which

we possess, whether we are deceived about anything

or not. However, another more dreadful disaster

seems to be coming in sight.

THEAET. What disaster?

soc. If the interchange of kinds of knowledge

should ever turn out to be false opinion.

THEAET. How so?

soc. Is it not the height of absurdity, in the first

place for one who has knowledge of something to

be ignorant of this very thing, not through ignorance

but through his knowledge ; secondly, for him to be

of opinion that this thing is something else and

something else is this thing—for the soul, when

knowledge has come to it, to know nothing and be

ignorant of all things? For by this argument there

is nothing to prevent ignorance from coming to us

and making us know something and blindness from

making us see, if knowledge is ever to make us

ignorant.

THEAET. Perhaps, Socrates, we were not right in

making the birds represent kinds of knowledge only,
but we ought to have imagined kinds of ignorance

also flying about in the soul with the others; then

the hunter would catch sometimes knowledge and
sometimes ignorance of the same thing, and through

the ignorance he would have false, but through the

knowledge true opinion.

soc. It is not easy, Theaetetus, to refrain from

praising you. However, examine your suggestion

once more. Let it be as you say: the man who
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THEAETETUS

catches the ignorance will, you say, have false

opinion. Is that it?

THEAET, Yes.

soc. But surely he will not also think that he

has false opinion.

THEAET. Certainly not.

soc. No, but true opinion, and will have the

attitude of knowing that about which he is deceived.
THEAET. Of course.

soc. Hence he will fancy that he has caught, and
has, knowledge, not ignorance.

THEAET. Evidently.

soc. Then, after our long wanderings, we have
come round again to our first difficulty. For the real
reasoner will laugh and say, “ Most excellent Sirs,
does a man who knows both knowledge and

ignorance think that one of them, which he knows,
is another thing which he knows; or, knowing
neither of them, is he of opinion that one, which
he does not know, is another thing which he
does not know; or, knowing one and not the
other, does he think that the one he does not

know is the one he knows; or that the one he
knows is the one he does not know? Or will
you go on and tell me that there are kinds of know-
ledge of the kinds of knowledge and of ignorance,
and that he who possesses these kinds of knowledge
and has enclosed them in some sort of other ridiculous
aviaries or waxen figments, knows them, so long as he
possesses them, even if he has them not at hand in
his soul? And in this fashion are you going to be

compelled to trot about endlessly in the same circle
without making any progress?’’ What shall we
reply to this, Theaetetus?
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THEAETETUS

THEAET. By Zeus, Socrates, I don’t know what

to say.

soc. Then, my boy, is the argument right in re-

buking us and in pointing out that we were wrong to

abandon knowledge and seek first for false opinion ?

It is impossible to know the latter until we have

adequately comprehended the nature of knowledge.

THEAET. As the case now stands, Socrates, we

cannot help thinking as you say.

soc. To begin, then, at the beginning once more,

what shall we say knowledge is? For surely we are

not going to give it up yet, are we?

THEAET. Not by any means, unless, that is, you

give it up.

soc. Tell us, then, what definition will make us

contradict ourselves least.

THEAET. The one we tried before, Socrates; at

any rate, I have nothing else to offer.
soc. What one?

THEAET. That knowledge is true opinion; for true

opinion is surely free from error and all its results

are fine and good.

soc. The man who was leading the way through

the river,! Theaetetus, said: “The result itself will

show;” and so in this matter, if we go on with our

search, perhaps the thing will turn up in our path

and of itself reveal the object of our search; but if

we stay still, we shall discover nothing.

THEAET. You are right; let us go on with our

investigation.

1 A man who was leading the way through a river was
asked if the water was deep. He replied atrd delta, ** the
event itself will show” (i.¢. you can find out b ng).

The expression became proverbial y frying)
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THEAETETUS

soc. Well, then, this at least calls for slight

investigation ; for you have a whole profession which
declares that true opinion is not knowledge.

THEAET. How so? What profession is it?
soc. The profession of those who are greatest in

wisdom, who are called orators and lawyers ; for they
persuade men by the art which they possess, not
teaching them, but making them have whatever

opinion they like. Or do you think there are any

teachers so clever as to be able, in the short time

allowed by the water-clock,! satisfactorily to teach
the judges the truth about what happened to people
who have been robbed of their money or have

suffered other acts of violence, when there were no

eyewitnesses ?

THEAET. I certainly do not think so; but I think

they can persuade them.

soc. And persuading them is making them have

an opinion, is it not?

THEAET. Of course.

soc. Then when judges are justly persuaded about

matters which one can know only by having seen

them and in no other way, in such a case, judging

of them from hearsay, having acquired a true opinion

of them, they have judged without knowledge,

though they are rightly persuaded, if the judgement

they have passed is correct, have they not?

THEAET. Certainly.

soc. But, my friend, if true opinion and knowledge

were the same thing in law courts, the best of judges

could never have true opinion without knowledge ;

in fact, however, it appears that the two are different.

1 The length of speeches in the Athenian law courts was

limited by a water-clock,
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THEAETETUS

THEAET. Oh yes, I remember now, Socrates, having

heard someone make the distinction, but I had

forgotten it. He said that knowledge was true
opinion accompanied by reason, but that unreasoning

true opinion was outside of the sphere of knowledge ;
and matters of which there is not a rational explana-

tion are unknowable—yes, that is what he called

them—and those of which there is are knowable.

soc. I am glad you mentioned that. But tell us

how he distinguished between the knowable and

the unknowable, that we may see whether the

accounts that you and I have heard agree.

THEAET. But I do not know whether I can think

it out; but if someone else were to make the state-

ment of it, I think I could follow.
soc. Listen then, while I relate it to you—a

dream for a dream.” I in turn used to imagine that

I heard certain persons say that the primary elements

of which we and all else are composed admit of no

rational explanation; for each alone by itself can

only be named, and no qualification can be added,

neither that it is nor that it is not, for that would at

once be adding to it existence or non-existence,

whereas we must add nothing to it, if we are to

speak of that itself alone. Indeed, not even

“itself” or “that” or “each” or “alone” or “ this”

or anything else of the sort, of which there are many,

must be added ; for these are prevalent terms which
are added to all things indiscriminately and are

different from the things to which they are added ;

but if it were possible to explain an element, and it

admitted of a rational explanation of its own, it would

have to be explained apart from everything else.

But in fact none of the primal elements can be ex-
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THEAETETUS

pressed by reason ; they can only be named, for they

have only a name; but the things composed of these

are themselves complex, and so their names are

complex and form a rational explanation; for the

combination of names is the essence of reasoning.

Thus the elements are not objects of reason or of

knowledge, but only of perception, whereas the

combinations of them are objects of knowledge and

expression and true opinion. When therefore a man

acquires without reasoning the true opinion about

anything, his mind has the truth about it, but has

no knowledge; for he who cannot give and receive

a rational explanation of a thing is without know-

ledge of it; but when he has acquired also a rational

explanation he may possibly have become all that I

have said and may now be perfect in knowledge.

Is that the version of the dream you have heard, or

is it different ?

THEAET. That was it exactly.

soc. Are you satisfied, then, and do you state it in

this way, that true opinion accompanied by reason is

knowledge ?

THEAET, Precisely.

soc. Can it be, Theaetetus, that we now, in this

casual manner, have found out on this day what many

wise men have long been seeking and have grown

grey in the search?

THEAET. I, at any rate, Socrates, think our present

statement is good.

soc. Probably this particular statement is so; for

what knowledge could there still be apart from reason

and right opinion? One point, however, in what

has been said is unsatisfactory to me,

TuEarT. What point?
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THEAETETUS

soc. Just that which seems to be the cleyerest;

the assertion that the elements are unknowable and

the class of combinations is knowable.

THEAET. Is that not right?

soc. We are sure to find out, for we have as

hostages the examples which he who said all this

used in his argument.

THEAET. What examples ?

soc. The elements in writing, the letters of the

alphabet, and their combinations, the syllables! ; or

do you think the author of the statements we are

discussing had something else in view ?

THEAET. No; those are what he had in view.

soc. Let us, then, take them up and examine

them, or rather, let us examine ourselves and see

whether it was in accordance with this theory,

or not, that we learned letters. First then, the

syllables have a rational explanation, but the letters

have not?

THEAET. I suppose so.

soc. I think so, too, decidedly. Now if anyone

should ask about the first syllable of Socrates;

“ Theaetetus, tell me, what is SO?” What would

you reply ?

THEAET. I should say “S and O,”

soc. This, then, is your explanation of the syllable ?

THEAET. Yes.

soc. Come now, in the same manner give me the

explanation of the S.

THEAET. How can one give any elements of an

element? For really, Socrates, the S is a voiceless

1 Trocyetey and ovddaf}, originally general terms for
element and combination, became the common words for
letter and syllable.
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THEAETETUS

letter,) a mere noise, as of the tongue hissing; B

again has neither voice nor noise, nor have most of

the other letters; and so it is quite right to say that

they have no explanation, seeing that the most

distinct of them, the seven vowels, have only voice,

but no explanation whatsoever.
soc. In this point, then, my friend, it would seem

that we have reached a right conclusion about

knowledge.

THEAET. I think we have.

soc. But have we been right in laying down the

principle that whereas the letter is unknowable, yet

the syllable is knowable?

THEAET. Probably.

soc. Well then, shall we say that the syllable

is the two letters, or, if there be more than two, all]

of them, or is it a single concept that has arisen

from their combination ?

THEAET. I think we mean all the letters it

contains.

soc. Now take the case of two,S and O. The

two together are the first syllable of my name. He

who knows it knows the two letters, does he not?

THEAET. Of course.

soc. He knows, that is, the S and the O.
THEAET. Yes.

soc. How is that? He is ignorant of each, and

knowing neither of them he knows them both?

THEAET. That is monstrous and absurd, Socrates.

soc. And yet if a knowledge of each letter is

necessary before one can know both, he who is

1 The distinction here made is that which we make
between vowels and consonants. The seven Greek vowels
are 2, €, 7, t, 0, vu, w, Called gwyjerra,
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THEAETETUS

ever to know a syllable must certainly know the

letters first, and so our fine theory will have run
away and vanished !

THEAET. And very suddenly, too.

soc. Yes, for we are not watching it carefully.

Perhaps we ought to have said that the syllable
is not the letters, but a single concept that has

arisen from them, having a single form of its own,

different from the letters.

THEAET. Certainly; and perhaps that will be
better than the other way.

soc. Let us look into that ; we must not give up in

such unmanly fashion a great and impressive theory.

THEAET. No, we must not.

soc. Let it be, then, as we say now, that the
syllable or combination is a single form arising out

of the several conjoined elements, and that it is the
same in words and in all other things.

THEAET. Certainly.

soc. Therefore there must be no parts of it.

THEAET. How so?

soc. Because if there are parts of anything, the
whole must inevitably be aJl the parts; or do you

assert also that the whole that has arisen out of the

parts is a single concept different from all the parts?

THEAET. Yes, I do.

soc. Do you then say that all and the whole

are the same, or that each of the two is different

from the other?

THEAET. I am not sure; but you tell me to

answer boldly, so I take the risk and say that they

are different.

soc. Your boldness, Theaetetus, is right; but

whether your answer is so remains to be seen.
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THEAETETUS

tTHEAET. Yes, certainly, we must see about that.

soc. The whole, then, according to our present

view, would differ from all ?

THEAET. Yes.

soc. How about this? Is there any difference

between all in the plural and all in the singular?
For instance, if we say one, two, three, four, five,

six, or twice three, or three times two, or four and

two, or three and two and one, are we in all these

forms speaking of the same or of different numbers?

THEAET. Of the same.

soc. That is, of six?

THEAET. Yes.

soc. Then in each form of speech we have spoken

of all the six?

THEAET. Yes.

soc. And again do we not speak of one thing
when we speak of them all?

THEAET. Assuredly.

soc. That is, of six?

THEAET. Yes.

soc. Then in all things that are made up of
number, we apply the same term to all in the plural

and all in the singular?

THEAET. Apparently.

soc. Here is another way of approaching the
matter. The number of the fathom and the fathom

are the same, are they not?

THEAET. Yes.

soc. And of the furlong likewise.

THEAET. Yes.

soc. And the number of the army is the same
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THEAETETUS

as the army, and all such cases are alike? In each
of them all the number is all the thing.

THEAET. Yes,

soc. And is the number of each anything but
the parts of each?

THEAET. No.

soc. Everything that has parts, accordingly,

consists of parts, does it not?

THEAET. Evidently.

soc. But we are agreed that the all must be all
the parts if all the number is to be the all.}

VHEAET. Yes,

soc. Then the whole does not consist of parts,

for if it consisted of all the parts it would be the all.

THEAET. That seems to be true.

soc. But is a part a part of anything in the world
but the whole?

THEAET. Yes, of the all.

soc. You are putting upa brave fight, Theaetetus.

But is not the all precisely that of which nothing is

wanting ?

THEART. Necessarily.

soc. And is not just this same thing, from which

nothing whatsoever is lacking, a whole? For that

from which anything is lacking is neither a whole

nor all, which have become identical simultaneously

and for the same reason.

THEAET, I think now that there is no difference

between all and whole.

soc. We were saying, were we not, that if there

are parts of anything, the whole and all of it will

be all the parts?

THEAET. Certainly.

1 Cf. 204 B.
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THEAETETUS

soc. Once more, then, as I was trying to say just

now, if the syllable is not the letters, does it not
follow necessarily that it contains the letters, not as

parts of it, or else that being the same as the letters,

it is equally knowable with them?

THEAET. It does.

soc. And it was in order to avoid this that we
assumed that it was different from them?

THEAET. Yes.

soc. Well then, if the letters are not parts of the

syllable, can you mention any other things which

are parts of it, but are not the letters! of it?

THEAET, Certainly not. For if 1 grant that there

are parts of the syllable, it would be ridiculous to

give up the letters and look for other things as parts.

soc. Without question, then, Theaetetus, the

syllable would be, according to our present view,

some indivisible concept.

THEAET. I agree,

soc. Do you remember, then, my friend, that we

admitted a little while ago, on what we considered

good grounds, that there can be no rational explana-

tion of the primary elements of which other things

are composed, because each of them, when taken by

itself, is not composite, and we could not properly

apply to such an element even the expression “ be”’

or “ this,” because these terms are different and alien,

and for this reason it is irrational and unknowable?

THEAET. I remember.

soc. And is not this the sole reason why it is

single in form and indivisible? I can see no other.

1 The reader is reminded that the words eroxeiov and
ov\a8% have the meanings *‘ element” and ** combination ”

as weil as “letter” and “syllable.” 7
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THEAETETUS

THEAET. There is no other to be seen.

soc. Then the syllable falls into the same class

with the letter, if it has no parts and is a single

form ?

THEAET. Yes, unquestionably.

soc. If, then, the syllable is a plurality of letters
and is a whole of which the letters are parts,

the syllables and the letters are equally knowable

and expressible, if all the parts were found to be

the same as the whole.

THEAET. Certainly.

soc. But if one and indivisible, then syllable and

likewise letter are equally irrational and unknowable ;

for the same cause will make them so.

THEAET. I cannot dispute it.

soc. Then we must not accept the statement of

any one who says that the syllable is knowable and
expressible, but the letter is not.

THEAET. No, not if we are convinced by our

argument.

soc. But would you not rather accept the opposite

belief, judging by your own experience when you

were learning to read ?

THEAET. What experience ?

soc. In learning, you were merely constantly
trying to distinguish between the letters both by

sight and by hearing, keeping each of them distinct

from the rest, that you might not be disturbed by
their sequence when they were spoken or written,

THEAET. That is very true.

soc. And in the music school was not perfect
attainment the ability to follow each note and tell
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THEAETETUS

which string produced it; and everyone would

agree that the notes are the elements of music?

THEAET. Yes, that is all true.

soc. Then if we are to argue from the elements

and combinations in which we ourselves have ex-

perience to other things in general, we shall say that

the elements as a class admit of a much clearer know-

ledge than the compounds and of a knowledge that

is much more important for the complete attainment

of each branch of learning, and if anyone says that

the compound is by its nature knowable and the

element unknowable, we shall consider that he is,

intentionally or unintentionally, joking.

THEAET. Certainly.

soc. Still other proofs of this might be brought

out, I think; but let us not on that account lose

sight of the question before us, which is: What is

meant by the doctrine that the most perfect know-

ledge arises from the addition of rational explanation

to true opinion?

THEAET. No, we must not.

soc. Now what are we intended to understand by

“yational explanation”? I think it means one of

three things.

THEAET. What are they ?

soc. The first would be making one’s own thought

clear through speech by means of verbs and nouns,

imaging the opinion in the stream that flows through

the lips, as in a mirror or water. Do you not think

the rational explanation is something of that sort?

THEAET. Yes, I do. At any rate, we say that he
who does that speaks or explains.

soc. Well, that is a thing that anyone can do

sooner or later; he can show what he thinks about
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THEAETETUS.

anything, unless he is deaf or dumb from the first;

and so all who have any right opinion will be found

to have it with the addition of rational explanation,

and there will henceforth be no possibility of right

opinion apart from knowledge.

THEAET. True.

soc. Let us not, therefore, carelessly accuse him

of talking nonsense who gave the definition of know-

ledge which we are now considering; for perhaps

that is not what he meant. He may have meant

that each person if asked about anything must be

able in reply to give his questioner an account of

it in terms of its elements.

THEAET. As for example, Socrates ?

soc. As, for example, Hesiod, speaking of a wagon,

says, “a hundred pieces of wood in a wagon.”!

Now I could not name the pieces, nor, I fancy, could

you; but if we were asked what a wagon is, we

should be satisfied if we could say “wheels, axle,

body, rims, yoke.”

THEAET. Certainly.

soc. But he, perhaps, would think we were

ridiculous, just as he would if, on being asked about

your name, we should reply by telling the syllables,

holding a right opinion and expressing correctly what

we have to say, but should think we were gram-

marians and as such both possessed and were ex-

pressing as grammarians would the rational explana-

tion of the name Theaetetus. He would say that it
is impossible for anyone to give a rational explana-

tion of anything with knowledge, until he gives a

complete enumeration of the elements, combined with

true opinion. That, I believe, is what was said before.

2 Works and Days, 456 (454).
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THEAETETUS

THEAET. Yes, it was.

soc. So, too, he would say that we have right

opinion about a wagon, but that he who can give

an account of its essential nature in terms of those

one hundred parts has by this addition added rational

explanation to true opinion and has acquired

technical knowledge of the essential nature of a

wagon, in place of mere opinion, by describing the

whole in terms of its elements.

THEAET. Do you agree to that, Socrates?

soc. If you, my friend, agree to it and accept the

view that orderly description in terins of its elements

is a rational account of anything, but that description

in terms of syllables or still larger units is irrational,

tell me so, that we may examine the question.

THEAET. Certainly | accept it.

soc. Do you accept it in the belief that anyone

has knowledge of anything when he thinks that the

same element is a part sometimes of one thing and

sometimes of another or when he is of opinion that

the same thing has as a part of it sometimes one

thing and sometimes another?

THEAET. Not at all, by Zeus.

soc. Then do you forget that when you began to

learn to read you and the others did just that?

THEAET. Do you mean when we thought that some-

times one letter and sometimes another belonged to

the same syllable, and when we put the same letter
sometimes into the proper syllable and sometimes

into another?

soc. That is what I mean.

THEAET. By Zeus, I do not forget, nor do |
think that those have knowledge who are in that

condition.
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THEAETETUS

soc. Take an example: When at such a stage in

his progress a person in writing “ Theaetetus’’ thinks

he ought to write, and actually does write, TH and

E, and again in trying to write “ Theodorus ” thinks

he ought to write, and does write, T and E, shall

we say that he knows the first syllable of your

names ?

THEAET. No, we just now agreed that a person in

such a condition has not yet gained knowledge.

soc. Then there is nothing to prevent the same

person from being in that condition with respect to

the second and third and fourth syllables ?

THEAET. No, nothing.

soc. Then, in that case, he has in mind the orderly

description in terms of letters, and will write

“ Theaetetus” with right opinion, when he writes

the letters in order ?

THEAET. Evidently.

soc. But he is still, as we say, without knowledge,

though he has right opinion ?

THEAET. Yes.

soc. Yes, but with his opinion he has rational ex-

planation ; for he wrote with the method in terms

of letters in his mind, and we agreed that that was

rational explanation.

THEAET. True.

soc. There is, then, my friend, a combination of
right opinion with rational explanation, which cannot

as yet properly be called knowledge?

THEAET. There is not much doubt about it.

soc. So it seems that the perfectly true definition
of knowledge, which we thought we had, was but a

golden dream. Or shall we wait a bit before we

condemn it? Perhaps the definition to be adopted
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THEAETETUS

is not this, but the remaining one of the three possi-

bilities one of which we said must be affirmed by
anyone who asserts that knowledge is right opinion

combined with rational explanation.

THEAET. I am glad you called that to mind.

For there is still one left. The first was a kind of

vocal image of the thought, the second the order
approach to the whole through the elements, which
we have just been discussing, and what is the third ?

soc, It is just the definition which most people

would give, that knowledge is the ability to tell

some characteristic by which the object in question

differs from a)] others.

THEAET. As an example of the method, what ex-

planation can you give me, and of what thing?

soc. As an example, if you like, take the sun:

I think it is enough for you to be told that it is the

brightest of the heavenly bodies that revolve about

the earth.

THEAET. Certainly.

soc. Understand why I say this. It is because, as
we were just saying, if you get hold of the distin-

guishing characteristic by which a given thing differs

from the rest, you will, as some say, get hold of the

definition or explanation of it; but so long as you cling

to some common quality, your explanation will pertain

to all those objects to which the common quality

belongs.

THEAET, I understand; and it seems to me that it

is quite right to call that kind a rational explanation

or definition.

soc. Then he who possesses right opinion about

anything and adds thereto a comprehension of the

difference which distinguishes it from other things
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THEAETETUS

will have acquired knowledge of that thing of which
he previously had only opinion.

THEAET. That is what we affirm.

soc. Theaetetus, now that I have come closer to

our statement, I do not understand it at all. It is

like coming close to a scene-painting.! While I
stood off at a distance, I thought there was some-
thing in it.

THEAET. What do you mean?

soc. I will tell you if Ican. Assume that I have

right opinion about you; if I add the explanation

or definition of you, then I have knowledge of you,

otherwise I have merely opinion.

THEAET. Yes.

soc. But explanation was, we agreed, the inter-

pretation of your difference.

THEAET. It was.

soc. Then so long as I had merely opinion, I did

not grasp in my thought any of the points in which

you differ from others?

THEAET. Apparently not.

soc. Therefore I was thinking of some one of the

common traits which you possess no more than other

men.

THEAET, You must have been.

soc. For heaven’s sake! How in the world could

I in that case have any opinion about you more than

about anyone else? Suppose that I thought “That

is Theaetetus which is a man and has nose and eyes

and mouth” and so forth, mentioning all the parts.

Can this thought make me think of Theaetetus any

1 In which perspective is the main thing.
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THEAETETUS

more than of Theodorus or of the meanest of the
Mysians,! as the saying is?

yuEarT. Of course not.

soc. But if I think not only of a man with nose

and eyes, but of one with snub nose and protruding

eyes, shall I then have an opinion of you any more
than of myself and all others like me? :

THEArT. Not at all.

soc. No; I fancy Theaetetus will not be the

object of opinion in me until this snubnosedness of
yours has stamped and deposited in my mind a

memorial different from those of the other ex-

amples of snubnosedness that I have seen, and

the other traits that make up your personality
have done the like. Then that memorial, if I

meet you again tomorrow, will awaken my

memory and make me have right opinion about
ou.

y THEAET. Very true.
soc. Then right opinion also would have to do

with differences in any given instance ?

THEAET. At any rate, it seems so.

soc. Then what becomes of the addition of reason

or explanation to right opinion? For if it is defined

as the addition of an opinion of the way in which a

given thing differs from the rest, it is an utterly
absurd injunction.

THEAET. How so?

soc. When we have a right opinion of the way in

which certain things differ from other things, we are

told to acquire a right opinion of the way in which
those same things differ from other things! On this

1 The Mysians were despised as especially effeminate and

worthless.
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plan the twirling of a scytale! or a pestle or any-

thing of the sort would be as nothing compared with

this injunction. It might more justly be called a

blind man’s giving directions ; for to command us to

acquire that which we already have, in order to learn

that of which we already have opinion, is very like
a man whose sight is mightily darkened.

THEAET. Tell me now, what did you intend to say

when you asked the question a while ago?
soc. If, my boy, the command to add reason or

explanation means learning to know and not merely

getting an opinion about the difference, our splendid

definition of knowledge would be a fine affair!

For learning to know is acquiring knowledge, is

it not?

THEAET. Yes.

soc. Then, it seems, if asked, “ What is know-

ledge ?”’ our leader will reply that it is right opinion

with the addition of a knowledge of difference ; for

that would, according to him, be the addition of

reason or explanation.

THEAET. So it seems.

soc. And it is utterly silly, when we are looking

for a definition of knowledge, to say that it is right

opinion with knowledge, whether of difference or of

anything else whatsoever. So neither perception,

Theaetetus, nor true opinion, nor reason or ex-

planation combined with true opinion could be

knowledge.

THEAET. Apparently not.

1 A oxvrd\n was a staff, especially a staff about which a
strip of leather was rolled, on which dispatches were so
written that when unrolled they were illegible until rolled

again upon another staff of the same size and shape,
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soc. Are we then, my friend, still pregnant and
in travail with knowledge, or have we brought forth

everything ?

THEAET. Yes, we have, and, by Zeus, Socrates,

with your help I have already said more than there

was in me.

soc. Then does our art of midwifery declare to us

that all the offspring that have been born are mere

wind-eggs and not worth rearing?

THEAET. It does, decidedly.

soc. If after this you ever undertake to conceive

other thoughts, ‘Theaetetus, and do conceive, you will

be pregnant with better thoughts than these by

reason of the present search, and if you remain

barren, you will be less harsh and gentler to your

associates, for you will have the wisdom not to think

you know that which you do not know. So much

and no more my art can accomplish; nor do I know

aught of ‘the things that are known by others, the

great and wonderful men who are to-day and have

been in the past. This art, however, both my mother

and I received from God, she for women and I[ for

young and noble men and for all who are fair.

And now I must go to the Porch of the King, to

answer to the suit which Meletus! has brought against

me. But in the morning, Theodorus, let us meet

here again.

1 Meletus was one of those who brought the suit which
led to the condemnation and death of Socrates,
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INTRODUCTION TO THE SOPHIST

In The Sophist Theodorus and Theaetetus meet

Socrates in accordance with the agreement made

in the final paragraph of the Theaetetus. They bring

with them an Eleatic Stranger, who presently agrees

to undertake, with the aid of Theaetetus, the

definition of the Philosopher, the Statesman, and

the Sophist. Thereupon, after selecting the Sophist

as the first of the three to be defined, he proceeds to

illustrate his method by defining the angler, on the

ground that the Sophist is a difficult subject and

that practice on an easier and slighter matter is

desirable. The method employed in defining first

the angler and then the Sophist is that of comparison

and division successively into two parts. This

method was probably, at the time when this dialogue

was written, something of a novelty, and is employed

also in The Statesman, which is closely connected with

The Sophist both in form and substance. It must be

admitted that the process of dichotomy becomes very

tedious, which may possibly be one of Plato’s reasons

for making the Stranger, not Socrates, the chief

speaker in these two dialogues. The definition of the

Sophist—the avowed purpose of the dialogue—is
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carried on in a satirical and polemic spirit which is

abundantly evident even when it is no longer pos-
sible to name the particular persons against whom the

attack is directed.

But all this occupies only the opening and con-

cluding passages. It is interrupted-by what is in
formea long digression, but is really the most serious
and important part of the whole. In this (236 p—

2648) the method of dichotomy is given up and

abstract questions are treated in a quite different

manner. The Sophist has been found to be a juggler
and deceiver, and the question arises whether decep-

tion or falsehood does not involve the assumption
of Not-Being, which was persistently opposed by

Parmenides and the Eleatic philosophers in general.

Plato refutes the doctrine that Not-Being cannot

exist by showing that it has a relative existence—

that in each particular instance it denotes a difference

or condition of being other than that in connexion

with which it is said to exist. It is not mere

negation—the opposite of Being—but becomes the

positive notion of Difference. This is the most

important doctrine promulgated in this dialogue.

Hereupon follows the discussion of the nature of

Being, and the conclusion is reached that everything

which possesses any power, either to produce a

change or to be affected by a cause, has existence

(247 b), t.e., that power—whether active or passive—

is Being.

The problem of predication—of the possibility of

assertion—is solved by making the distinction be-

tween verbs and nouns and defining the sentence as

a combination of those two. If that combination

corresponds to reality, the assertion is true, if not, it
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is false. How far this is original with Plato is

difficult to determine. Other subjects discussed in

this dialogue are the theory of knowledge, the
relation between reality and appearance, and that

between the one and the many. The introduction

of the five “forms” or categories—Being, Motion,
Rest, Same and Other—is an interesting feature

which may be interpreted as marking a stage in the

development of the theory of ideas. This dialogue

is important in content, though not especially

attractive in form.

The date of Zhe Sophist cannot be earlier, and

may be considerably later, than that of the

Theaetetus.

There is an edition of The Sophtst and Politicus,

with yinglish notes, by Lewis Campbell (Oxford,
1804



8t. I
p. 216

B

2O*I>THS
[WH NEPI TOY ONTOX* AOriKO3]

TA TOY AIAAOTOY ITPOZOITA

@EOANPOX, ZNKPATHZ, EENOZ EAEATH2, @EAITHTOX

I. @E0. Kara THv xbes duodoyiay, ob @ Ledkpares,
HKopev avrot TE Koopiws Kat Tovde Twa, févov
ayopev, TO jwev yevos e€ "EdAéas, ératpov 5€ rav

audi Tlappevidny cat Zyvwva,) pdra 8é avdpa

brdooger.
. "Ap ody, ad Oeddwpe, ov £évov add Twa

Gedy. dywy Kara TOV ‘Optipov Adyov AéAnBas ; Gs
grow ddovs te Geovs tots _avOpedrrois: omdcot

. heTexovow aidots dSixatas, kat 87 Kat tov £eviov
ovx jKvora Geov cvvorradov ‘yvyvopevov UBpers Te
Kal evvopias Ta dv pair kafopay. Tay ou
ay Kat Got Ts odros Tay Kpeurrovay ouvéroiro,
gavidous nas ovras a tots Adyots ezrobdpevds

re kal eréy£wv, Jeds @ ay Ts eheyierixes.
@EO. Quy odros 6 pdms, @ Lwxpares, rob

5 1 Ziwuve éralpwv vss. ; éralpwy om. Upton.

204



THE SOPHIST

[or ON BEING: oaicar]

CHARACTERS

Tneoporvus, Socrates, aN ELEAN STRANGER, THEAETETUS

rHEo. According to our yesterday's agreement,

Socrates, we have come ourselves, as we were bound

to do, and we bring also this man with us; he

is a stranger from Elea, one of the followers of

Parmenides and Zeno, and a real philosopher.

soc. Are you not unwittingly bringing, as Homer

says, some god, and no mere stranger, Theodorus ?

He says that the gods, and especially the god of

strangers, enter into companionship with men who

have a share of due reverence! and that they

behold the deeds, both violent and righteous,! of

mankind. So perhaps this companion of yours may

be one of the higher powers, who comes to watch

over and refute us because we are worthless in

argument—a kind of god of refutation.

THEO. No, Socrates, that is not the stranger's

1 A modified quotation from Odyssey, ix. 2713 xvii. 485-7.
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character; he is more reasonable than those who

devote themselves to disputation. And though

I do not think he is a god at all, I certainly do

think he is divine, for I give that epithet to all

philosophers.

soc. And rightly, my friend. However, I fancy

it is not much easier, if I may say so, to recognize

this class, than that of the gods. For these men—I

mean those who are not feignedly but really

philosophers—appear disguised in all sorts of shapes,!

thanks to the ignorance of the rest of mankind, and

visit the cities,! beholding from above the life of

those below, and they seem to some to be of no

worth and to others to be worth everything. And

sometimes they appear disguised as statesmen and

sometimes as sophists, and sometimes they may give

some people the impression that they are altogether

mad. But I should like to ask our stranger here, if
agreeable to him, what people in his country thought

about these matters, and what names they used.

THEO. What matters do you mean ?

soc. Sophist, statesman, philosopher.

THEO. What particular difficulty and what kind

of difficulty in regard to them is it about which you

had in mind to ask ?

soc. It is this: Did they consider all these one,

or two, or, as there are three names, did they divide

them into three classes and ascribe to each a class,

corresponding to a single name?

‘THEO. I think he has no objection to talking

about them. What do you say, stranger?

str. Just what you did, Theodorus; for I have no

objection, and it is not difficult to say that they

1 Of. Od. xvii. 485-7.
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considered them three. But it is no small or easy

task to define clearly the nature of each.

THEO. The fact is, Socrates, that by chance you

have hit upon a question very like what we happened

to be asking him before we came here; and he

made excuses to us then, as he does now to you;

though he admits that he has heard it thoroughly

discussed and remembers what he heard.

soc. In that case, stranger, do not refuse us the

first favour we have asked; but just tell us this:

Do you generally prefer to expound in a long un-

interrupted speech of your own whatever you wish

to explain to anyone, or do you prefer the method of

questions? I was present once when Parmenides em-

ployed the latter method and carried on a splendid dis-

cussion. I wasa young man then, and he was very old.

str. The method of dialogue, Socrates, is easier

with an interlocutor who is tractable and gives no

trouble; but otherwise I prefer the continuous

speech by one person.

soc. Well, you may choose whomever you please

of those present; they will all respond pleasantly

to you; but if you take my advice you will choose

one of the young fellows, Theaetetus here, or any

of the others who suits you.

str. Socrates, this is the first time I have come

among you, and I am somewhat ashamed, instead of

carrying on the discussion by merely giving brief

replies to your questions, to deliver an extended,

long drawn out speech, either as an address of my

own or in reply to another, as if I were giving an

exhibition ; but I must, for really the present subject

is not what one might expect from the form of the

question, but is a matter for very long speech. On
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the other hand it seems unfriendly and discourteous

to refuse a favour to you and these gentlemen,

especially when you have spoken as you did. As

for Theaetetus I accept him most willingly as inter-

locutor in view of my previous conversation with him

and of your present recommendation.

THEAET. But, stranger, by taking this course and

following Socrates’s suggestion will you please the

others too ?

str. I am afraid there is nothing more to be said

about that, Theaetetus; but from now on, my talk

will, I fancy, be addressed to you. And if you get

tired and are bored by the length of the talk, do

not blame me, but these friends of yours.

THEAET, Oh, no, 1 do not think I shall get tired

of it so easily, but if such a thing does happen, we

will call in this Socrates, the namesake of the other

Socrates; he is of my own age and my companion

in the gymnasium, and is in the habit of working

with me in almost everything.

str. Very well; you will follow your own devices

about that as the discussion proceeds; but now you

and I must investigate in common, beginning first,

as it seems to me, with the sophist, and must search

out and make plain by argument what he is. For

as yet you and IJ have nothing in common about him

but the name; but as to the thing to which we give

the name, we may perhaps each have a conception

of it in our own minds; however, we ought always

in every instance to come to agreement about the

thing itself by argument rather than about the mere

name without argument. But the tribe which we

now intend to search for, the sophist, is not the

easiest thing in the world to catch and define, and
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everyone has agreed long ago that if investigations

of great matters are to be properly worked out we

ought to practise them on small and easier matters

before attacking the very greatest. So now,

Theaetetus, this is my advice to ourselves, since

we think the family of sophists is troublesome and
hard to catch, that we first practise the method of
hunting in something easier, unless you perhaps

have some simpler way to suggest.

THEAET. I have not.

str. Then shall we take some lesser thing and

try to use it as a pattern for the greater ?

THEAET. Yes.

str. Well, then, what example can we set before

us which is well known and small, but no less

capable of definition than any of the greater things?

Say an angler; is he not known to all and unworthy

of any great interest ?

THEAET. Yes.

sTR. But I hope he offers us a method and is

capable of a definition not unsuitable to our purpose.

THEAET. That would be good.

str. Come now; let us begin with him in this

way: Tell me, shall we say that he is a man with

an art, or one without an art, but having some other

power?

THEAET. Certainly not one without an art.

str. But of all arts there are, speaking generally,

two kinds?

THEAET. How so?

str. Agriculture and all kinds of care of any

living beings, and that which has to do with things

which are put together or moulded (utensils we call
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them), and the art of imitation—all these might
properly be called by one name.

THEAET. How so, and what is the name?

stk. When anyone brings into being something

which did not previously exist, we say that he who

brings it into being produces it and that which is

brought into being is produced,

THEAET. Certainly.

str. Now all the arts which we have just men-

tioned direct their energy to production.
THEAET. Yes, they do.

str. Let us, then, call these collectively the pro-

ductive art.

THEAET. Agreed.

str. And after this comes the whole class of

learning and that of acquiring knowledge, and

money making, and fighting, and hunting. None
of these is creative, but they are all engaged in

coercing, by deeds or words, things which already

exist and have been produced, or in preventing

others from coercing them; therefore all these
divisions together might very properly be called

acquisitive art.

THEAET. Yes, that would be proper.

str. Then since acquisitive and productive art

comprise al] the arts, in which, Theaetetus, shall we

place the art of angling?

THEAET. In acquisitive art, clearly.

str. And are there not two classes of acquisitive
art—one the class of exchange between voluntary

agents by means of gifts and wages and purchases,
and the other, which comprises all the rest of
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acquisitive art, and, since it coerces either by word

or deed, might be called coercive ?

THEAET. It appears so, at any rate, from what you

have said.

str. Well then, shall we not divide coercive art

into two parts?

THEAET. In what way?

str. By calling all the open part of it fighting

and all the secret part hunting.

THEAET. Yes.

str. But it would be unreasonable not to divide

hunting into two parts.

THEAET. Say how it can be done.

str. By dividing it into the hunting of the lifeless

and of the living.

THEAET. Certainly, if both exist.

str. Of course they exist. And we must pass

over the hunting of lifeless things, which has no

name, with the exception of some kinds of diving and

the like, which are of little importance ; but the hunt-

ing of living things we will call animal-hunting.

THEAET. Very well.

str. And two classes of animal-hunting might

properly be made, one (and this is divided ander

many classes and names) the hunting of creatures

that go on their feet, land-animal hunting, and the

other that of swimming creatures, to be called, as a

whole, water-animal hunting?

THEAET. Certainly.

‘str. And of swimming creatures we see that one

tribe is winged and the other is in the water?

THEAET. Of course.

str. And the hunting of winged creatures is called,

as a whole, fowling.
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THEAET. It is.

str. And the hunting of water creatures goes by

the general name of fishing.

THEAET. Yes.

str. And might I not divide this kind of hunting

into two principal divisions ?

THEAET. What divisions?

str. The one carries on the hunt by means of

enclosures merely, the other by a blow.

THEAET. What do you mean, and how do you

distinguish the two?

str. As regards the first, because whatever

surrounds anything and encloses it so as to constrain

it is properly called an enclosure.

THEAET. Certainly.

str. May not, then, wicker baskets and seines
and snares and nets and the like be called enclosures?

THEAET, Assuredly.

str. Then we will call this division hunting by

enclosures, or something of that sort.

THEAET. Yes.

str. And the other, which is done with a blow, by

means of hooks and three pronged spears, we must

now—to name it with a single word—call striking ;

or could a better name be found, Theaetetus ?

THEAET. Never mind the name; that will do
well enough.

str. Then the kind of striking which takes place
at night by the light of a fire is, I suppose, called

by the hunters themselves fire-hunting.

THEAET. To be sure.

str. And that which belongs to the daytime is,
as a whole, barb-hunting, since the spears, as well
as the hooks, are tipped with barbs.
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THEAET. Yes, it is so called.

str, Then of striking which belongs to barb-

hunting, that part which proceeds downward from

above, is called, because tridents are chiefly used in

it, tridentry, I suppose.

THEAET. Yes, some people, at any rate, call it so.

str. Then there still remains, I may say, only

one further kind.

THEAET. What is that?

str. The kind that is characterized by the

opposite sort of blow, which is practised with a

hook and strikes, not any chance part of the body

of the fishes, as tridents do, but only the head and

mouth of the fish caught, and proceeds from below

upwards, being pulled up by twigs and rods. By

what name, Theaetetus, shall we say this ought to

be called ?

THEAET. I think our search is now ended and we

have found the very thing we set before us a while

ago as necessary to find.

str. Now, then, you and I are not only agreed

about the name of angling, but we have acquired

also a satisfactory definition of the thing itself. For

of art as a whole, half was acquisitive, and of the

acquisitive, half was coercive, and of the coercive,

half was hunting, and of hunting, half was animal

hunting, and of animal hunting, half was water

hunting, and, taken as a whole, of water hunting the

lower part was fishing, and of fishing, half was

striking, and of striking, half was barb-hunting, and

of this the part in which the blow is pulled from

below upwards at an angle} has a name in the very

The words at an angle are inserted merely to give a reason

in English for the words which follow them.
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likeness of the act and is called angling, which was

the object of our present search.

THEAET. That at all events has been made

perfectly clear.

str. Come, then, let us use this as a pattern and

try to find out what a sophist is.

THEAET, By all means.

str. Well, then, the first question we asked was

whether we must assume that the angler was just a

man or was a man with an art.

THEAET. Yes.

str. Now take this man of ours, Theaetetus.

Shall we assume that he is just a man, or by all

means really a man of wisdom?
rueactT. Certainly not just a man; for I catch

your meaning that he is very far from being wise,

although his name implies wisdom.
str. But we must, it seems, assume that he has

an art of some kind.

THEAET. Well, then, what in the world is this art

that he has?

str. Good gracious! Have we failed to notice

that the man is akin to the other man ?
THEAET. Who is akin to whom?

str. The angler to the sophist.

THEAET. How so?

str. They both seem clearly to me to be a sort

of hunters.

THEart, What is the hunting of the second? We

have spoken about the first.

str. We just now divided hunting as a whole

into two classes, and made one division that of

swimming creatures and the other that of land-

hunting.
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THEAET. Yes.

str. And the one we discussed, so far as the swim-

ming creatures that live in the water are concerned ;

but we left the land-hunting undivided, merely

remarking that it has many forms.

THEAET. Certainly.

str. Now up to that point the sophist and the

angler proceed together from the starting-point of

acquisitive art.

THEAET. I think they do.
str. But they separate at the point of animal-

hunting, where the one turns tv the sea and rivers

and lakes to hunt the animals in those.

THEAET. To be sure.

str. But the other turns toward the land and to

rivers of a different kind—rivers of wealth and

youth, bounteous meadows, as it were—and he
intends to coerce the creatures in them.

THEAET. What do you mean ?

str. Of land-hunting there are two chief divisions.

THEAET. What are they?

str. One is the hunting of tame, the other of

wild creatures.

THEAET. Is there, then, a hunting of tame

creatures?

str. Yes, if man is a tame animal; but make any

assumption you like, that there is no tame animal,

or that some other tame animal exists but man is
a wild one or that man is tame but there is no

hunting of man. For the purpose of our definition
choose whichever of these statements you think is

satisfactory to you.

THEAET. Why, Stranger, I think we are a tame

animal, and I agree that there is a hunting of man.
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str. Let us, then, say that the hunting of tame

animals is also of two kinds.

THEAET. How do we justify that assertion ?

str. By defining piracy, man-stealing, tyranny,

and the whole art of war all collectively as hunting

by force.

THEAET. Excellent.

str. And by giving the art of the law courts, of

the public platform, and of conversation also a single

name and calling them all cullectively an art of

persuasion.

THEAET. Correct,

str. Now let us say that there are two kinds of

persuasion.

THEAET. What kinds?

str. The one has to do with private persons, the

other with the community.

THEAET. Granted; each of them does form a class.

str. Then again of the hunting of private persons

one kind receives pay, and the other brings gifts,

does it not?

THEAERT. I do not understand.

str. Apparently you have never yet paid attention

to the lovers’ method of hunting.

THEAET. In what respect?

str. That in addition to their other efforts they

give presents to those whom they hunt.

THEAET. You are quite right.

str. Let us, then, call this the amatory art.

THEAET. Agreed.

str. But that part of the paid kind which con-

verses to furnish gratification and makes pleasure

exclusively its bait and demands as its pay only

maintenance, we might all agree, if I am not mis-
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taken, to call the art of flattery or of making things

pleasant.

THEAET. Certainly.

sTR. But the class which proposes to carry on its

conversations for the sake of virtue and demands its

pay in cash—does not this deserve to be called by

another name?

THEAET. Of course.

str. And what is that name? Try to tell

THEAET. It is obvious; for I think we have dis-

covered the sophist. And therefore by uttering

that word I think I should give him the right name.

str. Then, as it seems, according to our present

reasoning, Theaetetus, the part of appropriative,

coercive, hunting art which hunts animals, land

animals, tame animals, man, privately, for pay, is paid

in cash, claims to give education, and is a hunt after

rich and promising youths, must—so our present

argument concludes—be called sophistry.

THEAET. Most assuredly.

str. But let us look at it in still another way ;

for the class we are now examining partakes of no

mean art, but of a very many-sided one. And we

must indeed do so, for in our previous talk it

presents an appearance of being, not what we now

say it is, but another class.

THEAET. How 80?

str. The acquisitive art was of two sorts, the one

the division of hunting, the other that of exchange.
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THEAET. Yes, it was.

str. Now shall we say that there are two sorts

of exchange, the one by gift, the other by sale?

THEAET. So be it.

str. And we shall say further that exchange by

sale is divided into two parts.

THEAET. How so?

str. We make this distinction—calling the part

which sells a man’s own productions the selling of

one’s own, and the other, which exchanges the works

of others, exchange.

THEAET. Certainly.

str. Well, then, that part of exchange which
is carried on in the city, amounting to about half of
it, is called retailing, is it not?

THEAET. Yes.

str. And that which exchanges goods from city

to city by purchase and sale is called merchandising ?
THEAET. Certainly.

str. And have we not observed that one part of
merchandising sells and exchanges for cash whatever

serves the body for its support and needs, and the
other whatever serves the soul ?

THEAET. What do you mean by that?

etr. Perhaps we do not know about the part that
has to do with the soul; though I fancy we do under-

stand the other division.

THEART. Yes.

_ str. Take, therefore, the liberal arts! in general

1 The word over}, here rendered * liberal arts,” is much
more inclusive than the English word *‘ music,” designating,
as it does, nearly all education and culture except the purely
physical. In the Athens of Socrates’ day many, possibly
most, of the teachers of music in this larger sense were
foreigners, Greeks, of course, but not Athenians.
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that constantly go about from city to city, bought in

one place and carried to ancther and sold—painting,

and conjuring, and the many other things that affect

the soul, which are imported and sold partly for its

entertainment and partly for its serious needs; we

cannot deny that he who carries these about and

sells them constitutes a merchant properly so called,

no less than he whose business is the sale of food

and drink.

THEAET. Very true.

str. Then will you give the same name tu him

who buys up knowledge and goes about from city to

city exchanging his wares for money ?

THEAET. Certainly.

str. One part of this soul-merchandising might

very properly be called the art of display, might it

not? But since the other part, though no less

ridiculous than the first, is nevertheless a traffic

in knowledge, must we not call it by some name

akin to its business?

THEAET. Certainly.

str. Now of this merchandising in knowledge the

part which has to do with the knowledge of the

other arts should be called by one name, and that

which has to do with virtue by another.

THEAET. Of course.

str. The name of art-merchant would fit the one

who trades in the other arts, and now do you be so

good as to tell the name of him who trades in virtue.
Tuearr. And what other name could one give,

without making a mistake, than that which is the

object of our present investigation—the sophist ?
str. No other. Come then, let us now summarize

the matter by saying that sophistry has appeared a

293



PLATO

224

D dyopacrucis, eumropuciis,) puxeumopucis rept 6-
yous Kai paljuara, aperis mwAnticov Sevrepov
dvepdvn cogpioricy.

@EAI. Mada ye.

BE. Tpirov dé y’ oluai oe, Kay et tis adrot
Kabidpupevos ev mde, Ta ev wvovpevos, ta Se

Kal TexTawdpevos avros pabyuara epi Ta adra

raira Kai mwAdv éx rovtov to Civ mpodrdgaro,

KaNeiy oddév GAAo wAnv Grep viv 87.
ezal. Ti 8’ ov pedAhw;

BE. Kal ro xrytuxiis dpa peraBAntixdy, ayopa-

E orixdv, KamAtxov etre atrorwAuKxdv, audorépws,
orimep Gv 4 wept ra rovwwtra pabnuaromwAKev

yévos, del OU mpoceEpets, WS Paiver, copLoTiKdy.

egal. *Avdyen T@ yap Adyw Set ovvaxodov-

Geiv.

12. xe. “Ext 8) oxomdpev, et tun rode

mpoogotkey apa TO viv peradiwKopevoy yévos.

225 Eat. Ilotw 87;
ne. Tis xrqrucis aywvioruc Ti epos Huty Fv.
erat. "Hy yap ony.
RE. Ovx dao tpdrov Toivuy éori Siaipeiy adriy

Sixa.

ecal. Kaé’ dota Adve.

mE. To peév dywdAnricoy aris rifévras, 76 Se
paynriKor. :

ezal. “Kore.

mE. Tijs tolvwy payntixis TO pey oopari

1 duropicfs] duropxod BT.



THE SOPHIST

second time as that part of acquisitive art, art of

exchange, of trafficking, of merchandising, of soul-
merchandising which deals in words and knowledge,

and trades in virtue.

THEAET. Very well.

str. But there is a third case: If a man settled

down here in town and proposed to make his

living by selling these same wares of knowledge,

buying some of them and making others himself, you

would, I fancy, not call him by any other name than

that which you used a moment ago.

THEAET. Certainly not.

str. Then also that part of acquisitive art which

proceeds by exchange, and by sale, whether as mere
retail trade or the sale of one’s own productions, no

matter which, so long as it is of the class of mer-
chandising in knowledge, you will always, apparently,

call sophistry.

THEAET. I must do so, for I have to follow where

the argument leads.
str. Let us examine further and see if the class

we are now pursuing has still another aspect, of

similar nature.

THEeAET. Of what nature?

str. We agreed that fighting was a division of

acquisitive art.

THEAET. Yes, we did.
str. Then it is quite fitting to divide it into two

tTHEakT. Tell what the parts are.

str. Let us call one part of it the competitive and

the other the pugnacious.

THEAET. Agreed.

str. Then it is reasonable and fitting to give to
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that part of the pugnacious which consists of bodily

contests some such name as violent.

THEAET. Yes.

str. And what other name than controversy shall

we give to the contests of words?

THEAET. No other.

str. But controversy must be divided into two

kinds.

THEAET. How?

str. Whenever long speeches are opposed by

long speeches on questions of justice and injustice

in public, that is forensic controversy.

THEAET. Yes.

str. But that which is carried on among private

persons and is cut up into little bits by means of

questions and their answers, we are accustomed to

call argumentation, are we not?

THEAET. We are.

str. And that part of argumentation which deals

with business contracts, in which there is contro-

versy, to be sure, but it is carried on informally and

without rules of art—all that must be considered

a distinct class, now that our argument has recog-

nized it as different from the rest, but it received

no name from our predecessors, nor does it now

deserve to receive one from us.

THEAET. True; for the divisions into which it falls

are too small and too miscellaneous.

str. But that which possesses rules of art and

carries on controversy about abstract justice and in-

justice and the rest in general terms, we are accus-

tomed to call disputation, are we not?

THEAET. Certainly.
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str. Well, of disputation, one sort wastes money,

the other makes money. |

THEAET. Certainly.

str. Then let us try to tell the name by which we

must call each of these.

THEAET. Yes, we must do s0.

str. Presumably the kind which causes a man to

neglect his own affairs for the pleasure of engaging

in it, but the style of which causes no pleasure to

most of his hearers, is, in my opinion, called by no

other name than garrulity.

THEAET. Yes, that is about what it is called.

str. Then the opposite of this, the kind which

makes money from private disputes—try now, for it

is your turn, to give its name.

THeagT. What other answer could one give without

making a mistake, than that now again for the

fourth time that wonderful being whom we have so

long been pursuing has turned up—the sophist !

str. Yes, and the sophist is nothing else,

apparently, than the money-making class of the dis-

putatious, argumentative, controversial, pugnacious,

combative, acquisitive art, as our argument has now

again stated.

THEAET. Certainly.

str. Do you see the truth of the statement that

this creature is many-sided and, as the saying is,

not to be caught with one hand?

THEAET. Then we must catch him with both.
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str. Yes, we must, and must go at it with all our
might, by following another track of his—in this
way. Tell me; of the expressions connected with

menial occupations some are in common use, are
they not?

THEAET. Yes, many. But to which of the many

does your question refer ?

str. To such as these: we say “sift” and

“strain” and “ winnow”’ and “ separate.” }

THEAET. Certainly.

str. And besides these there are “card” and

“comb” and “beat the web” and countless other

technical terms which we know. Is it not so?

THEAET. Why do you use these as examples and

ask about them all? What do you wish to show in

regard to them?

str. All those that I have mentioned imply a

notion of division,

THEAET. Yes,

str. Then since there is, according to my reckon-

ing, one art involved in all of these operations, let

us give it one name.

THEAET. What shall we call it?

str. The art of discrimination.
THEART. Very well.

str. Now see if we can discover two divisions
of this.

THEAET. You demand quick thinking, for a boy
like me.

str. And yet, in the instance of discrimination just
mentioned there was, first, the separation of worse
from better, and, secondly, of like from like.

1 Apparently a term descriptive of some part of the pro-
cess of weaving; cf. Cratylus, 338 3.
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THEAET. Yes, as you now express it, that is pretty

clear.
str. Now |] know no common name for the second

kind of discrimination; but I do know the name of
the kind which retains the better and throws away

the worse.

THEAET, What is it?

str. Every such discrimination, as I think, is uni-

versally called a sort of purification.

THEAET. Yes, so it is,

str. And could not anyone see that purification

is of two kinds?

THEAET, Yes, perhaps, in time ; but still I do not

see it now.

str. Still there are many kinds of purifications

of bodies, and they may all properly be included

under one name.

THEAET. What are they and what is the name?

str. The purification of living creatures, having

to do with impurities within the body, such as are

successfully discriminated by gymnastics and medi-

cine, and with those outside of the body, not nice to

speak of, such as are attended to by the bath-keeper’s

art; and the purification of inanimate bodies, which

is the special care of the fuller’s art and in general
of the art of exterior decoration ; this, with its petty

subdivisions, has taken on many names which seem

ridiculous.

THEAET. Very.

str. Certainly they do, Theaetetus. However,

the method of argument is neither more nor less

concerned with the art of medicine than with that of
sponging, but is indifferent if the one benefits us

little, the other greatly by its purifying. It en-
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deavours to understand what is related and what is

not related in all arts, for the purpose of acquiring

intelligence; and therefore it honours them all

equally and does not in making comparisons think

one more ridiculous than another, and does not con-

sider him who employs, as his example of hunting,

the art of generalship, any more dignified than him

who employs the art of louse-catching, but only, for

the most part, as more pretentious. And now as to

your question, what name we shall give to all the

activities whose function it is to purify the hody,

whether animate or inanimate, it will not matter at

all to our method what name sounds finest; it cares

only to unite under one name all purifications of

everything else and to keep them separate from the

purification of the soul. For it has in our present

discussion been trying to separate this purifica-

tion definitely from the rest, if we understand its

desire. —

THEAET. But I do understand and I agree that

there are two kinds of purification and that one kind

is the purification of the soul, which is separate from

that of the body.

str. Most excellent. Now pay attention to the

next point and try again to divide the term.

THEAET. In whatever way you suggest, I will try

to help you in making the division.

str. Do we say that wickedness is distinct from

virtue in the soul?

THEAET. Of course.

str. And purification was retaining the one and

throwing out whatever is bad anywhere ?

THEAET. Yes, it was.

str. Hence whenever we find any removal of evil
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THE SOPHIST

from the soul, we shall be speaking properly if we
call that a purification.

THEAET. Very properly.

str. We must say that there are two kinds of evil

in the soul.

THEAET. What kinds?

str. The one is comparable to a disease in the

body, the other to a deformity.

THEAET. I do not understand.

str. Perhaps you have not considered that disease

and discord are the same thing?

TtHEAET. I do not know what reply I ought to

make to this, either.

str. Is that because you think discord is anything

else than the disagreement of the naturally related,
brought about by some corruption ?

THEAET. No; I think it is nothing else.
str. But is deformity anything else than the

presence-of the quality of disproportion, which is
always ugly?

tHEeaET. Nothing else at all.
srr. Well then; do we not see that in the souls

of worthless men opinions are opposed to desires,

anger to pleasures, reason to pain, and all such things

to one another?

THEAET. Yes, they are, decidedly.

str. Yet they must all be naturally related.

THEAET. Of course.

str, Then we shall be right if we say that

wickedness is a discord and disease of the soul.
THEAET. Yes, quite right.

str, But if things which partake of motion and
aim at some particular mark pass beside the mark

Trepopeva 1, Galen, Stobaeus; repdyeda W; om. B.
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THE SOPHIST

and miss it on every occasion when they try to hit it,

shall we say that this happens to them through right

proportion to one another or, on the contrary,

through disproportion ?}

THEAET. Evidently through disproportion.

sTR. But yet we know that every soul, if ignorant

of anything, is ignorant against its will.

THEAET. Very much so.

str. Now being ignorant is nothing else than

the aberration of a soul that aims at truth, when the

understanding passes beside the mark.

THEAET. Very true.

str. Then we must regard a foolish’ soul as

deformed and ill-proportioned.

THEAET. So it seems.

str. Then there are, it appears, these two kinds
of evils in the soul, one, which people call wickedness,

which is very clearly a disease.

THEAET. Yes.

str. And the other they call ignorance, but they
are not willing to acknowledge that it is vice, when

it arises only in the soul.

THEAET. It must certainly be admitted, though |

disputed it when you said it just now, that there are

two kinds of vice in the soul, and that cowardice,

intemperance, and injustice must all alike be con-

sidered a disease in us, and the widespread and

various condition of ignorance must be regarded as
a deformity.

1 The connexion between disproportion and missing the
mark is not obvious. The explanation that a missile (6.9.
an arrow) which is not evenly ced will not fly straight,
fails to take account of the words wpis &\An\a. The idea
seems rather to be that moving objects of various sizes,
shapes, and rates of speed must interfere with each other.
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THE SOPHIST

str. In the case of the body there are two arts

which have to do with these two evil conditions, are

there not?

THEAET. What are they?

str. For deformity there is gymnastics, and for

disease medicine.

THEAET. That is clear.

str. Hence for insolence and injustice and

cowardice is not the currective art the one of all

arts most closely related to Justice?

THEAET. Probably it is, at least according to the

judgement of mankind.

str. And for all sorts of ignorance is there any

art it would be more correct to suggest than that of

instruction ?

THEAET. No, none.

str. Come now, think. Shall we say that there

is only one kind of instruction, or that there are

more and that two are the most important ?

THEAET. I am thinking.

str. I think we can find out most quickly in

this way.

THEAET. In what way?

str. By seeing whether ignorance admits of being

cut in two in the middle; for if ignorance turns out

to be twofold, it is clear that instruction must also

consist of two parts, one for each part of ignorance.

THEAET. Well, can you see what you are now

looking for?

str. I at any rate think I do see one large and

grievous kind of ignorance, separate from the rest,

and as weighty as all the other parts put together.

THEAET. What is it?

str. Thinking that one knows a thing when one
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THE SOPHIST

does not know it. Through this, I believe, all the

mistakes of the mind are caused in all of us.

THEAET, True.

str. And furthermore to this kind of ignorance

alone the name of stupidity is given.

THEAET. Certainly.

str. Now what name is to be given to that part

of instruction which gets rid of this?

tuEarET. I think, Stranger, that the other part is

called instruction in handicraft, and that this part

is here at Athens through our influence called

education.

str. And so it is, Theaetetus, among nearly all

the Hellenes. But we must examine further and see

whether it is one and indivisible or still admits of

division important enough to have a name.

THEART. Yes, we must see about that.

etr. I think there is still a way in which this also

may be divided.

THEAET. On what principle ?

sta. Of instruction in arguments one method

seems to be rougher, and the other section smoother.

THEAET. What shall we call each of these?

str. The venerable method of our fathers, which

they generally employed towards their sons, and

which many still employ, of sometimes showing

anger at their errors and sometimes more gently

exhorting them—that would most properly be called

as a whole admonition.

THEAET. That is true.

str. On the other hand, some appear to have con-
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THE SOPHIST

vinced themselves that all ignorance is involuntary,
and that he who thinks himself wise would never be
willing to learn any of those things in which he believes

he is clever, and that the admonitory kind of education

takes a deal of trouble and accomplishes little.

THEAET. They are quite right.

str. So they set themselves to cast out the conceit

of cleverness in another way.

THEAET. In what way tf

str. They question a man about the things about

which he thinks he is talking sense when he is

talking nonsense; then they easily discover that his

opinions are like those of men who wander, and in

their discussions they collect those opinions and

compare them with one another, and by the com-

parison they show that they contradict one another

about the same things, in relation to the same things

and in respect to the same things. But those who

see this grow angry with themselves and gentle

towards others, and this is the way in which they are

freed from their high and obstinate opinions about

themselves. The process of freeing them, moreover,

affords the greatest pleasure to the listeners and the

most lasting benefit to him who is subjected to it.

For just as physicians who care for the body believe

that the body cannot get benefit from any food

offered to it until all obstructions are removed, so,

my boy, those who purge the soul believe that the

soul can receive no benefit from any teachings

offered to it until someone by cross -questioning

reduces him who is cross-questioned to an attitude of

modesty, by removing the opinions that obstruct the

teachings, and thus purges him and makes him think

that he knows only what he knows, and no more.
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THE SOPHIST

THEAET, That is surely the best and most reason-

able state of mind.

str. For all these reasons, Theaetetus, we must

assert that cross-questioning is the greatest and most

efficacious of all purifications, and that he who is

not cross-questioned, even though he be the Great

King, has not been purified of the greatest taints,

and is therefore uneducated and deformed in those

things in which he who is to be truly happy ought

to be most pure and beautiful.

tHEaet. Perfectly true.

err. Well then, who are those who practise this

art? Iam afraid to say the sophists.

THEAET. Why so?

str. Lest we grant them too high a meed of

honour.

THEAET, But the description you have just given

is very like someone of that sort.

err. Yes, and a wolf is very like a dog, the

wildest like the tamest of animals. But the cautious

man must be especially on his guard in the matter

of resemblances, for they are very slippery things.

However, let us agree that they are the sophists ; for

I think the strife will not be about petty discrimina-

tions when people are sufficiently on their guard.

tHEaET. No, probably not.

str. Then let it be agreed that part of the dis-

criminating art is purification, and as part of purifi-
cation let that which is concerned with the soul be
separated off, and as part of this, instruction, and as

part of instruction, education ; and let us agree that

the cross-questioning of empty conceit of wisdom,

which has come to light in our present discussion,

is nothing else than the true-born art of sophistry.

817



PLATO
231

eral. Aeyéobw pév: damopd Se eywye non Sia
C 706 moda. wepdvbar, Ti xp moTE ws adn OF Aéyovra

kat Sucyupilopevoy elzetv Gvrws elvat rov codiorny.

HE. Hixérws ye od dmopdv. aAdd Tou Kaxetvov

Hyetobas xpy viv 78n odddpa dzropeiv Om TOTE ETL

Siadvcerat Tov Adyov: dpb) yap 7 Tapounia, TO TAs
andoas pn pddvov elvar Siadedyew. viv ody Kal

_padora emberéov alte.

ecaI. Kadds déyeis.
19. HE. II prov 5% oravres ofov eEavanvevow-

pev, kai mpos Huds adrovs Siadoyrodpela ayo ava-

D ravdpevor, dépe, drd0a ypiv 6 copioTis mépayTat.
ox pev yap, ro mparov nipébn vewv Kal

aAovoiwy euptobos Onpevrys.

exat. Nai.

BE. To dé ye Sevrepov eusropds tis mept Ta THs

Yoyjs pabipara.

ecal. IIdvu ye.

gE. Tpitov d¢ dpa ov mept ravra tadra KdsnAos
avedpavn ;

ecAI. Nai, cal réraprév ye avromuwAns sept ra.

pabnpara nuty hv2

BE. "OpOds éuyvnudvevoas. méumrov 8 éywd
TELpaCopaL pivnuoveve’ THS yap aywrioTUKis

E-epi Adyous jv ris abAnris, Thy epiorinhy réxvnv

ddwptopevos.
ecal. "Hy yap ody.

xe. Tod ye pny Exrov auduPyriowov pév, Guwes
5° enev avr ovyywpigavres SofGv eurodiov
pabrpiact rept tuyny Kabaprny adrov elvas.

ecAl. Tlavrdzace pey odv.

1 vdp W3; yap dy BT. * f» add. Heindorf.

$18



THE SOPHIST

THEAET. Let us agree to all that; but the sophist

has by this time appeared to be so many things that

I am at a loss to know what in the world to say he

really is, with any assurance that I am speaking

the truth.

str. No wonder you are at a loss. But it is fair

to suppose that by this time he is stiil more at a loss

to know how he can any longer elude our argument ;

for the proverb is right which says it is not easy to

escape all the wrestler’s grips. So now we must

attack him with redoubled vigour.

THEAET. You are right.

str. First, then, let us stop to take breath and

while we are resting let us count up the number of

forms in which the sophist has appeared to us.

First, I believe, he was found to be a paid hunter

after the young and wealthy.

THEAET. Yes.

str. And secondly a kind of merchant in articles

of knowledge for the soul.

THEAET. Certainly.

str. And thirdly did he not turn up as a retailer

of these same articles of knowledge ?

THEAET. Yes, and fourthly we found he was a seller

of his own productions of knowledge.

str. Your memory is good; but I will try to

recall the fifth case myself. He was an athlete in

contests of words, who had taken for his own the art

of disputation.

THEAET. Yes, he was.

srr. The sixth case was doubtful, but nevertheless

we agreed to consider him a purger of souls, who

Temoves opinions that obstruct learning.

THEAET. Very true.
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str, Then do you see that when a man appears to

know many things, but is called by the name of a

single art, there is something wrong about this

impression, and that, in fact, the person who labours

under this impression in connexion with any art is

clearly unable to see the common principle of the

art, to which all these kinds of knowledge pertain,

so that he calls him who possesses them by many

names instead of one ?

THEAET. Something like that is very likely to be

the case.

str. We must not let that happen to us in our

search through lack of diligence. So let us first take

up again one of our statements about the sophist.

For there is one of them which seemed to me to

designate him most plainly.

THEAET. Which was it?

str. I think we said he was a disputer.

THEAET. Yes.

str. And did we not also say that he taught this

same art of disputing to others?

THEAET. Certainly.

str. Now let us examine and see what the subjects

are about which such men say they make their pupils

able to dispute. Let us begin our examination at

the beginning with this question: Is it about divine

things which are invisible to others that they make

people able to dispute ?

THEAET, That is their reputation, at any rate.

str, And how about the visible things of earth

and heaven and the like?

THEAET. Those are included, of course.

str. And furthermore in private conversations,

when the talk is about generation and being in
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THE SOPHIST

general, we know (do we not?) that they are clever

disputants themselves and impart equal ability to

others.

THEART. Certainly.

str. And how about laws and public affairs in

general? Do they not promise to make men able

to argue about those ?

THEAET. Yes, for nobody, to speak broadly, would

attend their classes if they did not make that

promise.

str. However in all arts jointly and severally

what the professional ought to answer to every

opponent is written down somewhere and published

that he who will may learn.

THEAET. You seem to refer to the text-books of

Protagoras on wrestling and the other arts.

str. Yes, my friend, and to those of many other

authors. But is not the art of disputation, in a word,

a trained ability for arguing about all things?

THEAET. Well, at any rate, it does not seem to

leave much out.

str. For heaven’s sake, my boy, do you think

that is possible? For perhaps you young people may

look at the matter with sharper vision than our

duller sight.

THEAET. What do you mean and just what do you

refer to? I do not yet understand your question.

str. I ask whether it is possible for a man to

know all things.

THEAET. If that were possible, Stranger, ours would

indeed be a blessed race.

str. How, then, can one who is himself ignorant

say anything worth while in arguing with one who

knows?
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THE SOPHIST

THEART. He cannot at all.

str. Then what in the world can the magical

power of the sophistica] art be?
THEAET. Magical power in what respect ?

str. In the way in which they are able to make

young men think that they themselves are in all

matters the wisest of men. For it is clear that if

they neither disputed correctly nor seemed to the

young men to do s0, or again if they did seem to

dispute rightly but were not considered wiser on that

account, nobody, to quote from you,’ would care to

pay them money to become their pupil in these
subjects.

THEAET, Certainly not.

str. But now people do care to do so?

gTHEAET. Very much.

str. Yes, for they are supposed, I fancy, to have

knowledge themselves of the things about which

they dispute.

THEAET. Of course.

str. And they do that about all things, do

they not?

THEAET. Yes.

str. Then they appear to their pupils to be wise

in all things.

THEAET. To be sure.

str. Though they are not; for that was shown

to be impossible.

THEAET. Of course it is impossible.

atr. Then it is a sort of knowledge based upon

mere opinion that the sophist has been shown to
possess about all things, not true knowledge.

1 Cf. 232 nv.
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THE SOPHIST

THEAET. Certainly; and I shouldn’t be surprised

if that were the most accurate statement we have

made about him so far.

str. Let us then take a clearer example to explain

this.

tHEaET. What sort of an example?
str. This one; and try to pay attention and to

give a very careful answer to my question.

THEAET. What is the question?

str. If anyone should say that by virtue of a

single art he knew how, uot to assert or dispute,

but to do and make all things—

THEAET. What do you mean by all things?

str, You fail to grasp the very beginning of what

I said; for apparently you do not understand the

word “ all.”

THEAET. No, I do not.

str. I mean you and me among the “all,” and

the other animals besides, and the trees.
THEAET. What do you mean?

str. If one should say that he would make you
and me and all other created beings.

THEAET. What would he mean by “making”?

Evidently you will not say that he means a husband-
man; for you said he was a maker of animals also.

str. Yes, and of sea and earth and heaven and

gods and everything else besides; and, moreover, he

makes them all quickly and sells them for very little.
THEAET. This is some joke of yours.
str. Yes? And when a man says that he knows

all things and can teach them to another for a sma!]
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THE SOPHIST

price in a little time, must we not consider that

a joke?

THEAET. Surely we must.

str. And is there any more artistic or charming

kind of joke than the imitative kind ?

THEAET. Certainly not; for it is of very frequent

occurrence and, if I may say so, most diverse. Your

expression is very comprehensive.

str. And so we recognize that he who professes

to be able by virtue of a single art to make all things

will be able by virtue of the painter’s art, to make

imitations which have the same names as the real

things, and by showing the pictures at a distance

will be able to deceive the duller ones among young

children into the belief that he is perfectly able to

accomplish in fact whatever he wishes to do.

THEAET. Certainly.

str. Well then, may we not expect to find

that there is another art which has to do with words,

by virtue of which it is possible to bewitch the young

through their ears with words while they are still

standing at a distance from the realities of truth, by

exhibiting to them spoken images of all things, so as

to make it seem that they are true and that the

speaker is the wisest of all men in all things ?

THEAET. Why should there not be such another

art?

str. Now most of the hearers, Theaetetus, when

they have lived longer and grown older, will per-

force come closer to realities and will be forced by

sad experience ! openly to lay hold on realities; they

1A ntly a reference to a proverbial expression. CC.
Hesiod. Works, 216 byyw wads»; Herodotus, i. 207 ra
waGhpara padypara.
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THE SOPHIST

will have to change the opinions which they had

at first accepted, so that what was great will appear

small and what was easy, difficult, and all the apparent

truths in arguments will be turned topsy-turvy by

the facts that have come upon them in real life. Is

not this true?

THEAET. Yes, at least so far as one of my age

can judge. But I imagine I am one of those who

are still standing at a distance.

str. Therefore all of us elders here will try, and

are now trying, to bring you as near as possible

without the sad experience. So answer this question

about the sophist: Is this now clear, that he is a

kind of a juggler, an imitator of realities, or are

we still uncertain whether he may not truly possess

the knowledge of all the things about which he

seems to be able to argue ?

THEAET. How could that be, my dear sir? Surely

it is pretty clear by this time from what has been

said that he is one of those whose business is enter-

tainment.

str. That is to say, he must be classed as a juggler

and imitator.

THEAET. Of course he must.

str. Look sharp, then; it is now our business not

to let the beast get away again, for we have almost

got him into a kind of encircling net of the devices

we employ in arguments about such subjects, so that

he will not now escape the next thing.

THEAET. What next thing?
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THE SOPHIST

str. The conclusion that he belongs to the class

of conjurers.

THEAET. [ agree to that opinion of him, too.

str. It is decided, then, that we will as quickly

as possible divide the image-making art and go

down into it, and if the sophist stands his ground

against us at first, we will seize him by the orders of

reason, our king, then deliver him up to the king

and display his capture. But if he tries to take

cover in any of the various sections of the imitative

art, we must follow him, always dividing the section

into which he has retreated, until he is caught. For

assuredly neither he nor any other creature will ever

boast of having escaped from pursuers who are able

to follow up the pursuit in detail and everywhere in

this methodical way.

THEAET. You are right. That is what we must do.

str. To return, then, to our previous method of

division, I think I see this time also two classes of

imitation, but I do not yet seem to be able to make

out in which of them the form we are seeking is to

be found.

THEAET. Please first make the division and tell

us what two classes you mean.

str. I see the likeness-making art as one part

of imitation. This is met with, as a rule, whenever

anyone produces the imitation by following the

proportions of the original in length, breadth, and

depth, and giving, besides, the appropriate colours

to each part.

, THEAET. Yes, but do not all imitators try to do

this ?
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THE SOPHIST

str. Not those who produce some large work of

sculpture or painting. For if they reproduced the

true proportions of beautiful forms, the upper

parts, you know, would seem smaller and the lower

parts larger than they ought, because we see the

former from a distance, the latter from near at

hand.

THEAET. Certainly.

sTR. So the artists apandon the truth and give

their figures not the actual proportions but those

which seem to be beautiful, do they not?

THEAET. Certainly.

str. That, then, which is other, but like, we may

fairly call a likeness, may we not?

THEAET. Yes.

str. And the part of imitation which is concerned

with such things, is to be called, as we called it

before, likeness-making ?

THEAET. It is to be so called.

str. Now then, what shall we call that which

appears, because it is seen from an unfavourable

position, to be like the beautiful, but which would

not even be likely to resemble that which it claims

to be like, if a person were able to see such large

works adequately? Shall we not call it, since it

appears, but is not like, an appearance ?

THEAET. Certainly.

str. And this is very common in painting and

in all imitation ?

THEAET. Of course.

str. And to the art which produces appearance,

but not likeness, the most correct name we could

give would be “ fantastic art,” would it not?
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THE SOPHIST

THEAET. By all means.

str. These, then, are the two forms of the image-

making art that I meant, the likeness-making and

the fantastic.

THEAET. You are right.

etr. But I was uncertain before in which of the

two the sophist should be placed, and even now I

cannot see clearly. The fellow is really wonderful

and very difficult to keep in sight, for once more, in

the very cleverest manner he has withdrawn into a

baffling classification where it is hard to track him.

THEAET. So it seems.

str. Do you assent because you recognize the

fact, or did the force of habit hurry you along to a

speedy assent ?

THEAET. What do you mean, and why did you say

that ?

str. We are really, my dear friend, engaged in

a very difficult investigation; for the matter of

appearing and seeming, but not being, and of saying

things, but not true ones—all this is now and

always has been very perplexing. You see,

Theaetetus, it is extremely difficult to understand

how a man is to say or think that falsehood really

exists and in saying this not be involved in

contradiction.

THEAET, Why ?

str. This statement involves the bold assumption

that not-being exists, for otherwise falsehood could

not come into existence. But the great Parmenides,

my boy, from the time when we were children to
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THE SOPHIST

the end of his life, always protested against this and

constantly repeated both in prose and in verse:

Never let this thought prevail, saith he, that not-being is ;

But keep your mind from this way of investigation.

So that is his testimony, and a reasonable examina-

tion of the statement itself would make it most

absolutely clear. Let us then consider this matter

first, if it’s all the same to you.

THEAET. Assume my consent to anything you

wish. Consider only the argument, how it may best

be pursued; follow your own course, and take me

along with you.

str. Very well,then. Now tell me; do we venture

to use the phrase absolute not-being ?

THEAET. Of course.

str. H, then, not merely for the sake of discussion

or as a joke, but seriously, one of his pupils were

asked to consider and answer the question “To

what is the designation ‘not-being’ to be applied ?”

how do we think he would reply to his questioner,

and how would he apply the term, for what purpose,

and to what object?

THEAET. That is a difficult question; I may say

that for a fellow like me it is unanswerable.

str. But this is clear, anyhow, that the term

“not-being ” cannot be applied to any being.

THEAET. Of course not.

str. And if not to being, then it could not

properly be applied to something, either.
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THE SOPHIST

THEAET. How could it?

str. And this is plain to us, that we always use

the word “something” of some being, for to speak

of “something’”’ in the abstract, naked, as it were,

and disconnected from all beings is impossible, is it

not?

THEAET. Yes, it is.

str. You assent because you recognize that he

who says something must say some one thing?

THEAET. Yes.

str. And you will agree that “something” or

“some” in the singular is the sign of one, in the

dual of two, and in the plural of many.

THEAET. Of course.

srr. And he who says not something, must

quite necessarily say absolutely nothing.

THEAET. Quite necessarily.

str. Then we cannot even concede that such a

person ‘speaks, but says nothing? We must even

declare that he who undertakes to say “ not-being ”’

does not speak at all?

THEAET. The argument could go no further in

perplexity.

str. Boast not too soon! For there still remains,

my friend, the first and greatest of perplexities. It

affects the very beginning of the matter.

THEAET. What do you mean? Do not hesitate

to speak,

_str. To that which is may be added or attributed

some other thing which is?

THEAET. Of course.

str, But shall we assert that to that which is

not anything which is can be attributed ?
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THE SOPHIST

THEAET. Certainly not.

str. Now we assume that all number is among

the things which are.

THEAET. Yes, if anything can be assumed to be.

str. Then let us not even undertake to attribute

either the singular or the plural of number to not-
eing.

THEAET. We should, apparently, not be right in

undertaking that, as our argument shows.

str. How then could a man either utter in speech

or even so much as conceive in his mind things which

are not, or not-being, apart from number ?

THEAET. Tell me how number is involved in such

conceptions.

str. When we say “ things which are not,” do we

not attribute plurality to them ?

THEAET. Certainly.

str. And in saying “a thing which is not,” do

we not equally attribute the singular number?

THEAET. Obviously.

str. And yet we assert that it is neither right

nor fair to undertake to attribute being to not-being.

THEAET. Very true.

str. Do you see, then, that it is impossible rightly

to utter or to say or to think of not-being without

any attribute, but it is a thing inconceivable, inex-

pressible, unspeakable, irrational ?

THEAET, Absolutely.

str. Then was I mistaken just now in saying that

the difficulty I was going to speak of was the greatest

in our subject ?

THEAET., But is there a still greater one that we

can mention?

str. Why, my dear fellow, don’t you see, by the
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THE SOPHIST

very arguments we have used, that not-being reduces
him who would refute it to such difficulties that
when he attempts to refute it he is forced to
contradict himself?

THEAET. What do you mean? Speak still more

clearly.

str. You must not look for more clearness in me;

for although I maintained that not-being could have

nothing to do with either the singular or the plural
number, I spoke of it just now, and am still speaking
of it, as one; for I say “that which is not.” You

understand surely ?

THEAET. Yes.

str. And again a little while ago I said it was
inexpressible, unspeakable, irrational. Do you

follow me?

THEAET. Yes, of course.

str. Then when I undertook to attach the verb

“to be’ to not-being I was contradicting what I
said before.

THEAET. Evidently.

str. Well, then; when I attached this verb to it,

did I not address it in the singular?

THEAET. Yes.

str. And when I called it irrational, inexpressible,

and unspeakable, I addressed my speech to it as
singular.

TuEart. Of course you did.

str. But we say that, if one is to speak correctly,
one must not define it as either singular or plural,

and must not even call it “it” at all; for even by
this manner of referring to it one would be giving
it the form of the singular.

THEAET. Certainly.
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THE SOPHIST

etr. But poor me, what can anyone say of me

any longer? For you would find me now, as always

before, defeated in the refutation of not-being. So,

as I said before, we must not look to me for correct-

ness of speech about not-being. But come now, let

us look to you for it.

THEAET. What do you mean?

str. Come, I beg of you, make a sturdy effort,

young man as you are, and try with might and main

to say something correctly about not-being, without

attributing to it either existence or unity or plurality.

THEAET. But I should be possessed of great and

absurd eagerness for the attempt, if 1 were to

undertake it with your experience before my eyes.

str. Well, if you like, let us say no more of you

and me; but until we find someone who can

accomplish this, let us confess that the sophist has

in most rascally fashion hidden himself in a place

we cannot explore.

THEART. That seems to be decidedly the case.

str. And so, if we say he has an art, as it were,

of making appearances, he will easily take advantage

of our poverty of terms to make a counter attack,

twisting our words to the opposite meaning; when
we call him an image-maker, he will ask us what
we mean by “image,” exactly. So, Theaetetus, we

must see what reply is to be made to the young
man’s question.

tHEAET. Obviously we shall reply that we mean

the images in water and in mirrors, and those in
paintings, too, and sculptures, and all the other

things of the same sort.
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THE SOPHIST

str. It is evident, Theaetetus, that you never

saw a sophist.

THEAET. Why?

str. He will make you think his eyes are shut

or he has none at all.

THEAET. How so?

str. When you give this answer, if you speak of

something in mirrors or works of art, he will laugh

at your words, when you talk to him as if he

could see. He will feign ignorance of mirrors

and water and of sight altogether, and will question

you only about that which is deduced from your

words.

tHEAET. What is that ?

str. That which exists throughout all these things

which you say are many but which you saw fit to
call by one name, when you said “image” of them

all, as if they were all one thing. So speak
and defend yourself. Do not give way to the man

at all.

THEAET. Why, Stranger, what can we say an

image is, except another such thing fashioned in the

likeness of the true one?

str. Do you mean another such true one, or in

what sense did you say “such”?

THEAET. Not a true one by any means, but only

one like the true.

str. And by the true you mean that which

really is?

THEAET. Exactly.

str. And the not true is the opposite of the true ?

THEAET. Of course.
str, That which is like, then, you say does not

really exist, if you say it is not true.
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THE SOPHIST

THEAET. But it does exist, in a way.

etTr. But not truly, you mean.

THEAET. No, except that it is really a likeness.

str. Then what we call a likeness, though not

really existing, really does exist ?

THEAET. Not-being does seem to have got into

some such entanglement with being, and it is very

absurd.

str. Of course it is absurd. You see, at any rate,

how by this interchange of words the many-headed

sophist has once more forced us against our will to

admit that not-being exists in a way.

THEAET. Yes, I see that very well.

str. Well then, how can we define his art without

contradicting ourselves ?

THEAET. Why do you say that? What are you

afraid of ?

str. When, in talking about appearance, we say

that he deceives and that his art is an art of decep-

tion, shall we say that our mind is misled by his

art to hold a false opinion, or what shall we say ?

THEAET. We shall say that. What else could we

say?

York, But, again, false opinion will be that which
thinks the opposite of reality, will it not?

THEAET. Yes.

srr. You mean, then, that false opinion thinks

things which are not?

THEAET. Necessarily.

err. Does it think that things which are not, are

not, or that things which are not at all, in some

sense are ?
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THE SOPHIST

THEART. It must think that things which are not

in some sense are—that is, if anyone is ever to think

falsely at all, even in a slight degree.

str. And does it not also think that things which

certainly are, are not at all?

THEAET. Yes.

str. And this too is falsehood ?

THEAET. Yes, it is.

str. And therefore a statement will likewise be

considered false, if it declares that things which are,

are not, or that things which are not, are.

THEAET. In what other way could a statement be

made false ?

str. Virtually in no other way; but the sophist

will not assent to this. Or how can any reasonable

man assent to it, when the expressions we just agreed

upon were previously agreed to be inexpressible,

unspeakable, irrational, and inconceivable? Do we

understand his meaning, Theaetetus ?

THEAET. Of course we understand that he will say

we are contradicting our recent statements, since we

dare to say that falsehood exists in opinions and

words; for he will say that we are thus forced

repeatedly to attribute being to not-being, although

we agreed a while ago that nothing could be more

impossible than that.

str. You are quite right to remind me. But I

think it is high time to consider what ought to be

done about the sophist; for you see how easily and
repéatedly he can raise objections and difficulties, if

we conduct our search by putting him in the guild

of false-workers and jugglers.
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THE SOPHIST

THEAET. Very true.

str. Yes, we have gone through only a small part

of them, and they are, if I may say so, infinite.

THEAET. It would, apparently, be impossible to

catch the sophist, if that is the case.

str. Well, then, shall we weaken and give up the

struggle now?

THEAET. No, I say; we must not do that, if we

can in any way get the slightest hold of the fellow.

str. Will you then pardon me, and, as your words

imply, be content if I somchow withdraw just for a

short distance from this strong argument of his?

THEAET. Of course I will.

str. I have another still more urgent request to

make of you.

THEART. What is it?

str. Do not assume that I am becoming a sort

of parricide.

THEAET. What do you mean?

str. In defending myself I shall have to test the

theory of my father Parmenides, and contend forcibly

that after a fashion not-being is and on the other

hand in a sense being is not.

THEAET. It is plain that some such contention is

necessary.

str. Yes, plain even to a blind man, as they say ;

for unless these statements are either disproved or

accepted, no one who speaks about false words,
or false opinion—whether images or likenesses or

imitations or appearances—or about the arts which

have to do with them, can ever help being forced to

contradict himself and make himself ridiculous.
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THE SOPHIST

THEAET. Very true.

str. And so we must take courage and attack our

father’s theory here and now, or else, if any scruples

prevent us from doing this, we must give the whole

thing up.

THEAET. But nothing in the world must prevent us.
str. Then I have a third little request to make

of you.

THEAET. You have only to utter it.

str. I said a while ago that I always have been

too faint-hearted for the refutation of this theory,

and so I am now.

THEAET, Yes, so you did.

str. I am afraid that on account of what I have

said you will think I am mad because I have at once

reversed my position. You see it is for your sake

that I am going to undertake the refutation, if I

succeed in it.

THEAET, I certainly shall not think you are doing

anything improper if you proceed to your refutation

and proof; so go ahead boldly, so far as that is

concerned.

str. Well, what would be a good beginning of a

perilous argument? Ah, my boy, I believe the way

we certainly must take is this.

THEAET. What way?

str. We must first examine the points which now

seem clear, lest we may have fallen into some con-
fusion about them and may therefore carelessly agree
with one another, thinking that we are judging

correctly.

THEAET. Express your meaning more clearly.
str. It seems to me that Parmenides and all who

ever undertook a critical definition of the number
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THE SOPHIST

and nature of realities have talked to us rather

carelessly.

THEAET. How so?

etr. Every one of them seems to tell us a story,

as if we were children. One says there are three
principles, that some of them are sometimes waging
a sort of war with each other, and sometimes become
friends and marry and have children and bring them

up; and another says there are two, wet and dry or

hot and cold, which he settles together and unites
in marriage. And the Eleatic sect in our region,
beginning with Xenophanes and even earlier, have

their story that all things, as they are called, are really

one. Then some Ionian? and later some Sicilian ®
Muses reflected that it was safest to combine the two

tales and to say that being is many and one, and is

(or are) held together by enmity and friendship.
or the more strenuous Muses say it is always

simultaneously coming together and separating ; but

the gentler ones relaxed the strictness of the doctrine
of perpetual strife; they say that the all is sometimes

one and friendly, under the influence of Aphrodite,

and sometimes many and at variance with itself by

reason of some sort of strife. Now whether any of

them spoke the truth in all this, or not, it is harsh
and improper to impute to famous men of old such

a great wrong as falsehood. But one assertion can

be made without offence.

THEAET. What is that?

str. That they paid too little attention and con-

\ 1 This refers apparently to Pherecydes and the early
onians.

9 Heracleitus and his followers.

8 Empedocles and his disciples.
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THE SOPHIST

sideration to the mass of people like ourselves,

For they go on to the end, each in his own way,

without caring whether their arguments carry us

along with them, or whether we are left behind.

THEAET. What do you mean?

str. When one of them says in his talk that many,

or one, or two are, or have become, or are becoming,

and again speaks of hot mingling with cold, and in

some other part of his discourse suggests separations

and combinations, for heaven’s sake, Theaetetus, do

you ever understand what they mean by any of these

things? I used to think, when I was younger, that

I understood perfectly whenever anyone used this

term “not-being,’ which now perplexes us. But

you see what a slough of perplexity we are in about

it now.

THEAET. Yes, I see.

str. And perhaps our minds are in this same

condition as regards being also; we may think that

it is plain sailing and that we understand when the

word is used, though we are in difficulties about not-

being, whereas really we understand equally little

of both.

THEAET. Perhaps.

etr. And we may say the same of all the subjects

about which we have been speaking.

THEAET. Certainly.

str. We will consider most of them later, if you
please, but now the greatest and foremost chief of

them must be considered.

THEAET. What do you mean? Or, obviously, do

vou mean that we must first investigate the term
“ being,’ and see what those who use it think it

signifies ?
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THE SOPHIST

str. You have caught my meaning at once,

Theaetetus. For I certainly do mean that this is

the best method for us to use, by questioning them

directly, as if they were present in person; so here

goes: Come now, all you who say that hot and cold

or any two such principles are the universe, what, is

this that you attribute to both of them when you say

that both and each are? What are we to understand

by this “being” (or “are”’) of yours? Is this a

third principle besides those two others, and shall

we suppose that the universe is three, and not two

any longer, according to your doctrine? For surely

when you call one only of the two “being” you do

not mean that both of them equally are; for in both

cases! they would pretty certainly be one and not two.

THEAET. True.

str. Well, then, do you wish to call both of them

together being?

THEAET. Perhaps.

str. But, friends, we will say, even in that way you

would very clearly be saying that the two are one.

THEAET. You are perfectly right.

str. Then since we are in perplexity, do you tell

us plainly what you wish to designate when you say

“being.” For it is clear that you have known this

all along, whereas we formerly thought we knew,

but are now perplexed. ‘So first give us this informa-

tion, that. we may not think we understand what

you say, when the exact opposite is the case.—If we

speak in this way and make this request of them

and of all who say that the universe is more than

one, shall we, my boy, be doing anything improper ?

1 “In both cases,” i.e, whether you say that one only is
or that both are, they would both be one, namely being. 5

863



PLATO

244

@FAl. “Hxword ye.

32. we. Ti 3€; apa rav & ro may Aeydv-
Tw dp’ ob mevoteéov eis Sivapw ti more A€youot To
ov;

ecal. [Ids yap ov; .
nE@ Tdéde rowuv amoxpwésbwy & mov dare

pedvov elvat i papev yap, pyoovow. h ydp;

* eral. Nai.

we. Ti dé; ov xadeird 71;
erat. Nai.

C xe. [Idrepov Gwep ev, emi 7H adTG@ mpocxpw-
pevot Svoiy cvdpaciv, } mds;

ecat, Tis ody avrois 4 pera Tobr’, w Edve, arrd-

Kpuots;

ae. Andov, d Qeairnre, drt 7 ravrnv riv br0-

Geow drolepev mpds TO viv épwrnfev Kal mpos
GNAo 8 ériodv od tavrwy pdorov atroxpivacbas.

ecal. Ils;

HE. Td re d¥o dvouata cpuodoyeiy elvas pndev
Oduevov mAnv év KatayéAaoroy tov.

ezal. [Ids 8’ ov;

HE. Kai rd mapdmav ye azoddyecfai rov*

D Adyovros ws eorw Gvoyd Ts, Adyov adx ay Exov.
- Ea. If; |

RE. THels re rodvoua Tod mpdyparos Erepov dvo
Adye ov twe. |

ecal. Nai.

gE. Kai uy dv ratrdv ye adtd 1169 totvopa,

1 dwoxpwécdw» Simplicius; droxpwécfwoary BIW.
§ sov Hermann; roi BT.



THE SOPHIST

THEAET. Not in the least.

str. Well then, must we not, so far as we can,

try to learn from those who say that the universe is

one! what they mean when they say “ being’’?

THEAET. Of course we must.

str. Then let them answer this question: Do

you say that one only is? We do, they will say;

will they not?

THEAET. Yes.

str. Well then, do you give the name of being

to anything?

THEAET. Yes.

str. Is it what you call “one,” using two names

for the same thing, or how is this?

THEaET, What is their next answer, Stranger?

str. It is plain, Theaetetus, that he who maintains

their theory will not find it the easiest thing in

the world to reply to our present question or to any

other. —

THEAET. Why not?

str. It is rather ridiculous to assert that two
names exist when you assert that nothing exists but

unity.

THEAET. Of course it is.

str. And in general there would be no sense

in accepting the statement that a name has any

existence.

THEAET. Why?

str. Because he who asserts that the name is

other than the thing, says that there are two

entities.

THEAET. Yes.

str. And further, if he asserts that the name is

1 The Eleatic Zeno and his school.
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THE SOPHIST

the same as the thing, he will be obliged to say that

it is the name of nothing, or if he says it is the name

of something, the name will turn out to be the name

of a name merely and of nothing else.

THEAET. True.

str. And the one will turn out to be the name of

one and also the one of the name.!

THEAET. Necessarily.

str. And will they say that the whole is other

than the one which exists or the same with it?

THEAET. Of course they will and do say it is the

same.

str. If then the whole is, as Parmenides says,

On all sides like the mass of a well-rounded Sphere, equally
weighted in every direction from the middle ; for neither

greater nor less must needs be on this or that,

then being, being such as he describes it, has a

centre and extremes, and, having these, must cer-

tainly have parts, must it not?

Ta£AET. Certainly.

str. But yet nothing hinders that which has parts

from possessing the attribute of unity in all its parts

and being in this way one, since it is all and whole.

THEAET. Very true.

str. But is it not impossible for that which is in

this condition to be itself absolute unity ?

THEAET. Why?

‘1 In other words, “one,” considered as a word, will be
the name of unity, but considered as a reality, it will be the
unity of which the word “‘ one” is the name. The sentence
is made somewhat difficult of comprehension, doubtless for
the purpose of indicating the confusion caused by the identi-
fication of the name with the . $6
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THE SOPHIST

str, Why surely that which is really one must,

according to right reason, be affirmed to be absolutely

without parts.

THEAET. Yes, it must.

str. But such a unity consisting of many parts will

not harmonize with reason.

THEAET. I understand.

str. Then shall we agree that being is one and a

whole because it has the attribute of unity, or shall

we deny that being is a whole at all?

THEAET. It is a hard choice that you offer me.

str. That is very true; for being, having in a

way had unity imposed upon it, will evidently not

be the same as unity, and the all will be more

than one.

THEAET. Yes.

str. And further, if being is not a whole through

having had the attribute of unity imposed upon it,

and the absolute whole exists, then it turns out that

being lacks something of being.

THEAET. Certainly.

str. And so, by this reasoning, since being is

deprived of being, it will be not-being.

THEAET. So it will.

etr. And again the all becomes more than the

one, since being and the whole have acquired each

its own nature.

THEART. Yes.

str. But if the whole does not exist at all, being

is involved in the same difficulties as before, and

besides not existing it could not even have ever

come into existence,
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THE SOPHIST

THEAET. What do you mean?

str. That which comes into existence always

comes into existence as a whole. Therefore no one

who does not reckon the whole among things that

are can speak of existence or generation as being.

THEAET. That certainly seems to be true.

str. And moreover, that which is not a whole

cannot have any quantity at all; for if it has any

quantity, whatever that quantity may be, it must

necessarily be of that quantity as a whole.

THEAET. Precisely.

str. And so countless other problems, each one

involving infinite difficulties, will confront him

who says that being is, whether it be two or

only one.

THEAET. The problems now in sight make that

pretty clear; for each leads up to another which
brings greater and more grievous wandering in

connexion with whatever has previously been said.

str. Now we have not discussed all those who

treat accurately of being and not-being}; however, let
this suffice. But we must turn our eyes to those

whose doctrines are less precise, that we may know

from all sources that it is no easier to define the

nature of being than that of not-being.

THEAET. Very well, then, we must proceed towards
those others also.

str. And indeed there seems to be a battle like
that of the gods and the giants going on among

them, because of their disagreement about existence.

THEAET. How so?

eee ee ee eae ee eiettotagerse, and “Antpe es, the Me 8, ias, oras, an

sthenes all discussed the problem of being and not-being.
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THE SOPHIST

str. Some of them! drag down everything from

heaven and the invisible to earth, actually grasping

rocks and trees with their hands; for they lay their

hands on all such things and maintain stoutly that

that alone exists which can be touched and handled ;

for they define existence and body, or matter, as

identical, and if anyone says that anything else,

which has no body, exists, they despise him utterly,

and will not listen to any other theory than their

own.

THEAET. Terrible men they are of whom you speak.

I myself have met with many of them.

str. Therefore those who contend against them

defend themselves very cautiously with weapons

derived from the invisible world above, maintaining

forcibly that real existence consists of certain ideas

which are only conceived by the mind and have no

body. But the bodies of their opponents, and that

which is called by them truth, they break up into

small fragments in their arguments, calling them, not

existence, but a kind of generation combined with

motion. There is always, Theaetetus, a tremendous

battle being fought about these questions between

the two parties.

THEAET. True.

str. Let us, therefore, get from each party in
turn a statement in defence of that which they
regard as being.

‘THEAET. How shall we get it?

str. It is comparatively easy to get it from those

1 The atomists (Leucippus, Democritus, and their fol-
fowers), who taught that nothing exists except atoms and
the void. Possibly there is a covert reference to Aristippus
who was, like Plato, a pupil of Socrates.
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THE SOPHIST

who say that it consists in ideas, for they are peace-

ful folk; but from those who violently drag down

everything into matter, it is more difficult, perhaps

even almost impossible, to get it. However, this is

the way I think we must deal with them.

THEAET. What way?

str. Our first duty would be to make them really

better, if it were in any way possible; but if this

cannot be done, let us pretend that they are better,

by assuming that they would be willing to answer

more in accordance with the rules of dialectic than

they actually are. For the acknowledgement of

anything by better men is more valid than if made

by worse men. But it is not these men that we

care about; we merely seek the truth.

THEAET. Quite right.

str. Now tell them, assuming that they have
become better, to answer you, and do you interpret

what they say.

THEAET. I will do so.

str. Let them tell whether they say. there is

such a thing as a mortal animal.

THEAET. Of course they do.

str. And they agree that this is a body with a
soul in it, do they not?

THEAET, Certainly.

str. Giving to soul a place among things which

exist f

THEAET. Yes.

str. Well then, do they not say that one soul is
just and another unjust, one wise and another foolish ?

THEAET. Of course.

str. And do they not say that each soul becomes
just by the possession and presence of justice, and
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THE SOPHIST

the opposite by the possession and presence of the

opposite ?

THEAET. Yes, they agree to this also.

str. But surely they will say that that which is

capable of becoming present or absent exists.

THEAET. Yes, they say that.

str. Granting, then, that justice and wisdom and

virtue in general and their opposites exist, and also,

of course, the soul in which they become present, do

they say that any of these is visible and tangible, or

that they are all invisible ?

THEAET. That none of them is visible, or pretty

nearly that.

str. Now here are some other questions. Do

they say they possess any body?
THEAET. They no longer answer the whole of that

question in the same way. They say they believe

the soul itself has a sort of body, but as to wisdom
and the other several qualities about which you ask,

they have not the face either to confess that they have

no existence or to assert that they are all bodies.
str. It is clear, Theaetetus, that our men have

grown better; for the aboriginal sons of the dragon’s

teeth! among them would not shrink from any such
utterance ; they would maintain that nothing which
they cannot squeeze with their hands has any exist-

ence at all.

THEAET. That is pretty nearly what they believe.
str. Then let us question them further; for if

they are willing to admit that any existence, no

1 This refers to the story of Cadmus, who killed a dragon
and then sowed its teeth, from which sprang fierce warriors
to be his companions. Born of the dragon’s teeth and of
earth, they would naturally be of the , earthy.
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matter how small, is incorporeal, that is enough.

They will then have to tell what that is which is

inherent in the incorporeal and the corporeal alike,

and which they have in mind when they say that

both exist. Perhaps they would be at a loss for an

answer ; and if they are in that condition, consider

whether they might not accept a suggestion if we

offered it, and might not agree that the nature of

being is as follows.

THEAET. What is it? Speak, and we shall soon

know.

str. I suggest that everything which possesses

any power of any kind, either to produce a change

in anything of any nature or to be affected even in

the least degree by the slightest cause, though it

be only on one occasion, has real existence. For I

set up as a definition which defines being, that it is

nothing else than power.

THEAET. Well, since they have at the moment

nothing better of their own to offer, they accept

this.

str. Good; for perhaps later something else may

occur both to them and to us. As between them

and us, then, let us assume that this is for the present
agreed upon and settled.

THEAET. It is settled.

str. Then let us go to the others, the friends of

ideas; and do you interpret for us their doctrines
also.

Tueagt. I will.
str. You distinguish in your speech between

generation and being, do you not?!

Plato is restating or amending some of his own earlier
beliefs.
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THE SOPHIST

THEAET. Yes, we do.

srr. And you say that with the body, by means

of perception, we participate in generation, and with

the soul, by means of thought, we participate in

real being, which last is always unchanged and the

same, whereas generation is different at different

times. :

THEAET. Yes, that is what we say.

str, But, most excellent men, how shall we define

this participation which you attribute to both? Is

it not that of which we were just speaking?

THEAET. What is that?

str. A passive or active condition arising out of

some power which is derived from a combination

of elements. Possibly, Theaetetus, you do not hear

their reply to this, but I hear it, perhaps, because I

am used to them.

THEAET. What is it, then, that they say?

str. They do not concede to us what we said just
now to the aboriginal giants about being.

THEAET. What was it ?
str. We set up as a satisfactory sort of definition

of being, the presence of the power to act or be

acted upon in even the slightest degree.

THEAET. Yes.

str. It is in reply to this that they say generation

participates in the power of acting and of being

acted upon, but that neither power is connected with

being.

TAEAET. And is there not something in that ?
str. Yes, something to which we must reply that

we still need to learn more clearly from them whether

they agree that the soul knows and that being is
own.
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THE SOPHIST

TtuearT. They certainly assent to that.

str. Well then, do you say that knowing or

being known is an active or passive condition, or
both? Or that one is passive and the other active ?

Or that neither has any share at all in either of the
two?

THEAET. Clearly they would say that neither has
any share in either; for otherwise they would be

contradicting themselves.

str. I understand; this at least is true, that if

to know is active, to be known must in turn be

passive. Now being, since it is, according to this

theory, known by the intelligence, in so far as it
is known, is moved, since it is acted upon, which
we say cannot be the case with that which is in a

state of rest.

THeagT. Right.

str. But for heaven's sake, shall we let ourselves
easily be persuaded that motion and life and soul
and mind are really not present to absolute being,
that it neither lives nor thinks, but awful and holy,
devoid of mind, is fixed and immovable ?

THEAET. That would be a shocking admission to
make, Stranger.

str. But shall we say that it has mind, but
not life?

THEAET. How can we?

str. But do we say that both of these exist in it,
and yet go on to say that it does not possess them
in a soul?

THEAET. But how else can it possess them?

srr. Then shall we say that it has mind and
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THE SOPHIST

life and soul, but, although endowed with soul, is
absolutely immovable ?

THEART. All those things seem to me absurd.
str, And it must be conceded that motion and that

which is moved exist.

THEAET. Of course.

etr. Then the result is, Theaetetus, that if there
is no motion, there is no mind in anyone about
anything anywhere.

THEAET. Exactly.

str. And on the other hand, if we admit that all

things are in flux and motion, we shall remove mind
itself from the number of existing things by this

theory also.

THEAET. How so?

str. Do you think that sameness of quality or

nature or relations could ever come into existence

without the state of rest?

THEAET. Not at all.

str. What then? Without these can you see

how mind could exist or come into existence any-

where?

THEAET. By no means.

err. And yet we certainly must contend by every

argument against him who does away with knowledge

or reason or mind and then makes any dogmatic

assertion about anything.

THEAET, Certainly.

str, Then the philosopher, who peys the highest
honour to these things, must necessarily, as it seems,

because of them refuse to accept the theory of those

who say the universe is at rest, whether as a unity

or in many forms, and must also refuse utterly to

listen to those who say that being is universal
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THE SOPHIST

motion ; he must quote the children’s prayer,! “ all

things immovable and in motion,” and must say that

being and the universe consist of both.

THEAET. Very true.

str. Do we not, then, seem to have attained at

last a pretty good definition of being?

THEAET. Certainly.

str. But dear me, Theaetetus! I think we are

now going to discover the difficulty of the inquiry

about being.

THEAET. What is this again? What do you mean?

str. My dear fellow, don’t you see that we are

now densely ignorant about it, but think that we are

saying something worth while?

THEAET. I think so, at any rate, and I do not at

all understand what hidden error we have fallen into.

str, Then watch more closely and see whether, if

we make these admissions, we may not justly be asked

the same questions we asked a while ago of those

who said the universe was hot and cold.?

THEAET. What questions? Remind me.

str. Certainly; and I will try to do this by

questioning you, as we questioned them at the time. I

hope we shall at the same time make a little progress.

THEAET. That is right.

str. Very well, then; you say that motion and

rest are most directly opposed to each other, do

you not?

THEAET. Of course.

1 Nothing further seems to be known about this prayer.
Stallbaum thought the reference was to a game in which the
children said Sea d«lyyra xal kexunpuéva ety, *‘ may all unmoved
things be moved.”

2 Cf. 942 p above.
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THE SOPHIST

str. And yet you say that both and each of them

equally exist ?

THEAET. Yes, I do.

str. And in granting that they exist, do you

mean to say that both and each are in motion?

THEAET. By no means.

str. But do you mean that they are at rest, when

you say that both exist ?

THEAET. Of course not.

str. Being, then, you consider to be something

else in the soul, a third in addition to these two,

inasmuch as you think rest and motion are embraced

by it; and since you comprehend and observe that

they participate in existence, you therefore said that

they are. Eh?

THEAET. We really do seem to have a vague vision

of being as some third thing, when we say that

motion and rest are.

str. Then being is not motion and rest in com-

bination, but something else, different from them.

THEAET. Apparently.

str. According to its own nature, then, being is

neither at rest nor in motion.

THEAET. You are about right.

str. What is there left, then, to which a man

can sti]l turn his mind who wishes to establish

within himself any clear conception of being?

THEAET. What indeed?

‘str. There is nothing left, I think, to which he

can turn easily. For if a thing is not in motion, it
must surely be at rest; and again, what is not at rest,

must surely be in motion. But now we find that
being has emerged outside of both these classes. Is
that possible, then?
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THE SOPHIST

THEaET. No, nothing could be more impossible.

str. Then there is this further thing which we

ought to remember.

THEAET. What is it?

stk. That when we were asked to what the

appellation of not-being should be applied, we were

in the greatest perplexity. Do you remember?

THEAET. Of course I do.

str. Well, then, are we now in any less perplexity

about being ?

THEAET. It seems to me, stranger, that we are, if

possible, in even greater.

str. This point, then, let us put down definitely

as one of complete perplexity. But since being and

not-being participate equally in the perplexity, there

is now at last some hope that as either of them

emerges more dimly or more clearly, so also will the

other emerge. If, however, we are able to see

neither of them, we will at any rate push our discussion
through between both of them at once as creditably
as we can.

THEAET. Good.

str. Let us, then, explain how we come to be

constantly calling this same thing by many names.
THEAET, What, for instance? Please give an

example.

etn, We speak of man, you know, and give him
many additional designations; we attribute to him

colours and forms and sizes and vices and virtues,

and in all these cases and countless others we say
not only that he is man, but we say he is good and
numberless other things. So in the same way every
single thing which we supposed to be one, we treat
as many and call by many names.
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THE SOPHIST

THEAET. True. .

str. And it is in this way, I fancy, that we have

provided a fine feast for youngsters and for old men

whose learning has come to them late in life; for

example, it is easy enough for anyone to grasp the

notion that the many cannot possibly be one, nor

the one many, and so, apparently, they take pleasure

in saying that we must not call a man good, but must

call the good good, and a man man. I fancy,

Theaetetus, you often run across people who take

such matters seriously ; sometimes they are elderly

men whose poverty of intellect makes them admire

such quibbles, and who think this is a perfect mine

of wisdom they have discovered.!

THEAET. Certainly.

str. Then, to include in our discussion all those

who have ever engaged in any talk whatsoever about

being, let us address our present arguments to these

men as well as to all those with whom we were

conversing before, and let us employ the form of

questions.

THEAET. What are the arguments?

str. Shall we attribute neither being to rest and

motion, nor any attribute to anything, but shall we in

our discussions assume that they do not mingle and

cannot participate in one another? Or shall we

gather all things together, believing that they are

capable of combining with one another? Or are

some capable of it and others not? Which of these

1 Those are here satirized who deny the possibility of all
except identical predication. Such were Antisthenes,
Euthydemus, and Dionysodorus. The two last are prob-
ably those referred to as old men whose learning came late
in life.
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THE SOPHIST

alternatives, Theaetetus, should we say is their

choice?

THEAET. I cannot answer these questions for them.

str. Then why did you not answer each separately

and see what the result was in each case?

THEAET. A good suggestion.

str. And let us, if you please, assume that they

say first that nothing has any power to combine with

anything else. Then motion and rest will have no

share in being, will they ?

THEAET. No.

srr. Well, then, will either of them be, if it has

no share in being?

THEAET. It wil] not.

str. See how by this admission everything is

overturned at once, as it seems—the doctrine of

those who advocate universal motion, that of the

isans of unity and rest, and that of the men who

teach that all existing things are distributed into

invariable and everlasting kinds. For all of these

make use of being as an attribute. One party says

that the universe “ is ’’ in motion, another that it “ is ’’

at rest.

THEAET. Exactly.

str. And further, all who teach that things com-

bine at one time and separate at another, whether

infinite elements combine in unity and are derived

from unity or finite elements separate and then

unite, regardless of whether they say that these

changes take place successively or without interrup-
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THE SOPHIST

tion, would be talking nonsense in all these doctrines,

if there is no intermingling.

THEAET. Quite right.

str. Then, too, the very men who forbid us to

call anything by another name because it partici-

pates in the effect produced by another, would be

made most especially ridiculous by this doctrine.

THEAET. How so?

str. Because they are obliged in speaking of any-

thing to use the expressions “ to be,” “ apart,” “ from

the rest,” “by itself,’ and countless others; they

are powerless to keep away from them or avoid

working them into their discourse; and therefore

there is no need of others to refute them, but, as

the saying goes, their enemy and future opponent

is of their own household whom they always ca

about with them as they go, giving forth speec

from within them, like the wonderful Eurycles.}

THEAET. That is a remarkably accurate illustration.

str. But what if we ascribe to all things the

power of participation in one another?

THEAET. Even I can dispose of that assumption.

str. How?

THEAET. Because motion itself would be wholly

at rest, and rest in turn would itself be in motion,

if these two could be joined with one another.

str. But surely this at least is most absolutely

impossible, that motion be at rest and rest be in

motion ?

THEAET. Of course.

str. Then only the third possibility is left.

THEAET. Yes.

1 Eurycles was a ventriloquist and soothsayer of the
fifth century, of. Aristophanes, Wasps, 1019.
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THE SOPHIST

str. And certainly one of these three must be

true ; either all things will mingle with one another,

or none will do so, or some will and others will

not.

THEAET. Of course. ,

str. And certainly the first two were found to be

impossible.

THEAET. Yes.

str. Then everybody who wishes to answer

correctly will adopt the remaining one of the three

possibilities.

THEAET. Precisely.

str. Now since some things will commingle and

others will not, they are in much the same condition

as the letters of the alphabet; for some of these do

not fit each other, and others do.

THEAET, Of course.

str. And the vowels, to a greater degree than

the others, run through them all as a bond, so that
without one of the vowels the other letters cannot

be joined one to another.

THEAET. Certainly.

str. Now does everybody know which letters can

join with which others? Or does he who is to join

them properly have need of art?
THEAET. He has need of art.

str. What art?

THEAET. The art of grammar.

str. And is not the same true in connexion with

high and low sounds? Is not he who has the art to

know the sounds which mingle and those which do

not, musical, and he who does not know un-

musical ?

THEART. Yes.
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str, And we shall find similar conditions, then,

in all the other arts and processes which are devoid

of art?

THEAET. Of course.

str. Now since we have agreed that the classes

or genera also commingle with one another, or do

not commingle, in the same way, must not he possess

some science and proceed by the processes of reason

who is to show correctly which of the classes

harmonize with which, and which reject one another,

and also if he is to show whether there are some

elements extending through all and holding them

together so that they can mingle, and again, when

they separate, whether there are other universal

causes of separation ?

THEAET. Certainly he needs science, and perhaps

even the greatest of sciences,
str. Then, Theaetetus, what name shall we give

to this science? Or, by Zeus, have we unwittingly

stumbled upon the science that belongs to free men
and perhaps found the philosopher while we were

looking for the sophist ?

THEAET. What do you mean?

str. Shall we not say that the division of things

by classes and the avoidance of the belief that the

same class is another, or another the same, belongs

to the science of dialectic ?

THEAET. Yes, we shall.

.str. Then he who is able to do this has a clear

perception of one form or idea extending entirely

through many individuals each of which lies apart,

and of many forms differing from one another but

included in one greater form, and again of one form

evolved by the union of many wholes, and of many
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forms entirely apart and separate. This is the

knowledge and ability to distinguish by classes how

individual things can or cannot be associated with one

another.

THEAET. Certainly it is.

str. But you surely, I suppose, will not grant the

art of dialectic to any but the man who pursues

philosophy in purity and righteousness.

THEAET. How could it be granted to anyone else?

str. Then it is in some region like this that we

shal] always, both now and hereafter, discover the

philosopher, if we look for him; he also is hard to

see clearly, but the difficulty is not the same in his

case and that of the sophist.
THEAET. How do they differ?

str. The sophist runs away into the darkness

of not-being, feeling his way in it by practice,} and
is hard to discern on account of the darkness of
the place. Don’t you think so?

THEAET. It seems likely.

str. But the philosopher, always devoting himself

through reason to the idea of being, is also very

difficult to see on account of the brilliant light of the
place; for the eyes of the soul of the multitude are
not strong enough to endure the sight of the divine.

THEAET. This also seems no less true than what

you said about the sophist.

str. Now we will make more accurate investiga-

tions about the philosopher hereafter, if we still
care to do so; but as to the sophist, it is clear that
we must not relax our efforts until we have a satis-
factory view of him.

1 By practice, é.¢., by empirical knowledge as opposed to
reason.
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THEAET. You are right.

str. Since, therefore, we are agreed that some of

the classes will mingle with one another, and others

will not, and some will mingle with few and others

with many, and that there is nothing to hinder some

from mingling universally with all, let us next

proceed with our discussion by investigating, not all

the forms or ideas, lest we become confused among

so many, but some only, selecting them from those

that are considered the most important; let us first

consider their several natures, then what their power

of mingling with one another is, and so, if we cannot

grasp being and not-being with perfect clearness,

we shall at any rate not fail to reason fully about

them, so far as the method of our present inquiry

permits. Let us in this way see whether it is,

after all, permitted us to say that not-being really
is, although not being, and yet come off unscathed.

THEAET. Yes; that is the proper thing for us

to do.

str. The most important, surely, of the classes or

genera are those which we just mentioned; being

itself and rest and motion.

THEartT. Yes, by far.

str. And further, two of them, we say, cannot

mingle with each other.

THEAET. Decidedly not.

str. But being can mingle with both of them,
for they both are.

THEAET. Of course.

str. Then these prove to be three.
THEAET. To be sure.

str. Each of them is, then, other than the remain-

ing two, but the same as itself.
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THEAET. Yes. .
str. But what do we mean by these words, “the

same” and “other,” which we have just used?

Are they two new classes, different from the other

three, but always of necessity mingled with them,

and must we conduct our inquiry on the assumption

that there are five classes, not three, or are we un-

consciously speaking of one of those three when we

say “the same” or “other” ?

THEAET. Perhaps.

str. But certainly motion and rest are neither

other nor the same.

THEAET. How so?

str. Whatever term we apply to rest and motion

in common cannot be either of those two.

THEAET. Why not?

str. Because motion would be at rest and rest

would be in motion; in respect of both, for which-

ever of the two became “other” would force the

other to change its nature into that of its opposite,

since it would participate in its opposite.

THEAET. Exactly so.

str. Both certainly partake of the same and the

other.!

THEAET. Yes.

atr. Then we must not say that motion, or rest

either, is the same or other.

THEAET. No.

str. But should we conceive of “ being ” and “the

same” as one?

THEAET. Perha

str. But if “being” and “the same” have no

difference of meaning, then when we go on and say

1 ¢.¢.,, sameness and difference can be predicated of both.
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that both rest and motion are, we shall be saying that

they are both the same, since they are.

THEAET. But surely that is impossible.

str. Then it is impossible for being and the same

to be one.

THEAET. Pretty nearly.

str. So we shall consider “the same” a fourth

class in addition to the other three?

THEAET. Certainly.

str. Then shall we call “the other” a fifth class?

Or must we conceive of this and “being” as two

names for one class ?

THEAET. May be.

str. But I fancy you admit that among the

entities some are always conceived as absolute, and

some as relative.

THEAET. Of course.

str. And other is always relative to other, is it

not?

THEAET. Yes.

str. It would not be so, if being and the other

were not utterly different. If the other, like being,

partook of both absolute and relative existence, there

would be also among the others that exist another

not in relation to any other; but as it is, we find

that whatever is other is just what it is through com-

pulsion of some other.

THEAET. The facts are as you say.

str. Then we must place the nature of “the

other” as a fifth among the classes in which we

select our examples.

THEAET. Yes.

str. And we shall say that it permeates them all;

for each of them is other than the rest, not by reason
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of its own nature, but because it partakes of the idea

of the other.

THEAET. Exactly.

str. Let us now state our conclusions, taking up

the five classes one at a time.

THEAET. How?

str. Take motion first; we say that it is entirely

other than rest, do we not?

THEAET. We do.

str. Then it is not rest.

THEAET. Not at all.

str, But it exists, by reason of its participation in

being.

THEAET. Yes, it exists.

str. Now motion again is other than the same.

THEAET. You re about right.

sTr. Therefore it is not the same.
THEAET. No, it is not.

str. But yet we found it was the same, because

all things partake of the same.

THEAET. Certainly.
str. Then we must admit that motion is the same

and is not the same, and we must not be disturbed

thereby; for when we say it is the same and not

the same, we do not use the words alike. When
we call it the same, we do so because it partakes

of the same in relation to itself, and when we

call it not the same, we do so on account of its
participation in the other, by which it is separated

from the same and becomes not that but other,

so that it is correctly spoken of in turn as not the

same.

THEAET. Yes, certainly.

str. Then even if absolute motion partook in
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any way of rest, it would not be absurd to say it was

at rest?

THEAET. It would be perfectly right, if we are

to admit that some of the classes will mingle with

one another, and others will not.

str. And surely we demonstrated that before we

took up our present points; we proved that it was

according to nature.!

THEAET. Yes, of course.

str. Then let us recapitulate: Motion is other

than the other, just as we found it to be other than

the same and than rest. Is that true?

THEAET. Inevitably.

str. Then it is in a sense not other and also other,

according to our present reasoning.

THEART. True.

str. Now how about the next point? Shall we

say next that motion is other than the three, but not
other than the fourth,—that is, if we have agreed

that the classes about which and within which we

undertook to carry on our inquiry are five in number ?

THEAET. How can we say that? For we cannot

admit that the number is less than was shown just now.

str. Then we may fearlessly persist in contending

that motion is other than being?

THEAET. Yes, most fearlessly.

str. It is clear, then, that motion really is not,

and also that it is, since it partakes of being?

THEAET. That is perfectly clear.

str. In relation to motion, then, not-being is

That is inevitable. And this extends to all the

classes; for in all of them the nature of other so

operates as to make each one other than being, and

1 See 251 & ff.
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1 Being is many, for each and every in all the
classes is; but not-being is infinite, for not only is it true
that every thing in each of the classes is not, but not-be
extends also to all conceptions which do not and cann
have any reality.
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therefore not-being. So we may, from this point of

view, rightly say of all of them alike that they are

not; and again, since they partake of being, that

they are and have being.

THEAET. Yes, I suppose so.

str. And so, in relation to each of the classes,

being is many, and not-being is infinite in number.!

THEAET, So it seems.

str. Then being itself must also be said to be

other than all other things.

THEAET. Yes, it must.

str. And we conclude that whatever the number

of other things is, just that is the number of the

things in relation to which being is not; for not

being those things, it is itself one, and again, those

other things are not unlimited in number.

THEAET. That is not far from the truth.

str. Then we must not be disturbed by this either,

since by their nature the classes have participation

in one another. But if anyone refuses to accept our

present results, let him reckon with our previous

arguments and then proceed to reckon with the

next step.?

THEAET, That is very fair.

str. Then here is a point to consider.

THEAET. What is it?

str. When we say not-being, we speak, 1 think,

not of something that is the opposite of being, but

only of something different.

‘THEAET. What do you mean ?

2 «6., if he will not accept our proof that being is not,
etc., he must disprove our arguments respecting the partici-

tion of ideas in one another, and then proceed to draw
is inference.
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str. For instance, when we speak of a thing as

not great, do we seem to you to mean by the

expression what is small any more than what is of

middle size ?

THEAET. No, of course not.

str. Then when we are told that the negative

signifies the opposite, we shall not adinit it; we shall

admit only that the particle ‘‘ not”! indicates some-

thing different from the words to which it is prefixed,

or rather from the things denoted by the words that

follow the negative.

THEAET. Certainly.

sTr. Let us consider another point and see if you

agree with me.

THEAET. What is it?

str. It seems to me that the nature of the other

is all cut up into little bits, like knowledge.

THEAET. What do you mean?

str. Knowledge, like other, is one, but each

separate part of it which applies to some particular

subject has a name of its own; hence there are many

arts, as they are called, and kinds of knowledge,

or sciences.

THEAET. Yes, certainly.

str. And the same is true, by their nature, of the

parts of the other, though it also is one concept.

THEAET. Perhaps; but let us discuss the matter

and see how it comes about.

str. Is there a part of the other which is opposed

to the beautiful ?

THEAET. There is.

str. Shall we say that this is nameless or that it

has a name?

1 The two particles od and 44 in Greek.
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THEAET. That it has one; for that which in each

case we call not-beautiful is surely the other of the

nature of the beautiful and of nothing else.

str. Now, then, tell] me something more.

THEAET. What?

str. Does it not result from this that the not-

beautiful is a distinct part of some one class of being

and also, again, opposed to some class of being?

THEAET. Yes.

str. Then, apparently, it follows that the not-

beautiful is a contrast of being with being.

THEAET. Quite right.

str. Can we, then, in that case, say that the

beautiful is more and the not-beautiful less a part

of being?

THEAET. Not at all.

str. Hence the not-great must be said to be no

less truly than the great?

THEAET. No less truly.

str. And so we must recognize the same relation

between the just and the not-just, in so far as neither

has any more being than the other?

THEAET. Of course.

str. And we shall, then, say the same of other
things, since the nature of the other is proved to

possess real being; and if it has being, we must

necessarily ascribe being in no less degree to its

parts also,

THEAET. Of course.

str. Then, as it seems, the opposition of the
nature of a part of the other, and of the nature of

being, when they are opposed to one another, is no

* & D; 8» BT. 4 ms Apelt; m BT.
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less truly existence than is being itself, if it is not

wrong for me to say so, for it signifies not the

opposite of being, but only the other of being, and

nothing more.

THEAET. That is perfectly clear.

str. Then what shall we call this?

THEAET. Evidently this is precisely not-being,

which we were looking for because of the sophist.

str. And is this, as you were saying, as fully

endowed with being as anything else, and shall we

henceforth say with confidence that not-being has

an assured existence and a nature of its own? Just

as we found that the great was great and the beautiful

was beautiful, the not-great was not-great and the

not-beautiful was not-beautiful, shall we in the same

way say that not-being was and is not-being, to be

counted as one class among the many classes of

being? Or have we, Theaetetus, any remaining

distrust about the matter?

THEAET. None whatever.

str. Do you observe, then, that we have gone

farther in our distrust of Parmenides than the limit

set by his prohibition?

THEAET. What do you mean?

str. We have proceeded farther in our investiga-

tion and have shown him more than that which he

forbade us to examine.

THEAET. How so?

TR, Because he says somewhere!:

Never shall this thought prevail, that not-being is ;

Nay, keep your mind from this path of investigation.

THEAET. Yes, that is what he says.

21 Parmenides, 59 f., ed. Mullach.
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srr. But we have not only pointed out that things

which are not exist, but we have even shown what

the form or class of not-being is; for we have pointed
out that the nature of the other exists and is distri-

buted in small bits throughout all existing things in

their relations to one another, and we have ventured
to say that each part of the other which is contrasted

with being, really 1s exactly not-being.

THEAET. And certainly, Stranger, I think that what

we have said is perfectly true.
str. Then let not anyone assert that we declare

that not-being is the opposite of being, and hence are

so rash as to say that not-being exists. For we long
ago gave up speaking of any opposite of being,

whether it exists or not and is capable or totally

incapable of definition. But as for our present

definition of not-being, a man must either refute
us and show that we are wrong, or, so long as he

cannot do that, he too must say, as we do, that the
classes mingle with one another, and being and the
other permeate all things, including each other, and
the other, since it participates in being, is, by reason

of this participation, yet is not that in which it
participates, but other, and since it is other than
being, must inevitably be not-being. But being, in
turn, participates in the other and is therefore other
than the rest of the classes, and since it is other than
all of them, it is not each one of them or all the
rest, but only itself; there is therefore no doubt
that there are thousands and thousands of things
which being is not, and just so all other things, both
individually and collectively, in many relations are,
and in many are not.

THEAET. True.
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str. And if any man has doubts about these

oppositions, he must make investigations and advance

better doctrines than these of ours; or if he finds

pleasure in dragging words about and applying them

to different things at different times, with the notion

that he has invented something difficult to explain,

our present argument asserts that he has taken up

seriously matters which are not worth serious atten-

tion ; for this process is neither clever nor difficult,

whereas here now is something both difficult and

beautiful.

THEAET. What is it?

str, What I have spoken of before—the ability

to let those quibbles go as of no account and to

follow and refute in detail the arguments of a man

who says that other is in a sense the same, or that the

same is other, and to do this from that point of view

and with regard for those relations which he pre-

supposes for either of these conditions. But to show

that in some sort of fashion the same is the other,

and the other the same, and the great small, and the

like unlike, and to take pleasure in thus always

bringing forward opposites in the argument,—all that
is no true refutation, but is plainly the newborn

offspring of some brain that has just begun to lay

hold upon the problem of realities.

THEAET. Exactly so.

str. For certainly, my friend, the attempt to

separate everything from everything else is not only

not in good taste but also shows that a man is utterly
uncultivated and unphilosophical.

THEAET. Why so?

str. The complete separation of each thing from
all is the utterly final obliteration of all discourse.
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For our power of discourse is derived from the inter-

weaving of the classes or ideas with one another.!

THEAET. True.

str. Observe, then, that we have now been just

in time in carrying our point against the supporters

of such doctrine, and in forcing them to admit that

one thing mingles with another.

THEAET. What was our object ?

str. Our object was to establish discourse as one

of our classes of being. For if we were deprived of

this, we should be deprived of philosophy, which would
be the greatest calamity; moreover, we must at the

present moment come to an agreement about the

nature of discourse, and if we were robbed of it by
its absolute non-existence, we could no longer dis-
course; and we should be robbed of it if we
agreed that there is no mixture of anything with

anything.

THEAET. That is true enough ; but I do not under-
stand why we must come to an agreement about

discourse just now.

str. Perhaps the easiest way for you to understand
is by following this line of argument.

THEAET. What line?

err. We found that not-being was one of the

classes of being, permeating all being.

THEAET, Yes.

err. So the next thing is to inquire whether it

mingles with opinion and speech

THEAET. Why?

once when we recognize that positive and negative are
necessarily interwoven in the nature of things, that the
negative has only a relative existence and is not the opposite
of the positive, but only different from it. 7
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str. If it does not mingle with them, the necessary

result is that all things are true, but if it does, then

false opinion and false discourse come into being;

for to think or say what is not—that is, I suppose,

falsehood arising in mind or in words.

THEAET. So it is.

str. But if falsehood exists, deceit exists.

THEAET. Yes.

str. And if deceit exists, all things must be

henceforth full of images and likenesses and fancies.

THEAET. Of course.

str. But we said that the sophist had taken refuge

in this region and had absolutely denied the existence

of falsehood: for he said that not-being could be

neither conceived nor uttered, since not-being did
not in any way participate in being.

THEAET, Yes, so it was.

str. But now not-being has been found to partake

of being, and so, perhaps, he would no longer keep

up the fight in this direction; but he might say

that some ideas partake of not-being and some do not,

and that speech and opinion are among those which

do not; and he would therefore again contend that

the image-making and fantastic art, in which we placed

him, has absolutely no existence, since opinion and

speech have no participation in not-being ; for false-

hood cannot possibly exist unless such participation

takes place. For this reason we must first inquire into

the nature of speech and opinion and fancy, in order

that when they are made clear we may perceive

nexion with ‘‘ seeming ” (¢alver8a:) which the Greek retains.
The Greek word is therefore more comprehensive than the

English, denoting that which appears to be, whether as the
result of imagination or of sensation. C/. 285 p ff.
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that they participate in not-being, and when we have

perceived that, may prove the existence of falsehood,

and after proving that, may imprison the sophist

therein, if he can be held on that charge, and if not,

may set him free and seek him in another class.

THEAET. It certainly seems, Stranger, that what

you said at first about the sophist—that he was a

hard kind of creature to catch—is true; for he seems

to have no end of defences,! and when he throws one

of them up, his opponent has first to fight through it

before he can reach the man himself; for now, you

see, we have barely passed through the non-existence

of being, which was his first prepared line of defence,

when we find another line ready; and so we must

prove that falsehood exists in relation to opinion and

to speech; and after this, perhaps, there will be

another line, and still another after that; and it

seems no end will ever appear.

str. No one should be discouraged, Theaetetus,

who can make constant progress, even though it be

slow. For if a man is discouraged under these

conditions, what would he do under others—if he

did not get ahead at all or were even pressed back?

It would be a long time, as the saying is, before

such a man would ever take a city. But now, my

friend, since we have passed the line you speak of,

the main defences would surely be in our hands, and
the rest will now be smaller and easier to take.

THEAET. Good.

str. First, then, let us take up speech and

opinion, as I said just now, in order to come to a

clearer understanding whether not-being touches

1 Perhaps a sort of pun is intended, for wpbphay was
already beginning to have the meaning of ‘* problem.”

431



PLATO

261

navrdracw GAnO_y pév eotw aupdrepa Tatra
peidos Sé ovdérore ovdérepov.

ecaI. “OpOds.

D xe. Dédpe 8, xabdrep wept rev eiddv Kal Tdr
ypappdrwy eAdyouev, tept TOV dvonatwv maAw

woavtws éemoxepipefa. daiverar ydp my Tavry

70 viv Cnrovpevov.
@EAI: 73 motov ovv 81) mept Tv ovopdtwy Ur-

aKovoreov ;

zE. Eire mdvra daAAjAos fuvapudrrer! etre
” 4 A yaa A ,

pndey, etre ra, ev Berar, Ta Sé pur).

egal, Ajjdov totrd ye, ore Ta pev eOdAe, Ta
5° ov.

HE. To roidvde Adyers tows, Ort Ta pev edetis
E Aeyopeva Kal Sndotvrd mu Evvapporre, Ta S€ TH

ouveyeia pendev onaivorvta avappooret.

ecal. IIs ri totr’ eles;

ge. “Orep wyOnv broAaBovra ce mpocopodoyeiv.
€ort yap juiv mov tov TH pwvh wept Tiy ovoiav

SyAwparwy Surrov yevos.

eral. Ilds;
262 xe. To pep dvdpara, ro Sé pyyara KAnbév.

egal. Eimé éxdrepov.

we. To pev ent rais mpdfecw ov dyAwpa pha
mov Aéyopev.

ear. Nai.

1 Evvappérre. W ; Evvapuérrew BT.

1 The science of lan, , in all its branches, was young
in the time of Plato. ords of general meaning were
necessarily used in a technical sense. So here dvoua and

pfiza are used as parts of grammatical terminology in the
432



THE SOPHIST

them, or they are both entirely true, and neither is

ever false.

THEAET. Very well.

str. Then let us now investigate names, just as

we spoke a while ago about ideas and letters ; for in

that direction the object of our present search is

coming in sight.

THEAET. What do we need to understand about

names?

str. Whether they all unite with one another, or

none of them, or some will and some will not.

THEAET. Evidently the last; some will and some

will not.

str. This, perhaps, is what you mean, that those

which are spoken in order and mean something do

unite, but those that mean nothing in their sequence

do not unite.

THEAET, How so, and what do you mean by

that?

str. What I supposed you had in mind when you

assented ; for we have two kinds of vocal indications

of being.

THEAET. How so?

str. One called nouns, the other verbs.!

THEAET. Define each of them.

str. The indication which relates to action we

may call a verb.

THEAET. Yes.

sense of ‘‘verb” and “noun,” though Plato elsewhere
employs them with their ordinary meanings. Similarly the
distinction between vowels and consonants (Theastetus, 208 ;
cf. The Sophist, 253) was at least relatively new, as was that
between the active and the passive voice. How important
Plato’s part was in the development of linguistic study can.
no longer be accurately determined.
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1 adrois rots B, Stobaeus; avrois T.
4 re cal W, Stobacus; ef cal T; xal B.
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THE SOPHIST

str. And the vocal sign applied to those who

perform the actions in question we call a noun.

THEAET. Exactly.

str. Hence discourse is never composed of nouns

alone spoken in succession, nor of verbs spoken

without nouns.

THEarT. I do not understand that.

str. I see; you evidently had something else in

mind when you assented just now; for what I wished

to say was just this, that verbs and nouns do not

make discourse if spoken successively in this way.

THEAET. In what way?

str. For instance, “walks,” “runs,” “sleeps”

and the other verbs which denote actions, even if

you utter all there are of them in succession, do not

make discourse for all that.

THEAET. No, of course not.

str. And again, when “lion,” “stag,” “ horse,”

and all other names of those who perform these

actions are uttered, such a succession of words does

not yet make discourse ; for in neither case do the

words uttered indicate action or inaction or existence

of anything that exists or does not exist, until the

verbs are mingled with the nouns; then the words

fit, and their first combination is a sentence, about

the first and shortest form of discourse.

THEAET. What do you mean by that?

str. When one says “a man learns,” you agree

that this is the least and first of sentences, do

you not?

THEAET. Yes.
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1 efrouev Stobaeus ; efroiuey BT.
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str. For when he says that, he makes a statement
about that which is or is becoming or has become or
is to be; he does not merely give names, but he

reaches a conclusion by combining verbs with nouns.

That is why we said that he discourses and does not

merely give names, and therefore we gave to this

combination the name of discourse.

THEAET. That was right.

str. So, then, just as of things some fit each other

and some do not, so too some vocal signs do not fit,

but some of them do fit and form discourse.

THEAET. Certainly.

str. Now there is another little point.

THEAET. What is it?

str. A sentence, if it is to be a sentence, must

have a subject; without a subject it is impossible.

THEAET. True.

str. And it must also be of some quality, must

it not?

THEAET, Of course.

str. Now let us pay attention to each other.

THEAET. Yes, at any rate we ought to do so.

str. Now, then, I will speak a sentence to you in

which an action and the result of action are combined

by means of a noun and a verb, and whatever the

subject of the sentence is do you tell me.

THEAET. I will, to the best of my ability.

str. “ Theaetetus sits.” It isn’t a long sentence,
is it?

THEAET. No, it is fairly short.

str. Now it is for you to say what it is about and

what its subject is.

THEAET. Clearly it is about me, and I am its subject,
§ xpdypara BIW ; ypdpuara, letters, Bury (of. 253).
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1 6yrw» Cornarius ; Syrws BT,
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str. And how about this sentence?
THEAET. What one?

4 STR. “ Theaetetus, with whom I am now talking,
ies.”

THEAET. Every one would agree that this also is

about me and I am its subject.

str. But we agree that every sentence must have

some quality.

THEAET. Yes.

str. Now what quality shall be ascribed to each

of these sentences ?

THEAET. One is false, I suppose, the other true.

str. The true one states facts as they are about

you.

THEAET. Certainly.

str. And the false one states things that are

other than the facts.

THEAET. Yes.

atr. In other words, it speaks of things that are
not as if they were.

THEAET. Yes, that is pretty much what it does.

str. And states with reference to you that things

are which are other than things which actually are ;

for we said, you know, that in respect to everything

there are many things that are and many that are not.

THEAET. To be sure.

str. Now the second of my sentences about you

is in the first place by sheer necessity one of the

shortest which conform to our definition of sentence.
rHearT, At any rate we just now agreed on

that point.

str. And secondly it has a subject.

THEAET. Yes.

err. And if you are not the subject, there is none.
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THE SOPHIST

TuEakT. Certainly not.

str. And if there is no subject, it would not be a

sentence at all; for we showed that a sentence

without a subject is impossible.
THEAET. Quite right.

‘STR. Now when things are said about you, but
other are said as the same and things that are

not as things that are, it appears that when such a
combination is formed of verbs and nouns we have

really and truly false discourse.
THEAET. Yes, very truly.

str. Is it, then, not already plain that the three

classes, thought, opinion, and fancy, all arise in our
minds as both false and true?

THEaRT. How is it plain?

eTr. You will understand more easily if you first

grasp their natures and the several differences

between them.

THEAET. Give me an opportunity.

str. Well, then, thought and speech are the

same; only the former, which is a silent inner

conversation of the soul with itself, has been given
the special name of thought. Is not that true?

THEAET. Certainly.

str. But the stream that flows from the soul in

vocal utterance through the mouth has the name
of speech?

THEAET. True.

str. And in speech we know there is just—

THEAET. What?

err. Affirmation and negation.

we a Badham.
rn. ee fouxev BT.

@ gird W, Stobaeus ; om. BT.
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THEAET. Yes, we know that.

str. Now when this arises in the soul silently by

way of thought, can you give it any other name

than opinion ?

THEAET. Certainly not.

str. And when such a condition is brought about

in anyone, not independently, but through sensation,

can it properly be called anything but seeming, or

fancy ?

THEAET. No.

str. Then since speech, as we found, is true and

false, and we saw that thought is conversation of the

soul with itself, and opinion is the final result of

thought, and what we mean when we say “it seems”

is a mixture of sensation and opinion, it is inevitable

that, since these are all akin to speech, some of them
must sometimes be false.

THEAET. Certainly.

str. Do you see, then, that false opinion and false

discourse were found sooner than we expected when
we fearéd a few moments ago that in looking for
them we were undertaking an endless task ?

THEAET. Yes, I see.

str. Then let us not be discouraged about the

rest of our search, either; for now that these points
are settled, we have only to revert to our previous
divisions into classes.

THEAET. What divisions?

str. We made two classes of image-making, the

likeness-making and the fantastic.}

TuEarT. Yes.

str. And we said that we did not know to which

of the two the sophist should be assigned.
1 See 235 p ff.
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THE SOPHIST

THEaET. You are right.

str. And in the midst of our perplexity about

that, we were overwhelmed by a still greater dizziness

when the doctrine appeared which challenges every-

body and asserts that neither likeness nor image nor

appearance exists at all, because falsehood never

exists anywhere in any way.

THEAET. True.

str. But now, since the existence of false speech

and false opinion has been proved, it is possible for

imitations of realities to exist and for an art of

deception to arise from this condition of mind.

THEAgT, Yes, it is possible.

str. And we decided some time ago that the

sophist was in one of those two divisions of the
image-making class.

THEAET. Yes.

str. Then let us try again; let us divide in two

the class we have taken up for discussion, and proceed
always by way of the right-hand part of the thing

divided, clinging close to the company to which the

sophist belongs, until, having stripped him of all
common properties and left him only his own peculiar
nature, we shall show him plainly first to ourselves

and secondly to those who are most closely akin to

the dialectic method.
THEAET. Right.

str. We began by making two divisions of art, the

productive and the acquisitive, did we not?
‘THEAET. Yes.

str. And the sophist showed himself to us in the

arts of hunting, contests, commerce, and the like,
which were subdivisions of acquisitive art ?

1 See 219.
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THE SOPHIST

THEagT. Certainly.

str. But now, since imitative art has taken him

over, it is clear that our first step must be the division

of productive art into two parts; for imitative art is

a kind of production—of images, however, we say,

not of real things in each case. Do you agree?

THEAET. By all means.

str. Then let us first assume two parts of

productive art.

THEarT, What are they?

str. The divine and the human.

THEAET. ] don’t yet understand.

str. We said, if we remember the beginning of

our conversation, that every power is productive

which causes things to come into being which did

not exist before.

THEAET. Yes, we remember.

str. There are all the animals, and all the plants

that grow out of the earth from seeds and roots, and

all the lifeless substances, fusible and infusible, that

are formed within the earth. Shall we say that they
came into being, not having been before, in an
other way than through God’s workmanship? Or,
accepting the commonly expressed belief—

THeaEtT, What belief?

str. That nature brings them forth from some self-

acting cause, without creative intelligence. Or shall

we say that they are created by reason and by divine
knowledge that comes from God ?

‘TueartT. I, perhaps because I am young, often

change from one opinion to the other; but now,
looking at you and considering that you think they
are created by God, I also adopt that view.

str, Well said, Theaetetus; and if I thought you
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were one of those who would think differently by
and by, I should try now, by argument and urgent
persuasion, to make you agree with my opinion ; but

since I understand your nature and see that it of

itself inclines, without any words of mine, towards

that to which you say you are at present attracted, I

will let that go; for it would be a waste of time. But

J will assume that things which people cal] natural are

made by divine art, and things put together by man

out of those as materials ure made by human art, and

that there are accordingly two kinds of art, the one

human and the other divine.

THEAET, Quite right.

str. Now that there are two, divide each of

them again.

THEAET. How?

str. You divided all productive art widthwise, as

it were, before; now divide it lengthwise.

THEAET. Assume that it is done.

etr. In that way we now get four parts in all;

two belong to us and are human, and two belong to

the gods and are divine.

THEAET. Yes.

str. And again, when the section is made the

other way, one part of each half has to do with the

making of real things, and the two remaining parts

may very well be called image-making; and s0

productive art is again divided into two parts.

vTHEeAgT. Tell me again how each part is dis-
tinguished.

str. We know that we and all the other

animals, and fire, water, and their kindred elements,

out of which natural objects are formed, are one and

all the very offspring and creations of God, do we not?
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1 This was the current explanation of reflection. Mirrors
and smooth objects were supposed to contain a luminous
principle which met on the smooth surface with the light
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THEAET. Yes.

str. And corresponding to each and all of these
there are images, not the things themselves, which
are also made by superhuman skill,

THEAET. What are they?

str. The appearances in dreams, and those that

arise by day and are said to be spontaneous—a shadow

when a dark object interrupts the firelight, or when

twofold light, from the objects themselves and from

outside, meets on smooth and bright surfaces and

causes upon our senses an effect the reverse of our

ordinary sight, thus producing an image.}

THEAET. Yes, these are two works of divine

creation, the thing itself and the corresponding image

in each case.

stra. And how about our own art? Shall we not

say that we make a house by the art of building, and
by the art of painting make another house, a sort of

man-made dream produced for those who are awake ?

THEAET. Certainly.

str. And in the same way, we say, all the other

works of our creative activity also are twofold and

go in pairs—the thing itself, produced by the art

that creates real things, and the image, produced by
the image-making art.

TueaEr. I understand better now; and I agree
that there are two kinds of production, each of them
twofold—the divine and the human by one method
of bisection, and by the other real things and the

product that consists of a sort of likenesses.

coming from the object reflected. So in the act of vision
the fire within the eye united with the external fire (Zimaeus,
46 a). The words rijs Euwpordey . . . dvavrlay alcdnow refer
to the transposition of right and left in the reflection (cf.
Theaetetus, 198 c).
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srr. We must remember that there were to be
two parts of the image-making class, the likeness-

making and the fantastic, if we should find that

falsehood really existed and was in the class of real

eing.

THEAET. Yes, there were.

str. But we found that falsehood does exist,

and therefore we shal] now, without any doubts,

number the kinds of image-making art as two, shall

we not?

THEAET. Yes.

str. Let us, then, again bisect the fantastic art.

THEAET, How?

str. One kind is that produced by instruments,

the other that in which the producer of the appear-

ance offers himself as the instrument.

THEAET. What do you mean?

str. When anyone, by employing his own person

as his instrument, makes his own figure or voice
seem similar to yours, that kind of fantastic art is

called mimetic.

THEART. Yes.

str. Let us, then, classify this part under the name

of mimetic art; but as for all the rest, let us be so

self-indulgent as to let it go and leave it for someone

else to unify and name appropriately.

rHEartT. Very well, let us adopt that classification

and let the other part go.

str. But it is surely worth while to consider,

Theaetetus, that the mimetic art also has two parts ;

and I will tell you why.

THEAET. Please do.

str. Some who imitate do so with knowledge of
that which they imitate, and others without such
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knowledge. And yet what division can we imagine
more complete than that which separates knowledge
and ignorance ?

THEAET. None.

str. The example I just gave was of imitation

by those who know, was it not? For a nian who

imitates you would know you and your figure.

THEAET. Of course.

str. But what of the figure of justice and, in a

word, of virtue in general? Are there not many

who have no knowledge of it, but only a sort of

opinion, and who try with the greatest eagerness to

make this which they themselves think is virtue

seem to exist within them, by imitating it in acts and

words to the best of their ability?

THEAET. Yes, there are very many such people.

str. Do all of them, then, fail in the attempt to

seem to be just when they are not so at all? Or is

quite the opposite the case?

THEAET, Quite the opposite.

str. Then I think we must say that such an
imitator is quite distinct from the other, the one who

does not know from the one who knows.

THEAET. Yes.

str. Where, then, can the fitting name for each of

the two be found? Clearly it is not an easy task,

because there was, it seems, among the earlier thinkers
a long established and careless indolence in respect to
the division of classes or genera into forms or species,
so that nobody even tried to make such divisions ;
therefore there cannot be a great abundance of

names. However, even though the innovation in
language be a trifle bold, let us, for the sake of
making a distinction, call the imitation which is
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THE SOPHIST

based on opinion, opinion-imitation, and that which
is founded on knowledge, a sort of scientific imita-
tion.

THEAET. Agreed

str. We must therefore apply ourselves to the

former, for we found that the sophist was among

those who imitate but was not among those who

know.

THEAET. Very true.

str. Then let us examine the opinion-imitator

as if he were a piece of iron, and see whether he is

sound or there is still some seam in him.

THEAET. Let us do so.

str. Well, there is a very marked seam. For some

of these imitators are simple-minded and think they

know that about which they have only opinion, but

the other kind because of their experience in the
rough and tumble of arguments, strongly suspect and
fear that ‘they are ignorant of the things which they

pretend before the public to know.

rnearT. Certainly the two classes you mention

both exist.

str. Then shall we call one the simple imitator

and the other the dissembling imitator ?

THEAET. That is reasonable, at any rate.

str. And shall we say that the latter forms one
class or two again?

THEAET. That is your affair.

srr. I am considering, and I think I can see two

classes. I see one who can dissemble in long speeches

in public before a multitude, and the other who does

it in private in short speeches and forces the person

who converses with him to contradict himself.

vTurakT. You are quite right.
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str. And what name shall we give to him who

makes the longer speeches? Statesman or popular

orator?

THEAET. Popular orator.

str. And what shall we call the other? Philoso-

pher or sophist ?

THEAET. We cannot very well call him philosopher,

since by our hypothesis he is ignorant ; but since he is

an imitator of the philosopher, he will evidently have

a name derived from his, and I think I am sure at

last that we must truly call him the absolutely real

and actual sophist.

str. Shal] we then bind up his name as we did

before, winding it up from the end to the beginning ?

THEAET. By all means.

str. The imitative kind of the dissembling part

of the art of opinion which is part of the art of con-

tradiction and belongs to the fantastic class of the
image-making art, and is not divine, but human, and

has been defined in arguments as the juggling part of

productive activity—he who says that the true sophist

is of this descent and blood will, in my opinion,

speak the exact truth.

THEAET, Yes, he certainly will.
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1ceno : Tuscutan Disrutations. J. E. King.
Ciczrro: Verrme Orations, L.H.G. Greenwood. 2 Vols.
Crauvnian. M. Platnauer. 2 Vols.
Corumerta: De Re Rustica, De Ansonisus. H. B. Ash,

E. S. Forster, E. Heffner. 8S Vols.
Cuarive, Q.: History or Atrxanprr. J. C. Rolfe. 3

o

Frornvus. E. S. Forster; and Cornerrus Neros. J.C. Rolfe.
Fronrmvus: Srratacems anp Aaqurpuctrs. C. E. Bennett
and M. B. McElwain.

Froywro : Corresrponpesce. C. R. Haines. 2 Vols.
Grexurus. J.C. Rolfe. 8 Vols.
Horace: Opes anp Eropres. C. E. Bennett.
Horace : Sarrane, Errstixs, Ans Porrica. H. R. Fairclough.
Jznome: Suvect Lerrsns. F. A. Wright.
Juvenat anp Persitvs. G. G.
Lrvy. B. O. Foster, F. G. Moo re, Evan T. Sage, A. C.

and R. M. Geer Geer (General Index). 14 Vols.
Lu Se,
Maariax, W.C. A. Ker. 2 Vols.
Mrxor Latm Porrs: from Pusrizrus Syavus ro Rurizivs
Namatianos, including Grarrros, Catrurnnius Sicuzus,
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Newestawus, Avianus, with “ Aetna,” “ Phoenix” and
other J. Wight Duff and Arnold M. Duff.

Ovip : Ant or Love ann orner Poems. J. H. Mozley.
Ovi: Fastx. Sir James G. Frazer.
Ovip: Henores arp Amores. Grant Showerman.
Ovrp : Mrtamonruoses. F. J. Miller. 2 Vols.
Oviw: Tristia ann Ex Ponto. A. L. Wheeler.
Prernonios. M. Heseltine: Smexeca: Apocotocynrosis.

W. H. D. Rouse.
Puarprvus ayp Basrrus (Greek). B. E. Perry.
Pravutos. Pail Nixon. Vols.
Puory: Lxrrens. Melmoth’s translation revised by
W. M. L. Hutchinson. 2? Vols.

Puy: Narvunatn Hisvory. 10 Vols. Vols. I-V and IX.
H. Rackham. Vols. VI-VIII. W.H. S. Jones. Vol. X.
D. E. Ejichholz.

Prorertivs. H. E. Butler.
Prupentirus. H.J. Thomson. 2? Vols.
Qumritun. H. E. Butler. 4 Vols.
Remamys or Orp Latrm. E. H. Warmington. 4 Vols.

Vol. I (Ennius and Caecilius). Vol. II (Livius, Naevius,
Pacuvius, Accius). Vol. III (Lucilius, Laws of the XII
Tables). Vol. IV (Archaic Inscriptions).

Satxiust. J. C. Rolfe.
Scrrrronrs Hrsrontar Avueustar., D. Magie. 8 Vols.
Seneca: Arocotocynrosis. Of. Perronrvs.
Seneca: Eprsruzaz Morares. R. M. Gummere. 8 Vols.
Seneca: Moran Essays. J. W. Basore. 8 Vols.
Seneca: Tracepres. F. J. Miller. 2 Vols.

Srpontus: Poems anp Lerrers. W. B. Anderson. 2 Vols.
Srzrvus Itaricus, . we D. Duff. 2 Vols.
Sratrus. J. H, Moz orley. 2 2 vols.
Svrronrvs. ee e.
Tacitus: Draroaus. Su wo" Peterson; and Aearicora
anp Gerwanta. Maurice Hutton.

Tacrrus: Histonres ayp Awnars. C. H. Moore and J.

Trenence. John Sargeaunt. 2 Vols.
TrerTutuun : Apo.ogia AnD Dz Specracursm. T. R. Glover ;

Minvucrus Fetrx. G. H. Rendall.
Vaxrrnius Fraccus. J. H. Mozley
Varro: De Liveva Latnova. R. G. Kent. 2 Vols.
Vuxxretvs Parencutrus anp Res Gestaz Divi Avcuert.

F. W. Shipley. ,
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Vmern. Hk. Fairclough. 2 Vols.
Virnvvivs: De Ancurrecrunsa. F. Granger. 2 Vols.

GREEK AUTHORS

Acurrizs Tarrus. S. Gaselee.
Amu is : On rue Naruns or Anmars, A. F. Scholfield.

ols,

s Tacricus, Ascirriopotus anp Owasanpvrer. The
Illinois Greek Club.

Arscurmves. C. D. Adams.
Axrscuytus. H. Weir Sm 2 Vols.
Atcrpprox, AELIAN anD Puttostratus: Lerrers. A. R.

and F. H. Fobes.
Aroxttoporus. Sir James G. Frazer. 2 Vols.
Arottonrus Ruoprius. R. C. Seaton.
Tue Arostotic Faruers. Kirsopp Lake. @ Vols.
Aprran'’s Roman History. Horace White. 4 Vols.
Anatus. Cf. CaLtimacnus.

Anistornayes. Benjamin Bickley Rogers. 8 Vols. Verse
trans.

Anistortz: Ant or Rusronic. J. H. Freese.
Arrstrorte: Atnentan Constrrurion, Eupemiuy Ersics,

Vianrues anp Vices. H. Rackham.
Axnrsrorte: Tue Careconres. Own Interpretation. H.-P.
Cooke; Prior Anatytics. H. Tredennick.

ARIstoTLe : Geyrration or Anmats. A. L. Peck,
Anistotie: Historia Amrmatium. A. L. Peck. S$ Vols. Vol. I.
Anistorte: Merrapnysics. H. Tredennick. 2 Vols.
ArrstoTte: Merrornotocica. H. D. P.
Arnistottxe: Moron Works. W. S. Hett. ‘ On Colours,”
“On Things Heard,” “ Ph Physlognomics cs,” ** On Plants,”
* On Marvellous Things Heard,” “* Mechanical Problems,”
“On Indivisible Lines,” “ Situations and Names of
Winds,” “* On Melissus, Xenophanes, and Gorgias.”

ARISTOTLE : Nicomacnean Erarcs. H. Rackham.
AurrorLs z On Mat AnD Macna Mostra. G. C.

rmstrong. | etap ysics, o
Aagrsrotzz : On tur Heavens. W. K, C. Cuthrie.
Auwrorix e ae Ou rae Sour, Parva Narunaris. On Bararn,

4



THE LOEB CLASSICAL LIBRARY

ArrtoTre: Pants or Anmazrs. A. iL Peck Mortow 4uD
ProGREssion or ANIMALS,

AnistoTtE: Pusysics. Rev. P. ‘Wiskawen and F. M. Corn-
ford. 2 Vols.

AnistoTLte: Portics; Loxenrus ow raz Susumu. W.
amilton Fyfe; Dmwerarus on Stytz. W. Rhys Roberts.

Arnrstotie: Poxrrics. H. Rackham.
AnrsToTte: Posterior Anatyrics. H. Tredennick 3 Torros.

E. S. Forster.

Anistotrte: Prosrems. W. S. Hett. 3 Vols.
Anrstotte: Raerorica ap Atexayprum. H. Rackham.
(With Problems, Vol. IT.) ;

Anrstorte: Sopnisticat Rerurarrons,. CominGa-ro-BE aXND
Passine-away. E. S. Forster; On tur Cosmos. D. J.

Anntaw: History or Arexanprr anp Inprca. Rev. E.
lliffe Robson. 2 Vols.

Arnenarvs: Derewosornstar. C. B. Gulick. 7 Vols.
Basatrus ayp Paarpaus (Latin). B. E. Perry.
St. Basin: Lerrens. R. J. Deferrari. 4 Vols.
Catimacnus: Fracments. C. A. Trypenis
Caturmacnus: Hymys ayp Ertcrams, anp Lycorsron.
A. W. Mair; Ararus. G. R. Mair.

CLEMENT OF ALITANDRIA, Rev. G. W. Butterworth.
CoLLuTuus. Cf.
Darswrs AND Coon HLOE. Cf. Loneus.

1: Onywratacs, Parererrcs aup MovrorSTHENES

Onarions : I-XVII any XX. J. H. Vince.
Demostuenes II: De Corona anv De Farsa Lecartoms,

C. A. Vince and J. H. Vince.
Demostuznzs III: Merrpras, Awprotion, AnrsrocrarTss,

ocrates, Anistocrrron. J. Vince.
Demosruunes [V-VI: Parvare Onarions axp In Neareau.
A. T. Murray.

Demostuzenss VII: Fuwenat Srescn, Ernorio Essay,
Exorpra anp Larrens. N. W. and N. J. DeWitt.

Dro Cassrus: Romaw History. E. Cary. 9 Vols.
Dio Carrsostom. & Vols. Vols. I and II. J. W. Cohoon.

Vol. III. J. W. Cohoon and H. Lamar Crosby. Vols. iV
and V. H. by.

Droporvs Sicutvs. 12 Vols. Vols. I-VI. C. H. Oltather,
Vol. VII. C. L. Sherinan. Vol. VIII. C. B. Welles. Vi
IX and X. Russel M. Geer. Vols. XI and XII F. R.
Walton. General Index. Russel M. Geer.
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Drocewzs Lagerros. R. D. Hicks. 2 Vols.
Dionysius or Hanicannassus: Roman Anriqurtms. Spel-
man’s translation revised by E. Cary. 7 Vols.

Ericrerus, W. A. Oldfather. 2 Vols.
Evarerpss, A.S. Way. 4 Vols. Verse trans.
Eusrsrus: Eccrxstastican History. Kirsopp Leke and

‘J. E. L. Oulton. 2 Vols.
Garew: Ow rex Natonat Facurrres. A. J. Brock.
Tus Garrx Antnotocy. W. R. Paton. 5 Vols.
Tue Grarex Buoouo Porrs (Taxocarrus, Bron, Moscsvus).

J. M. Edmonds.
Garex Exeey anp lameus wire toe Anacnronrga. J. M.
Edmonds. 2 Vols.

Greex Maruemaricat Wonxs. Ivor Thomas. 2 Vols.
Henopss. Cf. Torornnastus: CHaRactErs.
Hzroporus. A.D. Godley. 4 Vols.
Hxsiop anp THe Homenro Hymyus. H. G. Evelyn White.
HirrocrateEs AND THE Fracments or Henacterrus. W. H. S.
Jones and E. T. Withington. 4 Vols.

Homer: Inrap. A. T. Murray. 2 Vols.
Homer: Onyssry. A. T. Murray. 2 Vols.
Isazus. E. S. Forster.
Isocrares. George Norlin and LaRue Van Hook. 3 Vols.
St. Jonw Damascene : Bartaam anv loasarx. Rev. G. R.
Woodward, Harold Mattingly and D. M. Lang.

Josrruus. 9 Vols. Vols. - ie - H. st. J. Thackeray. Vol.
V. H. St. Ralph Marcus. Vols. VI
and VII. Ralph Marcus, Vol ay I. Fe enph Marcus and
Allen W: Vol, IX.

Jutzan. Wilmer Cave Weight 8 ve
Loneus: Daruwis any Cator. Thorniey’s translation re-

vised by J. M. Edmonds; and Parruentus. S, Gaselee.

Lucraw. 8 Vols, Vols. 1-V. A.M. Harmon. Vol VL. K.
Kilburn. Vols. it and and Vl. M. D. Macleod.

Lycornron. Of, Carats
Lyra Grarca. J. M. Edmonds. 8 Vols.
Lysis. W.R. M, Lamb.
Mawergo. W.G. Waddell; Prozemy: Ternazistos. F. E.
Robbins.

' Mancos Avnexivs. GC. R. Haines.
Mrnanvrn. F. G.
Mnrozn Arrio Onarons. @ Vols. K. J. Maidment and

Je 0. Burtt. .
Nowxoss Dronysraca. W. H. D. Rouse. 8 Vols.

6
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Oprran, Cottutaus, Trypmioporvus. A. W. Mair.
Papryni. Non-Lrrerary Serzcrions. A. S. Hunt and a: 0.
Edgar. 2 Vols. Lrrznarny Serecrions (Poetry). D. L.
Page.

Pantuenius. Cf. Loneus.
Pausantas: Descrretion or Greece. W. H. S eri 5

Vols. and Companion Vol. a by R. E. W
Paizo. 10 Vols. Vols. I-V. F. Colson and yng
Whitaker, Vc fie VI-X. F. H. Colson. General Index.

Two ro. Supplemen Vols. Translation only from an
Armenian Text. ph Marcus,

Puamostratus: Tae Lore or Arottonrus or Trawa. F. OC.
Conybeare. 2 Vols.

Purtostratus: Imacnores; Cariusrratos: Derscrrerions.
A. Fairbanks.

Puinostraros axp Eumnarros: Lives or tae Sorszrts.
Wilmer Cave Wright.

Prypar. Sir J. E. Sandys.
Prato: Cuanmipss, Arcrstapes, Hrrearcavus, Tas Lovens,

crs, Mrvos anp Ermoma. W. R. M. b.
Prato: Cratryzivs, Panmenipss, Greater Hrerras, Lesser
Hreprs. H.N. Fowler.

Prato: Evruyruro, Arozoey, Carro, Poarpo, PHaEpaus.
H. N. Fowler.

Pragos 2 MACE Proracorss, Meno, Evraypemus.

Prato: Laws. Rev. R.G. Bury. 2 Vols.
Prato: Lysis, Symposrum, Gorgias. W. R. M. Lamb.
Pxuato: Repustia, Paul Shorey. 2 Vols.
Prato 3 peta TESMAM, Pamzsvs. H. N. Fowler; Iowm.
W. R. M. Lamb.

Prato: Taearrerus axp Sorat. H. N. Fowler.
PravTo : Trcaros, Carrias, Cxrrorno, Mrvexznus, Ert-
STULAE. .

Proteus. A. H, ‘Armstrong. . 6 Vols. Vols, I-IT.
Prorarncu: Morarim. 15 Vols. Vols. I-V. F.C. Babbitt.

Vol. VI. W. C. Helmbold. Vol. VIL P. H. De and
B, Einarson. Vol. [X. E. L. Minar, Jr., F. H.
W. C. Helmbold. Vol. X. H. N. Fowler. Vol. XI. L.
Pearson, F. H. Sandbach. Vol. XII. H. Cherniss, W. O.
Helmbold. Vol. XIV. P. H. De Lacy and B. Einarson.

Prorarca : Tas Panarcer Lives. B. Perrin. 11 Vols.
Potrsrus. W. R. Paton. 6 Vols,

7
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Procorius: Hisrory or tHe Wans. H. B. Dewing. 7 Vols.
Proramy1 Tetrrasrsros. Of. Maneruo.
Quivrus Suyanarus. A. S. vex. Verse trans,
Sextus Exrraicus. Rev. R. G. Bury. 4 Vols.
Sornocres. F. Storr. 2 Vols. Verse trans.
Srraso: Grocrapny. Horace L. Jones. 8 Vols.
Turornrastus: Cuanacrens. J. M. Edmonds; Henronpsgs,

etc. A. D. Knox.
Tarorenasrus : Enaurray orto Prawrs. Sir Arthur Hort.

ols.

Tuycrpipss. C, F. Smith. 4 Vols.
Tayrnioponus. Cf. Orrran.
Xzenxorsow: Axasasis. C, L. Brownson.
Xenorpnon: Crroparpra. Walter Miller. 2? Vols.
XENoPHON : Hetienica. C. L. Brownson. 2 Vols.

Xenornow: Memonasitzra anp Orconomicus. E. C. Mar-
t. Sywrosrum anp Arotocy. O.J Todd.

Xeworpuow: Scarpra Minorna. E. C. Marchant and G. W.
Bowersock

VOLUMES IN PREPARATION

GREEK AUTHORS

Antstrpses : Onatrons. C. A. Behr.
HeEropranvus. . R. Whittaker.
Lrsanrus: Secectep Works. A. F. Norman.
Musarus: Hero anp Leanper. T. Gelzer and C. H.
Whitman.

Turoryrastus: De Cavsrs Prawranum. G. K. K. Link and
B. Einarson.

LATIN AUTHORS

Asconrus: Comsemrranms ow Cicero's Onarioms. G. W-.

Beyenicr : Tax R P. Meyvaert.
J ustmr—Tnoevs. R. Moas.
Mawrizus. G. P. Gould.
Puorr : Lerress. B.,
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