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PREFACE 
WilEN the Editor, some eleven years ago, in'Yited me to c:ontn"bute 
to this aeries, I offered a transla.t:ion of the ~with a ruDI1iDg 
commentary. I haveliDce added the Sop/Jill. ll......tille the book 
has been IUID011IICOd under the title, Pltdo's :n...,. of K....W,., 
which may seem to )WIIIile _, than I have perf...aed. lly 
object was to make accessible to students of philosophy who c:an-
1101: easily read the Greek text, - mastorpieces of Plato's 
later poriod, concemed with questions thst still hold • liviq 
Interest. A study of ezisting trans1atioDs IIDd oditioDs has 
IIICOal1lged also the hope thst - already familiar with 
the dialogues may find a fresh interpietatioD not unwelcome. A 
commentary has been added becauoe, in the more dlllic:ult places, 
a bore traoslation is almost certain, if aadentood at all, to be 
misunderstood. 

This daDpr may be illustrated by a qoomtion from a liviq 
philooopher of the first rank : 

' It wu Plato In his later mood who put forward the s1JI!Pilion 
"aod I hold thst the definition of being is simply poww ". This 
s1JI!Pilion is the charter of the doctrine of Immanent Law.'' 

Dr. Whitehead is quoting Jowott's traoslatioa. If the reader will 
refer to the- (p. •34 below), he will see thst the wordo.,. 
IOildered : ' I am propooiDg u a mark to cbstinguish real tJUD&s 
thst they.,. notiDng but poww.'' A marl: of real tJUD&smay not 
be •• d- of being·. This marl:, .......... is ollered by the 
Eleatic Strauger to the materialist as an impzoveme:nt on his own 
mark of real tJUD&s, tangibility. The materialist ou:cepts it, ' haviq 
for the 1DODlml.t no better sugestion of his own to offer '. The 
Stzaapr adds thst n..o.tetus IIDd he may pedlapo c:ball&e thoir 
minds on this matter later on. Plato has certainly not committed 
himlelf bm to a 'ciSiniticm ol being'. 5o much could be clio-

• A. N. What:em.d, A ........ of z-. (t93l), p. 1:65. 1 am. Dot ngpltilaa 
that Dr ~ faDdameatally minDdentaDdl tM muta w!lo hu 
deeply idueaced hfa owa phflolophy, bat Clllly pomt:IDg oat how a pro!oaDd 
tlaGJrermaybeiDillodbyatrullatioD.. 

I Tbla NllderiDS II ltlelf doubtfal. the c:outractloG of b word~. U th8y 
lt&od m t:be Kss. bemc obecan &Dd. dd&cult. 
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co- from an accnrate trauolat!cm; but the word 'powor' 
otill aeeds to be oxplained. It has been ZOIIdon!cl by 'poteocy', 
'fon:e', 'M~'. '1*1- i4 .-.w•. WUhout some 
ICCOIUit of the histo<y of the word "'"'""" in Plato's time and 
-· the student accustomed to the t ..... of modem pbilcoophy 
may wd earry away a false Dnpreasion. 

To meet ditliculties eou:h as this, I bavo interpolated, alter eou:h 
compact soc:tinn of the ten, a c:ommentarywbich am.. at dlscovoring 
what Plato ...Uy means and how that part of the argument is 
nlaled to the no~ There .,. objectinos to dissectillg the !Mag 
body of a Platcmic dialogue. No otlu!r writer has approacbed 
Plato'a sldll in COI1COOiiag a rigid and intricate strvcture of......,;,g 
beneath the llowiDg lines of a COli.__ in wbich the svgestion 
of each thoiJ8ht as It arises .....,. to be followai to an UDple· 
meditated conclusion. In these later ~ howe-fer, the bones 
ahow ...,.. cleady through the skin; and it is likoly tha1 Plato 
woa1d rather have us penetnte his ......,;,g than stand hou:k with 
folded hands to admile his art. An inte!polated commentary, 
giving the nsder the informatinn ho aeeds when and where he 
-. It, may ho prefmed to the usual plan of stowing away such 
iDforma.tion in an introduction at the beginDiag and notes at the 
end. It is not clear why .,. should he lon:ed to read a hook in 
these plaoes at 011c:0. This hook, at any rate, is desiped to he 
read strajght through. 

The trauolat!cm follows Burnet's tezt, except where I have gi..., 
......., for cleputiDc from It or popooed comctions of pauagea 
that .,. probably or certainly c:oaupt. I havo tried to follow 
Plato's own pmctice of keeping to the cummt laJiguaao of educated 
~ and refusing to allow any word to bardon into a 
technical term. Tho commentary attempts only to interpret 
Plato from his own writings and these of his lorenmuen and 
c:ontemponrles, and IICCCl<diJJcly avoids, so far as poosible, the 
misloadiog jargon of modem philaoapby. Terms lib • ml>-
jectivilm ', ' relativism ', ' .,.sationplipn ', even when defined, 
often mask ambipities of thought thal .,. loot sight of u this 
token carreocy puses from hand to hand. 

At the riak of appesrlmg anogant or iU.tnformed, I have, for 
the most part, ignored intOI]ll'8tatinns whlch I cannot ou:copt. 
Alao I have not loaded the notes with aolmowleclplents of my 
debts to otlu!r acholan. Amcmg worb which have most helped 
me I woa1d ment!cm Campbell's edlthms; Apelt's transJatloms 
(which COlllain loll blhliopapbloa) ; JL 00.' editioos in the C"'
-.,,_U.....,.,.I4FNooo; E.Stlllzol,DioB.........,tla 
E<...,.,.iojl.-,lllin.. (Halle,lgo8); J. Steaael, E-, 

'rill 
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g ~ IMlMiilo (Breolau, I9'7); C. Ritter. N..,. U...,_ 
-._ ii1Nr P,_ (llflllchen. I9IO); V. llroclwd, £- io 
~IIU ....;... (Paris, Igu) ; and tbe ...U-Jmown writiDp 
of John Bumet and Prof"""' A. E. Taylor. 
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INTRODUCTION 

SniCE the c:ommentary akns at furnisbiDg the reader with Ulforma
tion as the need arises, it will be enough, by way of introduction, 
to indfcate the place al the ~ and the Sop/om in the series 
of Plato's dWogues, and to define brielly the positlon from which 
the inquily starts. 

Our- dWogues belcmg to a group consisting of the p.,..,.;,u., 
the ~. the Sop/om, and the !iltllmotuJ. As II. Dies has 
obae:r\led,1 Plato leaves no doubt that the dialogues are meant to 
be read in tlUs Older. The p.,..,.;,u. desalbes. meeting iJna8ined 
as taking pla.ce about 450 B.c. between Socrates, who would then 
be about twenty, and the Eleatic philosophers, Parmeuides and 
Zeno. To suppooe that anything remotely =bling the OOJOo 
versation in tbu dialogue could have occurred at that date would 
make nonsense of the whole history of pbilosophy in the fifth and 
fourth oeoturies ; and I behove, with M. Dies, that the meeting 
;tse]f ;. a literuy fiction, not a fact in the lnogn.phy of Soaates. 
No ancient historian of philosophy IlnStook it far the reo:rd of an 
actual event, which, had it occurred, would have been a very 
important landmark. The T~ (x83E, p. zox) alludes to this 
meeting, and ;t ;. cmce mme recalled in the Sop/om (zi?C, p. z66) 
in tenus that can only lOfer to the p.,..,.;,u.. The T,..._, 
again, ends with an appointment which is kept at the begmning 
of the Sop/Wj ; and the Sop/om itself ;. openly ..terzed to in the -As for the order al compositioo, no ooe doubts that the Sop/Wj 
and the S,.,._, which contain one CODtinuous converaa.tion, 
are l&ter than the T~. In the T....,.,_, many critics have 
noticed that the stylo clw!ges towards the end in the directioo 
of Plato's later ID&DDOr. If that ;. so, stylometrlc I"OIIU!ts based 
oo the dialogue aa a whole wlll be misleading. The 1&- put 
of the ~. u we have it, may have been finished yean 
after the beginDing, and the p.,..,.;,u. may have been compoeed 
in the interval On the other hand, we need not suppose any very 
1oog gap betwoen the completioo of the T,..._ and the com
positioo of the Soploi# and the s-

s p...-... (1923), p, ::m, 
P,T.K. I 
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It is now agreed that this group as a whole is earlier than the 
T-. the Pltlllbtu, and the L..,., and later than the M,.., 
the PlrMtlo, and the R.p.bli<:. The R.p.bli<: is the centre al a 
group of less tec1mica.l works, intended, not primarily for students 
al pbilooophy, but lor the educated public, who 'II01Ild certainly 
not lOad the P.,...,.;ia and 'II01Ild lind the T-. and the 
Sop/ow intolerably dDiicult. These more popular wri&p 'II01Ild 
serve the double pmpose of attmctiJJg students to the Academy 
and of maldng known to the Greek wmld a doctrine w!W:h, in 
common with most scbolars, I hold to be c:haracteristioally Platonic. 
Its - piDan 010 the immortality and chvinity of the ratiooal 
soal, and the Rill existeDce of the objects of its lmowledge-e. 
wmld of intelligible ' Forms ' separate from the things our senses 
pen:eive.1 Neither doctrine clearly appears in any dialogue that 
can be dated, on groands of style, as chstinctly earlier than the 
MMD. Both are put forward in the Plttudo in a manner suggestinc 
that Plato anived at them simultaneously and thooght of them 
u interdepeGdent. 

The Meoo had already 1U11101IDCOCI the theory of A.......n.: 
that knowledge is acquired, not through the senses or as infmma
- conveyed from ooe mind to - by teechiug, but by 
rcco11ection in this life of reahties and truths seen and lmown by 
the soul before its incarnation. Somltes bases this doctrine on 
an account which he believes to be true,• learnt from men and 
women who are wise in religious matters and from inspired poets. 
The human soal is immortal (divine) and is purified throogh a 
round of incarnations, from which, when completely purified, it 
may fiDally escape. ' So the soal is immortal and has beeo maoy 
times reborn ; and since it has seen all thmgs, both in this world 
and in the other, there is nothing it has not learoL No wonder, 
theo, that it can...,.... the llleiJIOIY of wbat it has formerly known 
am.Cfli'D1D8 virtue 01' any other matter. All Nature is akin and 
the soal has learot all things ; so th ... is nothing to prevent ooe 
who has .....nected-leat, u we call it-ooe single thing from 
discovering an the rest for bimself, jf he is resolute and unwearyinc 
in the ......:11 ; !0< seeking or leaming is nothing but recolleo
ticm '. 

11 asree wrtb • J. D. lfabbott r AnltDtle aact the~ o1 Plato·. 
Clautt;al Qurariy, XX (1916), '72) that tbe 'lllpiUate' Uldmce of tbe Forma, 
attacked by AnltotJe, 11 not to be ezplaiDed. away. 

• MMO 81.&, Ad,.~. DOt plllor, tboach the farm wbleh CCIILt&ml the 
true accouDt may be mytlucal So at Gmpu 523&. he calla the myth of the 
)11dsmeatoftbedeada.W,...~tho11Jh Calhc1e. maythmkita,.,_. 
I tab the Socratel of the Mno ud. the PAM~o u ata'bq Plato'a behefl, 
DOt thole of the lut:cmc SocmteL 
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Socntes goes on to prove this doc:triae by exporimellt. By 
questiooiDg a slave who has .._ been taught goometry, he e6c:its 
from him, after several wroog attempts, the solution of a oat wry 
- problom of CODStruction. He claims that he has not • taught. 
the slave the true beHel he now has, any more than the false belie& 
he prodw:ed at fim:. At the outset the slavo had not lmowledp ; 
but theBe belie& ..... in him, including the true beHel which he 
did not know. They have been 'stirred up in him, as it were in 
a dream ', and if he were questioned again and again in various 
wa)'ll, he would end by having lmowledp in p1aoe of true beHel
lmowledp which he would have recovered out of his own souL 
This lmowledp must have been actj1D1'0d before birth. • If, then, 
the truth of things is alwa)'ll in our !OIIl, the lOIII must he immortal; 
hence you may CODfidently 101: about lOOking for and ........U.C 
the memory of what you. do not know, that is to say, do not re
member.' Soaates adda that, in some respects, he could not 
defend the whole account ; hut he is c:onviw:ed of the practi<:a1 
conclusion, that we shall be the better for believiDg that we can 
discover truth we de not know. Owing to Plato's dzamatic method, 
we cannot fix the extent of Socrates' reservation. It might mean 
that the historic Socntes chd not hold this theory, or, more probably, 
that the deW1s of reincarnation, purgatory, and so forth. as dacn'hed 
by Pindar and othem, 010 ' mythical ' : as such Plato alwa)'ll 
represents them elsewhere. But the reservation does not extend 
to the hypothetical conclusion wlnch Socrates and Mello have both 
accepted: If the truth of things is alwa)'ll in the !OIIl, IMto the 
soul is immortal. 

Some modem critics, wishing perhaps to transform Plato's 
theory into something that we can accept, reduce the doctrine 
of ..t,..,.,.,m to a form iD which 1t ceases to have any connection 
with the pre-existence of the souL But Plato unquestionably 
beHeved in immortahty : and in the Pluutlo, where RecollectioD is 
rea!lirmed, it is the cme proof of pre-existence which is accepted 
as satisfactory by all parties to the conversation. 

The doctrine of RecollectioD maries a complete break with cunent 
belie& both about the nature of the soul and about the IOIIl'teS 

of knowledp. The liOIIl was popalarly ~ as a mere sbadow 
or lfitlokm, an unsubmntial wraith, that might -...11 he dissipsted 
wbm detaclled from the hody. ADd if common ,..... could he 
said to have any view of the common cbaracten caDed Forms 
(el&j) in the Soaatic dialogues, it would he the OIDplricist view 
that they ue present in oensihle things, and that our know1edp 
of them is convoyed through the senees, perhaps by imep, like 
the Atomista' No/&, thrown oll by material bodies. Amoug the 

3 
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philooophlc theories whioh Soaates, in the PlrMtlo, sa)'!l he lwl 
found UDSI.tiafying is the doctrine • that it is the brain that gives 
as pen:eptioDs of hearing, sight, and smell, and out of these ariae 
memcny and belief, and from these again, when they have oettled 
down into quieac:ence, comes knowledge '. Plato's break with an 
theories deriving kaowledge by abstmction from seoslble objects 
carried with It an eqoally firm repudiatloo of popular notioos al 
the soul as either a fhmsy double of the body or a nsultant, super
...,;,g ... the mixture of bodily elements. In other words, the 
• aepamtloo • of the Platonic Forms from any dependmoe em 
material things went with the separation of the soul which knowa 
them from any dependmoe em the physical OI'J!liDism. The PI!M4o 
is clesi8ned to plead for both c:onclosiODB c:onc:mrently. It is not 
claimed that mther doctrine is proved ; bot it is claimed that H 
the Forms exist and can be known, then the soul is immortal 
Plato bimlelf believed both ; and his Soaates, unlike the Soaates 
of the earlier dlalogDes, now uses every resource of eloquence to 
convince his hearers of what be beheveo but doea not kaow. 

In his opeoing chscourse it is assumed from the outset that the 
aou1 can ezist without the body ; for ' to be dead ' is defined as 
meaning ' that the body has come to be separate by itself apart 
from Czmel<l the liOU!, and the soul .eparate by itself apart from 
the body', ' So much uught be said of the wraith or sbadow....al 
of popular belief ; but the poperties whioh Soaates goes oo to 
ascribe to the separable soul are very different. The contrast is 
not between mind and matter, or even between IOIIl and body as 
COIIIIIIOIIly undentood. The psyche hero is what was later caDed 
by Plato and Aristotle the R.ason (oo4J<), or the spirit, in opposition 
to the :ftesb.1 To the :ftesh belong the senses, and the bodily appetites 
and p!oasmes. The spirit's proper functicm is thought or rellectloo, 
which lays hold upon unseen reality and is best carried on when 
the spirit withdraws from the flesb to think by Itself, untroubled 
by the ...,.., The pursuit of wisdoro is a 'loosing and aepamtloo 
{zme01,u6<) al the soul from the body '-a reheanal of that separa
tloo called death ((jp>). 

The effect al this inlrodw:tO!J' disooarso is to establish in the 
noad«'s mind, before the argument bejJins, the idea of a complete 
cletachmont of the thinldDg self from the body and Its seoses and 
posoicms. This idea, though unfamiliar, woald be easier for Plato .. 
pablic to gzasp than that detadunent of Forms from eeosible lhillp 

1 6fC. Ia the ~ mytla (524B), death is already deM:r:lbed U tbe 
0 11\feraace ~) of twa thmp--body 8Dd ICIId-fram ODe &llOI:IIel' •• 

• ct. F. H. Combd. 'Tbe DmliDII. of the SoaJ. ', Htbbtin J~ Ua 
-).p.oo6. 

4 



INTRODUCTION 

wbicb. it is his other purpose to announce clearly for the first time. 
U the reader will fcqet an that he has learnt about the Forma 
from later writings and put himself in the situation of Plato's 
noaden who knew Ollly the earlier ~ he will find that he 
is being led. step by step, to recognile the _.-ate existenc:o m 
the Forms. 

The Farms are first mentioned as the objects of the soul's relec-
ticm, when withdrawn from the ....... All that is pointed out 
hero (65D) is that those entities whioh ...... the familiar topics m 
Socrates' c:onvenaticm are perceived by thought, not by the senses. 
When Socrates and IUs friends considered. What is Justice?, they 
were tiying to define the Just • by itself • (alrd), and to chscover 
' wbat it is • (8 lcrn) or Its ' being • (.Wia). I!Sly reader of the 
eorher dialogues might agree that J ustk:e, not being a thing 
that can he seen or touched. will be known by pure tboagirt 
when the IOUl is • set free from eyes and ean and the body as a 
whole·. 

There follows a long and elaborate defence of A.fUUIPIISia, ad
dressed to the more diflicult task of convincing the reader, on the 
one band. that the soul has pre-existed, and on the other, that 
his own vague nohona of how we first become acquainted with a 
thing like ' Justice 1tself ' are radkaily wroug. We not Ollly ...,. 
not perceive it ; we cannot extract it from any se:DB&-impressions. 
This might be argued more easily in the case of the moml Forms, 
which are obviously not sensible ; but Plato is no less c:oncemed 
with the mathematical Forms. He undertakes to prove that we 
cannot derive our knowledge of Equality from the pen:epticm m 
equal tbiDp. Tbe same two sticks SOP1elimes appear equal to 
ODe person and unequal to another ; bu.t no one ever thinks that 
' equals' are unequal or that Equality is Ineqoslity. Tbe sigbt 
of nearly equal tbiDp ca11101 us to tbiDk of Equahty, and we judge 
that they fall shmt of that ideal standard. It is uxued that we 
must bave obWDed knowledp of true Equality belme we began 
to use our smses, that is to say, before our birth; and this camea 
with it the _.,.;.tence of the 110111. Wbether the lllgUIDellt 
seems IIOW1d to the modem reader or not, A......,;, is aocepted 
by an portiea and later reaiiinned (goA) ; nor is any doubt eve< 
cast upon it in Plato's other works. The upshot is that the Forms 
bave an existenc:o separate from tbiDp as .....Jy u the spirit has 
an existence separate from the body. 

The nezt ~UgU~Dent is to mge that the soul not Ollly has Jll"O" 
existed, but is by nature indestructible. It is not composed m 
pat tosether out of parts into whioh it might be dissolved. It is 
-· ...... tcld, to identify incompaoite tbiDp with tbiDp 

5 
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that ...,.. ander&o any - ol c:baDge. Now the ftBder wilD 
has grasped the distiJu:ticm between ida! Equality and the nearly 
equal tblap of seose, will agree that Farms must al'"'JI be what 
they are and can suffer no kind of c:luuJ&e. The many tblap that 
bear the same IWDOII u the Forms are perpetaally ~ in all 
ftSjlOCis ; and these are the tblap "" see and touch, """""'-s the 
Forms are unseen. It is thus laid down that there are two arden 
of tblap: the WISOOD, exempt from all c:luuJ&e, and the seen, 
which c:luuJ&e perpetaally. F'lnally it is ugued as probable that 
the soul, which is UDBeeD., most resembles the divine, immortal, 
intelligible, simple, and indiaaoluble ; while the body most ,..,. 
oombleo the human, mortal, unbltellig>ble, complex, and dissoluble. 
The seporaticm of the - - or orders of being is hero very 
slwp1y marted. No relaticm betwoen them is deocnbed ; no 
transiticm from sense to thought is suggested. Even the fact 
that seDSl'ble experience may be the occasion of Recollection is 
loot sight of. Socrates recurs to the language of Ills opening ells
course. When the soul uses any of the senses, it is dragged down 
into the world of cbango and becomeo clizzy and c:oolused. Only 
wben thinking by itseU can it escape into that C>1:lu!< region of 
pure, etemal, and uncbanging bemg. 

Thus, by a series of steps, the reader acquamted with the ear6er 
diaJ.agues is led to see that the moml terms which Socrates was 
always discussing belong to a cbstmct onler of realities, and that 
knowledge of them cannot be extracted from impresoions of ...... 
Tluougbout, the seporaticm of tbe Forms ,. intertwined Wlth and 
mustrated by the seporaticm of the divine spirit from all dependem:e 
em the mortal body. The c:cmc:lusicm is that the - doctrines 
staud .. fall tosether-' 

The separate reality of the Forms created a problem which is 
coarageou.sly faced, though not !Olved, in the later group to wlncb 
oor diaJ.agues belong. How are those separate Farms related to 
the tblap "" tcmcb and see in this world of becoming 1 The P,..., itseU (moo-D) bad indicated that to speak of a thing 11 
• partaking of ' a Form is to use a metaphor that leaves it obscure 
bow an elerDal and uncbaDging Form or its cbaracter can be 'preo
ent in ' or ' sbaml by ' lraDsient individual tblap in time and 
spooe. In the P.......,.;ju Socrates is represented u puttiog for.. 
ward the theO<y of seporato Farms to dlspooe of Zeno's paradcmlcal 
antinomies, and as ccmlronted with this very dilliculty of partic:ipa
ticm by Zeno's muter, Parmenideo. It is sipificant that the peat 
founder ol the E1eatic school sbould dominsto the dlscasaion hero, 
and that a Stranger from E1ea sbould take the lead in the Sot/M 

J n.4o 76JD. gm. 
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and the -· Parmenides had been the - to nile the problem wbicb. the theory of Forma was intended to IOlve. 1bis 
poblem had two aspects. In Parmenides' poem it is presented 
cbielly as the poblem that arises when a wodd of real being is 
distinguished from a world of ' seeming ' or appearance, wbich is 
IIOIDObow false and ......, or, as Parmeoides lumself declared, 
totally false and unreal. This aspect we shall encounter, as the 
poblem of eidd<l, stated, but not solved, in the Sop/lhl. Par
menides bad also drawn the com:spondUig distinction between the 
senses, which poofas to revoal appearances, and rational thought 
apprehendiug true reality. The ~ will formulate and 
examine the claim of the senses to yield knowleclge. The discussion 
moves in the world of appearance and JW'ftl that, if we try to 
leave out of accotiD.t the world of true being, we cannot extract 
knowlodp from sensible experience. 

The theory of Forms, as stated in the Piatlo, was meant to deal 
with both aspects of the problem bequeathed by Parmemdes. The 
eternal and intelligJ."ble Forms were to provide ra'bOOal thought with 
objects of knowledge. The transient existence or • becommg • of 
sensible things in the world of appearance was to be gro1lDd.ed in 
the world of true being by some kind of patbc:ipation; they ,... 
thus to be endowed with an ambiguous half-reahty, not left, as in 
Parmenides' unCOII1)liOJDisiu syotem, totslly unsupported. But 
our series of dialogu.ea opens with a treDchant crihclsm of Plato's 
own theoty as pving no intelligible account of the derivation of 
appearances from reality. The chscusaon starts f:rml Zeno's 
counteNI.ttack on the cribcs of Parmeoides. Zeno had put forwanl 
a series of 0J111111011U, reduciug (as he thought) to absurdity their 
defence of the common-sense belief in the existence of a plurabty 
of real t!Jinss. His first 0J111111011t is quoted : • U there are many 
t!Jinss, then they must be both like and unhke.' From both homs 
of the dilemma Zeno deduced what he regarded as impossible con
sequences. Socrates replies that no im.poss1bilit:Jea result, if you 
nocognise ' a Form, Llkeness, just by ltoell ', and another contzary 
Form, UDlilra>es. That tbmgs which are simply ' alike ' and 

' nothing else shoa1d be ' unlike ' is no doubt impossible ; but there 
is DO dilliculty in supposiu& that mdividual c:oncnote thinss should 
psrtsko of both Forms at ODCe and oo come to be both like and 
unlike. One thiDg can have many IWI100, psrtsko of many Forms, 
ID!De of which may be contrary to others. The difticulties dis
appear • if you diatinguisb. the Forms apart by themselves ' and 
realise that individual thinss psrtsko of them. 

Parmenides' critidsms ... dinocted against tiUs • separation • 
{zae<u,u6c) of the Forms. on wbich the PliM4<> bad Wd 10 much 
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m.so,• aDd tbe COII8eljW!I1t diflicalty of conceiving clearly the 
' participation ' wblch Is to brldce the gull. Socrates Is c:oufronted 
with two questions, which he finds it difficult to answer. 

The fimt Is tbe extont of tbe world of Forms. Several classes 
of terms Ole mentionod, and Socrates is askod if he recognisos 
oeparate Fonns for each class. (I) Flrst come tbe tenns which 
had figund in Zeoo's dilommas : Likeness, Unlikeness ; Unity, 
Plurality; lllotion. Rest, etc.• To these ue added (•) the moral 
Farms, ' Just, Beautilal, Good, etc.'. About these two classes 
Socrates has no doubts. (3) The next class contains (•) Farma such 
u ' Man ', 'oeparate from ourselves and all other men', and (b) 
Fho and Water. (These terms correspond to the products of divme 
workmallship dacn'bed in the Sopltilll •66• (p. 3:16) : ' ourselves 
and all other Uving ....,.tures and the element. of natural things 
-lire, -.r, and their landred ', Living organisms and the four 
elemenls of wlw:h all bo<hes are composed 010 tbe two classes of 
things in the physical,..ld with the best claim to IOpn>Sent Forms 
-the models after which the divine aestor of the T......., worb.) 
Socrates says he has often felt some uncertainty about these. 
(Probably they were not contemplated in the early stages of tbe 
theory, which started with mathemat&cal and moral Fonns. But 
they are contemplated in the T....,_, ') Last come (4) Hair, Clay, 
Dirt, and uther unclipified things. (Hair, an organic part of a 
living creature. was one of Anaxagoras' hoouomerous substances : 
and here it may stand for all organic compounds of the elementuy 
bodies ' Clay', as Socrates """"'b at T/,..-. I47C (p. ••). 
is ' earth mixed with moisture '. Clay and Dirt, as casual DUXtures 
of the element., have the loast claim to Forma.) Socrates at first 
roplies that he thiDb !hera ue no Farma for these undJgnDied 
things ; hut he has been troubled with doubts ' whether it may 
not he the same with everythiDg '. Then. leariJ>g to fall into an 
abyss of ahsurdlty, he has returned to the study of FomiS of the 
fimt two classes. Parmeaides remarb that wheo he is older he 
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wlll be more philaoophical and pay Ieos n>gard to vaJgar esteem. 
Here this question is dropped. No mention has been made of Forms 
lor artificial obj- or lor IIOIISible qualities like Hot and Cold, 
although ' Hot ' and ' Cold ' had figured in the ideal theory of the 
PlrMtlo, and the Ropv/Jiic had appeared to recognise a divinely 
CRated Form of Bedatead. 

What is the extent of the world of Forms? Plato never answers 
this questioo. • The dil&culty arises from the doohle origin of the 
theory. As Aristotle tells us in his account of Platcmism., • one root 
.... the Socratic inquiry after the definition of • univenaJ... Soc
rates, who was not concem.ed with any system of Nature, confined 
bimle1f to the attempt to define moral terms, such as ' Just ', 
Plato (who was concemed with cmtology), accepting the Hera· 
cleitean Flux as app&ed to !lellSlble thiup, saw that the subject of 
a Soc:ratJc definition could not be any senmble thing, since such 
thiD8s ... in perpetual change and cannot be known; .. he said that 
it must be a separate entity, to which he gave the name ' Form ', 
and that the group of sensible thiD8s bearmg the same oame partake 
of that Form. The underlying assumption here is that every 
common name must have a :fixed meaning, which we think of when 
we hear the name spoken : speaker and hearer thus have the same 
object before their minds. Only so can they understand one another 
and any discourse be possible. Oo this showiog, howeve<, an 
common names have the same right to have a Farm for their 
meaning ; and so we arnve at the statement (R6p. s96A) : ' we are 
a.ccustomed to assume a sillgle form ("' character, oldoc) lor every 
set of thiDp to wbJ.ch we apply the same name.' We can say : 
'This is hot •, ' Tlna is dirty ', 'This is human ', 'This is just ', 
and so on. If an such statements are on the same footing, we ought 
to recognise a common character or Farm for every existing common 
oame, and moreover lor every entity that might be diotingoished 
by a separate name. The world of Forms ought to be indefinitely 
mare numerous than the vocabulary of any language. 

But how does this theory look if we stort from the other root of 
Pl&tooism-the ~ doc:triDe of Numbers u the real heiog 
of an thiD8s 1 According to Aristotle, Plato c:ow:eived the -
of thiD8s to Forms in the same way u the ~ c:onc:eived 
the relation of thiD8s to Numbers : when he said \hat thiD8s 
' partake of ' Forms he wu only makiJig a verbal change in their 

1 If EjmiU VII, ]48A :1. be accopted u pD1Wl8. Plato recosm-1. at the 
end of h1ll bfe, F0111111 of mathematlelll ob]ectl, mom1 tanu. ev.y 1111.tmal 
and a.rtW:W. body, the four e1emeDta. every speclBI of hviDs a..tue. every 
moral quab.ty, aD act:iou aad dBGbem (3-PD). 
•M~MP~t-~.6. 
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otat.....,t that thlDp' repnoent ' (or embody) Nmnben. The Form 
now becomelaomethfog more than the meaning of a common name 
-on entity wlwae metaphysical status Socrates, probably, bad 
lll'ftl' inquired into. Socrates ha.d. 'no system of Nature ' : but 
Plato endows the Forms with a ' separate ' existence in an intelli
l!ible wodd of true being, where they replace the l'ythagmean 
Numbers as the reality which appearances are somehow to represent. 
There is no trouble about the mathematical Forms, which are cer-
ta!Dly distinct from visible and taqible bodies and constitute a 
realm of eternal truth. The m<ral Forms, again, may stand u 
ideals, never pedecUy embodied in human action and character. 
Forms of both these classes can be maintained as eternal thinp 
whidl the soul can know (as the Plllwll> .......ts) WlthDut any re
coarae to the bodily senses. Further, when we come to physics, 
"" can accommodate the fixed types of natural species and of the 
four elomellts. But what is to be said of the legion of other common 
names-no11111, adjeebves, verb&-which also have fixed mea.nings l 
' Clay' is a common name : but caD physics or metaphysics recogDise 
an eternal exemplar of clay and of evay distmguisbable variety 
of clay 1 And what of ..,..;ble qualities, hke hot and cold 1 Is 
Heat or Cold or Redness the - of object that can be known, 
indepoudently of all ...,.. experiem:e, by a disembcxbed soul? Is 
Redness or Hotness an etema.Dy real Fonn accounting for the 
• becoming ' of ted or hot lhiDp in the physical world 1 Do bodies 
'partake ' of Redness when no one is seeing them, or of Hotness 
when no one feels their best? Such may ba .. been the questio01 
which emborraued Plato with the uncertainty confessed by Soaates 
in the p,..,.;gA. The most fomudable consequence of rccoguisiPg 
a Form for every common name would be that no linnt could then 
be &el to the world of Forms. The unlmuted CIIIIDOt be known, 
and tf the Forms are DDimowable, their rtlisots fl'llr• is gone. But 
Plato leavm this question without an answer. 

Pannenidea then tams to his secood line of criticism : How are 
the separate Forms <elated to the lhiDp that ' parWre of • them? 

(I) U "" preso cme natural meaning of • parWre • or • olwe ', 
are we to suppose that the Form as a whole is in each of the things, 
« that each thing CODtains a part of it ? Either supposition lS 
abooid. 1'bis dilemma can, indeed, be taken u P1e!Oly an objection 
to certain mis1eadiog IISIIOciations of the word • parWre '·' llfany 
thiDp can • &hare ' in one Form in the sense that they all have the 
same <elation to it. But the questicm, what that <elation can be, ......... .........-. 

(2) The ougeation that the Form might be cmJy a ' thought ' in 
I Cl. G. c. Fllld iD. .ar ....... zzsvf.. pp. 8?:6'. 
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oar minds is decisively rejected. The Fonn is not a mental existent : 
it must be an object of thought, of which any nmnber of minds may, 
Dl' may not. think. 

(3) Finally it is suggeoted that, while the Form has its oeporate 
reality, what is present here is not the Form, but a copy or image 
of it. One ori8mal can have many c:oplea. The relation will thon 
be • likeDas '. But this will lead to an infinite _.... If the 
original and the copy are alike, they have a common character, but 
then there will be just as much reason to posit another Form for 
original and copy to partake of u there was to posit the original 
Form for all the copies to partake of. The conclusion is that the 
..Jati<m ' partakmg • cannot be <educed to • likeDas •, but we most 
look lor 101110 other aoonmt of it. The point might be uguod thos : 
it may be true that the copy is, at least m some degree, like the 
original ; but that cannot be all that is meant. Likeness subsists 
between any two copies, but we do not say that one copy • partakes 
of' another. 

The upshot of all this criticism is that no intelligible account has 
yet been pveo of the ..Jati<m between Forma and things ; the 
metaphors will not bear senoos scrutmy. Parmenides ends with 
a picture of the idealwodd as Wlthdrawn beyond the reach of buman 
kaowledge. A god DDght know the Forms, but can we 1mow any
thmg beyond the things in our wodd 1 Oo the other hand, Par
memdes himself a.c:knowledges that the Forms are a necessity of 
thought ; without them p1u1osophio chscoune, or indeed ducourse 
of any kmd, IS imposuble. This conclusion can only mean that 
the ddlicultiea cannot be insuperable. Plato's intention may be 
to show that he is as aware as any of his critics that they exist, 
and to BOt his papils to think about them. 

Thimo is ODe (ortber pt"ObJem, mooted by Socrates himself in the 
p.......,.;,w, which is dealt with in the SopltisL This ........,. 
the relations of Forms, not to things, but to one another. Socrates 
has just made his point that, if oeporate Forma .,. recosniaed. 
a concrete thing can very well partake both of Likeness and of 
Unl!k...... ' But,' he thon adds, • if yon do separate the Forma 
apart by themselves-Likeneaa and Unl!keneaa, Plurality and Unity, 
Motion and Rat, and a.lliiUCh thinp--tt would be ex1nordinarily 
interestiug to me if anyone could then show that these Forms 
themselves can be combined and separated ... if one could exhibit 
this same poblem. as everywhere involwd in the Forms themselves.' 
as we have seen it to be iD visible thinga.1 1bis challenge is not 
taken up iD the early part of the P.,..,...,. The terms • CIJIDoo 
blned • and • separated • "" shall find in the Sop~J~n used lor the 

1 P-. Izg& 
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nlatlons reieetecl in affirmative and negative true statements about 
Forma. This problem is c:oDfined to the ideal warld ; it .....Wd 
remain II there were DO aensible 1:11i1J8S at aD. In sucll statements 
as ' Likeness exists ', • Likeness is difterent from Unlikeness ', the 
meaning c:onsists entirely of Forms ; there is no reference to indivi· 
dua11:1>i~J8S, and the problom of participation does not arise. Tbe 
question is : How can the unity of the Form, which bad been so 
maoh empllasised, be rec:oDclled witb its ' bleoding ' witb other 
'Forms ~ A Form is ' one beiDg '. Does it, like Parmenides' One 
Beiug, exclude any oort of plurality, or is a Form botb one and 
many? 

This question is bmmd up witb the methods of Collection and 
Divisicm, wbich will be illustrated in tbe soplhsland there identilied 
witb the dial«tical study of the Forms. The early port of the 
P........U.. points forward to the analysis of the bleDding of Forms 
in that context. Meanwhile, some of the arguments in the later 
port have a positive bearing on tbia question of tbeir unity. Take 
the bare Eleatie dilemmss : Either a tbing is or it is not ; Erthar 
a thing is one (and not many) or it is many (and not one) ; If the 
One is, the many are not ; 1f the many are, the One is not. Such 
reasoning must leave us either with a One Being, or Existent Unity, 
excluding all pluiality (as in Parmenides' own systom), or "'tb a 
pluiality having no sort of unity. Now, """" of the mguments 
developed in the .-.d port of the p.........,,. show tbat on e1ther 
hypothesis DO 1mowledgo or discouzse ,. possible. A bare umty or 
a bare piurality cannot exist or be known or even spoken of. These 
results are deduced by reasoniDg at least as cogent as Zeno's ; and 
in the Soplhsj Parmemdes' One BeiDg will be cntielsed on sinular 
lines. The uguments point to a poaihve concltlSIOD. : the unity 
of tbe ' beings' rec:oguised by Platcmism-the whole realm of Forms 
as a 'ooe beiDg' and each Form as a' one bemg '-must be shown 
to be c:oasistent witb their bemg also cOmplex and so a plunhty. 
The study of Forms in the Soplti<j will clesr up the porplexities and 
pazadoxea based by the Eleabaiand tbeir.......,.. on the too rigid 
Pamleoldeon c:oo<eptions of UDity and Being, Plurality and Not
being. 

But before pal8ing to the world of Forms, where the true objocts 
of lmowlodge .,. to be foand, Plato fixesatteutiou, in the~. 
em tbe world of transient bec:omiDg and ambiguous appesranc:o, 
revealod by the """""' Writing for students acquamted witb the 
pat systems of the siztb and liftb centuries, be is now propared 
to set bia own clootrine beside the two opposed pbi1osopbies of 
Parmeoides and Heracleitus, and to define what be will tab, and 
what be will not tab, !rum either. He will also meet the c:halleiJce 
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of the fimt and greatest of the SopUsts. Protagoras, in c:oDSCiDus 
opposition to Parmenides, had llatly denied that ' what seems to 
men '-what seems real to our senses and true to our judgment-is 
to be condemned as unreal or false because it disagrees with the 
properties ascribed by Eleatic reasoning to a One Being wiW:h we 
can n ..... pen:eive. llfan, declares Protagoras, is the ........., of 
all things ; what seems real and trae to me is real and true to me ; 
what seems so to you, is so to you. Your perceptions aDd judgments 
may not agree WJ.th mme : but neither of us can have any ground 
for saying that the other ts wrong. Such was the fundamental 
position of that 5op>istly wluch Plato intends to analyse in the 
- of our two dialogues. The Soplust is the deniaen of the 
world of appearances ; they are lor him the !Ole reahty. Plato 
bimself cannot a.:eept Parmenides' condemnation of appearances 
as totally .....W and of the """"" as totally misleadiDg. Acconl
ingly, the Tlllstulaus examines afresh the c1aun of this lower world 
to yield knowledge-a claim that cornmon sense would endoBe and 
that Protagoras hmuell had pressed to the pamt of declaring that 
it yields the only lmowledge we can ever have. 
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I.pA.-Z43C• 1'u JJmt.ODtJCl'OltY IhAI.ooUE 

Till! maln dialogue is prefaced by an mtroductory conversation 
botwcen Euclddea and Teq>olon of :Megua. friends of Socrates 
who were present at his death. Plato evidently wished to m:ord 
his a:&ection for Theaetetus, a member of the Academy crechted 
with important discoveries in mathematks. Eucleuies' account of 
how he came to write the main dialogue is obviously fictJ.tious. 
No such conversation could have taken place in Socrates' hfetime. 

The BDOnymous commentary on the T~,1 beheved to date 
&om the first or second century of our era, records the enstence 
of a socond 'rathe. fngid ' mtn>ductory dialogue of about the 
same number of linea, beginning, ' Boy, are you briqing the 
cllalogueaboutTheaoletus 1' It has beenarguodthattlnslostintro
duction was probablywntten by Plato-for why should anyone forge 
such a document ?-and that the obvious occasion for substitutiDg 
the uisbng ODe would he the death of Theaetelus. The conclu
ooon would then he that the main dJalogue was at leu! partly 
written before that event. But it 11 not bkely that the loDg and 
flatterins description m the main dialogue of Theaetetus as a youth 
was written m his hfetime ; and if rt was not, the lost introduction 
may be assumed to have been merely a tejectm draft wbith hap
peoed to he preserved. The whole dialogue-lnlloduction and all 
-may, then, be dated after the fighting near Corinth in 369 B.c.• 
Tbeaetetua would then he a little under so. If he was a lad of IS 
or z6 in the year of Socrates' death. the imaginary date of the 
main dialogue. 

EuCLEIDES. TEusroN 
Iof.l. EUCLEIDES. Have you only just come to town, Terpsion? 

TDPsioN. No, aome time ago. What is more, I was look
Ing for you in the market-place and surprised that I could 
not find you. 
Eucr.. I was not in the city. 

s Bd. Diei8-Schabut, Berl ~. 1905. 
• Tbe CUll~« t~u date a fiiJly upec~ bJ' EYa s.cu. IJ. r~ (Bertila, 

1914), pp. zzfl, 
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Lp. Trwos. Whae ....., you. then 1 
Eucr.. On my way down to the harbour I met them 
carrying Theaetetus to Atheos from the camp at Corinth. 
TaPs. Alive or dead l 

B. Eua.. Onlyjustalive. Heisstd!enngfromseverewounds, 
and still more from havmg caught the sickness that has 
broken out in the army. 
Trwos. The dysentery 1 
Eua.. Yea. 
TDPs. How sad that B11Ch a man should be so near death I 
Eucr.. An admirable man, Terpsi.on, and a brave one. 
Indeed, only just DOW I was hearing warm praliiO of Ius 
conduct in the battle. 
TERPS. There is nothing strange in that ; it would have 
been much more surprlsing if he had behaved otherwise. 

c. But why did he not stay here at llegara 1 
Eucr.. He was eager to get home. I begged him to stay, 
but he would not listen to my advice. I went some way 
with him, and then, as I was coming back, I recalled wbat 
Socrates had said about him, and was filled Wlth wonder at 
this signal instance of his prophetlc insight. Socrates mnst 
have met him shortly before his own death, when Theaetetus 
was little more than a boy. They had some talk together, 
and Socrates was delighted with the pnmuse he showed. 
When I visited Athens he repeated to me theu conversation, 

D. which was well worth the hearing ; and he added that 
Theaetetns could not faJl to become a remarkable man If 
he lived. 
Trwos. And apparently he wu right. But what was this 
con""""tion 1 Could yon repeat it 1 
EuCL. Certainly not, just from memmy. But I made 

143· aome notes at the time, as soon as I got home, and la.ter 
on I wrote out what I could recall at my leisure. Then, 
every time I went to Atheos, I questioned Socrates upon 
any point wl=e my memory had faJled and made cor
rections on my return. In this way I have pretty well the 
whole conversation written down. 
1'lmN. Tme ; I have heard you mention it before, and 
indeed I have always meant to ask you to show 1t to me ; 
cmly I have let the matter slip till tbu moment. Why 
should we not go through it now? In any case I am in 
need of a rest after my walk to town. 

B. Eva.. F..- that matter, I should be glad of a rest myself : 
for I wont u far as Ermeon with Theaetetus. Let us go 

Ifj 
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LflB. indoon, and, while we are resting, my servant shall read 
to us. 
T:BaPs. Very well 

EUCL This is the book. Terpsion. You see how 1 wrote 
the convem~.tion-not in narrative form, as I heard :d from 
Socrates, but as a dialogue between hun and the other 
persons he told me had taken part. These were Theodorus 
the geometer and Theaetetus. I wanted to avoid in the 

c. written account the tiresome effect of bits of narrative 
interrupting the dfalogue, such as ' and I said ' or ' and I 
remarked ' wherever Socrates was speaking of himself, and 
' he assented ' or ' he did not agree ', where he reported the 
.,....., So I left out everything of that sort, and wrote 
it as a direct conversahon between the actual spea.kss.1 

TElU'S. That was quite a good nobon, Eucleldea. 
EUCL. Well, boy, take the book and read. 

TBE MAIN DIALOG11E 

The main chalogue 11 an imaginary conversation, supposed to 
have taken place sbortly before the tnal and death of Socn.tes, 
a date at wluch Theaetetus woald he just old aough to take part. 
He is introduced to Socrates by Theodorus of Cyrmre, a dtstm
guished mathematician who has been h:cturiog on geometry at 
Atheus. 

I43D-ISID. Ifllrotltlclory Cot~N'stdima 
The opening oec:bon oharacterises the speakers and IDiloduoes 

the subject of cliSCU88IDil : the defiDition of knowledge. For the 
rest, it ia concemed with method. Socrates, as m several earber 
dutlogues, dwells on the distinction (wluch must, 1t seems, have 
been cWiicu1t for the cndinary reader to grasp) between g>ving a 
number of instances of lmowledge and definmg the meaning of the 
Dllllle ' knowledge ' which applia to them all. He enda by de
scribiDg his own tecluuquo. Like the midwife who Is past oluld
hearlng, Socrates' fuDction is not to produce his own ideas and 
impart them to others, but to deliver their minds of thoughts with 
which they are in labour, and then to test whether these thoughts 
are genuine childrel1 or mere phantoms. 

1 SJace the ~ 1a compa:eed Ill tbe ~Wnt:l.n farm ben njected as 
tiremme 8Dd DIIVW apm ued. by Plato, It may be lllferred. tbat tJua mtzo. 
dDCto!y cba1ogGc1 wu wnttea. &tier the P--..4u. 

P.T.X, 17 
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5oc:RATBS, Tmr:ODOR.OI, 1'lmAEt1mJI 

r43J>. 5oc:IIATBS. If I took m010 iDien!st in the affaln of Cynne, 
Theodoras, I shoald ask you for the news from thaoe paris 
and whether any of the young men there are devoting 
thOIDlleivea to geometry or to any other sort of liberal study, 
But reaD.y I care more for our young men here and I am 
auxlous rather to know wbich of them are thought likely 
to chstiDgoish themselves. That is what I am always on 
the look-out for myself, to the best of my powers, and I 
make inqufnes of anyone whose society I see the young men 
ready to seek. Now you attract a large followmg, as you 

E. deserve for your sld1l in geometry, not to mention your other 
menta. So, 'If you have met Wlth anyone worthy of men
bon, I should be glad to hear of 1t, 
TBBODORVS. Yea, Socrates, I have met with a youth of 
tiUs city who certainly deserves mention, and you will find 
it worth wbile to hear me describe bun. If he were hand
some, I should he afraid to use stroDg tenns, leot I shoald 
he suspected of hemg m love Wlth htm. However, he is 
not handsome, but-forgive my saymg so-he resembles 
you in being snub-nosed and having prominent eyes, though 

Lf4. these features are less marked in lnm. So I can speak With
out fear. I assure you that, 1U110J18 an the young meu I 
have met WJ.th--and 1 have had to do with a good many-
1 have never found such admlrable gdts. The combination 
of a rano quiclmess of mtellipm:e With exoeptional gontle
ness and of an incomparably vinle spmt WJ.th both, is a 
thlng that I should lmrdly have believed could exist, and 
I have newr seeu it before. In general, peoplo who have 
such keen and ready wits and such good memori.ea as he, 
are also quick-tempered and passiouate; they dart about 

B. like ships without ballast, and their temperament is rather 
enthusiastic than strong ; wbereu the steadier sort .,. 
somewhat duR when they come to face study, and they 
fmget evmytbing. But his aPJl"''cll to learning and in
quiiy, with the perioct quietDess of its smooth and sure 
progress. is like the noiseless flow of a stream of od. It is 
wonderful how he achieves an this at his age. 
5ocR. That is guoclnews. Who is his lather 1 
'I'BEoJ). I have heard the name, but I do not remember 
it. However, there he is, the :rmddle one of those three 

c. who are comiPg towards us. He and these fnends of his 
have been rubbing thOIDllelvea with oil in the portico outside, 

r8 
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LW'· and, now they have fiDishecl, they ...., to be coming this 
way. See if you recognise bim. 
Soc&. Yes, I do ; his father was Eupbronius of Sunfum, 
just such &.DOther as lns 1011 is by your account. He was 
a man of good standing, and I believe he left a considerable 
fcrlune. But I don't know the lad's name. 

D. TBEon. His name IS Theaetetus, Socrates ; but I fancy 
the property has been squandered by trusl<!es. None the 
loss, bberality with his mcmey is another of his a.clmttable 
traits. 
SocR.. You give him a noble character. Please ask him 
to come and mt down wrth us. 
Tmt<m. I Will. Tbeaetetus, come !Ins way and sit by 
Soaates. 
SocR. Yea, do, Tbeaetetus, 10 that I may study the char-

E. acter of my own COtiD.tenance ; for Theodorus tells me it 
is hke yours. Now, suppose we each had a lyre, and 
Tbeodorus said they """' both tlllled to the same pitch. 
should we tab his WOld at once, or should we try to find 
out whether he was a musician ? 
TliEABT. We should try to find that out. 
5ocR. And bebeve hun, If ... dJscovered that be .... 
musical, but not otherwise l 
l'HEAET. Tme. 
Soca. And now, if this alleged likeness of our faces is a 
matter of any mterest to us, we must ask whether 1t ia a 

:1:45, skilled draughtsma.u who informs us of it. 
TBEAET. I agree. 
Soca. Well, is 1beodorus a pamter ? 
1'BBABr. Not so far as I know. 
Soca. Nor an expert m geometry either l 
Tmu.ET. Of course he 11, Soaates , very much so. 
SocK. And also in astronomy and calculation and music 
and in all the liberal arts l 
TmwtT. I am sure he m. 
Soc&. Then, if, in the way of compliment or otherwise, 
be tells os of IOIDe phyacalhkooess bet....n us, there is no 
special reason why we should attend to Jnm. 
TliEAI!T. Poosibly not. 

o. Soc&. But suppose he sboald praise the mind of either of 
us for its virtue and intelbgeace. Woald there not be good 
reason why the ooe whe bean! the other praised sboald be 
eager to""""""" him, and he should be eqaally""'er to show 
his quslity l 
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Lj511. 1"11BAET. CertaiDly, Socrates. 
Soca. Now is the 'bme, then, my dear TheaetetDB, far you 
to show your qua6ties aDd lor me to oxamiDe tbem. I can 
assure you that, often as Theodorus has spoken to me in 
praise of citizen or stranger, he has never praised anyone as 
he was praisiDg you just now. 
1"11BAET. That is good heariDg, Socrates. But pedlaps he 

c. was not speaking seriou.sly. 
Socii. No, that would not he like Theodorus. Do not 
try to slip out of your balgajn on the pretext that he was 
not serious. We don't want hun to have to give evidence 
on oath. In any case no one is going to indict him for 
pe<jmy ; so do not he afraid to ablde by your agreemeut.• 
TBE.uT. Well, so it shall he, If yoo wish it. 
Socii. Tell me, thea : yoo.,.leaming some geometry from 
Theodorus1 
TIIEAET. Yes. 

D, SoCR. And astronomy and harmonics and arithmetic 1 
l'mWn'. I certamly do my best to learn. 
SocR. So do I, from him aDd from anyone else who seems to 
undmstand these thlngs. I do moderately well in geuenl ; 
but all the saxne I am puzzled about one small matter which 
you and our friends mast help me to thmk out. Tell me : 
is it oot true that learning about somethiJlg meana bec:omiDg 
wiser in that matter ? 
TBEAET. Of course. 
SOCR. And what makes people wise is wisdom, I aoppuee. 
TBEAET. Yes. 

E. SocK. And is that in any way chflereat from knowledge ? 
limAET. Is what dilleront 1 
SocR. Wmdom. Are not people wise in the thlngs of which 
they have knowledge 1 
1"11BAET. CertaiDly. 
SocR. Thea knowledge aDd wisdom .,. the same thing 1 
"''!m.&ET. Yes. 
SocR. Well, that is preciaely what I am puzled about: 
I c:anaot make out to my own satisfaction what knowledge is. 

I¢. Can ........... that questiol11 What do you an say 1 
Which of us will speak first 1 Everyoue who misses 
shall 'Bit down aDd he donkey ', as cluldren say wheu 

I I qu..tlon Bamet"s puactuatlo:D. here. The lulllliDtmce .-ma to meu.; 
'Evm 1f he wem oa oatil. tbere 11110 ODe to mcbct hun for pcrrJazy, but you 
caa keep yDIII' llpllllll8Dt wd:bout feu' of pttmc lWD mto tma.ble by DDt: 
COIDlllf up to 1111 elbmate.' 
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%46. they .,. piayiDg at boll ; anyone who gets through without 
miasiDg shall be kiDg and ha.ve the right to make us answer 
any question he likes. Why .,. you all stlent 1 I hope, 
Theodorus, that my passion for lllgUIDOilt is not making me 
in-miUlllel'ed, in my eagerness to start a conversation and set 
us an at ease with one another like friends? 

B. TlmoD. Not at all, Socrates ; there is nothing ill-mannered 
in that. But please ask one of these young people to answer 
your questions ; I am not at home in an abstract discussioo. 
of this IOrt, nor libly to become 10 at my age. But it is 
just the thing for them, and they have a far better prospect of 
improvement ; youth, indeed, is capable of im.provmg at 
anything. So do not let Theaetetus of! ; gv on putting 
your questions to him. 
SOCR. You hear what Theodorus says, Theaetetus. I do 

c. not think you wiD. want to disobey him ; and it would be 
wroog for you not to do what an older and wiser man bids 
you. So tell me, in a generous spirit, what you thmk 
knowledge is. 
TlmAET. Well, Socrates, I cannot refuse, since you and 
Theodorus ask me. Anyhow, If I do make a mistake, you 
will set me nght. 
SocJt. By an means, 1f we caD. 

l'HEAET. Then I think the things one can learn from 
Theodorus are lmowledge-geometry and an the sciences 
you menticmed. just now ; and then there are the crafts of 

D. the cobbler and other workmen. Each and aD of these are 
knowledge and nothing else 
Soca. You are generous indeed, my dear Theaetetus
so open-handed that, when you are asked for one simple 
thing, you offer a whole variety. 
THEAET. What do you mean, Socrates ' 
Soca. There may he oolhiDg in it, but I will explain what 
my notion lS. When you speak of cobbling, you mean by 
that word precisely a knowledge of shoe<Jillkmg 1 
TlmAET. Precisely. 

E. Soca. And when you speak of carpentry, you mean just a 
lmowledge of how to make wooden furmture 1 
THEAET. Yea. 
SocK. In both cases, then, you are defining what the craft 
is a knowledge of? 
Tmr.aET. Yea. 
Soca. But the question you were asked, TheaetetmJ, was 
not, what are the objects of knowledge, nor yet how many 
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•168· sorts of knowledge there ue. We did not W11DI to C01IJit 
them, but to find out wbat the thing lbelf-knc>wledg&-ia. 
Is there nothing in that 1 
1'mtAEr. No, you are quite right. 

147· 5ocR. Take another example. Suppose .,. ,..... asked 
about eome obvious common thiug, for instance, what cla.y 
is; 1t would be absurd to answer· potters' cla.y, and oven
DIIIk<n' clay, 111111 brld<-maken' clay. 
Tlllwrr. No doubt. 
SoClt. To begin with, it is absurd to imagine that our 
answer conveys any meanmg to the questioner, when we use 
the word • clay', no matter whose clay we call it-the doll· 

B. maker's or any other craftsman's. You do not suppose a 
man can 1lild.erstand the name of a thing, when he does not 
know what the thing is 1 
Tlllwrr. Certainly DO!. 
5ocR. Then, if he hoe no idea of knowledge, ' knowledge 
about shoes ' conveys nothing to him ? 
l'IIEA.ET. No. 
Soc&. ' Cobblery •, in fact, or the name oi any other art has 
no meaning for anyone who has no conceptlon of knowledge. 
TBEAET. That is so. 
Soc& Then, when we are asked what knowledge is, 1t is 
aheurd to reply by giving the name of S<DDe art. The answer 
is • ' knowledge of so--and-so ' : but that was not what the 

c. question called for. 
l'lm.AET. So it seems. 
SocR. And besides, we are going an interminable way 
round, when our answer might be quite short and simple. 
In this question about clay, for instance, the simple and 
ordinaiy !bing to say is that clay is earth mixed with 
moisture, never mind whose clay it may be. 
"''JmAET. It appears easy now, Soa'ates, when you put it 
like that. The meaning of your question seems to be the 
same sort of thing as a point that came up when your 

D. namesake, Socmtea here, 111111 I ,... talking not IODg ago.• 
SocR. What was that, Theaetetus 1 
TlmABT. 1beodorus here was proving to us aomething 
about "!UUO IOO!s, namely, that the oldea (01 IOO!s) of 
oquares representing three oquue feet 111111 five "'UOIO feet 

' Tile followmg paaase 11 cllacul8ed ad mterpretecl by SU' 'l'llomu 11-.tb. 
GNMM~. 1, I5!1.&11d T.V TMriMtBooMojBtldttl'r B,.,_, u, :a88 =• fneud, the )'01UI8 Socratel, takell Jua place U ftllpCIDdeDt 1U the .. 
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L!1D- are 110! commensurable in length with the line representing 
one foot ; and he went on in this way, taking an the separate 
cases up to the root of seventeen square feet. There for 
some reason he stopped. The idea occurred to DB, seeing 
that these square roots were evidently infinite in number, 
to try to arrive at a single collective term by which we 

B. could designate an these roots. 
SOCK. And did you find one ? 
TBEAET. I think so ; but 1 shoald like your opinion. 
SocR. Go on. 
TlntAET. We divided number in general into two clasaes. 
Any number which lS the product of a DUmber multiplied 
by itself we likened to the square figure, and we caDed such 
a number ' square ' or ' equilateral '. 
SOcR. Well done I 
T!mABT. Any intermediate number, such as 3 or 5 or any 

z,.a. number that cannot be obtained by multiplymg a number 
by itself, but has one factor mthel' greater or less than the 
other, oo that the 8ldes contalnmg the c:orresponding figure 
are always unequal, we hl<eDecl to the obloog figure, and we 
caDed it an oblong number. 
SocJL Excellent ; and what next ? 
Tmw!T. An the lines wiW:h lorm the four equal sides of 
the plRoe figure representing the equilateral number .,. 
ddned as z.gu., wlule those which form the sides of squares 

B. equal in area to the oblongs we called' r06Is '(surds),as not 
being commensurable with the others in length, but only m 
the plane areas to which the1r squares are equal And there 
is another distinction of the same sort in the case of sohds. 
SOc&. Nothlug oould be better, my young friends; I am 
sure there will be no ptOSeCUting Theodorus for false witness. 
l'Bu:n. But, Socrates, I cannot answer your qucsb.on 
about knowledge as we answered the questum about the 
leDgtb. arui the root. And yet you seem to want some
thiDg of that kind ; so, on the cm:trary, it does appear 
that Theodorus wu not speaking the truth. 

C. SOcR. Why, if he had praised your po1ftiS of l'l1lllling 
and declared that he had never met with a young man 
who was so good a rwmer, and then you had been beaten 
in a race by the greatest of nmnen at the height of hia 
powers, do yon think that his pa;ae would have been any 
the less 1ruthlul? 
Tl!JwlT. No, I don't. 
Scx:K. WeD, as I IBid just now, do you fancy it is a small 

"3 



THEAETETUS [48J>-[5[D 

14fk:. matter to disccwer the oature of Jm.owledge ? Is it not 
... of the hardest quoatioos1 
TIIEAET. One ol the very hardest, I shoald say. 
SoClt. You may be reassured, then, about Theodorus' 

D. acccnmt of you, and set your mind on finding a de:finition 
of lmowledge, as of anythiDg else, with an the .... at your 
CODDDBDd. 
l'JDwtT. If it depends on my zeal, Socrates, the truth 
wiD. come to light, 
Soat. Forward. then, on the way you have just shown 
so well. Take as a model your answer about the roots : 
just as you found a single charactel' to embrace all that 
multitude, so now try to find a single formula that applies 
to the many !Onds of Jm.owledge. 

B. TIIEAET. But I 8SI1Il'e you. Socrates, I have often set 
myself to study that problem, when I heard reports of the 
questions you ask. But I cannot persuade myself that 
I can give any satisfactoty solution or that anyone has 
ever stated in my hearing the &art of a.nswar you require. 
And yet I cannot get the question out of my mind. 
Soca. My dear Theaetetus, that is because your mind is 
DOtemptyorbarren. You are sufteringthepamsof travail. 
TlmAET. I don't lmow about that, Socrates. I am oDly 
telliDg you how I feel 

Z49· SocR. How absurd of you. never to have heard that I 
am the son of a midwife, a fine buxom woman caDed 
PbaeDaretel 
TIIE.UT. I have heard that 
SoCR. Have you also been told that I practise the same 
art 1 
Tmr.aET. No, never. 
SocR. It is true, though ; only don't pve away my secret. 
It is not known that I possess !Ius skill, so the ignorant 
world descr.Lbes me in other terms as an eccentnc person 
who reduces poople to hopeless perplexity. Have you been 
told that too 1 

B. TBiwrr. I have. 
Soat. Shan I tell you the reason 1 
TIIE.UT. - do. 
Soca. Consider, then, how it is with an midwives; that 
wiD. help you to understand what I mean. I dare say you 
know that they never attend other women in cbildbirth 
so lcmg as they themselves can conceive and bear cbildreD., 
but only when they 010 too old for that • ... 
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'I49B. TmtAI:r. Of course. 
Soc&. They say that is because Artemis, the polroDes 
of childbirth, is herself childless ; and so, while she did 
not allow barren women to be midwives, because it is 

c. beyond the power of human oature to achieve skill without 
any experience, she assigDed the privilege to women who 
were past clnld-bearmg, out of respect to their likeo011 
to herself. 
1'BEABT. That 1101Dlds likely. 
Soc:a. And it is more than likely, is it not, that no one 
can tell so well as a midwife whether women are pregnant 
arnot l 
1'BEABT. Assuredly. 
Soc&. lloreover, with the drugs and ineantations they 

D. administer, midwives can either bring on the pains of 
travail or aDay them at their will, make a difficult labour 
easy, and at an early stage cause a :miscaiiiage if they so 
deade. 
1'BEABT. True. 
Soca. Have you also observed that they are the cleverest 
match·maken, having an unerring skill in selecting a pair 
whose DWrlage will produce the best children > 
TBEAET. I was not aware of that 
Soca. Well, you may be sure they pride themselves on 

E. that more than on cuttmg the umbihcal cord. Consider 
the knowledge of the 10rt of plant or seed that should be 
IDWD in any given soil ; does not that go together with 
skill in tendiog and hatvesliDg the fruits of the earth l 
They are not two chtlerent arts l 
'I'lm.ABT. No, the same. 
SocR. And so with a woman ; still in the sowiDg is not 
to be sepamted from skill in the hatvestmg l 
1'BEABT. Probably not. 

ISO. Soca. No ; oDly, because there is that W1'0Dg and JgDOrant 
way of brmging together man and """""' winch they 
can pandenng, midwives. out of self·reopect, are shy ..... 
of matchmaking, for lear of fallwg under the accusation 
of pand.enng. Yet the genuine DWiwife is the only soo
ceosful matchmaker. 
limABT. That is clear. 
Soc:a. All this, then, lies within the midwife's province ; 
but her pe:dormance falls short of mine. It is not the 
way of women sometimes to bring forth real c1nldren, 

B. sometunea mere phantoms, such that it is hard to ten the 
05 
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tsoa. one from the other. If it were .,, the bighest and oobteat 
tut of the midwife woald be to &com the na1 from the 
umoal, woaJd it DOt 1 
Tlm.uT. I-
Soca. lly art of midwife!y is in pnemllike theirs : the 
only difference is that my patients are men, not women. 
and my concem is not with the body bat with the soaJ. 
that is in tr&wR of birth. ADd the higheot point of my 

c. art is the power to pove by every test wllothor the olf
spiDg of a young man's thought is a false pha:ntcm or 
:instinct with life and t:rath. I am so far like the midwife. 
that I caoDDt myself give birth to wisdom : and the common 
reprooch is true, that, though I q- othem, I COD 

myself hriDg nothiDg to light because there is no wisdom 
in me. The reason is this : hea'Wil CODStrains me to serve 
u a midwife, hut hu dehon-ed me from l!lving birth. 

D. So of myself I have no sort of wisdom, nor hu any dJ&. 
covery ever been born to me as the cbild of my souL Those 
who frequent my company at fizst appear, some of them, 
quite tmintelligent : but, as we go farther with our dis
cussions, an who are favoured by heaven make progress 
at a nte that seems surprising to others as well as to them
selwa, althoogh it is clear that they have .,.... leamt 
anythios from me : the many admirable truths they hriDg 
to birth have beeo disc:ovaed by themselva from within. 
But the delivery is heaven's work and nune. 

E. The proof of this is that many who have not been conscious 
of my assistance hut have made light of me, thinking it 
was all their own doing, have left me sooner than they 
should, whetha- under othere' inlluonce or of their own 
motino, aod tbODcelorward suffered misc:aniage of their 
thoughts through falling into had c:ampany , aod they have 
lost the clu1dnm of whom I had delivered them by bring
ing them up badly, canng more for fal!e phantom& thao 
for the true , aod so at last their lack of ODdemaDdmg 

15%. has become apparent to themselves and to everyone else. 
Such a one was Aristides, SOD of Lyaima.chus, and there 
have been maoy ..,._ Wheo they came hook and beg 
for a renewal of our intercourse with extravapnt protesta
tlcms, I01IIe1:imea the divine warning that comes to me 
forbids It : With others it is permitted, and these begin 
opin to make _.... In yet another way, thole who 
seek my company have the aame uperience as a woman 
with child: they .... the poinl of labour aod, by Dight 
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ISI· and day, are fnD. of distrela far greater than a woman's; 
a. and my art has power to bring on these paags or to allay 

them. So it fares with these : but there are aame, ~ 
tetus, whose minds, as I judge, have never concei:ved at 
an. I see that they have DO need of me and with all good
wiD. I seek a match for them. Without boasting und.aly, 
I can guess pretty well whose society wlll profit thom. I 
haw uraagecl many of those matcl!eo with Pmdicos. and 
with other men of UJsphed sapdty. 

ADd now for the upshot of thls lcmg discoune of miDe. 
I suspect that, as yooyounelf believe, your mind is in labour 
with lllliDe thought It bas conceived. Aoc:ept, then, the 

c. ministration of a midwife's son who himself practises his 
mother's art, and do the best you can to answer the ques-
ticms I ask. Perbap! when I """"'""' your statements I 
may judge one or a.nother of them to be an unreal phantom. 
U I then take the abortion from you and cast it away, 
do not be savage with me like a woman robbed of her 
fimt cblld. People ba .. often felt lilre that towards me 
and been pos1tively ready to inte me for takiDg away 
some fooUsb not:Jon they have conceived. They do not see 
that I am doing them a kindness. They have not learnt 

D. that no diVinity is ever ill-disposed towards man, nor IS 
such acbon on my part due to unkindness ; it is ODly that 
I am not permitted to acquiesce m falsehood. and suppzesa 
the truth. 

So, Thesetetus, start again and try to explain what 
Jmow1edge is. Never say 1t is beyond your power ; it will 
not be so, 1f heaven wills and you take courage. 

MU..Jwy tltld ,A,..,.,..m.-It 11 sigmficant that this introduc
tory CODYenation ..... clooely parallel with the fimt part of an 
earber dialogue, the Meno. When asked to define VIrtue, Meno 
made the same IDJ.Stake as Theaetetus, oftermg a list of virtues 
instead of a defimt:Lon of the ' smgle form ' common to them all. 
Socrates' illustration of a correct definition C FigUre ' means ' the 
boundary of a sobd ') was drawn, as here, from mathematics. 
Meno's complmm that Soaates does nothing but reduce othora to 
pe!piexity is hero quoted hy Soaates himself.' At thls point there 
follows in the n..-. the description of the art of midwifery, 
in the Meno the th""'J' of A......,._tbat all learning is the 

1 M..o 793, fco- . . In en) oMO £Uo 4 Unit ft d_,.r, nl .... iWnr 
-rr -..,.., r-. :r:.fVA, .w,-.. ... &n ••• ~ (.....,._ 
""'lstollb),. ........... ..._.. ........ 
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recovay of Jaient knowledge always possessed by the immortal 
•ul' 0.. of the few valuable remarlcs of the Anonymous Com
mentator is upon tho equi'9alence of those - c:onceptioos : 
' Socrates caDs bimsell a midwife because his method of teaclliDg 
was of that ldnd •.• fer he p<eparod his pupils thomselveo to 
make statOIDOills about the subject by unloldiDg their 11atum1 
ideas and articulating them, in accordance with the doctrine that 
what is called 1ea.rDiDg is really recollection, and that every human 
aoul has had a vision of reality, and needs, not to have knowledge 
put into it, but to recollect ' (on I<f9A). Tbere is oome evulence 
that the historic Socrates professed the art of a spiritual midwife 1 ; 

but Anamru!sis appean~ Jil!lt in the !Diddle group of dialogues and 
proWiea the link batween - Pl&tcmic doctnnes : the etema1 
nature of the human &OUl and the ' separate ' existence of Forms, 
the proper obj- of knowledge. The probable in!.....,. is that 
Anamru!sis was a theory wluch squared the professicm and practice 
of Socrates with Plato's discovery of the separately existing FODDS 
and his c:onvenioD from Soaatic agnosticism to a belief in im
mortality. 

Now the T,.,., will later have much to say about memory. 
Why is there no mention of that peculiar impersonal memory of 
knowledge pouessed belvre birth 1 There is no ground for sup
posing that Pl&to ever abandoned the theory of Anamnesis. It 
cannot be mentioned in the T,_.,.., because it presupposes 
that we know the answer to the question here to be raised afresh : 
What is the nature of knowledge and of Its obj-1 For the 
same reason all mention of the Forms is, so far as possible, excluded. 
The dialogue is concerned ouly with the lower ldnds of cognition, 
our awareness of the sense-world and juc:1gments imrolving the per-
eeption of IOIIS1ble objects. Common sense might mamtsm that, 
if this is not all the ' knowledge ' "" peesess, whatever else can 
ba ealled knowledge is oomebow extncted from suoh experience. 
The pu!!lOIIO of the dialogue is to ezamine and reject this claim 
of the ...,...world to fumisb anythiDg that Plato will call ' know
ledge '. The Forms are excluded in order that we may see how 
we can get on without tlum. : and the negative conclusion of the 
whole d:iacussion means that, as Plato had taught ever since the 
discovery ol the Forms, without them there is no knowledge at all. 

TIN M•lu of K....W,.~The Greel: word for 'knowledge ', 
like the Ellglisb, ean mean either the faculty of knc>wiug or that 
which is known. The problem here is to define the faculty or 
function of knc>wiug, lhouch it C8lUIDt be defined without roferelu:e 

•O..A,...,Y, .. Iutm:l,p.:a~ ·~Cioti6:J37· 
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to its objects. If we are to decide whether sensation or perception 
or belief is to be called knowledge or not, we must assume certam 
marb that any canchdate for the title mliBt possess. As Plato 
argues elsewhere,1 it is a question partly of the mherent qualities 
of our state of mind. partly of the nature of the objects, and from 
differences in the state of mmd chfferences in the objects can be 
inferred. In Repu/>lic V this IS applied to the contrast betwoen 
KIIDWiedge (yo<iiau;) and Opuuoo (~cfea), in the wide ....., whloh 
covers aU acquaintance WJth &eD.!Ible t1ungs and judgmeats about 
thom. The states of mind diller in that lmowledge is ;..p.u;w., 
whereas opiJUoD may be true or false. It is inferred that the 
objects of knowledge must be c:ompletoly naland IIDCbaDgiDg, while 
the objects of opinion are not wholly real and are mutable. 

So here, these two marks of lmowledge are assumed at the outset. 
Socrates will point out that Theaetetus' identification of percepbon 
Wltb knowledge means that perception is itsfolUIJitJ and bas tbe 
....U for its object (xsoc). Hence what the dialogue proves Is that 
neitbor --1101' judgment (cldla) of the types con
sidered possesses both these marks. We shall find that perception, 
altbough Wltb due quabficatJons 1t may be caDed inlalhble, bas 
DOt the real for 11s object. 

The dtscussioD falls mto three main parts, in which the claims 
of (I) Pen:epbon, (II) True Opbtion or Behef, (li1J True Behef 
accom.pamed by an ' account ' or expla.uation of some kmd. are 
examined and reJected. 

1. THE Cl.AIU: 011' PlmcBPn:ON TO BE KNOWLBDGE 
XSU>·E. T-. iUNifill "--«ig• .,;u,p.....pw. 

Plato naturally stsxls witb the positwn of COIIIIIIOII sense, that 
knowledge comes to us from the atema1 world through the senses. 
In his own view this is the lowest type of cogmtion ; he worb 
upwards from beneatb tOWIII'Cis the world of intolligd>le objects, 
so as to see whether we can find knowledge at these lower levela 
witbout baving to cross tbe bolllldary betwoen the seosible and 
the intolhgihle. 

'tsm. TIIEAET. Well, Socrates, with such encooragmnent from 
a person like you. it would be a shame not to do one's 
best to say what one can. It seems to me that one who 

11. kDows sometbiDg is pen:e~vmg tbe tbmg be kaows, and, 
so far as I can see at present, lmow1edge lS nothing but 
perception. 
5ocB. Good ; that Is tbe right sp;rit m which to er:press 

1 &fl. v. 477 fE. 
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I5IB, one's opiDion. Bat DOW suppoae we examine your oflspriDg 
together, and see whether it is a mere wind-egg or has 
aome life in it. Perceptioo, yua say, is kaowledgel 
T!moET. Yes. 

n. M-., •I '~'.-In ordinary usage IUIIMsis, 
translated ' perception ', has a wide rqe of meaD1J18So including 
aeasation, our awareness of outer objects or of facts, 1 feelings, 
emotions, etc. At ts6B the term is said to cover percept:Lons 
(sight, hearing, smell), oeosations of heat and cold, pleasures and 
pa.ins, and even emotions of desire and fear. AU these are seated 
in the sentient part of the 10ul, inseparably associated WJ.th the 
body.• Thea.etetos' words, 'one who knows SOJfleiM~~g is per
coivmg the lhmg he kDows ', suggest that he is clueiy thlnkmg 
of perception of external objects, and the cnflcism which follows 
narrows. down the word to that sense or at least treats sense
pm:optioo of external objects aa typo:al of a.ll ...,....,, The only 
case analysed is vision. 

t5tB-J:52C. Di4l«::kal - .. of T-.' po.ils .. ..ult 
Proloprll¥ - .. 

Socrates at onoe starts upon the dialect:Lcal treatment of Theaete
tos' suggeaboD. ' Dlalecbcal ' has some UDphcations which may 
escape the modem reader. He will ....Wy andorstand that cha
Iectic means a co-operative mqwry carried on m conversatum. be-
tween two or more minds that are equally bent, not on getting 
the better of the argument, but on arrivmg at the truth. A tenta
tive ""8B"8tioo r 1oypollusis ') put forward hy ooe •peal= is cor
rected and improved anlll the full meaning is clearly stated. The 
cnticism that follows may end in complete rejectton or lead on to 
another ._tioo which (if the exa.minabon has heeo slalfully 
conducted) ought to approach nearer to the truth.• In the present 
instance three succesm.ve sugestions W1ll be made, and all will be 
rejected. 

A l<ss familiar feature of dialectic is the treatment of current 

• Anltot1e. Polttv6 1276.\., 29: BabyloD wu so bup that wbea the City 
fell, 1t wu tbreo daya before lOme of the mhabrtanta ...... _., of tbe 
IIYeDt (llldlalu) At 6 ....... , f27A1 II). AmtotJe rtiiii.U'ka that thmkmg 
aad tile exercl8l of llltmlJamce are commoaly regarded u ' a .art of percep
tion •• far Jll botJl the .,aJ, ~ aad become~ &eqaalll.ted With IIOIILethma --•n....tu 

• Cf r-.. 18,., whan Socratea, after 'l"heutetuu' &nt cleftiUtlcm. al 
lallcnrledge hu beeG rejec11Dd. •:r-: · Blot aut au we taaw heeD. MJm1 azul 
- if :rw cau. pt: a cleuw view from tbe poatum JOil baw aow raacbed. 
TeD 111 c.co more wbat Jmaw1edp iL • 
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views, whether popular or philooophlc. Aristotle Rglllarly begiDs 
his treatiaes with a review of received opinions, proceediug on the 
avowed assumption that any he6ef accepted by common ...,.. or 
put forward by wise men is hkely to contain some measure of truth, 
ho...,.. laulbly expresBecl. It is the busineos of diaJoctic, by sym
pathetic comparison and cnticism, to elicit these c:ontrihotions and 
to make the best that can be made of tlum.. It ia here that a modern 
...W.. is hkely to be misled. He will expect a p1lilosophm' who 
criticises IIDOther philosopher to feel himself hoond by the historical 
question, what that other plulosopher actually meant. But neithel' 
Plato nor Aristotle IS wriliDg the history of plulosophy ; rather they 
are plu1osophlsmg and concemed oDly to obtain what bght they 
can .frcm any quarter. We can never assume, as a matter of course, 
that the coostruction they pot upon the~ of othe< phllos
ophers is lalthfDI to histone fact. 

Plato's procedure here is a classic example of dialect1caJ. method. 
The fust ob]ect IS to brmg to light the lull meaomg of the hare 
statemeot that pen:eption IS knowledge. This is =pbmed ;, 
the fitst oection of the argumeot eodmg (I6oE) With the """"'k,that 
Theaetetus' clu1d has DOW been brought to borth. Socrates also 
says that, in the course of elucidatloD, Theaetetus' •dentificaflon of 
perception wrth knowledge ' has turned out to comcide ' With the 
Heraclertean doctnne that all thmgs are m mobon and the Pro-
tagorean chctum tha.t man ia the measure of all things. What has 
really happened is that Plato has gtven an account of the nature of 
perception which mvolves elements taken from Protagoras and 
Heracler.tus-elements that Plato hunself accepts as true when they 
are guaided and !muted with the necessary quahficaticms. J>ro. 
!agoras and HeraclOltoa, m fact, are handled u if they were partiea 
to the diScussion who could be laid under contnbutlOD.l Having 
adopted these elements of truth, Plato will be free, m the subsequent 
criflclsm, to pomt out what he will not accept from Protagoras and 
the extreme Heracleiteans. 

zsn. Soca. The account you give of the nature of knowledge 
1,53. is not, by any meana, to be despised. It is the same that 

was given by Protagoras. though he stated it in a somewhat 
different way. He says, you will remember, that ' man is 
the mea.sure of an thin8s-aJike of the being of thiDp that 
are and of the not-being of things that are DOt', No doubt 
you have read that. 

1 Compare Socn.tel' propol8l to 'mDow up' tbe IDIIII.IWig of Pzvtapru' 
•ymg (~ dl'{l zsu) With Anltotle, Mffl 9115&. 4: 'If we 
wen to follow out (~) Empedoclel' "VJOW and Jllterprat it accozdm& 
to lb IMRIUD8 and DOt: to de blplq ~. we lhoaJd fiDd • . • 
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15&· Tlnwtt. Yes, often. 
Soca. He puts it 1 in this sort of way, doem't he ?-that 
any given thiug • is to me such as it appears to me, and is 
to you such as it appears to you,' you and I beiug men. 
Tlnwtt. Yes, that is how he puts it. 

B. Socll. Well, what a wise man says is not Ukely to be non
aenae. So let us follow up his meaning. Sometimes, when 
the same wmd is blowing, one of as feels c:hilly, the other 
does not; or one may feel slightly chilly, the other quite 
cold. 
Tlnwtt. Certainly. 
Soca. Well, in that case are we to say that the wmd in 
itself is cold or not cold l Or shall we agree with Protagoras 
that it is cold to the one who feels chJJly, and not to the 
otherl 
'I'Im.AET. That seems reasonable. 
Soca. And further that it so ' appears ' to each of us l 
T!m.AET. Yes. 
SOCK. And ' appears ' means that he ' perceives ' rt so ? • 
l'mwrr. True. 

c. SOcll. • Appearing ·, 1 then, is the same thiug as ' perceiving ', 
in the case of what is hot or anythmg of that kind. They 
,.. to each man such as he /JI1Ui116S them. 
TlmABT. So it seems. 
SocR. Perception, then, is always of something that ir, 
and, as being knowledge, it is infallible. 
l'm:AET. That Is deer. 

1be main point here is stated in Socrates' last speech. ' Percep
tion is knowledge ' means tha.t perception is an iffjallibll apprehen
sion of what is, or is rMI. These are the two marks of knowledge, 
which any candidate to the title must possess. 

Theaetetus' statement, so interpreted, certaiDJ.y does not exhaust 
the IIIOIUiing of Protagoras' saying. Protagoras' word • &J>POII'S ' 
was not ccmS:ned to what appears rwl to me in ~Je~~Seoopen:eption ; 
it iDduded. u we shall see later, what appears lnH to me, what I 

• Jti)'WI eut meaa ' ay' or 'meaa' Smce Crwl 386.6. ~ta the formula 
m almolt the 11&1110 warda, 1t may well be a quotation 

I Aat'l CCIIlJectaftl '~' for: ~ D coafirmed by tho Bedm. 
papJJ'U (D1ela. Yors." h.. zzS) a I6.fa. n u 'J'C ·nx .,.. •a~. ~tMn&nl" ........ 

• ~ 11111Dply the nbftaatlve correspoudmr totba verb~ u 
at SO/lit. 264.a. (p 319) We can aabatltate T'heaet:etwl' word aWdnra& h 
~· word +aJ-u Without cbulp of m.D~~~g. 
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think or judge to be true.' On that point Plato will port company 
with Protagoras ; but here, as the qualification ' m the case of what 
is hot or anything of that kind ' mdicates, ,. are taidDg only tho 
rolevant applicahon of tho doctrine to the immed>ate perception of 
sensible quabtles. 

So far as the iDfallibiJity of such perception is concerned, we shall 
see that Theaetetus, Protagoras, and Plato are in agreement. The 
second claJm-th&t what appears to me in perception ' 1S ', or 
exists, or is real--is at present am1Mgttous and obscure. Protagoras 
is represented as asserting tha.t when the wmd appears cold to me, 
then it is cold to flU, however it may appear and be to you. Neither 
of us has any ground for saying that the other is wrong. Each is 
the sole measure or cntenon or judge • of the existence or reahty 
/Of'Mm of what he percetvea. What remains obscure 11 the meaning 
of the adchtlOll ' to me ' or 'fm' Me '. It is probable tha.t Protagoras 
actually meant sometlung different from tho coostruction put upon 
the phrase by Plato for his own purpose 

Socrates, m h1s tllustratlon from the wmd, introduces a chstmc
tion bet,... what may be called tho sensc>-<>b]ect and the phyncal 
object. There are two chfferent sense-obJects, the coolness that 
appears to me and the warmth tha.t appears to you. There is one 
phyncal obJect, ' tho same wmd ' that "' blowing. How are the 
two sensc>-<>b]ects related to tho smgJo pbyncal obJect 1 Soaates 
asks whether the wind m itself is cold or not. Did Protagoras 
think that tho cold and the warmth wue quahties (or perhaps 
rather ' tlungs ') both remdmg in a neutnll or public phyncal object, 
the wind in 1tself 1 The answer suggested by Socrates as Pfo.. 
tagorean is that tho wmd is cold to "''" D'ho jtllls clnUy, but not to 
the other. Tlus is open to several interpreta'b.ons. The amlngw.ty 
may be intentlonal. It would be en:brely in a.ccordance with 
dWectical proced""' that Plato should >goore what Protagoras 
actuaDy meant and adopt such a coostruc1ion of his words as would 
ccmtn'bute to his own ..Wysis of semeoperception.' Two paosible 
interpretatlons are as follows. 

(I) Tloil ..... ifl itself;. boll"'"''"' owl <014. 'Warm ' and ' Cold ' 
are two properties which can co-exist m the same physical object. 
I perceive the one, you pen:ave the other. ' The wind is cold 
lo Me • means that the cold is the property that appears to me or 

1 D1og L :az, 15 : ' Protagons beld tbat the miDd CODillts llllely of the 
I8Diel.' Tbu a probably a :falee U1lerence fmm oar pauap. to wlucb DiopDel ...... 

1 At I78B Plato '1110111 the wont ~. &Dd at 16oe •,ln,l 
I 5o tbo Al1oaymowl Comuum.t&tor I ' Plato huuelf Jmew tfW: Prvtafolu' 

opDIOD about Jmowledge .... not the -.me .. 'Theaeteta•' Heaca the word• 
~ .• ,'l'lldN1'CdJra 1 (ISIK), 
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aflects me, though it is not the property that appears to or aflecta 
you. To ay simply that ' the wind is cold ' would naturally be 
taken to imply that it was not warm. But in fad: it is both ; 10 

we add ' to me ', meening that I am aware of that property, thoqh 
you are aware of the other. 

(a) Tloil ..;,., i• ilu/f is ,.;u, -.. .., ..U. It has neither of 
the properties ,. sevaally pen:eiw &Dd Is not itseU .,...,.ptible ; 
it is something th&t exists outside us and origmates my feelmg of 
cold &Dd yoars of warmth. Our sense-objects, the warn> and the 
cold, do not ezist independently in the public pbysi<:al object, but 
ODly come into existence when the act of perceiving them takes 
place. 'The wind is cold lo Me ' means that it 1S not cold in itself 
aport from me, but ouly gives me the feelmg of cold. TiDs cold 
wlw:h ' appean • to me e>ists for ,.. as a private obJect of pen:op
tion of whlch I alone can be awue. The fact that yoiD' private 
object Is diJ!erent doea not justify you in dJscrediting my pen:eptim 
as false or denying that its object exiSts, or is rea1.1 

It Is probable that Protagoros held the lint &Dd sunpler of these 
two views ._that the wind is both warm and cold. The second 
YieW is an essential feature in the theory of perceptum presently to 
be advanced as a ' secret doctrine '-a phrase which unplies that rt 
was not to be found in Protagoras' book. The first VIeW hu not 
broken Wlth the naive realism of common sense, which does not 
doubt that objects have the qualities we perceive. It agrees Wlth 
the doctrine of Protagoras' contemponuy Aoaxagoras, who taught 
that opposite qualities (or thinp) such as ' the hot ' and ' the cold' 
CXMOXist iDseparab!y in thinp outside as, &Dd that .,...,.pnou is by 
contraries. ' What is just as warm or just as cold (as the sentient 
orpn) neither wamas nor cools on its approach ; we do not become 

I~ Taylol' (~. u., M•-"" Wori:, I926, p. 3Z6) tbmkl that 
tbe '¥1ft' Plato ucnbea to Protapas ' deDies that there ll a GOMMmt real 
warld. which cu. be lmown by two perc::.tp1eDta Reahty lt8e1f 18 mdlvldul 
Ia the llllliO that I bema pmra.te world Jmown oaly to me, you 1D anatJier 
pnvate warJd Jmown ODly to yoa. 'l"hu lf I •Y tho wuul 11 unpleuultly 
ld .ad yoa tb&t It 18 ~bly clully, we botb.lpe&k tho tnrth, for each 
of u D llpB&IDq ol a " real " wuu1. but ol a " real " WUid wluch be1orDp to 
that pnvate warld. to whlch lui, ud Ollly lui, hu acce11 No two of thele 
pnvate worlda bave •lllllle CODBbtaent m commou. aDd that 11 pnclllly why 
it can be beld that each of u .a mfalhble about hll own pn\'8.te warld 
Protaaoru . . • demea the Rllllrty of the .. commcm. eDVUODmell.t •• pr&o 

aappiiMil by " mtn...aabJectsve mtercoune ''.' 
'llua mterpm:atlcm. -.. to me much too adWIDCOII far Protacoru' date, 

ad 1t coatradlct. the .1u1ruce of oar JIUI88eo far 1t: .....t1 that t:ben an 
two nlll wmda. both prrvate and totally 1UlCODD8Cted, wllenu Socntea laJ'I 
'wllmt:lla,....lmllill blowma: • aad ublf' U.'WIIldm d:leH 'II cold or aot. 

• a. Bncllazd, .,..,. ~(ParD. tp6), P~otap~ru et D6mocnte. 
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aware of the sweet or the sour by means of those qualities them
selves ; rather we become aware of the cold by means of the hot, 
of the..,... by means of the sour, acamling to the deficiency (in us) 
of any gwen quality; for he says they are all present in us. • 1 

If Protagoras aoc:ounted for the same wmd fooling cold to me and 
warm to you by the obvious ezplanation (suggested below at 
158E fl.) that I am already hot, you are cold, the agreement with 
Anaxagoras is clear. Both, again, are at one Wlth Heracleltus, on 
the point that opposites co-exist iDsepara.bly.1 In the main fifth
century controversy, the Eastern or loman tradition maintained 
that the senses were to be trusted and that thmgs were mixtures of 
the oppom.tes apprehended by sense. The Western t:rathtion in
cluded the Eleatlcs, who denied the evidence of the senses and the 
reahty of the opposites. They inlluenced the Atomists, who said 
that the senm.ble opposites were ' conventional ' (subjective), not 
properties of the • real' atoms. Protagoras' doctmie must have 
been a reply to the Eleabc demal of appearances. It is probable 
that he would maintain that 'hot' and 'cold' could co-exist m the 
same real thmg Without any contrachctJon. Fmally, this view is 
supported by Sextus • : ' Protagoras says that matter contains 
the underlymg grounds of all appearances, so that matter con
sidered as mdependent can be all the thmgs that appear to all. 
Men apprehend different thinp at different times acamling to 
variations in thetr concbtions. One in a n.o.rmal state apprehends 
those thiDgs m matter wlnch can appear to a nonnal pemm ; a 
man in an abnormal state apprehends what can appear to the 
abnormal. The same applies to chfterent times of hfe, to the states 
of sleepiDg or waking, and to every sort of COII<htJoo. So man 
proves, &CCOtding to hlm, to be the critenon of what exists • every
thmg that appears to man also eXlSts ; wha.t appears to no man does 
not emt.' If Protagoras held tins vtew, ... doctnne .... not 
' subjectJ.vist •, and even the term ' relativism • is dangerously IJlis.. 
1eadmg. For him both the .....,..bjects .,.;.t indepeodeotly of any 
pen:iptent. The hot and the cold, together with any other proper
ties we can perce1ve in the wind, would CODStJ.tute ' the wmd in 
itseU '. Smce at this date such properties were "'8Uded as' thmgs ', 
not as qualities aeediDg some other • thing ' to poosess and support 
them, Protagoras would deny that the wind was anything more 

l 1'laeophrutaa, 6 S .... 28 (OIL Anaxapru). 
1 Sextu, .Pyrpl. H,p u. 63: ; • Becaua boDey - b.tter to mmo. sweet 

to othen, Democntaa aud It: D llll1tbeE' IWCiet DOl" a:na"1 Heraclelf;aa that It WU ..... 
1 .Pyrri: H,p. L :n8. Sezta1 wu DO doubt iD8DODCed by the T~ 

but •PIX*8 to have Jaad llldepeDdeDt: IIDIIfCOI aliD. 
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than the sam of these properties, which alone appear to us. ' What 
appears to no man does not exist.' 

The conclusion is that the second view, presently to be formulated 
-the wind in itself is neither warm nor cold till it meets with a 
percipient-is a construction put by Plato himself on Protagoras' 
ambiguous statement. By a legi:tunate extension of the historic 
doctrine, Plato adapts it to the theory he intends to attribute to 
the ...... refined • thinken. 

I50o-IS3D. ~--IN H~
of Flu 

Plato next introduces anotber element noquilod lor his theory 
of sense-pen:eption. It is drawn from Heracleitus : ' An things 
are in motion.' The suggestion tha.t Protagoras taught this as a 
'secret doctnne' to his' pupils' would deceive no one. Protagoras 
had no school ; anyooe could attend his lectures and read his books. 
Plato is biotmg tbat the doctrine of universalllux is really drawn 
from another quarter, and he goes on to attribute it to Homer and 
ell phllosophen except l'armellides. There is no more grouod bore 
lor inferring tbat Protagoras ..... He<acleitean tban lor inferring 
that Homer was one. Plato's intention is to accept from Heracleitus 
the doctrine tbat ell sensible obj- are perpetnaJly chsnging--a 
lnndamental prinmple of his own philosophy. But to Plato sensible 
obJects are not ' all thmgs '. He will later point out that the un
restrlcted assertion, ' An things are al""ys chsnging •, makes know
ledp Impossible. 

ISZC. SocB.. Can it be, then, that Protagoraswas a veryiDgeDious 
person wbo tbrew out t1us dark saymg lor the benefit of the 
common herdlike oumelves, and reserved. the truth as a secret 
doctrine to be revealed to his disciples 1 ' 

D. TBEABT. What do you mean by that, Socrates 1 
SoClL I will tell you : and indeed the doctrine " a remark
able one. It declares tbat notbiogis ... thmgjust by itself, 
nor can you rightly call it by some definite name, nor even 
say it is of any defimte sort. On the contrary, if you call 
it 'large ', it wdl be found to be also small ; if ' hea.vy ', to 
be also light : and so on ell through, beeause nothing is ... 
thing or ...,. thing or of any definite sort. An the things 
we are pleased to say' are ',really are in process of becoming, 
as a result of movement and chaDge and of blending one 

I TPWIA WU tbe td;le of Protagoral' boolr: wlbcb, apeud with tbe fuDolle 
•JIIII At J:tio.t. Socraiel apm qge1t1, JrOIIically, t:11at tbll Truth III&'J 
bave beea epealazla: iD cryptic oracle~. 
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tsaL with another.' We ue wro:ag to speak of them as 'being', 
for none of them ever is ; they are always becoming. In 
thia matter let us take it that, with the exception of Par
meoidos, the whole ...U.S of philosophas --Pmtagoros, 
Hencleitus, Empedoc:loo-ond -the poets the greatest 
masters in both kinds, Epicharmus 1 in comedy, Homer in 
tragedy. When Homer speaks of ' Oeeenus, source of the 
p, and mother Tethys • .• he means that all thing> are 
the ollapriDg of a llowiDg stRam of change. Don't you 
tmdentand him so 1 
l'lmAET. CertaiD!y. 

153· SOCB. Who, then, could challenge so great an auay, with 
Homer!oritscaptain,andnotmakehimselfal&aghmg-stockl 
l'lmAET. That 'IIOIIId be no light undertaking, Socrates. 
SOCJL It would not, Theaetetus. Their doct:rine that 
• beUig • (so-ealled) and. becoming ..... produced by~ 
' not-being • and penshing by rest, is well supported by such 
proofs as these c : the hot or fire, which generates and 
controls all other things, is itself generated by movement a.nd 
friction-both forms of clw>ge. These are ways of pro
ducing fire, aren't they l 

B. 'fHEAm'. Yea. 
SoCil. And further, aJllivillg thing> are born by the same 

-~· '!'HEAEr. Assuredly. 
SoCil. Again, the luoalthy CODdition of the bedy is under
mined by inactiVIty and indolence, and to a great extent 
preserved by exercise and motion. isn't it ? 
l'lmAET. Yes. 
SOCB. And so with the condition of the soul. The soul 
acquires bowledge and is kept somg and improved by learn
ing and practice, which are of the nature of movements. By 
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I53B. iaadivity, dullness, aad neg1ec:t of....-cise, it Jeams IIOthiDg 
c. and forgets what it has learnt. 

TlmAET. Trae. 
Soc& So, of the two, motion is a good thiDg lor both soul 
and body, and immobility is bad. 
TmwtT. So it appears. 
Soc& Need I speak furthor of such thin&> as stagnatioo in 
air or water, where sbllness ca.uses corruption and decay, 
whm m.- would keep things fresh ; or, to oomplete the 
argument, press mto its serviCe that ' golden rope ' in 

D. Homer,1 proving that he means by it nothing more nor less 
than the sun, and signifies that so long as the heavens and 
the sun continue to move rotmd, all thiPgs in heaven and 
-h.,. kept gomg; whereas If they"""' bound down and 
brought to a stand, all thin&> would be destroyed and the 
world, as they say, turned upsule down? 
TmwtT. I agree with your interpretation, Socrates. 

Io this Herac:lertean doctrmo two propositioos may be dis
t~JJ8uished. 

(1) The lint is essential to the Heracleitean harmony of opposites : 
NocxmtruycanexJStapartfromitsowncontrary. Thisisthemean~ 
ing here g1ven to the statemeot that 'IIOthiDg 11 one thiDg just by 
itself'. You cannot give it the name of any contrary, such as 
'lazge ' or ' heavy ', without also c:alling it ' small ' or 'light '. 
Plato makes this ' blending of opposites ' c:haracleristic of the par
ttcular things ofseose. Thus at '&f>. 479A II . .past the lover of 
appearances who believes only in the many beautiful things, not in 
Beauty itself, it is urged that there is no one beautlful thing that 
will oot also appear ugly, aad that lazge 01 heavy thin&> bave no 
better claun to be so called than to be called small or light. This 
inseparability of oppos1tes was, as we saw, held also by Protagoras, 
if it is true that he regarded the wind in itself as both hot and cold. 
Here is the real point of contact between Prot_.., Hencleitus, 
and Plato. 

(o) The secood propositioo is : An the things we speak of as 
having ' being ', never rea1J¥ ' .,, ', but are always in process of 
becoming, as the result of motion. There is no obvious reason why 
Prot_.,. should hold this, any more than ADaxagoras did.' But 

I Socza.W. 1D tbe-. of aoplusbc llltmpnf:&tacm. of the poel::t, m--. the 
pa-.e wbenl Zeu chlllltmpl the gods to aee If they cu. dnc him dowu by 
• go1den JOpe u be c:hole to pall balwdelrt. he could dnc them all up With 
euth UK\ -. u well lhsll 11111. 18 fl. 

1 Seda1 mdeed (P)orrl H'Y/' 1, 217 - Von 74A. If) I&Y. Prol:agoru held 
that • mattar • 1D Jlwr:. (.,... """~ th). aad .. It 1lowa wuf;e 21 
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u applied to BeiiSible t~W~&s. Plato aocepted the lk<ldeiteaD tbeois.• 
The real being of intelligiblo objects is always the ...,., never 
a.clmlttillg any kind of modific&tlon : but the many things pen:eived 
by sense never remain in the same condition in any respect. • Tbis 
priadple Plato now builds mto his doc:trlne of sense-paoeption. 
The el!ect is to modify Protagor&s' statement, ' I am the measure of 
what is : what appears to me is to me '. For this ';, ' we now 
substitute' becomes •, In the sphere of perceptioo I am the measure 
of what becomes, but never is; and the l'rot&gonoan claim (ISOC) 
that • perceptioo is always of what u • gives p1oce to the Platonic 
doctrine : Pen:optioo is always of what 11 in process of beeoming. 

I53D-IS4JI. PrrlimiffMJ/- •I 1M-· •I ~-
p.ni~ 

The next step is to give a precise meaning to the words 'for me ' 
or ' to me ' in the Protagmea.n formula, ' What appears to me is 
frw me or lome'. and the Pl&tomc formula, 'What I perceive becomes 
for me or lo me ', The interpretation now to be g~ven 1S : The 
quality I pen:eive (my ........t>ject) becomes or arises at the moment 
when 1t is perceived and only jrw a single perctpient ; it has no 
enduring indepeodent existence in the phymal object at other 
times. Heie again, if we are right, Plato is gomg beyond Protagoras. 

IS3D. Soc1 Thinkoiit,then,inthisway. First,totakethecase 
of the eyes, you must COJJOeive that what you call wlute oolour 
has no bemg as a distinct thiDg outside your eyes nor yet 
inside them, nor must you assign it any fixed place. Other· 

E, wise, of course, it would have 1ts beiug m an assigned place 
and abide theie, instead of a.risiDg in a process of beeoming. 
THEAET. Well, but how am I to think of it? 
SOCB. Let us follow out our recent statement and lay it 
down that there is no smg1e thiDg that 11 m and by 1tseH.1 

repiUn!d by addd:aoul and Oll1' fiii:DIII.tloDI an JllOdlfied accardmg to vanoas 
tames ofhfeaad bodllyCCIIldJ.tums. '1'1111 may meaa ao maN thaD. the CODitallt 
waste .. ow bod.u zepabad by DDtntaon {cf SYfiiiJ 207D), an alternatiOn of 
huna:er and repleboD. wluch would IIIOibfy the p1ouares of eabag Seztu' 
80111'Ceil1111lmon. Hemayb&vebeeDDUiledbySocraiel'chalec:tx:&l 

' mciDIIOD ol Pzotap&ll IUJ10DI' tbe adherea.t:l of tbe Flax doct:nne (150) 
I .Ar, M-' A 6,98'7So 32 1 ' For banagm bil youth :lint become :famlhar 

With Cn.tyl111 azul mth tho Hen.cbtiiiB.D. ~ ('that all -ble tbmp 
are ever m a state of Jba: aad there 11 DO lmowleclp about t!ulm), these Ylfnn 

be beld 0YeD ID later ye&n 1 (Rola tralll ) 
'PIMMID 78D 
• 'l'bll :ratb« here lllld oblcun stateme11t here recem11 a now 1IMIIIIUDI• 

At 1,521) IP,. cWn1 J .,. oil6o -...,., me~.~~.t that DO qullbty (ccmtnry) 
aiRI ..,.,.., "" fllllfiiMry. 'l'bll ,... CCJaapatl.hle W1th tbe mdepeDdent 
maat..a of quhtlea. Now ,..U.. .W al' .W • h meau (u liPID at 
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15,3&. On that showing we shaD. see that black or white or any 
colour you choose is a thing that has arisen out of the meeting 
of our eyes with the appropriate motion. What we say • is ' 

ISf. this or that colour will be neither the eye which encounters 
the motion nor the motion which is enCODDtered, but some
thing wiW:h bas arisen betlnoen the - and is peculiar to 
each .. vera~ percipient. Or would you be prepm:d to main
tain that every colour appears to a dog or any other creature 
just such as it appears to you ? 
l'm:AET. Certainly not. 
SocR. Or to another man 1 Does anything you please 
appear to him such as it appears to you ? Are you quite 
sure of that ? Are you not much :mther sure that it does 
not even appear the same to yourself, because you never 
remain in the same conditwn ? 
T!m.AET. I think that is much nearer the mark 

This preliminary statement, explaining what 18 meant by' becomes 
for me ', will be expanded presently. So for, a number of points 
have been vecy bnefly stated. On the side of the object, wbite 
colour has no permanent being anywhere ; it arises between the 
""""""''f and the phyoic:al object when they encounter. Also, it 
is pecuhar to the indiVIdual percipient in two ways : my sense-obJect 
is ~ to me in that no one else can see just what I see, and 
~ in that no two people, looking at tbe same thing, will see 
precisely similar coloms: nor will even the same person at difterent 
moments, because the conch- of his - will be always 
varying. 

The above -ements refer mainly to the object of pereeptino. 
It remains to be added that the subject (which at this stage is identi
fial with the '"""""'8&11 not the mind) must equally have no fil<od 
qualities. If it curled permanent qualibes of its own, it could not 
adapt itself to each new object ; those lnberent quahtles would 
obetruct the required modification of the organ. 

I,S4B. SocR. So then, if the thiDg that we measure onrselves 
apinst or the thing ,.. touch really """' laq:o or wbite 
or hot, it would never become different the moment it en
COUDtered a di&rent person. supposing it to u:ndergo no 
dw>ge in itself. And apin, if the thing wbich measun:s 
itself apinst the object or touches it wt:re any one of these 
thinp (largo, wbite, etc.), then, when a dillerent thing 

I,56B. 8 ad 15711. 8) tbat DO tJwl&' J'Ut by ltaelf (i 0 .,m [nM 8 ~ 
hu, IIZI8bDc iD. tt. au.y alaclo qaabty that 'IN percotvo, All ncb quabtles 
an. botwou. 1t au.d tbo pei'CIPiellt at tho IDOIIlODt of porcepbaa.. 
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1541 came into contact with it or were somehow modified, it, 
on its side, if it were not afiected in 1tself, would not become 
different. 

The expression ' measure ourselves against ' looks at first sight 
like a reference to Protagoras' use of the word in ' Man is the 
........ of all things • . • Measure • suggests • amstant standard 
of reference ; a measure wbi.ch itself perpetll&lcy' varied would 
be useless. But in the present case the subject is no more constant 
than the object, and the common implication of constancy must 
be ruled out. The sense-organ is undergoing perpetual modinca
tum. no less than the external object, and its fluidity often no 
obstruction to any fresh a1Jectum. from w1.thout. It appears, how
ever, in the next section that the hteral measurement of a large 
thmg against a small is intended. 

XS4J>-X55D. 50fU j>tm/u ....,.,.;,g 00 llflll ....,W 
If Socrates now proceeded at once to the fol1er statement of 

the theory of """"" pen:eption, there would be no clitliculty. But 
here Plato interpolates some a.lleged puzzles about what we caJl 
• relations' of size and number, whose relevance to their context 
is by no means obvious. Nor 1S it easy for us to tmderstand why 
anyone should be perplexed by them. 

I54JI. Soca. (conDues). For as things are,• we are too easily led 
into making statements winch Protagoras and anyone who 
maintains the same position would call strange and absurd. 
1'1m..\BT, How so ? What statements do you mean ? 

c. Soca. Take a simple example, which will make my mean
ing qmte clear. When you compare six dice With four, 
we say that the six are more than the four or half as many 
again ; while if you compare them With twelve, the six 
are fewel'--only half as many--end one C8.IIDOt say any
thing else. Or do you think one CIID 1 
TIIEAI<r. Certainly not. 
SocK. Well then, suppose Protagoras or somebody else 
asks you : Can anything become larger or more otherwise 
than by being increased 1 What will you """"" 1 
TaEAEr. I should answer No, if I were to speak my mind 

D. with reference to this last question ; but having regard to 
youx previous •""· I might reply Yes, to guard against 
oontr&dicting myaelf. 

I 1 A,e tlwlp &18 ' (..,..) appareatly meaD1 ' OD tho currmt 8l81dDpt:IOD, 
whach bu J1111: beu. diiDied, that tlwlp b&ve permaDBDt quaht.lel '. 
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XS4D. 5ocB. An ....U..t """""" ; really, you might be iDspinod. 
But apparently, if you sa.y Yes. it will be like the aituation 
in Eunpidea : the tongue will be incontrovertible, but not 
the heart 
T!rl!Al!T. True. 
SocR. Now, if you and I were like those clever persons 
who have canvassed all the thoughts of the heart, we might 

E. allow ourselves the luxury of trying one another's streDgth 
in • ft(IUiu oophlstic&l set-to. ...th • great clashing of 
&Q!1DI10Dts. But being only ordinary people, we sbaJI 
prefer first to study the notions we have in our own minds 
and find out what they are and whether, when we compare 
them, they agree or are altogether mconsistent. 
TIIEABT. I should certamly prefer that 
5ocB So do I : and, that bemg so, suppose ,. look at 
the question again m a quiet and leisurely spirit, not Wlth 

ISS· any impatience but genuinely eXIIllllD1Dg ourselves to see 
what we can make of these apparitions that present them
selves to our minds Lookmg at the first of them, I sup
pose we shall assert tha.t nothiug can become greater or 
less, etther m me or in number, so long as 1t remams equal 
to itself. Is it not so? 
TlmAET. Yes. 
5ocR. And secondly, that a thing to which nothing is 
added and from wblch n.othmg lS taken away is neither 
increased nor di:mmisbed, but always remains the same in 
amount. 
TIIEABT. Uodoubtedly. 

B. SoCR. And must we not say, thirdly, that a thing which 
was not at an earher mc:ment cannot be at a later moment 
without becommg and being in process of becamiDg l 
l'JmAET. It certainly seems so. 
SocR. Now these three &dmissioos, I fancy, light amoog 
themselves m our mmds when we make those statements 
about the chc:e ; or when we say that I, being of the height 
you see, without gaining or losing in mze, may within a 
year be taller (as I am now} than a youth like you, and 

c. later on be ahorter, not because I have lost anything in 
bulk, but because you ha.ve grown. For apparently I am 
later wha.t I was not before, and yet have not become so ; 
fa< ... thout the process of becamiDg the xesult is impossible, 
and I could not be in process oi becoming shorter without 
lo.mg some of my bulk. I could give you eotmtlesa other 
examples, d we are to accept these. For I thmk you ... 
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•sse. follow me, Theaetetas : I fancy, at any rate, such puoz1es 
are not altogether strange to you. 
'l'lm.\ET. No : indeed it is extramdinary how they set 
me wondering whatever they can mean. Sometimes I get 
quite dizzy Wlth thinking of them. 

D. SocK. That shows that Theodorus was not wroog in his 
estimate of your nature. 1'h1s sense of wonder 1S the mark 
of the philosopher. Philosophy indeed bas no other origin, 
and he was a gnod genealogtst who made Iris the daughter 
of Thaumas.• 

What is the point of these alleged puzzles? Though Socrates 
continues : ' Do you begin to understand why these tlw!&s are 
so, according to the doctnne we are attributing to Protagoras 1 ' 
nothing more is said about them in the followmg context, wlnch 
analyses the process of sense-pen:epti.on. Socrates leaves Theaetetus 
-and us-to tlunk out these puzzles for ourselves. 

We have just been told that sensible quahtiea hke • white ' and 
'hot ' ha.ve no mdependent and permaDent existence either in 
obJects outside us or m our sense-organs. They anse or ' become ' 
between object and organ when the two encounter one another. 
If ather object or organ carried about with 1t permanent qualitles, 
this becoming oould not occ:ur. And at I54B 'luge ' was grouped 
Wlth ' wlu.te ' and ' hot ', as if it were a quahty on the same footmg 
Wlth them ; just as earlier (I5ZD) 'luge ' and ' small ', ' heavy 
and light ', were talr.en as typical of all contraries. 

The puzzle abodt the chce is th1s : When we compare S1X dice 
with four, we say that the six are ffiOf'l, At another moment, 
when we compare them with twelve, we say they are Usa. Yet 
the six chce have not increased or diminished in number. Common 
sense, we are told, holds that nothing can be at one moment wha.t 
1t was not at another, without becoming, that a thmg cannot 
become greater or less so long as 1t remains the same in amount ; 
and that it does remain the same in amount, so long as nothing 
11 added or subtracted. How, then, can the dice, which have 
remained the same in amount, ha.ve become less 1 

It is clear that the difficulty here exists only for one who thinks 
of 'luge ' as a quality IOSiding in the thing wbk:h is larger than 
oomething else, with • small • as the .....-lng quality IOSiding 
in the smaller thing. If that is so, then, when the luge thing is 

1 Tbe CNiylw CODDeCtll Ina With .,_ (,.088), and .,.. (Mf-) With 
dlalect1c (,w&D). 5o lnl (plDiolophy) 11 daughtelr of 'l'luuuaall (wc:ader). 
SuiiCe oar~ m Dllll1'telbtPble Wlthoat the~. t1le T.....,.,. mast 
hll tbe laW of the two. 
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_,pared with somethiJig la%pr IDsteod of something smaller, he 
will suppaoe that it bas lost Its quality 'largo ' and gained mstead 
the quality ' small '. By sullering this intemal change it Will 
ha .. ' become small'. He will then be pazz1ed when we point 
out that the thing bas not altered in size. 

Now when Plato wrote the PlrMiio, he certainly regvded ' tall
ness ' as an iDherent property of the tall person. ' Phaedo is 
taller than Soc:ntes ' was analysed as implying (I) that there .,. 
two Forms, Tall and Short, of which Pha.edo and Socrates severally 
partake ; (o) that Phaedo contains an instance of Tallness (c:alled 
' the tallness ito .. '),and Soc:ntes an instance of Shortness; (3) that 
nelther the Fonns, Tall and Short, nor their instances in us can 
change into their opposites ; and oonsequently (4) that, If Soc:ntes 
should grow and become taller than Phaedo, the instance of short· 
ness in Socrates must either ' perish ' or ' Wlthdraw ' to give pace 
to an instance of tallneos. Tbu analyms unquestionably moons 
that the person who becomes taller or shorter than another suflers 
an intemal change. The example chosen lends itseH to this view 
because ' tallness ' was commonly ranked as & physical excellence, 
with beauty, health and strength, and as such 1t is men honed 
earlier in the Phtutlo.1 Plato himself shares the ordmary view 
and thinks of tallness as an intemal property on the same footing 
as ' hot ' or ' white ', not as st&Dding for a rlltllitm 6elrHtm the 
taller person and the shorter. 

Now in our pa.saage, though he repeats his example of Socrates, 
who is now taller than Theaetetus, becommg shorter when Theae
tetus outgrows him, he remarks th&t Socrates will not have changed 
in size. And in the case of the chce it is equally obvious th&t 
the six dice do not become more or fewer in the sense of mcreasing 
or diminishing in number. Further, he hints that hght on the 
puoales he!e Is to be drawn from the theory of ...,...perception, 
which tells us that an object can ' become wbrte 'joT a percipient 
without uncleq:oing any internal change of quality irrespectiw of 
a percipient. When we say it ' becomes white for me ' we do 
not mean that it has lost some other coloiD' and gained whiteness 

1 At l'ltiMD 650, Talbulll ~), Hea!th. StteDgth. &18 matauced. U 
Forme.. topther Wltb J•st. Beau.tdal. Good. Tbat p.lydr. me&DII • taJIDesll' 
(aot • at.olute magcutade ' 01' ' matbematu:al mapd;ude 1 • ftldeDt fmm 
MMD 72D lfeDo hu .uud that esoeDeace (~ m. a man • ODe tJwl&', m 
awamaD. anol:ber. SocratellaabwhetberthJiappUutophymcalezaelleacea: 
-. blal:th. 'lalluu ~). or atreagtJt. ddferat tbiDp m. meD. aDd m 
......, l Tallne. aad beauty are coupled at 70, u m. llomar'• phrala 
IIIIAis- " ,..,_ n There • DO queataoa of thl ablolute or mathematx:al 
llliPRBde of DUID &ad WOIIUID Ai: Pitltllo 650 tallaell &ppMn WJ.thaat 
bealrty becaue ,.)J, hal jut be(cn bMa. ued l:a. .d:IIILOI'&I. -· 
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instead. In itself, apart from & percipient, it is neither white nor 
of any other oolour. The chanp meant by ' becomiDg white ' 
(fo< me) is not an mtemal excbaDge of qualitia, but • chanp 
that occurs ' between ' the object and the sease-orgaa.. Neither 
of tbe two conies about witb it • permanent property, independent 
of tbeir meetiDg. 

The iDference seems to be tb&t Plato, since writing tbe Pl1Mt1o, 
has given up tbe view that any of these qualities-bot, white, largo 
-is an instance of a Form residing in an JIMhvidual thiDg and perish
ing or withdrawing out of it when the thing changes. We are now 
to think of tbe chanp as f&Umg ' between ' tbe tbing and tbe 
perapi.ent, not inside the thing The case of more or less in number 
or size may be introduced partly because it is easier to see in that 
case how a change can occur ' between ' a tbiDg and a pen:ipient.l 
The SIX chce W1ll .;pear more to me when I compare them with 
folD', less when I compare them With twelve, but they h&ve not 
become more or fewer in themselves. This will help us to under
stand how a tbiog can appear or become white for me, without tha.t 
implying tha.t whiteness in it bas replaced some other colour. 

It is not safe, however, to infer that Plato bas ' abandoned Ideas 
(Forms) of relations ', if tb&t implies tb&t be b&d drawn any clear 
distinction between relations and quabtiea. It is rather probable 
tbat be still sees oo impcrtant distinction between ' large ' and ' hot ' 
or ' white '. And he nowhere ezplicitly states that he has aban
doned Forms of both relative terms and sensible qualities.• 

•55»-I57c. TTuDry •I"" ....,, •I s~ 
Socrates now expands the analysis of the process of sense-percep

tion, winch was briefly announced belen the passage on uze and 
nnmber. 

I55D· Socx. (~). Do you now begin to see the oxplaJlatinn 
of ali this which follows from the thomy we are attributiDg 
to Protqoru 1 Or is it not yet clear? 
T!m.AET. I can't say it is yet. 
Soca. Then perhaps you will be grateful if I help you to 

• Note that Plato's IIlastn.blma ate pen:eptable thmp-du:e. DOt abltract 
uumbers He 1:1 not ta1kmg about mathema'bcll 'J1l!at:acma' ~ thll 
aumben 4o 6, 12. 

I The trea.tmeld: by Plato azu:l AJiatotle of 1 relafmt terml 0 w:Dl be fazt:IMir 
dJ&caaedbelcrtr,p 282 Itmoa.etluqtoaay('Wltb.Pla.to)tbat'laqeE''IIDd 
' more • ua :relatlw terms bacaUM what m larpr or men ia al-ya larpr 
a.. 101Uil1Wf or more .U. ,_.,..,.,. 01' ... ~ llllli ,_,..,., 
(wpU n), aDd uother to laY (With CampbeD) that 'me aDd DUmber &18 

wholly nlative ' What 18 Dlllllber, 01' &ll.y au.m.be:r (l&y 7), wbally relative to ' 
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X55Jl. ~te to the truth concoaled in the thoughts of a man 
E. -or, I ahou1d say, of men-of such distincbon.l 

T'HEAET. Of COUIBe I shall be very grateful. 
Soca. Then just take a lookroundandmakesure that none 
of the uninitiate overhears us. I mean by the uninitiate 
the people who bellow that nothmg is real saw what they 
can grasp With their hands and do not a.c:bnit that actions 
or processes or anything invisible can COtmt as real. 
1"1llw<T. They II01Did like • very bard &nd repell<mt sort 

x56. of people.' 
Soca. It is true, they are remarkably crude. The 
others, into whose secrets I am going to imtiate you, are 
much man: refined &Dd subtle. Their lint prinaple, on 
which all that we said JUSt now depends, is that the universe 
really is mobon &Dd nothmg else. And there are - kmds 
of motion. Of each kind there are any number of mstances, 
..,t they dffier in that the cme kind hss the power of &eting, 
the other of bemg &cted upon.' From the intertourse &Dd 
&tction of these With one another anse offspnng, endless in 

B. number, but in paus of twms. One of each pair is some
thing perco1ved, the other • pen:ept>on, whoso birth &!ways 
coincldes with that of the thmg perceived. Now, for the 
percept1ons we have names hke • seeing', • hearmg ', 'smell
ing ', ' feeling oold ', 'feeim8 hot ', md agam pleasures md 
pains and deSires and fears, as they are called. and so on. 
There are any number that are nameless, though names have 
been found for & whole multitude. On the other side, the 
brood of things pen:eived always comes to IDrth at the 
same moment With one or another of these-with instances 

c. of seeiDg, c:o1ours of c:ozrespondmg vanety ; with mstances 
of hesrlng, sounds in the S&D1e woy ; &Dd Wlth all tho other 
percept:J.ons, the other things peroe1ved that are alon to them. 
Now, what light does this story throw on what hss gone 
befOI'e, Theaetetus ? Do you see ? 

s Obaerft the bmt:l that the COJDmgtheoryll ouothat 'wareattnbutmg' 
to PJot:apu, ud not to huD. a10De 

1 Like the physical bodu!ll m wllale reald:y they beheve, wrth thmr e~~~~e~~taal 
property of baniDeM &Dd r..tance to toach. 

1 The two kmdl of motaoa hire IIUI&Ilt are: {I) physacal obJects COJWdered 
u agmts With t:be power of actmg upoa or decl:iDg our _...; (2) --. 
arpas. u pa'beata With the cap.cd:y of bemg dected m the way piiCIIhK 
to II8DiaUoD or peroepboD later (156«:) both kmda &l'CI dlsbqlnsbed, u 
• llaw mobozul (qaahtatlve chaDpl) OCCUIJDI8 m the B&Dl8 place ', from. tbe 
l'aplli IIIOWIII1ellb wbJcll ~ betweea them-tho o11'Pri»c men'blmod m tlle --
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156<:. 'IIIBAET. Not very clearlY. Socrates. 
Soca. Well. consider whether we can round it off. The 
point is that all these things are, as we were saying, in 
motion ; but there is a quickness or slowness in their motion. 
The slow sort has its motion without change of plaoe and 
with respect to what comes within range of it, and that is 

D. how it geaenotes offspring : but the oJ!spdng geaenoted""' 
quicker, inasmuch as 1 they move from place to place 
and their motion oonsists in change of plaoe. As soon, then, 
as an eye and something else whose structure is adjusted 
to the eye come within range and give birth to the wbJ.te
ness together Wlth its cognate ~-things that 
would never ha.ve come mto existence if etther of the two 
had approached anything else-then it is that, as the 

•· vimon from the eyes and the whiteness from the thing that 
joins in pving birth to the colour pass in the space between, 
the eye becomes filled with vision and now sees, and becomes, 
not VISion, but a seemg eye ; while the other parent of the 
colour 11 saturated Wlth wbJ.tenes& and becomes, on 1ts side, 
not wblte:ness, but a white thing, be 1t stock or stone or 
whatever else may chance to be so coloured. 

And so, too, we must thmk in the same way of the rest
, hard ', ' hot ' and all of them-tha.t no one of them has 

'57· any being Just by itself (as indeed we said before), but that 
it is in their mtercourse with one another that all anse in 
all thetr variety as a :result of their motion ; since it is 
impoosible to have any • firm notion • (as they say) of either 
what 1S active or wha.t 1s passive in them, in any single 
case, as having any being.• For there is no such thiug as 
an agent until it meets Wlth a patient, nor any patient until 
it meets with its agent. • Also wha.t meets Wlth something 
and behaves as agent, if it encounters somethiug cWJerent 
at another time, shows 1tself as patient. 41 

The con.clusion from all this is, as we said at the outset, 
that nothiDg u one thmg just by itseH, but is always in 

B. process of becommg for someone, and being is to be ruled 

I T&tmg ofn. 11\1 (~ 81 referriDC fonnrd &Dd u::pJamed by tbe 
foUowmg c1aua with ,.a,. Tlun ab01IId be • cokm after 1-w (10 D16s). 
But peE'bape tlue drat .. lhoald be Olllltted, With Pmpen 

1 The amblcutY of .r.at n a diiCallllld below, p. so Fill' nl tnNGito ••• 
dnalo, cf. Uri.,.,. .w... 16311, 8 

'stnctly tbe ~ partaCip1el meaa. a thmg wblch" -..,., "'...,. 
tiCW 011 It is DOt demed that there ez:ub bBforeJwul aomet:lwli With tbe 
#lofiW to act 01' be acted OD 

• Tbe eyeball CUI. be - by llllDtber eye, the Seah toached, etc. 
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I57JI. out altogether, though, needless to say, we ha.ve been 
betrayed by habit and inobservance into using the word 
more than once OJJl:f just now. But that was wrong, these 
wise men tell us , and we must not a.c:bnit the ezpressions 
' sometbiog ' or ' some body's 'or 'mine' or 'this' or 'tha.t' 
or any other word that brings thmgs to a standstill, but 
rather speak, in accordance with nature, of what is ' be
coming ', ' being produced ', ' perishing ', ' changing '. For 
anyone who talks so as to bring things to a standstill is 
easily refuted. So we must express ourselves in each 
individual case and in speaking of an assemblage of many-

c. to wbich assemblage people give the name of ' man ' or 
' stone ' or of any living creature or Jdnd.l 

Whooe is this theory l Modem critics usually say that Socrates 
attributes it to ' certain 1lliD8.Dled thmkers ', and many have 
proc:eoded to identify theoe Wlth the Cyrenaics. For this there is 
no warrant in the text. The theory is first introduced (I52C} as a 
soaet doctnne rewalod by Protqoras to his disclples. Its fund&. 
mental thesis--the flwr: doct:nne--4s then ascnbed to the whole 
senes ca plulosophen, Wlth the exception of Pannenides, and to 
Homer and Epicharmns. At I55D it is called ' the theory we are 
attributing to Protqoras ', and once more described as a soaet 
' concealed in the thooghts of a man-or :mther men-of distmc
tinn '. 'Matenalists, who J.denbly the real with the tang>ble and do 
DOt reckon actions and processes as real at all, are excluded &om the 
myste<y, which reduces the tangible bodies they beliew in p<ecisely 
to actions and processes.• ' The others ' • are more reined, and 
now thetr secret doct:nne is fully revealed. ' The others ' means 
simply the distingnished men just mentinned, Protagoras lumsell 
and all the philosophen (except Parmenidos, who denied the exist
ence of -) and poets who recogmsed the ftux of all ~ 

I Dle 1:ezt 21 doubtful I aal ,_ Ud-o ft nJ. .... 18 Jwd. to CODitnie 
Doel ,_ "*' ZIUIUl. &D JlllbVJdual ammal •• dlll8 • 'lmld • of ammall 
What 10ft: of • IUIIIeDlblap • a meau.t l Pemaps a phyalcal obJect COASJdend 
merely au. agnpteofwha.tuaCOIDIDOIIlyreprded uii:IMDahlequalabel 
-all the qua.btael (wbrte. bani. etc) w Bhouid D&lllO m deKnbmg a ltoDe 
tiJat ""' -.w Tho whole theory 11 confiDed to the chlc:uSOD of liCDIIlble 
qubt:iel. Cf Burnet. G P .. 2.p. 

I We lhall meet With the mat.en&hlt:l apm. m the StJ/1,_, (p. 231, IW/ftt). 
Probably 1lO parbcu1ar 11Chaol11 chrectly IWIIed at. tbou.gh the Atomub who 
Jdeat:z6ed tbe Rill With (a-eatlally tugfblo) bod7 would come Wlthm. the ............. 

' Readmg I.Uo& N With Bamet at 136&., 2. Bat the EelldmB doea DOt 
dect my azgument. 
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all who have boon wise enough to acknowledp the reality of actiDDs 
and processes. There are no • 11DI1IUIIed thinkers ' to be identi&ed ; 
nor is there any evidence that any Cyrc:naics or other contem· 
ponuies ezisted who held the doc:tnne of ...,._perception here oet 
forth. 

No cme would take seriously the suggestion that this very advaru:ed 
theo!y of the oature of peroeption and Its obJ- was really taught 
in oecret by any of the distingmshed plulooophers and poets. 
Socrates is, in fact, himself in the act of constructing it by a dialec
tkal a>mbination of elements bonowed. with important modilica
tione and ,..trictions, from Protegoras and Heracleitas. Jackson ' 
pointed out that the themy is not refuted m the sequel, but on the 
contrary taken as a true account of the matter, and that 1t is 
repeated elsewhere m Plato's writinp. He mferred that 1t origi
nated with Plato lnmself. TherelS a conclusive argument (not mged 
by Jackson) in favour of t1us inference. Plato intends to refute 
the claim of perception (m spite of its iDfallibility) to be knowledge 
on the ground that its obJects have no real bemg, but are always 
becoming and cha.nging and therefore canDOt be known. For that 
purpose he is bound to pve us what he believes to be a true ac:comrt 
of the nature of those ob]-. It would be futile to prow that what 
""""' other individual or school, perhaps wrongly, supposed to be 
the nature of perception was mconsistent WJ.th its claim to yield 
lmowledge. Accordingly he states his own doctrine and takes it 
as est:ab1ished for the purposes of the whole subsequent critiCism of 
percep1ion. To preserve the dramatic proprieties of ctialogue, he 
uses the transparent device of making Socn.tea state it as a secret 
doctrine of a whole succession of wiae men who notoriously had 
never tsught anything of the ldnd. 

Assured that the theory must be Plato's own. we may now look 
at it more closely. Contemporaries must have found it extremely 
darmg. The physical obj- wbich yield our &eDSations and per
ceptions are described as actually being ' slow motions'. No 
permllllellt quality resides in them. The only other thiDg we know 
&bout them is that they haw the power (-!"<)of acting upon our 
qtga.D& and (1t may be added) upon one another. Wha.t we call a 
hot tbiDg is a change that can make us • feel hot ' and can mab 
another thiDg we call ' cold ' hotter. Tbis cllange, as opposed to 
locomotion, is a modification or qualitative chaDge. 1 On the other 
side, the subject of perception is here treated as if it were, not the 

1 ]-..Z of PWo~on xm. pp. 2,50 ft. Barnet (Gr.li P~ I. 242) 
... With tbe attnbutaon to Plato 

I 'l'lull& dea:r :fmm E8ED aad .Ani, !388. Where d: D IIIUd that: the two bDda 
of cbanp are 1ocomot:aon (t5opd) ad qubt&tave chaDp (&L\W.cnr) The 
CODCeptaon of the .... Will be further dlaeuuod below, pp. 254 ft. 

P.T.K., 49 1£ 
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mind, but the -'-the eye from which iDues the stream 
of visual • fire • or light (called • visioo •, "'"'}-to encounter the 
rapid motion coming from the object. The eye which sees, or the 
lleah which feels, is itself a physical object which can be seen or 
touched. and therefore itseH a quabtatlve change, a • slow motion 
in the II8DlO pW:e •. Thus, before the ad of perception takes plaoe, 
then! are, on both sides, changes going on all the time in physical 
objects, UDpeteelved and capable of givmg rise to actual perceptions. 
But nothing that can properly be called an agent 01' patient exists 
until the two come within range of one another. 

When they do come within range, the powers of ading and being 
aded upon come into play. Qmck motions pass between organ and 
extemal object. A stream of visual light llows out from the eye 
to meet a stream of light whose structure corresponds in S11c:h a 
way that the two streams can interpenetrate one another and 
c:oaleace.• The marriage of these two motioos generates seeing 
and colour. Physically, 'the eye becomes filled with vision'
a mixture of visual fire and the fiery putu:1es coming from the 
object. The external thiDg ' becomes white ' ; its surface is ' satu
rated with whiteness '. This last statement is more difticult ; the 
object is described as affected hY the ad of light and aoquiring 
colour. The meaning may be that the • flame • or b&ht belonging 
to the object cannot until this moment be called ' colour ' or 
• white •. At other times the object ought not to be spoken of as 
if it possessed in itseH any quality with a fixed name. 

When perception is not takmg plaoe, we are finaJly told, ono 
cannot have any • firm notion ' of either agent CD.' patient as ' having 
any being • or • being any definite tlwJg • (eloa/ TO). The last words 
are am!Ji&uous. • Bein8 any definite thing • means having any 
definite quality, such as white. • Having any being • means that 
there is strlctly no such thing as an agent or patient a StU : there 
is nothing that is ading or being aded upon, but cmly two 1:hlJigs 
or changes with a capacity of ading and being aded upon. This 
capac1ty must imply that my pen and this paper have some differ
ence of property when not perceived. whlch would explain why, when 
I do see them, the pen looks blad:, the paper white. Plato's point 

l Later (184a) rt w:l1l be pomted oat that there Is a ce:a.tlal mmd whk:h 
perceawa rather ,._,.. thaa IIINi the llvenl &eD&e-oqau. but tin& adchtaon 
da.llOI: iu.vahdate the pneezat IICCOallt of the~ between oqau ad .. , ... 

' 'lbe TiManu explaiDa the proceaa m i:mml of tha theory whk:h there 
a.p~ pubcJel of rega1ar :fGna. to each of tile four element&. Coioan are 
• a flame 11tnammr oft auy and ewry body, havms ltl partac1es 10 adJUSted 
(~ to t11011e of the vilual c:anat: u to ezdte eeaabcm. • (67C) Cf. 
.....,..,.,_hlre.I36D. TbecoaleKeuce•de8c:n.bedatn.. f5BfL Seep.327. 
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is that these properties, wbatewr they are, are always clumging, 
howewr slightly, and that they are DOt the qualities I perceive
my seose-object&--and so should not be called • black • or' white •.1 

'570-D· 77wellllls ....pu 1M """"" •I P~ 
In. short interlude, Theaetetus accepts the theory, while Soaales 

clisclaims the auth...blp. 

•57<· 5ocR. ( .......... ). Does all this ple&se you, The&etetus? 
Will you accept it as palatable to your taste ? 
TliEAET, Really, I am not sure, Socrates I cannot even 
make out about you, whether you are statiog tlua as some
thing you behove or merely puttmg me to the test. 
SocR. You forget, my friend, that !know aothing ca such 
matten and CSDDOt claim to be prod._ ""Y offspring of 
my own. I am only trying to dehver yours, and to that 
end uttering charms over you and tempting your appetite 

D. Wlth a variety oi deHcaaes from the table of wisdom,• 
uotil by my &Jd your own bebd shall be brought to light. 
Once that 11 done, I shall see whether it proves to h&ve some 
life in it or not. Meanwhlle, have courage and patience, 
and a.nswer my questions bravely in &CC01'dance with your 
convtctions. 
TDEAET. Go on with your quostioniug. 
Soca. Once more, then, teD me whether you hke this 
notion that nothmg is, but is always becomiDg, good or 
be&utHul or ""Y of the other thmgs we mentJoned 1 
TliEAET. Well, when I hear you explainiDg it as you have, 
it strikes me as extraordinarily reasonable, and to be 
accepted as you have stated it. 

The theory so &ceepted stands henceforth as a satisfsctory IU:COUilt 
of that perception wiW:h Theaetetus has identilied with lmowledp. 
The word has now received a clearer meaning, more restricted than 
Theaetetus, perhaps, at first intended. He apparently feels no 
qualm when Soci&tes slips in the words ' good ' and ' beautiful ', 
as if these qualities were on the same footing with ' hot ' or ' white ' 
or' laqp> ', and since his identilicstion of lmowledp with perception 
implies that theiO is no knowledge other than percepbnn, he would 
ha.ve no right to object. 

1 Then! a ao queatioa hire of a 'IObpaat eplSlemolagy ' or af a n!l&taV181D. 
Ulerbng that, If evtll'f IBiltlent creatan1 were aaadulated, DDtluag WOIIld emet 

1 The allDIIIOD. 10em1 to be n.tbllr to the :fubd1oas aPJ)Gbte of pnpaat 
womea. tbllll. to drap, wluch are not • Ht bafon ' the patient to be' t:uted of·. 
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I571'-I6olt. TAo e/oi,. of P.....puo.., 10 d•flo<4, lo lie 1oj.U.ble 
The next section completes the case on behalf of Theaetetas' 

identilication of lmowled&e with perception. At the outset Protag
oras' assertion that • wha.t appears to each man ir to him ' was 
construed as melllling that what he perceives has being (at any 
mte 'lor him 1and that his perception is iDfallible. Plato's thecny 
of perception has DOW denied that the object has • being' apart 
from the percipient, and has interpreted ' is for him' as mea.omg 
• -lor him·. This interpretation, though it will finally prove 
fatal to the claim of perception to be lmowled&e of true mdity, 
leaves untouched the claim to iDfalhbib.ty. Socrates. whose present 
business is to make the best of Theaetetus' hypothesis that percep
tion is lmowled&e. DOW bttags forward this latter claim and upholds 
it against the objections COlJlDlOJlly based on so-called delusions 
of """"• the umea.lity of dream images, the vitiated """"'"""" of 
the diseased, and the hallucinations of insanity. 

X57E. Soca. Then let us not leave it incomplete. There remains 
the questJon of dreams and chsord<n, especi&lly madness and 
all the mistakes JD&doess is S8ld to make in seomg ar hearing 
or otherwise mispereelving. You know, of course, that in 
all these cases the thecny "" haw just lt&ted 1S supposed 
to be &cbmttedly dlSprovod, on the ground that in these 

ISS. conditions we certa.iuly have false perceptions. and that so 
far from its being true that what appears to any man also 
11, on the c:ontruy none of these appearances is real 
THEAET. That is quite true, Socrates. 
Soca What argument, then, is left for one who mamtains 
that perception 1S Jmowled&e, and that what appears to 
each man also • is • for him to whom it appears ? 
TIIEAET. I hesltate to say that I ha.ve no reply, Socrates, 
because Just now you rebuked me for saying that. Really, 

B. I C&DDot undertake to deny that madmen and dreamers 
believe what 1S false, when madmen imagine they are gods 
or dre&men thmk they haw wmgs and are llymg in their 
sloop. 
Socx. Have you not taken note of another doubt that is 
raised in these cases, especi&lly about sleepng and wakmg l • 
TBEAET. What 1S that? 
SocR. The quation I uoagiDe you have often he&rd asked: 

1 Tho reply ODI' theory wUI make to dilpole of the objectiaD doell aot bepa 
tall J5B11:. He~e Socntea mate. a 11011: of preUmmuy aDIWer: Who ll to 
J1ldp betweeu. the dreamer'& CCXI.VICtloa that bu a:penace m :r-.1 and the 
wakmg mm·., that d: Ia 1III1W ~ 
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zsBB. what evidence could be appealed to, supposing we were 
asked at thiS very moment whether we are asleep or awake 

c. -dreaming all that passes through our minds or talldag 
to one aoother in the waking state. 
T:lm.\ET. Indeed. Socrates. I do not see by what evidence 
it is to be proved; for the two conditions correspond in 
every circumstance hke exact counterparts. The conversa
tion we ha.ve just ha.d might equally well be one that we 
merely think we are carrying on in our sleep; and when 
it comes to thinking m a dream that we are telling other 
dreams, the two states are extra.ordina.rD.y alike. 
SoCR. You see. then, that there is plenty of room fu< 

D. doubt, when we even doubt whether we are asleep or awake ; 
and in fact. our time being equally divided between waking 
and sleepmg, in each condition OlD' mind strenuously con
tends that the convictions of the moment are certainly 
true , so that for equal times we affirm the reality of the one 
world and of the other, and are JUSt as confident of both. 
THEAEr. Certamly. 
Socx. And the same holds true of disorders and madoess, 
except that the times are not equal. 
TBEAET. That is so. 
Soca. Well, is the truth to be deaded by length or shor!Dess 
of time? 

E. TlntAET. No, that would be absurd in many ways 
SoCll Have you any other certain test to show which of 
these beliefs is true 1 
T:lm.\ET. I don't think I haw. 

The word ..a..fts is here stiR used in a sense wide enough to 
mclude awareness of inner seusations and feelings and of dream
images. All these are, in Prolagoras' phrase, ' thinp that appear ' 
to me. Since, as Socrates will point out, I cannot be aware and yet 
aware of n.othiDg (I6oA), these objects must ha.ve some sort of 
existence : and there is no ground for saying that my dJrect: aware-

, ness of them is ' false •. 
It is true that Theaetet1JS (1511B), instead of keeping to Socrates' 

expnoosioos ' pon:eptions,' ' what appeaiR ', speaks of the dieamer 
and the madmen as • thinking' (&JE&lew, "£~Iwosra6a~) or ' believ
ing ' (olso6ao) what is false. This is no doubt intentional. It 
stiiS in the reader the suggestioo that, although there may be no such 
thing as a false awareness of seusation, there is such a thiDg as 
false belief. But the vital distinction between direct awareness 
and bebel is not yet diRwn, md Thesotetus, like most people, would 
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say indifferently of the dreamer that he ' has the seosation of 
lyq ', ' .....,. to himself to be flyiDg ', and ' imagines or believes 
he Is flyiDg • • When the distiDction Is dzawn. the claim of dh'ect 
awareness to be infallible is not shaken. No ooe can deny that the 
dreamer has just that experienoe which he does have, 

After this glimpse of the distinction between SODSation or pen:ep
tion and bebef or judgment, the argument returns to the case of 
' peroeption ' and Is Cl01Ifinod to that. Socrates oow disposes of the 
popular notion that the healthy or the sane man is the only measure 
of what is or appean-that wine really is in itself sweet because 
it seems s-< to the normal palate, sour cmJy to the UDhea.ltby. 
Since the seose-organ co-operates in producing the 9eDS&tion, its 
condition at least partly det<omines the char&cter of the """"tion. 
The unhealthy man Is not ' misperceiviDg ' &fixed quality inherent 
in the external object, which the normal man perceives as it really 
Is. The - pacipient - ... chllerent, and these dillerences 
will nec:essariJy modify the Joint product of the marriage of subject 
and object. 

x58E. Soclt. Then let me tell you what sort of account would be 
given of these cases by those who lay it down that whatewr 
at any time seems to anyone is true to him. I imagine they 
would ask tlua question : ' Tell us, Theaetetus ; when one 
thing is entirely different from another, it cannot be in any 
respect capable of behaving 1 in the same way as that other, 
can it ? We are not to understand that the thing we speak. 
of is in some respects the same though different in others, 
but that it is entirely ddlerent.' 

:I59· T'JmAET. If so, it can have nothing in common, either in its 
capablb;lies of behaviour or in any other respect, when it is 
altogether different. 
SOCR. Must we not admit, then, that such a thiug is unHke 
the otherl 
1'1DtABT. I agnoe. 
SocK. So tf it ha.ppeu.s that something comes to be like or 
unlike either itseH or something else, we shall say that when 
it is made like it becomes the ..,., when unlike, 41Jimllfl 
1'1DtABT. N~y. 
Soca. And we said earlier that there was no limit to the 
number of things that are active or of things that are acted 
upon by them. 
1'1nwn'. Yes. 

• By...,.., the capamtyof acting or befng acted. upoa. mea.t:aoaed at 156A., 
18 llpOGi&1ly me&ll.t, thoaJh the word baa vasu« ...... 
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PERCEPTION IS INFAI.LlliLE 

X59· Soca. ADd further, that when one of these is marriod to a 
suc:cession of dillerent partners, the oflaprlug prodaced will 
be not the same but dil!e!ont. 

B. 1'BBAET. Certainly. 
SOCK. Now let us take you or me or any other instance to 
which the principle applleo-Socn.tes in health and Socrates 
ill : are we to call one of these UM the other or unhke ? 
TDAET. You mean: Is the ill Socrates taken as a whole 
like Socrates in health taken as a whole ? 
Soca. You llllderstand me porfcctly : that is jast what I 
moan. 
TBEAET. Then of coune he is unlike. 
SocR. And consequently, inasmuch as he is unlike, a differ.. 
ent thing? 
1'BBAET. Necessarlly. 

c. Soca. And you would say the same of Socrates asleep or 
m any other of the con.chtions we mentioned? 
l'BEAET. Yes. 
SoCR.. Then any one of the objects whose nature it is to act 
upon something will, accordmg as 1t finds Socrates well or 
ill, treat me as a different thing 1 

1'BBAET. Of course it will. 
Soca. And consequently the pair of ~I who am acted 
upon and the thing that acts on me--will have different 
offspnng in the two cases ? 
1'lmAET Naturally. 
Soclt. Now when I am in health and drink wine, it seems 
pleasant to me and sweet. 
TBEAET. Yea. 
SOCK. Because, in accordance with the account we accepted 
earlier, agent and pabent give birth to sweetnesa and a 

D. sensation, both movements that pass simultaneously. The 
sensation, on the patient's side, makes the tongue per
cipient, while, on the side of the wine, the sweetness, movmg 
in the region of the wiDe,l causes it both to be and to appear 
sweet to the healthy tougue. 
1'BBAET. Certainly that wu what we agreed upon. 
Soca. But when it finds me in ill health, to begin with, 
the penon it finds :ls not really the same ; far the one it now 
meets with is unHke the other. 
1'BBAET. Yes. 

B. SOCII. And so tlua palr-Soerates in this c:onclitiDD and the 
lnpi.W.~IliiiiD8tD!DC111A.ultwere,'~Delfcwerthe 

wme • u ~ l&tarate4 tlle lllll't.co of tbe tiiiDc -. (1,56a). 



157E-IIIl8 

JS9L clriDkiDg of the ~ a dilterent oflspriDg : in the 
region of the tongue a HIUII.tion of sourness, aDd in the region 
of the wine a sourness that arises as a movement there. Th.e 
wine becomes, not sourness, but SOill': while I become, not 
a sensation, but sentient. 
'IlmAlor. Undoobtedly. 

The assertion here that Socrates-ill is a totaDy different penon 
from Soc:r&,...well may seem fa.Uacious. But the whole argmnent 
is con&ned within the limits of the earlier account of sense-percep
tion. Soc:r&tes is lor this purpooe nothing more than a bundle of 

-· II these - are perpetually changing (as the theory maintains), then the whde of Soc:r&tes is dilterent at any 
two moments. So at I66B Protagoras is made to say that we have 
no right to speak of • single penon continuously OJ:isting. but only 
of an infinite number, if change of quality is always taking place, 
as it is on our Hera.clei.tean premiss. Socrates is, aa:ordhtgly, 
jastffied in drawmg the three conclusioos that follow : (I) No 
percipient can have the same sensation or perception twice, since 
both subject (organ) aod object will be dlllerent , (o) No two 
percipients can have p<OCisely sinnlar sensatinos or perceptiono from 
the same object ; (3) Neither pen:ipoont nor ..........abject can exist 
independently of the other. The.e conclusions will y>eld the final 
result, that no cme can challenge the truth of my perception on the 
grounds that he perceives an object different from mine, aod that 
that object is a quality which resides in the thing independently of 
either percipient, so that one of us must be ' misperceivmg' it. 

I59J!. SocK. It follows, then, (I) that, on my side, I shall never 
become percipient in just this way of any other thing , for to 
a dilterent object beloop a different perception, and in acting 
on its percipient 1t is acbDg on l a person who is in a cWierent 
condition aoc! so a dilterent penon. Abo C•l oo its side, 

16o. the tbiugwhlch acts on me can never meet with someone else 
aod genaate the same oflspriDg aod come to be of just t1us 
quality ; lor when it brlnp to hrth another thing from 
another penon, it will itself come to be of another quality. 

I tJOid 1 11 acting 0D 1 (cf n) _.. ~f:d, the Jli'Zt dlmee ud IC50C, 4), DDt 
' make. him a lhBceD.t pan1011': rtjjtMI a ddhlnmt pmDD, IIDCe tile IIIDI8-
Cipn m. on our lltndelteu. prmciple, pmpeta&1ly c:hapls Tho apat 
1tlelf Is cWI'era:l.t , ao the combmataoa of a cbffenmt obJect ud a cbffenmt 
mbject malt poduce a ddfeleat lltDAtioD.. The Bpre8llOil ti'Oidlo ,_ b' 
• claiD&' IDmltlwlg to • ~. Is • llifht --..um of tile COIIIDIOal. ..... 
d _,...,... lllkotl' b. ..,..,.,-t.(Ar, WIU/M 697),.,..... .,.._ 
....... (Ddt.) 



PERCEPTION IS INFALLIBLE 

I6o. 'fB::BAET, That is SO. 
Soca. Further, (3} I shall not came to ha.ve thia sensation 
for nry~elj,1 nor will the object come to be of such a.quahty 
for ilulf, 
Tmr.AET. No. 
Soca. Rather, when I become percipient, I must become 
percipient of SllfMIAittl; 1m: I c:aDDOt have a pen:eption 
and have it of nothmg; and equalzy the object, when it 
beoomee sweet or sour and so on, must become so lo SOIIIIOINI: 
it cannot become sweet and yet sweet to nobody. 
TlmAET. Quite so. 
SocK. NothiDg remains, then, I suppose, but that it and 
I should be or become-whichever expresm.on we are to 
use-for MC1J ol1ur ; necessity bmds together our existence, 
but binds neither of us to anythmg else, nor each of us 
to himself • ; so we can cmly be bound to one another. 
Accordmgiy, wbether we speak of liCliDOthiog ' bebig ' or 
of its ' becoming', we must speak of it as bebig or becoming 
for,...,..., a< of SllfMIAittl or- SllfMIAittl; but 

c. we must not speak, or allow others to speak., of a. thing 
as either bebig or becommg anythillg Just m and by itseH. 
That is the conclusion to which OlD' argument pomts. 
'I:ImAET. Certainly, Soc:n.tes 
Socx. And so, smce wha.t acts upon me is for me and 
for no one else, I, and no one else, am actually perceiv
ing it. 
'IImAET. Of course. 
Soca. Th.e:n my perception is true for me ; for its object 
a.t any moment is my reality,• and I am, as Protagoras 
says, a. judge of what is for me, that it is, and of what 
1S not, that it is not. 
1'1nwn'. So it appears. 

D. Soca. If, then, I am mfallible and make no mistake in 
my st&te of mind about what is or becomes, how can I 

I Without tbe co-operatlOD of au. obJect of wb1cb I am perapse11t, u the --- .......,_....., ............... (,, ... ,...., 
• 1.e. IU!Ither sa.bJect nor object cu produce JUit that lellll.boD and qa&lity 

Jn CODJUDCtlon With any other obJect or nb]ect ; and Ded:her of tile two cu. 
produce olbpnDg 'far ttae1f • 'WII:hodt tile other. 

''l'ft ll"ft WoW ... ...- ipol '-·what a Rill for me Sacn:bll il hen 
lf:atmg tbe c1&un that pen:epboa 1IJ tnto .. b&vmg the real (Td 6) for its 
object, u well u 1tl claim to m.&lhblbty, 11ezt mezabolled. lba week pomt 
il that ' my nahty ' il In fact ODI.y ' wb&t become~ for me ', 1101: pll1IUidy 
real m Pla.to'a --· No&e that in hla Dat apeech Sacniel apealm of what 
'mor'-'-•'· 
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THl!AETETUS 160&-181B 

lfioD. fail to have kDowledge of the thiDp of wiW:h I have pe<
ceptioD 1 
"I'IIBAET. You eaJIII01: poosibly fail. 
Soca. So you'"""' porfcctly right in saying that kDowledge 
is n.othiDg but perception ; and it bas turned out that these 
three doctrines coincido : the doctrine of Homer and 
Heradeitas aDd all their tribe that all things move like 
ftcnring streams ; the doctrine of Protagoras, wisest of 
men. that Man is the measure of all things ; and Thoaetetas' 

&. conclusion that, on these grounds, it results that perception 
is lmowledge. 

Is it not so, Theaetetus ? May we say that this is your 
newborn child wiW:h I have brought to birth 1 What do 
you say? 
1'1nwn'. I can only agree, Socrates. 

Thus Socrates claims to have brought to light the lull meaDing 
of Theaetetas' identilicatino of lmowledge with pen:eption The 
first step was to analyse the nature of perception. Plato was 
forced to give his own account of the process, based on the Hera
cleites.n principle wiW:h he aocepted so far as ....,ble things are 
conc:erned. He has also adopted Ptotagoras' doctrine as applied 
to my immediate • ..._ of seuse-<>!Jjocts. uu:luding dream 
images and hallucinations. In this 1i.eld I am the measure of 
wha.t ' becomes for me ' or ' appears to me ' , if wine tastes sour 
to me, no one can say I am mistaken because the wme really is 
sweet in itself. So perception bas one of the two marks of know
ledge, infallibility. ADd. if we can accept Ptotagoras" <denblicatJan 
of what &ppea.rl to me with what is, or is real, ignonng the addition 
' for me ' or ' to me ' and the distinction between bemg and becom
ing, the case will be complete. Socrates bas, at any :mte, dealt 
lalrly with Theaetetas in malw>g the best case for his candidate 
that can be made. 

ttlcno-ttltB. Iflllr/MU. CtlliciM ifgiftl 
A llhort interlude marks that the first stage of the chalectical 

procea is now complete. Socrates has drawn out the full mean
ing of Theaetetus" suggested definitino of knowledge. The second 
stage, aiticism, is now to begin. What follows has sometimes 

~ua::~~ls.through a failure to see what the scope of the 

F"lnt, it is not directed opinst the theory of perception as a 
whole, or apiDst those elements in the theory wiW:h Plato has 
adopted from Heradeitus and Ptotagoras. U the aa:ount of the 
uatuno of perception """' llDW to be rejected, obviously we llhouJd 
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INTERLUDE 

not know what we ....., denyillg whm we finally deny that per
ception is lmowledge. This fabric stands UDSbaken. The process 
af perception is such as It has been desa1bed. The question is 
whother, beiJig such, it possesses all the marks af lmowledge. 

At the same time, Plato has to explain exactly how much Ire 
has taken from Hm-ac:leitus and l'rotag<ns, and exactly where 
he refuses to follow them further. The Hm-ac:leitean dogma ' An 
things are in motion ' can be accepted if ' all things ' is restricted 
(as it is in the theo!y af percepboo) to selllible ph)'Sical objects. 
But there are other thmp-intelligible objects-to which it does 
not apply ; and these are, for Plato, the tme realities. If these 
were always chauging, no true statement could ever be made and 
there oould he no such thing as knowledge or discourse. SimUarly, 
the Protagorean maxim, man the measure of all thmgs, can be 
accepted if ' all things ' IS restricted (as our theo!y restricts it) to 
the unmediate objects of our awareness in SEilSB.tion or perceptic:n, 
in wbi.c:h no element of judgment is supposed to be involved. But 
Protagoras' phrase ' what appean to me ' was not so restricted; 
it included what appears ,_ to me, what I judge or think or 
beJiove to be tnre. Plato will deny that whatever I Judge to be 
true must be true, simply, or even true to me or frw me. Hence, 
in the following argument, criticism is directed partly against tho 
cla1m of perceptJoo, as Plato has defined it, to be knowledge ; 
partly against those elements af Hemcleitean and Protagorean 
c1oc:trme winch go beyond what Plato has accepted. 

I6oE. Soca Here at last, then, after our somewhat pamfu1 
laboiD', 11 the cluld. we have brought to buth, whatever sort 
of creature it may be. His birth should be followed by the 
ceremony of canying him round the hearth 1 ; we must 
look at our offspnng from every angle to make sure we 

I6I. are not tabn in by a lifeless phantom not worth the rear
log. Or do you think an mfant of youn must be reared 
m any case and not exposed ? Will you bear to see him 
put to the proof, and not be in a passion 1f your first-bern 
should be taken away ? 
TB:Bon. Theaetetus will bear it, Socrates , he is thor
oughly good-tempered. But do expu what IS wrong wlth 
the conclusion. 
SocR. You ha.ve an absolute passion for discussion, 
Theodorus. I like the way you take me for a sort of bag 

I The AJII.phidmmsa waa held & few day. after bath The mfult recltlved 
l.t:l DI.Dl8 and wu UIOC1ated WJI:h tile famD.y c:ult: by befng canted :roaDd tbe .............. 
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161B-168A 

161. lull of "'l'JJII"Dis, and imagiDo I can oosiiy pull out a proof 
B. to show that our conclusion is wrong. You don't see what 

is happening: the arguments never come out of me, they 
always come frc:m the person I am talking with. I am 
Ollly at a slight advantage in having the skill to get some 
account of the matter from another's wisdom and entertain 
it with fair treatment. So now, I shall not give any explan&
tlon myself, but try to get it out of OlD' fnend 
'I'HEoD. That is better, Socrates; do as you say. 

161B-1634. S .... ol.j- ogtHU ~ 
Theodorus 11 here drawn into the discussion, to mark that the 

lint ob]ecticms will be me.do agamst his personal friend, Protagoras. 

161B. Soca. Well then, Theodorus, shall I tell you a thing that 
smprises me in your friend Protagoras 1 

c. TlmoD. Wha.t is that ? 
Socx. The openmg WOlds of his treatise. In genen.l, I 
am deHghted With his statement that what seems to any
ODe also is ; but I am surpriBed that he chd not begm Ills 
T- with the WOlds : The measure of all things IS the 
pig, or the baboon, or some sentient creature still more 
lDICOUth. There 'OOIIId have been sometluug magmficent 
in so disdaiDfu1 an opening, telling us that all the tune, 
while we were admiring him for a wisdom more than mortal, 

n. he was in fact no W1Set than a tadpole, to say nothiug of 
any other human bemg. Wha.t else can we say, Theodarus ? 
H what every man believes as a result of perception is 
indeed to be trne for lwn ; if, just as no one is to be a 
better judge of what another experiences, so no one is 
better entitled to consider whether what another th1nks 
is true or false, and (as we have said more than once} every 
man is to have his own beliefs for himself alone and they are 
all nght and true-then, my friend, where is the wisdom of 

E. Protagoras, to Justify his settiDg up to teach othen and to 
be handsomely paid for it, and where is olD' comparative 
ignorance or the need for us to go and sit at his feet, when 
each of us 1S himself the measure of his own wisdom ? 
M118f: we not suppose that Protagoras speaks in this way to 
fta- the een of the public 1 I say nothing of my own 
case or of the ludicrous predicament to which my art of 
mic!Wlfery is brought, and, 1m: that ma-. this whole bum
nell of philosophic conversation; for to aet &bout over
ll&aling &nd testing one another's n.otions and opiDions whea. 
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OBjECTIONS AGAINST PROTAGORAS 

162. those of each and every one are right, is a techous and mon
strous display of folly, 1f the Truth of Protagoras is really 
truthful and not amUSUJg herself with oracles dehvered 
from the unapprooohable shnne of bis book. 
THEOD. Protagoras was my &tend, Socrates, as you were 
saying, and I .....ui mther he were not rofuted by means 
of any admissions of miuo. On the other band, I cannot 
restst you against my convtctions; so you had better go 
back to Theaetetus, whose answers ha.ve shown. in any case, 
how well he can follow your meaning. 

B. Soca. If you went to a wrestling--school at Sparta, Theo
dorus, would you expect to look on at the naked wrestlers, 
some of them makmg a poor show, and not strip so as to 
let them compare your own figure ? 
THEon Why not, tf they were bkely to listen to me 
and not insiSt, Just as I bebeve I shall persuade you to 
let me look on now? The hmbs are sbff at my age ; and 
instead of draggmg me into yoiD' exercises, you will try 
a fall with a more supple youth. 
SocK. Well, Theodarus, as the proverb says, ' what likes 
you mislikes not me.' So I will ha.ve recourse to the 

c, WISdom of Theaetetus. 
Tell me, then, first, Theaetetus, about the pomt we have 

Just modo : are not :yot1 surpnsed that you should tum 
out, all of a sudden, to be every blt as wme as any other 
man and even as any god l Or would you say that Protag
oras' maxim about the measure does not apply to gods 
just as much as to men ? 
"''BEAET. Certainly I think 1t does ; and, to BDSWer yoiD' 
question, I am very much surprised. When we were dJs.. 

D. ctlSSUlg what they mean by saying that what seems to 
anyone really is to hun who thmks it so,1 that appeared 
to me quite satisfactory; but now, all in a moment, it has 
taken on a very dlfterent complaion. 
Soca. That, my fnend. 11 because you are young ; so you 
lend a ready ear to clap-trap and it convinces you. Protag
oras or h1s representative will have an answer to this. 
He will say: 'You good people sittillg there, boys and 
olcl men together, t1us is all claP"tmP. You dmg in the 
gods, whose existence or non-existence I expressly refuse 

E. to discuss in my speeches and writings, and you count 

• The ambiguity of Bo.cw:iao, mc1uding ' what .,.... • (nl 8oco0t>), wblch qbt 
~DeU~.cmiypercept:lOD. and' hewboliutl•' or'IN4t'" • (dlo.-.,,1:1hereneatly .. _ 
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IME. upan appeals to the vulgai such as this : how st:Ianp that 
any human individual is to be no wiser than the lowest 
of the brutes I You go entiroly by what looks probable, 
Without a word of argument or proof. If a mathematician 
like Theodorus elected to argue from probability in geometry, 
he wouldu't be worth an ace. So you and Theodorusmight 
COPSider w- yuu are going to ollow questions of this 

16]. lmportaD<e to be aettlod by plausible appeals to mere 
lillollhoocl.' 
l'lmAEI. Well, yuu would not think !bat right, Socrates, 
any more than we should. 
Soca. It seems, then, we must attack the question in 
another way. That is what yuu and Theodorus tbmk. 
l'lmAEI. Certainly ,.. must. 

Socrates has brought agsinst l'Iotagons - objocticms, which 
are not of equal coseucy. (1) Why not ' Pig the measure of all 
thinp' 1 On the level of mere sensatiDn, man has no privUeged 
position. The pig, or the anthiopomorplw: god (d such a being 
exists), is just as much the measure of bJ.s own sensations. Plato, 
who <ODlined his acceptance of the maxim to !bat love!, would 
admit this. But Protago<as went beyond sensation and per
ception to include under ' wha.t seems to me ' what I thmk or 
judge to be true. The serious objection is: (a) ' If wbat every 
man believes as the result of perception is to be true for him ', 
how can any man be wiser than another? Here Plato parts 
company With Protagoras. When we return to these ObJections. 
we sha.ll deny that every man is the measure of the truth of his 
owu judgments. 

I6:JA-I64JI. Objleliom lo • sifo#6 NMiificoli .. •J PlltUiviog .... 
g,.,.;og 

Meanwhile, Protagmos having registered bis protest against 
claP"trap, the questicm of judgment IS diOpped. Socrates tUius 
to ..... preliminaiy criticisma of Theaetetus' proposition: Per
ception is knowledge. These criticisms are made here because 
Protagoras will be able to answer them presently in his Defence. 
They take' perception', as we have now analysed it, in the sbictest 
aDd narrowest aense, and point out that we shall find ourselves in 
curious dillieulties if ... """"' !bat such perception is the OJl!y 
form of knowledge. The objocticms are later c:allad captiDUS or 
• cristic •• not because they ... invalid, but because they tako 
Theaetetus' statemeut more literally tbou ho intended. They 
serve a purpose by cal1mg attention to various meaDiDgs of the 
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OBjECTIONS TO ' PERCEIVING IS KNOWING' 

word ' lmow' (hrlmroflao). (1) I am said to 'lmow' Syria&: • 
when I _,., .... 1M """"'""' of written or spoken symbols. 
(o) I 'lmow' Soc:ntes when I have liemJN ~-a certoin 
person by sense-perception ond possess a .....-.1 of this ac:quaintonce 
in triMfSOf'jl. In DeJ.ther of these senses can ' I know' be simply 
equated with 'I am ~ving '. It is necessary and fair to make 
Theaetetus see what a oimp1e ldentificatioD of pen:eiving ond 
'knowing. oonunits him to. 

I6]A. SoCR. Let us look at it in this way, then-this question 
whother knowledge ond perception 010, after all, the same 
thing or not. For that, you remember, was the point to 
winch our whole discussion was directed, and it was for 
its sake that we stiired up all this swarm of queer doctrines, 
wasn't it? 
'I'm!AET. Quite true. 

B, Soca Well. are we going to agree that, whenever we 
perce~ve something by sight or hearlng, we also at the same 
time lmow it 1 Take the case of a forolgn lallguage we 
have not learnt. Are we to say that we do not hear the 
sounds that foreigners utter, or that we both hear and 
know what they Ole saying 1 Or qafn, when we don't 
know our letters, are we to mamtain that we don't see 
them when we look at them, or that, since we aee them, 
we do know them? 
l'HEABT. We shaD. say, Socrates, that we know just so 
much of them as we do see or hear. The shape and colour 
of the letters we both see and know : we hear and at the 

c. same time know the rising and falling accents of the vmce ; 
but we DeJ.thei pen:eive by sight ond heamlg nor yet know 
wha.t a schoolmaster or an interpreter could tell us about 
them. 
Soca. Well done, Theaetetus. I bad better not ,.;.., 
objections to that, lor fear of cb.ecldng your growth.' But 
look. here is another objection threatening. How are we 
gomgtopanyit1 
'I'm!AET. What is that 1 

D. SocR. It is this. Suppose someone to ask : ' Is it possible 
................... (Xoaophoo) .................... 
I Soczat:el qht obJect tfaat to 1 Jmow 0 alaqaap dOCIIIlDI: meaD. heariDg 

111Wltelbpble I01IDds or 8llelD8' black markl OD papeE", bv.t to blow tbe me&DDICo 
wluch we do DOt 111111 or hear But Plato doee not want to embark OD a dls
CUIIIOD of wb&t 1t 18 we bow when we lmow the meaDIDg of warda. 1bat 
would Involve bnDglng m tbe Forme. wbich he m determiDed. 10 far u pea~~ 
to leave oat of acco\ID.t So tbo pomt m llDI: preae4. 
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163». for a man who has once come to know somethiug and 
still P"S"'Ves a memory of it, not to know just that tbiug 
that he remembers at the moment when he remembers 
it 1 ' This Is, perbapo, rather a long-wioded way of putting 
the question. I mean : Can a man who has become ac
quainted 1 with sometbiog and remembers it, not know it ? 
1'BE.ABT. Of course not, Socrates ; the suppomtioo is 
IDODStrous. 
Soca. Perhaps I am talking wmsense, then. illlt con
sider : you can seeing ' perceiving ', and sight • perception ', 
don't you 1 
"I"Im.u!T. I do. 

E. Soca. Then, according to our earlier statement,• a man 
who sees something acquires bom. tha.t moment knowledge 
of the thmg ha sees? 
"I"Im.u!T. Yes 
5ocR. Agam, you recognise such • thing .. memory 1 
TmuET. Yes. 
Soca. llemory of nothmg, or of somethmg 1 
"I"Im.u!T. Of somethmg, surely 
5ocR. Of what ono has become acquamted with and per
ceived-that sort of thmgs 1 
TBEAET. Of course. 
SoCK. So a man sometimes remembers what he bas seen ? 
l'Blw!T. He does. 
5ocR. Even when he shuts Ills eyes? Or does ha farget 
when ha shuts them 1 
l'Blw!T. No, Soerates ; that would be a IDODStrous tbiug 
to say. 

z64. Soca. All the same, we shall have to say it, if we are to 
save our former statement. Otherwise, it goes by the 
board. 
Tmwn'. I certainly have a suspicion that you are nght, 
but I don't quite see how. You must tell me. 
Soca. In this way. One who sees. we say, acquires lmow
led&e of what he oees, because it Is agreed that sight or 
perception and 1aunr1ed&e are the same thing. 
"I"ImAl!T. Certainly. 
Soca. But suppose this man who sees and acquires know
lodge of what he has seen, shuts his eyes ; then ha .......,bono 
the tbiug, but does not see it. lm't that so ? 

1 ~heN il Wider tbau • Jearn •, &Dd eqlllftlaat to the plale ·come .................. (......_ ......... , ..... 
• '1'he S11DJ118 ld811tdc&t:aoa ol percemq with tncnrlag, recalled at 165&-
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r64. 'I'Imourr. Yes. 
B. Soca. But ' does not see it' means • does not know it •, 

since ' sees ' and ' knows • mean the same. 
TlmAET. True. 
Soca. Then the conclusion lS that a man who bas come 
to know & thmg and still remembers 1t does not know it, 
since he does not see it : and we sud that would be a 
monstrous conclUlDOn 
'I'Imourr. Qmte-. 
5ocR. Apparently, then, If you say that kPowledge and 
pereepbon are the same thmg, 1t leads to an liDposslbihty. 
Tmwrr. So lt seems. 
Socx. Then we shall have to sa.y they are chfferent. 
TBEABT. I suppose so. 

In this argument memory first comes into sight. Remembering 
is a kmd of lmowmg cbfierent from percetviDg as we have analysed 
it We seem to have umnedlate awareness of past obJects not now 
given in the actual process of perception. H Theaetetus' definition 
of lmowledge as perception 11 to be saved. ' peroepbon' must be 
stretched to cover awareness of memory-obJects Smce there would 
be DD obJection to that, Socrates bore breaks off what threatens 
to become a mere dlspute about words. The conclUSlOn stands, 
however, that ' I know' has other meanings than ' I am (now) 
percelVIJI8 •• And the nature of memory will can lor analysis later. 

r64o-I65E. Socrllk& ,_,. to dl/01111 l'rottlgonls 
In an interlude Socrates consents to state, on Protagoras' behalf, 

a reply to the cntiasm urged apmst Man the measure of all thmgs. 
Incidentally, he adds another ' enstJc ' ob]ectlon to Theaetetus' 
equation of perceiving Wlth lmowmg. 

r64<;. SocR. What, then, can kDDwledge be 1 Apparently we 
must begin all over agam. But wait a moment, Theaetetas. 
What are we domg 1 
'I'Imourr. DOUI!I about what 1 
Soca. It seems to me we are behaving towards our theory 
like an ill-bred gamecock who sprmgs away from h1s adver
sary aDd starts crowmg over hun before he u beaten. 
'I'Imourr. How so1 
Socx. It looks as if we were content to have reached an 
agreement resting on mere verbal consistency and to have 
got the better of the theory by the methods of a proleosional 
controversislisL We praless to be seeking wisdom. not 

P,T,K, fi5 
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xfi4D. competiDg for victmy, but ,.. are UDCOIJICiously behav· 
ing just like o"" of tbooe redoubtable disputants. 
TB::EAET. I still don't undent:and what you mean. 
Soca. Well, I will try to make the point dear, so far as I 
can see it. We were asking whether one who had become 
acquainted with sometbiog and remembered it could fall to 
lmow it. 'Then we pointed out that & man who &huts hzs 
eyes after seeing sometbing, remembers but does not see ; 
and so concluded that at the same moment he both remem
bers the thing and does not know it. That, we said, was 
imposslble. And so no one was left to tell Protagoras' 
tale 1, or yours ather, about knowledge and perceptlon 
being the same tbing. 

B. Tluwn'. So it appears. 
Soc:R. I fancy it would be very chfferent if the author of 
the first story were still ahve. He would have put up a 
good fight for his offspnng. But he is dead, BDd here are 
we tramplwg on the <>Ipban. Even lis appomtedg<wdlans, 
bke Theodorus here, will not come to the rescue. However, 
we will step mto the breach ourselves and see that it has fair 
play. 
Tlmon. In point of fact, Socrates, it ts rather Calhas, son 

I65. ofHipponicus,1 whoisProtagoras' trustee Myownmchna
tions chverted me at rather an early age from abstract chs
cussions to geometry. All the same, I shall be grateful for 
any succour you can give hun. 
Soca. Very good, Theodonls You sballsee what my help 
will amotmt to. For one :aught COIDimt oneself to even 
stranger conclusions, if one were as caie1ess m the use of 
language as we COIDIDOJlly are m olD' assertions and denials. 
Am I to enlarge upon thJB to you or to Theaetetus ? 
TJmcm. To the company in general, but let the younger 
man answer your questions. It will not be such a disgrace 

a. to hun to be caught tripping. 
Soca. Let me put, then, the most formidable poser of all, 
winch I take to be this : Can the same person know some
thing and also not know that which he knows ? 
Tmton. Well. Theaetetus, what are we to 8.IlSWel'? 
TB::EAET. That it lS imposSible, I suppose. 
Soat. Not if you say that seeing is lmowmg. How are 
you going to deal with a quesbon that leaves no loophole, 

lAproverbW~ 
1 A wealthy amatoar of 10phlat:ry0 WbD had 8lltilll't:aUie Profaa'oras OIL h1l -.. - 66 
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x6SJ1. when you are trapped hke a beast in a pit and an imperturb
able gentleman puts lus hand over one of your eyes and asks 

c. if you can see his coat with the eye that is covered? 
"l'BEAEr. I suppose I should sa.y : No, not with that one, 
but I can with the other, 
Soca. So you both see and do not see the same thiDg at 
the same tune ? 
Tlm.AET. Yes, in a sort of way. 
8ocR. Never mind about the sort of way, he will reply ; 
that was not the question I set you, but whether, when 
you lmow a thmg, you also do not know it. In thiS instance 
you are obviously seeing something you don't see, and you 
have agreed that seemg is knowing and not seeing is not 
knowing. Now dra.w your conclusion. Wha.t is the con
sequence? 

D. TlmAEr. Well, I conclude that the consequence contrachct:s 
my thesis. 
SocR. Yes, and you Dll8'ht ha.ve been reduced to the same 
conchtion by a number of further questions: whether know
ing can be keen or dun ; whether you can know from close 
at hand what you cannot know from a dista.Dce, or know the 
same thmg Wlth more or less intenmty. A mercenary skJr
nnsher in the war of words might lie m wait for you armed 
WJ.th a thousand such quesbons, once you ha.ve ldentified 
knowledge and pen:epb<>n. He "IVOU!d make his assaults 
upon heanng and smelling and suchlike seoaes and put you 

B. to confuSlon, sustaining 1ns attack until yoiD' &dmJratlon 
of his meetimable skill bettayed you into Ills tOlls , and 
thereupon, leadmg you captive and bound, he "IVOU!d hDld 
you to ransom for such a sum as you and he might agree 
upco.' 

And now, perhaps, you may wonder what argument 
Protagoras will lind to defend his poution. Shall we try 
to put 1t mto words ? 
Tl!J<AET. By all means. 

The ' most formidable • objection here added is, bke the earlier 
ones, valid agajnst Theaetetus' pooibon, smce he has aocepted the 
account of pereeptlon as the commerce between a sense-organ and 
an extomal obtect. H that is what peztep11on is, then to identify 
it with kDowledge does lead to the.e absurdities The objections 

s Protagons, d a pupJl obJected to the fee he cbarged, made hun swear 
m a temple bow much be tboaght what bB had learnt was worth hDMI· 
32h: Ar., E.N. u~ ~~ .. 
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do not toucll Protagoras, who did not Dmtt lmowledge to peroeption. 
They ue callod captious because they Dllly apply to Theaotetus' 
statement when that is taken more Hterally than he meant. and do 
not apply to Protago.ras, upon whom Socrates has seemed to father 
all t1ua complex of doctrines he has ooustmcted by his ctialectic:al 
combma:bons. Such caWs do not dispose of the whole point of 
view wbic:h Theaetetus meant to brmg forward, and we do not want 
to quarrel about words. Further, they do not impair Plato's own 
doctrine of the nature of aense-perceptlon, or shake the c:1aJm of 
pereeptJon. as so defined, to yield itiftlllibU awareness of a pnvate 
ob]ect, an elementm that doctrine borrowed from Protago.ras lumself. 
It still remains to be shown why Plato refuses to call such awareness 
' lmowledge '. Accmdingly, he admits frankly that the whole posi
tion has not been disposed of by means of a low .... ,. in sopblstu:al 
disputation. 

Ili5E-168c. T.U Dof-of~ 
The Defence now put by Socrates into the mouth of Protago.ras 

falls into three mam divisions. Fli'Bt comes a protest against the 
' captious ' objecbons and a reply to them. The central and most 
important part attempts to meet the Ieally claJna!Png critlasm of 
Protagoras lumself • If every man is the mea.sure of Jus own Jfldg
MMtts, how can Protagorasset up to be wiser than others? Finally, 
in a perom.tJOn, the sophist is fJrODic:ally) represented as ezbortwg 
the cbalectician to argue sencmsly, not catching at words, but tryu>g 
to understand what the opponent really means. 

Soca. No doubt, then, Protagoras will make all the pomts 
we have put forward m our attempt to defend hun, and 

166. at the same bme will come to close quarters with the assall
ant, dwmssmg us wrth c:ontempt.1 ' Your a.dmuable Soc
rates', he will say,' finds a httle boy who 11 scared at bemg 
asked whether one and the same person can remember and 
at the same time not know one and the same thing. When 
the ch11.d. is frightened mto saymg No, because he ca.DDOt: 
foresee the consequence, Socrates turns the convema:b.on so 
as to make a figure of fun of my UDfortunate self. You take 
t1WJ&s mucll too eamly, Soaates. The troth of the matter 
11 this : when you ask someone questions in order to canvass 
some opimon olmme and he is found tnppiog, then I am 

I Protqoru Will both (n:) uqe, u we have daae 'lor him. that we are 
ta1kmg clap-trap (I62o), that verbal chsputatioa m fv:ble (I6.pl) ud we muat: 
ue waals more candally (I65A), aDd (tral) Will come to snpa (Dot With u. bat) 
with the aoplwlbc lllarauahel' &Dd m. amaoary of ensbc caYllll. de.pwq •• 
foroarfeebleiGD'tiiDdel'tonchlfti&POIII 
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z66. refuted cmly if his answers are such as I ahould have given ; 
B. if they are different, it is he who 1S refuted, not I. For 

imbmce, do you thUik you will find anyone to admit that 
one's present memory of & past impression is an impression 
of the same character as one had dmiDg the origmal expen
e:nce, which is now over 1 It is n.othmg of the sort Or 
agam, will anyone sbrmk from acbmttmg that it is !'O"'ble 
far the same person to lmow and not to know the same thing ? 
Or, if he IS lrightOJilOd of sayillg that, will he ever allow that 
a person who is clumged 1S the ,.,., as he was before the 
change oc:curred ; or :mther, tha.t he is OfU person at all, 
and not several, indeed an infimte succession of persons, 

c. provided change goes on happenmg-if we are really to be 
on the watch against one another's attempts to catch at 
words 1 

Protagoras here makes three replies : (x) The first IS to the objec
tion (163D): You admit I can remember and so' know' an obJect 
I am not now seemg , but you say ' I do not see ' = ' I do not 
know' : therefore I do not know what I remember, and we have 
the contrachction · I kPow and do not kPow the same thmg Protag
oms replies : The DDBge before my memory is not the saJU tiHng 
as a present sense-unpression or even hke it. So it is not true that 
I kPow (remember) and do not kPow (see) the '""" lhiog All 
that the objectton in fact established was that ' perception ' must 
be stretched to include awareness m memory images. 

(•) ' No one will shrink from &dmittiDg that the saxne person can 
know and not know the same thing.' 11us replies to the ' most 
fonm.dable ' puzzle of the man With one eye open, one shut (I66B). 
Theaetetus did suggest the answer : U we idenbfy perceptlon wzth 
the physical commerce between organ and obJect, one of my eyes 
does kPow the object. the other does not. This reply was broshed 
aside ; and if we shrink from it, Protagoras 111.ys, another answer 
is ready. 

(3) We have no right to speak of a person as 1M BII1IHI at ddlerent 
moments. This reply is based on the th...-y of pen:eption 1tself, 
which holds that the subject (organ) never remains the same for 
- moments together. Socrates lnmse1f bas used this premlSS fDr 
his conclumon at I6oA: No one can ha.ve the same perception twice. 
We have, in fact, opoken all through as if the ph)l!lic:al organ were 
the subject that perceives, and the person & mere bundle of sense-
organs Hence we could argue that Socrates--well was ' totally 
different ', as & measure of the sweetness or sourness of wine, from 
Socrates-iiJ.. H the subJect, as well as the object, is perpetually 
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changing, objections which turn upon the ...,. per1100 kDowiDg and 
oot kDowiDg the ..... thiDg fan to the grouod. 

Thus the captious objections to Thea.etetus' poslbon are disposed 
of. We now tum to Protagoras' own doctrine and Socrates' cntl
c:isms of that (161c fl.). 

166c SocR. (~HIS), ' No,' he wdl say ; ' show a more 
generous spint by attacking wbat I actually say , and pn>ve, 
tf you can, that we have not, each one of us, Jus pecuhar 
pereeptions, or that, granting them to be pecuhar, it would 
not follow that what appears to each becomes--or is, if we 
may use the word ' is '-for hlm alone to whom it appears 
With this talk of pigs and baboons, you are behaving like 
a pig yourself,1 and, what is more, you tempt yoiD' hearers 

D. to treat my writiugs in the same way, wb1c:h is not fair. 

So much lor the objection: • Why not pig the me&Sure of an 
things? ' That reaDy needs no answer. For the rest, Socrates 
will not attempt to dlsprow the propos1bons here asserted . that 
each man has 1ns pnvate sensations and perceptwos, wbJch are 
infallible. This was precisely the Ptot8jlOre&O element adopted by 
Plato lumself. Protagoras 1S not respons1ble for Theaetetus' sugges
tion, interpreted as asserting that knowledge CODilSts solely of such 
percepboos On the other hand the doctnne • man the measure· 
was not confined to perception. but included judgmeot. To this 
extension 1t was obJected · U each man is the measure of 1ns own 
judgments or behefs, how can one be WISel' than another 1 Here 
we come to the core of the Defence, which attempts to explain how 
one man can be WJSer than another, although every man's Judgments 
are true for him. 

1660. SocR. (""'""""'· ' For I do mcleod assert that the truth 
is as I have wntten . each one of us 1S a measure of what 11 
and of what IS not , but there 1S all the difference m the 
world between one man and another JUSt in the very fact 
that what is and appears to one 1S different from what ts 
and appears to the other. And as for wisdom and the 
wise man, I am very far from saymg they do not exist. 
By a wise man I mean precisely a man who can cba.nge 
any one of us, when what 11 bad appears and is to him, and 
make what is good appear and be to lum.. In this statement, 
agaln, doD't set off m chase of words, but let me explain 

I The pig,m Greek, mall emblem of llta.plCbty (d,aafla.). LA J6gD t' Would 
aotanyptgbow. ' C!c, Ac Pori I. 5, 18; -- tlocMM..,_ 
Tlul remark 18 lell oifmuMve than the EDpab IOUilds .,. 
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166:a. still more clearly what I mean. Remember how it was put 
earher in the conversation : to the sick man his food appears 
sour and is so ; to the healthy man 1t 11 and appears the 
opposite. Now there is no call to represent etther of the 
two as wiser-that cannot be--nor 11 the sick man to be 

167. pronounced tmWJSe because he th1nks 1 as he does, or the 
healthy man ..,.. because he thinks dllierently. What is 
wanted is a change to the oppomte condition, because the 
other state 11 better. 

' And so too in education a change has to be effected from 
the worse conchtum to the better ; only, whereas the 
physician produces a chan&o by means of drugs, the sophist 
does it by chscourae It is not that a man makes someone 
who p<eviously thought what is false tlrlnk what is -
(for 1t is not poss1ble either to think the thmg that is not 
or to tlunk anythmg but what one experiences, and all 

B. experiences are true) , rather, I should say, when someone 
by reason of a depraved concb.tlOn of mind has thoughts of 
a hke character, one makes hnn, by reason of a sound 
c:onchtion, thmk other and sound thoughts, which some 
people ignorantly call true, whereas I should say that one 
set of thoughts is better than the other, but not in any way 
tmer.• And as for the wise, my dear Socrates, so far from 
calling them frogs, I call them, when they have to do with 
the body, physiCW>S, and when they haw to do with plants, 
husbandmen For I assert that husbandmen too, when 
plants are mckly and have depraved sensations, substitute 

c. for these sensations that are sound and healthy • ; and 
moreover that wise and honest public speakers substitute 
in the community sound for unsound views of what is 

I • ThiDks • •• judges. Chldt•). here replace:~ • appean • (1-tJ!Idu) What 
D meant II the JUdsmmJ.t lltatmg the fact of & III!DIIe-mapreBIICII • ' Tbu food 
seems &Dd IS to me 110111' ' If Socrates' earher expze~~~CD, 'what OV8I'J' man 
behevesutheroeult ofpen:eptlon' (I IJrJ.' ~~. I6ID)IIIeStricted 
to IQCh Judgment&, they are llDI: .!pCI'&Ilt or :foobsh Judgmenb , aor are they 

"""' 1 The tezt II doubtful The belt IODI811 obta.uled by takmg ... (I67A, 7) 
aa tho nb)ect of a lllilgle MDtence from W (.a., 6) to cn1IJJo (a. 4) Read 
""'Jffil.lldXJIIJI1'I'i(ac ~lf~:~,WII:hW)aod.OIIllt.,.l~(WlthDie!s, 
Von t U. 225) It 11 the sophist. DOt the XI"JJ"'t rp,. that' makes' the chaap 
to SOIIIld thou.gbta 'l'hereadmg%P'IC'") Will then be up1amed u an attempt 
to piOYlde the 1tnatt,n fol1owmg 11: 'Wlth a su.b)ect. made by aomeooe who did 
Dot lei that .,.C. (govemmg the ea.rher haJ.,., "- 7) II 8bJl the su.bJect 

I Cla:dttma: n ..:ai.IIMJBcis Dtell' l1lgpllt:lan (Von' D, 225) clcrn nl ~
pvet a WIOill eeue, for the unhealthy eeDI&boul are allo true The cou
Jectarel ~ (Schloimmacber), ~ (DJ61), .,._ (RJchudl) are not CCXI.--· 7' 
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167C- right. For I hold that whatever practices seem right and 
laudable to my particular State are so, !..- that State, so 
long as it holds by them. Only, when the practices are, in 
any particular case, unsound for them, the wise man sub
stitutes others that are and appear sound. On the same 
principle the sophist, since he can in the same manner gmde 
his pupils in the -y they should go, is wise md w..-th a 

D. considerable fee to them when theU' educab.on is com
pleted. In thu way it is true both that some men are wiser 
than others and that no one thinks falsely ; and you, 
whether you like it or not, must put up Wlth being a measnre, 
since by these CODSlderations my doctrine 11 saved from 
shipwreck.• 

In this central section there is no reason to doubt that Socrates 
is doing what he professes to do--<lefendmg Protagoras' thesis as 
Protagoras, if he were alive, would lumself ha.ve defended it. 1 

The form of the argument is necessarily &dapted to the context ; 
but the contents are, Ul all probability, Protagorean. l'rotaj:oras 
was the first to claim the tltle of ' Sophist ', with •ts ·--of a 
sa.periar wisdom. • He must have reconaled this claun With his 
doctrine that all opimons are equally true, md can cmly have done 
so by arguing, as he does here, tha.t some opiru.ons are 'better', 
though not truer, than others, and tha.thuown busmess, as an edu~ 
cator, was to subs'b.tute better opiruons for worse. The analogy 
oi the husbandman substituting sound and healthy sensations in 
plants is an archaic touch, & sugesting that Plato may be dra.wiDg 
an Protagoras' own writmp. Protagon&' special profession was 
to educate men and make them good Citizens , and he taught the 
art of Rhetoric, winch was to enablo the pubhc speaker to offer 
Kood connsel to the assembly in an effective fonn He must have 
held the corresponding VIew, here stated. about the laws and cus
toms ol States, CD11S>derod as the Judgments or decisions (!dfoo) of 
the commUDity. Such laws and customs are 'ngh.t • for that 
community so long as it holds by them ; but a wise statesman can 
try to substitute others that are ' better ' or ' sounder '. We may 
conclude thst Plato here is fairly ~ the staodpoint of the 
bistoric Protagon&. 

1 e.frt-dW.,.,M1111DBtolllladetoJ'$fDS&.nllAnodD~,IIi4D. Cf. 
~ 62IB pfl(lor 0Mt nl oft &.r6Mna, 

I Cf H Gompn. Sfl/llNM • RUonA. p 26I I holt¥ 3I7B 
'~-Arlit, Ill,_.. lis-, 15, attnbutel to ADuqaru and Bmpadoclel 

the '9l8W that plaata have --.taoa and pJeuare and paua Tbe aaa1otr7 
bBtweeD phJIICIIDo lmllluldm&n. and educator recun at h*f 334- l.lld 
Sytttp. I87"-• bOth placel where Plato il D1J111 ea:rhm' matenal • .,. 



THE DEFENCE OF PROTAGORAS 

What, then, does the Defence aotualJy maintain 1 The IUJlUIDODI 
advances, by stages, from the position where Plato has already 
aped with Protagoras to the positim which he will challoDge In 
the sequel. 

(I) At the level of physical sensations or perceptions, it has been 
admitted (XS9-I6o) that a sick man's abnormal sensations are not 
less ' true ' than the healthy man's normal ones, and that they are 
partly detenniDed by his own state of body. The physician, 
Protagoras argues, is caJled m to change that state, because 1t m 
generally aped, by physiCWIS and patlents aliko, that tho healthy 
sensations are ' better •. ' Better • presumably means ' more 
plessant ' ; and each man Is the sole judge of what he finds pleasant. 
The physician can be called ' wise ' because he knows how to c:haDp 
the worse state to a better. The point that remains obscw'e is 
what sort of lmowJed&e enables him to do this. 

(a) The position of the educator Is SSid to be analogoas to the 
physician's ; it is his business to change our mental c:ondWon from 
UDSOUD.d to sound, so that our judgments, beliefs, opmions, may be 
scnmder, though not truer. The crucW statement 11 : ' It is not 
that a man makes someone who previously thought what is false 
think what is true ; for it is not possible either to think the Hung 
that is not or to tlunk anything beyond wh&t one experiences, 
and all experiences are true.' The last words refer to Socrates' 
objectum : ' If what every man beheves as a result of perception 
lS mdeed to be true for him ; If, just as no one u to be a better judge 
of what another ~~~ {ndBoc), so no one is better entitled 
to consider whether what another thinks (~) " true or false ', 
where Is the superior wisdom of Protagoras 1 Prolap'as' reply, 
' No one can tiunk anythmg beyond what ho expenenc:es, and all 
expenences are true ', refers primarily to judgments wlucb are 
supposed merely to register the fact of a present sensation : J 
judge that tlua wine seems sour to me. No one can challenge the 
truth of such a judgment. But In the same breath Protagoras 
extends this claim to all Judgments or behefs in the general state
ment : ' It is impossible to think the thing that is not •, f.&., to 
think wha.t is false. The educator cannot, therefore, substitute 
tn1er beheis ; but only • sounder • ones. What • sounder • means Is 
left obscure. It does not mean ' nonnal •, for that would set up the 
majonty as a 1l011Il or measure for the minority. It can Ollly mean 
more usefai or expedient : a sound belief is one that ..U produce 
better ellects in the future.1 • Better effects', again, must mean 
eftects that will seem. better to me when the soplnst has trained me. 

1 Pratacoru' pollboiL ahould DOt be ccmfued. wrth modem Pra!Jinata.m. 
wluch dos DOt aaert that all bebe& malt be eqaally true 
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I shall then prefer my new beUefs to those wiW:h I now prefer. 
The same argument applies to the laws and customs of the State. 
• Whatever practices seem right (~lxoUI) and laudable (xa.ld) to 
any particular State are so, for that State, so long as it holds by 
!hom '. Thus it Is legally right and soc:ially approved that Moham
medans should have several wives, Englishmen one only. But a 
statesman may try to substitute ' sounder ' c111toms. This spin 
ca.n ooly mca.n ' more expedient ' : on Enghshman persuadmg 
Turks to adopt monogamy can only urge that the results will seem 
better to the converted Turk. 

Such u Protaga:as' position. The Defence now ends with a 
peroratiDn. in wiW:h Protagoru 1ec:tureo Socrates for frivolity and 
the points outstanding for serious criticism are recalled. 

16p>. Soca. (eotlli....,). ' Now If you ca.n dispute this doctrine in 
principle, do so by argument stating the cue on the other 
side, 01 by asking questions, if you prefer that method, 
whtch has no terrors for a man of sense ; on the contrary 
it ought to be specially agreeable to him Only there is 

B. this rule to be observed : do not conduct yoiD' queshoning 
unfairly. It is very unreasonable that one who professes 
• com:ern !01 virtue llhouJd be cons-tly guilty of unfair
ness in argument. Unfairness here consists in not observing 
the distincbon between a debate and a convematim. A 
debate need not be taken seriously and one may trip up an 
opponent to the best of one's power ; but a conversation 
should be taken in earnest ; ODe should help out the other 
party and bnng home to bnn only those shps and fallacies 

168. that are due to himself or to Jus earher lllStructors. H 
you follow this rule, your assocmtes will. lay the blame for 
their confusions and perpleXIties on themselves and not on 
you : they will like you and COUit youi soaety, and dJs. 
gusted with themselves, will tum to philosophy, hoping to 
escape from theJr former selves and become different men. 
But H, bke so many, you take the opposite comse, you will 
reach the opposite result : mstead of taming your com-

B. ponions to philosophY, you will m&ke them hate the whole 
business when they get older. So, if :10u will toke my 
advice, you will meet us in the candid spirit I spoke of, 
without hostihty or contentiousness, and honestly consider 
what we mean when we say that all things are in motion 
and that what seems also is, to any inchvidual or com
mODity. The further question whether knowledge is, or 
is not, the IIIUIUI thing 81 perception, you will ccmsider 81 a 
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INTERLUDE 

I68B. consequence of these principles. not (as you did just now) 
c. basing :your argument on the common use of words and 

pbzases. which the vulgar twist into any ..... they please 
and so perplex one another in all sorts of ways.' 

So the Defence ends. The central part was confined to genuine 
Prot:agorean doctnne ; but here we are reminded that Socrates' 
dialectical construction has included also the Heracleitean ftux and 
Theaetetus" clahn that perception is the ...,. thing as lmowledp. 
All three elements still await serious criticism, and they are dealt 
with separately in the sequel. (I) Tho Protagorean thesis-Every 
judgment true for hun who makes d-is refuted for the individual 
(I6gD-I7'C) and lor the State (I71C-I79B) ; next (a) the unrestru:ted 
doctrine-All thmgs are in motlon-u denounced as fatal to all 
discourse (I79"-I83B) ; and (3) the identilicatJnn of perception 
with kaow!edp is filially .. jected (II!.p>-I86J!). 

I68c-I6gD. I~ 
In an mterlude Theodorus is again drawn into the discussion.. 

Tbis marks tha.t the nextsechonof theargumentisdlrectedagamst 
his fnend Protagoras. who 11 not held .,.ponsible lor the two other 
theses. 

z68c. SOCR. (COfllinues). Such, 'Iheodorus, is my contribution to 
the defence of your fnend-the best I can make bom my 
small means. Were he alive to speak for himself, d would 
be a much more impresmve affair. 
THEon. You are not senous, Socrates; your defence was 
most spirited. 
SocR Thank you, my friend. And now, did you not1ce 
how Protagoras was reproaching us for taking a cluld to 

D. argue Wlth and USU>g the boy's tumdity to get the better 
of his own position m wha.t he called a mere play of wit, 
in contrast to the solemnity of his measure of all things, 
and how he exhorted us to be serious about his doctrine ? 
THEOD. Of counte I did, Socrates. 
SoCR. What then ? Do you think we should do as he 111.ys? 
Tmon. 1o1ost c:ert&inly. 
Socx. Well, the company, as you see, are all ehildren, 
except younelf. If we are to !Iezt his doctrine seriously, 

:&. as he enjoins, you and I must question one another. So 
we shall at any rate escape the charge oi making light oi it 
by discuaiDg it with boys. 
TlmoD. Why, surely 'Iheaetetus can follow up such an 
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z68L :investiption better than & great many mea with long -5ocR. But not better thaD you, Tboodorus. So don't 
lmagme that you have no duty to your departed &iond, but 
can leave it to me to make the best defence for him. Please 

I6g. come with us a little of the way at any rate--just until we 
lmowwhether,in the matter of mathematicaldemoDStra.tions, 
you cannot help being a measure, or everybody is ]ust as 
competent as you in geomotty and astronomy and all the 
other subjects you are supposed to excel in. 
TBEOD. It is no easy matter to escape questioning in yoiD' 
company, Soc:ntes. I was deluded wl= I said you would 
leave me in peace and not force me into the ring Uke the 
Spartans : you seem to be as unrelentang as Slaron. The 

B. Spartans tell you to go away if you will not wrestle, but 
Antaeus is more in your line : you wdllet no one who comes 
near you go 1mbl you have stnpped him by fcm:e lor • trial 
ofstreogth. 
Soca. Your comparisons exactly fit what is wrong with me, 
Theodorus; but my capacity for endurance is even greater. 
I ha.ve encountered many heroes in deba.te, and times 
without number a Heracles or a Theseus has broken my head; 

c. but I have so deep a passum for exerase of this sort that 
I stick to it all the same. So don't deny me the pleasure 
of a trial. for your own benefit as wen as mme. 
TlmoD. I have no more to say ; lead me where you will. 
You are bke Fa.te : no one can elude the toils of argument you 
spin for him. But I shall not be able to oblige you beyoud 
the point you have propoaed 
SocK. Enough, if you will go so far. ADd please be on 
the watch lor !oar we should be betrayed mto arguing 

D. fnvolously and be blamed lor that again. 
Timon. I will tty as well as I can. 

I6gD-I7IJ>. Crilieisos •I ~·- .. """""" .. oil 
~ 

Socrates now opens the &ttaok on the genuinely Prot&gorean 
doctrine put forward m the central part of the Defence-the enm
sion of the muDn, Man the"""""'"· beyoud the field of unmediate 
perceptinn (whore we w:epted 1t) to all judgments. 

Our orlt!inal objection (I6:ID) was: If all judgments are true to 
him who makes them, how can one man be wiser than another ? 
In the Defence Ptot&goras was repreoentedas' a>n<:eding ' that li01Ile 
are wiser thaD othen, and this might aeem to wesken his case. 
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Socrates now observes that we OlJI!ht to make sure of thJs step by 
declw:ing it formally from wbat Protagoras certaiDly did say, 
namely, that 'wbat seems to each man is to him'. Ptesumably, 
Pla.to wishes to avoid the imputation of attnbuting to Protagoras 
a statement which did not appear just in that fonn m his writmgs. 

IligD. SOCR. Let us begin, tben, by comiDg to grips witb the 
doctrine at the same pomt as before. Let us see whether 
or not our discontent was justified, when we criticised it 
as making every indiVIdual self-suftio.ent in WJ.Sdom.. Pro
tagoras then conceded that some people were superior in 
the matter of what is better or worse, and these, be said. 
were WlSe. Didn't he ? 
TBEOD, Yea. 
Soca. If he were here himself to make that admission, 
instead of our c:oncedmg it for him in our defence, there 
would be no need to reopen the question and make sure of 
our ground ; but, as tbmgs are, we might be said to ha.ve 
no authority to make the admlssum on his behalf. So it 
will be more 111.tisfactory to come to a more complete and 
clear agreement on thJs particular point ; for it makes a 
conSlderable ddlerence, whether this is so or not. 
1'B:EOD, That is true. 
Soca. Let us, then, as briefly as possible, obtam his 
agreement, not tbiOugh any third person. but from Ius 

I1Q. own statement. 
Tm!oD. How? 
SOCR. In thJs way. He says--<loeso't he ?-that wbat 
seems true 1 to anyone is true for hlm to whom it seems so ? 
TDEOD. He does. 
Soca. Well now, Protagoras, we are expressmg wha.t seems 
true to a man, or rather to all men, when we say that 
everyone Without exception holds that in some respects he 
is W1Set than Jus neighbours and m others they are wiser 
than he. For instance, in moments of great daDger aDd 
chstress, whether m war or in sickness or at sea, men reprd 
as a god anyone who can take control of the situatlon 8Dd 

B. look to him as a saVIOur, when lus only point of supenority 
is his lmowledge. Indeed, tbe world,. full of people lookmc 
for those who can instruct and govern men and a.nimals and 
direct their doinp, and on tbe other hand of people wbo 
thmk themselves quite competent to UDdertake the teachiJig 

I nl ....... here, U tbe COD&ezt 8hows, meiUI. 1 what leemll true 1 SIDCII 
PMt:acoru' IIIUI8l COYend Jlldfpamt. tbe ~ 21 pedect:ly fall', 
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110]1. and govemjng. In an these cues what can we say, if not 
that men do hold that wisdom and igDonmce ezist IIIIDIIg 
theml 
TlmoD. We m11St: say that. 
SocK. And they hold that wudom lies m thiDkiDg trllly, 
and jgnorance in false belief l 

c. TBEoD. Of course, 
SocK. In that case, Protagoras, what are we to make of 
your doctrine ? Are we to say that what men think is 
always true, or that it is sometimes true and sometimes 
false l From either supposition it results that their thoughts 
are not always true, but both tme and false. For consider, 
~ Are you, or is any Protagorean. prepared to 
maintain that no one regards uyone else as ignorant or as 
ma.kinc false judgments l 
TBEoD. That is iDaedible, Socrates. 

D. SocR. That, however, is the inevitable consequence of the 
doctrine which makes man the measure of aU things. 
TBEoD. Haw sol 
Soca. When you ha.ve formed & judgment on some matter 
in :your own mind and express an opmion about it to me, 
let as grant that, as Protagm'as' themy says, 1t is true for 
you ; but are we to understand that it 1S impossible for us, 
the rest of the oompany, to pronounce any judgment upon 
your judgment; or, if we- that we always pronounce your 
opinion to be true l Do you not rather fiDd thoussnds of 
opponents who set their opinion agamst yours on every 
occasion and hold that your judgment aDd belief are 
false l 

L T!moD. I should jast think so, Socrates ; thoussnds and 
tens of thoussnds, as Homer says ; aDd they give me all 
the trouble in the -d. 
Soca. And what then 1 Would you ha.ve as say that in 
such a case the opiDion you hold is true for yourself and 
false lor these tens of thoussnds l 
TBEoD. The doctrine cortain1y seems to imply that. 
SocK. And- is the amsequencelor Protagorashimself l 
h it not this : supposing that not even he believed in man 
being the measure and the world in general did not beheve 
it either-as in fact it doesn't-then this Truth which he 

I7I. wrote 'IIOI1id not be true lor anyone! If, on the other band, 
he did believe it, but the mass of mankind does not agree 
Wlth him, then, yon see, it is more false than true by jast 
so much as the unbelievers outnumber the believers. 
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171. TJmoD. That follows, if its truth or falsity varies with 
each inchvidual opinion. 
Soc:R.. Yes, and besides that it involves a. reaDy exquisite 
conclusion.• Protagoras, for his port, adnutting as he does 
that everybody's opinion is true, mast acknowledge the 
truth of his opponents' belief about his own belief, where 
they think he is wrong. 
TDEOD. Certainly. 

B. SOCR. That IS to say, he would acknowledge his own belief 
to be false, if he admits that the behef of those who think 
him wrong is truol 
TDEOD. Nec:essarily. 
Socx. But the others, on their side, do not admit to them
selves that they are wr<mg. 
TBEOD. No. 
SocK. Whereas Protagora.s. once more, according to wh&t 
he has written, &dmJ.ts that tlus opinion of theirs is as true 
as any other. 
TDEOD. EVIdently. 
Soca. Oo all hands, then, Protagoras included, Ius opmion 
will be disputed, or rather Protagc:ns will jom m the 
general consent-when he admits to an opponent the truth 

c. of his contrary opmion, from that moment Protagoras 
himself will be admJ.ttmg that a dog or the man in the 
street is not a measure of anything whatever that he 
does not mulentand lm't that so 1 
TBEOD. Yes. 
Socx. Then, since it is chsputed by everyone, the Truth 
of Protagoras 11 true to nobody-to himself no more than 
to anyone else. 
Timon. We are running my old friend too bud, Socrates. 
Soca. But it is not clear that we are outrunning the truth, 
my friend. Of course it is likely that, as an older man, he 

D. was wiser than we are : and if at this moment he could pop 
lns head up through the grotmd there as far as to the neck, 
very probably he would expose me thOIOU!!hlY foc talking 
such nonsense and you for agreemg to it, before he sank 
out of sight and took to his heels. However, we mast do 
our best Wlth such lights as we ha.ve and continue to say 
wha.t we tldnk. 

1 Sutoa, MAIII w, 389, aays that au. arguiiWit of tlus form, known u 
't11nuns the tables' (~. wu uaecl apmst Prot:agoru by Domocntua. 
.. well .. by Plato hole. 
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Socnotes'last wmls probably do not mean that Protagotas would, 
in Plato's opinion, have had any valid answer to make. The argu
ment has fairly deduced, on Prot.agoras' own principles, the conse
quences of assertiug that what every man tlunks true is true for 
him. It does follow 1m: Protagotas' opponents that his c1octtme 
is not true, and, 1m: Protagotas lumself, that their belief in ... 
falsity is true lor them. 

'1ZD-'1'"· -of tiN f'll'li.,.: ,.,.,.,li .. ON ...perimly 
•fiMwiu' 

Tbis argument, however, is ad ioMitum. The real issue between 
Protagotas and Plato is too serious to be dispooed of so bghtly, 
and Socrates now gives the conversation a graver tum. He begins 
by Iestatmg the premiss oo which all, including Protagotas, are 
Bp'eed : that one man can be WJser than another. Wherem can 
such superionty lie 1 Not in the field of immedu.te percepb.on of 
sense-qualities : there (as Plato is careful to note once more) 
we have agreed wlth Protagoras that each man 11 the measure of 
what 11, or rather ' becomes ', for him. But the Defence rtself 
claimed a superiority in WISdom for the physiclan, the educator, 
and the statesman. An these undertake to change OlD' con.chtion 
and make ' better' thmgs • appear and be ' to the indr.Vldual or 
to the State. We have still to mquire wha.t this professr.on imphes. 

171D. Socx. (~. Now, far instance, m111t we not say that 
everyone would agree at least to tlua : that one man can 
be wiser or mare ignorant than another ? 
Tlm<m. I certainly think so. 
Socx. And :further, shall we say that the doctrine would 
find 1ts firmest footing in the positJ.on we traced out in 

•· our defence of Protagotas : that most thinp-hot, diy, 
sweet, everything of that sort-are to each person as they 
appear to him? Whereas, if there is any case in which the 
theory would concede that one man 1S superior to another, 
it rrught consent to admit tha.t, in the matter of good or bad 
health, not any woman or ciDld--or anunal, for that matter 
-knows what is wholesome for it and 11 capable of curing 
itself ; but that here, if anywhere, one person is superior 
to another. 
Tlmoo. I should c:erlainly say so. 

172. Socx. And agam in SOCial matters, the theory will say 
that, .. far .. good and bad custmiuo 01 nghts and Wl"Oil8' 
or matten of religioo are concerned. whatever any State 
makes up 1ts mmd to enact as lawful for itself, really is 
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17a. lawful far it, and in thia field no individual or State is wiser 
than -· But wiuft it is • question of laying down 
what is for its advantage or disadvantage, once more there, 
if anywbere, the theory will a.dmit a drl!erence bet,.... 
two advisers or between the decisions of two dlfierent 
States in respect of truth, and would hardly venture to 
assert that any enactment which a State supposes to be 

•• 1m: its advantage will quite certaillly be so. 

The position taken up in the Defence is here restated fairly. 
The dactor has some WISdom or lmowledge justifymg bis offer to 
change my condition to one in wbi.ch things he calls ' better ' will 
appear and be to me. His case 11 parallel to that of the statesman, 
who uses his eloquence to recommend a change of custom or of 
law or a practical pohcy. If 'right' means simply what is en
joined by law and a ' good custom ' one that 11 In fact socially 
approved, no State can claim to be wiser than another. But 
anyone who comes forward to recommend a change must claim 
that rt will produce 'better' results, that is to say, results which 
will appear as more ac!Vlllltageous when the ciwJge has been 
e1lected. When we return to tlus point later, it will be argued 
that the doctor's or the statesman's present Judgment about what 
will be more advantageous m the future coniticts, u ~OHA. 
with the judgment of Ius unconverted hearers, and that both c:aDDOt 
be true. Tlus argument, however, Is not developed until after 
the ' di&reosiDn ', which now follows. 

I7ZB-I77C. Digrasi011: 1M - of Pln/Q,p,py 0114 RMitwk 
The occasion of this chgreosion has not been well understood. 

Socn.tes breaks off at this point to suggest that some who 'do not 
argue altogether as Protagoras does ' may not accept the llll8logy 
that has just been dra.wn between the doctor's concern Wlth the 
bodily health of the individual aod the statesman's concern with 
questious of right and wrong. They will deny that ' right ' has 
any meaniDg at all other than what is publicly deaeed at any 
time. Tbis, as Socrates says, l'BlSeB a luger illlue than the argu
ment we were just embarking upon with Protagoras. 

,.,... SocR. (....m.r...). But, in that field I am speaking of-m 
right and wrong and matters of rehgicm-people ' 010 IOady 
to affirm that none of these tJungs 11 natural, with a reality 
of its awn. but rather that the public decision becomes true 

I 'l'ha subJect ol the phualllllatm il not the IIIUDO u the IIUipiU' nbject 
(IW,..) of tbe pN\'10al .eateucee, &lid accon!uiPY not ~ hat (u 
CampWJ.a.)'l) • c:ertatD pena1111 who are ~tly delaell •. 
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I7ZJ1. at the moment when it is made and remains trae so 1cmg 
as the docisfon slaDcls : aud those who do DOt ...,. alto
gether as l'rotago!as does CSlT)' on their philooophy on 
these Jines,l 

But one theory after another is coming upon us. Tbeo
c. dorus, and the last is more important than the one before. 

Ecliton have not seen clssrly that this sentence does DOt amplify 
the preceding one, but introd"""' a new position held, DOt by 
Protagoras, but by people who do not state their position 
altogether as l'rotagaras stated bis. Their view is the ' more 
important ' theory, involvmg larger issues thsn the restricted 
position we have just asaibed to Protagoras. the consideration of 
which is accordingly postponed. 

What is this latger theory 1 Those who hold it are not ' incom
plete Protagoreans ', but go further thsn Protsgoras himself. They 
deny the anslogy between physieal quahties (hot, dry, sweet, etc) 
and moral quahties Hke ' just '. The hot and the cold, the dry 
and the moUt, they will say, exist ' by nature ' : aud they would 
'81"" with Protsgoras that the fact that one contrary appesrs to 
me, the other to you. 11 consistent with theJr having an objective 
bein8 of their own. But ' jast ' and ' unjust ', they say, have DO 
status in Nature ; they are mere crea:twns of convention or of the 
public decision of the community. We have no evidence that 
Protagoras went so far as this.• It is the extreme posation formu
lated in the H6pobUc by Thrasymacbus, who derues that ' rilht ' 
bas any natural vahdity : the word means notbmg more thsn what 
the most powerful element in the State decrees for its own advan
tage (<d <OU ~ avi"''Bew). He would reject the distinction 
Socrates has just drawn between what is laid down as lawful and 
what is decided upon as advantageous (av~a). When 
Socrates ~ in the H6pobUc (as he will later in the T-) 
that the strongest element in the State may be mistaken about 
its own advantage, Thrasymacbus was not convinced. The 
atheists of z-s X (88g ff.) dmw the same oontrast between Nature 
aud oonventlol!- Fire, Air, Water, and Earth exist by nature and 

1 Readma' n1 &-,. &!) ,.,..,_ •a- a.. .v,-. wouJd mean' .Uwbo 
do DOt 1UJ1H1 ', and we lhon1d then have to UDderstaDd (With II' Dlls and 
other&) all who do IIOJ p 10 fr~t u Protagoru But thelo people so farther. 
It 11 not true that everyone who atcpa llmt of Pmtagoraa' poatlcm. bold• the 
at:mDe Yin' here stated. 

I Jlu lpOOCh fD the ~ 320 ff, recopliiiiDDiate moral iDabncta of 
alUr aad llq, exut:&DJ ID all IDtlll. before aoaety J1 formed. EdV.e&tiOD 

m VU'tae Jl a devBiopmeat of the8e naturai.IDibactl by a aocaa1ilms ~· 
maJrma: mea pxl c:timm of theu ~ Statel, 
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chance, without design ; and by the interplay of their active 
powers-hot, cold, dry, moist, etc.-produce the whole physical 
cosmos. But art or design arises only later ; it is mortal and of 
mortal origin. The whole of legislatlon, custom, and religion is 
'not by nature, but by art', Conventions differ in different com
mwlittes. 'What is nght (rd d6uua) has no natural eXIStence at 
all ; but men are perpetually disputing about it and altering it, 
and whatever alteration they make at any tune is at that time 
authontattve, owing tts existence to design and the laws, not in 
any way to nature· (889E). This is preasely the position stated 
here, the extreme consequence of makmg man the measure of 
all things, but a consequence never, so far as we know, drawn by 
Protagoras bnnself, who dld not dream of subvertmg the basis of 
morality. 

To Plato this thesis is the pos1tion of the arch-enemy , the 
whole of the Republu; is a reply to tt Here, acknowledging that 
it cannot be attributed to Protagoras, Socrates drops for a tune 
the criticism of Protagoras' own theory, and replies induectly m 
the' digression' that follows. A direct treatment would demand 
a repetition of the contents of the Re~ and arguments sup
portmg the Platoruc thesis that the moral Forms, justice and 
the rest, do' exist by nature with a bemg of therr own'. But the 
Forms are to be excluded, so far as posstble, from tlus conversatlon, 
which discusses the claun of the world of appearances to Yield 
knowledge wtthout mvoking the mtelhglOle world. So Plato lS 

content to mdlcate his answer by reVIving the contrast drawn m 
the GorgJaS and the Republic between the orator of the law court 
or the Assembly and the true statesman, the plnlosopher whose 
knowledge hes m that other realm of reahty. The whole dtgre'iSion 
lS studded With allUSions to the Rep.d;lw, and in the course of 1t 
the moral Forms are plamly, though unobtrusively, mentioned. 

172c. THEon. Well, Socrates, we have time at our chsposal 
SocR. EVIdently. And it strikes me now, as often before, 
how natural it is that men who have spent much time m 
philosoph.tca.l studies 1 should look ridiculous when they 
appear as speakers in a court of law. 
THEOn. How do you mean ? 
SocR. When you compare men who have knocked about 
from their youth up in law courts and such places with 
others bred in philosophical pursuits, the one set seem to 
have been trained as slaves, the others as free men. 

1 ~has often &Wide mea.nntgcovenngallllberalstudle~~(as at I+lD) 
or'culture"(asmllocratesl. 
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172IJ. TlmoD. In what way ? 
SocL In the way you spoke of: the &ee man alwaY' 
bas time at his dispou.l to convene in peace at lus leisure. 
He will pass, as we are doing now, from one argument to 
another-we h .. e just reached the third ; like us, he will 
leave the old for a fresh one which takes his fancy more; 
and he does not care how loog or shed the discussion may 
be, if only it attains the truth, The orator is always talking 

B. aga.inst time, hurried on by the clock ; there is no space 
to eolarge upon any subject he c:hooses, but the adwnary 
stands Oft!' him ready to :recite a schedule of the paiDts 
to wtuch he must confine himself. He is a slave dispatmg 
about a fellow-slave before a master sitting in judgment 
Wlth some defirute plea in his hand ; and the issue is never 
iDdrllerent, bot his personal concerns are always at stake, 

173· sometimes even his life. Hence be acquires a tense and b:Ltter 
shrewdness ; he knows how to :Batter Ius master andeam his 
good gnu:es, hot Ills mmd 1S narrow and crooked. An 
apprenbceslnp m slavery has dwarfed and twisted Ills growth 
and robbed lum. of his free spint, drivmg him into deYious 
ways, threatenmg IWn with lean and dangers wluch the 
tondemeo! of youth oou1d not face with truth and honesty; 
so, turning from the first to lies and the requital of wroog 

B, wtth wrong, warped and stunted, he passes from youth 
to manhood Wlth no soundness in him and turns out, in 
the end, a man of formidable intellect-as he imagmes. 

So mach for the orator, Theodoros. Shall I now describe 
the plnloooplnc qwre to winch we belong, 0< would you 
rather leave that and go back to oar discussion? We 
must not abuse that freedom we claimed of ranging frcaD. 
one subject to another. 
TliEoD. No, Socrates ; let us have your description first. 

c. As you said qwte rightly, we are not the servants of the 
argument, wluch must stand and wait for the moment 
when we choose to pursue this or that topic to a conclusion. 
We are not in a court under the judge's eye, ncr in the 
theatre with ao audieoce to criticise our phllosophk evolu
ticms. 
SocL Then, if that is your WlSb,let us speak of the lead<n 
in phllnsophy ; lor the weaker members may he ueg1ected. 

D. From their ynoth up they ha .. never known the way to 
marlret-place or law court or COUDCil chamber or aoy other 
p1aA:e of public assembly ; they n"""' hear a decree read 
out or look at the text of a law ; to take any interest in 
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1730. the rivalries of politleal cliques, m meet!Dgs, cllimers, and 
meityiD8kiDgs with ftu!e-girls, """"" 0CCU1S to them ...., 
in dreams. Whether any fellow-citizen is well or ill born 
or has mheri.ted some defect from his ancestors an either 
side, the plulosopber knows no more than how many pints 
of water there are in the sea. He is not even aware that 

.. he koows nothmg of all tlus ; for if he holds aloof, it is 
not for reputabon's sake, but because it is really only his 
body that sojourns in his city, whde his thought, chsdaming 
all such tlungs as worthless, takes wiDgs, as Pinclar says, 
• beyond the sky, beneath the eaith ',~the hea..,. 
and measariDg the plams, evecywhele seekmg the true 

174- nature of everythmg as a whole, never sinking to what hes 
close at hand. 
TKEOD. What do you mean, Socrates 1 
SoCR. The same thing as the story about the Thracian 
maidservant who exercised her wit at the expense of Thales, 
when be was looking up to study the stars and tumbled 
down a well. She scolled at him for being so eager to 
know what was happening in the sky that he could not 
see what lay at Ius feet Anyone who gives his hfe to plulo-

B. sophy 1s open to such mockery. It IS true that he lS unaware 
wbat his next-door neighbour is doing, baldly koows, 
indeed, whether the creature 11 a man at all ; he spends 
all lus pams on the question, what man is, and what powers 
and properties chstmguish such a nature from any othel.' 
You see what I mean, Theodorus? 
TJmoo. Yes ; and it is true. 
SoCK. And so, my friend, as I said at first, on a public 

c. occ:asion or in pnvate company, in a law court or anywhere 
else, when he is forced to talk about what lies at his feet 
or 1S before his eyes, the whole rabble will join the maid
servants in laughmg at him, as from iDexperience he walks 
blmdly and stwnbles into every pitfall. Ills temble 
clumsiness makes hnn seem so stup.d. He cannot engage 
m an exchange of abuse,• for, never havmg made a study 
of anyone's pecuhai ....Jmeoses, he has oo personal scandals 
to bring up ; so m his helpleosness he looks a fool. When 

D. people vaunt their own or other men's ments, his unafiected 
laughter makes him conspicuous and they thmk. he is 
frlwlous. When a despot oc king is eulogised, he fanaes 

I A dear allUIIOD to the theory of FOI"'IlL 'l'he real object of lmowlodp 
ia the Form. • 111m •, not mdrridaal mea. 

1 A llOIIItaat featan of fONDIIC .peoclull at Atbelul. 
ss 
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17-tD· he is bearing some keeper of swine or sheep or cows being 
COJI8Illtalated on tbe quantity of mDk he has squeezed 
out of his flock ; only he re8ec:ts that the aaimal that 
princes tend and Il1llk. is more given than sheep or cows 
to nurse a sullen grievance, and that a herdsman of th1s 
-. penned up iD his castle, is doomed by sheer pnoss of 

E, work to be as rude and uncultivated as the shepherd in 
his mountain fold He bears of the marvellous wealth of 
some landlord who owns ten thousand acres or more , but 
that seems a smaD. matter to one accustomed to thmk. of 
the earth as a whole. When they lwp upon buib--.ome 
gentleman who can point to seven generations of wealthy 
ancestors-be thiob that such commendation must come 
from men of pmbliDd VISion, too uneducated to keep their 

175. eyes fixed on the whole or to reflect that any man has 
bad countless myna.ds of ancestors and among them any 
number of rich men and beggars, kings and slaws, Greeks 
and barbarlam. To pride ooeself on a catalogue of twenty
five progenitors gomg back to Hera.cl.es, son of Amphitryon, 
strikes him as showing a stra.Dge pettmess of outlook. He 
laughs at a man who cannot rid his mind of foolish vanity 

B. by reckcming that before Amphitiyon there was a twenty
fifth ancestor, and before lurn a :&ftleth, whose forhmes 
were as lock would have it. But m all these matten; the 
world has the laugh of the plulosopher, partly because he 
seems anogant, partly because of Ins helpless J8DOr&DCe 
in matters of daily bfe. 
TlmoD. Yes, Socrates, that is exactly what happens. 
Soca. On the other hand, my friend, when the philosopher 
drags the other upwards to a height at wluch he may 

c. consent to drop the question ' What inJustice have I done 
to you or you to me ? ' and to think about justice and 
injustice iD themselves, what each is, and bow they ddler 
from one another and from anytlung else 1 ; or to stop 
quoting poetry about the happmess of kings or of men with 
gold iD store and think about the meaning of lr:lugship and 
the whole question of human happiness and nusery, what 
theu" nature is, and bow humanity can gain the one and 
escape the other-in all this field, when that small, shlewd, 
legal mind bas to render an account, then the situation IS 

reversed. Now it IS be who is dizzy from banging at such 
an ww:c:ustomed height and looldng down from mickir. 

1 The :manl F011118 are here openly megtJouocl, aDd thorc are aDUIOIUI to 
the allegory oftbe C&ve:ID ~· YJ. 
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I75D· Lost and dismayed and stammerm,. he will be laughed at. 
not by maidservant& or the uneducated-they will not see 

what "' happening-but by ·- whose breeding bas been the antithesis of a slave's. 
Such are the two chatacters, Tbeodorus. The one is 

B. nursed in freedom and leisure, the philosopher, as you call 
him. He may be excused d he looks foolish or useless 
when !aeed With some merual task. lf he CIIIIDOt tie up bed
clothes into a neat bundle or :ftavour a dish with spices and 
a speech with Battery. The othor is smart m the du.patch 
of all such services, but bas not learnt to wear his cloak hke 

I7fj. a gentleman, or caught the accent of ctiscowse that will 
rightly celebrate the true life of bappinoss for gods aod 
meo 
THEon. If you could convince everyone, Socrates, as you 
convmce me, there would be more peace and fewer evils in 
the world. 
Soca.. Evils, Tbeodorus, can never be done away with, for 
the good must always ha.e rts con!Imy ; nor have they aoy 
place m the chvine world ; but they must needs haunt tins 
region of our mortal nature. That is why we should make 
all speed to take Oight from thu. world to the othor; aod 

B. that means becommg like the divine 110 far as we can, and 
that again is to become ngbteous with the help of wisdom. 
But ll 1S no such easy matter to convince men that the 
......,.. lor awidmg WICkedness and oeekmg alter goodneo& 
are not those which the wod.d pves. The right motive 1S 

not that one should seem innocent and good-that lS no 
better, to my thlnkiDg, than ao old wives' tale-but let us 
state the truth m this way. In the divine there is no 

c. shadow of unnght<ousness, ooly the perfection of righteoU&
ness ; and nothing is more hke the chvine than any one of 
us who becomes as righteous as possible. It 1S here that a 
man shows Ius true splrit aod power or lack of splrit and 
oothmgness. For to know thu. is wisdom aod exce1leoce of 
the genuine sort; not to know it is to bemamfestlyblindand 
base. All other forms of ....,;.g power aod intelli&ence 
in the rulers of soaety are as mean and vulgar as the 

o. mechanic's skiD. in bandia'aft. If a man's words and deeds 
are unrighteoos and profalle, he had best not persuade him
self that he ;. a great man because he sticks at uothiDg, 
glolying m his shame as such men do - they faocy that 
others say of them : They are no fools, no Ul61ess burdens 
to the earth, but men of the right aort to waather the storms 
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x76J>. of public life. Let the truth be told: they are what they 
fam:y they are not, all the more for deceiving themsel ... ; 
for they .... J8D01U1t of the very thiDs it moot c:oocems 
them totnow-thepeoaltyofiDjustice. This is not, as they 
imagine, stripes and death, wlnch do not always fall on the 

E. Wl'OIIg-doer, but a peoalty that eannot be escaped. 
THEon. What peoalty ,. that 1 
SOCK. There are- patterns, my lrieod, iD the~ 
able nature of thmgs, ooe of diviDe happiness, the other of 
godless misery--& truth to which their lolly makes them 

I'J1. utterly blmd, unaware that in doing injustice they are grow
ing less hke one of these patterns and more like the other. 
The peoalty they pay is the life they lead, ......,.;ng to the 
pattern they resemble. But if we tell them that, uoless 
they rid themselves of their superior cunning, that other 
region which 1S free from all evil will not retell'e them after 
death, but here on earth they will dwell for aD tune in some 
form of Ide resembliog their DWD aod iD the IIOaely of thinp 
as evil as themselves, all this will sound like foolishness to 
such stroDg and tiDSCrupulous minds. 
THBoo So it will, Socrates. 

B. Soca.. I have good reason to know it, my friend. But 
there is ooe thiDs about them : wheo you get them alone 
aod make them explain their objectioos to philcsophy, theo, 
if they are men enough to face a long enminatwn wtthout 
nmDiilg away, 1t is odd how they eod by lindiog their DWD 

arguments unsatisfying ; somehow their flow of eloqueace 
ruos cky, aod they become as speechless as an infaot. 

All this, however, is a digression; we must stop now, 
c. and dam the :8ood of topics that threatens to break in and 

drown our original argument. W1th your leave, let us go 
back to where we were before. 
T!moo. For my part, I rather pEOfer listening to your 
digressions, Socrates ; they are easier to follow at my time 
of life. H......,, let us go back, if you like. 

Tbe tooe of this digresioo goea beyond the GoJogltu and the 
P"-lo aod is fax mnoved from the humaoity of Socrates, 
wbo c:ortaiDiy knew the way to the maxket-pla<:e, tho1J8h he 
de6berately bpi out of politU:s. There is a foretaste of Cynicism 
iD the emphatic cxmtempt of wealth aod blgh birth. The maiD 
ccmtrast is not between the life of am.templation and the active life, 
to which, iDa reformed society, the philosopher king would acknow
ledge his doty to dooc:eud. Jlaoy lllliDts, like T...,., have led vocy 
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activo n ... without abomdooing the joys of contemplation. The 
6fe contrasted with the philosopher's is at :first that of the rhetorician, 
and towards the end that of the man trained in rhetoric to be the 
ruler of soaety, the strong-minded mao wbo will sbck at oothing 
and thiDlrs himseH a • realist • because he has oo com:eption of the 
noality of ;cleala-o. familiar figure m the post-war world of Plato's 
manhood, as in our own. It is an easy conjecture that some part 
of this tirade was U!spJred by Plato's experiences at the court of 
Syracuse. 

The aD.usions to the allegory of the Cave, the passage about the 
true meaning of ldngslnp. happh>ess, and justlce, .... mtended to 
recall the whole argoment of the ~. with its doctrine of the 
divule, bltellijp."ble nogion of Forms, the true objects of knowledge. 
This is no mere digression : rt indicates-what cannot be directly 
stated-the final cleavage between Platonism and the extreme 
consequences of the Protagoroan thesis. The 7"ltetutllllvs here opens 
a window upon the world of true bemg , but the VISion must be 
closed. Our concern at present lS only with the world of appear
ances and its claim to yield knowledge. 

I7'7<>-I'"'. ll<jolalirm of lM lhf-of~ 
The argument 1S now resumed at the pomt where •t was dropped 

(I72A), when the genwnely Protagoroan posrtion hod been bolated 
from extraneous elements. That position 1S now stated again, to 
mark that we have been straymg beyond it. Socrates proceeds to 
refute the defence he put forward earher oo l'rotajjoras' hehaU. 

I71C- Soca. Very well. I thlDk the poUlt we hod reached was 
this. We were saying that the believers in a perpetually 
c1>angmg reality and m the doc:trlne that what seems to 
an mdlVldual at any time also is for lum would, in most 
matters, strongly mmst opoo thclr pdnaple, and not least 
in the case of what 1S right they would maintain that any 
enactments a State may decide on certainly are nght for 
that State so long as they remain in force ; but when it 
comes to what is good, we said that the boldest would not 
go to the length of contendmg that whatever a Stsie may 
believe and declare to be advantageous for itself is in fact 
advantageous for so long as it is declared to be so---UDlesa 
he meant that the name ' advantageous • would continue 
to he so applied ; hut that would he turning our subject 
mto a joke. 
Tm!on. Certamly. 
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rna. Soca. We will suppose, then, that he does not mean the 
oame, but bas in view the thiDg that boars u. 
Tmton. We will.' 
SocK. Whatever name the State may give it, advantage 
is surely the aim of its Ieplation, and all its laws, to the 
full eztent of its belief and power, are laid down as being 
for its own best pro:fit. Or has it any other object in view 
when it makes laws1 

178. T!moD. None. 
Socll. Then does it also hit the mark every time ? Or 
docs every State often miss its aun completely ? 
TaEOD. I should say that mistakes are often made. 
SocK. We DJa!' have a sbll better cbaru:e of getting every· 
one to assent to that, if we start from a question covering 
the whole class of thiDgs which includes the advantageous. 
It ;., I suggest, a thiDg that bas to do "'th future time. 
When we legislate, we make our laws WJ.th the idea that they 
fllill bl advautageous m time to come. We may call tlus 
class ' what 1S going to be '. 

B. TlmoD. Certainly. 
SocK. Here, then, is a questioo. for Protagoras or anyone 
else who agrees with hnn • Accordmg to you and your 
fnonds, Protagoras, man IS the measure of all thinp--ol 
white and heavy and bght and everything of that sort. 
He possesoes in hmlself the test of these things, aod behevmg 
them to be such as he experieo<:es them, he beheves what 
;. true and real lor him. Is that n&ht 1 
TlmoD. Yes. 
Soca. Is it also true, Protagoras (we shall continue), that 

c. he possesses Within himself the test of what is going to be in 
the future, and that whatever a man believes will be, actually 
comes to pass for him who believes 1t ? Take heat, for 
example. When some layman believes that be is going to 
catch a fever 1 and that this hotness is going to exist, and 
another, who is a physician, believes the contrary, are we 
to suppose that the future event will tum out in accordance 
with one of the two opinions, or in accordance with both 
opinions, so that to the physician the patient will not be hot 
or in a fever, wbD.e he will be both these things to himself? 

I It 1S DDt & q1lelboa of tbe State IJIVDl8 tbe Dame' ad'9aD'tapou' to aay 
cW. of actaou Jt tajOIIUI. LeplataoD. must be underatood to tmply a Jada:
mmt that the ccmdv.ct preiCri.bed WID have good e&ecte 

1~ D •bJect of ~ cf. PltiiMW, 25IA. r,_. P1 ~ --· 
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x78c. T!mon. That would be aboard. 

Soca. And on the question whether a wine is going to be 
n. ......tor dry, Iimaginethevine-growor'sjudgmentisaulhmi· 

tative, not a flute-player's. 
TIIEOD. Of course. 
Socx. Or again, on the question wbether a piece of music 
is going to be in ttme or not, a gymnastic trainer would not 
have a better opinion than a musician as to what the trainer 
bimself will later judge to be in good tune. 
TmtoD. By no meam. 
Soca. Aod wbeo a feast is being prepared, the guest who is 
to be invited, supposing him not to be an expert m cookery, 
will have a less authoritative opinion than the confecuoner 
upon the pleasore that will result. We will DDt dispute yet 

&. about what already is or has been pleasant to any indivi· 
dual ; but about what wiD. in the future seem and be to 
anyone, lS every man the best Judge for himself, or would 
you, Protagoras,-at least m the matter of the arguments 
that any one of us would find convmciDg for a court of law 
-have a better opimon beforehand than any untramed 
person l 
Timon. Certainly, Socrates, in that matter he did emphati· 
cally profess to be superior to eveeybody. 
Soca. Bless yoor soul, I should thmk he chd. No one 

I19· would have paid huge sums to talk with lum, If he had not 
convmced the people who came to him that no one whatever, 
not even a prophet, could judge better than he wbat was 
going to be and appear in the future. 
Timon. Quite true. 
Soca. ADd legislation, too, and the question of advan· 
tageousness are matters concerned with the future ; and 
everyone would agree that a State, when it makes its laws, 
must often fail to hit upon its own greatest advantage ? 
Timon. Assuredly. 
Soca. Then we may quite reasonably put it to your master 

B. that he must admit that one man is wiser than another and 
that the wiser man is the measure, whereas an ignorant 
person like myseH is not in any way bound to be a JDeaan'e, 
as our defence of Protagoras tried to make me, whether I 
liked it or not. 
TnEOn. I think that is the weakest point in the theo<y, 
Socrates, though it is also assailable in that it makes othel' 
people's opmioDs vaHd when, as it tums out, they hold 
Protagoru' assertinns to be quite untrue. 
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1190- SocL The10 are many other ways, Theodorus, of assaiBDg 
such a position aud proving that oot ewiY opiDloo of ewiY 
person is true. 

The Defence of Protagoras ;. thus noluted. The ~ which 
' tUIDS the tabJoo ' b reafliimed by Theodarus ; and it has been 
sbown that oot all judplents can be tiUe. When the patient and 
the doctor disagree about what the patient's experion<:es will be 
at some future time, they are disagreeing about the same fact, which 
is not at the moment part of the private experi.eDce of either, so 
that he m>ght c:Wm to be the only poss1ble judge. They cannot 
both be right. No more can two poliucians who dispute whether 
some law or decree will have good effects lor the State. Protagoras' 
own profession as an educator of good atlzens rested entttely on 
his c:Wm to be a bettor judge than his pupils of what they would, 
when educated, find to be good lor them. 

1790-IBIB. T.U-H~ position, COIIb'tlsl4d witiJ p.,... 
- u..i4l of al1 ......, tm4 c~umg, 

Plato bas now shown why he will oot accept the Protagoresn 
position as extended by its author to judplents wluch go beyond 
the iDdividual's unmediate aud pnvate experi.eDce of his present 
sensations. But wrthin thb narrower field he bas himself accepted 
the position, and bunt 1t mto his own account of the nature of per
ception. We must now return to tha.t account and ccmsider the 
aec:ond olement, dlawn from the !lux doc:tnne of Heracleitus. W1th 
what reservations and restrictions are we to adopt the principle 
that all things are perpetually in motion l 

'79"· SocL ("""""'"")· But with regan! to what the iDdividual 
experiences at the moment-the source of lus sensations and 
the judgments in a.ccordame with them-it 11 harder to 
assail the truth of these. Perhaps it is wrong to say 
'harder ' ; maybe they are unsssailable, and those who 
assert that they are traosparently c1esi 1 and are Instances 
of knowledge may be in the right, and Theaetetus was not 
beside the mark when he said that perception and know-

D. ledge were the same thing. 
We must, then, loot more closely into the matter, as our 

defence of Protagoras enjoined, and stndy this moving 

1 a. P......,. s5QC. • t:broqh the r:IMnlt of the IIIIIIMBo .pt. we apprehend 
beauty m tbe perfect,.__, of Ita laCb&Dce ' (W. ""' ~ .,._. 
.nAf1w ~ Plato will contad that pamept10n of --.ble qua.b~ 
tiel, tboqh IDfaiilhle ill. tbe -- above defbl.ed, doe& not nveal trueruhty 
.ad ia theNfore DCJt lmowledp 
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179». reality, riDging its metal to hear if it sounds true or cracked. 
Howewr that may be, there has been no illcoDsiderable 
battle over it and not a few combatants, 
TJmoD. Anything but inconsiderable ; in Ionia, indeed, it 
is actually growing in violence. The followers of Hera.clettus 
lead the quire of tlus persuasion with the greatest vigour. 
SoClt. All the more reason, my dear Tbeod.orus, to look into 
it c:arefully and to follow their lead by tracing it to its 

B. source. 
Tm!OD. By all lllOaliS, For there is no discussiDg these 
principles of Heracleitus--or, as you say, of Homer or still 
more ancient sages-with the Ephesians them!lelves, who 
prof ... to be familiar w.th them : you nU!!ht .. well -
to a maniac. Fmthful to their own treatises they are 
hterally in perpetual motwn : their capacity for staymg 
still to attend to an argumeat or a question or for a quiet 

18o, mterchange of question and BliSWer amounts to less than 
nothing, or rather even a mmus quantity is too strong an 
expressum for the absence of the least mochcwn of repose 
m these gentry.• When you put a questmn, they pluck 
from their quiver little oracular aphonsms to let lly at you ; 
and if you try to obtam some account of their meaniDg, 
you will be instantly transfixed by another, barbed with 
some newly forged metaphor. You will never get anywhere 
with any of them , for that matter they cannot get anywhere 
Wlth one another, but they take very good care to leave 

B. nothmg settled either in chsc:ourse or in their own minds ; 
I suppose they t1unk that would be something stationary 
-a thmg they will fight agamst to the last and do their 
utmost to banish from the wuveue. 
Soca. Perhaps, Theodorus, you have seen these gentlemen 
in the fray and never met them iD their peaceable moments ; 
mdeed they are no friends of yours. I dare say they keep 
such matters to be explained at leisure to their pupils whom 
they want to make like themselves. 
Tm!OD, Pupils indeed I lly good friend, thoro is no such 

c. thmg as a master or pupil among them ; they spriDg up like 
mushrooms. Each one gets his inspirabon wherever he can. 
and not one of them thinks tha.t another understands any
thing. So, as I was gojng to say, you can never bring them 

• TalaDg ...0 • ..UU. (' not evm JlOt:hmg • - a mmua quu:bty) u th8 
•bJect of ~ •• UJ:eiiiV8 (a~. aagerated estamate) With reapect tD 
tbe &bclmuJe of even a bttlo q....m- ill tbcm '. Far_,., cf. Sfljllt. 2,5k, 5; 
n.ro 75&. 9· 
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IBoc. to book. either with or without their consent. We must 
take over the question ourselves and try to solve it like a 
problem. 
Soca. That is a reascmahlo proposal. As to this problom. 
then, have we not here a tra.dition from the ancients who 

n. hid their meaning from the oommon herd In poetical figure!, 
that Ocean and Tethys, the source ol all things, are 1lowmg 
streams and nothing is at rest ; and do not the modems, 
In their superior wisdom, declare the same quite openly, 
In order that the very oobblen may hoar and understand 
tbeir wisdom and, abandooing tbeir simple laitb that some 
thi:ngs stand still whDe others move, may reverence those 
who teach them that everything is in motion ? 

But I bad abnost fmgotten, Tbeodorus, another school 
B. which teaches just the opposite, that reahty ' is one, immov~ 

able: " Being" is the name of the All',l and much else that 
men like Kebssus and Parmenides maintain in opposition to 
all those people, telling us that all thb>gs are a Unity which 
stays still within itself, having no room tomovein. How are 
we to deal with all these combatants? For,little by little, our 

l Readmg aro. (for abo), ~ .,..,.._ 7'4) .....& &lap' "'-- There ill 
no reuou to doubt that ttua verse lltODd m the ten of Parmeu1de8 used 
by Plato 8lld SUnpbclua. who tw1co quote11t,. Without refenmcc to the TM,.._ 
tm41, at P"11 aC). IS &Dd 143, 8 Both must have undentood 1t U above 
tranalated. The lell8ll II lood and relevant I C&QDOt beheve that Plato 
couc:octod the verse from the two halves of frag 8, 38, W Td ,c Jlor,' 
,.,.,_1..&\no~.,.'IJ&-.·tfi~o)&rop.' &rwl&ma~llffi'Tiflvn, 
.do wluch belong to d21fenmt sentences and have a qUl'lll: d21ferent meaJliDI 

I augest, however, that Parmemdes' ten 1taelf was corrupt ~ 
ill Dot UJIIId by the Pze-Soen.tlca 1D. the &eDBe 'to be ' I COU.Jectule n 1.0.0. 
and av.pply aa the only JIDIIIIlble mb]oct of IJD.a J.oslCAI Neceurty fh£yq 
or4lqor.ipr.J Cf Hcrzacl 6s· b n1 ~D,.aliloov ~ oWr mD.R ...a .,.,_z,..,.._. Theveraecaathenbepla.cedafterfrag rgattheelld 
of the poem: 

..,...,.,.N,IIf.,JP....U.ItGl-'-... ,......., ... __ ~· 
'r'Of&o r ~.op• ..,,__ ~ brfrrru-l.Jtnt,. 
c'"*- lll1lm .,w.,. """ ~,.., 'A:Nyq> 
Jo.dJiolrnboftiD.n ... ....rl&o,..'m.. 

"111111. ha'98 Pvm DIILDy Dll.1llell to chaDgmg thmp, but all the8e Dame~~ are 
fa1M , b Nece~~~ty • Wlllmg that the All ahoald otr1y be called 0110 aDd 
imlaoftbJe • Tlwl makea a good tmebng If we uow suppose that the tezt 
uaed by Plato aDd Slm.pbcms had been corrupted aDd corrected lllto ,.,.... 
,.a, &Nyq laro.., ...,.,., ....MI.. "" -' bop' .r-. we have the verse 
quoted, iudllpeDdently &lid conectly, by Plato ad SunpbclUI, lUI Par
memdea' lut word ou. the v.mty lmd ~of Bema: (aee Cllt&IVal 
.llmlw, IIJl5, A Now Fsagmtmt of Parmemdal). 
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r8oE. advance bas brought us, without our knowiDg it, between 
the two bnes : and, UD1ess we can somehow fend them off and 

r8r. slip through, we shall suffer for it, as in that game they play 
in the wrestliug schools, where the pla)"'ll are caught by 
both Sides and dragged both ways at once across the hne. 
The best plan, I think, will be to begin by toking a look at 
the party whom we first approached, the men of Flux ; and 
if there seems to be anything in what they say, we will 
help them to pull us over to their side and try to elude the 
others ; but if we find more truth in the partisans of the 
immovable whole, we will desert to them from. these revalu-

B. tionanes who leave no landmark onremoved. U both sides 
tum out to be qwte unreasonable, we shall merely look 
foohsh if we suppose that nobodies like oumelves can make 
any contributlon after rejecting such paragons of anaent 
wisdom. Do you think 1t worth while to go further in the 
teeth of such danger, Theod.orus ? 
THEon. Certamly, Socrates ; I could not bear to stop before 
we have found out what each of the two parb.es meaDS. 

Theodorus' vigorous outburst perhaps expresses Plato'simpatience 
wtth the later followers of Heracleitus, who apPell.l' to have copied 
Wlth exaggeration their master's use of crypbc aphonsms and reiter
ated lus doctnne of :Dux Wlthout contributing anyt:h.mg more than 
emphasts. The Hera.cleitean position that is to be exammed is 
the extreme pos~tion, comparable to the eqaally extreme denial of 
all motion and change by Pannenides. Plato's own task was to 
chscover what elements of truth each party was trymg to express. 
Pannemdes will be resc:rved for the Sop/fi#. The T1Niulelv8, being 
concerned with the sensible world, deals with Hera.clettus, whose 
doctrine has its appW:a:bon m that world. 

r8rB-r83c. Cmieistlt of 6SlrMifl H~ 

Socrates epens his criticism of Heracleitus by drawing the distinc
tion between two kmds of chaDge : local motion and chaDge of 
quality. At Pllf7M1Jidu •311• these were declaied to be the only 
two speeies of change. The word for chaDge of quabty (.WOIO&Bao) 
occurs iD Heracleitus !umaelf : ' God is day and mght, winter and 
summer, war and peace, surfeit and hunger ; he changes {d.Uol06rtu) 
just as tire, when blended with spices, is named a.ccordiDg to the 
savour of esch • (36 Byw., 67 Duols). Whether the latei Heraclei
teans drew tins distincbon or not, they appear to have denied any 
kind of n:st or funty. 
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r8rB. SocL Well, H you feel so strongly about it, we must look 
into the matter. I think our study of change should begin 

c. with the qiiiOSiion : What after all do they mean when they 
say all lhiDgs are in change 1 What I mean is this : Do 
they rec:ogmse one kind of chaoge or -~ I think there 
are two ; but I must not be alone in my opinion ; you must 
take your share in the risk, so that we may meet together 
whatever fate shall befall us. Tell me: do you caD it change 
when something .....,.,. from place to place or revol""' in 
the same place 1 
THEon. Yes. 
Soca. Let that be one kind. then. Now suppose a thing 

o. stays in the same place but grows old or turns black instead 
of white or hard instead of soft or alters in some other 
way, isn't it proper to can that a different kind of change~ 
Timon. Yes, it must be. 
Soca. So I should recoguiso these as - kinds of change 
-alteration and local movement. 
THEon. And you are right. 
Soclt. Having made that distincb.on, then, let us now 
begin our talk with these people who say that everything 
is in change and ask them : Do you say everything JS m 

B. both sorts of cbange-both movmg in place and altenng 
-or that port chaJI&OS in both ways, port m only one of the 

-~ THEon. I really cannot tell ; but I think they would say 
• in both ways •. 
Soca. Ye~ my friend ; otherwise they will find lhiDgs at 
rest as well as things in change, and it will be no more 
conect to say that everything is changing than to say that 
everything is at rest. 
TBEOD. Quite true. 
SocK. So, since they are to be in change and ~ess 

r8a. must be impossible anywhere, all things are always in every 
kind of ch""8"· 
TlmoD. That follows. 

1be theory of the nature of &eDSe-perception, stated earlier, is now 
illduded in the position we are examining. JadBment, as distinct 
from ...... perception. has already beeo disposed of in the aibcism 
of Protapu. BeiDg fallible, iadBment (as Theaetetus will remark 
later, Illp) CIUIDOt be &imply identiiod with kDowledge. So the dia
ca.ion has now been I1BD'OWfld. down to the question: Can sense
perception, whose inlalhbility has beeo admitted, f!lYe us know-
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ledge 1 Plato staDds by his analysis of sense-perception, which is 
now recalled. It JS still attributed to those more refined thiDters 
wbo have been alleged to hold the doctrine of flux. That doctrine 
was oriplally ststed Wlthout any .-vation as applying to 'all 
thinp '. Plato has now to point out that, If the objects of percep
tion (to wluch it doco, in Ius opinioo, apply) are taken to be ' all 
thinp ', there can be no such thins as knowledge at all, since no 
ststement we make about these perpetoally c:haJ:!ciDg thinp can 
.-in true for two moments together. All discoune will be im
possible, """"'there will be oo fixed and stable thinp for our words 
to refer to. 

18oA. SOcK. Now consider this point in their thoo!y. The 
account they gave of the genesm of hotness or whiteDelll or 
whatever 1t may be, we stated-didn't we ?---m. this sort of 
way : that any ooe of these thinp is something that moves 
in place, simultaneously with a pen:eptioo. between agent 
and pallent , and that the patient becomes percephve, not 
a perception, wlule the agent comes to have a quaitty, rather 
thao to be a quality. Pabaps this word ' qoahty ' stnkes 
yoo as queer awl UllC01rth awl yoo don't understand 11 as 
a general expression 1 : so let me g~.ve particular instances. 

B. The agent does not become hotness or whiteness, but hot 
or wlute, and so on with all the rest. No doubt you. remem
ber how we put this esilier : that nothins has any being 
as one thiDg just by itseU, no more has the agent or patient, 
but, as a consequence of their mtercourae with one another, 
in pving b1lth to the perceptioDs awl the thinp perceived, 
the agents oome to be of such and such a quahty, and the 
patients came to be percipient. 
TimeD. I remember, of course. 

The reference 1S to the ststement (1:;61!) that ' wlute ', ' hot ', 
' hard ', etc., have no bemg just by themselves, and that the sgent 
(as such) and the patient (as such) do not """'t unlll the extemal 
object awl the """""""8U como within rauge of one another and the 
• quicl< movements • begm to pass between them. Such being the 
process of perception, Socrates now takes objects awl pen:eptioos 
separately, beginmng with objects. 

• Tbm D the fint occarreDCII m Greek of the nbatuLtlve tnMdn,s. though the 
~adJectlve .. iot,'ofwhatBDrt',or'aatw'e'ar'charac:ter', 
WUIDCCUIUIIOIIIIBit Tllewardwucomlld .. apmeraltlllrmforaDcbaJ::Kten 
lilr.e • hotDeu • •• ~ • •• -~ ·• etc., the ~bo:a ....... CODe· 
lpOilduag to • ·-. iD. EDghab 

r.T.B:. rJI H 
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Illoc. SocL Vocy well, then, ... will not inqaile Into other porta 
of their a.-y, whethel they mean thls or that, but keep 
to the point we have in view and ask them this : All things, 
by your IICCOUDt, an In a perpetualsbum of clwJge. Is 
that so 1 
TlmoD. Yes. 
SocL With both the kiwis of clwJge we distinguished
both lllOVb!g In place and altering l 
Tlmoo. Certainly, if they are to be completely In clwJge. 
SocL Well now, if they only moved In place without alter
big In qulity, we should be able to say what qualities they 
have as they move in this stream, shouldn't we? 
TlmoD. Yes. 

D. SocL ~. however, there;. nothlns c:oostant here either 
-the Sowing thiDg does not ftow white but changes, so that 
the Vf!rY whiteness 1tself flows and shifts mto another colour, 
in order that the t:hiog may escape the charge of cons~ 
in that respect-can we ever give it the name of any col'oUr 
and be sure that we are naming it nghtly ? 
TJIEoD. How can that be done, Socrates ? Or bow can 
anythiDg else of the kind you mean be caUed by its right 
oame, if, while we are speaking, it is all the tune shppiDg 
away from us in this stream ? 
Soca. And again, what are we to say of a perceptum of 
any sort : for instance, the perception of seeing or hearing ? 

E. Are we to say that it ever abides in its own nature as seeing 
ar bearing l 
T!moD. It certainly ought not, If alllllm8s .,.In clwJge. 
Soca. Then it bas no right to be called seemg, any more 
than not-seeing, nor is any other perception entitled to be 
caUed peiceptioo mther than not-perceptioD, If evaythiDg 
is changing in every kind of way. 
TJIEoD. No, it hasn't. 
SocK. And moreovei perception ;. knowhqe, according 
to Theaetetua and me. 
TlmoD. Yes, you did say so. 
Soca. In that case, our answer to the question. what 
knowledge is, did not mean knowledge any more than not
knowledge. 

183. TlmoD. So it appears. 

The latter part of thls lllgiDil<Ot, dealing with perception. seems 
at &nit Bight los cogeot than the part concemed with objeets. It 
micht be objected that, though the cqan of Bight and the percep
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tion (see!Dg) may be c:haqing all the time, that does not mean that 
seeiDg ...... to be seeing and might .. well be ealled • not-seeing •. 
Theaetetus' identifioation of pen:optian with knowledge meant that 
every individual act of perception is infallible awareness of some
thing that exists. This is not disproved by pointing out that the 
perception and its ob]ect are always changing. The total complex 
-perceptioo + object-may be c:haqing, but 11 it yields know
ledge at any moment, it does so at all moments. We are merely 
aware of sbghtly chflerent objects in a sbghtly different way from 
moment to moment : but each new perception is just as infaDibl.e 
as the last. The fact of clwlge does not make pen:eption cease to 
be perception, or, lf it ever is knowledge, cease to be knowledge. 

The extreme Heraclei.tean, however, cannot make this reply. 
It would mean that my perception, though changmg iD content, 
remains the same iD so far as 1t always bas the cha.ra.cter of being 
pen:eptum and knowledge. But the Heradeitean says that nolhmg 
ever remams the same. Plato's pomt is that, if ' all things 'without 
exception are always chaDgiog, .1anguap can have no fixed meaning. 
In the statement ' Perception is knowledge ' the meanings of the 
words must be constantly sluftiDg. So the statement cannot remam 
true or the same statement. 

The Heraclertean Cratylus, who in111l0l1CI>C! Plato in his youth, 
did in fact reach this conclUSIOll. Aristotle says that thinkers who 
idenbfied the real wtth the sensible world concluded that • to seek 
truth would be to chase a 1\YiDg hlrd '. ' They saw that all this 
world of nature lS in movement and that about that which changes 
no true statement can be made ; at least, rega.rdiDg that wluch 
everywhere m evmy respect is c:haqing nolhmg could be truly 
aflirmed. It was this belief that blossomed into the most extreme 
of the views above mentioned, that of the professed Hera.cleJ.teans, 
S1lCb as was held by Cratylus, who finally did not think it nght to 
say anythmg hut Ollly moved Ius fingor, and criticised Heradeitus 
for saying that it is impossible to step twice into the same river ; 
for AI thought one could not do it even once. • 1 The conclusion 
Plato means us to draw is this : UDJ.ess we recogDise some class of 
knowable entities exempt from the HeracleJ.tean flux and so capable 
of stsndiDg as the fixed meanings of words, no definition of know
ledge can be any more true than its contradictory. P!&to is deter
mined to make us feel the need of his Fonns without mentioning 
them. W1thout the Forms, as his Parmemdes S81d,• there can be no 
discourse. The same conclusion had already been stated at the 
end of the c~. 

I M, M.-pi 10104, 7, tmDa, ilo& 
I See JDtrvd , p II, 
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III;JA. 5oCJL That ....Ud be a pretty result of the Improvement 
we made upon that first answer,l when we were so eager 
to prove it right by shl>1ring that everything ;, iD change. 
Now it seems that what has in fact come to light is that, 
if all things are in change, any answer that can be given to 
any question is equally right : you may say it is so and it 
is not so--or ' becomes ', if you prefer to avoid any term 
that would bdng these people to a staodstlll. 
Tln!oJ>. You are right. 
5oCJL Except. Theoclorus, that I used the WOlds ' so ' and 
• not so ', whereas we have no right to use tlns word ' so '
what is ' so ' would cease to be in change-nor yet ' not so ' : 

B. there is no chaDge in that either. Some new dialect will 
have to be Instituted lor the exponents of this themy, since, 
as it is, they have no phrases to fit their fundamental prop
osition-unless indeed it were ' not even no-how '.1 That 
might be an expression indefinite enough to suit them. 
THEon. A most appropriate idiom. 
5oCJL So, Theodorus, we are quit of your uld friend, and 
not yet ready to concede to him that every man is the 

c. measure of all things, if he is not a wise man. Also, we 
shall oot admit that koowleclge;, perceptum, at least on the 
basis of the themy that all things are iD clwlge, DDI001 
Tbeaetetus has some objection. 
TlmoD, Tha.t is excellent, Socrates ; for now these ques. 
tioos are chsposed of, it was ;q;reed that I should be quit of 
answering your questions, as soon as the <hscassion of 
Protagoras' themy should come to an end 

Two conclusioos are here c:arelully stated. By the argument 
that the wise man is a better judge of what will be in the future 
we have chsposed of Protagoras' doctrine as extended to judgments ; 
but in the restricted sphere of sense--perception our application of his 
principle stlll stands. Thesetetus' propositioo, that perception Is 
lmowledge, bas been refuted ' oollre INuU of lire a...,- Oltd alllloiftgs 

1 Vu: that Jmowledp iB the aame u perceptaon 
• The tezt .. corrapt DM' m.. (W) cmmot be ng1d:. amce af.t om. hal 

alnadybeeDnjecrted U BOt widmte euough oil',_ (B'l'} DIIOf: Gfeek for 
'No-how' (aa" .s.r-oao, ar dwc.onaCho) Ueome atall1D018Dep:tn•e ozpreiiiiOD 
t. Dellded-' not IIVtiD. nohow' (cf ft cnll' .....,.,, •So.A.)-we 1Dl8'hi: ccmJecf:am 
oM' ....._., a Axm u pc1111ble aa Dl1llwon or oUII!nu, which Plato mipt cam 
for tJds occullm. (olfrw beJq poetic) Anoi:hm' poulblbty 18 !W< I( Dl>l1 
&..r, umo fi'OJIIOIIo, mvolvmg a paD ou. ._,.. - 'mde1illlte 'lllld 1.....,_ = 
• iparult' (u at TIIJI. ~5C &Dd PMIMJ. I7B) PeDdmg a better ~ 
.. -- aftw ,._... llhaald. be retamod. 
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ttn itJ cA.arc6 '-the extreme Heracleitean position--but only on 
that basis. The theory of the nature of perception is not abandoned ; 
on the contrary it is used to disprove the claim of perception to be 
l:m>wledge. It is true that the organs and objects of pen:eption 
are always c:!wqpng; and if this were (as Tbeaetetus held) the only 
1o1m of c:ogmtion. there would be no knowledge. Knowledge 
reqwres terms that wiD. have a fixed J:DeaD1D1 and truths that will. 
remain true. 

Tbe upshot of this section is that Plato has diseotanglod the 
application of the ftux doctrine to sensible tirlDgs, wldc:h he accepts, 
from the unrestncted assertion. ' All tirlDgs whatsoever are iD 
change ', wldc:h he rejects. Tbe conclasioo would be more obvious, 
if it were not his plan to exclude mention of theFOl'!U-the thiDgs 
wluch are not in change and can be known. 

I83c-Ii!.pl, I~ s.....ua docli .... "' -.. p......,.;,u. 
Socrates now declines to chscass the equally extreme Eleatic 

doctnDe that all mott.on and change 1S an illusion. The cntiClSil'l 
of Parmenides is ....,..d for the Soploisl, wlu:re the world of un
changiDg reality will be allowed to come into view. 

x83c. TlmAET. No, Theodorus, you must not be released until 
D, you and Socrates, as you proposed just now, have discussed 

those others who assert that the whole of tirlDgs is at -
limon. Would yoo teach your elders, Tbeaetetus, to dis
honour thm agreements ? No, for what remains you must 
prepare yourself to carry on the argument Wlth Socrates. 
TIIEABT. Yes, if he wishes; though I would much rather 
have been a listener while this subject is discussed 
TlmoD. To invite Socrates to an argument is like mvitlng 
cavalry to fight on level ground You will have somethmg 
to hsten to, tf you questmn him. 
SoCJL Well, but, Tbeodorus, I think I shall not comply 

B. with Theaetetus' request. 
TlmoD. Not comply? What do you mean? 
Soca. A foeHng of respect keeps me from treatmg iD an 
unworthy spjrlt Kelissus and the others who say the uni
verse is one and at rest; but there is one being 1 whom I 
respect above all : Parmenides himself is iD my eyes, as 
Homer says, a' reverend and awful' fipre. I met him when 
I was quite young and he quite elderly, and I thought there 

• 1 .upect a 10ft of pan on bel ,..,_ n.,_a,. and the h 1. he beheved 
m, (Sol>lill,p.I::i13) 

IOI 



IIMB-1118B 

r4 was a sort of depth in him that was altogether noble.' I 
am afraid we might not understand his words and still less 
lollow the tlwught they express. Above all. the origmal 
purpose of our discussion-the nature of knowledge-
might be thrust out of sight, if we attend to the9e impor· 
111Date topi<:s that keep bftaldng in upon us. In par· 
ticular, this subject we are raisiDg now is of vast extenL 
It cannot be fairly treated as a SJ.de issue ; and an adequate 
haodliDg would take "' long that "" mould lose slght of 
our question about know.Jedse. Erther coume would be 
wroog. lly busineo! is ndhor to try. by meam of my 

B. midwife's art, to deHver Tbea.etetua of his conceptions 
about lmowlodge. 
Tm!oo. Well, do so, if you think that best. 

r84B-r86B. 'P~ is KfiOWI<dg• • fotolly ~ 
Plato bas now eliminated those elements in Protagoras' docbine 

and in Heracleiteanism which he will not accept. There remam 
those which he does accept and has mcluded in his own theory 
ol the nature of perception. He can now consider the claim of 
perception to be identical wdh knowledge. This claim, as advanced 
by Theaetetus, strictly imphes not ouly that percephou 1S know
ledge, hut that it is the whole of knowledge. The following refuta. 
tion prows (r) that perception cannot he the whole of knowledge, 
for a gR&t part of what 1S always ealled knowledge C011S1Sts of 
truths involving terms which are not objects of perception ; and 
(1) that. even withm its own sphere, the objects of perception 
have not that true reality wlnc:h the obJects of knowledge must 
pouess. Hence, so far from being co-exten.sive Wlth knowledge, 
perception is not knowledge at all. 

(r) P~ is ool 1M..,. •! ~--The fint argument 
does not depeDd ou the details of Plato's theory of ...... perception. 
Such a theory, he would hold, can never be more than a probable 
account which might need amendment. But even H it be not 
accepted, be can still mow that perception. in the strict seuse 
which is takeu to ezclude judgment, cannot he the whole of 
knowledge. 

r1!4B. 5ocL Well theo, Thesetetus, here is a point for you to 
consider. The amwer you gave was that knowledge is 
perception. waso't it l 
TBE.&ET. Yes. 

I FCI' tlus Nfenace to the meeting delcribed ill tbll .Psrwlltils, 10elntzod .. 
p, I. 
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'PERCEPTION IS KNOWLEDGE' DISPROVED 

18.pl. SocR. Now suppose you were asked: • When a man sees 
white or black things or hears high or low tones, what 
does he see or hear with 1 • I suppose you would say : 
• Wtth eyes and ..,. •. 
Tm:ABT. Yes, I should. 

c. SoCll. To use words and phrases in an easy-going way 
without scmtinising them too curiously is not, in general. 
a mark of ill-breeding ; on the contruy there is liOmelhing 
low-bred in being too precise. But sometimes there is no 
help for 1t, and this is a case in which I must take exception 
to the form of your answer. Consid« : is it more correct 
to say that we see and hear 'lllil4 our eyes and ears or tAroNgh 
them? 
TREAET. I should say ,. always pereeive through them. 
rather than Wlth them 

D. Soc&. Yes; rt would surely be siraJ18e that there should 
be a number of senses ensconced inside us, like the warnors 
in the TroJan horse, and all these thmgs should not con
verge and meet m some single nature-a. mmd, or what
ever it is to be caJled...-...ut which we perceive all the objects 
of percepbon l/woNgll the senses as instruments. 
TBBAET. Yes, I thmk that is a better descnption 
Soca. M:y object m being so precise 1S to know whether 
there is some part of ourselves, the same in all cases, with 
which .,. appreheod black or white through the eyes, and 

"- objects of other kinds through the other """""'· Can you, 
r.f the question lS put to you, refer all such acts of ap~ 
h....., to the body l Perllaps, ho...ver, it would be 
better you should speak lor yourself in reply to questions, 
mstea.d of my takmg the words out of your mouth. Tell 
me : all these instrmnents through which you perceive 
what is warm or bard or light or sweet are parts of the 
body, aren't they l-oot of anythiDg else. 
Tlll!AET. Of nothing else. 
SocL Now will you also 118""' that the objects you per-

xSs. c:eive through one faculty cannot be pereeived through 
another-objects of heumg, lor instance, through sight, 
or objects of sight through hearing l 
TKEAET. Of course I will. 
SOCR. Then, if you have some thought about both objects 
at once, you C8liDOt be havmg a perception including both 
at once through either the one or the other organ. 
TREAET. No. 
Soca.. Now take sound and coloar. Have you not, to 
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THEAETETUS 184B-186E 

18,5. begin with, this thought which includes both at once-that 
they both m.l? 
TlrEAET. I have. 
Soca. And, further, that each of the two is differmt from 
the other and the SlmU as itself ? 

B, TlrEAET. Naturally. 
SocR. And again, that both together are lulo, and each 
of them is OM? 
limAET. Yes. 
SocR. And also you can ask yourself whether they are 
Nnlike each other or alUu ? 
TlmAET. No doubt. 
SocR. Then through what organ do you think all this 
about them both ? What is corrunon to them both cannot 
be apprehended either through hearing or through sight. 
Besides, here is further evidence for my point. Suppose 
it were possible to inquire whether sound and colour were 
both bra.closb or not, no doubt you could tell me what 

c. faculty you would use--obviously not sight or hea.nng, 
but some other. 
THEAET. Of course: the faculty that works through the 
tongue. 
SocR. Vety good. But now, through what organ does 
that faculty work, which tells you what lS common not 
only to these objects but to all things-what you mean 
by the words ' exists ' and ' does not exist ' and the other 
terms applied to them in the questions I put a moment 
ago ? What sort of organs can you mention, corresponding 
to all these terms, through which the perceiving part of us 
perceives each one of them ? 
THEAET. You mean existence and non-existence, likeness 
and unlikeness, sameness and dlfference, and also unity 

D. and numbers in general as applied to them ; and clearly 
your question covers • even ' and • odd ' and all that kind 
of notions. You are asking, through what part of the body 
our mind perceives these ? 
Socll. You follow me most admirably, Thea.etetus; that 
is exactly my question. 
THE.urr. Really, Socrates, I could not say, except that 
I think there is no special organ at all for these things, as 
there is for the others. It is clear to me that the mind 

E. in itself is its own instrument for contemplating the common 
terms tha.t apply to everything. 
Soca. In fact, Theaetetus, you are handsome, not ugly 
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'PERCEPTION IS KNOWLEDGE' DISPROVED 

I85L as Tbeodorus said you were : for in a discussion ha:ndsom.e 
is that handsome does. And you have treated me more 
than handsomely in saving me the trouble of a very long 
argument, If lt is clear to you that the mind contemplates 
some things through its own instrumentahty, others through 
the bodily faculties. That was indeed what I thought 
myself ; but I WODted you to agree. 

186. TlmAET. Well, it is clear to me. 

In this argument, for the first time, we go behind the earlier 
account of sense-perception, which regarded the subject as no 
more than a bundle of distinct sense--organs, and .....,.perception 
as a process occurring between organ and external object. That 
account stands : but 1t is now added that, behmd the separate 
organs, there must be a mind, centrally receiving their several 
reports and capable of reflecting upon the data of sense and making 
ludBments. In theae judBmonts the thiekiDg mmd uses tams 
like ' exists ', ' 11 the same as ', ' is dift'erent from ', which are not 
objects of pen:epbon reachiug the mind through the cbannel of 
any special sense, but are ' common ' to all the objects of sense. 
The mind gains its acqoaiotance with the lDeaDiJlg of S1U:h tams 
through its own inst:nanentality, not by the commerce between 
bodily organs aod objects. 

These terms are called ' common ' (Mowtf) in contrast with the 
' pnvate ' (l61a) or ' peculiar ' objects of the several senses. 
' Common ' means no more than that. They are not to be con
fused with the ' common senslbles ' which Aristotle regarded as 
the objects of a common sensonum seated in the heart, namely 
obJects pereeptible by more than one sense, such as motion, shape, 
number, size, time. Plato does not speak of a 'common sense' 
(Howolol'o6rp~~:), but on the contrary inmns that his common terms 
are apprehended, not by any sense, but by thought. The judg
ments involving them are made by the mind. thinking by itself, 
wlthoot aoy special bodily organ. The tams are 'common', 
not in Aristotle's seme, but in the sense in which a name is common 
to any number of individual things. Thus • exists ' is ' applied 
in common to all things ' ("""""' hU """''· rBsc) ; it can occar 
in a statement about any subject you like. Existence, we are 
presently told (r86A), ' attends on ' or ' belcmgs to ' all thiDp. 
These common terms are, in fact, the meanings of common names 
-what Plato caDs ' Forms ' or 'Ideas '. The instances given here 
correspond to the iDitances given by Socrates in the P~ 
(rogo), where be says that Zeno's dilemmas could be escaped by 
' oeparatlDg apart by themselws FotmS S1U:h as hkeness aod PD-
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tikenosa, plurality and 11Dity, rest and motion and all sud> thinp '. 
The terms ...... mentioned happen to be those wbich OCC1Jn'ed in 
Zeno's uguments apinst plurality and motion ; Socrates adds 
later (130•) the moral Farms ' besutiful. good, and all sud> things ', 
just as he willpreoently add them here (III6A).' In the TIN<ulmos 
Plato is determined to say as little as pos51ble about the Fonns, 
and he here avoids using the word; but that these • common' 
terms simply are Forms should be obvious to anyone who bas 
read the P.,..,.;Ja. The avoidance of the word has DIISled maoy 
crltics into assertiDg that the Forms are not mentioned in the 
T,.,.,.,, and miscaDing these common terms ' categories ', • 

Plato could not press the argument fw1her in this direction 
mthout openly cbscussing the Farms as the true objects of know
ledge. But the inlereoce is c1eai : tllat percepts cannot be the 
Ollly objects of knowledge, as the identifu:ation of knowledge wrth 
perception implied. Any statemeot we can make about the objects 
of perception. and therefore any truth, must contain at least one 
of these common terms. Therefore all knowledge of truths, as 
distinct from immediate acquaintance Wlth sense.data, involves 
acquaintance with Fonns, which are not private objects of per· 
ception. not individual existents, not involved in the Heracleitean 
flux. The reader cao now dmw the mst toDclusion : Perteptioo 
1s not the whole of knowledge 

The ugumeot next ~ to the second conclusion : (a) p,.. 
..;H .... ..... _.,. il& ..... sj>IYn, is ... ~ .. all. 

1116A. Soc:B. Under wbich head, then, do you place existeuce 1 
For that is, above all, a thing tllat beloogs to everything. 
l'lm.uT. I sbould put 1t auJOll8 the tlwJgs tllat the miud 
apprehends by itself. 
Soca. And also likeness and unlikeness and sameness and 
diJ!"""""'1 
TIIEAET. Yes. 
Soca. And how about ' hoooumble ' and • dishoooumble ' 
and • good • and • bad • 1 
l'lm.uT. Thooe agajn seem to me, above all, to be things 

• See Ilttmd., p. a. 
1 '!'be eatirel7 pta:ltoa• COJifuum, traceable to Plotbml, of Plato'• comiDOII 

terms With Anltatle'a categorlel 'Will be dealt With later (p 274), wlun IOIIl8 
of tbe COIIIIDOII tenu come np agam for diiCUIIIQD, Tbe mocllmul add a 
fartbBE- ccmfUilo:a With tbe qmte d'lfiBreat uae of ' catep~ry' by Kant au4 
otbm campbell (p.lul), for IDitance,lpelllm of. lleC-.:ry fonu of thoaJ;ht 
wbh are u ~ fmm. ~as fmm. zeucml&a: •. Tile commoa 
t:arDu are DOt fonDI of tbtnlght:. bat obJect~ af thollp1t (_,l), aad they an --- 100 



'PERCEPTION IS KNOWLEDGE' DISPROVED 

Ili6A. wlwoe beiog Is c:ollliderecl, ODe in comparilon with IIDO!hor, 
by the mind, when it roflecls within itself upon the past 

B. and the present with an eye to the future.l 
SoCII. Wait a IDOIIIOilt. The hardness of something bud 
and the softDess of something soft will be perceived by 
the mind through touch, will they oot 1 
l'mtAET. Yes. 
Soca. But their exlsteoce and the fact that they both 
ezist, and their contrariety to one another and again the 
exlsteoce of this contrariety .,. things which the mind 
itself undertakes to judge for us, when 1t reftects upon them 
and cc:mpares one with another. 
l'mtAET. Certainly. 
SoCII. Is it oot -· thea, that whereas all the impressioos 
which penetrate to the mind through the body ... thmgs 

c. which men and animals alike are natmaDy coostituted to 
perceive from the momeut of birth, rellections about them 
W1th respect to their existence au.d usefulneas only come, 
if they come at all, with difficalty through a long aud 
troublesome process of education 1 
l'mtAET. Assuredly. 
SoCII. Is 1t poosible, then, to nach truth when one cannot 
reach existence 1 
l'mtAET. It Is Impossible. 
Soca. But if a man cannot reach the truth ol a thing, 
can be JlO"'biY kPow that thing 1 

D. THE.Al!:r. No, Socrates, how coald be? 
Soca. II that Is so, knowledge does oot reside in the 
impressions, but in our reflection upon them. It is there, 
seemillgly, and not in the impressions, that it is possible 
to grasp existence and truth. 
Tlm6ET. Evidently. 
Soca. Then are you going to give the same name to two 
things which difier so wiclely 1 
l'mtAET. Surely that would not be right. 
Soca. Well then, what name do you give to the fint cme 
-to seeing, heariug, smelling, feeling cold and feeliDg warm 1 

• 'I'heal!tBtna -a~~ to be thmloag of the reaent argamtlllt apuast Protq
aru. 'tarDmg on the q1ltlll:loD of judgmea.tll about tbo comparative I(OOdnea 
or t.dnea of future eflecta. aDd what Ifill aeem bou.OIU'&ble (laadable) Cl' 
dJdloaoarable customs to a State. Socratea 1top1 hun ehori and apphaa a 
lltatemtmt to tbll COIIt:raata of IMIDIIII qaahtaea. Touch c:aa llhow 1111 that t1WI 
klwd, that .aft. blat it. thought, :aat --· that Jdecta upoa tbe COiltrut 
of bard aDd lOft. 
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THEAETETUS t84 .... 186ll 

186& l'B:BABT. Perceiving. What other name is there for it ? 
Soca. Taking it all together, then. you call thls perception 1 
I'HEABT. N-..rily. 
Soca. A thing which,"" qree, bas no part m apprehendmg 
truth, since it has none in apprehending existence. 
l'B::BABT. No, it has none. 
Soca. Nor, consequently, in lmowledge either. 
I'HEABT. No. 
Soca. Then, Tbeaetetuo, perception and knowledge cannot 
pooslbly be the same thing. 
TlmArr. Evidently not, Soaates. Indeed, it is nowperlectly 
plain that knowledge is something difierent from perception. 

Such is the final disproof of the claim of pen:eptioD to be know
lodge. Though admitted to be, in a sense, mfalhble, pen:epticm 
bas not the sec:ond mark of knowlodge : it CBDllOt apprehend 
existence and truth. There is a certain ambiguity about the words 
'existence ' (mlolo) and ' truth ' (dhj6soa) : both are COIJIDIO!I!y 
UBed by Plato to mean that true reahty wlncb. be ascnbes to Forms 
and deDies to sensible objects. If we keep to the sense suggested 
by the previous context, the statement should mean that the 
simplest judgment, such as ' Green exists here ', is heymd the 
acope of perception proper, our i:mmechate awareness of green. 
The faculty of perception bas no cosnizance of the meaning of the 
word • exists ' ; and, since only judgments or statements can be 
true, all truths are beyond its scope. 

To the Platomst, however, who is familiar wtth the assoaations 
of ' ft!O!ity ' and ' truth ', the passage will mean more than this. 
The statement that reflections on the ex&stence or usefulness of 
our seme-hnpressicms come only, if at all. after a long and trouble. 
some educatlon aeems at first &Jgb.t to conftict with the argument 
for Realllec:tion in the l'liM4tl, where It was asserted that from the 
time when we first begin to use our senses we make judgments 
involving Forms, which we must therefore have known before 
birth. All judgments involve the use of some common term : and 
Plato cannot mean to deny here that uneducated people make 
judgments. Plainly he means that they have not such knowlcd8< 
of Forms as the dialeetlclaD gam. by the luug process of educatiun 
deocribed in 1Uptlblit; vii And the Plltutlo may only mean that, 
though childP:n do make judgments such as ' This is hke that' 
and mean somathing by them, they have only a chm and CODiuoed 
apprebeooion of FDml81111<:b aslilreness. The advance to knowledge 
io a sradual """"""Y of c1ar vision, possible cmly by a traiDing in 
dialectio. 



II. TilE CLA1Jo! OF TRUE JUDGioll!NT 

The conclusion suggested earlier was that perception cannot be 
the whole of knowlodge because there are other object&-the com
mon terms--which the nund must know if it is to reSect at alL 
If we now take account of the Platonic aeDie of' reality and truth ', 
we can add a further inference. Even my direct perception of my 
own sense-ob)ec::t cannot be called ' Jmowled&e ', because the object 
Is not a thing which is unchangingly real, but only somethlJig tbat 
becomes and " always changing. Some JDisbt ssy that they are 
more certam of the sensations and perceptlons they have at any 
moment tbau they are of auythmg else ; and to deny the name 
of knowledge to such direct acquaintaDce is, in a sense, a matter 
of termmolot!Y. But to Plato knowledge, by definitmn, has the 
real for its object, and these objects have not true and permanent 
bemg. nus point, however, cannot be elabonded without entering 
on an account of the intelligible world. Hence a certain ambiguity 
is allowed to remain about the meaniDg of ' reac:biug truth (reality) 
and existence '. 

II. 1'BB CUJJI OF TRUE ]ODGIIENT TO BE KROWLBDGB 

I87A-c. T- slates U.. cl.zim ofT .... }..,...,.. 
In the foregoing argument agalnst Protagora. the chstinction 

be-.n cbrec:t perception ancl Judgment has gradually emergecl. 
Theaetetus has been led to see thst knowledge must be sought above 
the level of mere sensa.tJ.on or perceptum, somewhere m the field 
of thst ' thinking ' or ' judging ' wluch has been clesaibed as an 
activity of the mind ' by itself ', exerased upon the reports of the 
senses and using the common terms. Judgments may be true or 
false. Tbeaetetus' next suggestioo. lS that any judgment that 1S 

true is entitled to be caUed knowledge. 

IS,A. Soca. But when we began our talk it was certaioly not 
011r object to find out what Jmowled&e is not, but what 
1t lS. Still, we have advanced so far as to see that we must 
not look for it in sense--perception at all, but in what goes 
on when the mind is occuped with thiap by itself, whatever 
name you give to that. 
1'1mABT. Well. Soaa.tes, the name for that, I imagine, is 
' mskiug judgments '. 
SoCK. You are right, my friend Now begin aD over 

B. again. Blot out all we have been saying, and see if you 
can get a clearer VleW from the position you have now 
reached. Tell us once mare what knowledge is. 
TB:EAET. I cannot say it is judgment as a whole, because 
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THEAETEI"US J87o-E 

I87B. there is false judgment ; but perhaps true judgment is 
knowledge. You may take that as my answer. If, as we 
go further, it turns out to be less convincing than it seems 
now, I williiy to find auother. 
Soca. Good, Tbeaetetus ; this promptness is much better 
than haDgiDg back as you did at fust. If we go on like 

c. this, either we shall find what we are after, or we shaD. 
be less inc1iDed to imagine we know something of which 
we know nothing whatever ; and that surely is a reward 
not to be despised. And now, what is this you say: that 
there are two sorts of judgment, one true, the other false, 
and you define knowledge as judBment that ,. true 1 
TJIEAET, Yes ; that is the view I have come to now. 

The word (&>lofts,.) above translated ' makmg judgments ' bas 
been loosely used earher for thinking or reftectlon of any sort 
that goes em m the mmd' by itself', JadBment (M<c) will be more 
precisely defined pn:sently (Igo.<) as the d.,...;on tenninating the 
mind's inward debate With Itself. But the verb continues to be 
ussd as a syDDnym for thinkiDg generally and even for ' thinkmg 
of ' some ob]ect. The translation will follow Plato in using what
ever expression seems most naturalm each context. 

•B?O-•· n ... is f.Ju ;...,_ possi!k ' 
Instead of devoloping and crillc:Wng Tbeaetetus' new suggestion, 

Socrates here goes back to a point that arose in the Defence of 
Protsgoras. Almost the whole of this ssc11oo of the dWogue will 
be devoted to attempts to account for the poss1blhty of false 
judgment. At I67A JTota&oras 501d that no one can judge falsely ; 
' for 1t is not possible either to thmk the thmg that is not or to 
think anythiag but what one experiences, and all experiences are 
true '. So iai, 0111' only reply to tbos bas been to argue 1111/wmi..,. 
that if all jadBments are true, Prota&oras relutss himself, and 
that two cont:rachctoty judgments about a future fact which is not 
now part of ' what one experiences ', cannot both be true. We 
have not shown that it is poss1ble to ' think the thiDg that lS not • ; 
and if •t is not poosible, Protsgoras could reply that theo all Judg· 
ments must be true and his position 11 unassailable by such 
arguments. 

In the 08ld dialogue, the Sopbist whDm we attempt to define 
will be found taking refuge in this position ; and be is not finally 
disloclpl from it till near the end, when> the introduction of tbo 
tbemy of FonDS at last provides a satisiaitoey de8mtum of fW. 
statement and judgment. The T,.,.,. is leaving the Forms out 
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HOW IS FALSE JUDGIII!NT POSSIBLE? 

of account so far as possible, and the long analysis here given of the 
problem of false judgment cannot, accordiJigly, yield a complete 
solution. Its object is to explore the ground within the field of the 
present discassion and to see how far we can get towards an es.ptan. 
atK>n of false judgment without mvoldng the Forms. 

x87c. Soca. Then, had we better go back to a paint that came 
up about judgment ? 
l'mw!T. What pomt do you mean 1 

o. Soca. A quesbon that worries me now, as often before, 
and has much perpleJred me in my own mmd and also in 
talkmg to others. I cannot explain the nature of tlus 
experience we have, or how it can anse in our minds. 
l'mw!T. What experience ? 
SocR. Making a false judgment. At this moment I am 
still in doubt and wondenng whether to let that question 
alone or to follow it further, not as we chd a wlule ago, but 
in a new way. 
TlmAET. Why not, Socrates, :If it seems to be in the least 
necessary ? Only Just now, when you and Theodorus were 
speaking of leisure, you said very rightly that there is no 
preuing huny in a dlscDssion of this oort. 

B. Soclt. Agoodremmder; fort!usmaybetherightmoment 
to go back upon our track. It is better to carry through 
a BDJall task well than make a had job of a big 0110. 

TmwtT. CertaiDly it is. 

IB7Jo-I88c. F.US. ,...,_,. .. 1/oinki"ff l1lta ... tloi"ff (- ., 
-~ .. -t.lo"'/(_01_) 

Socrates opens up this new problem with two arguments showing 
that false juc~Bment cannot be explained 11 we lhmt the dlscDssion 
to the terms in which it was commonly debated by contemporary 
Soplusts. Plato, as often, begms wtth a simple and naive VIeW 

which ip>res certain releYIIllt factors, and gradually bongs theoe 
factors in. The whole <hscussion, however, as we sbaJl see, is hmited 
by certam fundamental prennsses, which are not Plato's own. He 
is criticising other people's attempts to accouot for the existeace of 
false judgments, and the conc111Sl.On is negatlve : they have failed 
to explam it, and must fail so long as those preunsses are assumed. 

(I) If we aceept the chlemma that anythiDg must be either 
known to us or (totally) unknown, it is baid, Socrates argues, to 
see how we can ever thmk that one thmg (whether known to us or 
not) can be another thmg (whether known to us or not), Le. ~ 
cme thmg for anothor. 



TIIEAETETUS 187E-188c 

r87E. SocR. How shall we set about it, then ? What is it that 
we do mean ? Do we assert that there is in every case a 
false judgment, and that one of us thinks what is false, 
another what is true, such being the nature of things ? 
THEAET. Certainly we do. 

r88. SocR. And, in each and all cases, it is possible for us either 
to know a thing or not to know it ? I leave out of account 
for the moment becoming acquamted with things and for
getting, constdered as falling between the two. Our argu
ment is not concerned wtth them just now. 
l'REAET. Well then, Socrates, there IS no third alternative 
left m any case, besides knowmg and not knowing. 
SOCR. And tt follom at once that when one is thinking 
he must be thinking either of something he knows or of 
something he does not know? 
THEAET. Ne=sanly. 
Soca. And further, If you know a thmg, you cannot also 

B. not know it ; and If you do not know tt, you cannot also 
know it? 
l'REAET. Of course.t 
Soc:R. Then IS the man who thinks what is false supposing 
that thmgs he knows are not those thmgs but other things 
he knows, so that, while he knows both, he fa.tls to recogruse 
either? 1 

THEAET. No, that is imposstl>le, Socrates. 
SocR. Well then, is he supposmg that thmgs he does tsOl 
know are other thtngs he does not know ? Is this poss~Ole
that a man who knows neither Theaetetus nor Socrates 
should take tt into 1ns head that Socrates is Tbeaetetus or 
Tbeaetetus Socrates ? 

c. Tm:AET. No. How could he? 
SocR. But surely a man does not imagine that things he 
does know are thmgs he does not know, or that things he 
does not know are thmgs he knows ? 
THEAET No, that would be a miracle. 
SocR. What other way lS there, then, of judging falsely ? 
There is, presumably, no poss1btlity of judgmg outstde these 
alternatives, granted that everytlnng is either known by us 

1 Thu apparently obvlous ad1Illll8lon m retracted later (I91A), There w 
a llellllll m whlch you do not know (are not now COllliClOUS of) what you do 
know (have become acquamted wrth and possess stared aomewhere m your 
memory). 

1 ct,_~ meana bath ' fad to recogm&e' and ' be IPora.nt of'. No E:uglbh 
upreanon covers both meanmga 
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'THINKING THAT ONE THING IS ANOTHER' 

x88c. or not known ; and inside them there seems to be no room 
for a false judgment. 
1'1nw<T. Quite true. 

The limitations of this argument are obvious. As the illustration 
shows, • to know ' is used in the sense in wlnch I am wd to know, 
not a truth, but a penon or an object formerly seen and now remem
bered. We can chvide all thmgs into those we know in this sense 
and those we do not ; and we can tgDOre any processes of becoming 
acquainted and forgetting. The argument is that I cannot tbiDk 
that a friend is a total stranger, or that one stranger 11 another 
stranger, or that one fnend is another fnend. False judgments are 
never of that pattern. Three points are to be noted. 

(I) The field is lmnted to judgments of the form a.ssertmg that 
one thmg is (identical Wlth) llllO!heo-that Tbeaetetus ,. Socrates. 
Very few IW. Judgments CODSISt m 1DISiakmg one thiDs lor another; 
bat this lmutation was charactensbc of sophistic chscusswn of the 
question, partly became, as Apelt oboe<ves, the formula ·one thmg 
,. another • (<d lrB(!Ot' "- emu) was the Greek equivalent for 
our ' s 1S A ', where s is subJect, A predlca.te. TbJ.s led to the 
confUSIOn of commoner types of proposltlOn with assertions of 
idenllty. It ,. not to be supposed, however, that Plato was gwlty 
of this confusion. 

(2) The chscassion ,. poyc:boJosicai, rather than Josic:al It is 
argued that we never m fact thmk that Thea.etetus whom we know 
is Socrates whom we also know. It lS true that when two known 
objects are clearly before the mind we do not Judge that one is the 
other. Logu:ians, however, JDi8ht maintain that there is a fW. 
' propoSJ:bon ' : ' Theaetetus lS tdentical with Socrates ', wlnch 
has a IneaDIDI'· though I cannot beheve it. With that we are not 
concerned, but only wtth judgments and statements that can be 
actually made and bebeved by some rallooal being. Plato never 
discusses ' proposatlons ' that no one propounds. I 

(3) When we come to obJects that are 1lllknown (tbinp I bave 
never been acquamted with), 1t may be urged that I can identify 
cme ..-.... object Wlth another • I can Judge (truly or faloely) 
that Sir Philip Franas was the author of. the Letters of Jtmius. 
Near~¥ alllustoncal knowledge IS about things unknown to us in 
the present sense. But the argument assumes that, uu1esa I' know' 
an object, my mmd must be a complete blank with respect to it, 
as it is wtth respect to a person I have never seen or beard of. 

:L lleDcll m tiUIIIa.tmg Plato the Ullbappy word • propollbOu. • lhouJd be 
aVOided when modem UIOCII.'bcml an hkely to obtnade ~ S. 
below, p 265 
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Plato was not bllnd to these coosideratims. The only c:onclusion, 
so far, is that so kmg as we CODfine the question to these very DUTOW 

limits, we """"'' ..pam the cx:cummce of false judplent. 

I88o-II!gB. F.U.. Jflllgovttj .. tltiolliw& lire ...., Oltd ;. ""' 
The seccmd ugument develops the cummt obJection to the 

possibility of ' thiDkiiJg the thiDg that ;, not '-<L phiue which 
l'rotagoras used as equivalent to ' JUdging falsely' (1fi7A), 

188c. 5ocL Ped>aps, then, we bad better "PJ"'8Ch what we 
ue looking lor by way ofiiiiO!her alternative. Instead of 

D. ' knowiDg or not knowmg ', let us take ' being or not 
beillg'. 
1'1owrr. How do you meanl 
5ocL :May,, oot simply be that ... - thmks-;.""' 
about anythiDg canoot but be thiDkiiJg what ;, false, what
ever his state of mmd may be m other respects ? 
TlmABT. There is some likehhood in that, Socrates. 
SoCR.. Then what shall we say, 1bea.etetus, if we are asked: 
'But is what you desaibe possible lor anyooe l Can any 
llliD. thiDt what is not, either about sometbmg that is or 
absolutely? ' I suppose we must aDSWm" to that: 'Yes, 

E. when he beheves somethmg and what he beheves is not 
true.' Or what are we to say? 
Tlm.AET. We must say that. 
Soca. Then is the same sort of thing possible in any other 
easel 
1'1nwrr. What - of thiDg l 
Soca. That a man should see something, and yet what he 
sees should be nothiDg. 
TlmAET. No. How could that be ? 
5ocL Yet surely if what he sees is something, it must be 
a thing that is. Or do you suppose that • something ' 1 

can be reckooed amcmg thmgs that haw no beillg at alll 
1'1nwrr. No, I doo't. 
Soca. Then, if he sees something, he sees a thiDg that is. 
1'1nwrr. Evidently. 

18g. 5ocL And if he bean a thiDg, he bean something aod 
bean a thmg that ,.. 
1'1nwrr. Yes. 

I'J'he Greek .r, -ylns', 'at leurt IODUI ODe', 18 the coa.tradfctory of oJWr, 
''DOI:IIWID.one', 'noone' ;., ~ nmeana'a(-one) tbmg' (nt~Dtw,,tm~ 
Mo.), u tbe opJIOilte of • no-thmg •, &ad n1 Lo here metm~ ' what • one • 
{or' • thmg' Ira ttu&IIIIDie), wlule nHr ,q Dlow DUIUII tbll oppcaate. • u.otbmp •. 
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' THINKING 111E THING THAT IS NOT' 

18g. Soca. And if he touches a thing, he tow:hes IIODiething, 
and If something, then a thing that ;.. 
'l'mwrr. That also ;. trae. 
Soca. And if he thDiks,' he thDiks something, doesn't he 1 
'!'mwrr. Nec:eosarily. 
Soca. And when he thDiks something, he thDiks a thing 
that is? 
'l'mwrr. I agiOe. 

Soclt. So to think what is not is to thmk nothing. 
'!'mwrr. Cleally. 
Soca. But surely to think nothiDg is the same as not to 
think at all. 
'l'mwrr. That seems plain. 

s. Soca. U so, it is .tm.posslble to think what is not, either 
about anything that is, or absolutely. 
'l'mwrr. E,OdentJy. 
Soca. Then lhiniDng falsely must be something drllelent 
from tlnnking what "' not. 
THEAET. So 1t seems. 
5oCR:. False Judgment, then, IS no more possible for us on 
these hnes than on those we were following just now. 
l'BEAET. No, it c:ertamly 11 not. 

The problem developed in this argument lS not a mere sophistic 
paradox, but a very real problem that ;. still bemg chscussed. 
It will recur in the Sop1U. where Plato, having brought the Fonns 
upon the scene, will be able to offer a solution.• Tbe: statement of it 
is attributed to Protagoras elsewhere • : to think what 11 false is 
to thmk what 1S not ; but that is to thiuk nothmg ; and that, agam. 
IS not to thiuk at all : therefore we can only thiuk the thing that JS, 

and all judgments must be true. Such was Protagoras' conclusion. 
Plato's is different, namely that, since there is such a thmg as 
thmkmg falsely, It camwt be ' lhiniDng what ;. not', if that means 
(as the argument Implies) having nothing at all before the mmd. 
But the real sigmficance of • thinking what is not ' cannot be fol~ 
lDwed up here. It would iDwlve drawiog the necessary distinctioDs 
between various meamngs of the terms • is • and • is not ', and a 
discussion of the whole question of reahty and unreality. All this 
;. reserved fO< the Sophid, where the inquiry will start again from 
the problem as stated here, and follow the only line that can lead 
to a satisfactory conclusion. 

1 Or' makelaJudlmeat '. • "l''llllbiiOIIlethfDg •, again, fluot:diBC:iDpilhed 
from • thmJra of ~· 

I See pp 212 IUid 29S1 :II I B~ ::a86c aad 28p. 
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Since the limits of the T- exclude a cHscussion of reaHty, 
the present argument has to be left where it is, and the tranm.tion to 
Socrates' next suggestion seems somewhat abrupt. We may, 
however, ind a link, if we observe that the terms in which the debate 
bad been CBirled 01l ..... too simple. Prota&ozas bas been repre
omtod earlier (•67•) as Uleiiiog that 'oue caDDO! thiuk anything 
but what one experiences, and all experiences are true '. He saw 
no important distmction between what appears ~to me in direct 
perception and what appeal! ,.,., to me, what I believe or judge 
to be true ' AppeaiS • covered beth. So he assumed that behel 
was like direct acquaintance with a sense-object, and must be 
iDfallible in the same way. What I beheve, what I have before 
my mind when I think, must be sm1stJtlmsg; so there must 66 
just that obJect or fact ; and there are no false facts, any more than 
non-existent objects. 

To escape tins conclusion, further analysis is needed to briDg 
out the distinction between direct acquamtance wtth sense-objects 
(wluch Plato bas admitted to be infallible) and the proceos of maldng 
a judgment, which is not so sunple and munedmte as seeing a 
coloui. It will be indicated that judpents of the type so far con
S>deied-thinking that oue thmg 1S anothei tbmg-mwlve two 
terms, not to mention the connecting term • is'. The act of :making a 
Judgment is not the same thing as perceiving this whole complex
perceiving a fact as we perce1ve a colour--but mvolves an operation 
of the mind which puts the terms together in a certain way. There 
may be room for IDIStakes to occur in thlS process, the nature of 
which Socrates will attempt to brmg out gradually and to illustrate 
by images. 

rllgB-rgoB. Tie app.mtJ impo.sil>ilily •! f.U. ;..lgmmlos mi<l4lr 
illg ... tltillgfor....U.. 

Socrates now recurs to the conception of false judgment as mis
taking one thing for another, or thmk:iiJg that one tbmg 1S another. 
We are to examine what th1s can mean and in what circumstances 
1t can oc:cur. Our first conclUSJOn (r88c) that it was 1mpossible 
resulted from the assumption that we must mther ' know ' a thiDg 
(be acquainted with it and have it clearly before our minds) or not 
!mow it (be totally 1III&Cquaintod .rith it). This chlomma does not 
really e.baust the pcliiSiblhties. By takiDg memory into IU:COUill, 
we can find a &eDSe in which an object can be both known and not 
known. 

Ili9& SoCII. Well, does the thing we caU false judgment anse 
in this way? 
l"IIEAET. Howl 
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MISTAKING ONE THING FOR ANOTHER 

xllgB. Soclt. We do ~ the existence of false judgment as 
a sort of misJudgment,! that occUIB when a person inter-

c. changes in his mind two things, both of which are, and 
asserts that the one is the other. In this way he is always 
tiUnkiDg of something winch ,., but of uue thiDg in place 
of auother, and since he misses the mark he may fairly be 
said to be judging fa,lsely. 
TmwtT. I believe you have got it quite right now. When 
a person thinks' ugly' in place of' beautiful' or' beautiful ' 
m place of ' ugly ', he ;. really and truly tiUnkiDg what ;. 
false. 
Soc&. I cau see that you are no longer in awe of me, 
Theaetetus, but begfnmng to des:pse me. 
1'JmAET. Why, precisely 1 
Socll I beheve you think I shaD miss the opening you give 
me by speaking of ' m.ly thinkmg what ;. folu ', and not 

D. ask you whether a thiDg can be slowly quick or heavily light 
or whether any contrary can desert 1ts own nature and 
behave hke its oppos1te However, I will justafy your bold
ness by lettmg that pass So you like this notion that false 
judgment is m.JStakmg. 
'TBBAltT. I do. 

Tbeaetetus' phrase ' thinkmg (or judging) " ugly " in place of 
" beaubful " ' lS vague and amlnguous. We should expect it to 
mean : t:hinlaDg that some object wluch is m fact beautiful is ugly, 
or fm the 1angnage of later logu:) assigning a wrong predicate to a 
subject. But tins is not the sense taken in the fol1owmg context. 
A discassion of what we call ' prechcates ' would inevitably lead to 
the Forms. Postubly Tbeaetetus' remark is mtended to remind us 
of their exmtence , but Socrates will not bring them m The 
field b sbll limited to judgments """""'B that one (mchvidual) 
thing is (1Clent:tcal with) auother, as \Yben I mistake Tbeaetetus 
for Socrates.• We are to CODSlder bow and when such a mistake 
can be made. 

x8gD. Soca. AccordiDg to you, thea, it ;. possible for the mind 
to tslre one thing for another, and DDI for itself. 
TB:lwrr. Yes, it JS. 

I Plato COUll & wozd dUoaotla., ' miljndgmeDt ', analofou to ~. 
a..Dllll to DUSt:ab OIUI per.10Q for &DOther. 

I AocoEdmgly tJus hypotheu that flllll Judgm.ellt W ' mistaJdng ' JDU1t 
DOt be CODfaaed W1tb Plato'& own analyM m tbll Sopld&, wblch depeDda ou. 
tbe ncoprtloa. of Forms. See p 317. 
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:r8ga. Soca. And when the mind does that, must it not be think
big either of both things or of one of the two? 
TBEAET. CertaiDJ.y it must, either at the same time or one 
after the other. 
Soca. Elo:ellent. And do you aoc:ept my description of the 
proceos of thinking 1 
TlmAET. How do you describe it ? 
Soc:a. As a discourse that the mind carries on with itself 
about any subject it is CODSidering. You must take this 
explanation as coming from an lgnaramus ; but I have a 
notioo that, when the mmd ;, thinking, it ;, SDDply talking 
to itself, askiDg questions and answering them, and saying 

190. Yes or No. When it reaches a decision-which may come 
slowly or in a sudden rash-when doubt is over and the two 
voices affirm. the same thiDg, then we call that its ' judg
ment '. So I should describe thinking as dJsc:ourse, and 
judgment as a statement pronounced, not aloud to someone 
else, but silently to oneself.' 
TIIEAET. I agree. 
SocK. It seems, then, that when a person thinks of one 
thiDg as another, be is a.i6rming to hmlself that the one is 
the other. 

B. Tlm.uT. Of course. 
The o11ect of th;. account of thinking and judgment "' to equate 

the act of ' DDstakmg ' cme thiDg for another (' onsjudgment ', the 
suaested equivalent of t.We JUdgment) with maldllg the sileot 
- (l.dl'O') that one tbiDg ;, the other. So Theaetetus' pbrase 
' Judging "ugly" m pbu:e of " beautiful " ' Is reddCed to maldllg 
the statement that the beaubful (or what is bea.uUfnl) IS ugly, or 
;, the ssme thiDg as the ugly.• We are sbll COtWdoriDg only judg
ments of this type, wluch assert that one tbmg 11 another thing. 
We an supposed to have both things clearly before our mmds 
(memory 1101 having yet come into the cbscuomon). Socrates pro
ceeds to pohlt out that, Wlthin the limits of these assumptions, 
we never do judge that one thiDg "' RIIOiher. 

Igc»J. Soca. Now search your memory and see if you have ever 
said to yoorself ' CertaiDly, what ;, beautiful ;, ugly ', or 

1 1'bii11CC011D.t of tbll ~ of thmkU2g aDd judpont ill repeated In the 
Sopim (MCI p. 3I8). 

• Smce the Forml are esclv.ded fzam dzlc'aiBIOD. thm ezpreiiiOD. • the 
be.utlfal' iB left amhlpcms lt CU. 1Dt111D {I) U.ytbma' tbat D beaut:lfal 
(aad 1'0COIJDII8d aa IUCh at tbll 'IIIOIMIIt), or (:a) Beauty Jblolf (the FonD). 
'l'be amblpzty doel DOt mattlel', bec&nu we never JUdge ettbclr that what we 
:acnr 100 to be beu:bfnl• lillY or that Beauty Jblolf • UsJ.m-. 
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IgDB. 'what is unjust is just'. To put it generally, CODSider if you 
have ever set about convincing yourself that any one tbiDg 
;. certamly BIIDthor thing, or whether, em the contrary, you 
have never, even in a dream, gone so far as to say to yourself 
that odd JlUJDbem must be even, or anything of that sort. 
THB.ur. That is true. 

c. Socll. Do you suppose anyone else, mad or sane, ever goes 
so far as to talk himseH over, in his own :mmd, into stating 
seriouslytha.tan ox must beahorseorthat two must beooe? 
THEAET. Certainly not. 
SocK. So, If making a statement to oneself lS the same as 
jadgmg, then, so long as a man is making a statement or 
judgment about both thmp at once and Ius mind bas hold 
of both, he canuot say or judge that one of them is the 

D. other. You,inyourtum,mustootca.vdatmylaDguage 1 ; 

I mean 1t Jn the sense that no one tlunb : ' the ugly is 
beaut!lul ' or anything of that kind. 
TliEABT I will. not cavil, Socrates. I agree with you. 
Soca. So loog, theo, as a person ;. tlunkmg of both, be 
cannot think of the one as the other. 
THE.utT. So 1t appears. 
Soca. On the other band, if he;. thmking of cme only and 
not of the other at an,• he will never think tha.t the one is 
the other. 
Tlm.uT. Truo ; for theo be would have to have before hb 
mmd the thing be was not thinking of. 
Soca. It follows, then, tha.t ' DU&takmg ' is impossible, 
whether be tlrlnks af both thiogs or of one only. So 
there will he no...,. iD de1iDing !aloe Jndgmeot as'""'" 
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I!JOB. jllllpoDt '• ltdocoDOtappearthatfaJsejllllpoDt existsm 
us m thls fonn any 1D010 !baa m thole we diamiased oarliol. 
Tmwrr. So it aeema. 

Tbeupsbot. so far. is that the wtio.u ofmistakingormterehanging 
Ollle object for another will not explain how we can make a false 
judgment, so long as it is assumed that the objects must either be 
'1o>own' (clea:rly present to the mind) or else • unknown' (com
pletely absent from the mind). 

lgoB-195JI. 0.. closs •!- - 61 ~by llllli1fg;, 
- _,.. T.U w .. Tlli>W 

The ootiuu of • mistaking •, however, need uot be abanduued. if 
the assumption can be evaded ; and it can be evaded by introd.uciDg 
what has luthorto been exdoded-the contents of the memoey. 
We shall find that there is one class of false judgments that can be 
dacribed as • mistaldng ". These are jodgments in wluch the two 
thiDgs wrougly identified are objects of dlllereut sorts-one a preseul 
object of pen:epbon. the other a m""""Y"image. So the scope of 
the discuuiou is uow eularged to include memoey. 

I!JOB. SoCll. And yet, Tbeaet-. if we cannot show that false 
jodgment doco exist. we shall be driven mlo admittlng all 
sorts of absurdities. 
THEAET. For insta:Dce ? 
Soca. I will not mention them tmtil I have tried to look 
at the question f:nxn every quarter. So loDg as we cannot 
see our way, I should feel some shame at our being forced 

Igt. into such admissions. But if we find the way out, then, 
as 10011 as we are clear, it will be time to speak of others as 
caught m the luchcroua positiuu we shall have ourselves 
escaped ; though, if we are completely ballled. then. I sup
pose, we must be humble and let the argument do with us 
what it will, like a sailor trampZing over sea--sick passengen. 
So let me ten you where I still see an avenue open for us to 
follow. 
THEABT. Do tell me 
SocK. I shaD. say we were wrong to agree that a man cannot 
thiDk that thiDgs he !mows are thiDgs he does uol know and 

1. so be deceived. In a way it Is possible. 
l"Blw!T. Do you mean somethiDg that """""" my mind 
at the moment when we said that was impossible ? It 
occurred to me that sometimes I, who am acquainted with 
Socrates, imqine that astranp" wbam I see at a distaiu:o Is ... 



IIEJIORY AS A WAX TABLET 

19IB. the Socrates whom I know. In a case like that a mistake of 
the kind you describe does occur. 
SoCB. And we ,.... shy of saying that, because it would 
have made us out as both knowing and not knowing what 
we lmowl 
l"IIEAl<T. E><actly. 
Soca. We must, m fact, put the case in a different way. 
Perhaps the bamor will yield somewhere, though it may 

c. defy our efforts. Anyhow, we are in such straits that we 
must tum every argument over and put it to the test. 
Now, is there anything in this? Is it poss1"ble to become 
acquainted wtth IIDDlething one did not know before? 
Tlm.uT. Smely. 
SoCB. And the process can be repeated with one lhiDg 
after another l 
TBEAET. Of coune. 
SoCK.. Imagine, then, for the sake of argument, that our 
minds contain a block of wax, which in tlus or that individual 
may be larger or smaller, and composed of wax that is com-

D. pa.ra'bvely pure or muddy, and harder m some, softer in 
others, and sometimes of just the ngbt consistency. 
TlmAET. Vory well. 
Soca Let us call1t the gift of the lluses' mother, llomoly, 
and say that whenever we W1Sh to remember IIDIIletbmg we 
see or hear or c:once1ve m our own mmds, we hold tins wax 
under the perceptwns or ideas and impnnt them on it as we 
111J8ht stamp the Impression of a sesl-ring. Whatever is 
so unprinted we remember and know so long as the liDilge 
remams ; whatever is rubbed out or bas not succeeded in 

E. leavmg an unpressmn we have forgotten and do not know. 
TmwtT. So be 1t. 

The word ' know ' has now received a new mea.mng : I know 
a thing when I have had direct acquaintance with 1t and an image 
of it remains stored in my memory. This gives a fuller range of 
possibihties than we have so far had I may know Socrates in this 
sense and yet fall to recognise or identify him when I see hnn ; and 
I may mistake a stranger whom I see at a distance for the Socrates 
whom I koow. Tins posmbility of' mistaking' was ezcluded in the 
earlier argument by the false assmnption that I must either koow 
Socrates, m the sense of clearly perce1viDg hun or havmg the 
thought of him clearly before my mmd, or else my mmd must be 
a complete blank .,..,.,.,._ him. 

It may be noted tha.t ideas or notions (lwo&a') are spoken of as 
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stamped on the memory, as well as perceptioDs. An idea is some
thing we' conceive m our own minds' (.,..I ~1""'), but do 
not perceive. Its nature and origin are left obscure ; but the 
mention of such objects prepares the way for Otll" knowledge of 
numbem, which are not percolved but are treated as Images·~ 
m the memory (<95J!). 

IgiE. SocJL Now take a man who knows things in this way, and 
is atteoding to somethiDg that he sees or bean. Is there 
not here a possibility of his making a t.We judplentl 
'!'IDwrr. Howl . 
SoCR. By thinkiDg that thiDgs he knows ... othor things 
he knows, or ~ thiDgs he does not know. We 
were wrong when we agreed earlier that tlns was impossible. 
TmwtT. What do you thiDk: about it now ? 

Socrates' ne%1 speech (xgaA, X-<, 5) c:ontams a list of all the cases 
in which it is imposs1ble to mistake one thing for another. He 
takes all the possible combinations of two objects which axe (o) 
known (and now remembered) or (6) unknown (completely), (c) now 
percolved or (4) not now percolved. The conc:IUSIOD is that there 
are only three combina;bons in wlnch mistakmg 1S possible The 
...a<ler would find the same dillioulty as Theaeletus m followiDg 
the statement and may ptefer a sommary to a translatton. It 
will be simplest to use ' an acquaintance ' to mean a person (or 
thing) whom I knowandofwbom I have a memory unagenow before 
my mmd , and' a straoger ' to mean a petSOn (or thing) "'th which 
I have never been acquamted at all, a lottll stranger. 

111stake, then, is impossible in the following cases • 
(1) If neither object is now perceived, I cannot mistake an 

acquaintance for another acquaintance, or confuse him with a 
otraoger, or c:oalu!o - straogers. (Tbeoe cases will he illustrated 
by oxamplos at X!IJA...,.) 

(a) U pen:eption only is Involved, I oanoot c:oalu!o - thiDgs 
which I see, or an object seen with an object not seen, or two objects 
neither of which is seen. 

b) Where both koowledge and pen:eption ue mvolved, I cannot 
confuse two acquaintances both now seen and recognised • ; or 
COPfuse an acquaintanee DOW seen and recognised with an absent 
acquaintance or with a stranger who is present. And there can be 
no confusion of two total strangers, whether I now see one of them 
or not. 

I To recopfM • to At the aew paoept10n to the blbt momo:y-uup, left 
by a form. penllpboD of the -.me object. , .. 
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Soc:notes now gives a summary statement of the t1m1e cues when! 
mistake is possible, and these are illustrated in detail. 

IgiC, 5· Soca. (""""'-)· There remain, then, the following c:aseo 
in which, if anywhere, false judgment can occur. 
TlmAEr. What are they l Perhaps they may help me to 
undenotand bettor. At present I canuot follow. 
Soca. Take things you know : you can suppose them to be 
other things which you both know and perce1ve ; or to be 
thmgsyou do not know, but do poroeive; or you can confuse 

D. two thmgs which you both know and porce1ve. 
TBBAET. Now I am more in the dark than ever. 
Soca. Let me start again, then, and put it in this way. I 
know Theodorus and have a memory in my mind of what he 
is like, and the same with Tbeaetetus. At certam moments 
I see or touch or hear or otherwise perceive them ; at other 
times, though I have no percep- of you and Tbeodorus, 
I nevertheless remember you both and have you before my 
mind. Isn't that so ? 

B. TlmAEr. Certamly. 
Soca. That, then, IS the first pomt I want to make clear
that it is possible either to perceive or not to perceive 
oomething one ;, acquainted with. 
TlmAEr. True. 
Soca. .And it is also possible, when one is not acquainted 
With a thmg, somebmes not to perceive 1t either, sometimes 
merely to perceive it and oothmg more. 
l'BEAET. That is possible too. 

Socrates now takes, for illustration, three cases from his list, 
where mistake is imposs1bl.e. They are cases m winch no present 
perception is involved. (1) When nothmg is before my mind except 
unages of thmgs I have formerly become acquamted Wlth, I cannot 
judge that one of these remembered things 11 the other. (2) If I 
have an image of one cmly, I cannot judge that the thins;, sometlnojr 
I have never known. (3) Still less CIUI I idanllfy or confuse two 
things, neither of wruch I have ever kmwn. 

IgD:. Soca. Then see if you can fallow me better now. U 
193. Soaates lmows Tbeodoros and Theaetetus, but sees neither 

and has no sort of present perception of them, he can never 
thmt in his own mind that Theaetetus is Theodonu. Is 
that good sense l 
'I'Blw£r. Yes, that is true. 
Soca. wen. that was the first of the """"' I IIIOIItioned. 
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193. TBEAET. Yes. 
Soca. And the second was thls: if I !mow one of you but 
not the other and perceive neither, once more I could never 
thiuk that the one I know is the other whom I do not know. 
Tmwtr. True. 

a. Soca. And thirdly, H I neither know rux- perceive either 
of you, I cannot think that one unknown penon is another 
unknown penon. And now take it as if I had gone over 
the whole list of cases again, m which I shall never judge 
falsely about you and Tbeodorus, whether I know both or 
neither or only one of you. And the same apphes to perceiv
ing, if you follow me. 
TlmAET. I follow now. 

' The same appliea to perceiving ' refers to the second class of 
cases, whore perception only is inwlved. H there is nothing but 
two objects of perception, you cannot mistake the one for the 
other, whether you perceive both or neither or one only. There 
remains the third class of cases, where both previous acquaintance 
and present percepi:10n are concerned. Among these Socn.tes now 
illustrates the three cases in which mistake is possible. 

193B. Soca. It remains, then, tha.t false JUdgment should occur 
in a case Dke thlS : when I, who know you and Theodoros 

c. and possess imprmts of you both hke seal-unpresuons in 
the waxen block, see you both at a distance mchstmctly 
and am in a hurry to a&S1gD. the proper unpnnt of each 
to the proper VISual perception, hke fittmg a foot mto its 
own footmark to eftect a recogmbon 1 , and then make 
the UWitake of interchangmg them, hke a man who thrusts 
his feet into the wrong shoes, and apply the perception of 
each to the imprint of the other Or my ID1Stake might 
be illustrated by the sort of tlnng that happens m a nmror 

D. when the visual current transposes right to left.1 In that 
case mistaking or false judgment does result. 
TBEABT. I think it does, Socrates. That is an admirable 
description of -t happens to judgment. 
Soca. Then there IS also the case where I know both 
and perceive only one. and do not get the knowledge I 

• An aDUIIOII. to tbll tecopibon of On!ltu by a footm&rk tall)'UIS With 
Ius mter Electn.'1. Aeachylua. CM»pion, aos fl 

• Plato uplama :ndlecboD by 111ppoams that a atns&m of bpt {the V1nal 
cazrent) :&om the eye coalelall at the ll1lriace of the IDli'I'OI'Wlth a Bl:ream of 
bpt (c:oloar) from. tbe object How tbe traupom.taoD ocean Will be ezp1amed 
beknr. p. 3•7· 
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I93D. have of that one to cmrespond Wlth my perception. That 
is the expression I used before, which you did DOt ancler
stand. 
TsE.\Er, No, I did not. 

The first of these two cases m>ght he caUed the mistake of double 
Umlsposltlon. The second is reslly sunilal', hut &Dnpler, inwlving 
ooly a single traospositioo of the same type. Instead of two false 
Judgments: 'Ycmder man (Theodorus) ,. Theaetetus, and that 
other man (Thea.etetus) is Tbeodorus ', we now have only one. 
There ,. also the tlurd case (I92C) where I mistake a slrllllger 
whom I see for someone I remember. Tlns lS of the same pattem. 
I wrongly Identify sometlnng now percewed (whether formerly 
known or not known, does not matter) with something I know. 
Socrates does not illustrate tlus, but now repeats hu explanation 
of the two cases he bas dlustrated. 

I93D. Soca Well, that 1S what I was sa.ymg • :If you know 
E. cme of two people and also perceive him and d you get the 

knowledge you have to correspond with the perception of 
lnm, you will never thmk he IS another person whom you 
both !mow and perceive, d youi knowledge oflum bkewlse 
ts got to correspond with the perception. That was so, 
wasn't 1t:~ 
TlmAEr Yes. 
Soca. But there was left over the case I have been descnb
mg now, m whlch. we say false judgment does occur. the 
poSSlblh.ty that you may know both and see or othennse 

r94. perceJ.ve both, but not get the two imprints to correspond 
each WJ.th its proper perception Like a bad archer, you 
may shoot to one side and miss the mark-which is indeed 
another phrase we use for error. 
'fl:mAET, With good reason. 
SocK. Also, when a perceptioo is preseot winch helcmgs 
to one of the impnnts, but none wluch belongs to the 
other, and the mind fits to the present perception the un
pnnt belongmg to the absent one, in all such cases it 1S 

m error. To swn up : m the case of obJects one does not 
a. know and has never perceived, there IS, 1t seems, no possl

blhty of error or false judgment, if our present accom:rt 
is sound ; but it is precisely in the field of objects both 
l:oown and perceived that judgment turns and twists about 
and proves false or true--true when it brings unlft&Sions 
straight to their proper imprints; false when it DUSdirects 
them crosswise to the vmmg imprint. 
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X94B· TBEAET. Surely that is a satisfactory account, isn't it, 
Socratos1 

c. Soc&. You will thiuk still better of it when you hear the 
ftO!. To judge truly Is a fine thing and there is somethiDg 
discredita.ble in enw. 
l'IIEAET. Of course. 
Soca. Well, they say the difterences arise in this way. 
When a man bas in his mind a good thick slab of wu:, 
smooth and Jmeaded to the right c:onsistoncy, and the 
impressions that come through the seuses are stamped on 
these tables of the 'heart '-Homer's word hints at the 

D. mind's likeness to wax 1--then the impnnts are clear and 
deep enough to last a lcmg time. Such people are qUick 
to leam and also have good memories, and besides they 
do not interclwlge the Imprints of theor porcepticms but 
think truly. These Imprints being distutct and ...n. 
spaced are quickly assigned to their several stamps-the 
• real thmgs • as they are ca.1led--end such men are said 
to be clever. Do you 118""' 1 
l'Blwrr. Most emphatically. 

B. SocK. When a penoo bas wbat the poet's wisdom com
mends as a ' shaggy heart ', or when the block 1S muddy 
or made of impure wax, or over soft or bard. the people 
with soft wu. are quick to leam, but forgetful, those with 
hard wax the reverse. Where it is shaggy or rough, a 
gritty lond of stull containmg a lot of esrth or dirt, the 
unpressions obtamed are indistinct ; so are they too when 
the stull is hard, 1o< they have no depth. Impressicms in 

ICJS. .oft wax also sre indistinct, became they melt together 
and 110011 become blarred. And if, besides this, they 
....-lap through being crowded together into some wretched 
little narrow mind, they are still more iDdisbnct. All 
these typos, theD. sre likely to judge falsely. When they 
see or host or think of somethiDg, they CSDDOt qwckly assign 
things to their several impnnts. Because they are so slow 
and - things into the W1'0Dg pW:es, they constantly eee 
and host and think amiss, and we ssy they are DnStaken 
abont things and stupid. 

I Tbe Homeric wmd for lu!art (dq) :reaem.blell ...,.4s (wax) Bean (GA. 
r-..... of m.. Cllflllhotlt67l remar~m that. bad Plato c:hoRu u.y phylrc&l 
orpll to CDftiiiJICIIIId to tbll wu: .. the IMt of memory, lt woa1d probably 
have 'bella the heart. the lmua. bmq the autrameat of reuou. tbare a 
no -.t:llfactory eYideDca that tbll com.paNOA of memory to a wuea block 
bad ever beea ued belen, ucept u a poet'• metaphor (Aelch. P Y. 815 ,...._..aa,....,.,..,s.. 275·*·>· 
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I95B. TlmABT. Your description could not be better, Socrates. 
Soca. We are to conclude, then, that false judgments do 
exist in us? 
1"11BAET. lloot certaUdy. 
Soc1 And true ...,. aloo, I suppose 1 
THEAET. True ones also. 
Soca. At last, then, we believe we have reached a satis
factoty agnoement that both these kiDds of Judgments 
certainly exist jl 

1"11BAET. lo!ost emphatically. 

It does not appear that Plato offers his waxen block as anythiDg 
more than an illustration, a mechanical model which helps us to 
distinguish a memory-image from a fresh impression of sense, and 
to imagine the process of fitting the one to the other ccrreetly 
or incorrectly. The conclusion, that true and false judgments of 
this type do exist, rests simply on familiar experience. The illU&
tration serves to bring out the point that error comes in, not in 
the act of chrect perception, bu.t in judgments we make about 
what we perceive. This is an advance on Protagoras, who drew 
no chstinction between what ' appears ' to me to be true (what 
I believe or think) and what ' appears ' to me as real in perception. 
But his account of false judpont as ' thinking the thmg that is 
oot • and his denial that such a thmg ,. possible have been shelved. 
T!us thesis is reserved for the Sophisl. 

I95Jt-Ig6c. F.Ju jtl4pleol .... c-al """""· -· b• 0./UN<l 
os#Mmisfi~Bwgoffun.pliotolotltoog/8 

The weak point, however, is tlus. Only a small class of false 
judgments, even about thmgs we now perce~.ve, COllSlSt m identdy
mg them with thmgs we formerly perceived and now remember. 
This is the only type of judgment so far COliSldered and descnhed. 
It has been agreed, as a matter of common experience, that such 
judgments do enst. But there is an immense class of jud8ments, 
true and false, about thiDgs I do not now perceive and never have 
perce1ved. All historical]udgments about events outside my own 
experience belong to this class. There are also, as Socrates now 
oboe<ves, - and false JUdgments about things that never can 
be pt!IOOived. Hence all that bas been estabhshed is that false 
judgment does exist m a very small class of cases where we wrongly 
identify something we perce1ve. This is impormnt, as contn.dlctmg 
Protagoras' doctrine that false judgment is impossible. But it 
bas now to be pointed out that this ' mistsldDg ' or ..,_ ' fitting 
together of thought and perception ' is not a deBPition of false 
JUdgment in generaL It will not cover cases where no pereept:ion 
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is involved. We can make mistakes about numben, which are 
not objects of perception but are said to be 'known ' in the &eDSe 

we have just given to that term, i.~o registered as imprints in the 
memory. We must aocordiogl.y retract the earlier statement that 
mistakes ,cannot occur between - objects both !mown but not 
perceived. 

I9SB. 5ocK. It really does seem to be true, Theaetetus, that a 
gamUous penon is a strange and disagreeable creature.l 
TBEAET. Why, what makes you say that l 

c. Soca. Disgust at my own stupidity. I am indeed garru~ 
lous . what else can you call a man who goes on bandying 
arguments to and fro because he lS such a dolt that he 
cannot make up his mmd and is loath to surrender any one 
of them l 
TBEAET. But why are you disgusted with yourself ? 
Soca. I am not merely disgusted bu.t anxious about the 
answer I shall make If someone asks : ' So, Socrates, you 
have made a discovery : that false jud8ment resides, not 
in our percepbons a.moDg themselves nor yet in our thoughts, 

D. but m the fitting together of pen:eption and thought l • 
I suppose I shaD. say, Yes, and plmne myself on this brilliant 
discovery of 01lill. 

TB:EAET. I don't see anything to be ashamed of in what 
you have just pointed out, Socrates. 
SoCK. ' On the other band,' be will continue, ' you also 
say that we can never imagine that a man whom we mere]y 
tbmk of and do not see 11 a horse wlnch again we do not 
see or touch bnt merely thiuk of without perceivmg it 
in any way? • I suppose I shall say, Yes, to that. 
l'HEAET. And rightly. 

B. Soca.. 'On that showing.' he will say,' a man could never 
imagme that II, wlnch he merely thinks of, is D, which 
agam be merely thlDks of.' Come, yoo must find the aoswer 
now. 
TB::EAET. WeD. I shall answer that, if he saw or handled 
eleven things, be might suppose they were twelve; but 
he will never make that JUdgment about the :n and the 
12 he has in his thoughts. 
Soclt. wen now, does a man ever consider in his own 

Ig6. mind 5 and 7-I don't mean five men and seven men or 
anything of that -· but Jus! 5 aod 7 themselves, wiW:h 

• • Gunhty' Cll" • babbliq' wu 1111 &budve term applied to the crmv-. 
tiau af Socratel IIIUI lua ..:JCI&teL Sell below, p . .176, oa. So;A. U!D· 
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1g6. we describe as records in that waxen block of 011r1, 8D10ilg 
which there can be no false judgment-does anyone ever 
take these into consideration and ask himself in his inward 
conversation how much they amount to; and does one 
man believe and state that they make 11, another that 
they make IZ, Or does everybody agree they make I:l ? 

B. "''BEAln'. Far from it; many people say :n ; and if larger 
numbers are involved, the more room there is for mistakes ; 
for you are speaking generally of any numbers, I suppose. 
Soca. Yes, that is ngbt. Now consider what happens 
in this case. Is it not thinking that the I2 itself that is 
stamped on the waxen block: is IX ? 
THEABT. It seems so. 
SocK.. Then haven't we come round again to our first 
argument ? For when this happens to someone, he is 
thinking that one tlnng he knowo is another tlnng he 
knows ; and that, we SBld, was imposs1ble. That was the 
very grotmd on which we were led to make out that there 
could be no S1JCh thing as false judBment : it was in OI<le< 

c. to avoid the cood.USlOD. that the same man must at the 
same tune know and not know the same thing. 
Tmwrr. Qmte true. 
Soca If so, we must account for false judgment in some 
other way than as the mislitting of thought to perception. 
If it were that, we should never make mistakes among 
our thoughts themselves. As the case stands now, either 
there is no such thmg as false judgment, or it is possible 
not to know what one does know. Which alternative do 
you choose? 
TBEAET. I see no possible choice, Socrates. 

The Platooist may here be surpnsed to find our knowledge of 
a number regarded as the record in the memory-tablet of an im
preaaion, as d we became acquainted with the number 1:1 in the 
same way as with a colour or a sound or a person. Has Plato 
abandooed his doctrine of Recollection, 8CCOidiJig to which our 
koowlodge of Fonns, inciudmg numbem and their relatiolls, is 
always lateot in the soul, oot acqaued through the """""' duriDg 
th1s hfe, but only revived on the occasion of smse-ezperience ? 
There is no ground for such a conclusion. The whole dialogue 
examines the claim of the world of external sensible objects to 
be the sole soun:e of koowlodge. This claim is takeo .. lmplyD>g 
that outside us there are physical objects which can yield us sense-
data through the several organs, and inside us a Mhla ,..,. on 
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which lmpnoslons so recelved can be otampecl and recorded. This 
mechanism is baaed on the empiricist assumption that all our k:now
ledge must be dorived somehow frmn the eztomal objects of per
c:eptioo. On th1s usumption (which Plato himself doee not accept) 
our idea of the number 11 must be supposed to be enracted from 
a series of sense-~ and added to our memory records. 
As Campbell remarb, ' memory is made to do the work of abstrac
tion '. This is all the apparatus that has so far come into Ylew. 
It has snflioed to illustrate ooe class of mistakes-the wrong ittiDg
together of old records and new .im.pressioDs. But we have now 
seen that this fonnula will not cover the IDIStaki:ng of one memory 
record for another, and so it will not do as a gmera1 account of 
false judgment. We cannot admit mistakes about numbers, U.Dl.ess 
we cau :find a sense m which we can not know somethmg we do 
know. The empuicist's apparatus will have to be e:nlarged. 

lg6D-ICJ9C. M..-y~to ... ..;.ry.topro.;.Up""""""' 
~""' sm!OI- p..cepHon 

Objectlm oUght be taken to the statemeot (1g6B) that. wheo 
we make the nnstake, we ' thmk. that the 12 on our wu:-tablet is 
II ', or that ' one thing we know (12) is another tbmg we know 
(11) '. It is still presumed that a false judgment must COJWSt in 
wrougly identllymg ooe thiDg Wlth another. Even If that _, 
so, what we identify wtth n is, not D, but ' the sum of 5 and 7 ' 
-a number which at the moment we do not know (in a sense). 
We are wondering what number it is, and wrongly conclude that 
it is 11, The number 12, although we are familiar with it, is not 
present to our mind We do not judge that 12 is 11. 

This objectton, it is true, docs not iDvalidate the only conclusion 
stated : that the mislitting of thought and pen:epboo camwt be 
a defiDition of false jud8meot in geooraL But it serves to bring 
out the need for some enlargement of the empiricist apparato&
some further distlm:tioo between the m""""'8'1 of the WOld • koow '. 
The misleading statement that ' we judge the :m in our wuen 
block to be II ' is a consequence of the too narrow use of ' know ' 
in terms of that image. To 'know • meant to have become ac> 
quainted with a thing and to ' remember' it m the sense of having 
the memory of it now before the mmd. If I remember both 11 
and H in that way, to confuse them is as impossible as we said 
it was to confuse two absent friends when I now remember them 
both. Socrates, IU:CCifdin8ly. goes on to distingUish yet another 
aeme of 'know'. The image of an object may be reptered in 
the meD10IY without beiDg present to our CODJCiOUSD.ess. It is 
possible not to know (have before our mmds) what we do know 
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(poooess .....,.here reg;.tered in memory). A new simile, tho 
aviary, is now substituted for the waxen block to provide for this 
latent knowledge. We shall no loDger need to speak as lf tho 
DDDJ.ber xz were present to our minds and CODfu!led with II. 

1g6D. Soca. But the argument is not gomg to allow both altema-
tives. However, we must stick at nothing : suppose we 
try being quite shameleso. 
l'JmAET. In what way 1 
SOCK. By making up our minds to describe what lmowiDg 
is hke. 
TaEAET. How is that shameless ? 
SOCK. You seem to be unaware tha.t our whole conversation 
from the outset has been an inquiry after the nature of know
ledge on the supposition that we dui not know what it was. 
TaEAET. No, I am quite aware of that. 
Soca. Then, doesn't it strike you as shameless to explain 
what knowiJig is hke, when we don't know what koowledge 

B. is ? The truth IS, Theaetetus, that for some time past 
there has been a VlClOUS taint in our chscussron Tunes 
out of number we have said: ' we know', ' we do not 
know ', ' we have knowledge', 'we have no knowledge ', 
as if we could understand each other wlnle we sbll know 
nothing about knowledge. At this very moment, lf you 
please, we have once more used the words ' know nothmg' 
and ' understand', as if we had a right to use them wlule 
we are still destitute of knowledge. 
TBEAEr. Well, but how are you going to cany on a dis
CIISSlon, Socrates, if you keep cleai of those words 1 

197. Soca, I caanot, beiug tho man I am, thongh I oUght if 
I were an expert iD debate. If such a person were here 
now, he would profess to keep clear of them and rebuke us 
,.,...Jy for my use of lauguage. As we are such bunglen, 
then, shall! be so hold as to descnbe what knowing is bke 1 
I think it IIDght help us. 
TBEAET. Do 110, then, by all means. And if you amnot 
avoid those words, you shall not be blamed. 
SocR. wen, you have beald what • knowiJig • is COIIIIIIOilly 
said to be 1 
l'JmAET. Possibly ; but I doo't remembel at tho moment. 

B. Soca. They say 1t is ' having knowledge •.1 

• Tbil• of coune acrt a 'ddmt::icm • of Jmowmg. bat a 'NI'bal ~ 
wluch occurs at E~ :117B. It may be due to Prodicua ar .ome ot11er 
wnter ou. the conect 1110 of .luagaap (...,& _,.._ ~). Procbcall8 
Cited m tbll CODtut at E.,.,.. zrra. 
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197JI. l'mwtr. True. 
Soca. Letusmakeaslight-tlllldoay: 'pooseso
mg knowledge •• 
Tmwn'. What dffference would you 1!18.Y that makes? 
SOca. None, perhaps ; but let me tell you my idea and 
you shall help me test it. 
TBBAEr. I will if I can. 
SocR. • HaviDg ' seems to me different from • possessing '. 
If a man has bought a coat and owns it, but is not weanag 
it, we should say he possesses it without having it about 
him.' 
TBBAEr. True. 

c. Soca. Now consider whether knowledge is a thing yon 
can possess in that way without having it about you, like 
a man who has caught some wild birds-pigeons oc what 
not-and keeps them m an avialy he bas made for them 
at home. In a sense, of course, we might sa.y he ' has ' 
them a.ll the time inasmuch as he poosesses them, mightn't 
we? 
TlmAET. Yes. 
Soc:a. But in another sense he • has • none of them, though 
he baa got control of them, now that he has made them 
capt:Jve in an enclosure of his own ; he can take and have 
hold of them whenever he likes by catchmg any bird he 

D. chooses, and let them go again ; and it is open to him to 
do that as often as he pleases. 
TBBAET. That is so. 
Soclt. Once more then, just as a while ago we imagined 
a sort of waxen block in our minds, so now let us suppose 
that every mind contaimo • kuul ol •VlBIY stoclo:d with 
birds of every sort, some in :Docks apart from the rest, some 
in small groups, and some solituy, :Dying in any direction 
among them all.1 

E. TIIEAET. Be it so. What follows l 
Soca. When we are babies we must suppose this recep
tacle empty, and take the birds to stand far pieces of 
know~Aodie. Wheeover • penon acqulres any piece of 

I "~Ia COIIIIIIODlyuedcd' weutzag• a prmeat, It alaO m-.a~~' to bavt~ 
hold of '--4:be phruo ued below for hold1111 the bird tlat hal hem caught 
:laaJde the avwy. 

1 Some cia.l6c:&taoa. of the ob]ecte of lmowledp - to be hlllted at. 
Compadaaa. with the s,.., (250 ff.) may l1lgplt tlat the larp aa4 aWl 
poaps of blrdl 8111 paerlc aa4 lpeCific P'clrlu, tbe ICibtary bud8 wldcll .,. 
amoDI all the Nit. P'OI'IDI of 'UDiftiUl appbcat:Jaa lib Emdlzace, Sam-. 
D~ Bat IIGt:biDJ tum. C1D mch COJLJectana. 
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197& knowledge and abuts it up itJ. his enclosure, we mast 1!18.Y 
he baa learnt or dlscoven:d the thlDg of wblch thls is the 
lmow!qe, and that is what ' 1mowiDg ' meoJIS. 

TimAET. Be It SO. 
zgB. SoCll. Now think of him huntlug once more for any pieee 

of knowledge that he wants, catchlng and holding it, and 
letting it go agaJn. In what terms are we to descn."be that 
-the same that we used of the original process of acquisi
tion, or different ones? An illustration may help you to 
see what I mean, There is a SCience you call • arithmetic ', 
TBEAET. Yes. 
SOCR. Conceive that, then, as a chase after pieces of know
ledge about an the numbers, odd or even. 
TDBAET. I will 
Soca. That, I take it, is the science in virtue of which 

a. a man bas m his control pieces of knowledge about numbers 
and can hand them over to someone else. 
TlmAET. Yes. 
Soca. And when he hands them over, we call it' teaching •, 
and when the other takes them from hfm., that 15 'learrung •, 
and when he has them in the sense of possessing them in 
that aviary of his, that 11 • knowing '. 
l"DEAET. Certainly. 
Soclt. Now observe what follows. The finished arith
metician knows all numbers, doesn't he? There 11 no 
number the knowledge of which is not in his mind. 
TDI!AET. Naturally. 

c. Soca. And such a person may sometimes count either 
the numbers themselves in Jus own head oc some set of 
external things that have a number, 
TBBAET, Of course. 
SocR. And by counting we shaD. mean simply trying to 
find out what some pa.rbcular number amounts to ? 
TB:BAET. Yes. 
Soc:x. It appears, then, that the man who, as we admitted, 
knows every number, is trying to find out what he knows 
as rf he had no lmowlqe of it. No doubt yoo SOIIIIItimos 
hear puzzles of that - debated. 
1'mw<T. Iodeed I do. 

o. Soclt. Well, our illustration from hunting pigeons and 
getting posaeosioo of them wiD enable us to explain that 
the hunting occurs in two ways : first, befm'e you possess 
your pigeon in order to have possession of it : secondly. 
after getting possession of it, in order to catch and hold 
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Jg8D. in your hand what you ha.ve already pollllfl!ll!ed for some 
time. In the same way, if you have long possessed pieces 
of knowlqe about thiDgs yoo haveleamt aad know, it 
is still possible to get to know the same things again, by 
the proceos of recoveriDg the lmowlqe of some particular 
tlWig aad getting hold of it. It is knowlqe yoo have 
posseaed for some time, but you had not got it handy in 
your miDd. 
1'BEAET. True. 

1t. SocK. That, then, was the drift of my question, what 
terms should be used to descnbe the arithmetician who 
sets about counting or the literate person who sets about 
reading ; because it seemed as if, in such a case, the man 
was setting about learning again frmn bimself what he 
already knew. 
TlmAEr. That sounds odd, Socratos. 
Soca. Well, but can we say he is going to read or count 

199. something he does wot know, when we have already granted 
that he knows all the letters or all the numbers? 
TBEAET. No, that is absurd too. 
SOCR. Shall we 1!18.y, then, that we care nothing about 
words, if it amuses anyone to turn and twist the expresmons 
'knowing • and 'learning • ? HaviDg drawn a distinction 
between possessing knowledge and having it about one, 
we agree that it is impossible not to possess what one does 
pouess, and so we avoid the result that a man ahould not 
know what he does know; but we say that it lS posstble 
for him to get hold of a false judgment about it. For 

B. he may not have about him the knowledge of that tlung, 
but a different piece of knowledge mstead. if 1t so happens 
that, in huntmg lor some particular piece of knowledge, 
among those that are fluttering about, he misses it and 
catches hold of a chfferent one. In that case, you see, he 
mistakes II for 12,1 because he has caught hold of the 
knowledge of n that is inside him, instead of his knowledge 
of 12, as he might catch a dove in place of a pigeon. 
THE.utt. That seems reasonable. 
SocR. Whereas, when he catches the piece of knowledge 
he is trying to catch. he is not mistaken but thinks what 

11..-.Dy ' tbmb 11 U 12 •. Tbu caaaot .QOW meua tbat he has both 
aamb«n befanl lu. mmd IUld. ]adp. ODe of them to be the otbl!l'. Tbblwu 
ap:eed to be imJXIIIlble (1952) It mtllUll that be .....,.,.,. the aumbel' n, 
wbich he l&ya bold of fer the aumbel' n wluch be wa1 mallT lookmr fer, 
whiD. he uked: Wbat 11 the nm of 7 &ad 5 ' 
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xgga. is true. In this way both true ami false judgments can 
c. exist, and the obstacles that were troubbng us are removed. 

You will agree to this, perhaps? Or will you not ? 
'i'lmAET. I will. 
Soca. Yes ; for now we are nd of the contracbctJ.on about 
people not Jmowmg what they do know. That no longer 
implies our not possessing what we do possess, whether 
we are mistaken about something or not. 

Tho aviary baa enlaqjed the machinery of the waxeo block by 
providing lo< the process of hunting out lateot pieces of knowledge 
and bnngmg them before the mind. So it has led to the suggestion 
that false judgment occurs wbeo we get hold of the wrong PJeCe 
of knowledge ami • interehange ' it lo< the right ooo. An ~mportant 
dillereoce hetweeo the - images is that the process of onginally 
acquiring knowledge is chfterently conceived The waxen block 
was thought of as a recepta.cle for sense-impresslODS which left 
their impnnt as memoty·images. It seemed hard to unagine how 
one such IIOprint should ever be DllStaken for another ; and no 
provision was made for historical knowledge or any knowledge 
not immediately denved from the senses. The a.vuary, on the other 
hand, represeots knowledge as acquired from a teacher who ' hands 
over ' peces of information to the leame:r. Such mformation would 
not consist m a senes of separate imprints, but rather of statements 
offered for our behef. It would cover historical and a.bstra.ct 
knowledge, as well as our notwns of such thmgs as numbers. 

Now, from the M11t0 onwards, Plato has repeatedly declared 
that what he calls ' knowledge ' IS not a thing that can be ' banded 
over ' by one penon to another. The true objects of knowledge 
must be directly seen by the eye of the soul, the professors of 
educa'bon who claim to put into the mind knowledge that is not 
there are like one who should claim to put sight mto blind eyes..1 

The soplusts are condemned for oftermg to' hand over'' excellence ' 
(a:NU) of various sorts to their hearers.• In Plato's VIew' an 
mathemati.c:al knowledge and knowledge of the Forms cannot, in 
the ordmary sense, be ' taught '. It is always in the soul and 
needs to be ' recollected'. The intervention of a. teacher is not 
necessuy, though the process may he dixec:ted ami assisted by 
conversa.tion (' dialectic ') with a wiser person who will act as 
midwife. The Platonist will see at once that what is here called 
a ' piece of knowledge ' can he nothing more than a belief (Mia), 
conveyed from one mind to another. All this eaonot he openly 
said here, because the Fonns are excluded from the diseussioo, 

·~·5•8c. 1 MMD 93B, EwMyfl 273D• 2S,.6.. 
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which is confined to the empiricist claun that an knowledge comes 
from tho external world of .....,, either directly or by teaching 
as commonly conceived. But Plato is careful to note that we are 
still workiDg on the empiricist assmnption that the a.viaiy IS empty 
at birth-a M:hla: ~d gradually filled Wltb contents denved 
from ...,;ble experience and learning. The reader, guided by tho 
long descnption of Socratlc midwifery, 1s left to mfer that these 
~ ' pieces of knowledge' are 110t knowledge at all It IS 
perhaps with intention !bat Plato, wbile descnbmg the recovery 
of latent ' knowledge', never uses his own word for recollechon 
(.......,.;,), 

Iggo-ooc>D. "&j4cli011 of 'i~ of pi#es of ~' •• 
.,. """""'" of Fllise }llllptnl 

The aviary has enabled us to imagine how a man who baa learnt 
that the sum of 1 and s is :12, ma.y sometimes ask hunseU what 
tho sum ol7 and SIS, and get bold of a wrong ' p1ece of knowledge', 
viz. the nwnber II, which he is also acquamted with. He :nustakes 
this for the ' piece of knowledge' he wants, namely :12. This 
'interchange' may seem to be an unobjechonable description of 
such a mistake. Socrates, however, at once raues an ob]ectJ.on, 
which toms upon the unexplained term ' piece of knowledge '. 

zggc. Socx. (~). But it strikes me that a still stranger 
consequence is coming in sight. 
T'a::EAET. What is that ? 
5ocJL That the intetclwlge of p1eces of knowledge sbould 
ever result in a judgment that 1s false. 
TlnEAET. How do you mean ? 

D. Scat. In tho liillt place, thot a man sbould bavelmowledge 
of something and at the same time fail to recognise 1 that 
very thing. not for want of lmowmg it but by reason of 
his own knowledge ; and next tbat be sbould judge thot 
thing to be somethmg else and Wee wnll-isn't that very 
Ulll'e8.80D8.ble : that when a piece of knowledge presents 
itaelf, the mind sbould fall to recognise anything and !mow 
IIOtbiDg 1 On tbJS sbowmg, the presence of J8110'1Ul<e llllght 
just as well make us know something, or the presence of 
blindness make us see-if knowledge ean ever make us fail 
to know. 

This objection Is obocure, and the larJguage ambiguous: """"'" 
can mea.u. either ' to be ignorant of' or ' to fad to recognise ' (the 

1 l'cll' .,.... .. , III8UiiDC I fad to ncogaile 0o d, 1888, 
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'INTERCHANGE OF KNOWLEDGE' REJECTED 

opposite of ,...swao, ' to recosnise '). The ' piece of koowled&e 
that presents itself • must mean the number u, which I have 
laid hold of !Dstead of the number X2 -.:11 I was looking lor 
and have not found. In what sense does the interchange involve 
that I should •fad to recosnise (dyooslo) that vmy thimg, not for 
want of knowiDg it (dywu,..,.Mn) but by reuon of my own know
ledge ' 1 ' Fall to recogn;.. that vmy thiDg' (the number II) 
can only mean that I fall to recognise the fact that it is not the 
number I want ; hence Socrates says I judge it to be :12, i.e. mistake 
it for :12. But ' not for want of knowing it ' (~,uocnWo) means 
'not for want of be ~111Ml rNhit '. The situation 15 analogous 
to what was desailied earher : I see an acquaintance and. faiJmg 
to recognise him, mistake him for another acquaintance. But 
there pe<ception was involwd, and the mistake was explained as 
the fittmg·togelher of the &..h imf<O'Sl<m and the wrong memory
image. Here no perception is involved. Socrates' point seems 
to be that the awuy contsms notbmg but ' pieces of knowledge'. 
I am acquainted with both the numbers, II and z:z One of them 
(II) is DOW' before my mmd. How can I IDlSta.ke that number 
for the other which I am also acquainted with ? If I have been 
taught and know the truth that 7 + 5 = 12, how can I substitute 
n for 12 and believe that I have got hold of the nght number? 
There is no quesbon here of seeing something dimly at a chstance ; 
ooly ' pieces of knowledge ' are involved. 

To tbls we mlght reply that an analogous explanation by the 
IDlSfttting of two pieces of knowledge ooui.d be given, if the unex
plained term ' p.ece of knowledge ' were taken in a. suflic::iently 
wide sense. The expression covers objects (such as numbers) that 
I am acquainted with, as well a.s truths that I have been taught. 
AD. these are m my aviary. Does it also include a complex object 
such as ' the sum of 7 and 5 ' 1 This ought to be included; 1t 
consists of terms I am acquainted with and it is before my mind 
when I ask : what is the sum of 7 and 5 1 It is this object that 
I identify with 11 when I make my false judgment. If it is a. 
' piece of Jmowledgo' and oontained in the aviaey, theo the falle 
judgment can be explained as the wrong putting-together of -
pieces of Jmowledge, as on the waxen block false judgment was the 
putting-together of a. fresh imptess1011 and the wrong memoty 
imprint. The result will be a false judgment entirely compooecl 
of 'pieces of lmowledp' (terms I am acquainted with). It lhos 
8CCDlS that the a.viary a.ppara.tus is, after a.n. as adequate to explain 
fa.Jse judgment where DO perception is involved BS the waxeD bloclr. 

wa;t:==l~;!:=:"':w-lhis 
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apllmation, because he does not recopise ' the sum of 7 and .5 ' 
as a ' piece of knowledge ', but penilts in speaking as if ,.. judpl 
aot that ' the SIIID of 1 and .5 is Il: ' but that ' 12 (the number we 
..., aooldDg) is 11 (the number "" lay hold of) '. If sw:h objects 
u • the sum of 7 and 5 ' are exduded, then the di:f&culty Socrates 
raises does exist : how can I austak:e the 11 which I have before 
my mind for the 12 which I know but have not before my mind ? 

Theaetetus, at any rate, does not put forward the explanation 
above offered. He taba up Socrates' word for • ignorance ' or 
'faililre to recopise ' (~pooWr,), and suggests thai our minds 
may contain • pieces of ignorance ' as well as ' pieces of knowledge '. 

I9'JE. 'i'lmAET. Perhaps, Socrates, we were wrong in making the 
birds stand for pieces of lmowledge ooly, and we 01J8ht to 
have imqined pieces of ignorance Dying about with them 
in the mind. Then, in chasing them, our man would lay 
hold sometimes of a piece d lmowledge, sometimes of a 
piece of ignorance ; and the ignorance would make him 
judge falsely, the knowledge truly, ohout the same thing. 

What is a ' piece of ignorance ' ? Evidently not an object I am 
uacquainted with, for then it would not be in the avutry at aD. 
It can ouly be a false belief which I have 10mehow formed or been 
taught, such as that 7 + 5 = 11. There is no reason why false 
beliefs should not be in the aviary ; in fact our aVIaries contain ouly 
too many. In so far as they consist of terms I am acquainted with 
and are thiDgs that I have learnt and possess stored in my memory, 
they satisfy tho description of ' pieces of Jmowlodge '. But they.,. 
DOt knowledge in the sense in wlnch whatever m knowledge must be 
true. That they are .UUply false bobols is practically stated in 
Thoaetetus' last words : ' the ;g.oranco would make him judge 
falsely '. Theaotetus' suggesbon means that what I lay hold of is 
an old false belief which I bring up into consciousness. 

An obvious answer to Theaetetus' suggesbon would be this: 
'You explain my making a false judgment now as my getting hold 
of an old false belief which I have acqmred and have in my memory ; 
hut that does not explain how I oould acquire that false belief 
orijjinally. You merely push bad: to an es1Uer stage the same 
problem : how could I over judge that 7 + ! = 111 ' Socrates, 
however, does not !Rise that objection. Taking Theaototus' suggot
tion that I c:ail up and a.llirm an old false bohef, he asks how it is 
that I fail to recognise it as false and mistake 1t for a true piece of 
lmowledge. 
I9'JE. 5ocR. II is nut easy to disapprove of anything you say, 

1beaetetus ; but thiok again about your suggestion. Sup
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IggE. pose it is as you say; then the man who lays hold of the 
200. piece of ignorance will judgo falseJ¥. Is that right l 

TlmAET. Yes. 
Socx. But of oourse he will not think he is judging falaoly. 
TB:Jwrr. Of course not. 
Socx. No : he will think he is judging truly : ami his 
attitude of mind will be the same as if he knew the thing 
he is mistaken about. 
TlmA:aT. Naturally. 
Soca. So he will unagine that, as a result of his chase, he 
has got hold of a piece oflmowlodgo, not a piece of ignonnce. 
TBEAET. Clearly. 
SOCR. Then we have gone a long way round ooly to find 
ourselves confronted once more With our origmal difficulty. 
Our destrucbve critic will laugh at us. 'You wonderful 

B. people,' he will say, 'are we to understand that a man 
knows both a p1ec:e of knowledge and a piece of ignorance, 
and then supposes that one of these things he knows 11 the 
other which he also knows ? Or does he Jmow neither, and 
then judge that one of these unknowu thmgs is tho othOI"l 
Or does he know only one, ami iden!Jiy this known thing 
with the unknown one, or the tutknown one with the known il 
Or are you gomg to tell me that there are yet further pieces 
oflmowlodgo llboot yoor pieces oflmowiedBe ami ignorance, 
and that their owner keeps these shut up in yet another of 

c. your ri.chculous aviaries or waxen blocks, knowing them so 
long as he possesses them, although he may not have them 
at hand in his mind? On that showing you will find your
selves perpetually driven round m a circle and never getting 
any further.' What are we to reply to that, Theaetetus? 
TJm.ur. Really, Socrates, I don't know what weare to say. 
Soca. Maybe, my young fnend, we have deserved this 
rebuke, and the argument shows that we were wroog to 

D. leave lmowlodgo OD ODO S1de ami look first fOI" aD explanation 
of false judgment. That cannot be understood wrt:iJ. we 
have a oabsfadory account of tho nature of Jmowledgo. 
TlmAET. As things now stand. Socrates, one caDDOt avoid 
that conclusion. 

The critic objects that it is as hard to explain how I can fail to 
recognise a false belief as false and miStake it for the true belief 
which I pouess stored in my mind, as it is to explain how I can 
mistake an object before my mind for another object which is in 
my memoty. As Socrates indlcates, that leads on to the question: 
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How am I know that I know 1 How can I """'8'lfoe koowlodge 
when I have it and be sure that it is knowledge? This is an old 
problem inconclusively dlscussed in tho c-..u. !•67 ff.J. Plato 
refuses to pursue it here, oc to carry any further the attempt to 
account for false belief. 

What has ......gecl is that the term ' lmowlodge • is very 
ambiguous. Until we have discovered all ita meanings, we cannot 
really explain false judjpnent. The discusslOn has been fruitful m 
hri1>8iD8 to tight some of these meanJDBl'. But tho scope of tho 
dialogue excludes an that Plato calls lmowlodge in the lull sense. 
He breaks oft here because he cannot go further without invokiDg 
the true objects of koowledge. Plato's own lllllllyms of false judg
ment will be given in the Sopltm, when the Forms have been brought 
into view. 

:aooD-20IC. Coru:lu.siotJ : K~ CMifiOt be Ufoud a Tf'W 
Bduf 

It has become clear that tho so-called' pieces of !mow ledge ' which 
I have learnt from a teacher and stored m my memory are nothing 
better than true beliefs. When I recall one to consciousness my 
a.ttltude of mind towards it is, as Socrates says, mchstingwshable 
from my attitude toa.false belief. 'lllls COilSideration leads us to 
the next point : the final refutation of the claint of true belief to 
be knowledge. My confideoce in a mere belief 11 not grounded in 
reason. The teaching wbicll c:oosists in 'lumdmg over' behefs, 
whether true or false, is no better than the rhetorical persuasion 
of a barrister. Knowledge is not so gained ; and when it u gained, 
it C8DDOt be shal:en by penuasion. 

:ZOOD. Soca. To start all over again, then . what is one to say 
that knowledge is ? For surely we are not going to give 
up yet. 
Tlm.u:r. Not unless you do so. 
SocJL Then tell me : what definition can we give with 
the least risk of contradictmg ouroelves 1 

E. l'BEAET. The one we tned before, Socrates. I have noth
ing else to sugest. 
Soca. What .... that 1 
l'BEAET, That true belief is knowledge. Surely there can 
at least be no mistake in believing what m true and the 
ccmsequenc:es are always satisfactory.1 

I It bu baea. pomted oat ID the MMO (97A} that for pnc1:lCal purpoeea it 
fl u uefa1 to belien th&t a road. leads to a cer1aiD p1aoo u to blow that If: 
dOll Cf Wo Rip 5o6c : bebllf wrthoat Jmowledp 11 at the belt lib a bhQd 
mall. who falall tho npt raid 



TRUE BELIEF IS NOT KNOWLEDGE 

200E. SocR. Try, and you will see, Thea.etetus, as the man said 
when he was asked if the river was too deep to ford. So 
here, if we go forward on our search, we may stumble upon 

2ox. something that will reveal the thmg,.. are looldng for. We 
shall make nothmg out, if we stay where we are. 
l'BEABT. True ; let us go forward and see. 
Soca. Well. we need not go far to see this much : you 
will find a whole profesmon to prove that true belief is not 
knOll'ledgo. 
1"BEAET. How so 1 What profession 1 
Soca. The professioe of those pangons of intellect known 
as orators and lawyers. There you have men who use their 
sldll to produce conviction, not by instruction, but bymakmg 
people believe whatever they want them to believe. You 

B. can hardly imagme teachers so clever as to be able, in the 
abort tune allowed by the clock, to instruct tbelr hearen 
thoroughly in the h'ue facts of a aue of mbbexy or other 
violence which those hearers had not witnessed. 
TBEAET No, I cannot HDagiDe that ; but they can con
vmce them. 
Soca. And by convincing you mean making them believe 
something. 
TBEAET. Of course. 
Soca. And when a jmy is rightly convinced of facts which 
can be known ooly by an eye-W>tnoss, then, judging by hear-

c. oay and accepbng a true behef, they are judgmg without 
knowledge, although, if they find the right verdict, their 
conviction is correct ? 
T!m.mr. Certainly. 
SOCII. But 11 h'ue behef and knowledge were the oame thmg, 
the best of Jurymen could never have a correct belief without 
knowledge. It now appears that they must be chffere:D.t 
1:bings. 

This argument is repeated in a later dialogue, the Timtutls (SID), 
where the existence of the Forms is said to follow from the distinc
tiOn between knowledge or rational understanding (,..;;;) and h'ue 
belief. Knowledge is produced by instruction, al-ys a.ceomponied 
by a h'ue account of rts grounds (d.l"jjhl< ~), unshakable by 
persuasion, and possessed by gods and only a few among men. 
True belief is produced by pOISUliSlOD, not based on rational grounds 
(.U.,...), can be changed by perauasion, and is possessed by all 
mankind. 

In our passage Socrates baa not spoken of the absence of rational 
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grounds, such as he baa in mind in the NlfftJ and the Ti1NIIfiS. 
In both those dialogues Plato is thinking of what he himself calls 
knowJod&o. In the Mno mathematkal knowledge is in quest .... 
After his experiment with the slave, Socrates remarks that the 
slave bas now a. true behef about the solution ; but 1t will not be 
knowledge until he has been taken ropeatedly through an the stops 
of the proof. He will then see for himself, With unsha.ka.ble convic
tion, that the conclUSlOD must be true. Hm behef will now be 
assured by reflecbon on the grounds or reasons (aiTia< h>yw!"P)· 
Such is the ' true account of the grounds ' (~ Mil"'<) to wluch 
the Ti,.._ refers. But here the real obJects of knowledge are 
not to be mentioDed, and Soaates is ouly allowed his analogous 
contrast between the juryman's second-hand behef and the dJrect 
'knowledge ' of the oye-w;toess, who has seen the fact for lumsell. 

III. THE CLA111 OF TRUE BELIEF ACCOKPANIED BY AN AccoUNT 
OR. EXPLANATION ro BE KllfOWLBDGE 

JZOio-®2C. SOON#es st.l6s Iii& lhMwy a AI: Ita& INtw4 it 
Theaetetus' next sugesbon is that the a.drhtion of some kind of 

' account ' or ' expla.nation ' (logo&) 1 will convert true belief into 
knowledge. Venous posslble senses of • a.ccount 'are chstmgnlsh.ed 
and COIISidered, and the suggestwo IS finally IO]ec!od. It will 
appear, however, tha.t no one of these senses is the sense which 
'account' bears in the MlfJO and the Tt1NIIfiS. Why that sense 
is ;g.ored will becmno clear as we proceed. 

201c. TBBAET. Yes, Socrates, I ha.ve heard scmeone ma.ke the 
chstinctlon.1 I ha.d forgotten, but now 1t comes ba.ck to me. 

D. He wd that true behef With the a.dcbtion of an account 
(logos) was knowledge, wiDie behef Without an account was 
outslde its range. Where no account could be given of a 
thing, it was not 'knowable '-that was the wud he used 
-where 1t could, it was knowable. 
Soca. Agoodsuggestion. Buttellmohowhedistingoished 
these knowable thmp from the unkoowable. It may torn 
out that wha.t you were told tallies with something I ha.ve 
heerd wd. 

I Eaglillb prov1dell DO lfDile equivalea.t for IOfOI, & word which coven 
(1) .tatemea.t, lpeCICh; (2) expreiiiOD. de&u.'baD, deecnpboa, fonDa1&; 
(3) ' tale' 01' ea.umera:bOD., (4) apla.Datum, IICCOIID.t, Jroazui A tzu.sl&tCI' 
.. farced to 1118 DOW one, ILOW aaotber af thelle ezpn11111Km11 !11 the text the 
ward ma&1DI amblpou IID.til Socra.tel chatmgwlhes IICIDHI of Ita clue:f -I BetweeD lalowJedp aad true bebef, .... 



III. TRUE BELIEF WI111 AN Aa:DUNT 

2o:ID, THBAET. I am not sure if I can recall that: but I thiDk 
I should recosnise it if I heard 11 stated. 
SOCK. If you have had a dream, let me tell you mine in 
return. I seem to have heard some people say that what 

E. Dllgbt be called the first elements 1 of which we and all other 
thmgs consist are such that no account can be given of them. 
Each of them just by itself can ouly be named ; we cannot 
attribute to it anything further or say that it exists or does 

202. not exJSt , fer we should at once be atta.c:hmg to rt eJDStence 
or non-existence, whereas we ought to add nothing if we 
are to express just it alone. We ought not even to add 
'just' or' 1t' or • each • or' alone' or' this ' 1, 01' any other 
of a host of such terms. These terms, running loose about 
the place, are attached to everyt:bmg, and they are distmct 
from the 1:l>inp to wluch they are apphed. U 11 were powble 
for an element to be expressed m any formula exclUSively 
belongmg to it, no other terms ought to enter mto tha.t 
expresmon , but m fact there m no formula m wtw:h any 

B. element can be expressed. it can only be named. for a name 
is all there m that beloDgs to 1t. But when we come to thmg& 
composed of these elements, then, Just as these thmgs are 
complex, so the names are combined to make a descnption 
(logo&), • descnpbon bemg precuely • comhiiiObon of names. 
Accordingly, elements are inezphcable 111111 unknowable, hot 
they can he perceived , while complexes (' syllables ') are 
knowa.hlo 111111 expb<:ahle, 111111 you can haw a - noticm 
of them. So when a man gets hold of the true notion of 

c. something Without an a.ccount, his mind does think truly 
of 1t, but he does not know 1t ; for If one ca.DD.Ot pve and 
receive an account of a thing, one baa no knowledge of that 
thmg. But when he baa also got hold of an account, all 
this becomes posstble to lwn and he is fully eqmpped with 
knowledge. 

Does that """'""' nopreoent the dream as you heard it, 
or not? 
TIIEAET. Perfectly. 

The theory here put f.......rd was certainly ....., held by Plato 
hlmself. On the other hood, it is obviously a plulosophic theory, 

1 """xd- meurt letters o1 the lilphabet, or the • rudmumt:s' of a nbJect: 
Thu II -..1. to be 1tl Snt OCC1IIniiiCe u appbed to the elementa of pbplcal 
thiDp Pneea.tly w»..fW (l)'llablel) • uled fOr the comples. tbmp compoaed .. -... .. 

• Battmaaa.•s coajectuftl ft •n' for ftfN (here aDd at 2o5C) may be mp
pcll'tecl by Sopi. 239Ao See uote there (p 207). 
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which would not occar to common sense. It must belong to some 
am.temporuy of Socrates or Plato, whom Plato does not choose to 
DBJD.e.1 Posmbly, Socrates is represented as • dreaming ' it because 
the theory was really advanced after his death. There seems to be 
no evidence llllfnc:ient to identify the author .1 

Tho theory may be consi<lenod under the three heads : (•) Things: 
(b) Language; (c) Cognltioa. 

(•) Thmgs.-Tbe only thmgs reoognised are ' ourselves and every
thing else ', '-•· conaete individual natural objects. These are 
composed of simple unanalysable elements. There is no question 
of onmaterialthlngs, 101" the elemeets are said to be p"""'J>'Jble. 
This also shows that atoms are not intended. Since no examples 
are given, we caDnOt say whether • elements ' meaDS simple pnmary 
substances, such as gold, or simple quah'bes, like yellow, or even 
whether the author drew this distmct:ion. He may have meant any 
simple CODStituent that we should name in enumerating all the parts 
we can perce1ve and distingWsh m a complex thing. 

(b) ~·--Thoelemeet,bemgmnple,basanamoonly. We 
can refer to or indicate it by this name. But it 'baa no logos'. 
This appous to cover - ,..,.,;,g. wlllc:h we mould cbstmgwsh. 
(1) We CODJ10! make any ........., about the elemeet, such as that 
it exists. If we are to speak of it alone, we must not add, or ascnbe, 
to it ""Y soamd ' name ' (word). Tho elemeet is complotely m
diated by uttenng the sillgJe word ' gold ' or ' yellow'. We may 
not even 1!18.Y ' thu is yellow', since ' tJus ' and ' 15 ' express some
thing <hftereut from the simple name ' yellow ', wlnc:h a.lready 
expresses a.ll there IS to be expessed 1111d a.ll that I pette!vo. Also, 
' this' and ' is ' do oot beloog Ollclusiwly to the elemeet I now 
perceive. (2) The name of an element is i~, just as the 
element itself is unanalysable. The nature 11 simple and no 
• account ' consisting of several names (words) can be given of 1t. 

The definitiou of logos as a ' combinallou of names ~) ' will 
cover statements about a thmg as well as the defimbon of a de1inable 
DBJD.e. But probably the author was not thinkmg about defining 
names (wbic:h he would not 111Di: among compJox 'thlngs 1 but ooly 
about doocnbing thlngs. Tho simple name indiates the elemeelaly 

""l'heut:Btaal (at 201c} azu:1 Socratea <--. m .z.m...) both apeak o1 the 
1111thcr ID the tiDgulal', 

• The cue for AnbltheDelwu DIOIIt faDy lrl:&ted by Glllelpa (dni. Guci 
P.Wcla. ZZVl, 479 ff.; SZTD. 17 ff,), See aliO Roll, M~MJ~i. of d~ J., 3<f6, 
A.IAVI (Rna. Hwl PllllrJI, 1930, pp 16ff ), liDlCIIl8' othm'l, haa dilputed thfa 
attri.bu:bcm. Prof G. C. FWd hu liveD. • jucbaoua IIQCODD.t of AD:tutbeuea 
iD PMio .U Hu C,.,QNf'IR (19,30), 160 ff. I call. 1H Uttle reaem.blallce 
betwea the doctnDe &Dd. the atomfam. attribu.ted to EcphaDtal, who Ia 
lllg8lted by Barnet aad Prof Tayb. 
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part ; the full description or ' account ' of a complex thing consists 
of as many names as there are elements. All statements about 
the thing he would regard as giving 1t names, each of which should 
belong to one of its parts. In the SojJhtst (p. 253) we shall meet 
again with this view of what was later called ' predicatiOn ', The 
effect is that the distinction between the definition and other state
ment~_~ about the thing is not drawn ; and this appears to be the 
case m our passage. 

(c) Copihon.-The theory distmgwshes between perception 
(a!a61p.,), a true notion (~< M<a), and knowledge (/munll"/)· 

Of the element we have only a simple direct perception, not 
' knowledge', Of the complex thmg we have at first a true notiOn 
(dl~, MEa) without a logos. Logos, as the la.ter argument shows, 
means enumeratmg by name the simple components of the complex. 
When I have done thls, I have 'given an account' of the complex 
thing and am now said to 'know' 1t. I have exp-essed what the 
thmg IS by gtving a list of all its srmple parts. But it IS hard to 
be sure what is meant by the ' true MEa ' which I have before I 
enumerate the parts Presumably it means a complex unanalysed 
presentation of the whole object In defence of the translation 
' true notion ' 1t may be remarked that Plato uses the phrase ' get 
hold of the true MEa of a thing Without alogos',l 'Notlon'or'im: 
pression ' seems to be meant. It may be conjectured that such a 
notion would be expressed by a definable name, such as ' man ', 
or (to use Socrates' later illustration, 207A) 'wagon'. Possibly &lEa 
includes the JUdgment' That is a man'. This JUdgment may be 
true (perhaps, must be true) ; but I shall not have knowledge till I 
have enumerated all the parts of the obJect, which is the same thing 
as defimng the name. 

The theory menhons only lrue notions, not false ones. It ts not 
unlikely that the author held that every notlon is true. If the 
notion is composed of simple perceptlons, each of which IS an 
impresston directly given by some sunple property of the thmg, 
and if there can be no error in the perceptJ.OD$, there can be none 
in the complex notion. The theory may hold that there must 
be just that thing I perceive or have a notion of ; otherwise I 
should be perceivmg something else or nothmg at all. It IS quite 
possible that the author of the theory agreed (as Antisthenes 
dJ.d) with those who demed the possibility of false beliefs and 
statements. 

1 20:zB. '"-hcv A6)oou ..... ,u.,Btl adl<~~' I"P''k1-u M.fJrJ We have already 
DOted fp 119) Plato's useaf 3otfi.C..,. With au accusa'bve for 'thmlang of a thmg ' • 
.Agam lx-IQla:r mrpl aoD (209A. r) aud ~ J3<!l..(o~ (20911, :z) a.re ueed mtor· 
chaugeably for ' havmg a notiOn of you •. 
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~. TMT""":Ycritieis«lfar.....,E-......_W. 
For the understanding of the follinring ugumeut, II is essential 

to grasp that the theory is materialistic, in the sense that the only 
' thinp • it recosnises as the objects of any sort of cognition are 
concrete individual thinp, and the pe«:eptible parts of which such 
thinga are aggregates. 

Socrates first disposes of the theory on its own ground, where the 
statement that elements are 1lllknowable proves fatal. 

202e. Soca. So this dream finds favour and you hold that a true 
noticm with the additicm of an account is knowledge 1 
TlmAET. Precisely. 

D. Soca. Can it be, Theaetetus, that, all in a moment, we have 
found out to-day what so many wise men have grown old m 
aeeldDg and have not found ? 
TlmAET. I, at any rate, am satisfied with our present state
ment, Socrates. 
Soca. Yes, the statement just in itself may well besatisfac
toty : for how can there ever be knowledge without an 
account and right behef ? 1 But there is one pomt in the 
theory as stated ~t does not find favour with me. 
TlmAET. Wbat is that 1 
SOCII. Wbat might be considered Its most ingemous 

E. feature : it •ys that the elements are tmknowable, but 
whatever ,. complex (' syDahles ') can be known. 
TBEABT. Is not that nght 1 
Soca. We must find out. We hold as a sort of hostage for 
the theory the illustration in terms of which it was stated. 
l"BBAET. Namely 1 
Soca. Letter&-the elemeots of wribng--ond syllahles. 
That and nothing else was the prototype the author of this 
theory had in mind, don't you think 1 
TlmAET. Yes, it was. 

1103. Soca. Let us take up that illustration, then, and put it to 
the questicm, or rather put the questicm to ourselves : did 
we learn our letters on that principle oc not ? • To begin 
with : is it true that an account can be given of syllables, 
hut not of letters 1 
TBEAET. It may be so. 

1 Thill may meu that the fanaula • true belief With aa accouat ' 11 a •tie
factory delcrlptlOD at leut of IIOIDe bowledp, pJ'CMded that tbe ngb.t 
melllliq: be gtna. to lop6, DOt any of the me&DlDp cblc:uued m tbe fo1lowmg -· I Socratel gael back to th1l questlon st IIOGA. 
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203. 5ocR. I agree, decidedly. Suppose you are asked about 
the first syllablo of ' Socrates ' : ' Ezplain. Theaetotaa : what 
is SO ? ' How will you answer? 
TDEABT. S and 0. 
Soca. And you have there an account of the syllable ? 
TBH.u:r. Yes. 

B. Soca. Go on, then ; give me a similar account of S. 
1'BEAET. But how can one state the elements of an 
element ? The fact is, of course, Socrates, that S is one of 
the CQDSODB.Dts, nothimg but a llOISO, like a hissiDg of the 
tongue ; whlle B not ouly has no articulate sound but is 
not even a noise, and the same is true of most of the letters. 
So they may well be said to be mezplicablo, when the clearest 
of them, the seven vowels themselves, have ouly a sound, 
and no sort of account can be given of them,1 
Socll. So far, then, we have reached a right conclusion 
about Jmowloclgo. 
TDIW!T. Apparently. 

The ' right conclusion ' is that, if logos means an account or 
explana:bon consistmg in the enumeration of the components of a 
complex thmg, wo must finally reach simple parts wlllch eannot be 
so ' explamed '. (So m mathematics the ultlma.te terms used in 
definihons must be indefinable.) But if such analysis is to yield 
knowledge, these ultimUe COill)lOileDis must be knowable. The 
weak pomt of the theory is that it oays they are unknowable, and 
can cmly be perceived. So the process of acq1I11'11lg knowledge 
will be a process of BDa1ysmg a complex which is not yet known 
mto components wlnch cannot be known. 

The lllgUDlen! exposmg Ibis weakness is in the form of a dilenuna. 
A syDable (complex) must be either (1) the mete aggregate of the 
letters, 01' (:a) a single entity wlnch comes into being when the 
letters are combined and vanishes when they are separated. 
Socrates easily disposes of the first alternative. 

20JC. Socx. But now, have we been right in declaring that the 
letter cannot be known, though the syllable can 1 
TDIW!T. That aeems an right. 
SOCJL Take the syDable then : do we mean by that both 
the -letters or (If there are more than-> all the letters 1 

"At PAIWu 1h we :lind the a&me clas1icatkm.: (1) .,_.,. {~. 
(s) CIIJUOIUMi'l (~without articulate aDIUld), (3) -"• (~wbachue 
Dot fMID DOIIU), 



~3C· Or do we mean a single entity that comes into existence 
from the moment when they are put together 1 
TlmAET. I should say we mean all the letters. 
SoCll. Then lake the case of the - letters 5 and 0. 
The two together are the first syUable of my name. Anyone 
who knows that syllable knows both the letters, doesn't he? 

D. 'I'lmAET. NaturaDy. 
5ocR. So he knows the 5 and the o. 
Tlm.\ET. Yes. 
5ocR. But bas he, then, no knowledgo ofoorc.llletter, so that 
he knows both without knowing either ? 
TlmAET. That 15 a monstrous absurdity, Socrates. 
Socll. And yet, If rt is necessary to k:q.ow each of two things 
before one can know both, he simply must know the letters 
first, if hem ever to know the syllable : and so our fine theory 
will vanish and Jea.ve us in the lurch. 

E. TBEABT. With a startling suddenness. 
5ocR. Yes, because we are not keepjDg a good watch upon 
it. 

This a.qmnent is not verbal, but quite fair. If the syllable is 
exactly the same thing as 1ts two letters, then to know the sylla.hle 
is to know the letters It may be added that the theory chstin
gwshed knowledgo from perceptioo, and OVldently regarded know
ledge as superior'. Since the syllable 1S nothmg more than the 
qgregato of the -letters, of each of which I have a percep-, 
' the addition of the account ' which was to yield knowledge can m 
fact cmly lead to - perceptions, sulo by Side, of - unknowable 
objects. 

(•) The oec:oud altemative-lhal the syUablo IS somethlng other 
than the aggregate of the letters---requires some more subtle distinc
tioos. 

:30]E. 5ocR. (....U....,). Perhaps we ought to have assumed that 
the syllable was not the letters but a single entity that arises 
out of them with a unitary character of 1ts own and dlfferent 
from the letters. 
TBEAEr. By all means. Indeed, it may well be so rather 
than the other way. 
Socll. Let us consider that. We ought not to abandon 
an imposing theory in this poor-spirited lllll!lller. 

Tlm.\ET. Certamly not . 
.,.... Soca. Suppose, then, 1t is as we say now: the syllable 

arises as a single entity from any set of letters which can 
~ 
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204- be combined • ; and that holds of every oompla, not only 
in the case of letters. 
Tlo<ABT, By all means. 
Soca. In that case, 1t must have no parts. 
Tm<Al!T. Why 1 
SocR. Because, if a thing has parts, the whole thing must 
be the same as all the parts. 

The term ' whole' is here limited to mean a thing composed of 
parts mto which 1t can be divided up, in such a way that the parts 
so arnved at account for the whole thing Thus the sum of money 
caDed a shilhng can be divided mto twelve pence which completely 
represent its value Nothing evaporates in the process of division. 
So the whole here is saul to be exactly equivalent to ' all the parts '. 
Accordingly,lf the syllable or complex is something over and above 
the letten, the letten will not be parts of that something (and it 
can have no other parts) ; so it will not be the ' whole '. From this 
statement we nught pass straight to the oonclUSJ.on (IOSC) • Smce 
a syllable is a urutary thmg, havmg no parts into wlncb. it can be 
analysed, it is simple, mexphcable, and unknowable fer the same 
reason as the letter. T1us m the conclusion which oompletes the 
dilemma. It is fatal to the theory, d. we keep to the theory's own 
assumptions. But here Socrates twns 8Slde to meet the objection 
that a whole OOllDStmg of parts may not be simply the ' sum ' of 
thooe parts (nina.) 0< ' all the parts ' (rd ..a...), but a single enbty 
arismg out of them and distinct from them. It is true that even 
a JlgS8.W puzzle, when completed, has a umty as forming a piCture, 
which diSappears when the parts are separated. But Socrates is 
Justified m ougumg that that resulbng entity is not properly 
descnbed as' the whole'. It is an adchtumal element which SUpe!'

venes on the patting together of the parts which make the whole. 
He urges that the whole cannot be cbstDJ8mshed from the ' sum ', 
whu:h itself camu>t be clistiDgmshed from ' all the parts '. 

""+'· Soca. (""'"""")· Or do yon oay that a whole likewise • 
is a single entity that anses out of the parts and is chfferent 
from the _.,te of the parts 1 
TBEABT. Yes, I do. 
SocR. Then do yon regud the sum (nl ..a.) as the same 
thing as the whole, e< are they dil!en!Dt 1 

I~ 18 not 'hanDOmcas' It llleiiU that cmly IlDDie Jetten 
W2ll • fit together • to form a ayllable: cm.e of them mtut ahn.:ps be a vowel 
(Sojli. 25~ Other combmabonl oi lettera. 11 two or three COIIIIODaD.b 
WJ.thout a voweL an .uapcalb1e 

• • ~·(mi.), u u wellu the IJilable, of wluch thll 111111 baa -.ill. 
"19 



Z048· "l"B'tdr. I am not at an clear ; but you teD me to answer 
boldly, so I will take the risk of saying they are different. 
SocR. Your boldness, The&et-, is right ; whether your 
answer is so, we sha.l1 ha.ve to oonsder. 
TDEAET. Yes, certainly. 
SocR. Well, then, the whole will be different from the sum, 
according to our present view. 
'I'1mAET. yes. 
SocR. Well but now, is there any d:iffe:rence between the 
sum and a.n the things it includes ? Fer instance, when we 
sa.y, 'one, two, three, four, iive, six', cr 'twlce three' or 

c. ' three times two ' or 'four and two ' oc ' three and two and 
one ', are we in a.n these cases expressmg the same thing 
cr different things 1 
TIIEAET. The same. 
Socll. Just sb:, and nothing else 1 
TIIEAET. Yes. 
Soca. In fact, in each form of expression we have expressed 
a.n the siJ::.l 
THBAET. Yes. 
Soca. But when we express them a.n, is there no sum 1 tha.t 
we express 1 
THBAET. There must be. 
Soca. And is tha.t sum anything else than ' SIX ' ? 
TBBAET. No. 

D. Soc:x. Then, at any rate in the case of things that consist 
of a number, the wcrds 'sum' and' a.n the thmgs' denote 
the same thing. 
THBAET. So It seems. 
Soca. Let us put our argument, then, in this way. The 
number of (square feet in) an acre, and the acre are the same 
thing, aren't they 1 
l'BEABT. Yes. 
Soca. And so too with the number of (feet in) a mile ? 
Tlm&ET. Yes. 
Socll. And again with the number of (soldiers in) an army 
and the army, and so on, in a.n cases. The total number is 
the .ame as the total thing in each case. 
TDEAET. Yes. 

E. SocR. But the lllllllber of (units in) any collecliou of things 
cannot be anything but pans ol that collecliou 1 

I Readmg trd.ra. onl 'f 'Wlth BT 
1 Theward'nm'(...,berelllll.eiClllllai'YtDtbe&tJUIIIOI11: The IDUI11-

cnpbl have tNAw 
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004E. 'l'mw!T. No. 
5ocL Now, anythiog that bas parts consists ol parts. 
T!mArr. Ev>lenUy. 
Soca. But all the parts, we have agreed, are the same as 
the sum, if the total number is to be the same as the total 
thing. 
TB:B.ABT. Yes. 
SocB. The whole, then, does oot consist of parts ; 101' if It 
were all the parts it would be a S'IIDl. 

T!mArr. ApporeoUy oot. 
Socx. But can a part be a part of anything but its whole? 
'l'mw!T. Yes; of the sum. 

205. Soca. Yon make a gallant :fight of it, Theaetetus. But 
does oot ' the sum ' mean precisely something from which 
oothing is 11llSSiag 1 
TBIW!T. Necessarily. 
Socll. And is not a whole exactly the same thing-that 
from which oothing whatever IS missing 1 Whereas, when 
something is removed, the thing becomes neither a whole 
nor a sum: it changes at the same moment from being both 
to being neither. 
1'JIEAET. I thmk. now that there is no difference between 
a sum and a whole. 

Plato is not denying that there are wholes which contain an 
addrtional element that arises when the parts are put together and 
disappears when they are separated. He was aware of tbis,1 but 
his point is that such an addibonal element lS not what we mean 
by ' the whole'. It may also be remarked that he is arguing 
within the lmuts of the theory he is criticising. That theory holds 
that the ouly things we can perceive c:r know c:r talk about are 
concrete indMdual things in natore, complex oc simple, and that 
a complex thing is no IDOI"e than an aggregate of simple things or 
elements, which can be enumerated in the only account we can 
give of it. When the enumeration is complete we know all that 
we can know abou.t the thing. So the whole is nothing but the 
sum of its parts. A man is, foc tJus theory, a trunk and a head 
and limbs. TherelS no substance or essence ' Man', over and above 
the separable ' material ' parts, soch as Plato and AristoUe would 
recogmse and make the subject of a defiJdtioo (lops) by geoos and 
speciic dfflerence. 

Having ruled oot the sugestion that ' the whole' can be a oiJJs1o 
entity distinct from all the parts, Socrates can now return to the 

1 Cf AIUtol:le'a ducuaoD. iDipred by the r......,_, at M~ z. 17. 
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a.qmnent interrupted at 10¥. namely the second alternative : 
that the syllable or complex is a unity over and above its letters or 
elements. He can DOW rea.fBrm the statement there made, that if 
the syllable is such a unity, it is not a whole and can have no parts. 

205A. SocR.. Well, we were saying-were we not ?-that when 
a thing has parts, the whole oc sum will be the same thiDg 
as all the parts 1 
Tm!AET. Certamly. 
5ocR. To go back, then, to the point I was trying to make 

B. just now ; 1f the syllable is not the same thing as the letters, 
does it not follow that 1t cannot have the letters as parts 
of itself; otherwise, being the same thing as the letters, it 
would be nerther mare 1101' less Jmowahle than they are 1 
Tm!AET. Yes. 
Soca. And it was to avoid that consequence that we sup
posed the syllable to be dfflereot from the letters. 
TIIBAET. Yes. 
Soca. Well, d the letters are oot parts of the syllable, 
can you name any things, other than 1ts letters, that are 
parts of a syllable 1 
TBEAET. Certamly not, Socrates. If I admitted that it 
had any parts, 1t would surely be absurd to set asule the 
letters and look 101' parts of any other kind 

c. Soca. Theo, on the present sbowmg, a syllable will be a 
thmg that is absolutely one and cannot be dMded mto parts 
of any sort 1' 
TBEAET. ApparenUy. 
Socx. Do you remember then, my dear Theaetetus, our 
accepting a short while ago a. statement that we thought 
satisfactory: that no account could be gwen of the primary 
things ol which other thmgs are composed, becaoae each of 
them, taken JUSt by itself, was mcamposite, and that it 
was not correct to attnbute even ' exwtence • to it, or to 
call it • tlus • • 00 the ground thst these words expressed 
chffermt things that were extraneous to it ; and this was 
the ground fo< making the primary lhillg inoxphcable 
and llllimowable 1 
THEA.ET. I remember. 

D. 5ocR. Theo is not exactly this, and nothing else, the 
ground of its being simple in nature and indJ.visible into 
parts ? I can see no other. I--- put :ftnt for emphuU. lhoald be CODit:l'ua4 with pl4 ftl ... .......... 
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IOSD· 1'11EAET. Evidently there is no other. 
SocJt. Then has not the syllable now tamed out to be a 
tbmg of the same sort, if it has no parts and is a unitary 
thing 1 
TIIEAEr. Certainly. 
Soclt. To conclude, then : lf, on the one hand, the syllable 
is the same tbmg as a number of letters and is a whole With 
the letters as lts parts, then the letters must be neither more 
nor less knowable and exphcable than syllables, since we 
made out that an the parts are the same thmg as the whole, 

E. 1'HB.AET. True. 
SocR. But If, on the other hand, the syllable is a unity 
wdhout part>, syDable and letter hkewise are equally 
incapable of explanatiou and unlmowable. Tho same 
reason will make them so. 
Tmu.n. I see no way out of that. 
Soca. U so, we must not accept thls statement : that 
tho syDable can be known and explaiDed, tho letter cannot. 
1'1DwtT. No, not if we hold by our a.qmnent. 

Putting aside tho illustration from letters, it has DOW beeo 
established that knowledge cannot be gained, as the theory holds, 
by analysing a concrete thing, presented in a complex nobon, 
into lts sunple parts, ea.ch presented in a simple pen:epbon which 
is not knowledge. 

It lS finally pointed out that the fllustrabon 1tself tells 
against the theory. Our knowledge of letters must actoally be 
clearer than our knowledge of syllables, whereas the theory 
evidently regards our perception of elements as inferior to the 
knowledge we are aD.ged to gain by giviDg an account of the 
complex. 

206. Soca. And agam, would not your own experience in 
learning your letters rather incline you to accept the opposite 
..ewl 
TlmAET. What view do you mean ? 
Soca. This: that all the time yoo were learning yoo 
were doiDg nothiJig else but trying to disbnBUJsh by ,.;ght 
or hearing each letter by 1tself, so as not to be con
fused by 8IJY arrangement of them in spoken or wntten 
words. 
Ts:EAP:r. That is quite true. 
Soca. And in the musrc school tho height ol a.xompllsh-

B. meot lay pnoc:isely in beiDg able to follow each 111V8101 
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111EAETETUS 208c-E 

:ao6a. note and tell which string it belonged to ; and notes, as 
everym.e would agree, are the elements of music.l 
Tm<Al!T. Pleclsely. 
SoCll. Then, if we are to argue from our own experience 
of elements and complexes to other cases, we shall conclude 
that o1oments in pnenol :yield knowledge that is much 
c:Jeamo than lmowlodge of the complex and mono eflective 
for a complete grasp d anythmg we seek to know. U 
auyone tens us that the complex is by its nature knowable, 
while the element is Wllmowable, we shaD. suppose that, 
whether he intends it or not, he is pla.ymg with us. 
Tm<Al!T. Certainly. 

:ao6o-E. Tn pos.i/111 ......;ogs of'IICCOIIIII'. (1) E~ of 
llloogiliAop..dl(~ 

The refutatino of tho theory ' dreamt ' by Socrates is DOW com
plete. It turDs upon tbe allegation that tbe simple and 11DBD81ys
ahle is liDknowable. But Theaet-· suggestino that knowledge 
is true judgment 01' belief combined with an account oc explana.tion 
may have other meanings not involvmg this fatal ftaw. Socrates 
accordingly turns to consider those possible mearungs. The 
discussion still proceeds, however, on certain assumptions of the 
refuted theory, namely that tbe only things to be !mown ""' con
crete individual things, and that knowledge acx:ordingly must 
consist in giving some account of such thmgs. This limitation is 
in ..-.cordam:e witb tbe liCOpO of tho whole dialogue, wluch asks 
wbetbel Jmowlodge can be extracted from tbe world of concrete 
uatun.l things, yielding peroeptioDs and complex notions, without 
invoking other factors. The three meanings of logos now considered 
are determined by these assumptions. which exclude Plato's own 
view, that the objects of which knowledge must pve an account 
are not concrete individuals but objects of thought, and that the 
simpler terms in which the account must be stated are not material 
ports but high"' concept& 

zolic. SoClt. Indeed we might, I think, fiDd otbE ugomeots to 
pow: that point. But we must not allow them to distract 
our attention from the question before us, namely, what 
can really be meant by saying that an account added to 
tiue belief yields knowledge m its most perfect form. 

:t. The &pial to mullC aad (~ to numben aad meuuftllleDdl DO Rp
pod: to Campbell'• ...,...tloD that the theory • due to • aome Pytbagoreua' 
(p. zmd:&). 'lb8le eumplel are bma.pt forward, aot by the au.thol' of the 
thlay, bat by Socratlll fa. nlflltms :tt. 
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(I) EXPRESSION OF TIIOUGIIT IN SPEECH 

206c. TBEAET. Yes, we must see what that means. 
Soca. Well then, what is this term ' account ' intended 
to convey to us? I think 1t must mean one of three things. 
'!'lmAEr. What are theyl 

n. SocK. The fust will be gMng overt expression to one's 
thought by meaDS ol vocal sound wrth names and verbs, 
cutmg an ima.p d. one's notion on the stream that 
:Bows through the lips, like a re1lection in a mirroc or in 
water. Do you agree that expression d. that sort is an 
• 8.CCOWlt • ? 
TB:EAET. I do. We certainly call that expressing our
selves in speech (U,.e.,). 
Socll On the other hand, that is a thing that anyone 
can do more or less readily. If a man is not bam deaf 
or dumb, he can S1grufy what he thinks on any subJect. 
So m this sense anyone whatever who baa a conect 

E. notion ew:lently will have it ' With an account ', and 
there will be no place left anywhere for a correct notion 
apart from knowledge. 
THBAET. Tme. 

Logos here does not mean a ' verbal de:fimtion ' such as a dictionary 
pves, but B1R1ply ' statement ', ' speech '-the utterance of the 
nobon oc judgment m our mmds. Ttus common meanmg of the 
word lS mentioned only for the sake of clearness. It is obvlously 
not what Theaetetus mtended. 

oo6JH08B. (•) E- of~ paris. TAis lflill .., 
cmsverl • ,., fiDtiml dlto kMrii~Mlp 

The second meaning is the enumeration of elementary parts. 
This m now constdered on its own ments, apart from the further 
feature wJnch proved fatal to the earher theory, namely, the 
doctrme that an element must be unknowable. 

206B. Soca. Then we must not be too ready to charge the 
author of the definition of knowledge now before us • with 
talking nonsense. Perhaps that is not what he meont. 
He may have meant : being able to reply to the question, 

207. what any pven thing 11, by enumerating its elements. 
TBBAET. For example, Socrates? 
Soca. FOI' example, Hesiod 1!18.ys about a wagon. ' In a 
wagon are a hundred pieces of wood. • I could not name 

I 'l1ae 1111thor of the defimtioD ongmai1J quoted by Theut:etlll (:IOID}, who 
IS DOW reprded U not rwponuble for the doctdae, lD the theory ' dle&mt 1 

by Socnte&, that lllematl are uabowablo 
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107· them an ; no more, I imapne, could you. If we were 
asked what a wagon is, we should be content if we could 
moDtian wheels, axle, body, rails, yoke. 
TH:EAET. Certa.inly. 
Soca But I dare say he would think us just as ridiculous 
as if we replied to the questlon about your own name by 

B. telling the syllables. We might think and express our
selves COtTeCtly, but we should be absurd if we fancied 
ourselves to be grammanans and able to give such an 
account of the name Theaetetus as a grammanan would 
offer. He would say it ts impossible to g1ve a SClentlfic 
account of anything, short of adding to yoar true nollon 
a complete catalogue of the elements, as, I thmk, was 
said earlier. 
TlmAET. Yes, it was. 
SOc:a. In the same way, he would say, we may have a 
correct notion of the wagon, but the man who can g1ve a 
complete statement of 1ts nature by gomg through those 

c. hm1dred parts baa thereby added an account to hls correct 
notion and, m place of mere belief, baa arrived at a technical 
lmowledgo of the wagon's nature, by soin& throogb all 
the elements in the whole. 
TBEAET. Don't you approve, Socrates ? 
Soca. Tell me if you approve, my fn.end, and whether you 
accept the vtew that the complete enume:ratlon of elements 
is an account of any pven thmg, whereas descnption m 
terms of syllables 01' of any larger urut sbll leaves 1t un-

D. accounted foc. Then we can look into the matter further. 
TBEAET. Well, I do accept that. 
SocK. Do you think, then, that anyone has knowledge 
of whatever it may be, when he thmks that one and the 
same thing is a part sometunes of one thmg, sometimes 
of a diBerent thing; 01' again when he believes now one 
and now another !lUng to be part of one and the oamo thing l 
TBEAET. Ceriainly not. 
SocK. Have you forgotteu, then, that when you first began 
lea.ming to read and write, that was what you and your 
schoolfellows did l 
TJmAET, Do you mean, when we thought that now one 

E. letter and now another was part of the same syllable, and 
when we put the same letter sometimes mto the proper 
sylla.ble, sometimes into another ? 
Soca. That is what I mean. 
TBEAET. Then I have cortaiuiy not fcqotten ; and I do 
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(2) ENUIIERATION OF ELEMENTS 

107E. not think that one has reached knowledge so long as one 
is in that condition. 
Soca. Well then, if at that stage you are writing ' 'fheae. 
tetus ' and you think you ought to write T and H and E 
and do so, and again when you are trying to write ' 'fheo. 

208. dorus •, you think you ought to wnte T aad E and do so, 
can we say that you know the first syllable of your two 
names? 
l'BBAET. No : we have JUSt agreed that one baa not 
knowledge so long as one is m that conditlon. 
Socx. And there lS no reason why a person should not 
be in the same conchtion with respect to the second, third, 
and fourth syllables as well ? 
Tlm.u:T. None whatever. 
Soca. Can we, then, say that whenever in writing ' Thea.e
tetus ' he puts down all the letters in order, then he m in 
possession of tho complete catalogue of elements together 
with correct behef ? 
TBBAET. ObVIOQS!y. 

B. Soca. BeiDg still, as we "-• Wlthoot knowledge, though 
his behefs ue COireCt ? 
TlmAET. Yes. 
Soca. Although he possesses tho ' account ' m addition 
to nght belief. For when he wrote he was in posseasion 
of the estalogue of tho elements, which we ._d was tho 
'account·. 
TlmAET. True. 
Soca. So, my friend, there m such a thing as right belief 
together With an ac:count, which is not yet enbtled to be 
called knowledge. 
TlmAET. I am afraid so. 
SoClt. Then, apparently, our idea that we had found the 
perfectly true defimtlon of knowledge was no better than 
a golden dRam. 

Socrates has now ciJsposed of the theory thst the addition of a 
complete enumeration of elements to a correct, but previously 
1lli&IUIIysed, notion of a complex thing will convert !roe hebe! 
into knowledge. Even If we reject the doctrine tha.t the element 
is UDknowable, and suppose it to be at least as knowable as the 
cam.plex, still the complete enumeration may fall to g1ve us any
thing better than true belief. The anal}'SJS, though it he carried 
u far as poss1hle, will not yield knowledge of any d!iferent kind 
from the true nobon we started with. oc the correct behefs about 
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the parts of a _., which stopped short at five parts iDstead 
of an the hundred. So the schoolboy may have a correct belief 
about every letter in the name • Theaetetus ' and write it correctly, 
without haviDg that assured knowledge which would save him from 
writing it incorrectly on another occasion. 

If "" go behind the illustration and beyond the limits of the 
theory that is being criticised. we see further into Plato's mind. 
In the M,.. the slave who is ignorant of geometry IS led through 
a problem till he reaches the correct solution. But Socrates points 
out that he still has cm1y true belief, not knowledge, because he 
does not understand the proof or see how the conclusion neces
sarily follows from the premisses. Even If he weno taJren hack 
through the earlier propositions, axioms, and defimtions to the 
pimitive indc:finables, be might still possess no more than an 
ahausbve catalogue of true beliefs leadmg to the 10lution. He 
will not Jmow even this much of geometry until be has grasped the 
necessary c:onnexion which will mako all these beliefs abiding and 
UDSha.kable. All this, however, Ues outside the presuppom.tions 
of the theory under examination, which contemplates only the 
analysis of a concrete thing into elementary parts. 

:oo8JHIIOB. (3) TIN_, of • ~""" -11. This ooill 
flO# &01Jwrl • 1tw ttolirm ifflo lmoriW,. 

Socrates now suggests a third poss:~ble meaning of logo&-' being 
able to state some mark by which the thing in queshon diflen 
lroon evecything else '. Will this addlllon convert true belief into 
knowledge? Logos will now mean the ' account ' of a thmg given 
by a description winch serves to <hstingulsh the thing we WISh to 
indicate from an other things. 

108&. SocR. (.......,.), Or shall we not condemn the theory 
c. yet ? Perhaps the meaning to be given to ' account ' m 

not this, but the remaining one of the three, one of winch 
we aaid must be intended by anyone who defines knowledge 
as correct belief together with an account. 
TBBAET. A good reminder; there is still one meaning 
left. Tho first was what might he eallod tho imago of 
thought in spoken sowtd ; and the one we have just dJ&. 
cussed was going all through the elements to arrive a.t the 
whole. What is the third ? 
5ocL ThB moBDing most people would give : being able 
to uame some mark by which the tiring one is asked a.bout 
dil!ers from evecything else. 
T'BEAET. Could you give me a.n example of such an a.ccount 
of a thing 1 



(3) A DISTINGUISHING :MARK 

208». Soca. Take the sun as an ezample. I dare say you will 
be satisfied wtth the aceount of it as the brightest of the 
heavenly bodies that go round the earth. 
THEAET, Certainly. 
SOCII. let me ezpiam the point of this example. It is 
to illustrate what we were just saying : that d you get 
hold of the dillerence ctistmgwshing any g;ven thing from 
all others, then, so some people say, you will have an 
• a.cx:ount ' of it ; whereas, so long as you fix upon some
thing common to other thiDgs, your account will embrace 
all the thiJigs that share it. 

E, TlmAET. I understand. I agree that what you describe 
may fairly be called an • accowtt '. 
Soca. And if, beudes a right notion about a thing, what
ever 1t may be, you also grasp 1ts diBerence from all other 
things, you will have arnved at knowledge of what, tiD 
then, you bad ouly a notion of. 
Tlm.AET. We do say that, certainly. 
SOCR. Really, Theaetetus, now I come to look at this 
statement at close quarters, it is hke a scene-painting : 
I cannot make it out at all, though, so 1ong as I kept at 
a <hstance, there seemed to be some sense in it. 
TBBAET. What do you mean? Why so? 

:zog. Socx. I will explain, :af I can. Suppose I have a correct 
nobon about you : if I add to that the a.ccotiDt of you,. 
then, we are to understand, I know you. Otherwise I have 
only a notion. 
TBEAET, Yes. 
Socx. And • a.ccotm.t ' means putting your diBerentness 1 

into words. 
TBBAET. Yes. 
SOCR.. So, at the time when I had only a notion, my 
mind did not grasp any of the points in which you difter 
from others 1 
THEAET. Apparently not. 
SOCK. Then I must have had before my mind one of those 
common things which belong to another person as much 
as to you. 

B. TBBAET. That follows. 
SOCK. But look here I H that was so, how could I possibly 

I Plato 1001D1 debborately to IWOid tho term J&a4yl here IIDd tumcefonratd 
(t:boagh tt OCC1liTed at :aoBD}. perha~ becau.e of 1b techmCal ue for tbe 
4166JflffJN of a speaet, which u urelevant to thu coatext ~ 111 a 
Platomc wmd wlucb occun agam at R.p. 587B 
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TBEAETETUS 

-.. be having a notion of you rather than of anym.e else 1 
Suppose I was thinking : Tbeaetetus is one who is a man 
and bas a nose and eyes and a mouth and so forth, enumer
ating every part of tho body. WDl thmking in that way 
.....Wt in my thinldDg of Theaetotus rather than of Theo
dol'Us or, as they say, of the man in the street? 
T!nw<r. How should it 1 
Soca. Well, now suppose I think not merely of a man 

c. WJ.th a nose and eyes, but of one with a snub nose and 
prominent eyes, once more shall I be having a notion of 
you any more than of myself or any0110 else of that descrip
tion? 
Tlm&ET. No. 
Soca. In fact, there will be no notion of Theaetetus in 
my mind, I suppose, nnbl t1us particular snubness has 
stamped and ,._tered withm me a roc:ord chstmct from 
an the other cases of III.Ubness that I have seen ; and so 
with every other part of you. Then, if I meet you to
morrow, that trait will reviVe my memory and give me 
a correct notion about you. 
T!nw<r. Quite true. 

D, Soca. If that is so, the cmrect notion of anything must 
1tself include the diBerentness of that thing. 
TBI:AET. Evidently. 
Socll. Then what meanln& is left for getting hold of an 
• account ' in addition to the correct nobon ? If, on the 
one hand, 1t means adding the notion of how a thing chffers 
from other thmgs, such an in]nncbon is simply absmd. 
TBI:AET. How so 1 
Soca. When we have a correct notion of the way in wh1cb. 
certain things diBer from other things, it teDs us to add a 
correct notion of the way in winch they chffer from other 

B. things. On this showing, tho most Vlciouo of circles wvuid 
he nothing to this injunction. It Jlll8ht better dese<ve to 
be called the sort of dJrection a blind man might pve : to 
tell us to get hold of amethuJc we already have, m order 
to get to know something we are already thinldDg of, sog
gests a state of the most absolute darkness. 
TlmAET. Whereas, 1f -? The supposition you made 
just now impHed. that you would state some alternative ; 
what was it 11 

•BMdblg.Z &1,--n,.,.,.,llhlp/b<ln>wao..: 'l'heobjecboa to readme 
c-tt~a Bamet azu:1 otben) llri II} n ~ .hlpfiw-..... 11 that Socn.tu' Jut 
qaeabaa. (N _..,..,. • • dl) 1 aogu, 4) cbd aat ...- that ba bad 

x6o 



(3) A DISI'INGUISHING :MARK 

20gB. Soca. If the direction to a.dd an ' account ' meaDS that 
we are to get to iAow the differentness, as opposed to 
merely having a notion of it, this most admirable of an 
definiticms of knowledge will be a pretty bwdness , because 

210. ' getting to know ' means acquiring knowledge, doesn't it ? 
l'BE..u£T, Yes. 
Socll So, apparently, to the question, What is knowledge? 
our defimtion will reply : ' Correct belief together with 
knowledge of a ddf...,tness' ; for, acconling to it,' adding 
an account ' will come to that. 
TBEAET. So it seems. 
Socx. Yes; and when we are inquiring after the nature 
of knowledge, nothmg could be sillier than to say that it 
is correct belief together with a Imor.kdf• of difierentness 
or of anything whatever. 

So, Thea.etetus, neither perception, nor true belief, nor 
B. tha add!llon of an ' account ' to true belief can be knowledge. 

'!'lnwrr. Apparently not 

Some aitics have imagined that the above argument is con
cerned with tha definition of species by genus and specific ddfer
ence, and even that Plato lS here cntiC1SID8' hunself. But 1t is 
clearly presumed throughout that the object to be defined and 
known is a coacrete inlhvldoal ~· ourselves and other thiDgs ', 
Hesiod's wagon, a person (Theaetetus), the SUD. The 'ddferent
ness ' lS a percopllble mdlVidual peculianty, such as ' thlS par
ticular snubness wluch I have seen ', disbnguislung this iruhvidual 
person from other mchviduals, not a specdic dU!erenco m.tmgwsb
mg a speaes from other species and common to all individuals c1 
tha speciea 
.omvt.luq DIOI'e to •'f What; did mgplt tJua Wall tile d pir (809Do 5), 
~m.plymg that u..J.tematzve npp:mtum (II N) wu to fo11ow--..the auppo11:bon 
stated ID Socrates' IIIIZt BpeeCh (d nl .\6pvao , , 2093, 6) Badbam •w 
tlua &Dd. tned. to rul:ore tiul Deceaa:y- to n-etetus• Ulqmry by readmg 
d li ,.e-n~ .t. m,., WIBou; • Whereu if-whatwas 1t you .unested 
jut DOW U the altematwe?' The lellaellbetter, d It; could be got out of 
tho warda. But (u CampbeD aoted) ~. tboagh 1t can meaa to 
1*J aa aphcd: ngpltloD 1o a penoa., caDDDt lllllLII. to ,_, eomethma' not 
atat«<. at all o &Dd. t11e 1mpedecf: would be reqUiftld. 

"l'be readme: I propote (CIIur. Rill. xbv (1930), 114) meaDll: 'Whenu 
if-what WU It (the "wilenulf'1 that your nppoerbaD.JuR DOW (''If 0D 
tbe ODIII blllld. ") 1mpbed (IIC) that you were aomg on to .c.te l ' For ...., 
1n..c1 Soph.or. 74&wt..,~~ • ...,,.,Jffi•ln 

'l'be ratbar ot:.cunl farm of the queat:LOD II (hke the niSt of thele ccmcludmg 
paa:es)iD.theD~o~U~De~"aftheSO/JIMI':•I 217.&.7l~~n!ft'II'Ofdl.nwyl 
..,....._~J,rrlu~;226C,ftwoto....._.ftp,.~~ _.....,. ......... ......_,...., 
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Socrates argues : Suppose I have a correct notion of Theaetetus. 
If my notion contains ouly traits he shares with all or some other 
men, 'then it is not a notion of him any more than of them. It 
must include his indivldual and peculiar characteristics. Thus 
my notion of his individual ' chflorentnas ' is already included in 
my notion of just that person, and I am acquainted with that 
differentness in just the same way as I am wtth Ius commcm. char
acteristics. It is absurd to tell me to add 1t to my notion of the 
person. as a whole or to suppose that such an additi011 could con
vert a correct notion into some higher bnd of cognitacm. called 
'knowlqe', 

The IIIStance of the sun recalls Aristotle's argument that it is 
impossible to define an incbvidual sensible substance.• A defimticm. 
must consist of words whose estabhshed meanings can all apply 
to other actual or possible inchviduals. Even If you take an 
eternal substance which is m fact unique, such as the sun or moon, 
1t is still unposslble to define it. Some attributes of the sun {going 
round the earth, inWW!e at night) .,;ght be removed, and yet 
the sun would still. be the sun Any description such as ' the 
bnghtest of the heavenly bodies' must CODS1St of attnbutes that 
uught beloog to another subject. There can, at any time, be only 
one body which is ' the brightest ', but if a brighter body should 
appear in the heavens, the descripbon would transfer itself to that. 

There is no question here of the defimbon of species, winch 
are definable precisely because no two species are conceptual1y 
identical, as any number d. individuals may be. The whole dis
cussion is CODlined to the level olthe theory • dreamt • by Socrates, 
winch contemplates only our acquaintance with indiVIdual seDSJ.ble 
thmgs. The point u that we cannot get ' lmowJqe ', supposed 
to be somehow superior to mere behefs or notwns, by addmg a 
lops in any of the senses consuie:red. These senses appear to 
exhaust the possible ways in which an ' account ' can be pven 
of an incbvidual tbmg. (x) We may name 1t (express our nobon 
of it in speech) ; (2) we may enumerate the matenal parts of 
wblch 1t is composed ; or (3) we may pomt 1t out by a descnpllon 
wlnch will serve to distingwsh the thmg we incbcate from other 
things. But none of these ' accounts ' will yield any ' clearer • 
or more certain kind cl. cognition than we started With. 

The Platomst will draw the necessary inference. True know
Jqe bas for its obJect thmgs ol a different ~ sensible 
thmp. but mtelhgible FOI'DIS and truths about them. Such obJects 
ano necessanly DDique ; they do not become and perish or cbange 

1 MIMIM z, •5 Anatat1e took tho aamplo of tho San from Dill'~ 
&Dd ewieatly Ullliemood Plato'• DIOIL1DIII coaectly • .... 



EPILOGUE 

in any respect. Hence we can know them and etemal truths 
about them. The ~leads to this old conclusicm. by demon
strating the failure d an attempts to - knowledge from 
senmbleobjects. 

ZIOB-D. E~ AU llrlsl ~dUmp~& lo tlefote ~ ,_, 
f.v.d. 

It ouly remams to point out that an these attempts have failed 
and no others are forthcoming. 

2IoB Socx. Are we in labour, then, with any further clnld, my 
fnend, or have we brought to bJrth an we have to say about 
knowledBe? 
l'lllw!r. Indeed we have, and for my part I have already, 
thanks to you, given utterance to mere than I had in me. 
Socx. All of wlnch our midwife's skill pronounces to be 
mere wmd-eggs and not worth the rearing l 
TBEAE.r. Undoubtedly. 
Soca. Then oo- you should ever heocdorth try to 

c. conceive afresh, Tbeaetetus, if you succeed, your embryo 
thoughts will be the better as a consequence of ttHiay's 
scrutm.y ; and If you remam barren, you will be gentler and 
more agreeable to your compamoos, having the good sense 
not to fancy you know what you do not know Foc that, 
and no more, is all that my art can effect ; nor have I 
any of that knowledge possessed hy an the great and admir
able men of our own day 01' of the past. But tlus uw:lwlfe's 
art 15 a gift from heaven ; my mother had 1t for women, 

D. and I foc young men of a generous spmt and fer all in 
whom beauty dwells.1 

Now I must go to the portico of the KiDg Archon to meet 
the indictment which Me1etus baa drawn up agamst me. 
But to--morrow monung, Theodorus,let us meet here again. 

lnNJ men to beaaty of mmd, IIIICh .. The&et:etas hu, rather tball. bcxWy 
beauty. Cf. J85L 





THE SOPIDST 

II6A-Ix8D. lfflrodactory COfi'IIIJI'StdiOfJ 
Tm!: introductory conversation annoanas the subject of the dis
cussion begun in this cllalogue and continued in the ~ : 
How are the Sopbist and the Statesman to be defined and dis
tinguisbed (if they are to be distinguisbed) from the Philosopher ? 
A second purpose is to describe the philosophic posibon ol the 
Stnmger from Elea, who here takes Socrates' place as leader of the 
conversation. 

T!moooR.us. Soclla.TES. A Sm.\NGER PROK Et.EA.. TBltAEnmJs 
116. T!moDORus. Here we are, Socrates. faithful to our appoint

ment of yesterday ; and, what is more, we have brought a 
guest with us. Our fnend here is a native of Elea , he 
belongs to the achool of Parmenides and Zeno, and is 
devoted to philosophy. 
SocJu.TES. Perhaps, Tbeodoru.s, it is no ordinary guest 
but some god that you have brought 111 unawares. Homer 1 

B tells us that gods attend upon the goings of men of mercy 
and JUStice ; and not least among them the God of Strangers 
comes to mark the orderly or lawl<ss doings of manJand. 
Your companion may be one of those higher powers, who 
intends to observe and expose our weakness m plulosopluc 
discourse, like a very spmt of refutation. 
TlmoD. That is not our friend's way, Socrates, he is 
mono reasonable than the devotees of verbal dispute. I 
should not call him a god by any meaDS; but there is some-

c. thing divine about him: I woulcloay !bat of any plulooopber. 
Soca. And rightly, my lnend; but one migbt almost say 
that the type you mention is hardly easier to discern than 
the god. Such me~>-the genuine, not the sham philos
opbe!'lt--U they go from city to city surveying from a bright 
the life beneath them, appear, owing to the world's blmdness, 
to wear all sorts of ahapes. To some they seem. of no 
account, to othen above all worth ; now they wear the guise 

o. of statesmen, now of sophists ; and sometimes they may 
give the impn!O!Iioo of limply being mad. But if our guest 

I 04)wq JS., 870, IIDd Z\"lJ, 483. 
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az6u. wiD allow me, I should like to ask him what his countrymen 
"'7· thought ana how they used these ....... 

TlmoD. What names 1 
Socx. Sophist, Statesman, Plillosopher. 
THEoD. What is your question exa.ctly 1 What JOr1: of 
difficulty about these names have you in mind 1 
Soca. This: chd they thmk of an these as .... type, 
or as two, or did they distlngwsh three types and attach 
one of the three corresponding names to each ? 
TBEOD. I imagine you are quite welcome to the in
formation. Is not that so, sir? 

B. STIIANGEK. Yes, Theodorus, perfectly wo1como ; and the 
......, is not difficult. They thought of them as three 
differe:D.t types; but it is not so short and easy a. task to 
define each one of them clearly. 
T!moD. As luck would have at, Socrates, you have bit upon 
a subject closely a1hed to one on which we were pressing 
him With questions before we came here. He tried to put 
us oft With the same excuse he baa Just made to you, 1:housh 
he adnnts he has been thoroughly mstrUcted and has not 
1orgotten what he heard. 

c. SocR.. Do not deny us, then, the first favour we ask. TeD 
us tJus much 1 • which do you commonly prefer-to cbs
course a.t length by yourself on any matter yoo W>Sb to 
make clear, or to use the method of askiJJg questions, as 
Parmemdes lwnself did on one occaswn m developing some 
magnificent arguments in my presence, when I was young 
and he quite an elderly man ? 1 

D. STR. When the other party to the conversation is tractable 
and gtves no trouble, to address him is the easier course ; 
otherwise, to speak by oneseH. 
Socx. Theo you may choose any of the company yoo will; 
they will an follow you and respond amenably. But If yoo 
take my advice, you will choose one of the younger men
Theaetetus here or any other you may prefer. 
STR. I feel some shyness, Socrates, at the nohon that, at 
my first meeting with yoo and your friends, instead of 
exchangiDg our ideas in the give and take of ordinary 

• It may be aa accuieut that ,q. ... .,..,.. ,.. .p6np xYw ~ 
,...l~r~t.~ICIIIISuUUD.blcverae: butthelastwordldonot 
perfectiJ &.t what foDon (h tho mformabon whet:bv the Straupr pDfca 
llp8Bkmg at Jmgtb w uJaag qllelbolu II not fJM1 of tho laYOUt ubd. u 
,....... IJI8Bea) Plato may be adaptmg a quol:atlaD from Tmpdy Ol:ber
.._ Jaapap aDd rhythm together 181m lll(btly too tragac far tbe OCCUIOD. 

I FOI' thJI refenDco to tbe ~1, 100 latJ'Od., p I. 
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1I7L conversaticm, I should spin out a long discouBe by myself 
or even address it to another, as 1f I were giving a display of 
eloquence.I For indeed the question you have just raised 
is not so easy a matter as one might suppose, on hearing it 
so SIDlply put, but it calls for a very long discussion. On 
the other hand, to refuse you and your friends a request, 
espeoally one put to me in such terms as you have used, 
stnkes me as a breach of av:thty in a guest,t That 

218. Theaetetus should be the other party to our conversation 
11 a proposal wlnch my earher talk with him, as well as 
your recommendation. makes exceedingly welcome. 
TBEAHTETUS, Then do as you 1!18.y, sir; you will. as So
crates wd, be conferring a favour on us an. 
Sm. On that point, Tbeaetetus, no IDOI'e need be said; 
the discussion from now onwards must, it seems, be carried 
on Mth you. But if tho long task should after an weigh 
heavy on you, your fnends here, not I, must bear the blame. 

B. TBEAET. I do not feel at this moment as 1f I should sink 
under at ; but should something of that 1011: happen, we will 
can in Socrates' namesake here, who is of my own age and 
shares my pursuits He is quite used to working out most 
questions wtth me. 
Sn. A good suggestion : that shall be for you to consider 
as our conversation goes forward. What now concems us 
both lS our jomt inqmry. We had better, I think, begm 
by studymg tho Soplust and try to bnng Ius nature to light 

c. m a clear formula. At present, you see, aD. that you and I 
possess in common 11 the name. The thmg to which each 
of us gives that name we ma.y perhaps have privately before 
our mmds 1 , but it 11 always desirable to have reached an 

1 'lbree altemataw procedute111 are augpsted 1 (I) an 1mbrolam. monologue, 
1ac:b u tbe l'ltetunc:aJ Sophllta preferred, (z) an ezpa~~bal 'adclressecl to 
another ', ' • cast ID the form o1 qaeat:aou. to which tho respmu:lea.t merely 
answers' Jel 1 or ' no' u reqwred ("'-oMw), hb the )'01lDI A:nstotle m the 
~; (3) a gen1l1De eooverataonl to which the respondent makes a 
tal coatnlnrbon The Straupr'a prefmeace for the tlmd marks that he 
udend:aods I dlalecbc I .. Plato undentocd :d: 

I Read, &woe-, 1 :l'llde ', for .,.p&OI', 1 Wild, .. vapi1 fienle '1 Wluch II too 
1troDg a ward At Arlatotle EN EEzk, g,.,.,__ Kb (Byw Bumet) 11 the 
true nl8dmg: &,_ vu1g At n:dlb, z, .,.,__ waa EUtored by Caraea 
1m' tho MSS 4wu« Mr W. D. Ro8l hal lruLdly sappbed me With other 
mat:ance.ofthoCODfv.llOD.·EIIIlyj z8J.A.,z,d~BT:d,.._,.y.,W. 
P"-lrru z68D, 6. J..,pobt., El ~ (dwol- Qaann) 

1 ,...,., • tluDg • • .,.,_, as at zzn1 ad TMM E77B (cl Apelt) l 
thmJr. tho lllllUWI&' 11: • We may each have a pavate vtew of the..- ,..., 
wlDch we both call by the II&IDe name, bat we llhall not be nre that we are 
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ox8c. ._..,t about the thing ltseH by means of explicit state
meats. rather than be content to use the same word without 
formulating what it means. It is not so easy to com
prehend this group we mtend to examine or to say what 
it means to be a sophist. However, when JOme great task 
is to be prope.-ly carried tbxough, evecyone bas 1cmg 
since loond 1t a good rule to take something campall>-

D. tively small and easy and pra.ctme on that, before 
attemptillg tbo big thing itself. That IS the cour.o I 
noc:ommend lor us now, Tboaototus. Judging the SophiSt 
to be a very troublesome JOJt of creature to hunt down, let 
us first practise the metbod of tracking him on some easier 
qaany-unloos yoo bave some readier means to suggest 1 
TlmABr. No, I have none. 

This introduction serws botb lor tbe Soplot# amlloc tbe Slain
...,., in wbJ.ch the same company eontmue the conversa:bon, the 
young Socrates taking Tbeaetotus' place as respoodeot. It IS still 
debated whether or not Plato contemplated a tlord <tia.logoe, tbo 
P~. Scholaxs bavo collected certain indications of such an 
inteotioo.' (x) At Soplo. 2SJE, alter tbe doscnption of Dialectic, 
the Stranger 1!18.ys : ' In some such region as this we shall find the 
philosopher now ll1lll ~. d we look lor him.' (2) That Plato 
did not think of th1S account of D18.lecti.c as sufficiently descnbing 
the plulosopher seems to be implied at the beginrung of the Slain
- (257A-<), where Tboodorus speaks as d tbe Soplti# bad accom
plished ODiy one-third of the tssk and asks the Stranger wbotber 
he will now take the Statesman first or the Philosopher. (3) Later 
(258A), Socrates, discussing who sballact asrespoodeot in the Slain
...,., remarks that Tbeaetetus baa a.lready served in the T~ 
as Socrates' respoodeot ami m tbo Sopiti# as the Str.mger's, 
and suggests that the young Socrates should answer the Stranger 
in the SltWstlto (as he does), and ' myself on another occasion ', 
If t1us other occam.on was to be the PlnlosopitJr, the four dialogues 
would be tied together in a symmetrical scheme : 

,......,... sop•w s......... P•o~...p~~w 

a-a-' Socmteo St<aog.r ..._., Socn.teo 
IWpflflllftN: 1"heaet:etus Thea.etetue y~~-

m.ma, the Mille thmg by that JUUDe ua:bl W8 have ezphcd:ly dii&Ded it, • 
DDt that 'tN may .ch have a 4.,.,..,...., before 0111' Dlllldl In aay cue 
fnotr DliUIII th8 thing, ILDt a ' notion • of the tbmg, aad Adyos DI8IIU a ltate
mea.t Ul warda (a dt6Ding fommla), ILDt a • CODCepf;loD. • 

• See IHa.. ~ (Pada. 1933), p :0. 
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The aUesed' eclipse of Socrates ' by the Eleatic Stranger (of wblch 
critics have made too much) woald then be cmly tomporuy ; be 
would reappear as leader in the PlnlosojWJr. It lS hard to see why 
these expresuons should be there at an, if the intention had never 
been in Plato's mind. 

Why the Pltilosopher was never written, we can only conjecture. 
The Slldumlul is concerned with the Philosopher in acb.ve life as 
tho royal shepherd ofiDIIJIIdnd, tho guardian who bas come down 
from the vision of the Good to serve his fellow·men m the Cave as 
lawgtver. We might ezpect tho pictme to be completed by au 
account of tho region of contemplation, his proper home, aud of 
the nature of the reahty he contemplates. Tlus would be tho place 
for that :final &CCOUDt of the relation of reality to appearance which 
is called for in the P~ and again in the Sopllm, but lS not 
giveo in any of these dialogues. Tho PltikJsoplwT, d 1t could have 
been written, might have gathered up these J.oo.e ends in that 
doctnne winch Plato adumbrated m the Lecture on the Good, but 
never pnbbshed m writing. But, as we know from his Seventh 
Letter, Plato's :final declSlon was that the ultimate truth could never 
be set down on pa.per, and ought not to be, even if it could. 

In what appears on the surface to be a graceful exchange of com
plimeuts Plato bas contrived to define proasely tho philosoplnc 
standpomt of tho Stranger from Elea. On heanng that be is ' of 
the school of Parmenides and Zeno ', Socrates at once fears he may 
be au e><p<>neOt of that verbal disputation (' Ensbc ') wblch cbs
regards truth and auus solely at relutmg an opponeut. Tlus type 
of Sophistry, analysed below (224" II ), was associated wrth the 
l!egarian ochool, which, though founded by the Soc:rotu: Euclides, 
took 1ts main doctnne from the Elea:bcs. Zeno had supphed Eristic 
soplustry with one of 1ts methods-the ~ ad tlbswtlNm, which 
refutes an opponent's thestS by asserting that 1t involves a dilemma. 
mther hom of wJnch leads to a contradi.ctioo.. The description d. 
tho Stranger makes clear that he does not stand fer t1us fl"8&tive 
and destructive element m the Eleatic tradition. The reader 15 not 
to expect an exhibitlon of Zenonian dialectJ.c, such as we had m the 
Ptllrmtlllides. An open reference to the convenation m that chalogue 
emphasises the contrast between Eleatic methods of ugument and 
tho genoine dialectic of Socrates and Plato, already illustrated by 
tho~. 

The Stfan8er, then, is not, as Socrates feared, a ' very spirit of 
refutation', bot a genoine philosopher ; aud the philooopher is 
the ' divine • or inspired man who looks down from above on human 
life and is taken by the world foc a madman. These traits recaD 
tho Pltutinls (2.49) and the T-. (173E). All tins means that 
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the s- stands for the genuinely philosophic eloment in the 
Parmenidean trachtion. He understands dialectic as the cc-opera
tive search for truth, and, once the conversation is started, his 
""""""' is disti~J8uished by DO individual trait from that of the 
Platonic Socrates. He is an abatra.ct figure, a representative of 
Parmenides. because ParmeDides had ,., the problem that is tc be 
attacked; How can what appears, but is not real. em.t at all ? 
Since he holds a theory of Fotms which no one besttates to ucnbe 
to Plato himscH, it seems as if Plato dauned to be the true heJr of 
Pumenides.l 

The purpose of the dialogue is to define ' tho Sophist •. Here, 
at the tlueshold, we cross the boundary betwoen tho ......Wie world, 
to which the T~ was ccm,fined, and the world of Forms. We 
are to define by a formula (logos) an object of which both mter~ 
locutors have a notion before their minds. The object or ' thing ' 
is no longer an individual concrete thmg. The last conclUSion of 
the Tlt«MtteNs was that the adch'bon of a logos of such a tbmg to 
a true DOIIOn of it could not yield koowlodgo. ' The Soplnst ' is 
not an indiVIdual, but a speaes ; and the addition of a logos in a 
..,. .........._ definibon by genus and specific~ lead 
to knowledge of the nature of a speaes. 

2I8D-a2IC, llltmrlllive Diflisitm, '"fl-.., ON A"f}}#. 
The 5- DOW proceeds tc illustrate by a tmnaJ example the 

method to be used in definmg the Sophist. The species 11 to be 
defined by systematically diVIding the genus that lS taken to mclude 
it. The method was new to Plato's pubhc ; but the modem reader, 
familiar Wlth classmcations all ultimately derived from tho model 
here ,., up, might be wearied by a translabon. I sball, thorelono, 
give only a summary of the illustrative Dlvwon definmg the Angler, 
and of the six followiDg Dlvisions defimng the Sophist under vanous 
aspects. Something must also be Ba1CI about the method itself, 
wlucl> Plate ewlently regarded as a very valuable engine of dialectk:. 

Although tho clasmlication of the Angler is tho liD! long and formal 
Division in P!ato, no prehminuy acco1mt of the method is given 
and DO rules are laid dowu. The only earlier description of 
the method (P- :i6SD) tells us that a Dlvision should be 
pnocoded by a CollectiOD (""""l""l"f) or survey of the ' widely 
scattered' terms (species) which are to be brought under a 
single (genenc) Form. The object of such a review is to divme 
the generic Form which is to stand at the head of the subsequent 
Division. As we sballsee (p. 186), all hope of a corr<ct definitiOD 
depends on the rich! choice of the gmus. Here, however, there is 

1 As Prcd'. Tayb' RIIDIII'b. Pllllo (1926), 375· ,,., 
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no systematic Collection. Plato prefers to introduce the method 
by giviDg an illustrative Division, reserving what needs to be said 
about rules of procedure to be added later, c:hielly m the s-... 

Angling beiDg obvwusly a species of Hunlu!g, it would be natuJal 
to bejjin with Hunting as the genus to be ctividod. But the Stranger 
starts farther back Wlth the genus ' Art '. The earher .._. before 
Hunting is reacllod, provide startillg-points fer the fint five attempts 
to define the Soplust, as appean from the following table : 

The c1assdication of Arts is not meant to be systematic or com
plete : the ' Sepuabve ' class (61<1"e..-...,) IS added later ( .. 611), 
not menboned here. The Acq\USlbve class includes 'leammg and 
lmowmg' w.th moDOy-malang, contenboll, and hunting : all these 
are arts ' winch produce nothing, but menoly got hold of tiUnp 
that already eXJSt and pRVent othen from getlu!g bold of them • 
(oxgc). Notlnn& mono will be heard of • Jeamln& and lmowmg • 
till the fint DiVISion of the s-.. (•sB•l which opens with 
' knowledge ', divided into ' theorebcal ' and ' practical '-& con
trast relevmt to the diS-lion betwoen the Plnlosopher and the 
pracbcal Statesman. 

The method of Divislon may be used for two dis1mct objects : 
(x) the classification of all the species lallmg under a genus in a 
complete table, 01' (•) the defimtion of a sillgle species only. Plato 
seems to contemplate sometimes one purpose, sometimes the other, 
though the rules to be observed will be somewhat different. A 
complete classification may exhibit more than two subordinate 
c:1asaes on the same level, and if these are to be subdivided, they must 
be described in positive terms. In biology, lcr instance, IIIDmals 
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must not be classified as ' vertebrate ' and ' invertebrate'. To 
lump together whole genera and fa.mili.es as ' invertebrate ' tells us 
nothing of positive importance about their structure : and ' inverte
brateness • is not a character tha.t can be subdivided. But if our 
obJect is to define a single species of vertebrate animal. we can cut 
out all invertebrates at a blow and subdivide only the vertebrate. 
The illustrative division here is of this kind. It proceeds through 
two sets of stages. Angliug is catching (•) a certain IDnd of prey 
(6) by a certain method. (•) The division of the prey : 

-- hvmg thmga 

land animals water amma1s 

water-bttda :fishes 

would be absurd in a classification : there is no provision for birds 
which live and are caught in the air. Only the second set of stages 
-the division of methods (nettmg oc stnkmg : by a :fish-spear or 
by hook and line) makes any pmeoce to a complete classdic:aliou. 
Also the shift of pnnciple from prey to method would ....... the 
scheme as a classdication of huntmg : land anunals and birds 
may equally well be netted oc struck. Considerations of this sort 
ue pointed out m the S~. The upshot here is a de&mtion 
of the species Angling in terms of the genus ' Art ' and all the 
speafic difte:rences (as they were later called), formally enumerated 
at 22IB. 

TM s...,. Diviflotu Ufooiog 1M Sophisl 
The StraDger next (:a:azc) sets out ' to discover the nature of the 

Sophist on the pattern of this illustration '. S1X. Dlvislons follow 
umnedia.tely and are summansed at 2,3Ic-B. The results are then 
cnticised. The seventh and final DMSion m preceded by a dts
C118Sl00 leading to the choice of a ..,. genus, the unage-making 
branch of Productive (as distinct from Acquisibve) art. It IS 

intemlp!ed by the long discusmons JUS!dying the assumption !bat 
there can be such a thing as an unreal' image •: the whole problem 
of appearance and falsity is involved At the end of the dialogue 
(z6.ja) Ibis DlVISion is cootinued and y;.lds the final definition of 
the Sophist. 

This procedure suggests the questions : Why are we given seven 
definitions ? Is one of them. meant to be nght, the rest wrong ? 
Who is the Sophist 1 What class, or classes, of perliOliS.,. defined 1 ,,. 



I. THE SOPHIST AS HUNTER 

Some have held that all the Divisions define one class of historical 
persons from dillorent approaches. aud ...., that all the definiticms 
are ' adequate '. A fatal objection to this view is that there never 
ozisted any class of persons who could be characterised by the SIXth 
definition as ...n as by the first ftve and the seventh. The Cathartic 
art of the sixth Divisioo was prac:tised by Soaates alone. Its 
purpose is to purge the soul of the false conceit of wisdom. This 
llatly ccmtradicts the lioa1 definition of the Soplrlst as the creator 
of a false appearance of wisdom ; and the Stranger hunself says 
that he is afraid to call the practitiooen of the Catbariu: art 
Soplusts : they ooly resemble the Sophist as the dog resembles the 
wolf (•31A). 

Plato was not primarily concerned to desaibe the character of 
any class of persons with historical accuracy. Wha.t interested 
him was the splrit of Sophistzy, wbich ought be incarnate in many 
persons oc groups with a. variety of superficial characteristics. 
The view I shall recommend is briefty this. Divisions I and II-IV 
characterise, superfictally and with a. considerable element of satire, 
the rhetoncal sophists and lecturers on advanced subjects of the 
type represented in the ftfth centnly by l'rola8oru. Gorgias, aud 
Hippias. They are 'lured hunters of nch young men ', or ' sales
men ' of alleged wisdom and of the arts of succeeding in life. 
Division V starts from a ddferent genus, the art of Contention, 
and defines the Enstic--the man who dtsputes for victory, not 
for truth. This class had its professional representatives in men 
like Euthydemus and his brother; but Eristic was also a feahue 
of the dJalectic of the Elea.tic school and of the M.gariaos. Divisioo 
VI does not define any type of Soplust, but gives a. serious and 
eveo eloqueot aoaiys;s of the punfymg - as prac:med by 
Socrates hunself. Division VII is the only one that goes to the 
heart of the matter and starts from the right genus. It defines, 
not any particular class of persons, but a whole teodeocy of tho118ht, 
the """""" of Sophistry. It is bused em the metaphysical distino
twn of appesrance from reality. Sophistry is the false counterfeit 
of plulosophy and of statesmanship and bas its bemg in the ....-ld 
of ~~~lola that IS neither real nor totally Ullrelll. The claim of 
that world to yield Imowledge bas beeo rejected in the ~
The StJjJMa will raise the question, wbat sort of exlStence it can 
have. 

HI~I3B. DivisiotJ I. 7M Sop!MI as Hhllt. 
Divisioo I starts, with no explicit justifu:ation, from the Allgler's 

genus, Hunting, and begins by distinguishing the Sophist's prey
the -e animal, man. The signilicant put is the further BUb
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divlsiml aa:ordiDt! to method. What follows is an lllllllysis of that 
rhetorical Sophistry which bad been attacked m the Gtwgia and the 
Pioainu. (1) Man-hunting may he violent (Imacy, slave-hunting, 
tynnny, and warfare in genenl) or pemuasi.ve (""-YIHIIJ mclud
mg forensic and politkal oratory and displays of rhetonc in 
private company. The Gorgta had defined Rhetoric as 'the pro
ducer of persuasion •, and the violent methods here contrasted W1th 
1! recall Polus' idealisation of the tyrant and of the polibcal orator, 
as men who can do what they hke, and also Socrates' description 
of Calhcles' ideal of UD!imited egoism as the hfe ol a robber and 
an outlaw. (z) Thenextdivwon-publicorprivate (ldl</6rjewrunf) 
-separates the rhetonca.l <hsplays of the Soplust to a. pnvate 
audieoce from the puhlic oratory of the politlaan and the lawyer. 
(3) Then the takmg of fees (p~unf) is introduced. The 
Sophist demands a wage, in contrast With the false lover who, 
as described in the P~. offers bribes to lus prey to induce 
him to yreld. (4) Finally, the Soplust professes to seek the com
pany of his victims • for the sake of goodness • as the exponeet 
of a • spunous education • (8oE.,..oclwriHI!). He ,. c:onttasted with 
the parasite, whose bait is pleasure. ThiS echoes the elaborate 
parallel drawn in the G.,. .. between the rhetonclan and the 
parasite. The profession to teach ' virtue •, oc the successful 
conduct of pubhc and pnvate hie, was cbaractensbc of Protagoras. 
The genus chosen for th1s IhvlSlon throws an 1n1tlal em.phass on 
rhetonc, rather to the exclUSIOil of soplusts hke lhpptas, who 
mamly taugbt advanced subjects to youths who bad left their 
elementary school. But this type finds a place m the next Divisions. 

22,3C-424E. Divisitms II-IV. TM Soplti!d a Slllesmtui 
In Divisions IT-IV, the taking of money, a minor feature in 

Division I, comes to the front in the genus, ' a.a}WSlhon by ex~ 
change ', the oltemative to • huntmg '. (r) The diS!mctlon of 
aeUmg (~unf) from giving preseots cbaracterues the Sop1ust 
as fundamentally a solesman. (z) The clil!oronce of methods
the manufacturer aeUmg his OWII produce («-.liHIIJ, the local 
IO!ail dealer (""'17!Aunfl. the men:hant who goes from City to City 
(lfD11111IHIIJ-tboush it leads to three definitions, is of lesa impcmnce 
than the descriprion of the wares. (3) The Soplust trades in com· 
mochtles that are to noorisb the soul (l"'%•fD11111IHIIJ, not the body. 
He is grouped at liD! with the arllsto-the painter, the musiaan, 
the puppet-.Iwwman (who m the L.,.., 658B, is classed w.th the 
dnmatist and the reater). The Soplust's wares are knowledge 
(paBflfMI"trmaJAunfl, and in parbcular the lmowledse of • goodness. 
(ortU). All this hae a close parallel m the introductory conversa-
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lion of the ~ (313), where Socrates wams the young 
Hippocrates against entrustmg the care oi his soul to ' a merchant 
or retul dealer in those commodities whereby tho soul is IIOUrisbed ', 

These Dr.vwons repeat many of the traits wlw:h occurred in 
Ihvision I, only in a dffferent order, throwing into rehef the takmg 
of money lor teachiDg ' goodness ', which in Dlvislon I holds a 
subordinate place. There m no objection to a teacher bemg paid 
for unparting a store of knowledge or mfarmation which can be 
traasferred to another person. Tho otho< .......,. somothmg he 
desires to possess and gets value foc Ius money.• llucb of the 
Soplusis' toaclung was of this land. What Socrates and Plato 
denounce is the taking of fees for teaching ' goodness '. Goodness, 
although accordmg to Socrates it CODSlSts m a certain bnd of 
' knowledge ', is not a thing that anyone can teach ; not a stock 
oi mformatwn that can be transferred • from one man to another. 
loloioover, the men who p<ofessod to sell 'goodnoos ' dld not possess 
It themselves or even know what 1t was To offer for sale what 
you do not possess, and, 11 you d!d possess rt, oould not !Iansfer, 
is fraudulent. The prof....,. of ' goodness ' domandmg a lee 
exated in Plato the same sort of disgust as would be felt by a 
man who should summon a pnest to give him spmtual consolation 
and then receive from the physician of souls a bill chargmg lnm 
five slulhngs for each VlSi.t. 

DlVWODS I-IV may, theo, he taken as analysing the practice 
of tho giOat fiftb-<Oil!uiy Sophists, CODSldered as rhetoncians and 
paul teachers of ' goodness '. Tho treatment is oatmeal and 
supemc.ai ; we have not yet fouud tho essence of Sophistry. 

224Jt-426A. Dr.nsioa V. Erislse 
The next Ihvislon, defining Eristic, is, like its predecessors, 

ultunately derived from the AcqUlSltive (as oppooed to the Pro
duchve) class of Art ; but it follows a different branch. The 
fundamental character of this type 11 not ' hunting ' or ' selhng' 
hut ' contention ' (olyow..,......,). The taking of fees comes in only 
at the end, to mark off the Erist:J.c who 15 a professional Sophist 
from others who are not. 

F!ISt, fighting (pazrrrunj) is distingnished from lnondly oompeti-
1 GDr,._., JSO. It 111 no d~ to the teacbar of aay ordma;ry art to 

llb.pulate h a fee. 'lb8 tn1mer Cllly teac:hel you. to run fut, not to be boaelt. 
Bu.t tile IOphDt profeaeea to make you vutuca1 ; lllld Jf be aaa:eedl. he wall 
have made you. boDest azu:l there wall be no need af a prevlODII contnwt for .. ,.._. 

1 M11t109311,~1l0l .......... ~~·&.u..u Etalyll873Jl,887A, 
......... ............. ~ ,SIP, Penc1efl CODJd not ..,.,._ dpno4rr to Ju 
IDIIL Sec above, p. 1.55. 
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lion : then fighting in tho form of verbal disputation (~onf! 
from the violence of physical warfare. The dispu!atlon of forensic 
oratory, carried on in ' long speeches in public about rights and 
wnmgs ', is marked oil from private <hspu.ta.tion 'in the small 
change ol question and answer' (drr&.1oyonfl.' Finally, there .,. 
the ' random and artless' disputes of otdinary life : but if disput&
tion is oond.ucted by rules of art we call it ErWii;. 

In the final summary of an the :first six Divisions (23IB), this 
type will he simply called tho Erisbc ; but here (ZZ5D) a further 
subdivision is added. The Enstic Sophist (bke Euthydemus) is 
clistu>&uished from other Eristies by takmg fees and called a ' money
maker' (ler/pariOT..S<)· But there are other Eristies wbo ' waste 
their money • {lerlpa'lOtp8ogUtOI). Theil' sort of disputation • which 
makes oae Deglect one's own allaiis for tho pleasure of spencbng 
time in that way, but is canied on in a style that gnres no pleasure 
to tho otdinary heuer, can only he called a sort of babbling ' 
(d&Msaz..S.). Who are these ' bzbblers ' 1 I cannot agree Wlth 
Campbell that Socrates is meant, thDugh he did neglect his allaiis 
and become poor in pursuit of his JDJSSion ; nor With ores that 
the bzbbler is the - cllal.chcian. Tlus would make the -
phiJooopher a species of Eristie, arguing for lame or Yietory. It 
is true that the term ' babbUng ' was applied to phi1osopb.y by its 
enemies and m parlicula:r to Socratic conversation.• Plato himself 

=:~""4::=:~·~Wl=.""fh..~ 
babblers here, who do not take fees, must be some followers of 
Socrates who could also be described as Eristics. There can be 
little doubt that the Megarians are meant, as Susemihl suggested.' 

• Thill CODI::rut ftiCUII; bl' 499'- 1 lilaDf are IC8pbcal about the value of 
thatruephlloaopher, aeverhavmg8111!1Dcmeorlleard' aobleaod1reedJsc:amBe' 
auDUI8' DQiy at tnrtb. They have cmiy Jutened. to duplaya of ensbc c1evemess, 
wbaall IIOie obJect w rvpatati.OD and ltnfe, whether ID laWRU.b (fonmmc 
cntmy) cr m pnvate comp&DJ" (enltlc 80phlmy) 

• Eupobi352 I .11aHrpd:rtp, """~~ .An.toph&Dell. Clotuki48S· 
+olJJo;,..U.~ 

' P.-..Jo '70C, Socn.t:e11 ' No one can aa.y I ~ 1D duculluli death 
attlulmomeat ' TAMil I9,5B, Socrates callshlmaelf II+~ PAIIMnu 
a~AD.greatllrtlnqufre~IIDd~ ~~~?OA. 

""·-· • Dq: L II, Io6 1 Eacbdea (of Mepra) apphed lumaelf to the writmp 
of Pa:mmddel. awl Ills foDowen were called KepnaDJ. tbBa. Brt#lc:r, and 
laD:r Ihalecbcuma, because they puttbek arpuaeu.b m tbo farm of q1lflltscm 
and___., Tmloa (fmg z8D, D L, u, 107) ; ' I cue ILOt fm' them babblanl 
(-) .. ,.,.lo<E .................... ( ........ ),...., ....... tbo 
llepnalla wzth a freu7 of contmveny (IP"'f''O) ' A COD1lC fragmlmt 
(D.L 11. 107) calli the Mepnaa Bu.hubdell • ~: lbopnel aay. he 
bptupa~WJ.thAmtol:lo. D.L U.)OI Soc:ratee'.aiDgEuchdes 

>16 



VI. CATHARTIC lliETHOD OF SOCRATES 

They were also followers of the Eleatic School, and at P..,., 
z61c disputation (dn&l.oriHII} includes, together with political and 
forensic oratory, the dialectical arguments of Zeno,• • the Eleatic 
Palamedes '-Ius art ol • making the same thiDgs appear to his 
hearers both like and UDhke, one and many, at rest and moving •. 
The whole m condemned as an art of deceptlon. 

The own contrast in Plato's mind is between Dialectic, the true 
art of plulosopblc conversation, and the teclmique of verbal cbspute 
for victory wlnch had been derived by the Meganans from the 
controvema.l methods of Zeno. This had enough resemblance to 
the Socratic ~ fo< the two to be dehberately confused by 
Isocrates, who, as the champion of Gorgw' tradition of rhetorical 
sophistry, persistently brackets the Socratics m genetal with the 
• devotees of verbal chsputation •.s It may be for this reason that 
the Eristic stnun in plulosophical school&-the Eleallc aad the 
Megarian--stands here in close contrast Wlth the Cathartic pro
cedure of Soaates himself. 

226.\-QI3IB. Division VI. Ctdll4rbc MdAol of SOCI'IIIes 
In the sixth Division satire is dropped. The tone is serious and 

sympsthetic ; towards the close it becomes eloquent. The type 
defined lB ' the purifter of the soul from conceits that stand in the 
way of knowledge ' (Z]IE)-& description wluch (as Ja.ckson and 
others have seen) apphes to Socrates and to no one else. 

This DlYllim, unlike the others, is preceded by a Collection. 
From a survey of various domesbc operations--filtering, saftmg, 
winnowmg, aad the c:ombmg aad chnding of the warp m weavmg
we collect the notion of an art of Sepsiating (8""'1/A'ooll· The 
effect lS to dissociate thlS IhvlSion oompletely from the earlier 
ones, which were an derived from the art of Acquisition. The 
lonns of Sophistry they defined were fundamentally arts of gain, 
acquiring influence over rich young men, or money by sel1iPg 
knowledge, or victory in argument instead of truth. All such 

teanly mterelted m enstrc argameu.b, -.ld: " You will be able to pt OD 
With aop1usta. bat DDt wrtb men ·• ; for he t:bollght sacb bau'-lphttmg ulllllell. 
aa Plato ahowl 1D the EMil,.._., ' 

1 You AnwD. (Plalo.r ]....,Ut.ZCJB' (1914), 193) tbmks that aot ZeDo. bat 
• caatemporary Mepnan u here meut. but I agree wrth Tayler, Pllllo 
(1926). 311, aad otben At ~ 135D Parmemdel lumself delcnt. the 
dlllpJ&y of :W.tu: dlalecbc tlat u to follow u ' wbat tM; warld calli ueeleD 
bl.bbbq'. 

1 ol..,& nU ,,_..~ --tb8 p11,rua wlw:h Theodorv.l bu IIUd (:n6B) 
doe. ue apply to tbe Eleatu: ~ takeD. from bocra.tea (IICI'I'tl .._ I. 
291B); H.-. I aad6(aftm'HfanmcoltoAn'bltheDeaiW1Plato), A Mil 258 
(aimed at Plato). 
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motives are ruled out by going back to a distinct branch of art, 
not rec:opised at all where Art was at first divided into Acquisitive 
and Productive. The Separative arts are not productive either. 
Their function is negative. 

The arts collected in this survey are introduced abruptly with 
no hint of their relevance. The normal Collection takes mto con
sidoraticm tho tenn proposed for definiticm together with others 
which can plauslbly be thoqbt to resemble it. The object is to 
cbacem some common p-operty with a. claim to be the most im~ 
portant or essentJal and so to stand as the genus to be divided. 
Here Sophistry is not included. ami tho reader is left entirely 
without a clue to the connectlon between Sophistry and these 
hcmely openboos. There is no sort of promise that by dMding 
the genenc notion of Separatlon we shall ever arrive at a. defimtion 
of the Soplust. Nor can the reader guess that what we shall, in 
facl. define is not Sophistry but the Socratic -.. 

The art of Separating (6"""'"""') IS now div>led. Things 
sepa.ra.ted may be ahke ; but we are concerned With punficatiOD. 
(xoBagpd'!;) which expels what is worse and retams what IS better. 
Omo land of purification IS tho phymcal c1..._ of lifeless tlunp 
and of tho hvmg body. • mcludwg those internal sepallltiOIIS ami 
pmgatmns oflected by gymnastiC ami medlcmo •. Tho other kmd 
is the punlicat.m wlw:b • removes evil from the soul • (d<pa{eea,.
""""" 'l"'lfi<· ••?D)· (It should be noted that Puri1icat.m is a 
negative notion-the nddance of evd.1 Medicme and gymnastic 
are not rep.rded pomtlvely as creatmg health ami strength. but 
classed Wlth waslung. They will presently be descnbed .... 
defimtely under tluor negative aspect-medlcmo as the nddance 
of disease, gymnastic as tho nddance of ugliness. Suniliucly punfi
cation of tho soul IS not tho produetion of goodness but tho ' removal 
of evil'.). 

At the next step an analogy is drawn between two kmds of 
boddy, and two kinds of mental, punlicatmn : 

Purificatloa 

oat of 1the body 

of cJ... of ugt\neaa 
(Jio<hcmo) (Gymnaot>c) 

out of the 10111 
I 

J The pull.ve IIQt.tau:bve rra.,.. (offlcourmg, oatcut) mea111 the Dllparit,. 
~ not the thmg punfied. 

I H CIDCll Apalt'• a.ert1an (DOte C1D az6B) that a.-,.n.q IS to be 111bardm&ted. 
to...._.(~ mUll be reJected. 
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Dmeaae is regarded, not in the usual way as lack of balance that 
needs to be redressed, but as factum, sedJ.bon, or avil warfare 
(ardu~C:) among thiDp naturally ' akin •. This is for the sake of 
its counterpart, ' wick- ' ("""'1@/a) m the 3011!, where there 
w ' mutual dissension everywhere--judgments at vanance with 
desires, courage with pleasures, rdection With pains '. The 
descriptJon of wickedness recalls passages in the ~ where 
the conllict between the three parts of the 3011! lS compared to 
political stnfe. Thus at +fOB the ' spuited ' part takes the side 
of reason apmst desire • m the facllon-fight of the soul ', This 
15 Platomc, rather than Soaatlc. V~ee m not here 1dentdied with 
J8IIOl'8DOil (as by Socrates), but distinguishod from it. Tho counter
part of medu:ine as the remedy for bodily dlSease .. • the jus
that cbastJses • ' vice. Cbasbsemont (xoNw-riHI!) IS mtroduc:ed for 
the sake of rts negative meamng. The Gorguu had used the same 
analogy between the doctor and the Judge who chasbses the..._. 
doer to ' nd ' hun of his vice.1 

Gymnasbc is the parallel remedy fO< phymcal ugliness, the 
defonruty due to lack of p-oportron. This is, !DD.ewhat strangely, 
treated as analogous to a lack of proporbon or co-ordinabon between 
IIDpulses in the soul, causmg them to DllSS theu mark. Ignorance 
(d:')'l'Oia) 1S the swervmg 8S1de of the soul's unpulse towards truth, 
and (as Socrates had taught) IS always • involuntary '--ogamst the 
true WlSh for the cght end. The .......!y lor J8DOI3DCO m all 1ts 
many fotms IS !Dstrucbcm (6""'"""'-uofl· 

!Dstructwn lS next divided. Settmg asule tec:hoical instruction 
(wlnch lS obviously posi;bve), we take, as the other branch, moral 
education (naldsla), conceived negabvely as the deliverance of the 
soul from that concett of wisdom wlnch renders rt unable to under
stand (dpallia).' ('l1us education is duec:tly contruy to the 
' spurious education • oftercd by the Soplusts in the ea.rher DiVlSlODS, 
winch resulted preasely m producing the com:e1t of wudom). 
Next the method of rebuke and admomhon prac!lSed by pumts 

I 4 ~ ... atq (229AJ u the maoUICnpt nadmg. 'lb8 epd:het u 
mtencled to dlltmpJih Jusbce u chasbsameDt from tbe man CODUDOD VIeW 
of It U tbe YODpUCit of the COIDm.IIDI*J (ID. tho aezt llllltence ft ,... a.Jr 
ck .r...-.., ddlera oalym emphalulfrom 0. ,_. ft .wr a.w:r. Cf &Is ~ 
.Z..o) 

1Gorf 47h. ......... ""~ ~ol d,8ill (1 ... 'ID tbe tnae 
HUe') lliMIICa-

1 '.c,.Bl. 111 DOt lplOIUlCe 1D tbe Millie of & bJaD1r: &bleace ofkmnrledp. 
to be cured. by :ampllol1:ma' mform&tlOa It u due to tbe pomtave pNieiiQO 
of the 1alle beheif that you already kDow Cl!' 1Uld.entand It Wall Socn.te&' 
dlacovery that tnae moral educ:ataoa mut ~ With c:utm1 oat pop1IW' 
w.m &boat: npt &Dd 1lmlllf, denwd from paNILtl &ad --.... 
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is contrasted with the method of those who have ' conviDced. them
oel ... upon rellection that all inability to understand is involuntary ' 
and that ' admODition yie1cls little result fur much paiDs '. ' They 
press a person with questions about some matter on which he 
fancies he bas something valuable to say, when really he is talking 
DODSOII5e. Theo, when such persons begin to wsver, they resdily 
bold a muster of their opimons, collect them in argument and 
COD!rout them with one ODOther, and thereby show that they are 
in contradiction on the same subjects, at the same moment, from 
the same point of view. When the others see this, they are vexed 
with themselves, and become gentler towards others , so by this 
means they are delivered from their lofty and obstinate conceit 
of themselveo---<>1 all deliverances the most pleuant to Mtoess 
and of the most lasting benefit to the patient. Their purifiers are 
of the same mind as those physicians who hold that the body can 
get no benefit from the food 1t takes until all inwazd obstructions 
are removed. These others have observed that the same is true 
of the soul, which will not profit by the instruction it rece:Lves untll 
cross-examination has reduced the man to a modest frame of mmd, 
and bas cleared away the conceits that obstruct learnmg and so 
pmged him and COllVlllCed bon that he !mows cmJy whst he does 
!mow and nothing more.' Tills esominsbon (-) lS • the 
lughest and most sovran method of purification '.1 All thlS passage 
is in the tone and llllllUle< of the R.p.bli<. It deocnbes the method 
of Socrates, who declares in the Apolof:y that the life not subject to 
examination is not worth hving. 

But are these purifiers of the soul ' SophlBts ' ? 

130E. STRANGER. (coMuu). Well, what name shall we give to 
the p<aetitioners of this art ' For my part I shrink from 

OJI. calling them Sophists, 
Tl!lw!T. Why so ? 
STR. For fear of ascribing to them too high a function.• 
Tmwrr. And yet your descripbon baa some resemblance 
to that type (the Sophist). 
STK. So bas the dog to the wolf-the fiercest of animals to 
the tamest. But a cautious man should above all be on 
his guard agahlst =bla11oes ; they are a very slippery 
- of thing. However, be it so (;,,, let them pass for 
Sophists) ; fur should they ever set up an adequate defence 

1 z3QB-D. 'lb8 Jaaguap here cloaely ruemblea the de~Cnpt:IOD of tho 
effect of Socratel' art on Theaetetus, T ... uoc (p 163). 

• A. Jaclmcm aDd ot1aen have seen, ' tbem • ca11 only meu tho pracbbODIIn 
(n.ot tb8 IOpluatl) nus echoes Socratea' balm: of diiCl&immg aay title that 
wphel the JIDUOimOD ofwudom. , he 11 ~ • ' lover of WISdom. •, • ph1loeoplael'. 
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231B. of their coo.fines, the boundary in dispute will be of 110 
small importance. 
l'lnwtr. That is likely enough. 
STK. Let us take it, then, tho! under the art of Separation 
tbereisamethodof Purification; that we have distinguished 
that kind of purification which is concerned with the Soul, 
and under that, Instruction , and under that again, Educa
tion. Withm the art of education, the Examination which 
confutes the vain conceit of wisdom we will allow to pass, 
in the a.qmnent which has now come in by a side wind,l 
by no other name than the Sophistry that is of noble lmeage 
(~ ybe•y ...... """""""'). 

It is hard to see why tlus analysis of Socrates' Cathartic method 
should stone! heno as the last of these prebminacy attempts to define 
the Sophist. The whole argument has admittedly ' come m by a 
S1de WlDd •. From the outset the Dl.vislon bas no link or point of 
conta.ct with :first five or With the seventh , 1t starts from an entirely 
new genus.--o. point tho! may be emphasued by the final phrnse, 
' the Sopbis!Iy that is ol noble bneage' (yb") • The !undomental 
ann of the Cathartic method is the prease GppOSJ.te of the produ.cbon 
of the false COilCelt of W1Sdom, charactenstiC of the Sophist in 
the earher Dr.VlSlOilS and in the seventh, which is taken as final. 

Whore the S!Iange< says be would shrink from callmg the punfier 
of the soul a Soplust, Theaetetus remarks that they have a certam 
resemblance. It 11 true tha.t the negative d4n&cAus of Socrates, 
pressing the respondent with questions, revJ.ewmg his beliefs and 
confuting them by exposmg their contradictions, did superfiaally 
.....,.ble the oontroveny practued by Euthydemus, the Eleotics, 
and the Meganans • in the pnvate exchange of question and answer' 
(••S•)-astyleof' babbling' which 'mosth...,.,.donotfindagree. 
able to hsten to ', whereas the Socratic deliverance of men ' from a 
lofty and stubborn conceit of themselves • was • of an deliverances 
the most agreeable to hsten to •. • Isocrates persistently encouraged 

•w.,. .... Mytp~vn n~ ual8d at 7'.WM I99C of a 
d.UBcuity that ahoWI d:IJel:f ID a :freah quarter, where we were not lookmg 
The CDII8tructacm WltbA.y/111.18 awlnrard Pvb&pa'"' lhoWd :read~,. 
n ' ' And (u a put) of educ:at:km. the 9&11UD&bOD wbu:h CODf1ltel the vam 
IXIIItlel.t of Wlldom- thmg that baa come by a llde Wllld mto our Jftlllllf: 
U'giiJil8Dt-we w:ID. &1IDw to puB.. * 

I 1'benl Ja no trace 1D thll tezt of the lmJr: Wlth Enltac nspsted by Campbell 
(lntrod., p h) : • Controwny ... Cl!' llhoak1 be. &D. art of sepuatmc the falee 
&om the true, Of detm:a:u.Ding what pmpo~~tacma are not teD&ble ' 

1 aa,5I), n,l ~,....Vfw"POkftMatrftko~W,.,......,..,._(of 
Enatic) ID dOIIped contrut With 23QC. wariilr ~ ._,_.. "' ..,_.,., 
Plato may (Wltb aome modems) have 1llldentlood •Mons•-~. 
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the popular c:onfwdon of Socratic convenotion with v"'bal dispute 
for victory. As Socrates remarked at the outset (az6D), the genuine 
philosopher sometimes seems to """" the guise of the Sophist. 
Here, moreover, Plato has been careful to analyae ODJ.y the nega.bve 
side of Socrates' practu:e-the side on which the resemblance 
lies. 

But the resemblance, as the Stranger says, is as misleading as 
thet of the dog to the wolf. In the R.pvblie !37SA and E ff ), the 
dog is the oymbol of the Guardian of society. The watch-dog of 
generous breed is gentle to those whom he knows, and this friendJi. 
ness to what is known is taken to be a genuinely ' plulosoplnc ' 
bait.• The wolf is the typlC&I eoemy of society. The soplust 
Thiasymachus breaks in upon the conversation with a wolf's 
ferocity.• The tyrant is like the man who has tasted human 
flesh and turned into a wolf.1 The sensual passion of the false 
lover m the P'-bvs is the passion of the wolf for the lamb ; his 
kinship with the Sophist as a man-hunter was remarked in the 
first Division.• The upshot is that the purifier of the soul is not 
a Soplust in the sense of this dialogue. The whole lhVIsion has no 
pomt of contact with any of the others. 

Why then does it stand here ? Perhaps it can be explained as 
a feature in the whole design of these dialogues, which remains 
obscure because never completed. Another element m the pattern 
is added in the S..,..,..,. wb= the ' art of Combining • (""l"'!!<Ton!J 
is contrasted with the ' art of Separatmg ' (~""'f''"''>i) The 
s- opens With a long DiVISion definiDg the art of shepherd
ing mankind. To illustrate 1ts defects, an exemplary DiVISion, to 
define weaving, reviews and classifies a number of household opera
tlons, mcluding the use of comb and rod mentioned in the Collectum. 
of the Separauve arts at Sop/L 2260. Separatioe and Combination 
(from winch Weaving is derived) are described as ' two great arts 
of univenal applioatim • (•S..). Just as in the Sopl<i<l HIDlting, 
the genus of the Angler, turns 011t to be relevant to the first definition 
of the Sophist, so in the Slalmlum Weaving symbohses the art of 
the Statesmao, whose funcbon 11 to combine m harmony the 
w.rious elements of society. It is perhaps to prepare the way for 
this amception of statesmanship that Plato in our Jlll""'!" regards 

•Ill the stnager'slpeech the phrales ._w. .,P ~ aud ~ 
lllgMt: tbat the Guanban IS m PJato'1 tbougbt:l 

I tt.JI ;u6D, al Ill» ..... ft ,.. ~ IMp4q ..lnho i .,....._. J,.J,,...... a. ......... 
1Jltl.,s65D. Cf Glob,SGW.nti41111J...U.(19D4),p 23. n-fo Bu, 

the tyraad; aDd the robber are ftllllCIU'Dated u wolves ar bmil of pmy. 
1 P.....,241D,.,W,.,..,~ ... -a.~,J,.....l Sa/IA.um. 
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VI. CATHARTIC JIETIIOD OF SOCRATES 

vice, not as ignorance, but as a political sedition in the soul, to be 
.......u.d by ' tho jus- that chastens ', the analogue of medical 
purgation of disease. So in tho - (3o8B) tho Royal Art 
• casts out by death or exale and chastens with the severest dis-
franchisement ' those natures which caunot take a place in the 
pattern of the community. 

The panllel elaborately chawn in tho s- between the 
combining operatums of weaving and statesmansluphasitscounter
part elsewhere 1 in an analogy between the separatmg operabons of 
weaving and cbalectic. The suggesllon is bemg ducussed. that there 
may be a ' nght ' way of oammg tbmgs in words whose 1o1m will 
somehow express their natures. The name, hke the weaver's rod 
('"@XI<). is a tool. The use of the rod is to ..p.n.u (6-et. .. •) 
the web or the warp. A name has two uses: to convey informatum 
and to cllstmguish (sepora>e, 6-el•• .. ) tho natures of !lungs. 
The rod is made by the carpenter under the direebons of the weaver, 
who understands 1ts use. So the skilled name-maker fashions names 
for the use of tho ctialectiaao (plulosoJiler), who,1t lS lDlpbed, has 
the ability to distingmsh those natures whlch are the meanings of 
DaineS. It is no a.cadent that the operatums of weavmg should 
thus be used in analogy Wlth dJalectic in the Ctlrlylols and Wlth 
statesmanship m the S.........,.. 

Plato may have intended to derive the dialectical method of 
Division more openly thao he has done from that branch of Separa
bon which distinguishes t1ungs that arc ' ahlte ' (226», m contrast 
with the branch separatmg the worse from the better,leachng to 
Catbarbc}. Dialect1c is ' to divide accord:mg to lands •,• not mis
takmg one Form for another, or ' to separate by kinds ' (4~axgl"u' 
..,.. ybo<. 25JDB). It discovers chff ... nces sepuatmg !lungs that 
are ' alike ' in bemg of the same genus The task of phtlosophy 11 

rqarded in the s.p~o;,. as mainly aoalytical-the mappmg out of 
the realm. of Forms in all1ts arbculabons by DlVlSlon. The pmctu:al 
task 11 the plnlosopher as statesman is synthebc. Posslbly the 
PAilosoplutr, had it been written, would have completed the account 
of philosophlc method by recognising the synthetlc or mtwbve 
moment in dialectic, which the Sop/U leaves in the background. 
If the CoUection and Division of the Separative arts had some such 
intended relation to a larger design, its apparent :irrelevance ceases 
to be a problem. 

l Cf'lllyltu,.s86s,ff 
I'"' _.a ,..,.,., a-,.Wcu At 1116c the aepuatave domesbc operatuiU 

ware called ...,..._, lllld at 2278 the task of~ ducaane wu 
' to chmm:D wb&t ill af the -.me Jr:md lllld wbat IS DDt' ('"' .,.,.,...... nl H ... -· 
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Tlu Mlllilo4l of Colloclltm ...r Divilioro 
But the purpose served by these six Divisions iD the ecooomy ci 

the whole dialogae is still not perfectly clear. Some light may be 
pined by consideriDg the nature of Plato's methods of Collection 
and Division in contrast with the Socratic method sometimes called 
" Induction " (Ep.pgl). 

Socrates had been the first to realise clearly that, both in common 
life and in science, men c:oo.stantly use words withou.t knowing the 
' essence ' of the tbing named or being able to 'give an account ' 
(Adfm.' M6rmu) of it.1 The Socra:bc and Platonic view is that, in 
such a case, we have the same object before our mmds, but see it 
only incllstlnctly. We • have only the name in common ', UD.til 
we express its meaning in an explicit formula. Such a name as 
' Justice ' has one true meaning, more or less dunly present to our 
minds when we hear the name. If one of us can give the right 
account rl. it, the other will be able to see it too. 

Plato's early dialogues illustrate Socrates' attempts to give an 
8CCOimt of the meaning of terms, and, withou.t any parade of 
technique. formulate a method tbat is regularly apphed. In 1ts 
full fonn the method has two stages. (x) The fbst is Cathartic. 
The questioner elicits from the respondent what he thinks he-.... 
His ' suggestions' r hypotheses ') are cnticised in the lllMc:Mts, 
often by deducing consequences conflicting wllh other opimons he 
holds. The result is the riddance of the false concm.t of knowledge. 
Coascious of ignorance aod In perplexity (dmJelo). the respondent is 
now Rally for the c:o-ope<ative seuch • (2) Tins further iDquky 
DOIDI8lJy proceeds by the same method : a senes of suggestJons 
criticised aod omended by bringiag In fresh c:onmden.tions. The 
end should be the correct definition of the meaning or ' Form 'wluch 
has all along been coming mare clearly into VIew 

Contrast with this Socratic procedure the new method of Collec
tion and Division. It is twofold. The prebmmary Collection is 
to :fix upan the genus to be divided. The Division ts a downward 
process from that genus to the defimtion of a species. This process 
has n.othiJJg in common with the deductive movement of the Socratic 
""""""'· wbich terminates iD the rejection of a s-d definition. 

' It ill a CIUIOaB fact that. not OD1y in phJII(:ai~C~eDCe, bat even m matbe
matfat. mm bava made ar-t advancea and cblcovenu Wltbout bema: able 
to delbe t:be :IDCIIJl fmporta.D.t ccmcept:a carzecrt:ly. • I· tbe coacept af Number 

• A pxl j]lutDtaon 11 tbe rejecbon af Mao'• ngelted defiJu:bou af 
V'utue, :fullcnnd by hfa c:ompiamt that Socntel ra!IICCII meD to perpJalty 
lillmo bad thoqht he Jmaw w'h&t w1:ae 11 ; DOW he 11 pualed. Socntel 
npliel: tbat he do. DOt bow ed:bel', bv.t ill wflllrc to 1llldert:ab tbe co
operame ..rch f...C..,.,.._), 111.., So.t. ff. The r---... apm. 11 c.. __ .. _......_. ................... 
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In the Socratic procedure the clear vision of the Form and the true 
account of it are rea.ch.ed as the goal of series of upward leaps (to 
use Plato's metaphor). But in Collection and DiVISiDn the gcal is 
reached at the end of the downward process, when an indiVIsible 
species is defined in terms of genus and speaic differences. In a 
word, the Socratic method approaches the Form to be defined from 
below, the new method descends to it from above. 

The reason Hes in the dlfference between the groups of objects 
with which the - methods .,. severally c:oncemed The Socratic 
method contemplates a smg1e Form (such as The Beautiful Itself) 
and the many individual things wluch partake of that Form. Only 
one Fonn ism view, and the definibon is to be gamed by a survey 
of mchvidual mstances. We seek to ISOlate and apprehend the 
common cha!acter (elao<) which, in ordhwy language, would be 
said to be ' present ' m an the msta.nces, as whlte hair ts white 
' by the presence of whiteness '. 1 One expedJ.ent ts to ' adduce ' 
(hldyw9a,) fresh instances that have been overlooked and, when 
produced. are seen not to be covered by the respondent's suggested 
account. If he has imphed that 1t 1S always nght to tell the truth, 
you may bring forward the he told to decetve an enemy m war 
or an msane friend. This is one sense of Epagogl. 

Another use of the verb hrdyew, to ' lead on •, also fi.ts the 
Socratic procedure. Anstotle speaks of ' leading on from mdlVldual 
instances to the om venal, and from the familiar to the unknown ', 
and defines ' Inducllon ' (hm)'O>)'Ij) as ' the approach from partic
ulars to the umversal.' t H1s illustratum. is an argument of 
obviously Socratic pattern · ' If the skilled pdot is most effecttve, 
and hkewue the slalled charioteer, then m general the skilled man 
ts best at 1us pa.rt:J.cular task.' The process ts confined to the 
Socratic group of obJects ; from olmervation of individual cases, 
an act of mstght c:bscerns the wuversallatent m them and chseogages 
1t in a genera.hsa.bon 

But, as the P~ showed,• Plato's attention is now trans. 
ferred from the group of mdlvuiuals wtth its common Form to the 
relations of Forms among themselves, and in particular to the 
relations between the Fonns which occur m the definibon of a 
specific Form. The earhest passage betraying any interest in this 
question is m the M4fltJ (1SA ff.). where a defini:twn of ' Figure' 

1 L,.U 2t7D. 
1 Plato, Pol 278..&. • A c:ertam. devtce for teachmg cluldreD thmr Jetten IS 

tbe euHIIt way to " '-1 ,.._ o. to what tbey do not yet lmow" (lwd,_ 
...... hlNFf-~) Ar,TO/J.I524o4olwd)'OI'I'&dftfti.nt' 
'-.MH~nlT~it>,.,_lwlN~IbN 10sa.13.o ~. 
i W.,. 11.al' 1-1w1 N nldlo• ........... 

•See ID.tnld.., p u. 
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-' that which always acc:c:mpani.es coloar • -is rejected as COD· 
taiDiDg the unknown term ' colour '. T""" shDu1d be defined by 
ether terms admitted to be already known. Socrates obtaino 
Jleno's adm1ssim1 thst he understands ' boundaly ' and ' sohd ' 
before substituting the correct definition of Frgare es ' the boundaly 
of a solid '. It is si&nificant thst the illos!Iation should be taken 
from mathematics. Geometry may have supphed the first fonna1 
examples of definition by genus and specific chfference, such as 
the diVISion of triaDgJo into equilateral, isosceles, and scalene. Here 
an the terms are Forms. The study of their mutual relations 
tabs no account of indlvidual instances, mdefinite in number and 
beoeath the level of Imowledge. Triangular objects m the world 
<i seose, winch partake 111010 or less perfectly of the triangular 
character, drop out of sight. The question how an indefinite 
number of individual things can partake m. a smgle Form gives 
place to thst ether quosl1oo raised in the P..-illu : Can many 
FonDS partake of a single Form 1 

The new method of Collection and Division is thus wholly COD· 
fined to the world of Forms; and Collection must not be confused 
With the Socratic muster of inchvidualmstances (haJYfD'>"1) Collec-
tion is a survey of specific Forms bavmg some fwinu jtuie claim 
to be members of the same genus. As usual, Plato avoids a rigid 
terminology, and uses ' Form' (d!o<, lcUa), and ' kind ' ()'hoc) 
indrlferently for genus and species ahke.1 His only distinctive 
word for species is' part ' ~. pel@..,). The method <i Dlvwioo 
eshilnis Forms ...._ro in systematic clessification, sp<eadiag 
downwards from a single genus, through a defimte number of 
specific differences, to the indiVJSible species at the bottom. Below 
that there is nothing but the indefinite number of indiVIdual things 
wluch may or may not partake of the Indivisible speafu: Form. 
They are below the horizon of science ; the method COllSlden only 
the Diu which is dlvided and the defintte M4Jt)' which are its 
'parts ·.• 

The Divisloo shDu1d be preoeded by a Collection, to fix upon the 
genus we are to divide. Tlns is done by ' taking a comprehensive 
Yiew and gathering a number of widely scattered terms into a 
UDity '.1 Here no methodical procedure is possible. The generic 
Form mast be divined by an act of intui:ilim., for which no rules 
can be given. The survey will mclude the Form we wish ultimately 

(~~~~~.:·:;.::::::a.-:..r~::e·:::,: 
-.Ia, two 1aDda {1IMr) of eW ID tbe D1J. ' 

1Cf Pi~Wsu I6atf 
I p..., I6JD. 
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to define, with others that may be ' widely scattered ' and have 
httle superficial resemblance to it or to one another. 

The need for a preliminary Collection is, as we have seen, ignored 
In an but one of the early Divisions of the Soplrbl. and where ot 
does occur it is abnonnal. What I would now suggest is that 
these lint six Divisions actually, though DO! fonnally, oerve the 
purpose of a Collection prehmlnary to the seventh. They bring 
before us the types to be surveyed befcre we can fix upon the 
really fundamental chanu:ter of Soplnstry. The name • Sophist • 
had been loosely applied to various clasoes : the rhetoric:ums, 6ke 
Protagoras and GorgJas ; teachers of advanced subjects, blre 
llippl&S ; professional disputants, hke Euthydemus. All these had 
called themselves • Sophists '. !socrates and the public had also 
applied the name to Soerates himself and to his followen, mcludmg 
the Meganans, whose methods of argument did resemble the 
dialecbC of Zeno and the enstic of Euthydemus. The early 
Dlvwons analyse and characterise each of these types and so pro
vide a survey of the field Wlthm which we must discover the really 
fundamental tralt, the genenc Form that will finally yield the 
c:orrect detimuon of the .... nee of Sophistry. 

The Collecbon l5 disguised m the uusleadmg form of a senes of 
tentative DtVlSlons. The defirutions m winch they terminate are 
DO! definitions of ' the Sophist ', but analytical descnptions of 
ea.sdy recogrusa.ble classes to whom the name had been attached. 
By this devu:e Plato avoids mentiomng the names of mcb.Vld.uals 
or of schools, and can amuse 1umself with sabre. At the same 
bme he can famWarise the reader Wlth the method of Division 
before govmg the final serious analysis of the essential Soplust. 
lf these six earher DI.VISions are in eftect a Collection, that explains 
why no one of them is preceded by a Collection of the normal 
pattern. Plato may also mean to indicate tha.t, when a difficult 
uiea 11 to be defined, it may be weD. to begin by makmg a number 
of tentative Dlvisions, each startmg from some sahent character, 
and then compare the results. The same character may be found 
at different pomts in the vanous tables : and reBecbon may c:fis.. 
cover which is the really fundamental trait that ought to stand 
as genus. This, at any rate, ts the result now to be reached in 
the next sectiOn of the dialogue. 

23I~35A. s.....,. ,;.kiifl{l 1M ,...... ' l_..,...m., ' 
The translation will now be resumed. The following section 

opens with a sununary, mustenng for review the S1X types that 
have been chara.ctensed. Further analysts then leads to the dis
covery of a new generic character, Image-makmg, which is taken 

Ill? 
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u a starting·point f« the final Division. At 235B the Division 
is begun, but is soon UTeSted by the problem : bow can there be 
such a thing as an image or false appearance 1 So we reach the 
motaphysi<al kernel of the dialogue. 

To the Stranger's suggestion that we may let the punfica.tion 
of the soul from the COllCeit of wisdom pass by the DaJne of ' the 
Sophistry of noble lineage •, Thea.etetus replies : 

13rB. TlmAP:r. Let it pass by that name. But by this time 
c. the Sophist has appeared in so many gwses that for my 

part I am puzzled to see what descnption one is to mam· 
tain as truly expressing his real nature 
STB.. You may well be puzzled. But we may suppose 
that by now the Soplust too is very much puzzled to see 
bow he ts once more to shp through the meshes of our 
argument ; for tt ts a true saymg that you cannot easJly 
evade all the wrestler's grips. So now 11 the moment of 
all others to set upon lum. 
TliEAET. Well and good. 
Sm. Flrst, then, let us stand and take breath ; and while 

D. we are resting let us reckon up between ourselves iD bow 
many gwses the Soplust luu appeered Fitst. I tlunk. be 
was found as the hired hunter of ncb young men. 
TBEAET. Yes. 
STR:. And secondly as a sort of merchant of learning as 
nourishment far the soul 
TIIEAET. Certainly. 
STR. 'Iblrdly, he showed himself as a retail-dealer in the 
same wares, chd he not ? 
TIIEAET. Yes; and fourthly as selliDg the products of his 
own manufacture. 
STR.. Your memory serves you weD.. H1s :fifth appearance 

E. I will myself try to recall. He was an athlete in debate, 
appropriating that subdivision of contention which con
sists in the art of Eristic. 
TJmAzT He was. 
STR. His sinh appearance was open to dou.bt ; however, 
we conceded his claim to be described as a purifter of the 
ooal from c:oncOJ.ts that block the way to understanding. 
TlmAET. Quite ... 

The Sophist luu • appeeml in many guises • '--U many things, 
not a unity. As Theaetetus suggests, we have not yet defined 

I TU word I appeu. 18 repeated. m&lly tzmel: ....... -w ~ {231B) ; 
.._,.,..., __ ;~(1>);--(•324) 
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his :real or essential nature. In reckooing preasely the number 
of these appearances, we are m eftect collecting the ' many scattered 
terms ' which mast be ' comprehensively surveyed', :If we are to 
chvme the genus that will yield the true defimt10n. The Stranger 
now remarks that we have not divmed tt yet. We have given the 
Soplust the DaiileS of many arts (hunter, salesman, Eristlc, etc) ; 
but ' Sophistry ' is a single name for a single art. There must be 
some fundamental feature common to all these many arts, and 
our next business to ' see tt clearly ' (NaT"'sW}-Plato's favourite 
word for that act of insight or mtwtion (f'drp"} which stJeS chrectly, 
Without any process of c:bscursive reasoning 1 

232. STR Now does it stnke you that, when one who is known 
by the name of a smgle art appears to be master of many,• 
there IS something wrong with tlus appearance ? If one 
has that unpreSSlOD of any art, plainly tt is because one 
cannot see dearly that feature of tt m which all these forms 
of skill converge, and so one calls theU" possessor by many 
names 11l1tead of one 
THEAET. I dare say that IS the gJSt of the sttuation 

B. STR If so, we must not be so lazy as to let that happen to 
as in ourmquiry. Let us begm bygomgba.ck toone among 
the characterisb.cs we attnbuted to the Soplnst. There was 
one that struck me particularly as revea1mg 1us character. 
TIIEAET. What was that ? 
STR. We satd, I beheve, that he was a controversialist. 
TliEAET. Yes. 
STa. And further that he figures as an instructor of others 
m controversy 
'I'm!Al!T. Certainly. 

The term • controversiahst • (dnMo)'wd<) actually occumod in 
the analysis of Erut1c (Dlvosion V, 225B), and was there g1ven the 
hmited sphere of • private debates about nghts and wrongs m the 
small change of question and answer '. Such controversy diftered 
from the pubhc debates about rights and wrongs earned on by 
the forensic orator, only m the superlicial Cli'CUIDStance that 1t was 
conducted m private conversation. The Wider term • disputahon' 
(dfMI'"'P'I''I'anfl covered both. Roduced to rules of art, conbOvezsy 

'ln&#J 'VU,nlopf..l8frequeDtlyulllldasai)'DODymof-'l!mthulleDMI 
of IDIII1edlate mtmtzve V1ROD ol. a pnor truth or ~ to be uMd in the 
proof o1. ademred CODduiiOD, See F M Comfozd,llathematleaaad.Dialecac 
ID R,.,Wf& Vl-'911, Bdm.d zh. pp 37 ff, .173 ff 

• Note the IDI:roducbou. at the outset of the pblue which will prelelltly 
ucewe a deeper llplfi.eanee 1 ' one who .,.._ 11.1 l•lllmrf' _, ,_..... '. 
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Included the ...-bal disputation of the Eristic Sophist and the 
Meprian, and the chalectic of Zeno. Of all the arts descnbed it 
came nearest in externals to the genuine dialectic of Socrates
a resemblance that caused the c:onfusion of Socrates and Ins followels 
with the Eristica. But iD fwadamenW motive c:on.troveny, which 
neglects truth to pln victory. is dismetrlcally opposed to the 
pbilaoopbic art of convenation.• Victory is gained by producing 
a belief in the audience that you are in the nght as against your 
opponent. Hence the term ' controversy ' is used in the Pluu4n41 
(26Ic 11.) to embrace both Zenoman dJalectic and the pubbc fcxms 
of rhetoric (political and forensic), as a single art which makes 
things ,_ nght at one tune, wrong at another, accordmg as the 
orator chooses. It is a pmcb.ce of deception leading on those who 
do not bow the true nature of things to false behefs. It is the 
art of one ' who does not know the truth, but has gone huntmg 
after opinions '. That passage enlarges the meanmg of • COD

troverq ' so as to include the rhetorical Sophists, 1 the hunters of 
Division I, the ' producers of pasuasiDn' (~) and pro
feasors of spunous educat10n in goodness, who were alternatively 
regarded as salesmen of the soul's nounshment in Dr.VlSlODS II-IV. 
Protagoras hunsell will presently be named. Because of tlus wider 
sense, ' controversy ' is pitched upon as a character common to 
all the types descnbed m the earher ll!.VISIDils (except tbe punfier 
of the soul) and as the ' most reveahng ' trait. Nothmg that ts 
said here has any relevance to Cathartic. 

The next pomt ts that the art of controversy in wluch the Sophist 
instructs others, covers the whole :field of knowledge. It ts a 
formal technique of debate (whether conversabonal or rhetonca.l), 
supposed to make men capable of chsputmg on any subJect Wlthout 
really knowiDg anything about it. 
132B. STR. Let us consider, then, in what field these people 

profeu to tmn out controverSlabsts. Let as go to the root 
of the matter and set about 1t m this way. Tell me, does 

c. their pupils' competence exteod to divme thiDp that ue 
hidden from common eyes ? • 

1 Cf.Rq. 4»"': ManypeoplemnrJttms1yfallmtoCOD'tnmny(~ 
and auRake Enlt1c dupate for phi1oaophJc convenataon (oW. We Yl(.., 
.t.W. ~). bec:aue they camLOt: t.luDl: about me&I1UIIB aad ' chftle 
tbem by kmdl", bat are DUlled by wordl to go m chull of verbll contra..._ ....... .......,..,.. __ 

I Il'ozeu~e Oratory wu actuUy sroaped Wlth pnvate Coa.trowny aDder 
the Wider tenD. Daputat:acm (~ ••.5B), a word Died here (2320) u 
.,umL)'IIUJILI W1tb • CoDtmveny '. 

I ' DI.Vllle thmp' may meuJ. rehpon, but pollibly the vague phrue t. 
IDIUt to ICOWII' tbe chyme lllld mv.abiD eatatu. of Plato'• .,.tem, tbe Puna., 
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132C. Tn.urr. So it is said of them, at any rate. 
STR. And also to all that is vislble in sky and earth and 
evaything of that sort. 
'i'KEAET. SUrely. 
Snt. And in private circles, whenever any general state
ment is made about becoming or reahty, we are aware 
how cleverly they can controvert 1t and make others able 
to do the same. 
Tlil!AKT. Certainly. 

D. Sm. And then again where Jaws are in question or any 
political matter, do they not promise to produce debaters ? 
Tlil!AKT. U they chd not hold out that promise, hardly 
anyone would take part in their chscussions.t 
Sm. And about the crafts m general and each particular 
craft, the arguments to be used in controversy With any 
actual craftsman have been pubbshed broadcast for all 
who choose to learn. 
TBEAET. I take it you mean what Prot:agoras wrote on 

'B. wrestling and the other arts.• 
5TR. Yes, and on many other thmgs. In fact, the pretensions 
of this art of controversy amount, it seems, to a capaaty 
for dlsputatmn on any subject whatsoever. 
Tm!AET. It certamly seems that notbmg wurth speakiDg 
of 1S beyond Its scope.1 

STR. Do you, then, my young friend, really think that 

which are meamDp of words m COIIIIIlOD uae, tboagh thmr true nature 18 

DDlmown to the many The PAII«NN 6u. calla the etcmal Form of tbe cm:Ie 
' the chvm.e cude ' as opposed to the ' human ' The ' dJ.vme thmp ' are 
CODtruted ID the Dezt speech Wl.th the V1Slble parts of the umverse. ami 
the tmma • reabty • ami 'becomuaJ • Jnsl: below nggwt the mtelhpble 
aDd llelllllble wudd1 So at 2.J4B the U(lOD of trae re&bty IS called 
' the d1vm.e' {ft hiino), OD wlueb. the eye of the vulgar 110111 CBDDOt Ji.z rl:li .... 

1 Theutetu echoel Soc:rat.' remark about Prot:acozu at 2".-.,. Z78s 
(p 91). 

• Prota&ozu pubblhed cntu:uml of lpiiCUl. arts, prot.bly m tbe two boc*:a 
ofCII'fllroNr.IWI("~.D.ell. Yon'u. 131• )orm the 'AA-flaca.wlucb 
Banu.,. ldODb&ocl ~ the Catibowrnu. Ills attack OD matbemataca IS 

meatloaocl by Anltotle (M"'. 997&, 3a) l)lcbl (sbsd') quotes I:IJ.ppocratea 
ll'o ...... l (L. 91, 1,.0)1 'Whoever Wllbel to ask aad ILD8'Wel' quesbODI c:GmiCtly 
aad to chlpute (~) about medleme. lbo1dd bear m mmd the fo11owmg 
tnathl.' etc. 'Ihu llllfiOib Enatac debate about Medlcme 

1 Plato baa DOt: ezanen,ted tbe 1ustonca1 aopluata" c1aua. to WIBd.om on all 
nb]ecta Apelt citel a p&8l8p m tbe n.,_.,, an aDCIIfDIODIIIIIIUD&l"f of 
arpmeDU, wtuch IIOIDe 'behne to have been baed 011. tbe *turel oliDIM 
ilftb...ceatury aoplut : ' I bold that 1t bolaDc• to the -.me ponoa arut. to tbe 
aame art to be able to CCIG'VIInll, to 1mow the trath of tbmp; to Ullder-
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SOPHIST 

•32•· poosible 1 Youyoungpeoplemayperhaposee1110reclearly; 
my eyes are too dim. 

233· TJnwn. Ia what possible ? What am I meant to see ? 
I don't clearly understand what you are as1ang me. 
Sm. Whether it is possible for any human betng to know 
everything. 
TBEAET. Mankind would indeed be happy, If 1t were so. 
Sm. Then 1f a man who has no knowledge controverts 
one who does know, how can there be any sound sense in 
what he says? 
T!m.AET. There cannot be. 
Sill. Then what can be the secret of this magical power cl 
Sopbisby 1 
THEAET. In what respect ' 

B. Sra. I mean, how they can ever create a belief m the minds 
of young men that they are the wisest of men on all subJects ? 
For clearly If they were not m the nght m thm controversies 
or dld not appear to besom the young men's eyes, and tf 
that appearance did not enhance the belief that they are 
wise because they can dispute, then, to quote your own 
remark, 1t IS hard to see why anyone should want to pay 
tbe1r fees and be t2ugbt tlus art of dlsput21lon. 
l"lmAET. Hard indeed. 
Sm. But in actual fact there is a demand. 
TBEAET Quite a bnsk one. 

c. STa No dou.bt because the Soplusts are beheved to possess 
a knowledge of tbe1r own in the subjects they dispute 
about. 
THEAET. No doubt 
Sm. And, we say, there is no subJect they do not dispute 
about. 
THEAET. Yes. 
Sm. So they appear to their pupils to be wise on all 
subjects. 
TBEAET. Certainly. 
Sm. Although they are not :really wise ; for that, we saw, 
is hnpossible. 
TlmAET. It must be unpossible. 

llalldllowtopveatJJhtverdu:tmcourt, tobeabletolpi!U.mpubllc; 
to mdentuad the ada of dllcoano ; and to lflYe II1StrucboD. OD the natllre 
of .U thiDp. bow they ue aad bow they C&lllO to be, He wbo bow& the 
u'hn of all thmp mast •rely be able to mftnlct bu crty to act n&htly 
bt all matten. He wbo IIIUie:nitazad8 the arts of dl8COUI'88 W1lllmow bow to 
lpUknghtlyonau.ymb)ect',&Dd8DOD (~8, Diela. YIW•'n. 344), 

19" 



TilE GENUS 'IMAGE-MAKING' 

2J3C. STR. The upshot is, then, that the Sophist possesses a sort 
of reputed and apparent knowledge on all subjects, but not 
the reality. 

D. THEAET. I quite agree, and perhaps this IS the truest 
thing that has yet been said about them. 

We are, in fact, at last approaching the essential feature of 
Sophistry. Controversy in the wtde sense, a techruque of debate 
apphed to any subJect, implies the false conceit of wisdom m the 
Sophist himseU and a false belief in that WlSdom created in his 
puptls. This links with the ' spurious education ' of DiVISion I 
(6oC'ona&&trruaj 22,3AB), producing that 'vain conceit of WlSdom' 
(«)oC'OO'Oipla) which the true education of the Cathartic ek1schus was 
designed to expel (23XB). 

The next speeches bring into view the genus, Productive Art, 
that will yield the final Divtsion. The Sop!nst's power of producing 
an illusory belief in his own wisdom and a false appearance of 
uruversal knowledge reveals him as a creator of appearances, an 
illusionist, one who produces an imitatron of real thtngs in play, 
comparable With the artist who can make images of all thmgs m 
heaven and earth. 

2330. STR. Let us, then, take an analogy that will throw more 
hght on therr pos1tl.on. 
liiE.AET. What lS that? 
Sn. It is this. Try to give me your closest attention m 
answering. 
Tm:..u:T. What is your question ? 
Sm. Suppose a man professed to know, not how to speak 
or dispute about everything, but how to produce all tlnngs 
in actual fact by a single form of sloll. 

E. TBEAET. What do you mean by 'all things'? 
STR. My meaning is beyond your comprehenslOil at the 
very outset. It seems you do not understand what lS meant 
by • all things •. 
TlmAET. No. 
STR. Well, ' all things ' is meant to include you and me 
and, besides ourselves, all other am.mais and plants. 
TIIEAET. How do you mean? 
STR. Suppose a man should undertake to produce you and 
me and all creatures. 

234. TBEAET. What sort of production do you mean? You 
cannot mean some sort of farmer, for you spoke of him as 
producing animals as well. 
STR. Yes, and besides that, sea and sky and earth and gods 
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SOPHIST 

•3+ and evaytbh1g else there is. What is mono, after producing 
any one of them with a tum of the hand he seDs them for 
quite a moderate sum. 
TlmAEr. You mean In IIOIDe kind of play 1 
Snl. Well, a man who says he knows ovety!lUDg and could 
teach it to another for a small fee in a short time can hardly 
be taken in earnest. 
TlmAEr. Ass....Uy not. 

B. Sm. ADd of all fonDs of play. could you thiDk of any 
more stilful and amusing than imitation ? 
TlmAEr. No. When you take that one fonn with all that 
it embraces, it covers a very large variety. 
STR. Well, we know this about the man who professes to 
be able, by a single form of skill, to produce all tllm8>. that 
when he creates with bis pencil representatiolls beariDg tha 
aame name as real tbiDgs, he will be able to deceive the 
Innocent minds of children, if he shows them his drawinp 
at a distance, into thinking that he is capable of creating, 
In fall reelity. anytiUng he c:booeee to mako. 

c, TBEAET. Of c:omse. 
Snl. Then mast we not expect to find a comospondjng fonn 
of skill in tha region of chscomse, making lt possible to impoae 
upon the young who are still far removed from the reality 
of thlnp, by means of words that cbeat tha ear, exhibiting 
Images of all thmgs In a shadow-play of diseoune, so as to 
make them beheve that they are bearing the truth and 
that the speaker is in &11 matters the wisest of men ? 

D. THEAEr. There may well be such an art as you descnbe. 
SIR. And is it not iDevitable that, after a long enough 
time, as these young hearers advance in age and, coming 
into c:Joser touch with reahties, are forced by expenence to 
approhend thlnp clearly as they are, moot of them should 
abrmdcm those former beliefs, so that what seemed important 
will uow appear trilling and wbat seemed easy, difficult, 
and an the illusions created in dJscoume will be completely 

E, overturned by the realities wlnch encounter them in the 
actual conduct of life ? 
TlmAET. Yes, so far as I am judge at my age; but I sup
pose I am one of those who are still at a distance. 
Snt. That is why all of us here mast try, as we are in fact 
llyiDg, to briDg you as clooe as JlOISlble to tha reelities and 
spare you tha experieoce. 

But about the Sophist: tell me, is it now clear that he 
135. is a SOJt of wizard, an imitator of real thinp-or are we still 
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TWO SPECIES OF IIIAGE-IIAKING 

:135· uncertain whether he may not possess genuine knowledge 
of all the thinp be seems capable of disputing about l 
l'BEAET. He cannot, sir. It is clear enough from wbat has 
been said that he is one of those whose province is play. 
Snt. Then we may class him as a wizard and an mntator 
of some sort. 
l'BEAET. Certomly. 

The Uoage<y of this passage is lnt=lod to IOCall. the alkcorY of 
the Cave In the &polllio. The young who are far removed from 
reality and c:aJI be deluded by the images (.......,) exlubtted In the 
Sophist's discoune are like the prisoners bound in the darkness 
who watch on the wall of the Cave the shadows cast by fireUiht 
from images behind their backs. The unages are shown above a 
wall wluch screeiJS the men c:arrymg them as the puppet-showman 
IS screened from his a.udJ.euce.1 The allegory goes on to descnbe, 
m language recallmg the cathartic ministry of Socrates, a hben.tor 
who turns the prisoners round and tries to convmce them that 
the actual uoages they can now see are nearer to reahty than the 
obadows they watched befare. Se In our passage the Stranger 
speaks of brinp1g Theaetetus and Ids young frieDds c:looer to the 
reahties. 

zss•-o]6c. Di.m... of 1-..-lciog irrlo ... sp..;.s 
We have now completed the analybcal survey of the collection of 

types, rightly or wrongly called ' Sepbists •, provided by the six 
earlier D1viswns. The tram of thought has led us away from the 
Ac:quwbve class of Arts, the startmg-point of all the lint five 
Dlvimons, to the other class which was set asuie at the very ou.tset 
(2IgA), the Productive class. Acquisltiveneu is not the f1mda... 
menW trait in Soplust:ry. The Sophist is a creator, but a creator 
of illusiDns. We shall ultimately de!iDe bts essence by dividing the 
Productive branch of Art in the complete table given at the end 
of the dialogue. Here, however, we start with the genus Image
making, which stonds at a point some way down that table. The 
Sophist has Just been grouped with the fine arbst as a mere imitator 
of actual things, a maker of images or semblances. In the nezt. 
secbon Image-making or Imitation 11 dJ.VIded into two forms, before 
the Divuion is broken off m order to examine all the probleml 
""""""'ed with appearuu:e and falsity. 

1Bip '911. 51411:-.,., nit ~tr ftpd niiP ...,,._ ~ ni 
~ W, &. H.......,_ a-w.r-. Tba Sop1nst 11 called,· a kuld of 
,_,..nllrotd,' at StJ/11. SJP &Del s68b. 
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•35Ao STa. Come then. it is now for us to see that we do not 
B. agam relax the pmsuit of our quarry. We may say that 

we have him enveloped in such a net as argument proWles 
lor hunting of this -· He aumot sh- out of tlds. 
l'HEAET. Out of what l 
STR. Out of being somewhere within the class of illu. 
sionists,l 
I'lmART. So fat I quite agree with you. 
STR. Agreed then that we should at once quarter the 
gmund by dividiug the art of Image-making, and If, as soon 
as we descend into that euclosure, we meet wtth the Sophist 

c. at bay, we should arrest hun on the royal wurant of reason, 
report the capture, and hand hun over to the sovereign.• 
But if he should find some lurkmg-place among the sub
divislons of tbis art of imitation, we must follow hard upon 
him, constantly dividing the part that gives him shelter, 
mrbl he is caught. In any event there IS no fear that he or 
any other kmd shall ever boast of having eluded a process 
of investigabon so minute and so compreheDSJ.ve. 
TBEABT. Good , that is the way to go to work. 
STR. Following, then. the same method of dtvmion as 

D. before, I seem once more to make 011t two forms of IIDltabon; 
but as yet I do not feel able to discover in whlch of the two 
the type we .,. seekmg is to be found. 
Tmwrr. Make your chvision first, at any rate, and tell us 
what two forms you mean. 
STJL One art that I see contained in it is the making of 
hkeDesses (~. The perfect example of tiUs consists 
in creatmg a c:opy that conforms to the proportions of the 
ongmal m all three dlmens10os and giving mmeover the 

B. proper colour to """'Y part. 
1'HEAET. Why, 1s not that what alli.Dlltators try to do? 

l ~ mea.D11 apec:Wly tbe puppet-abowma.D. but .rt IS uaed here to 
coveralllp8Cielol'IDI1taton '--artutaud.poetaaswellasSopluatl (d :12-&A)· 
Tiley are all ' cnaton of ftflol. '. 

• Apeltillutn.U.the allu1110:11. to the Penwt method (called • draw-aetbral: ', 
_,.) of sweepmg up the whole popala:bon of a chsl:nct by means of a lme 
of mldun ho1dmg haDd& IIJid marolung actOII It It ll aevenJ. 'bmel meD
b;Jmd by Hezodotoa (•t• Ylo 31) , aad Plato (L_. 6g8D) •P that Da'bl, 
tea yean before Sa1amu, aent word to At.hena that be bad captured all the 
Eret:nam by 1ilzl method, UDder Danu' Olden (tbe ' royal warrant') to 
tnuport all :Eretnlml and Atheluau to P.r.& Tbe metbod 18 an ad'IDimhle 
IIDIIP for tbe proced11n1 ol tbe laet aectwn which baa drawn the DOI:lO:a. of 
Image-maldaa or lmltatao:a. hke a net rood all the types called ' SophlBf:l' 
collected forJ11918W. Tbeaet:aleomcladesother'IDUtat:on ', .Utbeftrl8taea ....... 
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135L STR. Not those sculptms or pojnten whose worb .,. of 
-SIZe. If they ...... to reproduce the true proporiicms 
of a well-made :figure,1 as you know, the upper parts would 

:136. look too small. and the lower too large, because we see the 
one at a distance, the other close at hand. 
TB!wrr. That is true. 
STR. So artists, leaving the truth to take care of ibelf, 
do in fact put into the images they make, not the real pro
portims, but those that will appear beaubful. 
TB!wrr. Quite so. 
STB. The first kind of image, then, being like the CJricinal. 
may fairly be called a likeneos (Akoto). 
THEAET. Yes. 

B. STR. And the cmresponding subdivimon of the art of 
imitabon may be called by the name we used just now
lik...,..making 
THE.u:r. It may. 
STR. Now, what are we to call the kind which only appears 
to be a hkeness of a weD.-made figure because 1t is not seen 
from a sabsfactcry point of view, but to a spectator with 
eyes that could fully take m so large an object would not 
be even bke the origmal it professes to resemble ? Smce it 
seems to be a likeness, but is not really so, may we not 
c:all1t a semblance ~)? 
THEAET. By all means. 
STR. And this 1S a very extensive class. in pojnting and 

c. in unita'bon of all sorts. 
THEAET. True. 
Sm. So the best name for the art which creates, not a Jike.. 
neos, but a semblance will be SembJan<:e.making ~· 
'I'HEAET. Quite so. 
STR The.e, then, are the - fornlS of image-making I 
meant-the makmg of likenesses and the making of 
semblances. 
Tm!AET. Good. 

At this point the Division is broken oif. It is not at once clear 
why images should be divided here into 'likenesses ' and ' sem
blances •• 

' ' Well-made' (111116o), bac&ue what 11 in quubo:a. 11 DOt: I.Dipi'OYID8' the 
pzoparbolll of II.D. ill-made model to ccmfonn to C&DODa of beauty, but lllt:ermc 
the proportuma whlch are Dlllly beautlfal so as to keep the appanace of 
beauty. Apelt meDtloDI that, 1D the EplCD11111.D IDBCnptloD 011. a wall at 
OeDoauda. the ~etten m the top hllel an cut llqer thaD 'l:hoM m the lower, 
10 that all may look tbe ame 111e from billow. 
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The whole description of the Sophist as Imitator is meant to 
recaD the a.ttack on fine art as ' imitation ' in Rlpvblic x ; an 
attack based em. metaphyBical grounds which will reappear when 
our p<eSeDt Divism is fully stated at the end of the dialogue. Tbe 
object of that attack is to show that the representations of fine art, 
conaidered as imitations of actual things, are at two removes from 
true reality. The carpenter who makes an actual bed works with 
reference to a unique Form, a model not made by any carpenter, 
but fixed in the nature of things and made by God. This Form is 
real in the tun sense ; the carpenter's bed is ' sometlung like this 
reality, but not perfec:tly real ' ; it belongs to the world of SOIISible 
things, which are only unages of the real. The painter is farther 
still from reality. He copies, not the Form, but the craftsman's 
product, and that not as it is, but only as it appears from one point 
of view. He does not produce a second actual bed, a replica of the 
craftsman's work, but only ' an imitation of an appearance {PIItul
laMa)', which may deceive a distant spectator. So a man might 
claim to' make' all things in heaven and earth by taming amino< 
in bis hands and catching their re8ecti<m>--o. .......noas virtuoso 
(8a111"""d< •"'P""'kl I Tbe painter's, or the poet's, work is cmly 
• play'. 

This part of the~ has already been recalled by the deocril'" 
tion of the man wbo should profess to produce all things (•33D fl.) ; 
and it throws light on the present distinction between ' hkenesaes ' 
and ' semblances ', which is mentioned again in the full Diviswn 
at dn. Both here and in the ~ the whole of fine art, con
sidered as ' imitative ',falls under the art of making 'semblances ', 
not 'hkenesaes '. Plato does not mean that there is a good and 
honest kind of art which makes ' likenesses ' reproducing the actual 
proportims in all three dlmoosions and the natural colours of the 
original-a producticm of waxworb--<md a disbcmest kind, inc!ud· 
log the Partbencm sculptures, whi<h distorts the true proportions. 
The term ' hkeness ' is here used in a narrower sense than ama1.1 
It means a reproduction or replica, such as the making of a seomd 
adual bed, reproduciog ezactly the lint bed made by the carpenter. 
If I make a plaster cast of a plaster cast, there is nothing to choose 
between the 'likeness ' (copy) and the orlgioal. The - are 
exactly alike and either can be called the ' very image ' of the other. 
In this case there is no element of deceit or illusion. This is the 
producticm of 'lik...,.... '. It lies outside the scope of fine art and 

1 Plato 18 D8VW rfsid m hil UIB of tenraa. At CrwlyM 430, 'hbaea' 
(,._,) hudsmclnl uaalMUIO oftbepamter'apart:rait. whlchlafSOia complete 
repUca bat ia CODtrutecl with a dupbcate of the att:.-, 111Ch u a pd. mJght 
CIMte. .. HCODd actaa1 penaa. 
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PROBLEMS OF EIDOLA AND FALSITY 

of Sophistry. The Sophist creates ' iJnaps (lliclolo) in discoane • 
(OW:) ; but if there is such a tbiag in c!iscoune as the production 
of eu.ct replicas, we are not concerned with it. All the • images ' 
we are going to c:oDSi.der fall under the inferior branch, the produc
tion of semblances, that are not complete reproductions of the 
original, but involve an element of deceit and illilsion. This .,.... 
that the class of 'images ' (flidolc) we are concerned with--sem
bJanceo....Unply - relations between image and q,w. The 
image 1S more or less Iiiii the original, though not whOlly like it, 
not a :reproduction. But it is also conceived as posaessing in some 
sense a lovlttr grtiiU of .-.y, as i!IDsory, pbantom-like. We are 
to think of the wtn'k of ' semblance-makers ' (artists and sophists) 
as analogous to shadows and reflections of natural objects, • appear
ances • of tluDp that.,. themselves only images of the real-ld of 
Forms. 

23~37"· s-... of llle :fwo6lems oftmntll ~...,of 
f"'-"'Y ;,. st-lo ... liKJoglN 

Here the O.vision is interrupted. The Sophist has been tuod 
with creating a false belief in Ius own wisdom by false statements. 
But, he will object, it is tmpOSSible to think or state ' the thing that 
is not '. The T~ failed to meet tins objection wttb a satlsfac.. 
tory delinitl<m of false judjpnent. The present dlaloguo will supply 
one. 

At the same time, many alh1Sions to the &pulJlk have recalled 
that the wholo vislble world is only an image of the real. The 
Demiurge himself ts an image--maker. The long discusston which 
here intervenes before the diVISlOD of IJDaie-makmg can be resumed, 
is not conliDod to proving the possibility of false judgment and 
clearing up misconceptions as to the meaning of negat.J.ve statements. 
It has a bearing on the metaphysical status of a world of appear
ances. Parmemdes deaied that there could be a world intermediate 
betw.en the perfectly real and the totally non-existent. This prob
lem of the adoltm soon comes into view, alcmgside the problem of 
false judjpnent. 

236c. Sm. Yes; but even now I C8DDOt see clearly how to settle 
the doubt I then expressed: UDder whi<:h of the two arts 
(hk....,.makmg and semblance-making) we must place the 

D. Sophist. It is :really surprising how hard it is to get a clear 
VIeW of the man. At tins very moment be has, with a,dmir. 
able cleverness, taken refuge in a class 1 which bafBea 
investigation. 

1 Namely ' 1IJiftlal appeuUOll uul fabaty •. 
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z,36D. Tmw:r. So it seems. 
51'11. You assent, but do you recosmse the c:lalo I mean, 
or has the current of the argument cani.ed you along to 
agree so .....my from force of habit 1 
'l'lm.uT. How 1 What are you referring to 1 
STR. The truth is, my friend, that we are faced with an 

z. ememely chfficult quostion. This ' appeoriag ' or 'seem
ing • without really ' being ', and the saying of sometbmg 
which yet is not trw>--o11 these ezpressiDns have always been 
and still are deeply involved in perplexity. It is extremely 
hard, Theaetetus, to find correct terms in which one may 
say or think that falsehoods have a real existence, without 
being caught iD a conuadichon by the mere utterance of 

Z37· such words.1 

1'BEAET. Why 1 
STR The audacity of the statement lies in its implication 
that ' what is not ' has beiDg ; for m no other way could 
a falsehood come to have being But, my young fnend, 
when we were of your age the great Parmenides from 
beginning to end testified agamst this, constantly telling 
us what he also says in his poem : 

• Never shall thJs be proved-that things that are not 
are ; but do thou, in thy inquiry, hold back thy thou&ht 
from thls way.' • 

._ So we have the great man's tesbmony, and the best way 
to obtain a confession of the truth may be to put the state
ment itseU to a mild degree of torture • So, 1f it makes 
no <hfference to you, let as begin by studying it on its own 
merits. 
TBl!AET. I am at your chsposal. As for the argument, you 
must consider the way that will best lead to a c:onclulim., 
and take me wlth you along it. 
51'11. It shall be doDo. 

• FalsehDodl bema: ''l:hmp wluch are DOt •, u the stranger oezt: remarb. 
A COIDDIOQ eqU1Val8D.t of I apeakmg falsely • IS • •ymg the thmg that Ia DOt •• 
11111 TAMIC. t88D ff (p. U4). Campbell correctly mtspnb tbe coutn&cbon. 
.,...... 11 pJac:ed where 1t ltaDd1 for em.pham 

• P.......,..,, frq; 7 I have ducua:d the a&ture of the' way. ofmqwry' 
m P........,' Turo w.,., (Cias.l: g~. Xlml (1933). p 97) 

I Tbe ltateme:llt lbeJf (that falaehood. or wbat ll Dot. Dlllly azata} ll 
compared to a slave beloDgmJ to the olin puty m the S1l1t, llllUD.t whom 
Pumemd.ea bu borDe Wlt:Deu. The llllDledlate aequelaubmltl ttua slateDaeD.t 
(Dot Parmemdea) to ezammatlo:a.. Parmemdea' own llf:ateme:D.t W1ll be put 
tothequart:xmlater(...a..,., .. ,-nappolluv.a.a,-iD .. ~t-,&fiD). 
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It io thus aped to take, if neceosary, the ' way of inquiry ' 
forbidden by Parmenides, and to consider whether and m what 
sense 1 that winch is not '-the umeaJ. or the not wholly real or 
the fa1se.--<an have any sort of bemg or existence. The vague 
formula io wide enough to cover three problems, an of which had 
their <1fi8in in the chaiJeoge tluown dowo to oommon ...,.. by 
Parmenides. 

(r) ' 'Ibis appeariDg or seeming without really being ' covers the 
metaphysi<al problem : If there lS a world of Ra1 being (Parmeoides' 
One Being or Plato's world of Ra1 Forms), how can there also be 
a world of Seeming, which is neither wholly real nor utterly non. 
ezistent ? Parmeoides had said, there C8DDOf: be such a world 
of Seemmg. A thing mast either be or not be : if it is, then it is 
absolutely and completely ; 1f it is not, then it IS not absolutely 
and completely. In the lint psrt of his poem he had deduced 
the nature of the One Reality and found that it el<cludes plurality, 
motion, change, and the quahtles winch oar senses seem to reveal 
Faithful to Ius logu:, he had dismissed an these appearances of 
Nature as unreal and false, and left them unaccounted for. But 
Plato has argued ' that between knowledge of the perfoctly Ra1 
and the b1anl: abseuce of any c:onscioumess of the totally unreal, 
we lind in ourselves a faculty of Opwion or belief (ma. m the 
widest sense), whlch produces in us states of mmd distinct from 
knowledge in the full sense and must therefore have a different 
set of objects. Of these objects he has said that ' they partake 
both of bemg and of not-bemg '. There are, for instance, the 
' many beautiful thmgs ' which are unhke Beauty itself in that 
they come mto exJStence and pensh, undergo change, and can 
appear ugly no less than hesutiful. In the ..agery of the Line 
and the Cave these objects were c:alled 'likenesses • c.-.. , or 
' images ' (d,OIAa) of the Ra1 Forms. 

The first problem here suggested 11 : how can there be such 
things as these visJ.ble images of unseen realities 1 How can any
thing ' partake both of being and of not-being' or yWd appear
ances without bemg ROll The T-. has given some account 
of the physi<al process by which appearances are gi.,.. to the 
senses. Our pereeptioos of them, as distinct from judgments we 
make about them, have been admitted to be infa.Uihte. But the 
extemal objects were declared to have no stable or real being, but 
only becoming. So there remains the present problem : what 
sort of existence, short of real being, can such objects have 1 

(z) The second problem io the possibility of ' saying or thinldng 
something which yet io not true '. This io the poyc:hoiDgical aspect 

S&fl. Y, t76JI::ff, 
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of the aame q-. Parmeolclos bad said: • It is the aame 
thiDg that can be llwof!tj and that can be' ; ' You caDDO! -
what is not, nor ..a. it '. Thought must have an object, and 
that object must be real. Speech must exprooo something, and 
that something mDSt be real. This had given rise to the question 
we have already 011001111tered In the Tlwtuldos (x88D fl.) : How 
is It poooib!e to oay or think what is fo1u 1 If I think or speak, 
I must be thmklng of something and meaning somethiDg. But 
what is this something, if what I say or think il false 1 There 
is no sUCh thing as a false fact. How can I state something as a 
fact when there is no fact to state 1 

(3) Finally, there was the problem of negative judgments and 
statements (whether true or false). It was supposed that the 
words • is not ', occurring in a negative statement, must mean that 
the thing about which the statement was made did not exist. 
But if it does not exist, I am speakmg of nothing ; the sounds I 
utter have no meaning. There is nothing for a negative statement 
to mean or refer to. 

Some accounts of the Sopl&in repesent the whole of what now 
follows as a solution of the last problem only.' But in fact it 
coven the whole range of questions just mentioned. They are 
not kept rigidly dlstim:t ; but the chsc:ussion falls into sec:tions 
which, in their main beariDgs, are concerned with the three sets 
of problems : 

I. 2371HISIA. TM W...U. of Reolily llffli A~. 
II. 25>"""59D. Affirma'iw ..a N.,..W. s-. . the 

various meanings of ' is • and • is not ', and the correspondmg 
rela.tions among the terms the statements refer to. 

III. 2~. FA SP""" llffli J~ question 
directly involved in the analysis of Sophistry as the creabon of 
lalle belief. 

I. THE WoBLDS OJ' Rui.nY AND APPE.ul.u«:E 

The long section which begins at the point we have now rea.ched 
and goes on to 25I.A, deals mainly with the metaphysical contrast 
of Reality and Appearance. It falls into three subdlVIBions corre
sponding to the lhRe categories of Plato's llll&lym In ~ v : 

1 Bumet (Gr.M Pltil z. 278) z • The modem reader would feel ao ddiculty 
Jl Plato ha4 IUIIIOUDCCid a checualoD ol tile po~~~blbty of lllglll1l.caD.t aep'bve 
jadsment&, aad that. u a matter ol fact. 11 the mb]ect of the d1a1ope ' Bat 
the reader woa1d feel a difliculty. He would WOIIder wby It was UCiliiiUy 
to hold a leV1hl' of all tile BCboo1ll ol plulolopby and what they had .,d 
about nality. Why dzauld. DOt Plato •Y at once that tile WOEda • :Is • aad 
' 11 DOt ' an am.bapoas. &Dd pomt oat (aa be doe& later) .ome of thair ddfereat .......... . .. 



(a) TilE TOT AU. Y UNREAL 

(a) Ti<WIIilly-..1 (Td ~ /Jio). Thisisdismlaedfrom the 
cllscussion. 

(b) The intermocHate regitm of ' ....,.. ' <"""""'>· lhlD8s which 
have some sort of existence but are not wholly real. The term 
flid4knJ is defined, and the problems of false judpent and false 
speech are stated. They C8DilOt be further discussed witbou.t 
considering the IDillllling of • real •• 

(•) T/oo ~ rud (<d ,..,..., ... , /loo). A review is held of earlier 
and contemporary theones of the nature of the real, and a com· 
promise is suggested between the extreme views of the materialist 
and the ideehst. 

This whole section is mainly tentative and inconclusive. It 
develops the dUlicullles c:onnected with ' not-being' in all its ...,.. 
-the unreal, the negative, the false. At the end (2SOE) the 
Stranger says. • Let us take it, then, that our difticulty is now 
completely stated. But since Being and Not-being are equally 
puzzling, there IS henceforward some hupe that any 6ght, whether 
&m or bright, thrown upon the one will illuminate the other to 
an equal degree.' AB we proceed, certain di11iculties are settled 
and cleared out of the way ; others are left either unsolved Oil' 

to await their solution in later sections of the dialogue. 

237~3gc. (a) T/oo Wllilly -..1 
We start, then, with the notion of the totally unreal (Td !"ldoP'»< 

/Jio), or' that winch just simply is not' (Td pi) IJ. 111lrd ..t1'111lrd, •JB<:). 
Sheer nnreality had been the only alternative recogniaed by Par
memdes to perfect reality ; and he h2d deelared that the totally 
unreal was not to be thought or even spoken of. The ' way ' that 
starts from 1t was ' utterly undlscernible ' (frag. 4) and must be 
left on one side as ' untbmkable and unnameable' (frag. 8, xs). 
No being can ever be derived from the sheer non-exmtence of 
anything. 

In the followlng oection Plato is not criticising, but OODfimliDg, 
this doctriDe. The Sttm!ger will not break with Plll1Dellides UDtil 
sheer nonentity has been disposed of and he enters on the region 
of unreal appearances and false statement, where it will become 
necessary to maintain what Parmenides refused to admit--things 
that have some sort of existence without being wholly real. 

237"- STR. <""""""">· Now tell me : we do not hesitate to utter 
the phrase ' that winch has no sort of beiDg • ? 1 

l'lmABT. Surely not. 

ln),..._,.,l •. the 'tot&lly unreal' or 'aheolut:e DOIUIDtlty', We CIID. 

'utt:m'tlul pbrue' (~,bat 1tWJD. be lllmwu.to ban no 1J101DiDS. 
203 
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2318- Sm. Then setting aside disputation for ita own sake 1 
and playing with words, suppose one of this company were 

c. seriously required to concentrate his mind and tell us to 
what tins name can be applied-' that which IS not'. Of 
what thiDg or of what sort of thiDg should we ezpect him 
to use 1t lumself, and what would he mdicate by 1t to the 
inquirer? 
TIIEAlrr. That is a bard question. It is sc:arcely far a 
peBOD.like me to find an answer at &11. 
Sm. Well, this much is clear at any rate : that the term 
' what is not ' must not be applied to anything that exists. 
THEAET. Certainly not. 
Snt. And since it cannot be applied to what exists, neither 
can it properly be applied to ' something '. 
l'JmAET. How so? 

D. Sm. Surely we can see that this expression ' something ' 
is always used of a thing that exists. We cannot use it 
jast by itseH In naked isolatum from everythmg that -· 
c:aJI we? 
l'JmAET. No. 
Sm. Is your assent due to the reftection that to speak 
of • somethlng • is to speak of • some .., tlnng • 1 ' 
l"lown'. Yes. 
STR. Because you will admit that ' somethlng • .-do 
for one tbmg, as ' some things ' stands for two or more. 
l'JmAET. Certainly. 

E. STR. So it seems to follow nec:essari1y that to speak of 
what is not ' something ' is to speak of no thing at 
all. 
TlmAET. Necessarily. 
Sm. Must we not even refuse to allow that in such a case 
a poE>OD is soyitlg somethlng, though he may be speakins 
of nothiDg 1 Mast we not assert that he is not even sayiDg 
anything when he sets about uttering the sounds ' a thing 
that is not.' 

1 Tho pmbJems to be atated bad figared m Bnmc del».te. bv.t 011r purpoa 
11 to face the roal ddlic1dtael aenoaaly. 

I Compare tbe IIJID.me:D.t at T,_,.., I88D ff, (p 114) The acCident that 
Eqhllhccm1ines'IIO!Deou'IUid'noou'topersoua,'~','nol.lwv' 
to thmp, makel traDIIatlcm. awkwatd. Greek has (I) 'PUo ' 110m.e' (muc 
IOIDeODII, neat eometbmg) With (m poetry) ats coutra.dJctory ofnr, 'DOt-some ' 
(muc DO-ODe, neut DOI:hiDg) , aDd {2) cntw. • DOt eveu. oae • {muc IUHIIUI, 
aea.t no-tbulf) ..nth d:s rep1ar COII.tradlctory ck yl. "'• • at leut _,_ one' 
(muc IOMIDIUI, aeat IOMitlwJg), wlw:h 11 Dlllld here. IUid hu to be reDdmld. 
0 .amtl OfNI tbmg 1 1 ID order to mtrod.UC8 the word ' 0De 1 • 

&0.4 
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137"· T!IEAET. That would certainly briDg tbe argument to the 
last pitch of perplexity. 

It is bard to translate the above argwnent because the phrase 
Uys"' ·n is uaed in two ways, (x) to ' speak of somethmg ' that 
your words refer to ; and (2) ' to express a. meaning ' or say some
tbillg signifi<ant as opposed to ' saying nothing ' .., ' talkmg ...,. 
sense ' (""".W u,.. .. ). But the ambiguity does not vitiate the 
argument. We are here taking ' what is not • as equivalent to 
' the totally unreal ', ' absolute ncmentity ' and to that only. The 
suggesbon is that, when I utter the sounds ' what IS not ', those 
sounds are meanmgless IlOlSeS : there is nothing whatever for 
them to refer to, and I have no mearung before my mind which 
I can hope to convey. How can I talk signifi<antly or tldnk of 
what has no OK>l't of being at all? The infereDce will be that m 
the expreSS10D ' to say the tlung that is not ' in the sense of ' to 
say what is f*' (but has """" meanmg), ' the tlung that is not ' 
cannot be not absolute nonentrty. We must find some other 
interpretation rJ. the words. A false statement conveys meaning 
to another person and refers to something. How this can be, 
must be coDSldered later ; all that IS estabbshed here is that any 
statement (true or false) which conveys meanmg cannot refer to 
' absolute Il0Dellt1ty '. 

The Stranger's next argument is again based em l'lllmemdes, 
who had sui: 

' Thou canst not fmolp that which is not (for that is impoool.ble), 
nor filler 1t.' 

U (as Parmeoides held and as we are here ass~) the WMds 
' that which is not ' stand for the totally unreal or absolute nonentity, 
that camaot be the ObJect of any kmd of knowledge or conscious
ness ; and you cannot even find any wards to descnbe it correctly. 
The Stnnger argues, in particular, that we cannot speak of the 
non-existent at all WlthOIIt usiDg words that are either singular 
or plural. But how can the totally non-ezistent have any number 
-be either one or many ? 

238. 5TR. ' No time for boasting yet.' There is more to come, 
in fact the clnef of all the difficulties and the lint. for it 
goes to the very root of the matter. 
TBEAET. How do you mean ? Do not hesitate to state it. 
Sm. When a tbil1g emsts, I suppose sometbillg else that 
exists may be attributed to it. 
T!IEAET. Certamly. 
Sm. But can we say it is poss1"ble for something that 
exists to be attributed to what has no exastence 1 

•os 
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•311· l'BEAET. How could it be 1 
Sm. Well, """"''" lhiDp that exist we include number in 
gmenl. 

B. I'lmART. Yes, number must ezist, if anything does. 
Sn. We must DOt, then, so much as attempt to attach 
either plurality or unity in number to the non-existent. 
l'BEAET. That ...,.]d certainly seem to be wrong, accord
Ing to our argument. 
Snt. How then can anyone utter the words ' things which 
are not ', or ' that which is not ', or even conceive such 
things in his mmd at all, apart from number 1 
l'BEAET. How do you moan 1 
Sm. When we speak of ' t.Uttg.r that are not ', are we 

c. not undertaking to attnbute plurality to them? 
I'lmAET. Yes. 
Sm. And unity, when we speak of ' tlflll winch is not ' 1 
l'BEAET. Clearly. 
Sm. And yet we admit that 1t is not justifiable or correct 
to set about attac:hing something that exists to the non
ezistent. 
l'BEAET. Quite true. 
Sm. You see the inferea<e then: one cannot lesitimately 
utter the words, or speak or think of that which just 
simply is not ; it is unthinkable, not to be spoken of or 
uttered or expressed.1 

l'BEAET. Quite true. 
D. Snt. Perhaps then I was mistaken in saying Just now 

that I was going to state the greatest difficulty 1t presents ; 
whereas there is a worse one still that we can formulate. 
l'BEAET. What is that 1 
Sm. I am S1llplised you do not see from the vay phrases 
I have just used that the non-existent reduces even one 
who is refuting its claims 1 to such straits that. as soon 
as he sets about doing so, he is forced to contradJ.ct himaelf. 
TBEAET. How 1 Explain more clearly. 
STR. You must not look to me for illumination. I who 

E. laid it down that the non-existent could have neither unity 
nor pllliillity, have not only jnst now but at this very 

1 ~ aof: 'JrratloDaJ.', ba.t 'mc:apable of beiDg upl'8ll8d ID diacDaree' 
(M,w). Then ill DO....., COIR'Cif*i (cf .AirM 142.6.) ~ meBZLI that 
tluft ill DOt:h1Dg for the ward1 to nf• ID, Plato 18 ecZiomg Pvmemclel' 
wat'JIZIII' apWt the' Way of Not-Bemg ', ' to leave tbatwayu untlunbble, 
1IIID&IIlel.ble; for It 11 ao true way' (fns 8, zs). 

1 Refatlq any cla!m It qht make to ' beiD( ' I CliiiDOt llftl1 deny itl 
ezilt:em:e WJ.tlaoat ccmtradsctmg mpdf by speaJdDa of It at all. 
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238& mcment spoken of it as one thing : for I am saying • UN 
non-existent '. You see what I mean ? 
TlmAET. Yes. 
STR. And apin a Httle while ago I was speakiJis of its 
blifll a thing not to be uttered or spoken of or expressed. 
Do you follow l 
TlmAET. Yes, of course. 
5TR. Well, then, In trymg to apply that term • being • 

1139. to it, was I not contradicting what I said befcre ? 1 

TlmABT. Evidently. 
SrR. And again in applyiDg the term ' the ', was I not 
addressing it .. singular l • 
Tlowtr. Yes. 
STR. And apin In speakiJis of it as • a thing not to be 
expressed. or spoken of or uttered •, I was ._ laDguage 
as if refemng to a single thing. 
TlmABT. Certaioly. 
STR. Whereas we are admitting that, if we are to speak 
strictly, we ought not to speedy 1t as etther one tbmg or 
many or even to call it ' it ' at all ; for even that appella~ 
tion DIOaliS ascribing to it the c:llara<:ter of slngleneu. 
TlmABT. Qmte so. 

B. Sm. In that case there is nothing to be said for me. I 
shall be found to have had the worst of it, now and all 
along, in my criticism of the non-existent. Accordingly, 
as I said, we mast not look to anything I have to say for 
the c:onect way of describmg the non-exmtent ; we IDDSt 
turn to you for that. Come along now. 
TlmABT. What do you mean l 
STR. Come, you are young ; show your spirit and make 

' The refermce 11 to 138.&.: DOtZung that hu mdsteDce must be attnbated 
to the acm-maatent • Bemg ' (N ••> 11 .:nnethmg that uutl, m the ume 
liBIIIIO that DUmber euata, 

'Read ...a •,.a• fm''nlfro. U 'l'llfkoo ill retamed. tho llliiiLIW18 can only be· I 
DOt anly used the verb ' to be ', bat I 1llllll 1t iD the lllllp1ar aumber (lnv) 
ID. the phzaae Nferred to (mv ~ lt'l'l.I,SC, JO), But lfPJato me&Dt 
thla, why chd he DOt make rt clear by writmg In l,fl, for •'- at B6 aad 
'fd,.:lrrvfor.O,.:•Lo.atZS1 For'nlfroiCDDJectureri'n1','fnapplymg 
tbe word 1M {amgular) to 1t. WU I DOt adlkulmg 1t ullllplar l' Byumg 
.. r..wehavecoatradJCted thnrozdl',. .. I•' mtbephralle'"•"t "'',the •n)' 
ilequllly obJectionable ct. r.....,.202A, .wa..n •.w.• cntU .... ._..,., dU "' . ,_I DIU n1 .,... ..... 'nt&ro. (nl '"""'· Hemd, ""lit Buttmaau).,... 
-m,.., Cl aleoT ... .., IO!iC.oiU't'Ofro' (nlt'Ofro,Heind;nln1,Buttmaan), 
Iu. 0111'~ 'fti'Oiro' Wlll DOt do. fornt&ro hu DOtbeelltllllld; ami to rad'"' ·.w· woa1d wrallliy aahclpa.te ,...,.. .p _,._, 'Uri I taMdar below 
(2~9). 
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•3911- tbe beot effort you can. Try, without attributing beiDg 
or unity or plurality to the non-eJdstent, to find aome form 
of wotds descril>illg it COITOC!ly. 

c. TlmABT. I should need an extraordinary zeal for such 
an enterprise in face of what has happened to yoa. 

This -ph coly Rinloroes tbe previous one by empbasising 
that the very wmds ' the non-existent ' (absolute nonentity) 
cannot be uttered at &11 without self-contradiction. This point 
is not urged against Parmeuides, and could not be urged without 
descendmg to captiousness. In all thls section on • the totally 
non.-aistent ' Plato is rather confirming Parmenides and acceptmg 
his warning : ' Hold back thy thought &om thls way of inquiry.' 
Plato does not afterwards go back upon the ....Uts here reached. 
The only later reference to this dlscussi.on of nonenhty IS at 258E 
alter the other sense of ' that which is not • (vir. ' that which is 
oth"' than ') has been brought to light. The Stranser th..e says: 
' So let no one say that it is t.N COJitrMy of lie ~ (u. the 
simply non--existent) that we mean when we make bold to say 
that ' what IS not ' exists. So far as any COJtb,., of UN ~sistefll is 
concemed, we have long ago said good-bye to the question whether 
there is such a thing or not, and whether any account can be given 
ol 1t or none whatsoever.' Plato here, as in R.p.blk v, accepts 
Pa:rmenides' doctrine that the totally non-existent cannot be 
thought oo: spoken of. 

This is aD. he has to say about a problem that has troubled modem 
1cp:ians who have ducussed the thesis that ' whatever ts thought 
of must in some sense be '-Parm.enides' thesis. Mr. Russell at 
one time, by distinguishing ' bemg ' from ' exiStence ', endowed 
non.-aistent th:mgs. like Chimaeras, with a sort of ' being ', ' for 
if they were not ent:J.bes we could make no pt'OpOBltions about 
them '. But this provision for non-existent entities seems now to 
be abandoned in favour of the view that there are descriptions, 
•·l· • round square •, which desaihe Do!hmg.' So logic returns to 
tbe positu>n of common sense, that th..e g notl>illg to prevent 
as from puttmg together verbal symbols such as ' round' and 
• square • iD phrases which rder to DO!hmg whatever, because 
there is nothing for them to refer to. Plato's view seems to be 
that the phrase • the totally non-existent ' is & description, or, as 
he would say, a 'name', that 11 a name of nothing at an. What 
coneoponds to it psycho1ogically is the blank absence of any kind 
of COjplition ("""""'&., &p. v, 477A). He adds that tbe name does 
not even IIUO<:OOd in descniMg notiMg COITOC!ly. 

I Soli L S. Stebbaq. Mo4Bta 1~ lo LIJ6t&, chap m, 15· HappUy 
- Delld. DOt dulcuM othm' variebea of 11111W!1Lt!.ty duc:cmnd by ~~e~acma. 
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(6) EIDOLON DEFINED 

The upshot is that we have no further use for ' nonentity • and 
can rule it out of the disculsioo. It c:aanot be invoked to account 
for the existence etther of false statement and false belief or of a 
-ld of ' appearances • contaimDg lhm8s not wbolly real. So 
far as nonentity ts concemed, Parmenides is justified, except that 
strictly he had no more right than we have to make even negative 
statements about it or to utter the ' unutterable •, 

·~· (6) n.jVJiD .. •I eulolon anl 1.\o /#f1biMo •I lolso 
lllltemMII anl68lief 

Having said good.Mbye to ' nonentity ', we now pus to the region 
intermechate between sheer non-existence and full reality-the 
world of eiklc. Two zets of problems await 115 here. {I) How 
IS it possible that anything should exJSt and yet not be wholly real? 
What sort of existence can belong to that world of 'appearances', 
demed by Panneoides, but roc:ogmaed by Plato as the obJect of 
'opiniDn ', chsbnct from the object of knowledge 1 (z) How can 
false statement and false behel be expWned 1 11 I say OOJDething 
that is SlgDificant (not a meaningless noise), my statement must 
refer to sometbmg. But what can 1t refer to, if 1t is false ' Having 
accused the Sophist of bemg a creator of Mlola, of false statements 
and false behefs, we must meet his objections that there can be 
no such thmg as an wloltm, n.elther wholly real nor wholly unreal, 
and no such thing as a false statement or behef. 

We have gbmpses of the sort of arguments used in Plato's time 
andearher. Inatractwntten probablyabout4ooB.c.,1 the author, 
pRSumably a Soplust, uses a Protagorean axgument against those 
who attacl<ed medicme as ' not a real art ' (oW. lo6arl •~) : 

' It seems to me in general that there is no art that is not 
(:real), for it is irrational to think that something which ts, D 

not. For what ' being ' (.00&.) have things that are not, wlncb 
one could look at and say of it that ' it is ' ? For if it is pos51ble 
to see things that are not, as you can see things that are, I do not 
understand how one can :regard them as not being, when you can 
see them wtth your eyes and t1nnk of them m your mmd that 
they are. It is not so. Thmgs that are, are alWays seen and 
known ; thmgs that are not, are not seen and known.' 

The - problems ""' now J:aised successively. {I) The term 
ftioltm is defined as meaning a t1ung that is not wholly real but 
yet has some sort of eXIStence. U there is such a thmg as an 
ooHiolooo, then somethmg that bas not ' bellli ' m the lull sense, 

I(H1PPQCI']91plftxnls,t,CIUd byApelt (traDa,p 138) In lnB mter
fllltiDc edltloD (ON A~..,. H••u,. • .,,, Lmpms. JgioJ Th. Gompen: arpae1 
that the author may be PIOtqoru hlmeelf 
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must have IIOIDo- of belug. (2) ThlnkiDg or stating what is false 
means aaaert:ing that what is not the fact is a fact, or that what is 
the fact is not a fact. We are asserting something ; our words have 
mea.aiog. So' whatisnotthe fact' must have some sort of being; 
it is not sheer nonentity. The conclusion will be that we must 
escape from the Parmenidean chlemma : ' A thing mast be either 
pafoctly rool or totally umoal ', and recognise a third intermediate 
region of things that are neither wholly real nor utterly non-ezistent. 
There must be some aense in which what is not (wholly real or truej 
baa some sort of existence or meaning. 

S39Co Sm. Well, if you agree, we will leave ourselves 011t of 
account ; and until we meet with someone who can pedmm 
tbis feat, let as say that the Sophist WJ.th extreme cUilJling 
has found an unpenetra.ble lurldug-place.' 
I'BEAET. It certainly seems so. 
Snt. Accordingly, if we are gomg to say he possesses an 
art of creating ' semblances ', he will readily take advantage 

D. of our ha.ndlmg our arguments iD this way to grapple wlth 
as and tum them agamst oumel:ves. When we call him a 
maker of images, be will ask what on earth we mean in 
speaking of an ' unage ' at aU. So we mast CODBider, 
Theaetetas, how tJus truculent person's question is to be 
answuod. 
TBEAET. Clearly we shan say we mean images iD water or 
in mirrors, and again images made by the draugb.tsman or 
the sculptor, and any other thinp of that sort. 

B. Sm. It is plam, Theaetetus, that you have never seen a 
Sophist. 
TIIEAI!T. Why l 
STR. He will make as though his eyes were shut or he had 
no eyes at aD. 
TBEAET. How so? 
Snt. When you offer him your answer iD such terms, if 
you speak of something to be found iD minors or in sculpture, 
he will laugh at your words, as implying that he can see. 

1.f0. He will profess to know nothing about mirrors or water 
or even eyesight, and will confiDe his question to what can 
be gathered from dlsc:oune. 
TIIEAI!T. Namely 1 
Sn. The common character iD an these things you men-

a It must be ramemberecl tbat the vanou1 ~e~~.a. of • that which 11 aot ' 
are oaly padually bemg dacloled. 1be Soplust doell DOt luril: m the reglaa. 
of JICIIUialtlty, abDYe deelt ..nth, but lD the 6eld of the DOt wholly ftl8.l. and the 
talse which we are DOW eatenD&:· 

IIO 



(6) EIDOLON DEFINED 

•4"· tiDnod aDd thought fi.t to call by a odDgle ..,.. when ;.,. 
used the ezpreasion ' image ' as one term covering them alL 
State it, then, and hold your ground against the man without 
yielding an inch. 
TBEAET, Well, sir, what could we say an image was, if 
not another thmg of the oame sort, copied from the real 
thmg' 
STR. ' Of the same sort ' ? Do you mean another real 

a. thing, or what does ' of the same sort ' signify ? 
l'lmAET. Certoioly not real, but like it. 
Sm. Meauiug by ' real ' a thmg tbat reolly exists. 
TBEAn. Yes. 
STR. And by ' not real ' the opposite of real I 
l'lmAET. Of course. 
Sm. Then by what is 'like ' you mean what has not real 
existence,:~. if you are going to call it 'not real'. 
T'BEAET. But it has some sort of existence. 
Sm. Only not real existence, according to you. 
Tmi.ABT. No ; except that it is really a hkeneu. 
Sm. So. not having real existence, 1t really is what we call 
a likeness? 1 

1 Readme or!.'"- (a&.] "' With Burnet ard otberl The ouJ:y pormble 
way (d 1t be possible) to retain mJ. befme Ito u to oppose (wttb Ritter, 
N U.,., I4) that the :first ok "" ·-With ~. thll whole leDteDce 
hemg a aep'b.W queld:loD But 1t u hard to bebeve tbat Plato would 
patunously make the sentence obacure m tlua way Dita (here and at BK2) 

and Fnedlander (Plat SW .521) would understaDd dlr &vnc oltc"' and ole 
a.. coM""- (BI2) as a • complate aept:aoa' of,.., 11'1 • -lmllrJ •011-Mnl ', 
TbJs Ul Impoalble Greek aad. &lao the WJ'Oill aenae AD IUID'- Ul DOt: tiiB 
complete aep.tacm. of Motr II' (which D nl ,..,..,.... 6), but 11 an h, only 1101: 
lrnurbuttnk-

1 Readmg vi« &.. lpa !""1 &.n.r The lllbJect • 1t' u. as m the pKYI01M 
II!D.teucel, '"' Uuch. t • .r&c.Aav, the term we are debmg The J*Sioa: 
hell m •JlDI tbat u. ,,_., winch 11 •ol t'llll, FMII, u a bkmesl 

A..uotb.' pormblbty (winch would cover all the pnv1011• atatemellta) 11 to 

.................... < .... >·~-.... - ................. 
~.W..mappoatacm.to• _,ude:xplamma'at: 'It (Nlounk).. Without 
havmg real bemg, reaDy Ul a tllmc Wl.th IIOIDe eort of bemc--a ~ U 
we call It ' 1'heaetet1UI bas JUBl Mid tbat It N.U, u abkmea (..., lrnur) 
Uld that II Aa.r aOIJNI Iori of ~ (Lm ww) The nsalt: 18 a lbll mom 
' pap1exmg combmataoll. ' of bemg aud aot-bemg Or, t&kmg .... >J.,.,
WrdNasRbJect.uu:lcUU ulolaly uedforft..,._...,_,weDUgbt 
readcnJ.S.dpadtllft'fllll, <• n.> irl7ll' &on. to .v,.op.. ...._'What we call 
a hbDeu, aotbemg zeallyarealthmg.:r..Uy~aathmgb&YJZII a ..tal bemg' 
'l'ho insorboD of<&..-> IS favouedbytbecoad.HIOG etated below: 'tbe 
Sopluat haa fon:ed liS to admit that what IS DOt Alu IOIJNIIM of intv (•W .... ,. 

Cf. ~ 52c, the .Z.W (coatruted WJ.tb .,.. ,..,...,. ,..), IS delcn.bed u 
' clmpag to OZIItellce IIOIIlebow ar other, oa pun of bemg DOthiD& at an·. 

OII 



SOPHIST 

2.f.OC. I'BEAET. Real and unreal do seem to be ccmbined fn that 
porpleldDc way, and very queer it is. 
5TR. Ill- indeed. You see that now again by dovetailing 
them topther in this way our hydra-headed Sophist has 
forced as against our will to admit that • what is not ' has 
some sort of being. 
Tlm.urr. Yes, I do. 

This passage gives no more than a definition of the term ' image ' 
(lidolort). It is something that has some - of ezist01100 Wlthout 
being wholly reaL This brin&s out the point made earher, where 
the ' semblance ' was chstingaisb.ed &om the exact ' likeness ' or 
replica. The sort of ' image ' we are concerned with is not only a 
hkeness, but has a leu degree of reahty, as the re11ect=s and 
pictures instaDced by Theaetetus are thoaght to be 1.,. real than 
the actual things they image. When we accuse the Sop1ust of 
' practising the art of semblaooe-makmg • (<pa....,..unj 2J9C, g), "" 
accuse hun of creating such unreal images winch yet somehow 
eDt. We have still to jusbfy ourselves agamst his obJection that 
unreal things C8.DD.ot exist in any way. 

The Stranger next pomts out that the same objectioa. will be raised 
against the possi.bihty of thmking or saying ' what is not ', i.e. 
what ,. fiWe. False behefs (m Ins own WlBdom) are the particular 
ldnd m . images • or . semblances • that we have accused the Soplust 
of ...abng. 

24QC. STR. And what now 1 How can we define his art without 
contmdicbng cnuse1 ... 1 
THEAET. How do you mean ? What sort of contradiction 
do you fear 1 

D. STR. When we say that he deceives with that semblance 
we spoke of and that his art is a practiCe of deception, 
shall we be saying that, as the effect of his art, our mind 
thinks what IS false, or what shall we mean ? 
TBEAET. Jast that. What else could we mean 1 
STa. And false thmldllg, again, will be thiDking things 
contrary to the things that are 1 ? 

Tbe context l8elllll to m~.ply that aa 1111ap baa to bonow IIICh mast:eDce u 
1t haa from rta mechum The DUmlii'-Dilllge owea 1t1 eDStence to the muror ; 
.o leDIIble tluap, u UDqea of tbe etemal Forma, owe tlulu' mast:eDce to 
Space, the everiaatms mecbum. ID which they &ppelll'. 

1 ' The t1uDp that are ' ' The facts ' WDilld be a 1110n1 aatural tranalatllla, 
but at 1ilzl Rap rt NCmll better to keep the vapw expre11110D ' 'l1tmgl 
that are DOt ' (falsehoods) are thmga wluch are OOD.t:rary to thll facts &Del yet 
111u11t have 110me lOri; of beuag, for we have already -.d tbat we C&DDOt tluDk 
lheer :aoaePtaty (~ .,., &,...., 2.58&. wluch Campbell here wroqly 
COIIfues With the p1111'1l .......no nil o&n, of w2Dch we .,. apealunB) ... 



(6) FALSEHOOD AS 'SAYING WHAT IS NOT' 

"401'· Tmwrr. Yes. 
Sm. You mean, then, by false thlaldng, thlaldng lhiDp 
that are not ? 
Tmwrr. Necessarily. 

B. Sm Does that mean thiDk:ing that things that are not, 
are not, ot' that things that are not in any way,insome way 
are? 
Tmwrr. It must at least mean !Junking that lhiDp that 
are not,l are in some way, if anyone is ever to be in error 
even to the smallest extent. 
Sm. And also surely thinking that lhiDp which ..naiD!y • 
are, are not in any way at an ? 
TlmAET. Yes 
Sm. That also is em>r 1 
Tmwrr. Yes, that also. 
Sm. And a false statement,• I suppose, is to be regarded 

Zofi. in the same light, as statmg that thmgs that are, are not, 
and that things that are not, are 
Tmwrr. Yes. How else could it be false 1 
STR Hardly in any other way. But the Sophist will deny 
that. How could a &ellSlble man agree, when the admissions 
we made earlier are set beside this one? " We understand, 
Theaetetus, what he is referring to ? 
TJnwrr. Of course we understand. He will say that we 
are contnuhcting what was saJ.d just now, when we have the 

B. face to say that falsehoods exJSt in thoughts and in state
ments ; for we are constantly bemg obhged to attnbute 

1 'lbea.etetul does DOt repeat the Si:r'aDFr'• mggeetloa. ft. ,..._,. J.na. 
but correctiy nbsb.tutelft.p.i lwa, thmp which anftOII,/IIIA, bataraaot 
(u ~ ought suggest) Bheu llCIIII!Btmea. 

,,..,_,'maaycasa'J 'thmpwhlchCIWisl.,b&vebemg' {DOt~, 
• thmp which have the /tf~Url &Ott of bemg or reahty ') Tho whole meaaa 
• deaymg aay UIBII!mce to facti which certamly do emst '. Cf. 11474. ....,._, 
.-W n, • • certam11 a real thmg ' 

• ' Statement • IS the best rendenng for .w,.., DOt • propoataoa •, becaue 
of 1tll modem UIID. For Plato a ' .tat:ement ' 18 mmpl.y tbe atten.nce m 
epeech of a Judgme:D.t :awle by the mmd m 1b Blleat cbalogv.e WJ.tb rtlelf 
(26:sz, ami T,_,, 1ag.. m6D, zo8c) 

' Qmlttma: ~ • ~ WJ.th Jrladq, wbo pomtecl out tbat 
the warda could cmly me&ll that 011r pnv!OUI &dU118110U ware ' unutterable ', 
etc (Aci'Hrt I, 38I) .Agamst Din' ezcwm of 1'll ,,. nln. ~ 
as a J1oaa on~ (T) (winch he rea.dl WJ.th'I'IIIJR nnderstDod u 
•bJect) 18 that a reference to the uathmka.bleaeu, etc of absoluta aaaeataty 
18 not releva.D.t Tbeaetetua' am epeech atatel what the' ear1zer ~ ' 
an z aa.mely, tbat we must DOt ' attach what bas bmDg to what Ia DOt •, 
Noaea.taty bas been ruled oa.t of the dl8c1llllOD oace for all 
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SOPHIST 

14XB. what has beiDg to what is not, after agreeiug just now that 
this was altogether impossible. I 

Like the previous paragraph on the meaning of • image ', this 
passage only tells us what false thinking and false statement ..,.., 
IIIUIIdy attributing not-beiDg to what is (the fact) or beiDg to wbat 
is not (the fact). We haw still to show that such things as !mages 
can exist and that false judgments can have anything to refer to. 
That is to say, we must explain how what is not wholly real and what 
is not trae can have a sort of existence. Here is the point at which 
we must part company with Pumenides, who would allow no such 
thing; and the Stranger now asks leave to do so. 

Z4DI. Sm. Your recollection is correct. But you mast now 
consider what we are to do about the Sophist : for if 
we pursue our seerch for him by ranking him under the art 
of the illusionists and creatOIB of error, you see what an easy 
opeuing we offer to many perplexibes and counter-attacks. 
Tm!.\Er. I do. 
Snr.. They are almost without number and we have stated 

c. ooly • smaD fraction of them. 
1'JmAET. U that is so, it looks as if it were impossible to 
catch the Sopbist. 
Sra. What then ? Are we to lose heart and give up now ? 
TB::!A.ET. I don't think we ought to, if we have the least 
chance of beiDg able to Jay hands on him somehow. 
Sra. Then I may count on your indulgence, and, as you 
now say, you will be content if we can by some twist free 
ourselves, even to the least extent, from the grip of so 
powerful an argument 1 
THEAET. By an means. 

D. SIR.. Then I have another still more pressing request. 
TBEAET. What is that 1 
Sra. That you will not think I am turning into a sort of 
panicide. 
Tlm.\ET. In what way ? 
Snt. We shall find it necessary in self-defence to put to the 
question that pronouncement of father Parmenid.es, and 
establish by main force 1 that what is not, in some respect 
has being, and cm.versely that what is, in a way is not. 

1 'I'ba ill tbe 'euher ..,__ • relcred to: ' Nothulg th&t mdab (1uch u 
' Bem1 1 mulll: be attnbated to the aon-elllltent' (zJh), an .d.DUalO!l 
a!Riady ftiC8Jled at 23b:. 
I~ may allude to Parme!ddea' 0WD wonJ lal'f (~) lD the Jmes 

quoted aboVe. 



{b) FALSEHOOD AS 'SAYING WHAT IS NOT' 

1.4m. TID!AJ<r. ItisplamthatthecouneoftheugameatftqUiroo 
us to maintain that at aU costs. 
Snt. Plain enough for the blind to see, as they say. UDias 

B. these proposibons are either refuted or accepted, anyone 
who talks of false statements or false judgment as being 
images or likeuesses or copies or semblances, or of any of 
the arts concemed With such things, can hardly escape 
becoming a laughing .. tock by beiDg forced to contradict 
himself. 
TID!AJ<r. Quite true. 

242· STR. lhat ts why we must now dare to la.y unfilial hands 
on that pronouncement, or else, if some scruple holds us 
back, drop the matter entirely. 
TBEAET. As for that, we must let no scruple hinder us. 
STR. In that case, for the tlmd time, I have a small favour 
to ask. 
TBEAET. You have only to mention it. 
Snt. I believe I confessed just DOW that on this pomt the 
task of refutation has always proved too much for my 
powers, and still does so 
1'BEABT. You did say that. 
Snt. Well, that confession, I am ab:aid, may make you 
think me scatter-brained when at every tum I shift my posi-

B. tion to and fro. It ts for your satisfaction that we shall 
attempt to refute the pronouncement, if we can refute it. 
THEA.ET. Then you may take it that I shall never think 
you are overstepping the linuts by entering on your refuta
tion and proof. Se far as that goes, you may proceed with 
an easy mind. 

This interlude closes the second of the three sections, CCilCel'lled 
with (•) the totally non-existent, {b) images and false judgment, 
(c) the perfectly real We have DOW raised the problems c:onlmnting 
anyone who would justify the eDStence of things not wholly real 
or not true. Theaetetus has asked the~ to proceed wtth his 
refutation of Parmenides' prolubition, and with Ius ' proof '. We 
are thus led to e>q>llct a demonstration (x) that things that are not 
wholly real (llfitlola:) can have some sort of existence, and (2) that 
it is pos!lible to think and say what is false. In the sequel. tbil 
second point is estabhsh.ed. But it cmmot be said that the possi
bility of a world of Mole, imaging the real world of Foml!l, is 
ever demonstrated in this dialogue. That metaphysical problem 
remains in the baclrground. Perhaps it was held iD reserve far the 
Plli/osop/w. 



SOPHIST 

~ (c)Tiv/HII'ffdlyRMI. Wlorlloa'rllll'....,.1 
We cmnot proceed farther to discuoo how wbat is not wholly 

real can exist at an, without first co.nsidering what • real • mea.ns.l 
All philosophers, like common men, make a distinction between 
thiJJ&9 they ca.ll ' real ' and other thiJJ&9 which are not fully ' real '. 
The nat section opeos by reviewins the philosophers of the archaic 
period before Soaates, and the things they had c:aiJed real They 
are divided into two groups : (x) the physical philosophers, who had 
locognised the existeace of the natural world of material thiJJ&9 and 
are here represented as having believed m more than one ' real 
thiDg ', and (•) Parmenides, who stands alone in denying the 
phenomenal ""'ld and acknowledplg only one Real Thing This 
classification is desiped to isolate from an the rest Parmenides, 
who alone is aiticised at length. 

2421 SrR. Come then, where is one to make a start on so 
hazardous a theme ? I think I see the path we mast in
evitably follow. 
l'B:I!.uT. And that is--1 
STR. To take first things that are now supposed to be qwte 

c. dear 1 and see whether we are not in some confusion about 
them and too easily rea.clung conclusions on the assumption 
that we understand them well eno1J8h. 
TlmAET. TeD. me more plamly what you mean. 
Sn. It strikes me that Parmenides and everyone else who 
has set out to detenmne how many real thinp there are and 
what they are hke, have discoursed to us in rather an 
ofl-lland fashion. 
I'lmART. How so ? 
SrR. They each and an seem to treat us as children to 
whom they are telling a story. According to one there are 
three real things, some of which now cury on a sort of 

D. warfare with one another, and then make friends and set 
a.bout manyiDg and begetting and bringmg up their children. 
Anothel' tells us that there are two-Moist and Dry, or Bot 
and Cold-whom he manies off, and makes them set up 
hoase together.' In our part of the world the Elealic set, 

1 Ia the coma~~ldaon N ,. will be traulated by ' the real ' or ' reahty '. 
Tb 8mliB of the word has emezgecl fzom the CODI:ralt between the ' sort of 
exuteaco ' be1oDgmg to aa lfiWmf, aDd the real UlStmce of the '"- ,. 

• Namely, the II18ILDlDI of • :real', a WOld w all use ami maqme we uad .. -...... 
IPJato~ja tbeptllo5ocratac ayaf.euu the pteiJliiiCO of mythical 

Jmapl. .pedally the two IDOIIt impiX'tult : the IIU-DDI8fll'f of tbe comuo 
am 



(c) THE PERFECT!. Y REAL 

2.1J2D. who hark back to Xenophanes or even earlier, unfold their 
tale on the assumption that what we call ' all things ' are 
only one thing. Later, certain Muses in Ionia and Sicily 

E. perceived that safety lay rather in combining both accounts 
and saying that the real is both many and one and ts held 
together by enmity and friendship. ' In parting asunder 
it is always bemg drawn together ' say the stricter 1 of these 
Muses. The milder 1 relax the rule that this should always 
be so and tell us of alternate states, in which the universe 

243· is now one and at peace through the power of Love, and 
now many and at war with itself owing to some sort of 
Strife. 

In all this, whether any one of them has told the truth 
or not is a hard question, and 1t is m bad taste to find fault 
so grossly with men of long-established fame. But one 
observation may be made wtthout offence. 
THEAET. And that is--;. 
STR. That they have shown too little consideration for 
ordinary people like ourselves in talking over our heads. 

B. Each school pursues its own argument to the conclusion 
without caring whether we follow what they say or get left 
behmd. 
THEAET. How do you mean ? 
Sn. When one or another of them in his discourse uses 
these expresswns ' there really are ' or ' have come to be ' 
or' are coming to be ' ' many thmgs 'or' one thing' or' two ', 
or again another speaks 1 of ' Hot being mixed with Cold ', 
assumiug ' combinations ' and ' separations ', do you, Theae
tetus, understand a single word they say? Speaking for 
myself, when I was younger I thought I understood quite 
clearly when someone spoke of tlus thing that is now 

Eros, and the warfare of opposed 'powers' (such aa Hot and Cold). These 
1magee of Love and Stnfe can be traced all through the anctent SClence of 
nature, and SUI'VIve even ID AtomiSm aa the Venus and Mars of Lucretius 

I The stncter Muses of lama represent the phll0110phy of Heraclertus It 
was a mam pomt of lus doctnne that the Harmony of Opposites essentlall.y 
mvolvee a tension or stnfe that IS never resolved. There 11 no peace withou.t -· s The lllllder Muses of Su:!ly (Empedoclee) recogrused a Reign of Love 
(Without Stnfe) and, at the opposite pole, a Retgn of Stnfe (Without Love). 
Between these polar states, worlds come mto bemg and pass away In one 
half of the cycle a world IS formed by Lo\ro gam.mg upon Stnfe, m the other, 
by Stnfe gauung upon Love. 

1 Readmg LU.or .t-v (Rademacher, D18s) for .DJ.o8l WJl• wiuch IS pomtless, 
whether 1t means ' elsewhere m. h1S chacotmiC ' or ' elsewhere m tho UDlveniO '. 

ar7 



SOPHIST 242B-lN4B 

1143B· puzzliDg -· the unreal '. But now you see how com
pletely pmplexed we ""' about that. 

c. l"BlwtT. I do. 
Sm. Poasibly, then, 0\U' minds are in the same state of 
coafusion about reality. We profess to be quite at our ease 
about the real aod to understand the word when it is spoken, 
though we may not understand the unreaL when perhaps 
we are equally in the dark about both. 
l"BlwtT. Perhaps. 
Sn. And we may take it that the aame is true of the other 
expressiom I have just mentioned. 
l"BlwtT. Certainly. 

The early philosophers are here an introduced as askins and 
deciding 'how many' real things there ar&-one or several. Such 
a classifi.catum. may strike as as superficial and as misrepresenting 
the facts. The Eleatics, fOil' instance, are regarded as the only 
monists, whereas the Milesians, who said that an things were reaDy 
water or air, are usually ca.lled monists. Aristotle. however, makes 
out that an who made the • simple bodies • - principl......-whether 
one or - or thEee .,. an four-<ealiy reguded Hot and Cold 
(Fire and Earth) as the fundamental factors.• In the argument 
whicll follows the philosophers are divided into pluralists ' with 
more than one real being ' and the monist, Parmenides, whom Plato 
wishes to single out for examination. Plato knew that the real 
contrast was not between many real beings and one, but between 
the physical philosophers, who derived a manifold wmld of Na
from one or more material principles, and Parmenides, whose One 
Being waa not material t and could not generate a natural world. 
Seen in tbis light, the two groups appear as the ancestors of the 
two parties in the Battle of Gods and Giants that is to follow
materiabsts and idealists. 

The questi<m. now to be put to both groups is : What do y011 mean 
by 'real' or ' the real ' l The physicists are taken lint. They 
nogard (say)- things, Hot and Cold, as scnnobow primary. From 
these are derived other things by p<OC<OOeS they can only doocribe 
in mythical terms, such as • marriage • and • warfare '. Whatever 
this unintelligible account of becomiDg may mean, what is meant 
by caJlinB the - principles ' real ' in a ...,.. that does not apply 
to the derived things l 

143"· 5TH. The general nm of these exprossions we ...n coosidor 
I J;. G.tJ - Qm, B3• 
• • Not material', b:t. the seue that. thqh ateadecl m apace. it ,... DDt _ .... , .. 

••8 



WHAT DOES ' REAL ' !olEAN 1 

li4JD. later, if we so decide. We must begin now with the chief 
and most important of them aiL 
l'BEAET. Which is that ? Of c:oune you mean we ought 
to begin by studying ' reality ' and findiDg out what those 
who use the word think it stands for. 
STil. You have hit my meaning precisely, Tbeaetetus; I 
do mean that we must take this line. Imagine them here 
before us, and let us put this questicm.: 'You who say 
that Hot and Cold or some such par rltllly an all things. 

B. what exactly does this expnssion coovey that you apply to 
both when you say that they both are •• real'• or each of them 
IS " real " ? How are we to understand this "reality " you 
speak of ? Are we to suppose it is a third thing alongsuie 
the other two and that the An is no longer, as you say, two 
things, but three ? For surely you do not give the name 
·• reality" to one of the two and then say that both alike 
are real , for then there will be only one tlung, whichever 
of the two it may be, and not two.' 
THEAET. True. 
STa. • Well then, do you :i:Dtend to give the name" reality •• 
to the pair of them? ' 
l'BBAET. Perbaps. 

2# STR 'But !bat again', we sball object, 'will clearly be 
speakmg of your two thiop as one.' 
TBEAET. Y011 are qmte right. 
STR. ' We are completely puzzled, then, and you most 
clear up the question for us, what you do intend to signify 
when you use the word •• real". ObvlOusly you must be 
qwte familiar with what you mean, whereas we, who 
formerly imagined we knew, are now at a loss. First, then, 
enlighten us on just this point, so that we may not fancy 
we understand what you have to tell us, when in fact we 
are as far as possible from understanding.' 

If we put our case in that way to these people and to any 
others who say that the All is mare than one thing, will 
there be anything unwarrantable in our request ? 
TIIEAET. Not at all. 

The question here put to the pre-Socratic physical philosophors 
is : What do you mean by the word ' real ', when you assert !bat 
there are two...Stlto.,.(mu), oamely' the Hot' aod 'the Cold' 1 
Plato's poJnt 11 that • real' has a meaning distinct from the mean
ings of • hot ' and • cold '. ' Reality ' is a third term, not to be 
identified with hotness or coldness or with the Hot or the Cold. 

Oig 
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It is, in Plato's view, a Form, of which both the Hot and the Cold 
partake and so Mw reality, but which is not identical with either 
cd them .,. with both together. If the physicists do not admit 
that, they will be in a dilemma. {I) If they tdentily the lllOalllllg 
cd ' IOBi' with the meaning cd (oay) • hot ', then the Cold will not 
be IOal, f.., the Cold is not hot. (•) And H they identify it with 
the meaning cd • hot .... d-cold •• then • that which is hot-ond-cold. 
will be the one IOBi thing (composed cd - parts), and theiO will 
not be ""' IOB! things, as they !IIUd at lint. ' Real ', then, must 
have a meaning distinct from ' Hot ' or ' Cold ' or • Hot-and-cold '. 
What is that meaning l 

No answer is given by the phymcists here. We might reply for 
them that by • the real' they meant matenal substance-that 
underlymg IIOlliO!hiDg which penists the oame thinvgh all apparent 
change. They belcmg, in fat;!, to the matenabst party in that 
Battle cd Gods and Gtants winch is to be stagedlatei. The S!Iange< 
will then put to the materialist a suggestion as to what ' real ' 
means foi him. 

1144B-24SB· Crilit:U1o •I P..........,' 0.. 1Uol B,;,g 
The S!IaJ!ger tnms next to Pannenides, whom he lntenda to 

criticise in detail, because what ts bamng the path of d1scussion 
is Parmenides' ri8ul c:onception cd the One Real Bemg .. alone 
havmg any sort of existence. The arguments are as bnef and 
abstract as Parmemdes' own. He had declared that the whole 
cd ....Wty is a One Being "" Existent Umty, havmg only such 
attributes as can be rigidly deduced from the conceptions of Bemg 
and Unity. Each concepbon is taken with the utmost stnctness. 
• Being ' implies complete reality ; ' Unity' excludes any pliiillhty. 
There is nothing hut this One Real Thmg (b 6'.). 

The Stranger's first argument is that, 1f there is only one real 
thing, it is incaosutent to give it Do names, • real ' and • one '. 
11ns seems at first sight superficial ; but Plato is once more assum-

~ ~~ 0::\~n::;·~~m: ~~~~:;; 
beeriDg the names partakes. If you give yoUI one Ieal thing the 
two names 'real' and 'one' (i.e. say of it that it is real and that 
it is one), then three terms are :i:D.volved: the meanmgs of the 
- names, which are the Fonns • Reality' and • Unity ', and the 
thing which bean thooa names and partakes of thooa Forms. In 
Plato's view, lllOIOOVOI, the - Fonns Reality (llein&) and Unity 
thomsehlos have the JDshest degiee cd ....Wty. Each of them is 
quite as much real and one as any one t1ung that partakes of ... 
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them. AccordiDgly Parmenides' simplest and most lundamentai 
proposition-that tbeoo IS ooly one real ~ be stated 
at all without recoguismg three real thlngs. The - meamng of 
the argument IS somewhat dJsguiSed by the Stnngor's aVOldulg 
the mention of Forms and speaking only of ' names ' and the 
thing {oreaypa) which IS c:aJied by them. 

244B· Sra. Again, there are tbeee who say that the All is ODO 

thing. Must we not do our best to find out what they mean 
by ' reahty ' ? 
1'lm.\Jor. Surely. 
SrR. Let them answer this question, then: • Y011 say, 
we understand, that tbeoo IS ooly one t1nng l ' ' We do ', 
they Will reply, won't they l 
lBEAET. Yes. 
Sra ' And there is something to which you give the name 
r«dl' 
TB:lr.AET. Yes. 

c. STR • Is it the same thing as that to wblch you give the 
name mu? An you applymg two names to the same thing, 
or what do you. mean ? ' 
1'lm.\Jor. Wbat Will their next llliBWI:r be l 
Sn.. Obviously, 'lbeaetetus, it is not so very easy for 
one who has laJd down thm fundamental assertion to 
answer tbis question or any other. 
1'lm.\Jor. Howsol 
STR. In the first place, it is surely absurd fm" him to 
admit the existeoce of I!JHJ names, when be has laid down 
that there ts no more than one thing. 
1'lm.\Jor. Of course. 
STR.. And further, it ts equally absurd to allow anyone to 

D. assert that a name can have any exJStence, when that 
would be inexpbcable. 
1'lm.\Jor. How is it inexpbcable l 
STR. H, on the one hand, he assumes that the name is 
different from the tlnng, be is surely speakmg of ... 
thlngs. 
1'Jm..utT. Yes. 
SrB.. Whereas, if he assumes that the name is the same 
as the thing, either he will have to say it is not the name 
of anythiDg, or 1f be says it is the name of somethmg, it 
will follow that the name is merely a name of a name and 
of nothing else wbataoev«. 
TBE.u:r. That is so. 
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-· STR. ••• • TlmABT. N-y. 
The question, wbat ParmeDides meant by 'Ral', is here dropped. 

His one reahty was, at any rate, not matenal substance underlying 
Uld persisting thro1J8h change ; Uld in tho Battle of Gods Uld 
GOmts he will appear em tho Side of the gods (tho idealists). The 
argument seems verbal because Plato speaks of ' names ', not of 
the Forms which in his view the names stand for, and it seems 
straJJge to as to speak of aames as ' Ral thinp ' (""") alongside 
tho thiDg which beaD tho names. What is meant is that Panneoides, 
like tho physicists, has failed to cllstinguish be......, his One R.al 
thiDg Uld tho two Forms, Reality and Umty, of which it partakes, 
and to see that he cumot assert his One R.al thiDg without also 
~ the reality of thase two Fonns. In tho Fimt Hypoth
esis of tho P.........,.. (Z4IE) it is shown that if you assume 
(as Panneoides did) a One which excludes any plurality, you 
cumot even assert that it exists (has being. is Ral) or apply any 
name to it. 

The next ai.ticism of Parmenides ttll'DS on his description of 
the One Real thing as ' the whole '. 'Whole ' is the correlative 
of ' part ' ; nothiDg is a whole 1DilAou it has parts.' Pannemdes 
bad called his One R.al thing 'tho All' (•d ori&) Uld declared it to 
be a finite sphere, with centre and cireumference-language which 
implies, as tho Stranger says, that it has cllstinguishable parts. 
The a.rgament that follows is complex and extremely concise. 
The plan of it is given iD the followmg SlllDD18IY: 

PRmoss : If the R.al is a wbole (one tlung With many porto), 
then the R.al is not identical with Umty Itself (winch has no porto). 

'The ddemma *ted ID the Stranger's last two epeechBs 18 complete It 
baa been lboWD that the very emsteace of a DaZDe 11 maphcable, wbethar 
It be chstmct from the t:Juq or ideatacal W1th rt 'Ihll argument apphea 
eqaallyto the aame 'real 'IIILCI to the Dallle' ODe', ami there 18DO Delld. fcx' 
aay specW apphcatum of Jt to the name • 011e •. "l"be speech heEe ODntted 11 
c:omapt It 1ookl u rf rt DUJht be mtendocl to make that lpeaalappbcataou. , 
ba.t lllllC8 that 11 DOt wanted, It 18 IIDpoiSible to restore the IIUM WJth aDy 
pntbatdllty The o1delt evldaDcll.tor the text 11 SUnpbclu1, Plrys 8g : teal "' 
.,..,.ltW.,(IaoowD)S.,-.alt'Of~.lnl•&• Tblll(mcludmg 
&) qr.~ ..nth the Bodlewl. (B) of Plato The VIBW that Mr Ill can mBIID 
' muty of a umty ' IS nghtly R]ected by Rlttar (N Uflltlr6 15), who .dopb 
theread!qofT; ..... ,,.. ... ,..p61.o•(IC &.p.a~),.alTOfro ......... Uri<'"'~> .. ,,. And It Wlll~Ualt too that the One (they taJir. 
of) will be the name of lbeH cmly, and Iiiii the name (DOt ofadlflveDt ob;Jecb.ve 
reality, bv.t) of a DBDle (tbe name " one '1. wlule yet It 18 the ODe Itself ' 
Tbe lut wcmb. hen au bueJy mteDiglble, and tbe whole at:at:ement RMU 
to have DO pomt If the IP88Ch. together With 'l'heaetetu•' prevmua zepiy 
dtws, Wllrl!l amply omitted, It would not be m...J.. 

• a. r...,_ .,~. •· (p. I.fll)· 
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Ilu.Bio<A: Either (A) TIN Rllll is • ~ •I pam: Then the 
Real is not Unity Itself, and there will 
be a plurality (ois. the Real and Unity 
Itself), 

or (B) TIN Rllll is fl(lj • ,.,.. •I p.rll: Then 
either (•) w-. """": but then 

(r) The Real will not be a tluug 
that is (•"" blam<Tdb): 

(2) There Will be plurality (ois. 
the Real and Wholeness 
Itself); 

or (6) w-. .w.. .. , """. but then 
(r) The Real Will not be a tluug 

thatlS (•""ll>lm•• .06>): 
(2) There will be plurahty ; and 

also 
(3) There will be no coming-into

being of a tluug that lS ; 
(4) There Will be no finite number 

(cmly indefinite plurahty). 

The Stranger begins by establisbmg a preouss that lS used in 
the subsequent dtlemma.. The preml9S is · If the Rea.llS a whole 
of parts, 1t has the property of umty (for 1t is one whole), but it 
cannot be tdentical wtth Unity Itself ; lor Unity Itself (CW.d •d b) 
is de!ined preclSdy as ' that which has no part& '. ' the mdivisible '. 
11ns lS the matbematu:al defintbon of Umty or the unit, as given 
by Aristotle : ' Everywhere the one lS mdl\'l.Slble either in quantity 
or in land. That which is indi\'lSlhte m quantity and 1Jt14 quantity 
lS called a umt Jf it is not diYlSI"ble in any dJmeDSlOil and is with
out position ; a pomt, tf 1t is not divisible in any dimension and 
has position', etc (Mil. IOI6 6, 23). It follows that d Parmeuides' 
One real thing is a whole of parts, it is not identical with Umty 
Itself. 

244"· STR. And what of ' the whole ' l Will they say that this 
is other than their • one real thing ' or the same l 

•• 1'1nwnc. Certaioly that it is the same. In fa<:t they do 
say so. 
Sm. Then if it is a whoJe......u indeed Parmenides says 1 : 

' Every way hke the mass of a weD.-rounded sphere, 
......Uy balanced from the midst in every cbrection ; for 
there must not be something more nor sometlnog leu 
bore than there ·-

1Fnc'· 8, 43-
223 
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t.f.4B· if the real is like that, it has a middle and extremities, and 
cxmsequently it must have parts, mast it not l 
'l'!m.\Er. It must. 

145- Sra. wen. if a thiDg is divided into parts. there is nothins 
against its having the property of unity as applied to the 
aggregate of aU the parts and beiDg in that way one, as 
being a sum or whole. 
TlmAET. Of course. 
Sm. On the other hand, the thiDg wbich has the.e proper
ties cannot be just Unity 1tself, can it ? 
'l'!m.u<r. Why notl 
Sra. Surely Umty m the true sense and rightly defined 
must be alto¢ber Without parts. 
TBEAET. Yes, 1t mast. 

B. SrR. Whereas a thing such as we described, consistiug of 
several parts, will not answer to that definitlon. 
THEI.Jrr. I see. 

The above argument probably IDlplies a critiasm of Parmenides, 
who had declaled that the ..aJ was ' indi>lSihle ' (not 4ta-do. 
!rag. 8, 22). This meant primarily that the One Bemg was con· 
tmuous, not an assemblage of dieerete particles separated by empty 
space. But he also meant that it had absolute umty, such as 
excludes any kind of plurality. The Stranger moy imply that, if 
Parmenides did identify his One being Mth absolute Umty, he 
was inconsistent in spea.kiDg of reahty as a sphere WJ.tb dlstiDgmsb
able parts. 

The premiss JUSt established is now used in the dtlemma. : either 
(A) the real has such umty as a whole or sum may have and is 
one whole ; or (B) the realts not to be called a ' whole ' at all. 
Either poooibility leods to a contradu:tion of Eleatic doctrine. 

145& Sra. Then, (A) is the Real cme and a whole m the sense 
that it has the property of unity, or (B) are we to say that 
the Real is not a whole at all ? 
TBEABT. That lS a bard choice. 
Sm. Quite true. For if (A) the ..aJ has the property of 
being in a seuse one, it will evidently not be the same thing 
as Unity, and so all t1ungs will be more than one. 
TlmABT. Yes. 

The other poooibility (B) is that the ..aJ has not such unity as 
belonp to a whole--Is not one whole. The c:onsequences of this 
supposition are put in a subordinate dilemma. 11 the real lS not 
one whole, then either (a) there is such a thing as ' Wholeness' 

214 
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(.W.O w '""'l--a real Form which exists, tho1J8h • tbe one real 
thing ' does not partake of it , or (b) there is no such thmg as 
' Wholeness ' at all The next three speeches of the Stranger deal 
wllh alternative (a). 
:&ISC· 5TH. And again (B) if the Real is not a whole by VIrtue 

of haviDg this property of omty, wlnle (a) at tbe same 
time Wholeness itself is real, it follows that the Real fa11s 
short of itsoll. 
'l'Blwrr. Certafnly. 
STR. So, on this line of argument too, the Real will be 
deprived of reality and will not be a thiDg that "· 
TBEABT. Yes. 
5TH. And further, once mono all thiDgs will be more than 
one, smce Reality on the one side and Wholeness on the 
other have now ea.eh a distinct nature. 
Tmwn-. Yes. 

The first of the two conseqUODCeS here is that • tbe Real will 
fall short of itself and will not be a thmg that IS '. This seen1S 
to mean that the Real, since it does not even partake of Wholeness, 
will ' fall short of itself • in the sense that 1t does not include Whole
ness, which nevertheless lS rea.1.1 The words * 8tllara' 'I'd /W are 
aml»guous. They may mean ' the Real will be a t1ung that is 
not ', ;,.. a thing of which the negative statement is true, that it 
' is not 'the same as Wholeness. Or they can be rendered as above : 
' the Real will not be a thing that 11 ' (for it is not the same as 
~. and Wholeness is a tbil1g that is). Both renderings 
amount to the same thing. In favour of the second are the words 
' so on thiS line of argument also ', which imply that this CODcl""'"' 
is parallel to tbe one reached above under altemallve (A) : • the 
Real will evidently not be identical with Unity '. Here we con
clude that the Real will not be iclentioal with ~ (a thiDg 
that is). 

The second amsequence above is that the Real and Wholeness 
will be two real thiDgs ; so • all thiDgs will be more than one '. 

There now remains alternative (6) : that tbere is no such tbil1g 
as Wholeness at all. 

"45C. 5TH. But if, (6) on the other hand, tbere is no such tbil1g 
as Wholeness at all, not only are the same thiDgs true of 
tbe Real, but also that, besides not being a thiDg that 
really ts, it could never even become such.• 

'Parmemdesbad-.111: 'NormayBemgbe1Dlp81'fect, foritlactaiiCJtbm.s, 
&ad If It Wel'e Imperfect It would Jack everytbmg 0 (Frag, 8, 3:1) 

"The ward&,. pa wzth..,.,.,. ~ •'- as weD u WJth ~ a.,.,.._ ..d. 
P.T.K. 12$ Q 
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The statement that ' the same things will be true of the Real ' 
on this supposition is at first sight obscure. For the consequences 
refenod to, namely (I) that the Real will not be a thing that is, 
and (z) that all things will be a plurahty, followed from the suppo
sition that there weie - n:al things : the Real (whkh has not 
the unity bekqing to a whole) and Wholeness. How can the 
same consequences follow from the present supposition that there 
is no such thing as Wholeness? 

The answer is suggested by arguments in the P~. which 
Plato assumes to be faml1iar and does not care to :repeat. The 
Jl<OSOD! supposillcm is : that (B) the Real has not the umty belong
ing to a whole, and (b) there is no such tbmg as Wholeness. It 
follows that the Real, havmg no unity or wholeness (for there is 
no such thing), must be a plurality without any unity This gtves 
the second consequence ' all things will be mare than one '-not 
- this time, but an unbmited plurahty ("""'ll"l· The fin! conse
quence ' the Real will not be a thing that is (6>) • is actually ,.,. 
pealed beie in the words ' besides not beuJ& a thmg that is • (ned< 
'l'fjj tMJ ~Mu .•. fr) nus cannot nowmean that the Real is not 
the same as Wholeneu (a thing that is) ; for we are now supposmg 
that Wholeness is t10t 'a thmg that ts '. But there is a sense in 
whkh the words (""" IW lura• •o 6>) will be !Iue. The Real will 
not be • thing that is (6> in the singulai), because !be Real is 
now an indefimte plurahty witbou.t any umty. 

This explanatiOn may seem far-fetched, but Plato assumes that 
we have read and understood the P~. where sumlar aigll
ments are set out at length, and he leaves as to think out 1us mean· 
iDg for ourselves.' He 1s more interested m stating two supple-
mentary consequences of denying that the Rea.l11 a whole, and 
that there is any suc:b thing as Wholeness. Theoe are (I) that 
the ReaL in that case, cannot even come into being, and (z) that 
it cannot have number. Thea.etetus asks now for an explanatlon 
of the first, which has just been stated 

"45D. TB!wrr. Why Dot l 
STR. Whenever a thing comes into being, at that moment 
it has come to be as a whole ; accordmgly, if you do not 

• M DIM (A-'- U .Piaml, u, .flo) zemarb that, rf any po~~tave CODC11l8101l 
CID be drawn from tbe cbac\llllllODI af the uuteDce or aon..u:mtmce of the 
Oaemthe~,1twoaldbetwofold: '011t111Mfll•""~ 
~·-.u ,..., ...,.,. a-~ ~~~~:muvta.U, /IWII ~ ,.,.._ ,_ 
~-~. ottuiMfll•-~Z./JIIWflhii,....MnoiJI'fl 
u N/f~M', a J._.u p:'011 'I•..., 1114WII.StbM., ,ollltnu, ~ ~ 
)' ~ cMiiiUl'......,. _,AI,...,_ Ul'-.U.' 
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245D· reckon unity or wholeness 1 among real things. you. have 
no right to speak of ather being 1 or coming-mto-being as 
having any existence. 
Tm!:.u'r. That ...... pedectly true. 
Sm. And further, what is not a whole cannot have any 
defimte number either ; for if a thing has a definite number, 
it must amount to that number, whatever it may be, as a 
wbole.1 

1"11l!AET. Assuredly. 
Sm. And countless other diliculties, each involved in 

B. """""""' perplexity, will arise, if you say that the real 
is either two things or only one. 
Tm!:.u'r. That is pWn enough from those we have had a 
glimpse of now. One leads to another, and each cames 
115 further Into a wildemess of doubt about every theory 
as it is menticmed. 

From the second alternative (that the real has not the unity 
beloDgmg to a whole, and that there is no such thmg as wholeness) 
the Stranger has drawn - supplementary c:onclusions: that 
witbout wholeneu you cannot have (I) coming-into-being {getusis) 
or (:z) definite number. These concl.USKmS do not conw:t 
Parmemdes of 1llCOJlSIStency, since he demed the possiblhty of 
coming-Into-being and of plurality. They seem to be noted as the 
two most glariDg deficj.....,. of Jus S)llltem. (I) His deducllon of 
the nature of the One real being excluded from reahty the whole 
world of becoming and change. In the next secbon Parmemdes 
will he Ianked with the Ideabsts because he rec:qpused ao unchang
Ing reahty. Here 1t is noted that he ddlen from the other Kieabsts 
(the • Friends of Forms 1 In not recognismg also a world of becom
ing. (:a) W1tbout wholeness and that unity which belongs to a 
whole of parts and does not exclude plurality, there can be no 
definite number, no sum or total number, only indefinite plurabty. 
The other defect In Pumenides' CODCeption of the One Bemg was 
that it was intended to exclude plurality. This agaio. IS a funcJa.. 

1 rib 4ft llav, MSS 'Umty' hen! ReD111 to m-.n that 'IIDity wluch IS 
the property of a wbole af partl;, lllld to be aaed IIJDDII)'IIIOU!I!y WJI:h ' wbcle
aea' C1 245•4,&ft!OIIU.O. 

• ' BeiDc ' (.W.) here must m-.n tbe emateDce that reaultll from a procee1 
of commg-mto-bemg (,o-r. dt o&,£rg.) CampbeD. Cite& Pwa 15]<; when 
the commg-mto-belug of a whole of part. 18 deacnbed 1be para come 
mto beag IMICCOUlvely ' fzom begmJI:daa to ad • ; ' the umty ar whale ltleU • 
(N &b.,. o1 b) iu come mto bemg ' at the ame IDOIIleDt u tbe ead • 
( ... of """'f) 

I Compare thll u:lontmca.tloa of tbe Whole WJth tbe Sum, TiH8 zo.t..'. fl, 
(p l.f9). 
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mental point of clli!erence from the Friends of Forms, who rec:ogmse 
a world of reality which is """ (a whole of parts) and embraces 
a definite plurahty (..,l..ld) of real bcings, the DlllliY Forms, wboee 
structure the Dlalect1aan is to trace 011t mlus chvisions. Further, 
each of these Forms is a 'one bemg ', and yet, if it is definable, it 
must be complex, a whole of those parts which will appear m its 
defimbon. Whatever is real, accordmgly, partakes both of Unity 
and of Plurahty. 

Plato may have chosen to mark these points of clli!erence here 
because he dul not want to stress differences among ideahsts where 
they are confronted with materiahsts in the next secbon. 

~. TM Batt/4 of Gods tmd G;..ts: l.U.U,. tmd M-. -The Stranger now passes from his review of the archaic penod 
to a pic:tuR of the battle that is always bemg wapi by plnloeophers 
upon the fuDdamenta.l issue between materiahsm and uiealism. 

2452· Sm. So much, then, for those who gwe an exact account 
of what IS real or unreal. We have not gone through them 
all, but let tbis suffice. Now we must tum to look at those 
who put the matter in a different way, so that, from a com
plete revrew of all, we may see that reality is just as hard to 
define as unreality. 
I'lmART. We had better go on, then, to their position. 

Campbell remarks that ' those who give an exact account ' of the 
real olmously include all the pre-Socn.tic phi1ooophers who have 
been mentioned, and that the phrase probably means ' those who 
have defined precuely the number and the kinds of beiPg ' (242D). 
Be adds that the meaning of' those who put the matter ttl& dlJI,.., 
.._,. • is best inferred from the phrase Wlth wluch 1t is contrasted : 
it means ' those who speak with less exactness'. There is no reason 
to :reject this natural mterpretation.l The Stranger's words do not 
imply that be is finally dismissiDg all the pre-Socratic pldlosophers 
a.t tbis point, and passing on to a difie:re:nt set of Schools. He 

I Attempts to mterpret: tbe pbmaera othennle have beeD made m the 
mtm'eltl 011. IIOIIle tboory as to tbe lden'bty of the • Fnenda of Forma •, who 
an amoag a: dMats u,-.r. The woxd Br.~iofu Ul rue (Stephaalua 
quote1 oaJy two other occurrences), but 1ran.parent, ~ Ul used by 
Socrat. at TlutM 1B4D m an apolosy for ' •lUll language 10 precaely' 
If the aecoDd &eiiiiO of Myor, 'reckonm.g ', Ul COJI.tamocl m luur~Wiar
'to IJml a mm.utB nc:komng ·-t Ats Campbell'• mtezpetatlon eudly 
01 m.. .V,..... CBDDOt meaD. ' the other lade ' Then liJ no III!IliiD of 
aat:aso:a-. m m.,., ami theparbell to the Battle (who an both mduded ill 
ol m.,. .v,.o-.) are DOt I'I.Dgecl m oppogbon to all the~· 
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means : So far we have c:oJ1S1dered the earlier phi1osopben as 
stating, with ptOCision, exactly how many real things there are 
-one, or two, or three. We have not examined them all Wlth 
the same thoroughness as Parmenides ; but that will do. We will 
now bnng mto our survey as well ' those who put the matter in a 
different way •, and so see the dilliculty of definiDg reality froM • 
.....piGe ,....., (be odnow) of all philosophers, including these pte
Socratics and their suc:cesson, the contemporaries of Plato, and 
perhaps Plato lumself. 

The earlier chvisicm of the pre-Socratics into pluralists and the 
monist Parm.enides suited Plato's purpose of lSOlating the advocate 
of a One real thing. Plato was specia.D.y concerned to show the 
defects of Parm.emdes' position from his own standpoint. He now 
wishes to survey the whole field of philosophy from a difterent 
angle and to group all the philosophers with refereoce to what he 
takes to be, at all times, the flmdamental """" of the philosophic 
debate-materialism or ideabsm. The pre-Socratics had seen that 
issue as the questum between one real thiDg or many, and argued 
on those hnes with what may seem an archa.J.c and pedantic pre-. 
cision. • Those who put the matter di:fferently • have now formu
lated the lSS1le in its genuine signifi.ca.nce. They are amying on 
the battle in these new terms, but behmd these modem protagonists 
the pre-Socratics are still ranged m the rear. The confhct of 
matenahsm and ideahsm was not an enbrely fresh issue that 
had arisen for the first time among the contemporaries of Plato. 
Ever since the sixth century the schools had been dtvided into two 
traditions · on the one side the loman science of the Mllesians and 
theu" successors, on the other the Italian tradition of the Pytha
goreans and P1111D011111ea The Iomans, all throu&h. had been seek
ing the real nature of thlngs m some ultunate kind of matter or 
body, such as water or air or all the four elements. The ltahans 
had sought reality, not in tangible body, but in supersensible things. 
The Pythagoreans (who have not been mentioned) made numbers 
the real nature of things ; and Parmenides' One Being was not 
tangible body but an object of thought, posseosing none of the 
opposite qualities which our senses delusively profess to reveal. 
Accordingly, the lonians had been eesentially materia.Jist:s, not 
merely pluralists, the ltaliaos eosentially idealists, not merely 
morusts Plato's peculiar veneration for Parmenides shows that 
he regarded him as the precursor of his own philoeophy. 

At tlus point, then, the superfiCI&lwayof contrasting the physicists 
with Parmetwles accordmg to the • precise • number of real things 
they recognised, is mqed in the really si8uifu:ant contrast between 
materiahst and idealist. This is a battle of Gods and Giants which 

ZZ9 



SOPHIST ---is declared to be ' .,_, ' going on. On the side of the Gods are 
aD. who at any time believe that uaaeen things are the true realities ; 
on the side of the Giants &11 who at any time believe that the real 
is nothing but body which they can touch and handle. The two 
groups had been repl'llSOI1ted in earlier da)lll by the ItaliaJis and 
the Iollians ; but from now onwards no individual schools will be 
named. Here, as always, Plato is philosophising, not wntmg the 
Justory of philosophy. When he criticises inchvidual scbools, it is 
only to determine what he can take from them and what he must 
reject. Both Gods and Giants are now to be asked what, from 
their points of view, they mean by ' real '. 

246A.. Sm. What we shall see 1 is something like a Battle of Gods 
and Giants going on between them over their quarrel about 
reality. 
TlmAET. How so 1 
STR. One party is trying to drag ....-ytbing down to earth 
out of heaven and the uoseen, literally grasping rocks and 
trees in their hands ; for they lay hold upon every stock and 
stone and sttenuously aiBrm. that real exJStence belongs only 
to that which can be handled and offers resistance to the 

B. touch. They de!iDe reahty as the some thmg as body, and 
as soon as one of the opposite party asserts that anything 
Without a body 11 real, they are uttedy contemptuous and 
will not listen to another word. 
TlmAET. The people you desaihe are c:ertainly a fomud
able crew. I have met quite a number' of them before now. 
Sm. Yes, and a.ccordingly the1r adversanes are very wary 
in deleodmg their position somewhere m the heights of the 
unseen, maintaining Wlth all their Ioree that true reahty 
consists in certain mtelbgl'ble and bochless FOIJDS. In the 
clash of argument they shatter and pulverise those hodres 

c. which their opponents wield. and what those others allege 
to he true reahty they call, not real being, but a sort of 
moving process of becoming. On thls issue an interminable 
battle is always going on between the two camps. 
TBEABT. True. 
Snt. Suppose, then, we challeoge each party in tum to 
render an account of the reality they assert. 
1'11BAET. How shall we do so? 
Sm. It will be easier to obtain from those who plaoe reality 
in Forms, because they are mare civilised ; harder, from 

1 a1 p.,, aa m tnpdy, w1u1re a penoa on the .tap calla attentiOn to the 
ead:ryofatr.hchuact:ar. 



BATILE OF GODS AND GIANTS 

2¢u. those whoso violenoe would drag everythiDg down to the 
level of body-pedlaps, all but imposuhle. However, I 
think I see the right way to deal Wlth them. 
TmwtT. What is that 1 
Sm. Best of all, Jf 1t were anyhow possible, would be to 
bring about a real change of heart ' : but if that is beyond 
our power, to imagine them reformed and assume them 
wilhug to moderate their present lawlessness in answering 
our questions. The better a man's character is, the more 
fon:e there will be in any agreement you make with him. 
However, we are not concerned Wltb them so much as with 
our IIOIIIclt lor the truth. 

E. THEI.Jrr. You are qmte right. 

Who are the materialists il There IS no need to cnticise all the 
many attempts to identify them with some partlcular school.• As 
we observed. earlier, the question put to the loman physlClSts, 'What 
do you mean by rea! I ' was left unaoswered. Now that they are 
merged in the new groupmg of Gods and Gmots, the beginrungs of 
an answer come to bght ' the real is tangible body, and not1ung 
else.' This answer had, in fact, emerged m the Atouusm of Leu· 
appus and Democntus---the last word of Ionian SClellce. In their 
system the real is nothing but the atoms, which are essentla.lly 
bochly subst:ance, unpenetrable, offering mvmable resastance to 
touch. This ts the matenalist's account of the nature of the real 
It held the field later in Epicureamsm, and right on into modern 
times as the physu:mt's answer. Plato never mentiom Leuappus 
and Democntus by name or describes their doctrine in prea.se 
terms , but the mference that he had never heard of Atomism IS 
enbrely mcredlble. The So;Airt was written some sixty years after 
the probable jl<wwils of Leucippas (about 430) and Democntus 
(about 420), and Plato had beeo lor pedlaps tweoty yean head of 
the Academy, to wluc:h studeots (mcludmg Aristotle) had come from 
all quarters of Greece. There is nothing against includmg the 

1 ' To make them bettor men m &etual fact • • Better • baa a moral colom'
ing Matenalum, U delcnbed ID l..n Z, 889 ff , leads ID Plato' a VIeW to 
a!heum aad ' Jaw.lcaaleu' The Gw:Lta are Dlllly makmg war on Heaven 
The pa:aUe1 WJtb r.-.. 663c • .,.. a.l c1kfBau 'rfr ,.,w- (the decmon between 
the mare nghteou. or the p1eaaanter bfe) wrwlpu ~,_ .r-~ 
w6rwpa + .,... xwiP-r ~ • + ,... /l..mc-. ; 1IJ c1oaer thaD. Campbell 
tbiDb, tbough the CIIID.texl: 1IJ ddfena:l.t 

• Alltuthenea (Dummler, Naturp, Zener, Maier, etc) , Antutb-.ea aDd the 
Atomutl, merpcl m a geuenl po1emm on matenahl:m (Campbell) , the 
.At:o1Dstl aad Anetlppua (Schlmerma.chs', etc) ; the .At:o1Dstl only 
(Gom .... ), ........ (Bumot) 
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Atomists in the materialist camp.1 But 'Theaetetus' remark that 
he has met many of these materialists points rather to ' the crass 
llllthinldDg eotp<>realism of the average man '....._ typeofmatorialist 
who must, no doubt, be included. On the other baud, this battle 
of Gods and Giants is a pllilc&ophic battle, not a battle of one school 
of idealists against the unthinking average man. The Giants in
clude all-philosophers ar average men--who believe that tangible 
body is the sole roality. That is precisely how they are defined, 
and there is no need to look for one set of persons who held that 
belief, to the exclusion of others. In all cases like this, it is better 
to suppose that Plato is discussing .....:tly wllat he says he is 
discussing-the tendency of thought that he de1ines, not one or 
another set of individuals who, more or less, ezlubited that tendency. 

~ A "'"'" of fM r..J is ojfond for 1M -· 
~ 

The Stranger now begjns his argument with the materialists. 
They identify the J:ell! with visible and tangible body, but we du 
not yet knuw wllat they mean by calling this 'J:ell! '. The argument 
leads up to a de:finitlon-or rather a mark-of the ' real ', offered 
for their acceptance. The Stranger opeos by induciug the ' re
formed ' or more reasonable matenalist to admit that there are 
thmgs, such as moral qualities, wlnch are not visible or tangible 
bodies, and yet must eXISt, since we can be aware of their presence 
or absence in people's souls. 

2¢11. Sra. wen then, call upon these reformed characters to 
ohtige you with an answer, and you sball act as theJr spokes
man 
TB!wrr. I will 
Sra. Let them ten us, then, whether they admit that there 
is such a thiDg as a mortal living creature. 
TB!wrr. Of course they do. 
Sn. And they will agree that it is a body ammated by 
a soul I 
TB!wrr. Certainly. 
Sn. Taking a soul to be somethmg real I 

047· Tm!AltT. Yos. 

1 Baawt {Gll. PIN l. &'19) ab)eeta tha.t Democntml could DOt be meant 
bec:aue he ' uamted the rea.hty of the Will alld could DOt be spobn of u 
Dlakmg 1m.pact 8114 contact tile teat of hmDg '. But tbe Atomlab apr1lllly 
ulea:b1ied tbe Vend With ' not-bmDg ' or ' llCithlllg ' and atoma W1th ' bemg '. 
Yoa do not refuse to caD & man & matenabat becauiO he rec:ocaues 1:be 
tiXIIbmce of empty lp&C80 Yluch he calli ' DCJt:hms ', 

1 T&ylor, PltJio (Igs6), 38+ 



ARGUMI!NT WITH THE lfATERIALISTS 

"47· Sn. Apin. they allow that one soul may be just. another 
unjust, or one wise, aD:Other foolish? 
"IBBAET. Naturally. 
Sn. And that any soul comes to be just or the reverse 
by possessing justice or the reverse, which is present in it ' • 
"IBBAET. Yes. they agree to that too. 
Sm. But surely they wiD. aduut that whatever can come 
to be present in a tbiDg or absent from it is Cfrla.inly a real 
thing. 
"IBBAET. Yes. 

B. Sn. Gnnted, then, that justice or 'lrisdom at any other 
sort of goodness or badness is real. and moreover that a 
soul in which they come to eJaSt is real, do they maintain 
that any one of these things is visible and tangible, or are 
they all inviBible l • 
TliBAET. They can hardly say that any one of them is 
viBible 
Sn. And do they really assert that SOJDOthlng that is not 
visible has a body? 
TBEAET. That questlon they do not aDSWer as a whole 
without a dlstmction The soul itself, they tlunk, does 
possess a sort of body 1 ; but when it comes to WlSdom or 
any of the other tiPugs you asked about, they have not the 

c. face e1the:r to accept the inference that they have no place 
among real tbmg5 or to perslSI in main~ that they 
are an bodies. 
Sn.. That shows, Thea.etetus, that they are genuinely re
formed characters. The Gmnts among them, of the true 
earth-born breed, would not stick at any point ; they 
would bold out to the end, that whatever they cannot 
squeeze between their hands lS just nothing at an. 
l'HEAET I dare say that describes their state of mind. 
Sn. Let us question them further, then; for it is quite 

l U tlwi lentellce (With the plural "-"caw) 1.1 to be replansed.. zt zs IUDplest .. ,...•-<•->~~n u.,....,(Buanm...,.,...,....,...,.. 
followmg} ahoaJd not be c:lwJpd. aa Campbdl .sagrem.d It IS the ordiii&I'J" 
llOD.·techmc&l word for the preaeDCe of a quahty m a thulg Cf Lysu 2I7D: 
HIIU', tunwlg white wzth age, COIIleli to be w:tute' by the pniOnCD ofw!u.teue.' 
m at, u contn.sted. With the •1IJICidiclal wJuteDe. of a face pamtoc1 w:~th white 
load GfJI'I 497, Tho sood are sood ' by the preacmce of IJODdnel8' m them C,._ I,59A 

• ne ID'Cil bad been resuded both popula.rly aad by plulolophen before 
P2ato as COD8ISimg af a IIUbtle &Dd lllvalble kmd af matter The Atomuts 
continued to Dl&IDt&m that 1t wu compoaecl of atoms, hke evmytbmg elae, 
Ollly 1b atomll were I'OIIIId &Dd 10 lp6C1&Ily mobile 
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1470- enough for our purpoec U they ccmsent to admit that even 
D. a. small part of reality is bocbless. They must now tell us 

this: when they say that tbese boclileos lhiDis and the other 
lhiDis which bave body are ahke 'real ', wilat CGDUDOD 

characleo:that emerges as covering both- of lhiDis bave 
they in view 1 It is possible they may be at a lou for an 
answer. If that is their state of mind, you must consider 
whether they would accept at our suggesticm a description 
of the real and agree to it. 
TBEAXT. What description l Perhaps we can tell. if yon 
will state it. 
STR. I suggest that anything bas real being, that is so 

E. constituted as to possess auy sort of power either to affect 
anythmg else or to be affected, in however small a degree, 
by the most insignificant agent, though it be only onre. I 
am proposing as a mark to distinguish real ~hiD~&. that 
they are nothing but power.• 
TBEAXT. Well. they accept that, baving for the moment 
no better suggestion of thm own to offer. 
STR. That will do ; for later on both they aud. we perhaps 

248. may change our minds. For the present, then, let us take 
1t that tins agreement stands between us and the ODe party. 
T:BEAET. It does. 

TIN ....,.;,g of ' p ..... '. Before considering the general signili
cance of this argument with the matenalists, somethiug must be said 
about the previous lustory of the word translated ' powor ', 
• Dyrumtis ' is the substantive answering to the common verb • to 
be able ' (-..,), and it covers the ability to be acted upon as 
well as the ability to act on something else, whereas most of the 
corresponding English words-powor, fwre, potency, etc --ougest 
acbve, as opposed to passive, ability. D;yotuois includes passive 
capacity, receptivity, susceptibility, as weD. 

The notion of body or matter as endowed with properties both 
active and passive, capacities of both causing aud suftering modifica
tions, is deeply rooted in primitive common sense. The warmth in 
my hand is capable of actiDg on a stone and making it warm ; it 
is also capable of being acted on by ice and reduced to, or replaced 

17'11.-,..,&,.,6plCtp.,..,.,._tJslnuo oh.WOnwA:p ..... The 
ccmatructlcm 18 difficult I th1at tho eentmce ought to me&D that the 
DliU'k of r-.1 thmp (not: tho real tlu.J1811 thltiDMil,_) II llDthms bat power. 
Thla Ullllll could be obtalaed If we could tauWate . ' I am propodq: a mark 
to dJstmpuh real thmp-that then u IIOt:bma: elM but power (to .-ve u 
IIICh & mark) • or 't:ha.t u (tho mark) is DOthiDc but power • Bllt 1101ther 
readmDg soema dofenmblo 



' POWER ', 11IE liARK OF 111E REAL 

by, coldness. The notion had ""'!aired a teehnical aigDificaDoo in 
medicine, for obvious reasons. A doctor's blllfnesa is to find sa)). 

stances that will modify oar physi<al states, thin&s that bave healing 
powon or vlrtnes. Reganling from this standpoint all suhetances 
that serve as food or drugs, be stu.ches their properties to find those 
that will have the right action. He thinks cl ' the salt ', • the 
bitter', ' the sweet', 'the astringent', etc., not mm.ply as permanent 
states of a substance, but as ' powers ' or 'vutues ', and of the 
ainillar properties d the • patient's • body (d odaz<>w) as capable 
of being modified by the actiDn of a correctiVe drug or diet. Review
ing the use of the word 4ynamis in the medical wnters, Dr Souilhe 1 

pomts out that it tended more and more to take on a special mean
ing, best illustrated by the Hippocratic bact 0. A-Maiioi ... 
He concludes 1 that the term comprises two mutually complementary 
ideas. {I) Snhetances mamfest themselves by their qualities. 
Thmgs are made sensible by these properties, such as ' the cold ', 
' the hot ', ' the bitter', ' the salt ', which allow them to enter mto 
relation with other bodies. These are so many d1wdpa~C. distinct 
entJ.ties which constitute, so to sa.y, the 'exterioruation' of the 
substance. But (2) these entitles themselves can only be known 
in action ; their acb.on is thelf I'IJistm 4'1We ; acbon charactenses 
and inchvid.uahses them. ' The cold ' differs from • the bot ' or from 
' the bitter ' or from ' the salt ' because it produces a. certain deter
minate e:ffect. It can be combmed with the other qualities, but will 
never be confounded Wlth them, because its a.cbon is not identical 
with thms. This action of qualib.ea, again, is their d_,..Mi.r. The 
term designates at once their essence and their proper manner of 
manifesting themselves. 

Later, Dr. Sotul1u§ observes that in those Hippocratic treatises 
which show the influence of early cosmological ideas, the term 
l;yoomh stands for the clwactenstfc property of boches, their 
exterior and sensible aspect, which makes 1t possible to determine 
and specify them. Thanks to the dynamis, the mysterious' nature ' 
(piyns), the substantial • !OIDl • ('"""') or primordml element, 
makes itself known, aud does so by its action. This explains 
why it was possible, eapecially at a later date, to pass from the 
known to the unknown, from the appearance to the reality, aud 
how easy it was to identify the 'nature ' (foysis) with the iylumis.• 

1 J Sou1lh6. E,_ .- 16 ,_ M.ap.s u.s z.s dlllltJpM u PI4Wit (Pam. 
I9I9)oP.5.5 10/'ctl,p36 

• For PJStaaoe, Prot.f' 34911: Aze Wl8dom, temperaaca, coarap, Jubce. 
piety, fi.ve aamea for ODe t:hmr. or 18 there, aaderi:Jml each of th11811 ll&1l1eS, 

a pecallar bemg (a6rlo.) or thmg h&WII at& own proper llytuMss (~ lxw 
"-0 a.....,_ haftw), ao one of them bem1 Wee (olav) UlCJtbw l Compare 
With t1u:1 Hlppocratei,IA ,..,._ AoftNtm 5 (Littr6 VI. 40) 1 '1'he four humoun 
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To state the nature of a thing is the same as to state its property, 
since tho nature is made evident ooly by tho property, the two 
are inseparable, and a genuine causal link umtes them. Some
timea the two are almost synonymous ; but usually a distmcbon 
is peo:eptible, which is Illustrated by tho fol1owmg passage from 
Menon's I-: ' Pbilistion holds thst we are composed of four 
forms (lNcu), that is to say, of four elements: :fire, air, water, 
earth. Each of these has its l:yMIIJh : fire has tho hot, air tho 
cold, water the moist, earth the dry '. Dr. SouilbC then shows 
how the Sophlsts adapted aud transposed this terminology and 
finally faahtated the introduction of 1t into philosophy. 

In Plato's earlier writings there is hardly any occasion for the 
term in its medical sense, though 4.)'Ufflis meamug the ' virtue ' 
of a drug oocun in tho C,_ (I:;6B). But m tho PIPI61nls 
(29A). he sa.ys that the smaD. portion contained in our bodies of 
each of the four elements is weak and impure, and ' the 4}"1111f1is 
it poooesses is not worthy of its D&turo (piysis) '. And again, the 
l:yMIIJh of ' tho moist ' IS to replenish thst which is dried up (3IE). 
The wml D&tunliy OCCUIS most frequently in the physical aud 
physiologU:al discussions of the Ti........ It " there used of the 
active properties of the four elements (32c) ; the pungent properties 
of substances bke soda (66A) ; acrid and saline ~. coupled 
with a variety of colours and bitternesses, characteristic of the 
blood in dec:omposmg blood-vessels (B2B) ; tho congealing powor 
of ftbrine acting nn tho bloed (BSJ>). 

The passive tiyocfois, the capscity for receiving ' aftections ' of 
which the nature or constitution is susceptlble, is less often mena 
tinned. But in the llept<blic (5o7C) tho most precious wa:k of 
the creator of the senses is said to be • the power of seeing and 
being seen '. The powor of seeing is tho faculty of vis1nn m the 
eye ; the power of bemg seen belongs to colour remding in visible 
things. It is given to them by the sunlight (So!)B). Summing up 
the philosophic use of the word m Plato, Dr. SotUlb.C sa.ys l that 
tho Platonic tiyocfois can be defined as tho property or qusllty 
which reveals tho D&ture of a tlung. It may be manifested under 
one or other of two aspects : as an activity or principle of action, 

aredllt:mgallhedby'conveation'(ft'I'C\JJ6pu,t• the!'eCO(IllS8du ... eof 
lallp~~C) by four :namea, azad equally by aaturv (lnml ~) thelr forms 
(WeN.) am dmtmct: phlegm IS aot like (~) bloocl, or blood blat bJJ.e, 
they ddEer m colour, azad tacblc qnallbes. warmth, cold, dryness. 1DQlSture 
1'lwlp 10 ddlerent m form and ,.._., C&I1D.IJt be one t1ung , each hu ata 
own 4)ouMu awl ,..,. (I- .W.U.. 1xon aM,.b .,. nl ps.n., ...... l.wroo). 
If you live a IDllD a dr1IJ wluch draws the phlegm, he Wll1 VDJDJ.t p)llegm., If 
you pve hun one th&t draws bale, he WJll voiDlt bile 

lOp CJJ, p 149· 
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of movement, or u a state or principle of passivity, of resistance. 
By either aspect, or sometimes by both. it unveils the mmost and 
hidden nature of thinp ; still more, it distinguishes their essences. 
The 4yumis makes it possible to give each thing a name conform. 
ing to its peculiar constitution, and places thmgs in separate 
groups. In a word, it is at once a principle of knowledge aud a 
prlnclple of di,....ty. 

There are two places in particular where ' the power of acting 
aud being acted upon '-the phrase ,.. have m the S~urs. 
In the first (PM~drws, 27GB fl.) the medical assoaatioos are recaD.ed. 
The art of Rhetoric, instead of being concemed with pedantic 
questions of style, the divmoos of a speech, aud so forth, ought 
to study the soul. which oratory is to influence. Rhetoric should 
analyse the nature of the soul as medicine analyses the body, aud 
administer arguments u the doctor administers drugs and diet 
wtth a knowledge of their proper eftect. Hippocrates said that 
the nature of the body could not be known apart from the nature 
of the whole world. Tins is still more true of the soul ; and if we 
would study the nature of auything whatever, we must first analyse 
the complex into its simple constituents, and then, when we have 
reached the simple, study ' what power 1t has by nature either to 
act upon somethmg or to be affected m some way'. The implica
tion seems to be that the sunple and unanalysable nature can only 
be mamfested and known by the effects 1t can produce and suffer, 

The other passage is the analysis of sensa- in the T,..,..,. 
(156A fl.). Here the senuent mgau and the extemal object are 
regarded as slow processes of change, having the power respectively 
to be acted upon and to act. But where the actual process of 
sense-perception is described, 1t is treated as symmetrical : eye 
and obJect ahke are both active and pass1ve. The SWift motion 
of the V1SU8.l current comes from the eye to encounter a swift 
motlon fr<m the obJect ; both are thus active. These motions 
c:oa.lesce aud generate a. pa1r of offspnng : sensation and colour. 
The eye then ' becomes full of VlBion '-a seeing eye ; the object 
is sa.turated with whiteness and becomes a. wtute thmg. Tlus is 
the passiw aspect fer both : the orpn has its ' affection ', the 
object aequires its quality. 

F'lDBlly, the conception of the active and passive i:yMmis may 
be illustrated from Aristotle.• IDquiring what quahtfes must be 
present in the simple bodies (earth, water, air, fire), Aristotle con
aiden what are the fundamental qualitleS that must be common 
to all perceptible bodies. He decida on Hot aud Cold, Dry 
and Moist, qualities of touch which ... the .....tial man: of per-

liJt,...t:Of'f'.B,IL 
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coptible bodies .. such. These, like an perceptible qaalilies, ""' 
'powon of acting aud being acted upon ' ; they are the ' allective 
qualities ' of Ctdlgoriu 8. Their power is shown in the action and 
mu:tion of all bodies, BDimate or not, when they come mto con~ 
taet. In the special case of sensatkm, if one of the two bodies 
is animate, the physi<:al c:lwlge due to the action of the external 
object will be accompa.nied by an activity of the soul, sensation, 
the awareness of physical change.l 

Tbele developments serve to CODDeCt the S~mn&er's SUI!llestkm 
to the materialista with the question put earher to the archaic 
physicists : " When you say Hot and Cold, or some such pair, 
r..u, .,.. an things, what do you mean by c:aUmg both ' real ' 1 " 
The Hot and the Cold .,. typlCIII 'powon ' in the early cosmoJo. 
gists,• the medical wnters, and Aristotle. Now that these physiCISts 
are merged in the materialist party, the suggestion supplies the 
.,._ thst waa not given esrlier. The general mark of what they 
call ' real ' is ' the power of acting and bemg acted upon '. The 
'real things' they recogmsed are essentially 4,......;.. 

We can now consider the drift of the whole argument. The 
materialist's wammt for believing in the reahty of llmglble body 
is simply that it has the power of affecting his sense of touch. 
But this power of ma.kmg a ddference that he can be aware of 15, 
we have argued, not c:anfined to visible and laDgible thmgs. He 
can know that justice JS present in or absent from a soul So 
justice has the same r~ght to be called real. The reasonable 
materialist must then surrender tangiblhty as the mark of the 
real, aud subst:J.tute ' the power of actmg and being acted upon ', 
which belcmgs to ' the just ' equally With ' the hot ' or ' the cold '. 
He is thus ousted from his original position that only bodies are 
real aud brought """"' of the way towards the full admiS5im> that 
not merely the justice res1ding in an inchVJ.dual soul, but Justice 
itseH,lS real-a UDique obJect of thought that can be known with
out any use of the bodlly senses. No attempt, however, 11 made 
to extract this further concession. 

Is Plato himself committed to this ' mark ' of reality-for it 11 

offered only as a mark, not as a definition 1 1 Thea.etetus accepts 

' PA>'fl" vu. s, •tfb, ro .,._..,.(frq: 9),foriUtaDce,Uiel......,fortheccmtra.rypercepb.ble 
qll&btlel raqed m pa1111 1tDder the two mam • Forma •, Light (Fire) &Del ---(N ... ~ 

•l'bcword ..... lluaeclal8.47Zaudap:lnat8f8C,Il0tld,ros It11amark, 
not a defim'bon, of man that he 111 capable of lauahter &,_ dpl(~D (Gorf 
4'fOB) 11 to draw a boulldary-bne marking o1f aometbmg from other thmp, 
hei!Cll ,... COIIUII to mean a ' cle1butlo11. ' ,\dyo. IS the ddw.tioll IIVIIII 
the espbclt &tatement of a complex content: or IIIOBDlDI'• ..,s 
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it pnmsiDnally, and the Stianger remarks that ,.. may clwJge 
our minds later. The generai.IDlpression left is that Plato regarded 
the argument u one that a reasonable materiahst would accept. 
He hunself might hold that nothing JS real that cannot be in some 
way known, and yet not hold that ' to be real ' meam to possess 
whatever power of acting or bemg acted on is thereby imphed. 
That he does not in fact regard this as the definition of ' real ', JS 

clear ; for in a. later section (249» ft.) the question, What does 
reality (Bemg, Existence) mean 1 is put by the Stianger to .......U 
and Theaetetus as still 1li18DSWei'ed. 

~D. TM 14M/isis MNSt C01IUIU liW '"'hey sndudu som~ 
~1/oiog& 

The Stianger now turns to the uiealists. Will the ' Friends of 
Forms ' accept the ' power of acting and beiug acted upon ' as the 
mark of the realities they beheve in l 

z.t8A Sn. Let us tum, then, to the opposite party, the :fnends 
of Forms. Once more you shall act u their spokesman. 
'I'BEAET. I will. 
Sm. We understand that you make a chstinctlon between 
' BeCOIIUIIg 'and' Real bemg 'and speak of them as separate. 
Is that so? 
Ts:EAn. Yes. 
STR. And you say that we have mtercourse Wlth 1 Becom
mg by means of the body through sense, whereas we have 
mt""""""' Wlth Real bemg by means of the soul through 
rdection. And Real being, you sa.y, 11 always in the 
same uncha.ngmg state, whereas Becommg ts vanable. 

B. TDABT. We do. 
Sn Admirable. But now wbat are we to take you as 
meaning by this expression ' mtercodl'Se ' which you apply 
to both ? Don't you mean what we descnbed a moment 
BflOl 
TBBAET. What was that ? 
Sn.. The experiencing an eftect or the producbon of one, 

1 -r.o (' arem touch With', T&yior) liS chollen u &neutral word covenDI' 
all fonul of coputum.. the usual word• (d86ru, ,..,..,._., ~ • 
.z.ldwdu, W: ) beulg too much apeaalued azul UIOCll.ted e.ather With 
Jaaowled.R•totbe exclu~Poa of lleU&bou and pereepboo orna ,.,.,. _ _.. 
11 ' to lllll'lm' mto relabou With ' It m u8Bd of IIOCl&l. aad buiUliiiB mten:oune, 
IUid a1ID of RZual mtercoune, a metaphor alre&d.y u.S an tbe IUlllJIIII of 
leDII.'blm m the r...,.,_, (~~~~e p 47). _., hGn= • a ~ 
term for CCIIDJbon, ucl thu uu hal 110 COIIIIec:bon (auchas CampbellJDI8fPDOI) 
With atl uelatw to delcnbe the ' combmabon ' cd' Forma (---'« clUto). 

•39 



SOPHIST 

"4Bll. BriliDg, as the rault of eome power, from lhiDp that en
counter one another. Perhaps, Tbeaetetus, you may not 
be able to catch their answm- to this, but I, who am familiar 
wrth them, may be more successful. 
TlmAET. What haw they to say, then 1 

c. Sn.. They do not agree to the propomtion we put just 
now to the earth-born Giants about reality. 
"''mwn'. You mean--? 
Snt. We proposed as • -t mark of real lhiDp the 
presence in a thiDg of the power of beiug acted upon or 
of actmg in relalf<m to h......,. uqnificant a thing.' 
'rJm.ABT. yes. 
Sn. Well, to that they reply that a power of acting and 
being acted upon belongs to Becommg, but neither <i 
these 1'0"""' is c:ompabble with RW bemg. 
'rBEAET. And there 11 something m that answer? 
Sn. Something to wlnch we must reply by a request for 

D more ODbghtenment. Do they acknowlodgo further that 
the soul knows and Real bemg 11 known ? 
TlmAET. Certamly they agree to that 
Sn Well, do yoo agree that knowing ar being known is 
an actJ.oo., ar is 1t expenencmg an effect, or both ? Or 15 
one of them expenencmg an e:ffect, the other an action ? 
Or does neither of them come UDder e1ther of these heads 
at all? 1 

TB:EAET. Evidently netther , otherwlse oar :fnends would 
be c:ontracfu:liDg what they saUl eam.r. 
STR. Iseewbatyoumean. Theywouldhavetosaytlus: 1 

•. If knowing ,. to be acting 00 something, •t foUow. that 
what is known must be acted upon • by 1t , and so, on th1s 
shOWUJ8, Reahty wheo >t ,. being known by the act <i 
knowledge must, m so far as it is known, be changed owing 

lwpk-ri~3pilo,cf 2f?Z, .stnloraO~u(traldr)andP~ 
2700, .,...~cahviln.. ,,. n ~-clrftlp&ol;pior6arlsritraflir 
w.ITOG. 

1 The StraDger pub all the poq.hlo wa)'lll ol repniUig knawwg He doa. 
not 111ZfBMi that Jt mast be an actJoD. not a bemg..acted.upon, but that Jt 
may be e&ther, or botb,. or nerl:her The Ideahsts m thelr nezt reply tate up 
only cme of thuo IUJPibou--that .kncnrmg IS an act:xm--uui object to that 

I 8B. ,..,.,.,. ftlc ,.. (IC ;w,.-. h) What foDows IS put mto the IIIOU.thl 
of the Ide&bstl. who date thelr otqectzon to reprdmg Jmowmg as au acb.on 
They rgaon the poaablhty that kDcnrmg 18 an dect:IOD of the aoul. acted 
up011. by the object II Dl6a prmtlfth yeo, but tn.nalatee 111 U or 111 II yeo 
' .. .,, '*'• .u tiWIRI, tb l'aeii'IIA'lllll'- rmderms wlw:h ma1ull the Stranger 
bee on the Ideahsta the altemab.ve that k:acnrnna w au acb.on 

"Or' affected ·-reudermgtbatmozecleulyunpllelaufhriaa;aomechaqe. 
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248B. to bei:ag so acted upon ; and that, we say, cannot happen 
to the cbanpless. 
Tmwrr. Exactly. 
Sm.. But tell me, in heaven's name : are we really to be 
so easily c:anvin<:ed that change, Ide, soul, undeMandiDg 
have DO place in that which is perfectly real-that 1t bas 

249- neither life nor thought, but stands immutable in solemn 
aloofness, devoid of intelligence l 
TlmABT. That, sir, would be a. strange doctrine to accept. 
Sn.. But can we sa.y it has intelligence Without having 
Hfel 
Tmwrr. Surely not. 
Sm. But if we say it contains both, can we deny that it 
has soul in winch they reside l 
Tmwrr. How else could It possess them l 
Sm. But thea, lf it has intelhgence, Ide, and aoul, can 
we sa.y that a hving thing remains at rest m complete 
cbangelessneos l 

a. Tmwtt. AD. that seems to me uureasonable. 
STR. In that case we must aduut that what changes and 
change itself are real things. 
Tmwrr Certainly. 

The Strangu now <haws conclll!ions. (1) As JUS! qreed, if 
Reahty OOIISlS!s solely d unc:hangeable things, mtelbgence will 
have no real exJStence anywhere. But (2) d Reality cons.ists sollly 
of things that are perpetually cbangiDg (as the Heracleiteaos sao!), 
there can be no intelligence cr lmowledgo. (3) Thorelore ' Reahty 
or the sum of tlungs ' must contain both chaDgmg and uncbangmg 
things. 

"491'· STR, Fr<m this, however, It follows, Theaetetus, tint, 
that, if all things are unc:hangeable ' no inteJti&euce can 
really exist anywhere in anythmg with rogard to any objoct. 
TBIWtt. Quite so. 
Sra. And, on the other baud, if .., ollow that all things 
are moviDg and changing, on that view equally we ahall 
be excluding intelligence from the class of real things. 
Tmwrr. How so l 

1 &.~ Tl &rr11111 <""'"->· Badha.m Tbmpveatheconclullcmnqmred, 
and trdnc... 11 supported by'"'"-m thenatapeech W1thov.t """"'-•'-"'
,.,_ 1ll1l8t bel goverud by ~ to make llll!llle, and the sta.temmt that 
' notluDg UDCballleablc bas mtelhgeuco' u not & freab amclUIIOD.. haVUJg 
already bean stated, llOI' Jl It the conclUSIO!l demanded by the fo1lowJDg 
coatext Thepomt 18 that, If the IIP1Dz. of Reahty ezc:1udn cbarlse. mtelhpa.ce 
(wlucb iDvolvea bfe azul tlHnfora cbazta:e) will have 110 real emsteDce M)'lllim 

P.T.K. zp. It 
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"49B· Sn. Do you think that, without ,..t, there could ever 
c. be ODytiWJg that abides CODSiallt In the same condition 

and in the same respects ? 
Dm.urr. Certaiuly not. 
Snt. And without such objects can you make out that 
intelligence exists or could ever exist anywhere ? 
Dm.urr. It would be quite impossible. 
Snt. wen then, all the force of reascmiJJg must be enlisted 
to oppose anyone who tries to maintain any assertion 
about auythmg at the same time that be suppresses know
ledge ar undmtancling or mtelligence. 
Dm.urr Most =tamly. 
Sn. On these grounds, then, 1t seems that only one 
comse IS open to the pllllosopher who values knowledge 
and the rest above an else. He must refuse to accept 

D. from the champions either of the One or of the many 
Forma the docUme that all Reality Is changeleos ; 8Dd 
he must tum a deaf ear to the other party who represent 
Reahty as evaywhere c:haugmg. Like a child begging for 
' both ', 1 he must declare that Reality or the sum of thiugs 
is both at once--all that is unchangeable and all that 11 in 
change. 
Dm.urr. Perfectly true. 

In the concluding passage the ideahsts who believe in ' many 
Forms ' are grouped Wlth, but clistmgmsbed from, the Eieatlcs, 
the cbamprons of the One Bemg. What they have in common is 
their insiStence upon the changelessuess of the real : they both 
malntam that the wbuie d reahty, ' the All ', excludes all change 
and motlon. It JS put to them that this means exclu.dmg all hfe, 
soul, intelligence from the real-a pos1flon as fatal to the reality 
of knowie<J8e aa the opposite Heracleitean thesiS (already dismissed 
in the T,_, p. gil), that the wbule of the real is in perpetual 
change. 

Who are these Friends of Forms 1 The plain fact is that every 
feature of their doctrine, wtu.ch is descnbed in some detail, can be 
illustrated from Plato's own earlier works, and that we know of 
no other school that held a theory of reahty """" resembling it.• 

'For the heaelit of IICllcKan (ace Campbell's note) who have l1cYm' aelred 
a cluld, ' Wluch lwad wJll you have ~ ' I quote a lettm' fmm Mary Lamb 
(Aus so, 181!5) on a Vlllt to Cam.bndp : " Wewme Wlllkms the whale tuas
oat of one CoUep mto IUlOI:bm' If JOU uk me wlw:h 1 hke bat. I malt 
make the c:IWdnm'a tradlbonary 1IDCdfendmg reply-' Both' " 

1 Aa lbtt:er (l'Woa U. 132) remuka. no oae COIIId ewr have doubted that 
the ~'Dada of Fc:a'Jumcludedle PJatomc Soc:ratuofthe PlttatltJ &Dd ~. 
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The Gods, in this battle with the Giants, include all idea.bsts, an 
behevers in UDSeeP intelligible n:ahties. Panaeuidea Is ""JlRlRly 
telerred to, and the Pythagoreans (though not mentioned) belon&ed 
to that western tradition which had always stood in contrast wtth 
the materialistic science of lama. The battle is one that 15 always 
going on between the two camps, on a fundamental issue of pbilo&
OJUy. It 11 nchculous to conce:tve it as a quarrel between (say) 
Antisthenes or Mebssus on the one side and the Megarians or a 
mugmded sectwn of the Aoademy on the other. Plato knew well 
enough that his own theory of Forms was by far the most unportant 
product ci the ldealiot traditum. He could not leave hinlself out 
of the plCI""' The theory of Forms has already been submitted 
to the cnbdsm of Parmemdes. Why should it not be cnticised 
here by one cl Pannemdes' disciples ? As we have remarked, it 
is Plato's purpose in this dmlogue to set his own doctrine bes1de 
the Eleab.c and to mark exa.ctly the pomts m which he must chfler 
from Parmenides. The gist of the St:raager's critiClSID ts that the 
Friends of Forms have stated their VJeW of reality m terms that 
are too Eleatl.c. They have taken changelessness as the mark of 
Real bemg, and relogated all change to the world of l!econnn&· 

The theory of the Fnends of Forms 15 the theory stated in the 
Pluu4o and c:ntlased in the P.......... (I) They ' mako a di5-
1Ulcbon bet..... l!econnn& and Being and speak of them as 
separate '. Socrates had used the same words m the Pti1WtlmU : 
' If one dlstmgw.shes the Forms by themselves as separate ' ; and 
Parmenides had repeated 1t : • Have you yourseU made t1us dia
tincbon you speak of-certain Forms and on the other hand the 
thmgs that partake of them, each separate from the other > ' ' 
The empluws m both <halogues falls upoo the separatum lz"''lwP<I<) 
of the Ideal -ld from the many c:baogmg !lungs of sense. 

(o) The Fneods of Forms speak of - contrasted kinds of 
cogrubon : mtercourse Wlth Becoming by means of the body 
through seose ; and with Bemg by means of the soof througb 
teftection. Tins suggests a complete dlstmction between two 
fields of objects, the uoseeo and mtelbjpble Forms and the VISible 
objects of the lxxhly .....,., All tJus is in the P/uu4o (?gA) : 

:d the temporal aequllllCe of tho cbalogaea bad been cmrectiy detenDmecl 
earber tbao at .as Ratter lumaelf id~mtmea the FnencU of Forma With 
memberl of tbe Academy who took the doctrmea of penonal mamortabty 
and of bodl1eu Forma, as 1111t: forth m. the PIIM4o, mare aenouly aDd hterally 
t1um Plato hmaaelf mtended 

1 Soplt. z~, ,.._.,n}to I' crlola. JW111s -~ ~, p.,.. I'ZgD, 
U.nr~~_...._,,CIIWI'4.clltJ I30B, aw.k,.) W... &lfi"J-ds
J.J.,., pp1r ,.0 cDr, aiN l.,.,., p,..r U 1'4. oroW.. ail ~a, lee lntrod., 
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there are two orders of thinp, the anseen and unchanging, and 
the visJ.ble that is always changing. We ourselves consist of soul 
and body. The soul as unseen is akin to the UPSeeD. objects ; the 
body, as a V1Sihle thb!g, to the vUible. When the soul studies 
tbin&s ' through the senses •, she is <ha8ged down by the body and 
CODfueed ; when she Is ' by henelf ', roflecting on c:baogeless objects 
without the senses, she bas wisdom. So again in the R.pu~Jlie 
(SoHA) the lower kiDd of cogmtion is ' concerned with Becommg ' 
("'1!1 ym.,.,), the higher kmd Wlth ' Being ' ("'1!1 Otlalc•). 

(3) The Fiieuds of Forms take unchangeableness as the mark 
of real Being, variability as the mark of Becoming. This bad been 
asaerted in the Pltlulo with all possible emphasts.1 The Forms 
a.dnnt no sort of cJumce, whereas the many senm.ble thmgs never 
remain the same. In the Piaedo and IajMblic the 1deaJ world is 
constantly spoken of as excludmg any change, and t1us was always 
treated as the necessary condttion for the exmtence of knowledge. 

Now in the Ptmnmitles the last critiCism brought agamst the 
theory of Forms was that, if the Forms exiSt m a. separate world 
' by themselvea •, there Is danger that they may be beyond the 
reach of the knowledge which exists in our souls here ' in our 
""'ld' (Rae' ~pr.). A god might pcliWOSS perfect knowlod&e, but 
can our imperfect knowledge ever reach the Forms? Yet Par
menides admits that Wlthout the Forms there cannot be any cfis.. 
course at all The Forms must exist and be knowable. The 
whole dnft of the cnbcism is that the ' separa.bon ' of Forms from 
things in our world has been too sharply drawn and over-emphasised. 
The same impression ts conveyed here by the Stnmger The 
Friends of Forms are extremlsts who, hke the Eleabcs, want to 
make the wbule of reahty c:baogeless. Although they speak of 
knowledge as au mterconne of the soul With reahty by refiection, 
they will not admit that this is analogous to the intercourse with 
l!econDDg through the senses, for fear that some ' affection ' of 
the real should be unphed, inconsistent Wlth Us unchanging cbar
aoter. The Stranger demands from them, as earlier from the 
materia6sts, a conoession. But what exactly is this concession ? 

When the Stranger prot- that intelligenc:e, life, and therefore 
change must have a. place in ' that wluch is perfectly real', he 
cannot mean tha.t everythmg which is perfectly real must be alive 

~~~~. •• SA, .,..,..,_..._.,..w tnri.....m\ ~~~«r~ . .,mr,... 
IWOlon .W., Plta4o,7Sc. ..... &.I,.,,; 'l'adn\al ~lpare11101Jt.Dkely 
to be illcompo11te, Til II .wor. .W., al p.fJII-n _,... -'nl to be compoarte. 
A~ .. !tWo. never admitl 811.J c:laange: cW dnaao 1- ' lon, ~ b 
..WJafn),~Aaft.naW ~xu a.,._ ....... ~~. -.... ......... 
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and therefore changing. The Forms, considered as objects of 
knowledge, must be unchangeable. This is asserted in later 
dialoguea,l and in the conclusion here: there can be no intelligence 
without unchangi:og objects. The Forms are never represented 
as living and thinkmg beings. As the conclusion shows, the Stranger 
means by ' that which is perfectly J:ell! ' the ""'"" world of J:ell! 
beiDg. ' The J:ell! or the sum of thhJgs ' (•d II> •• Hal Td - Z19D) 
must include ' both all that is unchangeable and all that is m 
change '. The world of J:ell! beiDg, in fact, does not consist solely 
of the uncbangmg Forms (as the esrlier dialogues bad frequently 
suggested), but must contain as well life, soul, intelligence, aud 
such change as they unply. 

What may eamly mislead the reader is this : the St:raager's 
protest follows liJIDIOdlately upon the uleshsts' obJection that, if 
knowing 11 an action, reahty, in bemg known, must be acted upon 
aud so changed It appesrs at first mght as if the Stnmger himself 
must think that what is known 11 changed by bemg known. The 
conclWD.on, as we have seen, excludes the idea that the nature or 
content of a Form oould. possibly be altered by the act of know
ledge. But 1t may be well to revrew here the whole argument 
wrth regud to knowleclge. 

In the first place, we may note that the ideabsts' conception of 
the interarurse between Beconung aud the bodily senses exactly 
agrees Wlth the analysis of sensation in the T~ further 
proof that that analysis is Plato's own. They have reduced the 
alleged bard and changeless ' being ' of physu:al bodies to ' a sort 
of movmg process of becoming '.• Our intercoune with this 
process is ' an affection or action arising, as the result of some 
power, from thmgs that encounter one another', 'Viz. sense-organs 
and external obJects. The concepbon of the a.ctlve and passz.ve 
4jmcMIS is the same as that offered to the Giants, and the ideahsts 
accept 1t as belonging to Beconung. An this fits exactly the 
aocount given m the ThMelelvs. The Stnmger has, in fact, offored 
to the matenabst Plato's own account of the nature of those per
ceptible bod1es wluch the matenabst reguds as roaJ, aud of the 
intercourse we have With them in perception. So far as tlus sort 
of cogmtion is concerned, the reformed materialist wbo accepts 
the offer is at one with the Friends of Forms, who already hold 
that theory. 

On the other hand, the materialist was induoed to accept the d,....... theory, because we proved to him that bJs cmginal idenllfi. 
cation of the J:ell! with the langlble was not wide enough to inelude 

1 E g. 7\wsuiJ.r 28A. .5ZA, W: , PMkbw »A-. c 
I S46C. ,..._ ~~,.m,. ftt'd Cf T...... 156.6. fl (p 46), 
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cenam bodlleos tbiop. such as justice, wlmse reality has as goad 
a warrant. Bat wbat will the Frieads of Forms oay to maldog 
the power of acting and being acted upon the mark of reality 1 
What they do say (l&jBc) is that the ~ theoEy applies to Be
.,.,..;,g oaly, aot to Being or Rea.6ty (ofala). The point pat to 
them by the Stranger may be stated thua : ' You CODCei.ve our 
intercourse with physical objects in this way. Must you not 
reccpise an analogous intercourse between the soul which knows 
by ..tleetioa and the reality lmown1 ' It is a fact that the same 
metaphor of .....u mtercoune that ..... through the analyais of 
aease-perception in the T,..,., had been used by Plato for the 
mtercoune of the highest part of the soul with truth or reality. 
Socrates m the ~ (.jgoA) says that the true lover of kaow
ledge strivee towards reality and COJUIOt rest among appeuances. 
His passion (le"'<l wDl aot be bluated nor cease until he lays hold 
._, true bemg with the ldndred part of his soul, whereby he 
approaches and is married (""""o!aa' Hal poyok) with reality, 
begets (f~) intelligeoce and truth, and phis kaowledge, 
true life and noanshmeat. So only will he cease from traVllli 
(c6.!&o<). 5o agaDt m the Syoop.a- (2X2A) the asceat to the 
V1Bion of the Beautiful ends in a maniage of the soul with truth 
and the bepttmg of true VIrtue. The quos- DOW pat to the 
idealists may be interpreted as meaning : Is this marriage of the 
soul with reality mere metaphor 1 Is aot somethmg analogous 
to the marriage of sense with its objects mvolved in the conception 
of knowledge ? How else can we overcome that sharp separation 
of the tbmJdng soul in our world from the unchanging world of 
Forms, wluch Pannenides had pointed out as threatePing Socrates' 
l""""tatma of his theory of Forms 1 

The subsequent argument may be understood as showiog that 
Plato, though he still held that the Forms must be changeleos, has 
become aware that be ought not any louger to speak as if the Forms 
were the whole of reahty. Life, soul, and mtelligence do not ezist 
oaly in our world of Becoming, they too must be real The sort 
of change that they imply must have a real existence. Again, 
our own souls, rl' they are immortal and akm to the Forms, must 
be real, though they ammote bodios m tune and space. Life is 
not motma m space or the modificatioa of physical qualities. It IS 

spiritual movoment. In the Plttudrtu Plato has defiDed the soul 
as that which moves itseU and is the source of all other motum. ; 
and he wDl repeat this .. the z....s. Spiritual motioa&-thoughts, 
desires, feelings, etc.-are prior to all phymcal ~ and they 
reside in the soul of the tmiverse and in our own souls. This is 
the motion which the idealists are required to admit into ' that 
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which is perfectly real'. Just .. the relanned -erialist ..... 
induced to surrender the mark of taugibility aud eolaige his con
c:eptwn of the real to include """" bochless things, so the relanned 
idealist must surrender the mark of changelessness and allow that 
the real includes spiritual motion, as weD as the unchanging Forms. 

The question whether knowmg and belog known do not involve 
IOJ1lOthiug analogous to the phymcal inten:ourse of perception seems 
to be left unanswered. The Stranger neither asserts th1s nor demes 
it. In this Battle of the Gods and Giants Plato stauds between 
the two camps. Looking down upon the material world as con
ceived by the Atomists, he sees a chsorderly chaos of atomic bodies, 
each with its shape 1iD.ed with that impenetrable sohd stuff which 
the Atomist called ' being ' or substance. In his own theory of 
matter as stated in the T...,_, he pulverises this alleged being aud 
reduces it to a movmg process, the restless change of qualitative 
• powers'. Thus he describes the contents of space, • the nurse of 
beccmmg ', before the creator imposes fmm and number m the 
distinct geometrical figures of the priDwy bodies.' Looking m 
the other direction at the heaven of bodiless intelligible FODliS 
which he had himself created, agam he sees a pattern of Forms, 
each with its peculiar character, fixed in the immobility of Eleatic 
' being '. But is this pattern, as hi& earlier langua;e bod «mstantly 
implied, the whole of the real? In the R.poNie 1tsell knowledge 
JS compared to vision, and without bght the eye hal not ' the power 
of seeing • nor its object ' the power of being seen •. The bght comes 
from a source that is ' beyond being '. Perhaps what 18 here in 
Ius mind may be illustrated by Shelley's image of the dmne of 
many-«>loured glass thet stains the white rodiance of eternity. 
The Forms are bke the pattern of coloun on the dome, but reahty 

' TtMMtl S2D, Space c:ontams the ~ (characters or quahbcs, net 
'lhapea ') of the four eleme:Dts, and lll filled Wlth thclr unbalanced 'powen ' 
(......,..!&'), befonl the creator &.crn-ftlrCII'D •Dnrt. nl ~rs I behcvc 
tbat acarefulltudy of Plato's &CCODnt ofmatterm the X...-..r 47Kff IHds 
to the c:onclU111011 that hll do111 not reduce matter 1111Dply to space, filured by 
the pometncallhapa charactensb.c af the four pnmary bodlell These shapes 
are DOt empty, but :611811 With' mot:mn. • or cha.nge8. wluch are l"""'*"'r ~:z:s), 
having the p<nrer of actm1 on one &llOther and on the orgaua of 811!lbtm.t 
creatures. Such, 111. the hvmg world, 11 the ma.b:mal. eleDlBII.t which DeVer 

exma WlthoDt the oth• elemeut of chVJ!18 order, thcrash If: ~. mytlw:ally 
p1Ctured aa a pre-emstms chaos (306 • .520) The cluulgea mu.t be attnbuted 
to the lft'l.taonal elttlllCilt Ill the worJd'e aou1 • before • 1t 111 reduced to order by 
Reaaclll They replace the allesed aahd Impenetrable and 1lllChaDgmJ el:u.ff of 
tbe DemocnteaD. atom. wlw:h IIL'YOIWII the reduction of all c:haDge to locomo. 
tKm of 1lllCiul.qm1 bochea aDd ezcludee all hfc from what ie docl&red to be the 
IDle ree.IJ.ty (ft &>, for &pace, tbouah It ~ 18 'DOt-being, If tJua Ulter• 
prete.tKm 18 carrect. the BpleiiUIIlt or the r__, With the r,...,.,., uut. 
SofflKdte c:omplete. 



SOPHIST 249D-2SIA 

must iDclude tbe radiaJJce that ....... through them. The word 
' lntercoune ' ""~!PSis tbe type of relatkm that ouboists in oodal 
fellowship-110t action on a. purely passive object, but action that 
meets with a response. There is an intelligence in the world, which 
Ullftl'l to our intelligence, and of which, the PMUlJus declaru, our 
IDtelllgence Is a part. How exactly that inteJll&ence or life or soul 
is related to tbe Forms Is a question that can only be ..........J in 
the fismatlve Janiua8e of the r-.. 

Here the review of an the philosophel;s' conceptions of the real 
comes to an end. We set out upon this survey in order to seek a 
justilicatioo lor speaking of .,.~things that are not wbolly real 
and yet have 110111e sort of esistenoe--ond also of falsity in thought 
and speech. The reader mil!ht now expect that the discassicm of 
reality .. cooceived hy the materiahst and the idealiot should lead 
on to au explaDation of.....,., how they are related to • the perfectly 
real '. But this hope is disappointed. The next division of the 
dialogne baa little ar no beerlng on that metaphysical problem. 
What Plato intended we can only guess ; but this looks like another 
loose tbreacl, dropped here to be taken up in the projected Ploikn
oplwr. The reader mast turn for further enli&htenment to tbe 
Tiffttufu. The idealist who has learnt that reality is :oot only an 
uncbangiDg pattern of Forms but contaius also a divine inteUigeoce 
with the living power of a moving cause, will there find the world 
of nat.,.. represented as fashioDod hy that powor on the model of 
the Fonns, aud cbscowr what elements of reality may belong to 
the moving images of time, m what aense they can partake of being 
aud of not-being. But the ducussion in the Soj>lWI is diwrted 
here to the other problem of falsity in thought aud speech, which 
is to be solved at the close (2591' ft.). 

__.SU. r.....-. WM1 4<>11 Mo id..url....,. by 'Hill' I 
This diversion Is effected in the next, transitional, section. Here 

the term • Reality • or ' Being • (Td "") shifts its meaning. Liko 
• reality ' or ' existence ' in English, this term can mean either what 
it meant in the last section,' that which is real', ' that which exists ', 
orwhatitwillmeanin the:nextraection, the • realness • or' exJstence' 
wbir.h teal tbinp or esistmta have. Usmg the same term without 
poln!tng ont that its meaning shifts, the Stranger devolops an "'1"
ment wbk:h leads apparently to a contra.dictlon of the results we 
have juat reu:bed, namely, that Reality must include an that is 
1JDCbanc~Dcand an that is in cbange, ' both at once', We sbaD now 
be led to the admlasion that • Reahty Is not mutinn and ust buth 
at once' ; ' the real is by virtue of its own nature neither at nat 
nar in motion '. The reader who, like Tbeaetetus. does not see that 
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' Reality ' has ceased to mean ' the real ' and now means ' realness ' 
will agree to the Stranger's concluding te~~~~rk that Reality is as 
puzzling .. unreality. 

The Stianger points out that our conclusion, ' the real COPSists 
of all that is llllchanseable and all that is in chanse ', is parallel to 
the early physicist's statemen~ ' the real COPSists of the H<>t and the 
Cold'. Just as we put it to them that the term' real ' does not mean 
' hot ' or • cold • or ' hot-and-cold ', but has a distinct sense that 
should be defined, so now we put it to the Idealists that • real • 
(realness) does not mean ' moving' or ' at RSt ' but is a tbird thing 
of which Motion aud Rest themselves both partake. We have not 
yet got a defiDitinu of its meaning. 

z.wn, STR.. Well then, does it not look now as if we had fairly 
caught reabty withm the compass of oor descriptioo 1 
TBEAET. Certa1nly it does. 
STil And yet '-oh dear, Tbeaetetus, what if I say after 
all that I think it is just at this point that we shall come to 
oee how ballliDg tbis questkln of reabty is 1 

E, TBEAET. How so ? Why do you say that ? 
STB: My good friend, don't you see that now we are wholly 
In the dark about it, tbougb we fancy we are talking good 
sense? 
1'1mAl!T. I certainly tbougbt so, and I don't at allllllder
stand. how we can be deceived about our condition. 
STB.. Then consider these last conclusions of OlD'S more 
carefully, and whether, wben we agree to tbem, we DUght 

:zso. not fairly be posed wltb the same questinu we put earher to 
thoee wbo s&1d that the sum of things ' really Is ' Hot and 
Cold. 
TBEAET. You must remind me what that question was 
STR. By all means ; and I will try to do it by questlomng 
you in the same way as I questioned them, so that we may 
get a. little further at the same time. 
TlmAET, Very good. 
STR. Come along then, When you speak of Movement and 
Rest, these are thmgs completely opposed to one anotber, 
aren't they " 
l'BKABT. Of course, 

t The conupt ~ ~· a.. &,a. baa not heenc:onVIDClDglyemeaded Smce 
ds can hazdly be the ezda.ml.tory ch, Campbdl'• crta.tu:a of &p ]CiiD 111 

"""""""' '""''""""'"""'-·<">~~>lpo<+>& ............ fJa[Jrd pbnM II Justdied by~ lpa.~2]X fHalntrc'Withoat the Dlual 
4 il uaed at 2JIIA after &wwcl. to &VOldlu&tD•, ami here tt &n. the lu&tlu 
betwee:o#t(orAq.)IUidcW(or&n) F'DrTI&.~cf rlrlv~,25:m 
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~so. Sm. At the same time you say of both and of each ~~m~r
ally, that they ate J:ell! l 

a. Tlllwn'. I do. 
ST1 And when you admit that they are real, do you mean 
that either or both are in movement ? 
Tlllwn'. Certamly not. 
STR. Then, porbapo, by &ayiDg both are J:ell! you mean 
they are both at rest 1 
Tlllwn'. No, how could I l 
ST1 So, then, you CODCeive of reality (realness) as a third 
thing over and above these - ; and when you speak of 
both as beiDg real, you mean that you are taldDg both """"" 
rnent and rest together as em.braced by reality 1 and fixing 
your attention on their common association with reahty ? 

c. Tmwtr. It does seem as if we discerned reality as a third 
thing, when we say that movement aud rest are real 
Sm. So reality is not motion aud rest ' both at once ', but 
something distinct from them. 
TIIEAET. Appa1'10Dtly. 
STR.. In virtue of its own nature, then, reaHty is neither at 
rest nor in movement. 
"''mwn'. I suppose so. 

The phrase ' both at once ' ("""'!'fP<h"'! .. ) is meant to recaJI 
our previous conclusion, ' Reality or the sum of things is both at 
once ("""'p<p<hii(!O)-all that IS unchangeable and all that is m 
cha.Dge '. Nowwe say that realityisnot motionandchangebothat 
once ; the real, in virtue of its own nature, is neither at rest nor in 
motion. This appears to Theaetetus to be a contradiction : but 
it is not so. The first conclwnon meant that the Real, or the sum 
of thin&s that are real, includes both things that are changeless 
and thin&s that change. Our preseut concbwon means that Reality 
(realneas),-the Form with which the two other Farms, Motion and 
Rest, are associated or combined in the judgments 'l4otion is real', 
'Rest is real '-does not include as part of its content or meaning 
either ' beiDg ln motion ' or ' beiDg at rest ', but is a third distioct 
Form. Hence it is not true to say that the Real • by virtue of its 
own nature '-the real, f'lll real-either is at rest or is in motion. 
U ' to be real ' impHed either ' being at rest ' or ' beiDg in motion ', 
evident)¥ the J:ell! could not include both moving and unchanging 
thiDgl. Tbis conclusion is in entire harmony with the eadier ODe. 

The trained Ac:ademic reader, accustomed to think of Platonic 
Farms, would see that the moaning of ' Reality ' has &bllted from 

'T ____ (Campboll) 
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' the real' to' realness •, But the next sentences describe the natanl 
CODfusion of mind of the Ol'dmary reador and of Tbooetetas himself, 
who is not alive to the change of meaning. 

:zsoc. STR. If so, where is the mind to tum for help if one wants 
to reach auy clear and certain cooclusion about ....Wty 1 
'i'Bl!AEr. Wb ... indeed 1 
STR. It """""hard to find help in any quarter. H a thiDg 

D. is not in movement, how can it not be at rest i' Or how can 
whatisnotin auyway at rest fail to be in movement? Yet 
reality is now revealed to us as outside both altematJ.ves. 
Is that possible 1 
'i'Bl!AEr. As impossible as anything could be. 
Snt. Then there is one thing that ought to be remembered 
at this point. 
'i'Bl!AEr. And thst is--1 
STR.. That we were completely puzzled when we were asked 
to what the name ' umea1 ' should be apptied.. You re
member1 
TBEABT. Of C01lJ'Se 

E. Sn. And now we are in no less perple:ri.ty about reality ? 
TB:E.utT. In even greater, I should say, sir, if that be 
possible 
STR.. Let us take it, then, that our difficulty is now com· 
pletely stated. But since reality aud unreality are equaDy 
puzzliDg, there is hencelonvard ...... hope thst auy hght, 
whether dim or bright, thrown upon the one will illuminate 

I5I. the other to an equal degree ; and if, on tbe other baud, 
we cannot get sight of either, at any rate we will make the 
best we can of 1t under these conditions and force a passage 
through the argument with both elbows at once. I 
TBEAT. Very good. 

1 l&mlcWu wath au accusative can meaa. (r) to fCDd oft: TM.c u &f, al 
llhlpa ..... ;,~a~ Tbutr63C,G'.-.....,...wa..-s,..ta('boweball 
we fend o1f th11 argumeut ~ ') , (2) to force onc'a way tbrougb: a..lciol. .,.f., 
&pno, Xell If tho word bas CJther of theee ICII1Iel here 8lld ~ 11 dative. 
It IS hard to - bow we can aae reabty and aD11111llty aa mst:ra.menb whim 
we C8ZUlOt • 100 ' them Agaullt the mterpretaaoa ' force a pusage for the 
argument between both at onc:c' (~111 gen governed. by W m ~ 
Campbcii., DJCs) IS tho word Ips Othorwuo (lf tho CODSI:mcbon could be 
parallolod) tho metaphor of a alup between two lllYlSI.ble rock& • appropnate 
Porhap1 ~ DJJght ll1llt It better thaD.,..,....,..,. 1 wnderatand, 
hownc, ~., (nrto JYOilr) mth 110 rcfereacc to ~ Stephana~ 
(Duiot, 1831-56, I 'II ,.,.. :zS:ac). olblol• 1Ntml- f'mtdtwdHGrto,.........,. 
XCI'O"'• sclqw MOnt A"-, lfl .p HtM ~,_II~ .ndl xqtll He 
cites SOf'Al# :a:aliA, 1111 orf W, (sc X'lfll) ).~. o.J.me..lfHg .. ll"f. and fn.. 
1tance8 of the IIDUJar OIIUIIICD of woloflo and .Z,.. 
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The Straager"s words, 'let us take it that our difficulty is now 
campletely stated •, indicate that all that has gone before is a state
ment of problems, with 101ne hints towards thmr solution. Faithful 
to Socrates' method, Plato bas reduced the reader to a state of 
perploxity that will make him eager for such explanations as are 
now to come. At the same time, under the mask of an apparent 
c:ontradiction, he bas clwlged the subject from a metaphysical 
consideration of the nature of the real to a dUierent field, wh.J.ch we 
ahould caD. Logic. Our attention is now fixed on the three Fonns, 
Reahty (or Enstence 1), Motion, Rest. We are to take these 
Forms in isolation from any existing thmgs that may partake of 
them and indeed from everything else, and C01lS1der m what ways 
they ' combine ' with one another or refuse to combine. 

II. THE CoiiBINAnON OF FORliS AND THE PRoBLEII. OF 
NEGATIVE STA1'EliENTS 

The purpose of the coming section (aSIA~Sgo} is to clear up 
oonfusiona about negative statements containing the words ' is not ' 
--negative, not false statements. In particular there was the 
fallacy that every negative statement demes the existence of some
tbmg. It was necessary to show that such a statement as ' Motion 
ts not Rest ' does not deny the existence of etther Rest or Motion, 
but only means that Motlon is not the same as Rest, or Motion is 
oJ1u1- 1/rluf Rest. Everything in the world tbat is other than Rest 
c:an be negahvely descn"bed as 'that wtuch u 1WJ Rest ', but none 
the less it exists and may be just as real as Rest So we succeed 
in findmg a sense in which ' that wlnch is not (so and so) ' exists, 
or bas being. The c:onclusion will be the duproof (promJeed at 
24ID) of Panneoides' two complemente<y dogmas: ' That whi<h 
is. cannot in any sense not be' aud ' That which is not. cannot in 
any_. be'. 

This result is not an that is conveyed in the long cbscussion of the 
combination of Forms. In the middle of it comes a description of 
Dialectic, the task of the pbdosopher, who is to trace out the pattern 
of the world of Forms by his methods of Collectinu and Dlvislon. 
The wbole secticm is concerned solely with that world and the 
relations that subsist between the Forms themselves, aud are 
mlected in bue statements that we can make about them. The 
Sttanger is, in fact, fulfilling the wish expressed by Socrates in the 
P~. when he said it would interest him if auyone could 
show that the problem. of one thing having many names and 

1 The llDft will be marked m the trandatao.D. by the ue of ' clUitencc • 
m.st:IIIMI of ' ruhty ' for olfta, 'I'll Ito, ' Exlstl ' IS & more natural word for that 
mean1ng of ' IS ' wtuciL we are 101111 to cb1tmgul8h from othen 
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participating in many Forms, whlch his theory was to solve, hal 
its counterpart within the world of Forms itself.• 

2SIA-<:. E- of 1M lrioioZ qvullmo, ,.,.. .., lltlil.u..rl IM"' 
"" .Ww flltmY,..,., 

Tho openiJ>g pazagraph makes it clear that we .man be con
cerned ODly Wlth the relations of Forms to one another, not with 
the old questicm of the partic:ipaticm of an inchvidual c:onmrte thing 
in many Forms. Once more that question is impatiently dismissed 
as not meritmg further discussion 1 

The tra.Dsltlon here nec:esaanly seems a little abrupt, because the 
shift to a fresh set of problems baa been cbsguised by the •PI""""'' 
contwlu:bon which baa reduced Theaetetus to pe<plexity Tho 
link of thought is : Being and Not-being have proved to be oquaDy 
puzzling Let US DOW consicte. datements (Adyoo) in which the 
words 'is' and 'ts not' occur, and see if we can discover how Motion 
and Rest can both be, and yet Being itself can Ml-6e either moving 
or at rest. So we pass to statements in which we ' give names 
to tlungs ', 

25IA STR Let us explam, then, how it is that we call the same 
thmg-whatever ts in question at the moment-by several 
names. 
TlmABT. For instance ? Gtve me an ezample. 
Sm. Well, when we speak of a man we 8J.Ye him many 
additional names : we attn.bute to hun colours and shapes 
and sizes and defects and good qualities ; and in an these 
and countless other statements we say he 15 not merely 

B. a ' man • but also ' good ' and any number of other things. 
And so With everything else : we take any given thmg as 
one and yet speak of tt as many and by many names. 
Ta:EAET True. 
STil And thereby, I fancy, we have provided a magnilicent 
entertainment for the young and for some of their elders 
who have taken to learning late m hfe. Anyone can take 
a hand in the game and at once obJect that many things 
cannot be one, nor one thing many ; indeed, they debght 
in forbiddmg us to speak of a man as ' good • ; we must 

c. ODly speak of a good as good, and of the man as man. I 
imagine, Theaetetus, you often meet with these enthusiasts, 
sometimes elderly men who, being poorly endowed with 
intelhgence, gape: With wonder at these ctiscovenes and fancy 

I See lntmd,, p II, 
I It WU cllamJ.ed at p- Iag& ff, U IIOlvelf by the earlier datem.eDt of 

tbe Tboo!y of Forma, ud Will be delcribed as ' c:Jukbah' at P,.,.,_ IofD. 
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•5rC. they bave Jipted here on the very treaaure of axnplete 
wisdom.1 
TlmABT. I have indeed. 

It is widely agreed 8IDOIIg scholars who allow Plato to take notice 
of his coo.temporaries that the phrase ' old men who have taken 
to learning late m life ' is pointed at Anttsthenes. We know so 
little of Antisthenes that the reference cannot be taken as certain. 
The WOlds would fit Euthydemus and Iris brother Dionysodnnu, 
wbo du put f<l<1VIifd the view here meoticmed.• On the other band, 
it was suggested by Schleiennacher that Antisthenes was attacked 
Wider the oame of these Erisbcs. He bad been a pupil of the 
rhetorician Gaqpas, and had opeoed a achool after Socrates' deoth, 
at which date he can hardly have been under fifty. ~e may have 
developed an interest in what we can logical questwns late m life. 

The theory here dismissed as tnvm.l objects to calling one thing 
by many names, because one tlung cannot be many nor many one. 
We must not say ' thlS man is good ' but ODly that ' a good is good', 
' a man is man '-one name for one tlung T1us is not a ' dema1 
of predJca.tion ', but rather a theory of prechcation (lf we are to use 
that tenn), and ODe which is not altogether contempb.ble. 

The theory has been brought into relatton Wlth the doctrine 
' dreamt ' by Socrates at T~ 20IE (p. 143) , but it may be 
independent. It can be stated u follows. A good whlte man is a 
axnplex tiring, with three parts, each of which bao lis own proper 
name. • Good ' is the name of th1s goodness wtu.ch exists here, 
• man ' is the name of this man, and so on. I may call the complex 
thing a • good white man ', or I may call each elementary consbtuent 
by its own name : but I ought not to say ' tlus man is good ' : the 
name good belongs, not to him, but to his goodness. Antlsthenes, 
we are told by Anstotle,• ' showed his simphcity by hls contention 
that nothing should be spoken of except by lis proper verbalexpres
oion (logos), one expression for one thmg '. If logos here includes 
not only many~worded formulas, such u' good whlte man ', but also 
siugle names, Antisthenes' doctrme may be the same as the theory 
in the Soplti&. 

Plato would reply that a common name is not sunply the name of 
this mdividual thiDg and othenl hke 1t, but has a universal meamng, 
which is a unique Form. ' This man is good • means that this thblg 
partakes of the Form, Good. There is nothing apinst one thing 
partakinc of any number of Fmms. It is mere pedantry to object 

1 0f P1U.hl, ISS, ~-nN~.,.,..,_.,.. 
1 BIIfi1L•72a..,Y,.,.h..,............,..,.,.,,... 
I Jtl~, Ioqb, 32• 
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that ' goad ' is strictly the uame only of tho goodness prooent in 
this man. Why should we not ... tho campendioasfonn of words 
' Tbis man is goad ' or ' partakos of goodness ' 1 This aaswer bas 
...., safficiently indicated in the P.........,.., What here c:oncerns 
us is not statements about individual things {such as the theory 
contemplates) but tho problems prooented by statoments about 
Forma. How and to what extent can Fonns partake of one 
IIDOther 1 

25Io-a52B. lToof llttll ..... F ...... ..;u -· othen ..;u .... 
The Stranger's next words mdicate that this question is addressed 

not ODly to elderly pedants but to all plJilosopheB. 

251c. STR.. Well then, we want our argument to be addressed 
D. to an alike who have ever bad anythmg to say about exist~ 

ence ; so let us take it that the questlons we shall put now 
are intended not only for these people but for all those othenl 
whom we have been convening Wlth earher. 
'I'lllwrr. And what are tho quesboDs 1 
Sn.. Are we not to attach Existence to Motion and Rest, 
nor anything else to anything else, but rather to treat them 
m our discourse u incapable of any blending or participatl.on 
in one another ? Or are we to lump them all together as 
capable of association with me another 1 Or shall we say 
that this is true of some and not of others ? Which of 

B. these possibilities shall we say they pofer, Tbeaetetus 1 
TmtAET. I am not prepared to answer that on theU" behalf. 
SrR.. Then why not answer the questi.OilS one a.t a. time 
and see what are the consequences in earh case ~ 
'l'Hlw<T. Very goad. 

The word tnnslated ' combine ' (HO•"""""l happens to be the 
same that was used in the metaphysical section for our ' intercourse ' 
with the obJects of pen:eption or of thought ; but tho two meanings 
are entirely diStinct. The word itseU means no more than ' to have 
Ielatlom with ' something, and the Ielations now to be described 
between Farms are not psycholosfcal. A Fosm is not imagmed as 
perceiving or thinking of another Form when it ' combines ' with it. 
The Ielation is ezpresseci by other motaph<liS uoed synonymously. 
In a positive statement we are said to • connect • (neoadm'sw) the 
two Fonns. The Forms themselves are said to 'mix ' or 
'blend ' (avppel,.,.,mla•) or to be in<:apable of blending (ap. .... ) ; 
to ' fit together ' (""""f!ph.... opposed to d.GQ....,.r. •SJA) ; 
to be • c:onaonant • (OVJ'fi'M'Bi'r 253a) : to • accept • or 'receive' 
one another (.UzBOihu) ; to ' partako 'of one another (pm&JizpPdnw 
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or ,cwr.4zew}. The contrary of this combination is sometimes 
c:alled ' division ', ' dlsjunctlon ' (6""e1<7'<) or ' ""1"""tion' 
(6-et.so6ao).' Plato, here as elsewbere, Wisely ......, to aliDW 
any one rnetapbor to harden mto a technical term. Nearly all 
~· is metaphorical, and eve<y metaphor has misloading 
ltS!IOCiations. By vuying the word, Plato helps the reader to free 
his conception of the relation intended fr<m such 11180Cl8.tions and 
to escape tho illusion that pbilosophical ~ can be reaDy 
precise and Ul!aiJibjguous. The lollowiDg definitions, bowover, may 
be useful. Two Fcmns are said to ' combine ' when they stand 
(eternaDy) in such a relation that their names can occur in a ,., 
trjJimwJiw~ofa.certain type. For example,' Motl.onexists' 
means that the Form llotlon blends with the Form Existence. 
A W.. nepDw ~ such as ' Motion does not rest ' reftects 
tho !act that tho two F<ll'lliS, Mo- and Rest, are (eternally) 
ittt:~refuse to blend. There are also true negab.ve state
menta of the type' Motion is not Existence ' or ' Motion is not Rest ' 
which ezpress the fact that the Fonns in question are rliff•M, 
though they may not be incompab.ble (for Mob.cm. is compatlble 
with Existence). These definitions are m terms of statements that 
we can make about Forms : hence the proviSO that the statements 
must be true. We can, indeed, CODDeCt two names in a false state
ment, ~.g. ' Motion is Rest ' ; but the Forms referred to do not 
combine. The combinations aud disjunctions exist eternally a.moog 
the Forms themselves, They are reBected only m true statements. 

The relatfon between Forms that combme IS also caJ1ed • partlcipa
tion ' ; but it must not be assumed that tlus relatlon is the same 
that subsists between an individual thing (1.g. a. man) and the Form 
(Man) that be ' partakes of '. Plato llOWbere DDplies that the Form 
Motion partakes of the Form ExisteDce, or the Form Man partakes 
of the Form Animal. in the same way as this man partakes of the 
Form Man. He uses the same word with his usual chsregard for 
precise terminolot!Y, and he nowhere gi.., any expliclt account of 
either relation. It seems obvious, however, that he cannot have 
regarded the two rela:tioos as the same. The word xowoweiP, 
as weD as perqe&'l, is used of individuals wluch • share in 'a common 
Form ; but he would not describe a. man as ' blended With' the 
Form Man. Further, ' participation ' as between Fo.nns 15 a. sym. 
metrioal relation. At •sse. n Existents (6rra) are divided into two 
Fonns or: Kinds (Td ...S' ami and Td "'!d< .W.) and then Existence 

I.P.w,J:zgz,~ocal~ Anatotle,w • .,.loDiell..,_, 
r pattillg toptber , for the c:ombmaboa of Pro t:en:llll lD an aflirmabvc 
propollboa, &Dd a..t,.u for the duJomma: of the two m a .neptave propo.._ 



SOliE FORMS COIIBINE, OTIIERS DO NOT 

is described as ' partaking of ' both these subordinate Forms. So 
the geoerU: Form partakes of (blends with) tho specifu: Form uo 
less than tho specific partakes of tho generic. Tlus COIISldera
also shows that tho relation is not that of subject to pre<hcate ; t.. 
that IS not symmetric:al The Aristotelian terms ' subject' , 'predi
cate ' and ' copula • should not be used at an to descnbe what is in 
Plato's mmd, This will become c:loarer as "" proceed. 

That the terms whose combmabon or non.-com.bmatl.an ts diS
cussed here are Forms IS clearly stated by the Stranger where he 
refers to the results obtamed : ' Since we have agreed that km4s 1 

(ybo7) are related in the same way (as letters or ID1ISIOIIl aounds) 
as reguds blendmg' (2SJB), It IS truo that from tho c:ombmB
flon or non--combmation of Forms among themselves, consequences 
follow wrth regard to the truth and falmty of statements about 
inch VIdual things. For instance, rl' the Form Motion chd. not partake 
of Existence, then no statement unplying that a moving thmg or 
a particular motlon emsts would be true. Some ln1rh consequences 
are refened to, but we are actually chscuss1Dg Forms, not indJ.Vldual 
tlnnp. 

The three possible alternab.ves with regard to the extent of 
combmatim among Forms are now considered m turn. The :first 
11 that no FOJDJ. combmes with any other, wlnch means that no 
a:ffinnahve statement about a Form is true. Tins alternab.ve JS 

analogous to Antlsthenes' VJew that a thmg must not be called 
by any name but 1ts own. Apply that to Forms, and the result 
11 that a Form can only be named ; nothing can be S8ld about 1t. 

25IE, STR.. And first, if you hke, let us suppose them to say that 
nothmg has any eapac1ty for combmatlon With anythmg 
else for any purpose. Then Movement and Rest will have 
no part m Existence. 

2,52. l'BEAET. No. 
Sn.. wen then, will either of them elalt, if it has no 
association Wlth Existence ? 
"''mwn'. No, 1t Wlll not exist. 
Sn.. That admission seems to make short work of an 
theones , it upsets at one blow those who ha.ve a. universe 
in motion, and those who make it a. motionless mnty, and 
all who say their reahfles exist m Forms tha.t are always 
the same m all respects •; for they all attnbute existence 

I Jlere, U ellewbenl, the term ' Jand 0 {pJio., 18 D8S .mddfenmtly U & 

IIJDODJ'Dl of Form (aio.,, 
• 'I'be tbree c1auea JDelltloned above (2.498) at the end of the upment 

wath the ldeaheta 'I'be earber plu1oeophen are ncaUed m the ned: epeecb. 
P.T.X. 257 S 
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252. to things, eome saying they really rm in movement. some 
that they really "'' at rest. 
'I'ImAEr. Quite 10. 

B. Sn. Anti further, those who make all tlnnp come together 
at one time and separate at another, whether they ming 
iimmnerable things into a unity and out of a unity,l or chvule 
tbinp into and combine them out of a limited set of elements; 
no matter wbethertheywppose t1us to happen m alternation 
or to be going OD all the tf:me---however it may be, all tbJs 
would be meaniogless if there is no blendiDg at all.• 
'i'lmAEr. Troe. 
Sn. I>!-. the giUtest absurdity of all results from 
jiiiiSUing the theory of thooe very people who will not allow 
Olle thing to share in the quality of onother ODd so be called 
by ita name. 

c. TBEABT. How so ? 
Snt. Why. m refemDg to anything they cannot help usmg 
the wuds ' being ' ODd ' aport' ODd 'from the others ' ODd 
' by itaelf' and any number more. They cannot refrain 
from these ezpnosions or from CODIIOCiing them in their 
statements, and so need not wait for others to refute them ; 
the foe is in their own household, as the saying goes, and. 
bke that queer fellow Emydes,' they carry about Wlth them 
wherever they go a voice in thm own bellies to contradict 
them. 

D. Tmwtr. True ; your comparison is very muclJ. to the pur
pose. 

Acccmling to the th£ary of Socrates' 'dream ' in the r-. 
(zoiD, p. 143), each simple element can only be named: you cannot 
add that it ' is' or call1t • that ' or • each', etc. These terms are 
'1'UillliDg round ' and being attached to everything ; whereas the 
eloment can only be called by its propel" name. Here the SIIanger 
""""""' that the (perhaps kindred) theory of the eldorly pedants, 
which as applied to Forms would mean that every Fonn is by itself 
aport from all the ...t ODd refuses to combine, cannot be stated 
wrthout aolf-cantradicbon. 

'P, Ar.,MS.g8.p;,IO, ~-~Jsbnxal.~b&, (of 
Empodocloo'--=to). 

1 • No bhmdmg' DUIIlD8 no b1enduli' of FODDI If no Form partakes of 
aL.y other, the l'l:atemeatl that 'llotlon emata' 8lld • Rest exmta' are e.ather 
fa1le or lllllllllllqlle U that 11 ao. 1t follcnra that pbyslcal tbUlp C8DilOt 
partake of IIDbcm or of Relrt , and t1u1 u fatal to all CCJIIII1CIIo&1o 

I A ftlltnloq1li8t, me:Dtwaed by Anltoplames. 
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Ritter 1 undeJStands Plato to assert here that there is no thlnldng 
"'""Pi in thdorm of a judgment COIIIIOCiing a subject and a prechc:ate, 
and no sort of actuality or determination, to be grasped by thought, 
"'""Pi in relabon to other detemnnabons. This, be says, lmpbeo 
that no word by 1tself has any rne&Ding, but only when combined 
with other vmrda m a judgment. A«<ldJngly, ' Being ' has no 
meaning sa.ve in a judgment, either as subject or as predicate, or as 
determination of subject or predu:ate, each of which always pre
supposes the other. Burnet • echoes this: 'The solution is briefly 
that is and is fiOl have no meaning except in judgements or pre
du:ations {ldfoo).' ' Being, Rest, and Motion ••• have no meamng 
"'""Pi in a judgoment.' 

I cannot see that Plato says, or implies, anything of the sort. 
The point is diflicult to argue, beca111e ' meaning ' is an extremely 
ambfgu.ous word.• But Plato's VleW of a' meaning 'ts SlDlple. The 
name ' circle ' which I now utter t~~~as the Form • Ctrcle ', au 
eternal and unchanging object of thought, whlch we can know and 
(if 1t be complex) define. The name is au articulate sound conven
tionally attached to liDs Form. Hence, if two people speak tho 
same language, when one utters the sound ' circle ', the other will 
have the same meamng more or less clearly before his mind and 
understand the sound, Plato nowhere suggests that the name 
' circle ' has no meaning by itself and only acqmres a meaning when, 
and for so long as, someone thinks of the Form and utters 1ts name 
together wrth other D8Dle5 m a statement. An that he asserts here 
is that, unless some Forms at least have to one another the relation 
he calls • combming' or ' bl.encling ', no affirmative statement about 
any Form can be true. Hence you cannot even say that ' every 
Form stands apart by 1tseU ', for all these wotds have rneauings, 
and unless those meanings are combined in a fact corresponding to 
the statement, the statement must be either false or meamngiesa. 

The misuodentandmg may be due to the false notion that Plato 
here means by ' Being ' the copula. whlch is suppoeed to connect 
subject and predicate and to have no meaning except m a judg
ment. But Plato does not speak of subjects or predicates or of the 
copula. ' Being' in this context clearly means the Form, Eldstence. 
And even if • Being 1 meant the copula. it is hard to see why ' Rest 1 

and ' Motion 1 and all other words shoald be declared. to have no 
meaning save in a judgment. The whole notion aeems to be entirely 
unfounded. 

The s- next quickly dismisoes the second altemative. 
• N ... u .... ...a.. (19m), p. 55: PlMmt, voL u, p. If19, 
•Gl.Pinl.I1 2h:ff 
1 See (}scllm IUld Rich&nta, TM M,_.., of M,_lfll 
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2520. STR.. Well. suppoae we allow that all are capable of com~ 
bining with one another. 
TmwtT. Even I can clispooe of that suggestion. 
Sn. How? 
TlmAET. Because then Movanent Itself would come to a 
complete standstill., and agam Rest Itself would be m :move
ment, d each were to supervene upon the other. 
Sn!, And that Is to the last degree impossible-that M<M>o 
ment should came to be at rest and Rest be m motton 1 
TIIBAET, Surely, 
S:nt. TbeD ooly the third cholce Is left. 
TIIEAET. Yes. 

E. STB.. Andobae:vethatoo.eofthesealte:rna.tivesmustbetrue: 
either all will blend,ornone,orsome will and somewillnot. 
TmwtT. Certamly. 
Sn!. And - of the tbn:e have been found impo!ISlble. 
l'BEAET. Yes. 
Sn.. Whoever, then, wishes to g~.ve a nght answer will 
assert the rema.inmg one. 
Tmw<T. \liUte so. 

•SO,_.SJC. Tlw -. of pltolosoplok tlhcoum 
Some Fonns will blend, some not. Tins rneaiiS that some affirma

tive, and some negatlve, statements (of the types Ulldel' consuiera
tlon) about Forms are true. These true statements will make up 
the texture of phdosopluc cbscourso-that ' chalecbcal ' argument 
which 15 entirely about Forms 1 The Stranger next compares tlus 
tuture of chscourse With the texture of sounds m speech and musu:. 
In both these cases we find elements that WJil combme and others 
that will not. 

2,S2E. Sm. Then since some will blend, some not, they mJ.ght be 
253. satd to be in the same case wrth the letters of the alphabet. 

Sane of these cannot be conjomed, others will fit together. 
TmwtT. Of course. 
Sn!. And the ......Jo .,. specially good at combination
a sort of bond pervadmg them all, so that without a vowol 
the others cannot be fitted together. 
TmwtT. 1'ha1 Is so. 
Sn.. And does everyone • know wbirh am combme with 
wluch, or does one need an art to do 1t nghtly? 

I~· '9'1., 511B, The phraae 1 tu.tare Of duicoane 1 IS baaed 011 Plato'l 
late:r reman: that • all ducoane depeDda on the weaVIllg t:opthel' (~ 
of FCIIDI8. (p 300)· 

1 ln Bllmet'l test (1899) rill' II mapnDted for rir, 
:z6o 
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•53· 'i'BBAET. It needs art. 
Sn. And that art io----1 
'i'BBAET. Gnmmar. 

B. Sn. Again, is it not the same With sounds of hlgh or low 
pitch 1 To posseos the art of l'OC:<>gDising the sounds that 
can or can not be blended is to be a musician ; if cue doesn't 
understand that, one is unmusical. 
TBEAET. True. 
Sn, And ,.. shall find dil!mnc:es of the same sort betwoen 
competence and mcornpetcnce in any other art. 
THEAET. Of course. 
Sn. Well. now that we have agreed that the Kinds 1 stand 
towazds one another in the same way as regards blendmg, 
is not some SC1ence needed as a. guide on the voyage of dis
course, rl' one is to succeed m pomting out which Kmds are 

c. consonant, and wluch are incompatible Wlth one another ; 
also, whether thoro are certain Kiuds that pavade them all 
and connect them so that they can blend, and agam, where 
thoro are dlVISIDDS (separatl<ms), whether there are =tam 
others that traverse wholes and are responsible for the 
diVISion? 
THEAET. Surely some saence 11 needed-perhaps the 111011: 
important of all. 

The interpretatitm. of the Stranger's last speech is vital, if we 
would uudemtand the descripbon of the SCleDce of Diaiectlc or 
Pbllosophy wluch is to follow. The Stranger IS speaking of the 
wholo textore of pbllosophical diScoune, the actual precess of 
conversation aDDing at the cbscovery of trutb. The motapbor of 
the voyage of diScoune (' travellmg tbrough arguments ') reca1le 
the terms WJed. m the 1UpubUc 1 of Dlalectic, which is concerned 
solely With Forms. Here the object JS ' to point out which Fonns 
are consonant With which, and wluch are incompatlble ', The whole 
textore of pbllosoplnc disc:omse will consist of affirmatlve and nega
tive statements about Forms, which should correctly represent their 
eternal combmation or disjuuctJ.on in the nature of dungs. 

Specially important is the anaJosy drawn m the last cl.,... 
between the vowels which 'pervade' (~Ill ....... ~) the 
whole textore of speech and certain Forms which pervade (~Ill 
ftdvraw) the testure of diScourse and eoable Forms to blend. These 

1' Kmdl' (~}. aynonymous mth • FcmDI' (.ra.,}, here as el8nhere 
I Soplt 2,5]B, W ... .YJ-~ R~. SlOB, tfuri • • , cnLr h'.,.,. 
~ dJ.l' bl ~ 0 ,51181 the metaphor of cbmbmg, ~~ W., 
....,..,:SI7B, ...... -~; 533C. ........... ,....,..,..,.,.,..,.I· 
- • .53tC. .'""" tfMyy~. etc. 
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pervasive Forms are obviously the rnea.ninga of certain words used 
in allirmative statements. They .... in fact, the rnea.ninga of the 
word 'Is ', which ..., shall disliDgulsh presently. 

There are alsO certain Forms which ' traverse wholes and are 
resp<IIISlble lor the division of them ' (&~afe<a'<)· These disjoining 
Forms are the rnea.ninga of the words ' is not ' in true negative 
statements. They c:onespond to the ' divisions of wholes '. The 
phrase 'traversing wholes ' (&•' 6.1 ... ) must be distinguished from 
the phrase '~ an' (&ul ..mmu.) U!Od of the conjunctive 
Forms, the meaning of which is detennined by the descnption of 
the vowels as 'rmuung through an. the lett ... (&ul-~.,... 
2S3A). The disjunctive Forms that appear in 'divisions' for which 
they are responsible are said to ' traverse wholes '. ' Wholes ' 
means Forms considered as complexes chvisi.ble into parts (or 
species). The dlsjunctive Forms correspond to lines of division 
either passing belrfttm such complexes and separating them or passing 
t.Woo,rA them and sepan~ting their ports. These expresslOIIS will 
JeCU1" in the commg account of dialecbcal method. 

•SJ~S.fB. Dut:rif"i .. •! u.. ........ •! 1Mlldit; 
Finally, it has been ~that, to gmde the ooune of pbi!Dsophic 

conversation u here described, a science is needed-a technique 
and the body of knowledge attained by it. This science ts now 
identified as the pbi!Dsopher's science of c:orrectly dividing the struc
ture of reality accordmg to those Forms or Kinds which are the 
rnea.ninga relemd to in philosophic dlsooune. This knowledge will 
guide the progress of actual dlsooune as the musician's knowledge 
of harmony guides him in the COIDpOOition and d!soounle of actu.al 
music. 

25JC. STR.. And what name shall we give to thls science 1 Or 
-good gracious, 'Ibeaetetas, ha.ve we stumbled unawares 
upon the free man's knowledge 1 and, in seeking for the 
Sophist, chanced to find the Philosopher first 1 
"''mwn'. How do you mean? 

D. Sn. ll1viding according to Kmds, not taking the same 
Form for a dUierent one or a dUierent one for the same--is 
not that the busmess of the science of Dialecb.c 1 
TBEAEr. Yes. 
Sn. And the man who can do that discerns cleatly DIU 
Fonn """YWhole eztended throughont many, where each 
c:me lies apart, and ffMJJ.)' Fonns, dUierent from one another, 

I Cf. the COJD.pllZilcm. of the pluloaopher to the free 1D1U1, T,_., I'72D fl. 
(p.83)· 
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2530. em.braced from without by one Form ; aud again ou Form 
connected in a unity through many wholes, and .....,. Forms, 
en!Uely marked oft aport. That meaas knowing how to 

E. distinguish,• Kind by Kind, in what ""Y' the- Kinds 
can or can not combine. 
Tlll!AET. Mast c:ortainly. 
STB.. And the only person, I imagine, to whom you woald 
allow this mastery of Dialoc:tic is the pure and rightful lover 
of wisdom. 
TJmAET. To whom else could it be allowed? 
Sn. It is. then, in some auch region as this that we shaD 
find the Philosopher now or later, if we should look Cor him. 

254. He too may be difticult to see clearly; but the difliculty in 
his case Js not the same u in the Sophist's. 
TlmAET. What is the dillerenc:e 1 
Snt. The Sophist tabs refuge in the darkness of Not· being, 
where he is at home aud has the knack of fee1iDg his way; 
and it is the darkness of the place that makes him so bard to 
perceive. 
TlmAET. That may well be. 
Snt. Whereas the Phdosopher, whose thoughts constantly 
dwell upon the nature of reality, is dJf&cult to see because 
his "'~!inn is so bright ; for the eye of the vulpr soul canaot 

B. endure to keep its gaze fixed on the divine. 
TlmAET. That may well be oo lese true. 
Snt. Then we will look more clooely at the Philooopher 
presently, 1f we are still in the mind to do so ; meanwhile 
cleatly we must not loosen our grip on the Sophist until we 
have studuod hun thoroughly. 
TlmAET. I entuely agree. 

The imagery of the Cave in the~ is here once more recalled 
-the dark regwn of the -ld of Seemmg ms~de the Caw. and the 
sunlit regron of Reality outside. There seems to be a prouuse, not 
fulfilled m the Sop/as~ or the 5,...,...., that we shall return to oeek 
the pbilosopher in his proper home, the ""'lei of Forms, Wllh which 
this accouiit of Dialectic is entirely concerned. 

The general....,. of that accouut IS clear. The ezpert in Dialectic 
will gwde and control the coune of pbilisoplili: diseussion by his 
koowledge of how to • divide by Kinds •, not confosing one Form with 
another. He will discem clearly the luerarchy of Forms wbich 

1 .d~. au echo of the genu a..r,..,..q, mcludmg all the arts diiiCftbecl 
as._,..,.,., from wblch we clenved eahu the deimtum. of the cathartic 
llluhl of Socrates (:z:z6c). 
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cxmstitates reality aud make out its articulate structwe, with 
which the - of philooophlc discoune must c:omopond. if it ia 
to ""Jll'lSS truth. The method ia tbat method of Collection and 
Division which was announced in the PluJMlrtls and has been illu
trated in the Soplauf. FmaUy, to d:tsoem this structure clearly is 
the same tbirlg as ' to know how to distinguish in wha.t ways the 
.......U Kinds can or can not c:omlune '. In other wonla, the sdence 
will yield the knowledge needed to guide us to true allirmative and 
oegative statements about Fonns, of which the whole - of 
plulooophic discoune should consist. 

Before ... attempt to intap<et in detail tho speeches describing 
Dialectic, it is necessary to clear away certain misconceptions and. 
above all, to grasp, if we can, how Plato CODCeJ.ved this science aud 
its objects. The whole subsequent discussion of the ' combination ' 
or ' blending ' of Forms 1s umally called 'logical ', and with some 
jast:itiea.tion ; but it is very important to make out m what sense 
Plato can be said to have a Lop:, and how his Logic d1fien from the 
tradibonal Logic we have dmved. from Anstotle. 

Fust, Dialectic is not what is now known as ' Formal Logic '. 
The uientmcation is BUggi!Sted by Professor Taylor,1 who remarks on 
our passage : • Logic ia here, for tho first time m literature, contem
plated as an autonomous SClei1Ce With the task of ascertaming the 
supreme pnnciples of aftirmab.ve aud negative proposttlOOS (the 
combmatlOilS and " separations ").' U ' autonomous ' means that 
Dia1ecbc lS a Formal Logic, concerned with propomtions and in· 
dependeat of Ontology (the """""" concerned with the structure of 
RBhty), tlus statement ....,. to me onsleadmg. Formal Los>c may 
be described as the study of (I) proposiboaal form&--<lOt actual 
oiplicant statements, but tho patterns or types under which state
ments can be classified ; (2) the consbtuents of those proposibonal 
forms (subjects, predicates, relations betweec terms, etc ) ; and 
(3) formal relations of inference betweec propositional forms. The 
begiunmg of Formall.oglc IS maxked preciBely by tho introduction 
of symbols. These were, so far as we know, first used by Aristotle, 
in ncb fmmulas as this : 

If A belOJ>gS to an B 
and B belOJ>gS to an C 
then A belOJ>gS to an C. 

The symbols A, B, C are algebraic sips for which yon can subetitute 
any one of a whole class of appropriate tams, as any actual numben 
can be substituted for the s, y, 1 of an equation. The introduction 
of. symbols meaDS that attention is now fixed on the form of state-

1PIIIIItJ (1926), p. 387. 
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ments apart &om their content. ' A belongs to B ' is not a state
ment, nor is it ettber true or false. The blanks mast be filled by 
lligndicant wmds, to yield a b"oe or !alae statement. Plato does 
not 111e symbols or construct proposttional forms. The factors he 
recognises are these : (I) The immutable structure of Forms or 
Kmds, etemally combined or disjoined in tbe system of trutb or 
rea.hty ; these are the meanings, to which common names are 
convenhonany attached. (o) Our thoughts (cloloo14) about 
tbeoe objects, our acquamtance witb tbem, ,.....mgs (loyta,ad<) 
about tbem, judgments (IMEao) in which such reasonings termin
ate: an tbeoe "" mental <=~tents. (3) Statements (~). 
tbe vocal expresslOD of thoughts and judptents, C01lSISting of 
spoken names and verbs. The mearungs of commcm. names and 
verbs are the Forms. Statements are not propomtional forms but 
actual signiflcant statements. eustmg only while we utter them.. 
The science of Dlalecbc does not study formal symbolli: patterns to 
wtu.ch our statements conform, nor yet these statements themaelves. 
Nor does 1t study our thoughts or ways of reasoning, apart from the 
objects we think about. It is not ' Logic •, if Logic meaDS the 
SClei1Ce mther of W,os or of loglsmoi. What 1t does study 15 the 
structure of the real world of Forms. Its technique of Collection 
and DlVlSion operates on that structure. It is a method for which 
some rules are laid down , but these are rules of cmrect procedure 
m makmg ThVISlOnS ; they are not laws of inference or laws of 
tbought. There is no pbu:o m this scheme mther for ' proposi
ttons • that no one propounds or for the propombonal forms of 
Formal Log~c, as chsbnct from actual mgrufu:ant statements. All 
tbe statements analysed m tbe sequel "" actual mgrufu:ant state
ments about certain ' Kinds '. They are either true or fa1ae. aud 
statements such as 'Motl.on is Rest • are rqected by simple in
spectlOD, not as formally lllCOl1'eCt, but as obviously untrue. All 
through, Plato IS speakmg of tbe real nature of tbe Kmcla men
tfoDed and 1:hek actual relations in the structure of roality, not 
about symbohc patterns under which statements can be classified. 
There 11 nothUlg to show that he had ever concetved of such a 
science as Formal Logic. 

It might be objeeted tbat Plato beliewd in eternal truths, for 
instance the truths of mathematics. Is not ' The angles of a triaagle 
are equal to two right angles' •' propombon ', whlch, beingetemally 
true, must be independent of my thought of it and of my written 
or spoken statement ? Pla'DSible as this seems, we must, I think, 
answer No. H I make the above statement, it must, being true, 
re4ect in some way the fact tt refers to. But I may be mislad if I 
start from the verbal statement, analyae ita grammatlcal structure 
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into elements related in certain ways, and then assume that the 
stnJ<:ture of the liu:t c:onosponds, point by point, with the gram
matical strw:ture I have analysed. If I 1iDally call the liu:t oo 
c:onstructed a ' propooilion ', I shall be tacitly impzying that the 
structure of the fact answers to the structure of the verbal stat. 
men!. Suppooe, for example, I anal)'!IO ' Man is ratiooal ' into a 
subjoct 'Man', a predicate 'ratiooal', and alink • is' coupling the 
two--the 'copWa '. I seem then to have two elements of drllereo.t 
kinds (for I shall say that ' subjects' have certain peeulianbes which 
' prechcates ' have not) and a hnk lying them together. But it does 
not follow that the fact my statement reflects consists of two 
disparate elements and a. link between them. That is not how 
Plato describes the facts be Is here concemed Wlth. He says, the 
Form Man and the Fonn Rational are combined or blended in 
...Uiy. When tvm thiJI8s--<ay, tvm colours--<lre blended there is 
no link coupling them together ; nor 15 there any suggestion that 
the two elements are of drllerent sorts. one a • subject ', the other a 
' precll<:ale '. There is nothing but the DUX!ure. The S<><:&lled 
• copula' vanishes. It JS a tnck of grammatical structure, essentl
ally the hnk between grammalical ' subjoct ' and ' precll<:ale '. As 
Plato has nothing to say here of ' subjects ' and ' precll<:ales ', be 
never mentions the ' copula'. It is, in fact, often dispensed with in 
G<oek. '0 o!rlill"'""< IDf...S< Is a complete sla-enl Wllhoul 
an brrt. This may be the reason why Anstotle says much less 
about the ' copula ' than EJI8hsh wn .... , who cannot say ' Man 
rational ' for ' :Man is rational '. 

This may not be the end of the matter ; the word ' is ' has several 
meamngs. which we shall prosenlly distinguish. But Plato's lan
gaage seems to show that he did not imagine eternal truths as exist
ing in the shape: of • propos1tions ' With a structure answering to the 
shape: of statements. He conceived them as 'mixtures ' m which 
Forms are blended ; aud the word logos is reserved for spoken state
ments. Hence the term ' proposition ' had better be avoided 
altopthor ; and we must realise that Dialectic is not Formal Logic, 
but the study of the s1:nl<:ture of ...Uty-in liu:t Ontology, for the 
Forms are the rea.hties (6vrrc Ina). In Plato's vfew the study of 
patterns of the statements we malre would bel<>Dg to Grammar 
or to Rhetoric. There 1S no autonomous science of Logic, distinct 
on the cme hand from Grammar and Rhetoric and on the other 
from Onlo!OSY· 

Let us now amsider the first part of the sentmee describing 
Dialectic : 1 

' The iDterpretatlmL here cdlend. owt~~ mmethm8 to SteDaet. s,...,. •· 
B.,_, d. ,.,.,. DNII. 6a ff., BDd to II. DW' UltnJductlon to tbe dlalopo. 
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• The man who am do that (divide according to Kinds, without 
c:onfusing one Form wrth another) discerns clearly ... Form 
everywhere extended tbroughout many, where each one lies 
apart, and flln)' Forms, dlflereo.t from one another, embraced 
from Without by one Form.' 

1be structure of Forms is conceived as a hierarchy of genera and 
species. amenable to the methods of Collection and Division. This 
first half of the sentence refers specially to the prelinrlnary process 
of Collection, doscnbed in the PlltuMws as • takmg a synoptic survey 
of Wldely scattered Forms (speaes) and brlrJging them into • single 
(generic) Form' .1 So here there are at first a defirute number of 
Forms 1 (noW), 'each one lying apart '. 'Ibele are the scattered 
species to be collocted, including the specdic Form (or Forms) that 
we WlSb ultimately to define. The dialectician S1Jl'WYS the collec
tum and ' clearly chsc:erns • by intuition the common (generic) 
character • extended tbrougbout • them all. So he divines the 
generic Form that he will take for chvision. This generic Form he 
now sees as a unity wh.J.ch is complex. ' embracing' a number of 
dillereDt Forms. which will figure in the subsequent IlMaion as 
spec:1fic ddlerences or as specdic Fonns cbaractensed by their 
ddlerences. 

The second half of the sentence is less easy to interpret : 

' and again DIU Form connected in a unity through many 
wholes, and ""'"Y Forms entirely marked oft apart '. 

As the first half doscnbed the results of Collection, Ibis second half 
appears to descnbe the results of the subsequent Division. The 
many Forms, wluch after CollectlOD were seen to be embraced by 
a smgle genenc Form. are now seen ' entirely marked off apart'. 
!lJvWon has brought to hght all the ddlerences that distinguish 
them. The mdiVlSlble speaes in whiclJ. Dwision terminates are 
' entirely separated ' m the sense that they are mutually exclusive 
and mcompatlble : :Man ca.DIIot blend with Ox as both blend with 
Amm.al or as Man blends Wlth B1ped, Ox With Quadruped. With 
these rnauy Forms is contrasted the ' one Form connected in a unity 
tbrough many whules' ("'' 8l.tm .. .ww). The tem> 'whules' is 
applied to the many (specific) Forms because. oow that they 
have been completely defined, they are seen as complexes : each 
is a whole whose parts are enumerated in the defimng formula, 
such as • Man is the rational biped Ammal'. Fmally, tbrough all 

1 Pil~Mlnu 265D, clr plu" lila. _,..;n. ,,... ft. nllaxf ........... 
• Not 'mdiwluals ', as CampbeD Illl8gli1H. The whale procedure deals 
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these nbcmlinate wboleo-lfan, Ox, Horse, etc.-the oingle 
pneric Form Ammal is, as1t ,..., disponed. It blends witb each 
specific Form, and yet in virtue of 1ts own nature it is • con
nected in a ~ ' traversing tbem all. 

TlwSWvdtwoofU.. Wori<iofPontU 
The extreme compression and consequent obscnnty of this account 

of tbe !ield of Il1alectic may be explamed if we suppose that Plato, 
as tbe Sttaoger's subsequent speeches sU§!"St, intended to analyse 
tbe relations of FonDS in """" detail m tbe Phik>sop!N>. Where 
it stands in the Soplsid, the account 11 almost a. chgression, and 
Plato may bave wished to restrict it to tbe smallest pc>BS1ble space. 
It will, however, be convenient to attempt here a picture of the 
strncture of Forms, based on such inchca.bons as he g~.ves. This 
question has a beanng on the problem left over from the p.,.,.itlft : 
How and in what seuse is a Form both one and many ? 

Here it must once more be stated that no satlsfactory account of 
the relations of Platonic Forms can be given in terms of Aristotelian 
lope. We have seen that Plato was not concerned wrth proposi
Uonal forms ; Ins Dlalectic studies reahties, and hls concepb.on of 
these reahties was radically diflerent from Anstotle's. When 
Aristotle comes to consider the constituents of proposrtions-sub
jects and predicates-metaphysical assumptions are involved. 
There are t:hmgs-substauces--whose nature is such that their 
names can only stand as subjects ; other thmgs--attributes-whose 
names am staud as pr-echcates. The most real things in the world 
are concrete individual substances, havmg a core of essentW being 
tcgether with that matenal substrate wluch prevents them from 
being anything but subject, and a fringe of 111hen:at and dependent 
attributes. Specific and generic concepts are not pnmary sub
stances with an independent existence, not full-blooded reahties, 
but abstraetion!l. As a consequence, the higher we ascend m the 
hie<uclly of goner& and species, tbe further ..., are from lull reality. 
The higher the term, the poorer in content and the more abstract 
it becomes. Every propositl.on, we are told, has a subject and a 
prochcale. The subject propor is tbe real, independently OJOStmg, 
substance. Predica.t:es are all the thi:op asserted to ' belcmg to ' 
a. substance, including its species and pnus. its quahtiea, quantity, 
etc. Fmally, tbese predicates are claosed in categoneo-a set of 
pigeon-boles to one of which (and only one) any giwn predicate can 
be assiped. 

Now, all this ClLDDOt be foisted upon Plato. His ontology, as 
Aristotle was not slow to point out, was fundamentally different. 
Tbe individual members of a class of 1:bbJ&s ellistlDg in time and 
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apace are not ' roal ' tbJn8s (""""' bra). They become and perish 
and change ; they are indefinite in number and nnknowable. They 
cannot enter into truths that can be known ; they are not the 
subjects of the 1III1WrS1Il truths of ocienc:e. The goal of Dialectic 
is not to establish propositions ascribing a prec:bca.te to an the 
indivuluals m a class. The objective is the defimtlon of an m
di.Wble speaeo-a Form-by genus and specific <illlmonc:es. What 
we define is not • all men' but the unique Form' Man'. A de6mtion 
is not a subJect-predicate propoution. The many-worded formula 
' three-sided plane figure ' IS the exphcit statement of the complez 
contents of the Form 'Triangle '. The two expressicms are equiva
lent ; netthe:r IS a ' predicate ' of the other. The Platonic statement 
' Man (the Form) is Animal (partakes of, blends With the Form 
Animal) ' is not the same as the statements. 'An men are ammals ' 
or 'Animal (the predicate) belongs to all """' (as subjects)'. The 
Platonic science has nothing to say about • all men ' or • some 
men' or 'this man', The only terms it contemplates are Forms. 

The qu.esbon how Plato conce.aved. the relatwns of Forms to one 
another presents • peculiar difficulty. His metaphysks are far 
removed from the UDCODSC:ious ontology of common sense. 
embedded in the structure of the Greek langnage, wluch fits the 
Anstotelian view. Yet Plato insists on using ordmary language, 
and we are reduced to inferring his concepticm partly from .mat ,. 
know of his metophymc:s, partly fmn the metaji>on be employs. 

At the head of a Table of Division stands a generic Form, say 
'Animal '. We dMde that Form, down through the subcxdmate 
ddfe:reru:es to the indivisible species, Man, Ox, lion, etc. Below 
that are only the indefi:mt.e number of mdJ.Vldual men, oxen, lions, 
of wluch we take no account. Now, when we chvide ' Animal ', 
wbat are we divUIU!g 1 Not the c:Jaso of all individual animals, but 
a single complex. Form or nature, of which the subordinate FormJ 
are ealled ' ports ' (p&e01, plfro). The generic Form is ...ud to 
'embrace' them, as a whole embraces 1ts parts, and also to • per
vade ' them as a single character • extended throughout them all '. 
It is this whole that we divide, as thePAaldnfs says,' accontiDgto its 
natural artic:ulouons ' (oa•' 1fe9ea ii ,..,.....,, P,.,... 265•). 

That bemg so, Plato cannot hold that the lrlgber we ........! in 
the hierarchy of genus and species, the poorer the terms become in 
c:mrtent.• Were that true, the highest of all would be the poaroot. 
The upwvd """""""'t of thought would h:od to the most sbadowy 
of abstractions, not (as we learnt in the R~) to the fullest 
and richest of realities, the source of all other reality and truth. 
One of the important Kinds presently to be mentfonedisl!eiDg(Exist-

' OD. thiS pomt. 100 Steazel, z.u .... Gulol,, Il5 fr. 
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ence, Reality). Suppose that Form to stand at the bead of the 
whole hierarehy. II it wwe the barest of an abstracllons, nothmg 
could be got out of it by an attempt to chwie 1t mto parts. It 
would have no parts, but be as simple and inchvim.ble as the One 
Being of Pumenides. In Plato's view the highest Form, whether 
it be called • Bemg ' or • the One ' or ' the Good', must be not the 
poorest, but the richest, a UJUVerliO of real being, a whole containing 
all that is real m a single order, a. One Being that is also many. 
Such a. Form is as far as poss1ble from resembling an Anstotelian 
cat~ ; fer the categories are poecisely the barest of abstracli<ms, 
at the furthest remove from substantial reality. 

Now COIISidor the - Forms in the luerarchy, the iojioou 
.p.ci<& Eacll of these is called indivisible (llrofJOI' ol<lo<) because 
the process of Division can be carried no further. Below the Hsjima 
.p.cies, ln1Ch. as • :Man ', there is nothmg but the indivulual men 
which porta1o> directly of that Form and of winch we take no 
account. But the species is not simple and uuanalysable ; d it 
"""'• it could not be dolined, and the object of the whole procedure 
is to define it m terms of the generic Form and all the di1ferences 
that occur m its ancestry. The names Annnal, Btped, Rat1onal, 
are the names of parts or consbtuents of the complex specific Form, 
Man. This Form too is a One that is also mauy. So both the 
generic Form and the specrlic are (Xdllplex. The generic Form 
contains all the species and its nature pervades them all. The 
- species contains the nature of the genus and an the relevaut 
chli-

H ... a diqram may help us. In the trachti<lllal Logic ofmoclml 
times, circles are used to symbolise genus aud speaes as classes. 
The large circle is a pen in which an anuna1o are herded : the lllllllllo< 

peDS contain all lions, all men, etc. These are sets of individuals 
identical with ' aam.e animals '. But Plato is not concerned with 
individuals.! A different diagram is needed to symbolise the 

1 Proclu lJ1 p,...., !, p. 42 (Coamu), mterpretmg Sflllt. 8530, correctly 
obM!nrea, 'DLOI'tiDVel', that tbe s~maa (pta 111o W wvAA&l. ~) ia not u. 
.,..._(~of the~ bv.t pre11e11t meach of the 11peca1, WDJ 
prior to them, 111111 partabD. of by each of them. .,. 
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relations of Forms. We may obtain it, if we keep faithfully to 
Plato's metaphor of ' blending', 

Take a circle to repreaent the generic Form ' Animal ', and 
suppose its area. to be coloured blue. The blueness stands for the 
character or nature 'Animahty '. Now chvide the arcle into two 
SODilC:ilcles, aud let ODe be coloured rod, symbabsiug the Da!ure of the 
dif!erence ' Biped' (the other will stand lor ' Many-footed'). The 

.61pod •·· two colours wiD now be blended in the semiczrcle. Next add the 
further dlllerence ' Rational', a tlurd colour bleodDig Wlth the other 
-· The blend of tbeoe three colours will stand for the complex 
content of the speafi.c Form' Man ',if we assume that to be definable 
as ' ratianal biped animal', 

If ,.. now iJna8ine boundary lmes and coloum representmg a.ll 
the other chflereDces to have been filled m, the total :result will 
be a picture of the o:m.plex generic Fmm, Animal. The circumfer.. 
once of the circle will symbolise that the gmus IS ' a single Form 
embracillg the many ddiolont ForDJS ' which are 11s parts. The 
onginal colour, blue, symbolises that the nature, ammahty, ' pe<
vades 'all parts of the area. The spec1e1 are' many Forms, dlfterent 
from one another and embraced from Wlthout by a. single FOIDl '. 
They are complex aud definable ' wholes '. The generic Form 
that is divided is not the abstraction, tmimality. The difierence& 
are not parts of the mealliDg of llllimality ; if ' biped' ,..,.. part 
of the ,....;,g of • anUnabty •• a.ll animals ""uld be biped. What 
is divided is the totsl complex Form, Animal, pictured bY the a>lll
plele pattern of colours. 

This representaifon is supported bY the description of the Form, 
Animal, in the r-..... (3oA.), God created the visible uniwme 
as a!Mng creature, Wlth body, !lOll!, and intelligence. After what 
pattern l Not after the pattern of any ' part' (..m. b ,Jeovc 
aMI&. i.e. species of animal) ; for then it would be imperfect : 
bnt after the pattern of ' that of which a.ll lMng creatures other 
than 1tself, sewra.lly and in their kinds, are parts (pdeoa) ; for 
that embraces and contains within itself an the intelligible anfma1s 
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(specilic Forms ofapeaea of ammal), as tiDs (visible) C'.llllm<IB c:ontams 
Olll'9elves and all other visible creatures that exist (clasaes of indivi-
dual auimals) '. Agam at 39" the Creator, desigmug to fashion all 
living creatures Wlthin the cosmos after the pattern of his model, 
• purposed that this world also should receive such and so many 
Forms as mtelligence discerns contam.ed m the Living Czeature 
that truly is (bo&Ja< W.. TQI 8/lar• Cq;o.) •• 

Only by pu:turing the complex Fonn, Anuual, in tills way can 
we satl8fy the condib.ons : (x) that the genenc Form must be a 
whole of whic:b the specdic Forms are parts, (o) that tbe Jughest 
Form in a Table of DI.YlSlOD must be the richest, not the poorest, 
in content ; (3) that every specific Form must be hkewise a whole 
of parts, complex and ddnoble. 

Let us now take the (Xdllpleted chagram, Wlth all 1ts blended 
colours, to represent the Real, the complete pattern of Forms which 
the dm.l.ecb.cian has to c:hvide, and can cb.Vlde because 1t is complex. 
This is what was called ' the perfectly reo! ' (Td ,...., ..... ofoo) or ' the 
All' (Td 6oo •• oal •d D) m tbe "'ll""""'t Wltb the Frlends of 
Forms, in so far as the Real COllS1Sts of a pattern of unchanging 
Forms. This ccmplez. of Forms was what the Fnends of FOl'IDS 
originally recogmsed-a unity that was also a many, as contrasted 
with the Parmenidean Umty, winch exc:luded plura.hty. We agreed 
that this cha.nge1ess pattern must be recognued as a necesmty of 
thought and cbsconne. We added, it is true, that it is not the 
whole of reo.lity; the real mast mclude such chaJJge as is mvolv<d 
in hfe and intelligence. But we are not now concemed With that 
additicm, but only with the UDChangmg pattern of Forms, as the 
object of knowleclge. 

Aa 800D, however, as we had reached the conclUSlOD. that the Real 
must cmtoin ' all that is UDChangmg and all thet is in chaJJge ', 
we argued thet the Real cannot be tbe same tbing as realness. If 
we tab any two Forms, Mob.on and Rest, realness 15 a ' third thing' 
that must belong to and ' embrace ' both, just as we put it to the 
physicists thet realness cannot be the same tbing as' Hot 'or' Cold', 
or as • the-Hot-aud~tbe-Cold ', wtu.cb. m thelr view constituted the 
Real. It Is tiDs realness (Emtenc:e) tbat will presently be described 
as one of the most important Kinds. It is a. single Form or character 
ezt=led everywhere throughout the many chverse Forms thet 
blend with it. In the diagram it Wll1 appear as the smgle colour 
diftused over the whole area, befote the other colours are added. 
It is limply the mearUDgoftheword' Existence', when wesa.ythat 
MotioD or auy other Form • has emstence •, • exists·. The other 
FOI'ID8, ouch as Motion and Rest, are parts of the Real ; tbey are 
not parts of .....m.... If •.....m...• has any defimtum, neitbor 
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Motion nor Rest nor any other wbordina.te Form can appear in ita 
defimtion, any more than ' biped ' can appear in the defiDition ol 
'llllllll8hty'. 

054JI-o. T- of liN ,.. .. i1oporltW F.,.., sd«U4 for /HWPOm 
of~· E~. Mohtm, Res' 

The Stra~J8er oow retums from his dipssKm OD Dialoctic to the 
aezt stage of his argument. The purpose of the COIDUlg section, 
on the bl.endmg ofForms,m tobnng to light those meanings of '15' 
and ' 15 not ' which are relevant to the proof that • what is not ' 
(in certain...,...) may nevertheless exist. The dJscasmOD is simpli
fied by takiog three Forms-ExJStenc:e. Motion. Rost-in >BOiabOil 
fr<m an others, and considermg what true statements, ailirmab.ve 
or negative, can be made about them., aud what these statements 
mean. 
!iSfB. STR.. Now that we are agreed. then, that some of the Ktnds 

will combme with one another aud some will not, and that 
some combme to a small extent, others with a large number, 
whlle some pervade an and there is nothmg against thelr 

c. bemg combmed wrth everythmg, let us next follow up 
the argument m tlus way. We will not take all the Forms, 
for fear of getting coofuaed in such a multltude, but choose 
out some of those that are recogmsed as most (or very) 
important, and consider first their aeve:ral natures and then 
how they stand in respect of beJJig capable of combination 
With one auother. In thts way, though we may not be able 
to CODCelve Bemg and Not-bemg with perfect clearness, we 
may at least give as satlSfactory an account of them as 
we can under the conchtions of our present inquiry,l and see 

D. if there 11 any opemng allowing us to assert that what JS 

not, rMlly is what is not, and to escape Ull9C8.thed. 
TlmAET. Yes, we had better do that. 
STR.. Now, among the Kmds, those we were just now 
chacussing-Existence itself and Rest and Motion......,., very 
important.• 

• Po..bl:y & bmt that m what foJlowa we lbaO DOt draw &11 tbe durtmcboDII 
that a complete accot~Dt woa1d :reqwre, or at leut DOl: emphulllll thole whJCh 
do not duectly bear 011. tbe COII.Clu.Slllll demad. 

• TbJa 11011tellee 18 usaalJ.y IDI8tramlat:ed, ,q-. bemg rendemd. as If at went 
N.,.,..,.ancltakell.usu.b]oct (I)Apelt, 'Dv~siMGa~Mtflbqnffo, 
tW..,.IIIWIVr~,.,IIIIGNtflot:itltNS,_,.albii,IDII'NISIIII&IaU_, 
B-.-,: (,_;. 18, of COUI8B, DOt the antecedlmt of I: tho mlatlve would 
be .S.) (z) C&mpbeD. • TAl M06I ~ htl4l ,. lllou wh:•- Nw 
1•• "-' ~.· (3) Dlt. • rH lu ,_. ,_.., •• ,..,.., .., ..., 
jWNI......,f*tiOINWJIOIIIlrliJHisurn ,.,..,: fiiNJu-u., Ill H/10' 1#111 
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•w>· "i"lmAET. Quite so. 
Sn. And observe, we sa.y that two of the three will not 
blend with one auother.l 
"i"lmAET. CerWnly. 
Sn.. Whereas Exlstence can be blended with both ; for 
sorely they both exist. 
"l"lmAET. Of comse. 
Sn. So they make three in all. 

It has become the established practice to call these very important 
Khlds. topther Wlth Sameness and Dille!ence, the Plat<mic • Cat.. 
goo;..·. The ... of this term is ba9ed partly Oil the mistranslatiaD 
above noted, which makes Existence, Motion and Rest • U.. 111081: 
important Kinds •, partly on a - in the E- where 
Ploticas, alter demobsbU>g the Arm«elian categories, deduces 
o- five Kinds as • U.. Kmds or principles of Being • (yb>J or dezal 
..,;; 6noc). Plctinas was probably tluDking not only of onr pB8S88e 

bot of the appearance of Being, Sameness, and Drllerence in the 
hlgbly ligaratlw descripboo of the """'positlon of the world...W 
in the T....., .• That passage, however, whlchsays nothing a.bout 
Motl.on and Rest, lends no support to a. list of five Kinds or pnnc1ples; 
and the argument here m the Sopltul gives no ground whatever 
!Or imqining that these five Kmds bold the place afterwards 
occupied by Arratotle's categories, or for calling them ' categones ' 
at all. There may be some sense of that vague and am.biguous word 
.. uaed by modern plnlosophers. that might be amsidered appropri· 
ate. But we are concerned with the use of it m the fourth century 
.,.,.,...,.,.' The pomt IS Important becaue &11 tbele readaulp meaa tbat 
Eslatmce, Motwa. 8lld Rut are t.U most :unportant kuads. Plato doe& aot 
Ulllri:thie. TheprevlOU8t:peecb.uudtbatwcwouldaelecli'IOIIUOftholle 
that are recopPied aa moat (o:r very) unportant •. 'Ihe pze~~~~~~t t:peecb. te11a 
u which these • 10111e • 11m , bat they are ODly .,., of the moet :unportaot, 
DOt 1M moat .ua.porl;aDt. The mb]ect 18 a -at~= ~IS predicate, 
8l:aDdutg first for emphaSII azul bec&uae 1t prDVldea tbe J.mk With the :Emmer 
apeech. We mJBbt tn.rllla.W: "Now tbu c1eacnptum 'moat :unportaot' (or 
' 'ftiiiJ' im.portaD.t 1 &IDODf tho Kmdl does apply to thoaa we have beeD dJa.. 
Wllilll• uamely ~. Rest. Motion" Acx:onJmcly, we take thoaa u 
the • IOIIU • we ..W. we would take But tbae are othen of the h1gbeat 
UDporiaDCe, M the eazber llpii8Ch UD:phed. Same:a011 8lld Ddfereace. preeently 
added, are eqaally :unportant. and actuaily ' Wider • tbaD Motlcm 8lld Rest. 
hems • aD-pentadml' hke Esutmlce. These apeecbea le&ve open tbe JIOIBI'o 
blhty that there ma.y be any number of other ~ ,e.,, whlch we do !101: 
zeqafre to meatiaa for our plllpOIO. The CC~~U~C~queacea of mutlaDilatioa WI 
be DOted ptelllllltly. 

I That Mabon wfU nol; bhmd With Rest W8ll miUII'ked lot Z!jZDo Tho poult 
of thele 1811teDcel IS that Esutence, Motaoa. Belt. aze thme dutmct Forma, 
no ODe of them uie:o:bcal WJ.th any other. 

1 3SA. 371.. 
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B.c., aud to introduce it into Plato in auy other seuse than Aristotle's 
is to court cxmfusion. 

Plato never uses the word ' category '. There 1S no evidence that 
Hrm1)10Qla ever meant anythmg but ' accusation ' until Anstotle 
gave it a. techmcal use in Logic. The verb Ha.'f'1)'0Qs;. was used 
in ordmary speech to mean ' to declare ', ' to assert '. Aristotle, 
neediJig a special word fer wha.t IS llSSOI'ted about a subject, adopted 
~pa for ' predicate ', and """'f'"Jela lor ' predicate ' cr 
• predication '. • Category • finally was used as a short expression 
fer the' mudee' or 'lashi<msofprechcation '(<wil"'"'• Tif<"""'f'"Jeia<) 
arriwd at by taking a subject-say 'Socrates '-and tabulatmg 
an the kmds of asse:rtton you can make about it. • Socrates is a 
man, an ammal ' : these predicates are essenbal and belong to the 
category of Substauce. ' Socrates is white ' : t1ns is Quahty. 
Socrates is five feet tall : tlus is Quantity. ' Socrates is m the 
Lyceum ' : this is Place ; and so on. The Ct~Upnes gives a hat 
of ten such modes of predication ; elsewhere it is doubtful whether 
a smaller number may not suffice. 

Further, these pr-echeates appear to be entitles of ddferent ~ 
and related to the subject m ddferent ways. Hence the categories 
a.lso provide a classdication of all the tlunp there are accordwg to 
tbok mode of existence. They are then ultuna.te and ineducible 
classes, reached by pushmg the quesbon ' What ;. thls 1 ' to the 
farthest point. •What is Soaates? A man. What is a man? 
An animal. What 11 Animal ? A Substance.' Here we reach au 
ulbmate class of entity. • What is this ? Red. What is red? 
A colour. What is colour ? A Quahty.' Once more we have 
:reached an ultunate class ; and so wrth the rest. 

No one of theae c1asaes am be reduced or subordmated to any 
other. They are the S~mJtU ,...,. of tbiogs, to one, and only 
one, of which any thing that exiSts can be assi@ned. If we now 
thmk of genera as clauea, a. """"""" genus is one of the wulest 
classes, with the greatest extension. It is easy to see why Plato's 
phrase piywra. ybo<, which could he (WIOJII!ly) translated ' very 
wide ' or ' widest geD1lS ', should be confused with Aristotle's 
ca.tegories. 

The confusion is entirely unwarranted. No one of Plato's five 
Kmds (Fonns, not clasaes) is, in Aristotle's opi:Dicm, a. ca.tegory. 
Take ' Being ' or ' Existence '. In soveral places Aristotle says 
that Being (Emtence) and Unity are not categories, preasely 
because they can he predicated of evocything ; they do not fall 
into any one of his ten pigeon·holes. The same is true of Sameness 
and Ddlerence. Aa Plato goes on to remark, you can sa.y of any 
thing that it w the same asitself,anddiflerentlromewrything elle. 
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SOPHIST 254B-D 

Far that very .....,. Aristotle deiUes that they are catejjorios. 
That Motion and Rest should be categories could never occar to 
Aristotle's mind ; nor do modem critics ezplain how Motion and 
Rest can be IMffltU gllllltfl etther oi enbbes or of predicates. The 
upshot is that Plato never uses the word, and Aristotle, who does 
use 1t, considers it inapplicable to any of the five Kinds. 

The coufusion that results from introducing the word may be 
illustrated from Campbell"s Introduction to the Sopltisl. On one 
pose (zvli) he says: 'Tbae precti<ates of..,.,.... and dille<ence 
are found to be no less uni......Uy applicable than the form of Being. 
Thus Being, Sameness, or Dillonmce, to use Aristotelian lallguage, 
are universal prec:licaments or categories. Everythmg, of wlurh 
we can speak. exists. is the same in one relation, dlfterent in others, 
aud is mther at rest or in motioo. or both m different ways.' Camp
bell's roason far callmg the Kinds ' categories ' is preasely the.....,. 
why Aristotle refuses them that name. On the next page the 
reader is startled by the statement : ' But the categones of Plato 
are not CODD.ected with the theory of PredicaboD, towards which, 
as appears even from Soph. 261c, Plato had made buthttle progress. 
Even those of the Sopltisl are rather ontologtcal than logteal, and 
are more nearly analogous to the ' four causes' of the MetapiySJCB : 
denoting, to use a convement distinction of Plotmus, rather the 
elements than the kmds of Being'. To this it may be rephed that 
Aristotle's categories tm cxmnected with the theory of Predleab.on ; 
that he never calls his four causes categories ; that categones are 
kmds, not elements, of Bemg. In fact, the Aristoteban use of 
' cat.goey ' is totally misloadmg aud irrelevant : aud the - had 
no other technical use in the fourth century. 

Such are the confusions that :result from mterpreting Plato in 
terms of Aristoteliau Logic. Plotmus and modem cntics have 
been misled by the plnse ' very unportant (or very Wide) Kinds '. 
The word 'gMt48 ' later came to be used in oppo51tion to lidos, 
'species '. But Plato in the P..........., and throughout the SoplHsl 
usos ' Kind' (yboo) and • Form' (•f6ool inddle<ently.• Both mean, 
not ' genus ' or ' species ' or ' class ', but ' Form ' or ' Nature' 
(~'< aDd Wa are used syuonymcusly). No one of the Kinds is 
thought of as a class, either of entitles or of predicates. The epithet 
pJywrap may mean no more than ' very important '.1 But the 

l In tbo p&III8IO before u tho Straopr •ya, ' let 111 cbooae 80IIlC of tbe 
lllOit important FonDII {.ra.,) ', 8lld thea 'UD0111 tbo Xmdl (,_;)Ill tbolle ._ 
have beeD dlltultllll are wry :amportaut • 

I 'Tho Juchut KmdJI ', 'the JIIOd: liDpOI'taDt K:mda 0 (CampbeD) 0 ° tlw 
MMIIfiiM' (Apelt): 'Y•;h•(NfUift' (DII:al 'HJpest' lhou1d be aVOided 
.. 8lliP'tms -- ....... 
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meaning' wide ' may be included in the same sense that is applicable 
to the I!O""ri< ar specific Forms (not classes) pictured as .,... in 
our diagram. In making his tables of DiVDIOD earlier, Plato has 
spoken of chviding a complex generic F...., into parts that are 
pl;ywra.1 Tins probably means 'wide' u weD. as 'important', 
for m a table of Division the dUienm.ces should be taken in an order 
of descendmg wideness; the fteld of the genenc Form is 1lUI'OWed 
at each step. Existence, Sameneaa. Di1ference are ' very wide ' 
in that they pervade and blend with every other Form aud with 
one another. But Plato does not say that these very wide or very 
important Forma are 1M widest in the sense that there are no others 
of equal extent. Umty has just as good a claim as BeiDg ; fer it 
is true of everything that it is one. The Par11U11id1Js shows clearly 
enough that Plato was aware of this, aud Plotinus 11 hard put to 
it to explain why Unity is not included.• Further, Motion aud 
Rest are not so Wide as the others ; being contraries, they dlvide 
the field of exurt:ents between them, aud exclude one another. This 
in itself is enough to show that ' llu wulest: Forms ' would be a 
mimanslatinn. 

The really serious consequence of the confusion with categories 
is that some modem cntics. misled by Plobnus, read a metaphysical 
significance into the passage that follows, aud. in particular suppose 
that Mohon and Rest are here treated Wlth reference to the part 
they play in the econcmy of the universe.• 'lbere is, however, no 
suggestion in the text that any one of these five Kinds is to be 
deduced or evolved out of any other. They are 811Dply posited 
from the outset as some (but not all) of the very unportant Forms. 
The whole purpoae of what follows is to eluadate the nature of 
Exll'tence, Sameness, Thfterence (not of Mobon aud Rest). The 
analysis of these three wtll yield all the senses of the won1s ' is ' 
and ' is not ' that we are seekmg. For this purpose Plato requires 
two other terms wtu.ch are contranes havmg the relation of In
c:ompatlbillty (d,..W.w "'ld< cW>!Am, 254D) as well as that oflllfler.. 
ence. He chooses Motion and Rest because (as the Stranger says) 
we have been discussing them, and for no ultenor reason. They 
come from the hst of contrary terms that had tigured in ZeDD's 
c!Uemmas, mentwned at P"""' I29D : ' likeness lllld Unlikeneos, 

• 22911, ' II there only one kuld (,.._) of IDstructlon, or IMNelal, and two of 
them ,..,.,? ' DIVIdmg lpora.!lCII 'through the Dl1dd1e' (lllmll ...,, 
we find one Form (•llos-) tbat :aa p4ya and comd:erbalancea all the rest. At 
2208 P'IIIJwlg II dlwled _.d, ~ ,JP9 

I E-. VII, 11, g. 
• A tbeoJy of thu kmd. due to Pmfeuor Joachim, 18 anmmarued by Mr. 

Ibm (Arufolll:, I9,3So pp 558:). 



SOPHIST 254...., 

Plurality and Unity, Rest and Motion, aud all such lhlDgs '.• Any 
othe< pair of incompatible Forms vmald do as ...0. Had Plato 
tiled symbols. he might have written. not Motion aud Rest, but 
A and Not-A. standing for auy pair of cantrarieo. If the .....W 
will mbotitute these symbols for Rest and Motion in the followmg 
argument, he wDJ. find that its mea.niDg aud conclusions are in no 
way aJiected by the chenge. Wbat IS discusaed is solely the nature 
and meanings of Existence, Sameness, and Difierence. The nature 
of Moticm (as such) and Rest (as such) is not in question at all.1 

The only fact about them that is relevant JS that they are contrary 
and UlCOlllpatible. 

A diagram "'P'""S'"ting tbe three chosen Forms in isolation from 
all others will sullice to symbolise all the relatiODS that will be di&
tinguished in tbe coming analysis. The line dividing Motion from 

Moloon 

Rest stands for their incompatibility. 'lbree different colours 
symbolise the dlfterent natures of the three Farms. Motion aud 
Rest blend With Esistence, but not with one another. 

Before we go on to the introdu.cbon of the two other all-pervading 
Forms considered-&unenesa aud Difterenoe-we ma.y take note 
of the statements already made about Existence, Mabon, and Rest : 

Motion (or Rest) blends with Existence (aud with other Forms, 
includiDg s ......... and DrlJerence). 

Motion does not blend With Rest. 
These are statements of Compatibility and Incompatibility. Plato 
does not emphasise negative statements of this type, denyiug 
that one Form blends or combines With or partakes of another. 
As already remarked, the relation intended is not the lllC:lLDing of 
the ' c:opula ', 1mldDB mbject to pzodicate in traditional Los>c ; 
for we can equally say ' Existence blends with Motion '. Hence, 
!bough the word ' partaking ' is liSOd, the relation is not the same 
u that which connects an individual man to his specifi.c Form, 

• Agam, Piatlbta z6JD refcn to the Elea;bc Palamecktl' (Zeao'•l proofl: 
tbat tbUlp are 'bke and uuhke, one and many, at rest azui lllOVIDI' '. Cf. 
Introd., PP• 1· 8. 

1 Save 111.10 far u tm1:aiD ooaeequeacea about (•.f·) &Gtual motlcm woaJ4 
follow If ·Mot:aon cadata • wenl aot trao. 
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Man, in ' Socrates is human '. AD statements asaigDiog 'names • 
to individual tJrlnss have been ruled out at the besinain8 of this 
whole discussi<m (2SIA, p. 253). The ' copula' baa no pla<e lUI)'· 
where in Plato's scheme of the relations of Forms. The above 
two statements are taken as equivalent to 

Motion (or Host) exlsts. 
Mob.on does not rest. 

' To exist ' and ' to rest ' are verbs, and verbs are later defined 
as names for ' actions ', though, as we shall see, this definition is 
not to be taken u stnctly adequate.l Actions. the meanings of 
verbs, are treated as Fonns. Plato does not go mto the question 
whether such Fonns ddfer m any important way from Forms 
wluclJ. are the meauings of nouns Cl' adJectives. These types of 
statement, expressmg Qmpatibihty or lncomp2tlbility, aze not 
further analysed in the sequel. One partiou1ar set of statements 
of lnlCh. a. type wDJ. speaally concern us, namely : 

Motwn (..- auy other Form) exlsts. 
Every such statement, whatever Form may stand u subject, is 
true. If we subsbtute : 

Motion is an existent 
Motion is N a thing at rest, 

the word ' is ' will mean ' is the same as '-the other sense of ' is' • 
presently to be c:onsiderod. 

254IHI55L Tl60 jlm/ut F.....,, S......,.s fllfl [)j~ oiisRoel 
from 11om .,_ .... tdj,.p....amg 

The Stranger next introduces - fresh Forms, 5ameDeas lllld 
Dillmence, lllld .mows in detail that neither of these can be identified 
With auy of the three, Existence, Mohon, Rest. We shall thus 
have five dutinct irreduable Forms m all, whose comiXnations 
we can study. 
•54D· STR. And each one of them (Existence, Motion, Host) is 

tliJI""" from the other two,• and the ,.,., as itseU. 
E. TBEAET. That is so. 

STR. But what do we mean by the.e wtmls we have just 
usee!-' same ' lllld ' dllloront ' 1 Are they a pair of Kinds 
clisf:inot from those three, though always neceosarily blendmg 
With them, so that we must consider the Fonns as five iB. 
all, not three? Or, when we say ' same ' or • ddferent ', 

255· are we unconsciously using a name that beloPgs to one or 
another of those three Kinds 1 

1See p. 308. 
• Tlwl&tatement at once DOtee that Ddlerence u dlstaact from IDcompl.'l:lo 

bibtJ'; for llobon and Reet aN not ~tlble with~ 
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ass. 'l'mwtT. Pouibly. 

STR.. Well. Motion and Rest at any rate caunot ba 
Culentical with) Difference at Sameness. 
TliEABT. Why not? 
STR. Neither Motion nor Rest can be (identical with) any
thmg tha.t we say of both of them in common. 
l'IIBAET. Why 1 
STR. Because Motion would then be at rest, and Rest in 
motion ; for wlnchever of the - (Mollon cr Rost) becomes 
opphcable to both (by being ulenlilied With either s.m....,. 
cr Drllerenc:e, which .., opphcablo to both) wtll forc:e the 
other (Root cr Motion) to chan8o to the c:ontrory of its 

a. own nature. as thus coming to partake of its contrary. 
'l'mwtT. Quite so. 
Sn!. But both do partake of Sameness and Differenc:e. 
TBEAET. Yes. 
STR. Then we must not say that Sameness or DiB:erence 
,. (Identical With) Mollon, ncr yet with Root.• 
TlmAET. No. 
Sn. Are we, however, to think of Existence aud Sameness 
as • single thblg? 
'l'mwtT. Perhaps. 
STR. But if ' Existence ' and ' Sameness ' have no difference 
in meaning, once more, when we sa.y that Mob.on aud Rest 

c. both ' Ollis! ', we sball thereby be speaking of them as being 
'the same'. 
'l'mwtT. But that is lmposaiblo. 
STR. Then Sameuess aud Existence camtot be one thing. 
'l'mwtT. Hanlly. 

1 'lbia argument 11 lUghl:y COIIIpl'8l8eCl aud IIODlewbat obecare even With 
the adchbonB l have mterpolatal m the traDalahOn We want to prove tbat 
118d:b.• the word • Mabon' (Ol' • beiDg m motacm ') DOl' the WOld • Ra5t' (or 
' boiDg at rest 1 C8ll meu. the laiDII thiDg aa Clth• the word ' Sameaeaa ' 
(or' bema: tho tame') or the word' Drllerent.' (01: 'bema ddt:ermt 1. The 
pzoof IS: (J) We bow that 

llotaon b1endl With Samoneu 
R.elt ., ., 8&meD011 
Motion ., .. Ddt:ereace 
Rest .. ., Diftenmce. 

(s) We now aay Anythmg that can be asserted of {bleDd& Wlth) batb.llotum. 
&ad Reft......&Dd S&melaeal &Jtd DUienmce do blend WJ.th both-c:aDDot be 
.ldell.tac&l with eltller. (3) Fa~IUppote (for e:a.mple) that llotlou II ICleDbcal 
wd:h Samezaea Theil 1 :McJboD 1 C&D be IObftatiJted fca' 1 Sameueaa 0 JD IIILJ' 
atatllaleDt So the IJ8IXmd ltatemo.a.t above (' Relt blends wd:h Sameae8. ') 
becomes ' Real: b1eDda Wlth llottoa ', Bat t:l:us IS falle. 'l'herefcn J1otxm fa 
DOt 1deDbcal wrth Saaume.. Tbe aame proof bolde of all the other ulmtlfica
tloDI of llolioD wd:b. Dihreace. Belt with Ddlumce. Belt wd:h s.m.e.. 
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~sse. STR.. We may, then, set down Sameness as a fourth Form, 
additional to our three. 
T!Dwrr. Certainly. 

'Ibe nature of Sameness is somewhat neglected m the sequel, 
though Campbell'• """""k that • the disbDCtion bet...... Being 
and Sameness 11 hardly mamtained in what follows • is not justified. 
The distmction JS clear, but not dWillt upon, because our main 
concern is With Dl1ference • we are trying to clear up conftwons 
about the meanings of ' is not ' rather than the m.eaniDgs of ' is •. 
Every Form, we have seen, is ' the same as itself ' (254D). That 
is, every Form is what it is, has a nature wluch is peculiar to 1t 
and CODStant, so that it IS ' alwayo the """"' ' (del tbao6r"" l.ze<), 
or keeps ito identlty. Tlno idenbty &ppealll in the diagram ao the 
pec:uliu colour standmg for 'the nature or essence ("""lc) of the 
Form. This essence is, of COUTSe, chstinct from its mstence. 
Sameness itself is CODStdered as a smgle Form of which all these 
samenesses are mstances, as Colour might be called the one Farm 
of which all the diverse coloum in our d1agram are instances. Thus 
Sameness is all-pervading, bke Existence, aud IS dlotinct from 
Existence. We have thus two meanings of ' 15 ' : ' eUsts ' and 
• is the same as '. 

:zssc. Sn. And are we to caD. DrlJereDce a fifth 1 Or must we 
thmk of Ddference and Existence as two names for a single 
Kmd? 
l'm!AEr. Perhaps. 
Sn. But I ouppose you admit that. a.mong tlunp that 
emst, smne are always spoken of as being what they are 1 

just in themselves, others as bemg what they are with 
rofereuce to other thiogo. 
l'HEAET. Of course. 

D. Sn. And what u different is always so called with refer
ence to auother thmg, isn't it? 
TB:lt.AET. That is so. 
STR.. It would not be so, if Emtence and Ddference were 
not very different thiD85. If Ddlorence portook of both 
characters • as E::lastence does, there would sometunes be, 

I. The add.J.bon of the wonl1 ' being what they 1m1 ' u Jntmed by the 
statsmeut below (07) that what 11 cbflere.D.t 11 111UI se 11 (TOIII' &wy W,) Wltb 
reference to llllOtber tbmg Cf abo p- 1330. &ru ...... .,..,. ~ 
.W. or-., for lllltaDco, ~a.-onto dtir '-War &:rn. I 8rn, 

1 I e .,0 red ca6ri a.tld .,0 .,.. ON, Note that ElDSbmce, which ltiChlliN 
both these Forma, 11 uad to~ of both. Tbu 11 one of the p1acea wtuch 
llhaw that 'pa.rt:1.1r::ms' 11 aymmet:ncal m tbe cue of Forma 
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ZS5D. within the clau of clillerent thlnp, 1101110thiDg that was 
ditlenmt DOt with rofereDce to another thing. But in fact we 
undoubtedly liDd that whate..r Is clillerent, u a necessary 
CODSequence, is what it is with refenmce to another. 
TBEAn. It is as yon say. 
Sn.. Then we must can the nature of Difterence a fifth 

E. among the Forms we are singling out. 
Tmwrr. Yes. 
Sn. ADd moreover we sball say that this Dalure pervades 
all the Forms; for each one is dif!erent from the rest, not 
by virtue of ito own nature, but becaUJO it parta1ros of the 
c:haraoter of DilloreDce. 
l"Rlw<r. Quite so. 

Di1lenmce Is here distinguished from l!xisteDce by the fact that 
&istenc:e bleruls Wlth (' partalros of ') buth the characters belooging 
respectively to thlDp wluch ' are what they are just in themselves ' 
(xoll' ml-rd) and thmgs which ' are wbat they are with rofereDce 
to other thmgs' ~ oWa). I have avoided the words' absolute' 
and 'relahve' because some of their associations are misleadiDg.1 

The term 'relative' may, however, be used, prov1ded that we 
understand bow Plato and Anstot1e conceived of rela:bve terms, as 
chstinct from ' relaticms '. 

In Anstot1e relative terms figure as cme of the categories, becauoe 
he 111pposed that every proposrtioo baa a subject and a predicate, 
and relative terms must ooasequently be a special clau of predicates. 
Plato before him had observed that some ' names ' (as he would 
say) had the peculiarity that a thing only baa Sl1ch a name' towards ' 
or ' in comparison with ' or ' with reference to ' sometlung else 
~ oWa). Thus at Rip. 4384, Plato speaks of ' thlDp wluch 
are such as to be of something ' or ' 1/um something '. ' The greater ' 
is such as to be grater ,.._ something; and so with ' more ' and 

1 Mr. Mare. A:ftlfollll, p 51· wntee: • 'l'hoqb he does ideDtd7 othemels 
with aot..bldug, he tbed mtroducea a cbstinct:1on betweeo eelf-mhllltent and 
depllndent (maUve, adjec'b.val) bema:. ll.lld tdeD.tmea athemea wttb. depeadtm.t 
~ proceedmg dubioua enoqh m ltlelf. aad one wluch ~ a 
certam. CODfulloa. pteiBD.t tbroupau.t the d1lcaauoD betweeD bemc m. the 
IIII!UMI of the &batnet. dlliWI18I. charactensatton of all that II. and bem.g m. 
the -.e of Re&bty u a complete whole • Apm at p 18o, ' Plato'• chsi:IDc
t:aoa ofeelf-mbautmt from.depllndent'bebaa: JSpo~~~.blytheaoarceof Anstotle'• 
ccmceptum. of nblrt&nce 11.11d acculent '. Plato 11 not gadty of thls • dubious 
ptoceedmg ', He ill not apeatmg of .U-nw.tent and clepeadeat or ad
Jecttval beiDa:· Both iD Plato aad iD Arlstatl.e ...a 'fl'/1h n m-.u ' nWtH ', 
not < depeudeat O - O adJectlval O - f accideat:al I Tbul tll1l1llld.erlt JS 

ommected wrl:b attempt~ to fiDd m tlwl put of t:be Sop""' All evolutum. of 
reality 011. the !mel fiiiiPIIted by Plotblu. 
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'less ', ' heavier • and 'lighter ' (comparatiWI), ' doubles • and 
• bal ... •• bot things .. ...,.,.,_ - ("!!do:) cold things. So too 
Jmowledgo is Jmowledgo of somethiDg; thlnt is thlnt ftw some
thing.l These names which things have' towards' or • with refer
ence to • somethiDg else were called ' relative • (Ttl "!!do: .. ). 

Chapter 1 of the catq:ori .. follow8 Plato clooely : .. All tbooe 
(things 1 predicates 1) are satd to be • with relenmc:e to IIOIIJOtbing • 
("!!do: Tl), which are what tbey are of (0< ' 1/um ', etc.-any pnitive) 
other thmgs or are in any other way (a.g., the dative case)' towards 
IIODIOtbmg '. " Examples are : 'The greater is what it is (greater) 
1/um ....U.. IMog (lrleou) ', 'A habit is a habit of .....o.;,g, 
Jmowledgo is koowledgo of ......umtg, attitude is the attitude of 
somelloiftg.' 'A mountain is high iJo ~ ..W. ("!!do:) ,...,. 
llriog.' • What is SIDiilar is suniiar lo IOifUIItiog t1u (dative).' All 
relatives have correlatives (dvr&ar~) : a slave is said to be 
the slaw of • ,..,., the master to be master of •lll4w. ' Correl
atives,' we are told, ' are thought to come into eUence sim:al:taoe .. 
ously' ; the existence of a master implies the existence of a slave; 
but this is not true of all ; the objeets of Jmowledgo 0< of pm:eption 
(the knowable, pm:eptible) can and do exist beloto the knowledge 
or pm:eption of them exists ; whereas lmowledgo and pm:eption 
CIUil10t exist without their objeets. Specially Wnminating is the 
dlscussion whether any substances are relative. Primary BUb
stances and their speoes are not. ' Wood ' is relative only in so 
far as it lS someone's property, not tJ11f1 wood. But are 'head • 
and • band • relatiw 0< not 1 A bead 0< band most be the head or 
band of """""'"Y The -er is mcluled to thillk that ' head ' 
and ' band • are not relative, because, although we know that a head 
must be some body's head, we can know the essential nature of' bead • 
without knowing whose head it 18. But, he adds. it is hard to sa.y 
that no substance is relatJ.ve without an ezhaustive eumina:t:ion. 
which be does not attempt. 

It would not occur to a modern writer on Logic to wonder whether 
'head ' or ' hand ' must be a relative term because such a thing 
most ~ to somebody. Obviously, the author of the C~ 
d1d not conceive of relations as subsisting ,_,.. two things, as 
they are now symbolised by R standing betweeo • and b in aRb. 
He thinks of 'relative things' or 'relative names'; some are 
substantives, some adjectives, all are predicates. Perception and 
its object are c:orrelahve tbtnp; yet you can destroy pm:eption 
without deatroymg its c:orrelatiw. Perception and lmowledge are 
not conceived as relations subsisting ~ the subject and the 

1....... It 80 happena th&t 'of', • for •, &Dd • than • are all upreeeed 
m Greek by the gemtlve cue 



SOPHIST 

object, and necessarily disappearing with the suppression of either. 
The examples gtven are nouns and adjectives, not verbs, which fall 
under other categories : ' adicm and passion •, ' state •, ' posrtion •. 
Space and Time relatums again belong to other categories. • In 
tho Lyceum • Is a predu:ate m tho category of Plaoe : ' yesterday •, 
a pMdi<:ate in the category of Time. Ptepositions, not bemg ' predt
cates ', have no pW::e in any category, and rt does not occur to the 
writer that a preposition in rtself means a relahon.1 • Re1atwns ', 
in fact, are not recogmsed as a class of enhty disbnct frmn predi· 
cates. The author considers only nouns and adjecbves mgntfying 
properties With tho pecuUanty that a subject has these properbes 
' with re!erence to oomething else '. A man has tho property 
• fatherhood • towards bls son. It was reserved for still living logi
cians to discover that a propomtion hke • Socrates IS shorter than 
Phaed.o ' has two subJects with a relation between them, and no 
predicate at all. 

That Plato conceived relative terms in the same way lS clear 
from the P/uu4o, where he speaks of a man partaking of taUneaa 
in the same sense that be partakes of beauty. Socrates has ;,. .Wm 
a tallness towards (as compared wtth, ~) a shortness that 18 ;,. 

Simuuas. These characters (Waa} remdmg m the two men are 
chstinguishod frmn tho unique Farms (Talllless tblelf, Shortness 
itself), of which we might call them instBDCOS. These indlvulual 
properties cannot change mto their amtranes (any more than the 
Fonus can do so). If Sunmias grows to be taller than Socrates, 
the tallness in Socrates ather ' penshes ' or • gtves way to the 
approach 'of its contrary. Thus the Plttwlo clearly treated relations 
as properbes, and whatever inferences may be based on tho passago 
about size and onmber m the T-. (p. 45), he has not ahan
doned Forms of relatJ.ve terms. 

This reducbon of relations to ' relative things ' or ' names ' 
explains the passage before us. ' Ihfierent ' is a rela.bve name which 
things have towards other things. Dlfterence lS not a relation 
subsisting betwoeD the two t:lunjjs Two <1-.nt FOlmB ""' said 
to • partake of tho character of Diflerence • lpBr~z .. • rif< Woo rif< 
Barleov) in addition to havmg theu- own nature, thongh it must 
be remembered that ' partake ' should mean no more than ' blend 
with ', 'Di:ffenmce ' is a Form which 'pervades ' all the Forma 
(clld ..a..... 61BbrltJ6uliJ), just as Existence pervades them all 
In thu way Drllenmce can be said to be a character (16m) or nature 
(.,&7«) • dispersed' over the wbols field of Reality (z6ou). 
Every Form haa its own peculiar nature, essence, constant idenb.ty, 

1 Tbe word • pepaal'bon • JS mtroduced mto IIODl8 trallllatloDS of the 
ClrllpriH, bg,t It 11 zwl: ID the tat 
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HOW 'WHAT IS' CAN 'NOT-BE' 

' sameness • ; it always is what it is. But just because this nature 
lB peculiar and unique, ewry Form bas its ' ~ ' distingajsh
ing it from any other. Its name blends with Difterence in the 
negative statement that 1t is JP any other, 

The class of relative things lS introduced in connection with 
Dlffenmce, not Wlth Sameness : but Plato seems to regard Same
ness as a relative thing. Thus be aays, Motion is the same as Itself 
' because of its partlclpation m Sameness '-'ls m.lf' ("-1 "* 
pi8elw <oWofJ "~~"' latmfo, •56•). It is equally true of Sameness 
that it pervades all the Forms. 

Z55E-z57A. A '""""' of Ww ~ ~~ 1M jifJI Forms 
slwrfi l1lal U..1 .,, -_y fBmlhlr of""' ~ IIBSirlifsg Uud 
• w1w1 s.s ' iff a smu ' Ss fiOt ' 

It is now estabhshed that all the fi.ve Forms are distmct. No 
one can be reduced to, or ldentified With, any other (nor, we may 
add, evolved or deduced from any other). The Stranger now pro
ceeds to fmmulate statements m which the names of these Forms 
appear, The statements are taken as obviously true. The purpose 
is to see m what ways one of these Forms (Motion is taken as the 
example) blends wrth others in true affirmative statements or lS 
dls]omed from them in true nega.tJ.ve statements. The statements 
are grouped in pairs, aftirmatwe and negative, such as 

{=~~-=)· {= ~ ~ ::'"s~e rt;!.., ... ). 
Such statements bad been represented as contradic!oly hY -
imitatmg Zeno's d1sproof of the OXISteDce of a Many hY clllemmas 
leadmg to such alleged contradictions. That Plato had these 
clllemmas in mind IS clear from blS reference to them below (2591')· 
Here he is conteot to show that all these atatements are true and 
CODIIIStent, when the ambiguities of • is ' and • is not ' are recogmsed. 

ZSS& Sm. Now, then, taking our fi.ve Kmds one by one, let us 
make some statements about them. 
I'mwn'. What statements ? 
Sm. Fil'St about Motion : let us say that Motion is 
altogether chtlment from Rest. Or is that not so l 
'l"luwtT. It is so. 
5TR. So !lotmn is not Rest. 
1'BEABT. Not in any --.1 

1 Posazbly ' tlllopiAw ddferent 1 lllld ' not .. 11W,V UfiU ' Dle&D. that lfobon 
ll.lld Rest are not Qllly ddfenm.t lmt &lao ilu:ompa:bble 
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•56- Sn. But HotioD .. (exists), by virtue of partoklng of 
Exiatenoe. 
'Cmu.Jrr. Yes. 
Sm. And once more Jfotion is different from the Same 
(Sameneoo).' 
'IJDwrr. No doubt. 
Sn. So Motion is not the Same (Sameness). 
'Cmu.Jrr. No. 
Sn. But on the other hand. Motion, we sud, is the same 
as itaelf, because everything parlabs of the Same (Same
ness).• 
'Cmu.Jrr. Certainly. 
Sm. Mo-. theo, is both the same a.nd not the Same : 
we must aduu.t that wrthout boggliDg at it, For when we 
say it is • the same ' and • not the Same ' we are not using 

B. the expression in the same sense : we call it • the same ' 
on accoant of its participation in the Same with relenmce 
to itaelf; but we call it • not the Same ' because of its 
combinatlon with Diffenmce, a combJnatlon that separates 
it oft from the Same (Sameness) a.nd makes rt not the Same 
but dif!erent, so that we have the right to say thiS time that 
It is ' not the Same ', 
'Cmu.Jrr. Certainly. 
Sm. So too, supposing Motion itself dld m any way 
participate m Rest, there ""u!d be nothmg outrageous in 
speakiDg of it as statumary. <But 1t does not in fact parti
cipate in Rest at all. 
'Cmu.Jrr. No, It does not. 
STR. Whereas it does participate both in Sameness and in 
Drlference, so that it is correct to speak of it as both the 
same a.nd not the Same.> 
'Cmu.Jrr. Perleet!y conect, provided that ...... to -
that some of the Kmds will blend with one another, some 
will not. 

c. Sm. WeD, that is a conchuaon we proved at an earlier 
stage, when we showed that such was mdeed their nature. 
l'BBAET. Of course. I 

1 ID Greek the appeanace of coa.t:racbct:fotL 11 II1CniiLIIed by nlnho D1111JW11 
both ' s.men... aad • the -.me·. 

I Radiag .,., , , , ... "rdnlf with ¥adYlg "l'bii readmg betterexpre1181 
the IIIMidag (which ill the .me. aayhow) tJum. the ..,.. . , . wrlr? ..., of ................. 

1 I 1IDdentuld the aqrament Ure u faUDWII We ha.ve juat &ald. that 
Koboa. il the asne ll.lld not the ume (u part:aJaq of DI&'Dn11Ce) '1'lwl 
MJIUlda Wee a coat:racbctloD : how ca;a. what • the AZDe partake of .Ddfer.. 
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HOW 'WHAT IS' CAN 'NOT-BE' 

zSfic. STR. To go back to our statements, then: is Motion diiler
ent from Dilla-ent (Ddlerence), just as it was other than 
the Same (Sameness) and other than Rest 1 
TlmAET. N........Uy. 
STR. Motion, then, in a sense is not Different, and also is 
diflerent. in ou:oordance with the ugumeot ... stated just 
now. 
TBEAET. True. 

We have now callected the lollowlng pails of statoments, wbiJ:b 
an Eristic would regard as contradictory but which are in fact all 
true and consistent : 

{=:~.=)-{= ~:! !:eS:ei~) 
{:::::: ~n-:.,~)-

The same procedure is now used to refute the fundamental Eleahc 
doctrine that there is no sense m which tbat-which-u (Ttl IP) can 
not-be. The.-e Is a sense in wbiJ:b the Roal (everytlDDg that IS real. 
lncludmg Realness or Existence itsell) • IS not '. Anythmg real IS 

the subject of lDilumerable true statements, asserting that it is not 

euc:et 'Same' aad 'Ddfenmt' BDDnd ulf theywarecontranellaad 10 moom
pa;b.ble, like Kottou. and. Rest.. wluch are llODtranes aad mcompa'btlle Bat 
nppoee Motum and Rest ware merely drlfcent. not .iJI:compa'b.ble ; then 
lfobon could partake of Rest &Dd be called Btatmnary. That 11 unpoamble 
becaue lfobon aad Rest are m fact moompatlble But the S&lllCIDeiiB whll:h 
lfotlon baa towards 1tlelf aad the ddfenmce 1t baa toward• other thmgl an 
not mcom.patlble, So there m ZLO c:ou.tradk:bou m aaymg Moboa. 11 the 11a111e 

and not the aame (a Brochard, Ettu~a. 143,) 
If thu m the DlBalllllg, the tat 11 mtolembly elhpbcal and oblcure. Hem

dorfanapectedalacuna.wluchbe.6lledthua: 25fia,7, ~.<•N .. ___ ..... ,.., ............... ......_ ...... _> 
U, dpl6n.N ,.. , • • Tina mabe Tbeut:etlu' reply somewhat IDOI'e m
telhpble, but lbllleavea the arga.meu.t obacare. I propoae <• II...,._. -liB .................... .,. .............. ........... 
•,Biklzq al......,..,.... al crl .....,. ~> u above traaslated, 
Theaeteta.s' reply lii'Jll then me~~~~. : ' Perfectly correct, provuied that we are 
to admit that IIODle K:zadl (I'IICb .. Kotaon, 5&maoeaa. Ddfenmce) WlllllOIDbfDe, 
othen (Motion aad Rest) will ZLOt •• 

Other cr.at:aca nppose that Plato 11 npestmg that t:.hefe 111, afteE' all, a 
leDI8 ia which llobaa. doea partake of Est. •-1 the uiUform DlOtloa. of a 
sphere m the IBDlll place (D16a), or becaasll lfoboD part&ba of stabW.ty m 
tbat It cu. be meuared aDd delcn.bed (Ritter, N. Uffl 61). Bu.t 1 apeD 
With Brochard that the ra&!ftmce to eadier statemeu.t:l ...nmg that lfobon 
aDd Rest ani mcom.pa'b.lie acladell IUch m.terprebl.'b.oal 
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SOPHIST 2S5lo-257A 

(is clilleroD.t from) anything else that Is real. We take first Motion 
as an illstanoe of a real thmg, a.nd pomt out that 

{=~:=:::~f..=--) 
zs6c. Snt. What, then, of the next point ? Are we to sa.y that 

lolotion Is cbllenmt from three of the lour, but not from the 
D. fourth, when we have &&reed that there were five Kmda 

in the field we set before us for examination ? 
'I'ImAET. How can we? We cannot allow that their 
number is less than 1t was shown to be. 
Sm. So we may fearlessly contend that Mohon is different 
fromEnstence. 
THBAET. Without the smallest fear. 
Sm. In fact, 1t lB clear that Mohon really is a thmg that 
Is not (Enstence) and a thmg that IS, siDce rt portakes of 
Existence. 
'I'BEAET. Perfectly clear. 

This amclusion is now generah&ed : 1t apphes to all the Forms. 
Of any Form 1t can be sud that rt is a thmg that lS not (any other 
Form) and also a thmg that is (i.e. exiSts). Fmally, 1t is pomted 
out that tins is as true of Existence Itself as of any other Form. 

zs6D. Sm. It must, then, be possible for • that wluch is not • 
(i •· IS cbflerent from Eolstence) to be (to emst), not only 
in the case of Motion but of all the other Kmda. For m 
the case of them all the nature of lbfierence makes each 
one of them dlflerent from Ex1steDce and so makes it a 
thing that ' Is not ' ; and henoe we shall be right to speak 
of them all em the same pnnc1ple as tbmgs that in this 
sense ' .., ""' ', a.nd agam, because they partake of Eolst
enc:e, to say that they ' .,, ' (emst) and call them things 
that have bemg (existence). 
'l"BEABr. No doubt. 
STR. So, in the case of every one of the Forms there is 
much that it is and an indefinite number of thmgs that it 
isfd.l 
Tmwrr. So it appears. 

257· STR. And, moreover, Ezistence itself must be called differ
ent from the rest. 
'l'luw!T. N~y. 

1 Tlu1 meana that many aftirma'b.ve llt&tement:l are true of &Df Form. 8lld 
lllo aay number of negative statement., apzeiiiDJ 1b ddference from othar 
ll'onu. '1'lwl c:oDClulloD. 11 nat apphed to E:datmoe tteelf. 
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HOW 'WHAT IS NOT' CAN 'BE' 

•57· Snt. We find. then, that Existence likewise 'is not' In 
as many respects as there are otber things ; lor, not being 
thole others, whLie 1t IS its smgJe self, rt " nol all that 
Indefinite number of otber thinp. 
1'1ot.\ET. That is ... 
STR.. Then we must not boggle even at that conclusion, 
granted that Kmds are of a nature to admit combination 
Wlth one another. If anyone deoies that, he must win over 
our earber arguments to lns mde before he tries to win over 
their consequences. 
THEAET. That lS a fair demand. 

In this JliiSS880 •d /W primarily DlOIUIS tho single Form, Existence 
1tself, one of the five Fot'Dll we aelected. We have aeen that 

{=: ~~ other Form). 
But the amcluson apphes equally to what Parmemdes meant by 
Td 611, ' that which exiSts ', the Real, if we understand this as a 
collective name for all the eJOStmg Forms whlch make up reahty 
It " true of anythmg that is real, that it e>dsts a.nd IS not onythmg 
else, and of the Real as a whole that rt is not any one of its parts. In 
fact, d ~ here, hke -rd lreeoP earlier, is verbally ambiguous. The 
ambiguity enables the statement to cover two conclusions, which are 
both bue. The second is 

{~~ = : ~k otber existent). 
We haw thus estabhshod tho first pomt agamst Parmemcles' 

dogma that there lS no way m which • that whlch lB ' can ' not~be '. 
We have shown that an unlmuted number of negative statements 
are true of any exlSt.ent or of Eldstence itself. 

•S1'HS8c. T""' "'' fllso """-oflnH--, I1JtU • wlwl is not ' .,, a ,.,, • Ss ' 
The next !leChon refutes Pam!enides' complementary dogma: 

' There :fs no .. m wh1ch that-whlch-18-not can be.' This secboD. 
IS concerned Wlth • that which is not ' ('rd pi} IP) in the sense ex
plained, namely • tho ddlerent •• ; .•. -existent definod .. dil!<nmt 
from some other exutent ; for example, ' the not-tall ', ' the not
beautiful'. It is first pointed out that • that which is not ' m this 
sense IS dlst:inct from ' Non-exist.ence ' and from ' the non-existent ', 
both of which are covenod by tho phrase ' the contrary of what 
emts (01' of Existence) ', TO-.foo Toll """'· 

1 Or parhapa • JS the same u ttaelf '-bu a bemg or ldtm.taty of it:l owa 
P.r.s:. :zSg tJ 
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2578· Snt. Now let us mark this. 
THBAET. Yes 1 
STR. When we speak of ' that which is not •, it seems that 
we do not mean something conlrlly to what exists hat only 
eomething that Is dillerent. 
TmwtT. How 1 
STR. In the same way that when, for example, we apeak of 
something as ' not tall ', we may just as well mean by that 
phrase • what is equal ' as ' what is short •, mayn't we ? 1 

TmwtT. Certainly. 
STR. So, when it is asserted that a negative signifies a con
trary, we shall not agree, but adunt no more than thls : 

c. that the prefix ' not ' indicates SOJIIOthiDg dillerent from the 
wonls that follow.--<Jr rather from the thU>gs daigDated by 
the wonls proocuncod after the ""'!"tive· 
TmwtT. Exactly . 

• The dillerent • Is • the not scrand-t<> •• RememberiDg that the 
discussion is confined to the world of Forms and their relations, 
we can now see that the whole field of reality, divided up into all 
the subordinate Forms, can be regarded as cowred by Forms, 
every one of which can be negatively descnbed as • that which is 
not SCH.Dd.-so '. So • the nature of the Ddferent • is distributed 
over the whole field, just as much as the nature of Existence. •The 
not-beautiful ' is the collective name for all the Forms there are, 
other than the siDgle Form, 'Beeubful', 'The oot-beaubful' Is 
a special D8lDO for t1us • part ' of the Ddlereot, just as the various 
species ('parte') of knowJed&o have special names. 
251C· STR. And here, if you agree, isapomt for us to consider. 

TmwtT. Namely 1 
Sm. The nature of the Dilloreot (Dillo<ence) ' appears to 
be parcelled out, in the same way as knowledge. 
THBAET. How so? 
Sm. KDowledge also Is smoly cme, but w:h part of it that 
commands a certain field is marked off and gwen a special 

D. name proper to Itself. Hence hmguage recognises many 
arts and fonDs of knowledge.' 

1' Shari' :IS the cxm.truy of 'tall'. bat 'equal' 18 not. 80 the equal18 
cWfenm.t &om the tall. not coat:rary SmWa.:rly ' the not-beautlfal' ia not 
........,. ...... ly. 

1 The ambfpltyof,..,.. m. all thu eectaoo-' the ch&tent • (that wiDch Is 
chffereDt) aad • Ddfcmce ltlelf '--tnll be cbacDaaed beiow 

1 Knowledge ll.lld tbl lp8C1IIII are a mere dlulltratwn 'Ihere 18 no auggartion 
that the lpeCiel of Jmowledge COinllpODd to ' pan. of the DdfereDt ' E'ftl'y 
Form 18 a part of the Dl&nm.t, bot there JS not a •peme• of Jmowiedge for 
"""''FDmL 
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HOW 'WHAT IS NOT' CAN 'BE' 

•57"- Tlilwn". CertaiD1y. 
Sm. And the same tlrlng Is true of the parts of the siJJg1e 
nature of the Ddferent. 
l'BEAET. Perbzpo ; hut shall we explain how 1 
Sm. There exists a part of the Different that is set in 
contrast to the Beautiful ? 
TBEAET. Yes. 
STB.. Are we to aay it is nameless, or bas it a special name? 
TBEABT. It has. Whenever we use the expression • not 
Bezubful ', the tlrlng we mean Is pn:asely thet which Is 
ditlerent from the nature of the Bezutiful. 
Sm. Then tell me tlns. 

E. l'Jm.AET. What ? 
STB.. May we not say that the essstMu of the not-Beautiful 
Is coostituted by >Is hemg marked all from a IIIDgle definite 
Kind 1 among 9istmg things and again set in contrast with 
something that exJSts ? 
TB:EAET. Yes. 
Sn. So it appears that the not-Beautiful is an instance of 
something thet eXISts hemg set in contrast to something thet 
exists. 
THEAET, Perfectly. 
Sm. What then 1 On this showing baa the not-Bezutilul 
any less claim than the Beautiful to be a thing that exists? 
TBEABT. None whatever. 

:zs8. STR. And so the not-Tall must be said to exmt just as 
much as the Tall itself. 
TBEAET Just as much. 
STB.. And we must also put the not-Just • em the same 
footing as the Just with respect to the fact that the cme 
exists DO less than the other. 
THEABT. Certamly. 
STR. And we shallsa.y the same of all the rest, siiu::e we have 
seen that the nature of the Different is to be ranked among 
things that exut, and, once 1t exists, its parts also most be 
considered as existing just as much as anything else, 
TBEAET. Of course. 
STR. So, it seems, when a part of the nature of the Different 

l _.,.,... ,.bow. 8U' the Beautiful; DOt'..,. -.Ie kmd ',or' a- kmd ' ( .... ,. __ )_ 

I The 'JL0t.. jut' :IS not ' the DDJillll: ', bat any Form that :IS ddferent from 
'the Just' For .,0, cl Tluul E8oA. rpds on) ~ ~ bcZ... Note 
that the IDIDl Forma (Beautlfal. jaat) oace D10I9 appear lllmplde the -



SOPHIST 257.-258c 

zsB. a.nd a part of the nature of the &istent (Emteoce) • are 
B. set in contrast to one another, the contrast lS, if 1t be per

missible to say so, as much a reahty as EDstence rtseJf ; 
it does not mean what 1s contrary to • existent', but only 
what is di:fferent from that Existent. 
TBEAET. Tha.t is quite clear. 
STR. What name are we to give it, then ? 
l"BuET. Obviously this is just that 'what-i>-not • which 
we ,... seeking lor the aake of the Sophist. 
STR. Has1t then, asyousa.y, an existence inferior to none of 
the rest in reality ? May we now be bold to sa.y that • that 
which is not ' unquestionably is a thing that has a nature of 

c. its own-just as the Tall was tall and the Beautiful was 
beautJ.ful, so too with the not-Tall and the not-Beautlfu.l'
and in that .. ' that wlucb lS not ' also, on the same 
principle, both was and is what-JS-not, a smgle Form to be 
reckoned among the many realities ? Or have we any 
further doubts with regard to 1t, Theaetetus 1 
'fBEAET. None at all. 

The Stranger baa now completed his promised refutation of 
• Father Parmemdes' pronouncement ' by showmg ' that m a certain 
respect what is not, exJSts, and agam what exists, m a sense is 
not' ("''lD). 

Translation of the fmegomg ugument into another language 
reveals that the terms Td lv, -raVr&.-1 6ckBQOP are used ambJguously. 
TO l& means sometimes ' Existence rtself ', sometimes ' the exist
ent • or • that wlncb is so-and-so' , -ra*DP sometunes ' Sameness ', 
sometuDes 'that wluch m the same', 86r6(!01' sometimes 'Difterence ', 
sometimes ' that wblch is difterent •• But it is clear that Plato 
was not blmd to these ambiguities. He has indu:ated the two 
senses of Td IW quite clearly m the passage at 249» ff. where the 
Sll"allgerpasoedfrom thedlacu!sion of the Real (thatwlucb lS real) 
as containing both things that move and tbmgs that are at rest to 

·u-~,..,..._....,,.._.,r,.,.,.l_.,.,...., 

(~)~. •Apartofthe natmeoftheBmatmt',•• •that wluch 
ileo--aad-eo' I• I· Beau.t1ful). 

• :KoepmctbeDI&Duacnpt readmg, Without mae.rt:ma:<P'ip.lya>aad.Vl} 
nMio > It IS UDhkely that both theM! phrue• would bu acmdtm.tally Olllltted 
-.., • aa.wered, not by cnlrm &1, but by ql (befOI'e ft pl) p.lya.) 7\1 f"i 
,.,...anf"')..M.oarepartlcularaam.pleBof 'thechBenm.t', or 'thenot-eo
and-ao' (ft f"i &o) wluch 'haaanatureof1tBOWD' Grammatu:allyftpl)p.lya 
-a Nllt!CIMPIS m appo1d1cm. to the preoedJDgftpl)"' and Bhares 1tBpredlcate 
fltiWw W ,. ormt ~ lzw Then eM. &I nl, .,.A. pvea the poeral 
COilCIDIIOil applJIDI to ft f"') &. == 'I'll lnpcw, the ' IDD81e Form ' of wluch 
• tho DOt-Tall', ' the not-Boautifal •, etc., ha.ve been called 'partB '. 
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Realness or Existence as a Form of which everything that is real 
partakes. Further, no writer who was unaware of the ambiguities 
could have amstructed an argument which is perfectly lucid when 
the various meanings are kept distinct. 

What IS rea.lly puzzling to us is the descnption of' the not-Tall', 
• the not-Beaub:ful ', etc., as ' parts of the nature of the Different 
(or Drl!erence) '. At the outset where the fi.ve selected Forms are 
proved to be distinct, 86!:'1! .. clearly means the lliPgle Fcmn, 
I>rllerenc:e. At •55D 1t is called ' the nature of I>rllerenc:e ' (4 Barleau 
!"la..J, and tills lS said to ' pervade ' all the Forms, each of wlucb 
• partakes of 1ts character '. But what is meant by calliDg ' the 
not-Beautiful ', etc., ' parts of this lliPgle noture ' (•51") 1 

Clearly • the not-Beautiful', etc., are not parts of the single Form, 
Dil!erence itself, the meaning of the word 'chtlaent '. A Form 
can have parts m two senses. (:r) If it is complex, the simpler 
Forms by which 1t is defined can be called parts, m that their lWllOS 

stand lor parts of the mesmng of 1ts name. ' Flgllre ' is part of 
the meaning of ' Triangle '. TillS sense does not apply. ' Not
Beautlful '15 not a part of the mearung of' Difterence '. (z) ' Parts ' 
may also mean ' species '-a meamng actually suggested by the 
analogy Wlth knowledge and Its species at zs,c. But, once more, 
• the not-Bea.utJful ' is not a species of Dlfterence, as numerical and 
cxmceptaal chtlereoce llrlght be said to be. ' The not-Bee.ubful ' 
evidently means ' that wluch is ddferent from the Beautiful '-a 
collective name far all the Fot'Dll there are, other than the Beautiful 
Itself. These other Forms, whether singly or as a group, are not 
spea.es of a generic Fmm' Drllereace '. What lS' the not-Beaubful' 
a 'part' of? 

It lS a part of the whole field of Forms which make up the Real 
It 1s, in fact, the whole group of Forms that is separated off from 
and contrasted with the smgle Fmm, the Beautifulttself. In the 
s,..,.,. (•6ou 1!.) •t .. pointed oot that SllCb • part (/de<><) is not 
a Form (el<IO<). The Strauger there objects to the division of 
animals mto men and beasts, i.6. human and not-human. Negative 
terms bke 'Barbarian' (non-Greek), thoogh they have a name, 
have no Form that coald be su.bchVIded. ' Not every part is a 
Fonn, though every Fonn is a part.' So ' the not-Beautiful ' is 
not a Form, but a group of Forms, negatively deaaibed, which is 
a part of the ReaLI 

When it is sa.td to be ' a part of the Different ' or ' of the nature 
of the Different ', the Dlfterent must mean ' that which is different '. 
Since every part of the field of Forms is diflerent from every other 

1 Such a group of Forms 11 a whole {aM.) or comples: of chvet~~~~ parts. m. 
tba -.e 1D. wlw:h ' whole' II aaed 1D. the d-=npl:laa. of Dlalect3c at 253D• 
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port, the whole field can be called ' the llillerent ' ; it will bear 
the collective name • that which is not ', just as well as the name 
'that which is'; and any Fonn or group of Fot'Dll can be called 
both existent and ' a part of the DiBerent •. In a Table of Division 
of geDUI into species, every positive determination we reach as we 
dosceod is called a ' dlfterence ', This teclmical term may be 
derived from Plato's aoalysis here. It si&nlfies that ...:1> positive 
element of content we discover in dividing the generic Form is a 
' dlfterence ', marlred oft by a line of division from sometluag else. 
Positively, it is an element in the identity (sameness) of the species 
"" sbaU define by it ; negatively, it dillerentiates that species from 
othelo. Thus 'the not-Beautiful' is ' a part of the Dll!erent ', 
though not of Dillerenc:e itself ; and the nature of Dillerence can be 
delcnbed as dif!used over the whole field of Fonns, no less than is 
Eoistenc:e. The thought is clear ; but the language is certainly 
c:onfasing, portly thanb to Plato's way of tbinkmg of Dillerenc:e, 
not as a relation between things, but as a property of wlnch things 
that are cbllerent ' partake '. 

Z5i!o-459D. C"""-sitm: w. ,... nfWI«l p..-· ..,.. ,.., 
'.,.,..,.,' caMOiiffa_)'SMSitiOI-bf, -UIIIt 'fl'htdistsm' t:tlflfiOI 
ifsaysMS~lM 

The Straoger now form.ulates the conclusions. Parmeuides for
bade us to assert ' that things that are not, are ', That is to say, 
he recognised only one sense of 'is not ', namely 'is totally non
existent '. We have ruled out that .. long ago ; and now we 
bzve brought to light another """""' which allows us to assert that 
things which are not (""' cbllerent from other things) nevertheless 
""'(exist). 
2SSC. Sn. You see, then, that in our disobedience to Parmenid.es 

we bzve trespassed f"' beyond the limits of his prohlbitiou. 
Tmwn'. In what way? 
Sm. In pushing forwllld m oar quest, we bzve shown him 
results in a field which be forbade us even to explore. 
TlmAET. How 1 

D. Sm. He says, you remember, 
' Never sbaU this be proved, that things that are not, are ; 
but keep back thy thought from this way of inquiiy '. 

Tmwn'. Yes, be does say that. 
Sm. Whereas ..., bzve not merely shown that things that 
are no~ are, but we bzve brought to light the rezl c:haracler 
of ' not-being'. We have shown that the nature of the 

B. Different has emtence and is parcelled otrt ovm" the whole 
field of aiatent things with reference to one another ; and 
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zsBx. of every pert of 1t that lS set in contrast to ' that which 
15 ' we have dared to say that preasely that is f&ally ' that 
which IS not'. 
TlmAET. Yes, m, and I think what webavesaidisperfectly 
true. 

For the purposes of the formal conclusion now to be stated--that 
things that are not (are di:fferent) ezist-the relevant senses of 'is ' 
and "ls not ' are Existence and Dil!erence. Tho third all-pervadmg 
Form., Sameness (' 18 the same as'), is left in the background Without 
exphcit mention. The next speech (x) roles out non-existence (the 
only sense of ' not-bemg ' that Parmemdes would recognise) as a 
sense of ' s.s Mt ' that has no apphca:bon to Fmms, and (z) deacnbes 
how Existence and Difference are two Forms, both extendmg over 
the whole field of rea.hty and everywbae blending. 

:zs8E. STR. Then let no one say that 1t is the contrary of the 
eXlStent that we mean by ' what is not ', when we make bold 
to say that ' what is not ' exists. So far as any contrary 
of the existent IS concerned, we have long ago1 sud good-bye 

:zsg. to the questmn whether there lS such a thmg or not and 
whether any account can be given of 1t or none whatsoever. 

But Wlth respect to the ' wbat-15-not ' that we have now 
asserted to exurt, an opponent must ather convince us 
that our account is wrong by refuting it, or, so long as he 
proves unable to do that, he must accept our statements : 

that the Kinds blend With one another , 
that Existence and Dil!erence ponoade them all, and 

pervade one another , 
that Drllerence ("'the Drllerent).' by partaking of Exist

ence. ts by virtue of that participation, but on the other band 
ss not that Existence of wluch it partakes, but is difierent ; and 
smce 1t is difterentfrom.Existence (or an existent), quite clearly 
1t must be possible • that 1t should bela Uung that ts JP t: 

' At 238c, whme 'I'll ,..,BcyW &,, ' the 11111ply non-exmtent ', was chamllaed 
M not to be lpOken or thought of There are no true statement:lsa.ymg that 
any Form does not elWit But 1t 11 true o1 nery Form other than~ 
1tlelf that It II D.ot (identical With) EsJstence, 

1 All beloze, ldnprw II verbltJiy &m.blguoal and the fonnula CO'nii'B tbll two 
lltatement:l (1) that the Form Dtfl'llftllee u •o' (the aaiU u) Elastence, 
but., (esata) , (:z) that the ddfenm.t (that wluch 11 not 110-a11.d-110) u •o' (the 
aame u) a tluDg that 11 (vu a certam exutent, the ao-and-10 1t dUfem from), 
but h' a thing that 11 (an maatent) 

1 11nv~~tr.., 'ItllpoBIIble, DeCfllll!lll.l'y, for1ttobe'o Cf, :z,56D, 
lcm.•ll cbdyqr o o • tb m the aame 111111111. 

• 1' (1) DlftenmcellnotEx!etence; aad (2) the diffenm.t11Dot 101118 otber 
de6mte exment With wluch 1t CODt:rutedo 
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z59J1. and again, Existence, having a part in Dil!erence, will be 
difierent from all the rest o1 the Kinds ; and, because it is 
chfferent from them all, it is Ml any one of them nor yet 
an the others put together, but lS only itself 1 : Wlth the 
consequence, again mdisputable, that Existence is tsOt 
myriads upon myriads of tlrlngs. and that all the other 
Kinds in the same way, whether taken severally or all 
together, m many respects "" and in many respects "'' ..... 
1'mw!T. True. 

We may here coJlect the meanings of' is' and' is not' that have 
been brought to light. 

(I) ' Is 'means ' nisU '. Every FOIID. 9ists ; consequently' the 
non-exastent ' bas no pW::e in the scheme, and we have ruled out 
that sense of ' is not '. 

(z) 'Is' means 'is Uae same a.r', Every Form is (the same as) 
itself. The contradictory ' is not ' means ' is tlljfrretd jrOfll'. 

It wiD. be noticed that ne:Jtber of these two senses of ' lS' has 
anything to do With ' the c:opu1a ', the suppooed bnk bemoea 
zobJect and predicate m Anstotehan lo8>c. The statement that 
Plato ' has dilc:overed the ambigw.ty of the copula' is far removed 
from the factL 

There remam statements expressing the relation of two Forms 
that are DeJ.ther wholly di:fferent nor wholly the same, but related 
as generic to specific Form or as spectfic to genenc Form. The 
dr.agram given earlier shows the speaftc and generic Fonns ov~ 
lapping and ' blending ' ; bot they do not cmocule. A defimtum 
is a statement of complete identity: ' Man is (the same as) ratiOnal 
biped Auima1 '. But genus and species are related as whole to 
part. At P-. I>j6ll 1t is sud that ' everything stands to every
thmg in this way: either it IS the same or different, or, if it 11 
neither the same nor chfferent, then one thing 18 a part, the other 
a whole'. Hence' part 'istheregularPiatomctermfor' species •. 
Plato bas not occasloo to analyse statements of the type : ' Man 
is Animal'. Perhaps he regaro.d them as statements of psrtial 
identity: • the Form Man is (the same as) a part of the Form 
Auimal '. The appropriate word would be ' partake of ' (per.lz'ew), 
in<licating that genus and species are blended, bot do not coincide. 
But he does not use ' partake of ' with any precision or distiJJguisb 

1 Hen the m.tmcb.on between the Form Exmtmce u dlllcallled m. all this 
aectlo:D. &Dd the &utent (the Real,. the whole world of :real Fonu) ia cleul:f 
ncop2lllll Tho CCift8IJ'ODdulg statements an 1 (1) Bmlt8ace u fiDI (tbe 
ame u aay other Form), ba.t 11 (the same as) Jtlelf, (2) the Emlteat (aay 
FormarpoapofFonu) t.rflot (thesameu) aayothllrmaetent. butu (Glib). 

zg6 



IIEANINGS OF ' IS ' AND ' IS NOT' 

'partaking ' from the mutual relation called ' blending' or • com
bining' (..SI'P"IEIC, HO"""""')- The reason for supposing that 
this use of • is ' would fall under • is the same as ' is that the whole 
discusslcm """''!DJSDS only three all-pervadmg Forms-Existence, 
Sameness, Difference.-which are already accounted for. 

It may be added that tills whole account of the blending or 
mutual participation of Forms cannot be cbrectly applied to the 
old problem, 1"llUed m the p,.;.u., of the parllcipatioo of 
individual things in Fonns. M. BrocJwd 1 wntes : ' The relations 
of things to Forms are no doubt the same as the relat1ons of Forms 
among them5elves.' But this is not so. In the P~ and 
again at Sopll. :zsu and in the PltilelMs, the old question bow one 
thing can have many names is distinguished frmn the problem of 
the mterrelatlons of Forms and d1Snussed as already solved by the 
theory of F onns, though the prease nature of tills particlpatron 
may remam obscure. Also, as we have seen, m speakmg of Forms 
'participation' is synonymous With ' bleod.J.ng' or ' combina'bon ' 
and is a symmetncal. relation, whereas the participation of thmgs 
in Forms traverses the boundary between things and Fonns and IS 

not a symmetncal relatlon · Forms do not partake of tbinga Tills 
problem, therefore, remams where 1t was. 

Next follows a short mtorlude, polotmg out the bearing of the 
conclus.ons Just reached upon ensbc controversy of the type started 
by Zeno. 

ZSSJB. STR. And :If anyone mistrusts these apparent contradictions, 
be should study the quesbon and produce some better 

c. explanation than we have now gaven , whereas if be IIDagmes 
he has chscovored ao embamu;smg puzzle and takes delight 
in red11Clllg argument to a tug of war, he lS wasting lns pams 
on a tnvtahty, as our present argument declares. There 
fs nothmg clever in such a c:hscovery, llQt" zs 1t hard to make : 
what lS hard and at the same time worth the pains IS som.e
thmg drlloreot. 
T!m.u:T. And that is--? 
Sm. What I said before : leaving such qmbbling alone as 
leading nowhere,• to be able to follow our statements step 
by step and, m cnticising the asserbon that a ch:fferent thing 

o. is the same or the same thmg is different in a certain sense, 
to take account of the prease sense and the precise respect 
in wlncb they are sa1d to be one or the other. Merely to 

l :tNtfu, l.f8. 
1 ~ (Badbam) aoems to be the Dl08t probable cornctLou. of au..ml Jet .......... 
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:zsgo. show that in some unspeciiied way the same is different 
or the different is the same, the tall short, the like unlike, 
and to take p1eaame in perpetoally parading saoh cootrachc
tions in argument-that is not gamine aiticism., but may 
be recognised as the callow oftspring of a too recent contact 
with reahty.1 

TlmAET. I quite ape. 

III. FALSE S!'uKING AND T'mNKING 
The last main divisicm. of the argument opens here (ZS9D) and 

continues to z6.j.B, where the final definition of the Sophist IS resumed 
and completed. It explains how there can be Folsrty in speech and 
thought. In tho n ......... all attempts to explain this faDed 
because the discussion was deliberately confined to an apparatus 
which excluded the Fot'Dll. These have now been brought into 
account, and we shall find that, when Fot'Dll are recognised as the 
meanings of common names and therefore as entering into the mean
ing of all statements, it will be possible to give false statem.ents a 
meaning without invoking non-existent things or facts for them 
to refer to. 

•59I>-«iiC. !......,., _, ofiM prolllMo 
The introductory section states the problem in terms which are, 

at 1inlt sight. puzzling in that they seem to Ignore tho distinotioDs 
that have just been drawn. Some cnhcs here accuse Plato of gross 
confusion and fallacy.1 Such accusations are groundless. The sob
sequent analysis of falsity is as lucid as the previous account of the 
blending of Forms. Such obscurity as there is OCCiliS only in this 
introductory pa!S880. wlncb is ' dialectical ' and diamatlc. The 
pmpose is to make the reader leol that there is a chlliculty to be 
cleared up, and to repreoent tho perplexity of the IeSpODdent, who 
does not yet see just what the difficulty is, still less how to solve 
it. In such passages Plato does not use terms with precision or 
oboonoall thodistinotioosolwblcb a verycleai-headedreaderwould 
be conscious. 

The dlfficulty which every reader is meant to feel lies in seeing 
how tho precediDg demoostraticm that • is not • has - ...... 

1 The phrue ncaD. 23411 where JOIIDI' mea were Bald to bu Jmpoaed on 
bytbe Saplust'awi&:udryUDtll tbeywereliDdecm.ved by' coatactWJtb.reahty • 
(~ .,. ,_, The 5traDger hme lDcbcatel that the d1lemmu of 
ZeDo ll.lld lwllater llllitaton tumed. on amJnsuitaea of the kmd he ball jut ........... 

1 Apolt (DOte 0D 26oc) declarea that then IS DO JK*Ible traJwtJou from tbe 
lit &owhlchhubeell llhcnratoaat to ftllt l.bl.tho 111111111of' the falBII', aDd 
tllat the coafusum of thelo two IS ra.mpau.t thnJasbout the r.t of the clialope 
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-' does not exist ' and 'is dillerent from '-bean on the q--., 
whether false statements can have any meaning. The connection 
is as follows. It was common ground that 'to say what is false ' 
is, in some sense,' to.aythingsthatarenot' (Td T~ F/llna Uy ... ). 
as the Sttauger will observe presently. The questim> is, wbat sense 
can 'things that are not' bear in this phrase 1 The Sophist's 
ugument was · • To say the thiDg that is not ' can only mean ' to 
.ay nothing ' or ' to ~ of nothlng ' (oMb u,.. .. ), that is, to 
'talk oonaense '·' You C8liiiDt ~of wbat does not exist; there 
are no non-existiug things or facts to speak of. 1berefore all false 
speech mast be meanlnsless. This is a quite serioos chfli<:ulty, not 
easily disposed of. What are we talking about when we make a 
false statemeot 1 

Plato bas now showo that 'the thing that is not ' does not (as 
the Sophist assumed) always mean ' the non-existent ' ; it can also 
mean something winch IS cbllenmt from something else. Both these 
'somethmgs' are something (6\>), not nothing. He intends to 
interpret the phrase ' to say, or ~ of, that which is not ' by 
meansofthia second sense, as equivalent to • to say, or speak. of, some
thing chtloreut from the actual facts, but not simply non-existent '. 
The question is, what sort of extStence that • something different ' 
can have. If we can discover that, we can assert that a false state
meat bas meaoing. 

But this aplanabon is still to come. At present all we know is 
that ' that which is not ' is ambiguous. The Sttauger is thinkiDg of 
the sense be Wl1l use in his explanation ; the Sophist, who is repre
sented as defending his position, still feels that ' .aying what is not ' 
involves somewhere an element of unreahty or non-existence, which 
be Wlll cballeoge as illegitimate. ~us, lDro the onliDary 
reader, may well be excused for not having taken m the fall sense 
of the foregoing aoa.lyms. ODce we realise the clialloctk:al clw1u:ter 
of the """"""' ,.. shall see that Plato himself is not guilty of 
confusion. 

The phrase jast used by the Sttauger, ' the offspring of a too 
recent contact With reabty ', recalled the earber reference to young 
men deluded by the Sopiost's wizardries. It also reca.lls the ' old 
men who have taken to leaming late in life ' (25IB), who were 
coupled w!th the young as delighting m the sophism : Ooe thing 
cannot have many names. The position of these men who would 
'separete everythiDg from everythiDg else ' is now menbmed again. 
Their difticulties arose from not recognising the existence of Forms 
as the meanings of common names, or seeing that one thing can 

1 a. 2400 (p. 212) &Dd the fuD statement of tbia upment at ~ 
I88Dff (p Uf). 
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partake of many Forms. The Straoger begiDs by pointing out that 
• all discouroe depends oo the weavmg together of Fonns •. 

2591>· Sm. Yes, my fnend. and the attempt to separate every· 
thing from ovory other thing not only stnkeo a chscordaot 
note but amounts to a aude defiance of the philosophic 
Muse,l 
TlmAET. Wby? 
STR. This isolatioo of ovorythlng from everything else 
means a complete abohtion of all discourse ; for any dJs.. 
course we can have owes its mstence to the weavmg together 
of Forms. 
'IB:EAl!:l'. True. 

olio. Sn. Observe, then, bow opportune was our struggle with 
those separatists, when we forced them to allow one Form 
to blend With another. 
Tm!:.AET. In what respect il 
STR. In respect of secunng the positioo of chscourse as 
one of the lands of thmgs that exist. To rob us of discourse 
would be to rob us of plulooophy. That wonld be the most 
sen.ous consequence , but, besJ.des that, we need at the present 
moment to ccme to an agreement about the nature of cbs
course, and if its very existence bad been taken from us, 

B. we should naturally not be able to discourse any further. 
And that would have happened, If we had yrelded the point 
that there IS no blendmg of any one Form with another. 

All discouroe depends oo the • weaving together (ov~ of 
Forms'. • Weavmgtogether' lSnot a synonym of' combming' or 
• blending ' ; it includes all statements, afBrmatlve or negative.• 
It is not meant that Forms are the only elements in the meaning of 
all discourse. We can also make statements about indivlClual 
thtnp. But it is true tbat every such statement must contain at 
least one Form--one of those ' common tenns ' (T.v..'. 185) which 
are """"""'Y to all tbooght or judgmeut about the objects of chrect 
pen:eptioo. So (at Z52C) it was objected against the ""l""""tists 
that they could not express theh- theory at all without ' connecting 
in their statements ' (O'tllltfmB&V b TOk A&yo"') terms lite 'is', 
'apart from ', ' the rest ', etc., winch are common terms. The 

1,.._,11a1moR&II)'IIDDyiDof~. Ct'IJI-fD6Aden'Vell.ll"ofJcrraaad. 
,......q from ~- CVnloU n nl ~ Pa-lo 6IA quoterl the 
P)1:ba&orean aaymg that Pluloilophy fa thll lugheat form of • lfUBlC • 

1 IaAnltotle,6•fflnPr 1Dft CJIIII'II'Amtfmllledfortbe~~ID. 
a-tem:e,asdl8t:ulctfrom.isola.tedwords Sobelowa.t262c,~ ... ,-.,~ 
aDd 262D, r.v,.,... 
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point here made, that every statement or judgment involves the 
use of at least one Form, is important becaase the recognition of 
Forms as entering into the meaning of all statements will solve 
the problem of false speech and tiUnk!D&· 

z6au. TlmAET. That is certainly true. But 1 do not understand 
why we need an agreement about discoone at the present 
moment. 
Sn<. I may be able to suggest a line of thought that Wlll 
help you to understand. 
TlmAET. What is that ? 
Sn. We aaw that • not beiDg ' is a single kind among the 
rest, d1spersed over the whole field of reahtJes. 
TBBAET. Yes. 
STR. We have next to consuie:r whether 1t blends Wlth 
tlunkJD& and chscourse. 
TlmAET. Why that? 

c. Snt. If it does not blend wrth them, everything must be 
true : but if it does, we shall have false thmldng and dJs. 
course ; for thinking or saymg ' what is not ' comes. I sup
pose, to the same tlung as falsity in tboagbt and speech. 
TBEAET. Yes. 
Sn<. And if falSity exists, deception is posslble. 
Tmwrr. Yes. 
STB.. And once decept:J.on exJSts, unages and hkenesses and 
appearance will be everywhere rampant 
T!mAET. Of course. 
Sn. And the Sophist, we saJd, bad taken refuge some-

D. where m that region, but then be had demed the very exist
ence of falstty: no one could mther tlunk or say • what lS 
not ', because what lS not never bas any sort of bemg 
l'mw!T. So be said. 
STB.. But now that • what is not ' has been found to have 
its share in eoistence, perhaps be will not light with .. 
further on that point. 

Tho ' not-being ' which we found to be a siDgle Fann distributed 
""""the whole fiold of reahty was' Dd!enolu:e '. When the Strangor 
asb whether ' not·being • blends With speaking aod tbinkillg, the 
real question is whether there 18 any sense of • what is not' that 
will justify our combmiug that phrase with speaking and tbinkiDg 
in the e>q>reosion' to speak of, or thiDk, what is not', Tho Sophist 
ori8fDaJiy maintained that there can be no justilic:atian, beeaose 
' what is not ' always means • the non-extstent '. We have ousted 
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bim from that position by showing that 1t scxnetimes baa another 
mea.ning, • the dUferent ', which is compatible with ezistence. 

But a second line of defence remains, as the Stranger goes on to 
"'BB'"l· The Sophist may a<:cept the ambiguity of 'what is not ', 
BDd stiD. deny our right to assert the possibility of saying and think
ing what is not. The meaning of • what is not ' here has still to 
be defined and jmWied. ' What is not ' may not always mean 
' the I!DlMllistent ' ; but in this particular phrase it suggests smne 
element of umeality (which, as we have argued, is not the same 
thing as 'dillerence '). So the Sophist is represented as raising • 
further objection . 
.OOD. Sm. <"""'"""l· On the other ham!, he may perhaps say 

that oome things partake of not-bemg, oome do not, ODd 
that speech ODd thmkmg are amoDg those that do not ; 
and so once more he might contend that the art of creating 

E. images and semblances, where we aay he is to be found. has 
no existence at all, since thought and speech have no share 
in not-be:iDg, and without that combination there is no such 
thing as falsity. 

That is why we mast begin by investigatmg the Dature 
of discourse and t1nnkiDg and appeamnce, m order that we 

26z. may then make out their oombmabon with not-being and 
so prove that fa!Slty exists, ODd by that proof pin down the 
Sophist there, if he is amenable to capture, or else let lum go 
and panue our search in some other Kind. 

The Sopbist"s second line of defence is here stated as the Sophist 
himself would state it, not as it would be put by anyone who was 
....mung himlell to the precise use of the terms defined in the last 
sectioa. ' Some things ', he soggests, ' partake of DOt-being, smne 
do not.' II ' things ' (llclOW) memt Platomc Forms, we have jast 
shown that no Forms partake of ' not-being • m the ......, of DOD

existem:e, ODd that all Forma partake of 1t in the ..,. of DllloreDce. 
But .U.. is a wgaeword, scxnetimesmeanil!goomorethOD' eDhty', 
' thing' ; ODd by ' not-being ' the Sophist clearly means falsity. 
We have still to discover how ' the false ' (a term strictly applicable 
ooiy to thought ODd speech) is related to 'the DOD-existent ' ODd 
' the different '. The last section dealt solely with the world of 
Forms where non-existence ODd falsity have no place. The ~ht 
ODd speech wbic:h can partake of falsity are not Platomc Forms, 
but the thOUihts wbic:h exist in our minds ODd the speeches we 
utter.1 Noreaultreacbedsofarhasshownbowtheycaneverbefalse. 

• At 2630 the thfDldDg. judiJIIUID.t. aad 'appeanng ', wluch 'or;ew •• ow 
flllfaM' are called,.,O., ('thulp' or • kmda of tJunc'),lf we nad ni.,,,WithB """T,,.........,. 



EVERY STATEIIENT IS COIIPLEX 

Theaetetus' next speech exprosses the perplaity to wlncb he and 
the reader are reduced by tbe amblgaities of • not-bemg '. That 
Plato himself was misled by them is entirely incredible ; for as soon 
as the argument begins again the thought once more runs perfectly 
clear. 

:z6IA. THBAET. Certainly, sir, what we said at the outset about 
the Sophlst seems true : tbat be Is a hard sort of beast to 
hunt down. Evidently he possesses a whole armoury of 
problems,aodeverytime tbat he puts cme farwardtoslneld 
him, .,. have to fight our way through it befoto we can get 
at him. So now, hardly have we got the better o1 his 
defence that 'what is not ' cannot exut, when another 

B. obstacle is raised in our path : we must, it seems, prove 
tbat falsity exists both in speech aod thought, and after 
that perhaps som.ethmg else, and so on. It looks as if the 
end would never be in sight. 
SrR. A mao should be of good ClOlmlgO, Theaetetus, if be 
can make only a little headway at each step. If he loses 
heart then, what will he do in another case where he cannot 
advance at all or even perhaps loses grotmd. ? No city, as 

c. they say, will surrender to so famt a summons. And now 
that we have surmounted the banier you speak of, we may 
have elready taken the highest wall and the rest may be 
easier to capture. 
TBBAET. That is enc:ouracinc· 

26x.,.,.62& E..,·- is • ~of~......,. <-•-l 
The Stranger opeos the dlscussioo by pointing out that every 

statement is complez. The simplest statement must contain at 
least one ' name ' and one verb. 1be terms ' name ' and ' verb • 
... de&ned. 

z6IC. Sn. Then, as I said, let us take first statement 1 aDd 
judgment, so as to estalilish clearly whether oot·being has 
any point of contact with them, or both are altogether true 
and there is never falsity in either. 
Tlll!Al!T. Very good. 

l • Sta.temeDt I So faro .w,.or ball been tnmalated • diBIXIUI'IIll I • bv.t the 
followmg ua~..,.. IS llODCimed wlth what Anstotk calls the~ Myor, 
a atatement which cu. ll.lld mult bu mther true or false, u dutmct from 
quabonl, pmyen, etc. A' judgment' (u ap1amed later) IS here cqiUValent 
to an uDIIpOba 1tatement made by the DliDd 1n tt:l iDternal dialope Wlth ....... 
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:z6ID. STR.. Now, remembering what we said about Forms and 
1etters,1 1et us consider words in the same way. The solution 
of our present problem promises to lie in that quarter. 
Tmwrr. What are you gvmg to ask me about words 1 
Sm. Whether they all dt togetber, or none of them, or 
some will and some Will not. 
TmwtT. That JS plaiD enough: some will, 10111e WJll not. 
STR.. You mean perhaps something like this : words which, 

E. when spoken in succession, :qnify something, do fi.t together, 
while those which mean nothing when they are stiUng 
together, do DOt. 
Tmwrr. What do you mean 1 
STR. What I supposed you had in your mind when you gave 
your assent.• The szgns we use m speech to mgnify being 
are surely of two lands. 
Tmwrr. Howl 

:z&l. Sm. One land called • names ', the other 'verbs '. 
'I'liEABT. Give me a descnption of each. 
Sra. By • verb ' we mean an expresslOD. which is applied to 
actions. 
l'BBAET. Yes. 
Sm. And by a ' name ' the spoken sign applfed to -t 
performs these acbons. 
Tmwrr. Qmte so. 
Snt. Now a statement never consists solely of names spoken 
in successi.OD, nor yet of verbs apart from names. 
TIIEAET. I don't follow that. 

B. Sra. Evu1ently you had somethmg else in mmd when you 
agreed. with me ]ust now ; because what I meant was just 
this : that these words spoken in a string in this way do not 
make a statement. 
'fBEAET. In what way ? 
Snt. For example, • walks nmssleeps ','and so on with all 
the other verbs mgDilying actions-you may utter them all 
one after another, but that does not make a statement. 

I At 2!i3A (p. 26o) 
1 Probably what 'I'heaeteta1 had in miDd wu the combmatlo:a. of Forme m 

aflirma:b:veatatmaeatll and the mcompatdllhty of Fo:ma expreued by nep.Uve 
etatementa, wluch was dlD&tratecl by the fittuag.toptber (~) or 
not .fi.ttuag of vowe1J1 and COIUIODBDt:l at 253& But tbe Stranger II referrmg 
ODJ.y to the Illustration ll.lld 18 thmkmg of the fact that .. llblteDUIII.t CIIDDOt 
CQDIUt: of a COJ:D.bmatu:lll. of two llOIIDI ODly or of two verba aaly, any more 
thaD. a wonl can ccmazat of two COIUIO:D&Dt:l Without a vowel 

' The m.verted comma& m. Bumet:'a tezt between /Wltn aad aldan (aad 
bDlow, bmroeD W.., and lnw) ahould be ODUtted, 
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afioB. l'IIBAET. Naturally. 
Sm. And agam, if you say 'lion stag horse' and any other 
DlllDOS siven to lhinp that pedonn acbcms, sach a striug 

c. never makes up a statement. Neither in this example nor 
in the other do the sounds uttered signify any action per
fomlod or not performed or nature of anytbmg that exists 
or does not extSt,t unW you combme verbs with names. The 
moment you do that, they fit together and the simplest 
combination becomes a statement of what might be called 
the SIDlplest and briefest kincl. 
"..'mwn'. Then how do you make a statement of that 
kind 1 
Sn.. When one says ' A man understands', do you agree 
that this is a statement of the simplest and shortest possible 
kind 1 

D. TlmAET. Yes. 
STR, Because now it gives infonna.hon about facts or events 
in the present or past or future : it does not merely name 
sometbmg but got. you oomewbere ' by ...,..mg together 
verbs Wlth names. Hence we say it ' states ' something, 
not merely' names 'something, andm fact it is this complex 
that we mean by the word ' statement '. 
TBEAET. True. 
Sra. And so, Just as some things tit together, some do not, 

E, so wrth the signs of speech • some do not fit, but those that 
do fit make a statement. 
TDIW!T. Quite so. 

TIN ~ of ' .....J ', Aristotle defines spoken words as 
tokeus (adp/lo}.o) or signs ("''pela) of mental allec:tWns ; and the 
written word as a token of the spoken word. He remarks that, 
although iaDguages have dl!Iereot spoken and writteo signs, the 
mental affec:tJons are the same in all men and so are the things 
("1!0,.,...•) of wluch the mental affections are !ikeneBBeB (De 
w.p..I). 

1 ,.sl•oll' .,.,_ relen to the fonDer example(~) of the atrmg 
of 'nl'ba, wluch doc. not state that any actao:a. m actu&Uy performlld, or not 
pedonud. by aay &Bent Mil o1otu ...,., _,.. pl) 1rros tefen to the l&ttel' 
ezample (dnc) of the atrmg of nam.1111, wblchcloa not Hate that thme acta.Uy 
u.te (,.,_), or dOIIII not amt.. anythmg With the nature (~ espread 
by lilY of the JI&UlM. Tlwl doc. 1101: mean that the wordl tll8mMI.ve1 bave 
DO meumtg, uui are IIIIIUieleu llOlllllll 0 but that I1JCb CODCateaatrou IIAI IIOf; 
statement. of fact, do DOt refer (ar profea to refer) to aay actual fact or evmt.. 

• ...,.,_, n. the oppolllte ol ..... ..,..,...., 'to get nmrben' Cf. 
TAIM 18o.i.. 
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Plato defines & word, not as the token of a mental affectum, but 
... vocal sisn (r1Ffps1oP ril< """* zfioA) used to signify """' 
~~ ,P mlolao "''J.o>po '). This at once IDiplies that every word 
stands for something or means something: it is not a meaningless 
noise. It follows that no element in a false statem:ent can be simply 
IIIO&IIil!gloos. But ' being ' is an ambiguous expression. 

(I) ' BeiDg ' may mean the nature of a thing. At Z...S SgsD, 
Plato aays that in the case of everything there are alwa.ys three 
factors : the ' """'' or nat= (otla/a), the Ujifrili"' or 11CC011Dt 
(.W,...) of the nature, and the...,. (/Wopa). The nature is a coun
terpart of the definition. So at Pluutlnls zt5E the ' essential 
bemg or definition of soul' ('1"%11< ollulao J<ai U,...) is' that wlucll 
moves it.elf '. At C""Y'o< 3931'· where oi8nifu:ant or descriptive 
proper names are in questiOn, 1t is said that Astyanax (Lord of the 
city) and Hector (Wardeo) have the same • Ioree • (~) : ooe 
meamng ca.n be expnued in different syll&bles or !etten, so long 
as the """' of liN llliftg (mlola T04J "'lfirP .. •<) as expressed in the 
name (~lou~ h ,q; rlolpao•) prev&Iis. C...U,.Ios 3831<: Things 
("11flrpaoo) have a cxmstant being (/U/JOUJ<: ollula) of their own, 
which we cannot alter ; so have actions (~dls&C")· The example at 
I..an SgsD is the ti4MI ' even' as applied to numbers. Tins haa 
the~ ' divisible mto- equal paris ', md the c:orrespondmg 
"- (otlala) is t1us property of numbers. Every such natore is, 
in Platonic terms, a Form (ailos)-tbe meanmg of a common name, 
wluch, if complex, is definable. 

(z) In the case of Forms the fNbm and the thing are one and the 
same. So at Prolagortls J49B rt is asked whether the five names of 
the c:ardmal virtues all apply to one thing (hrl bl "'!dypao1), or 
is each name applied oevera.lly to ' a pecubar natore or thing • (Ill.,. 
otlala J<ai "fdypo) having a property of its own. But there are 
also proper names &ttachod by convenbon to individual thiDga 
In the statement we sbaJI Jli"OSO'ItlY take as typical, 'Theaetetus 
Sits ', 'Theaetetus ' stands fur an individual thing, and (as the 
C""Yiu< showed) does not neoeosarily expms Its nature. The name 
may have no ' meaning ' in Itself ; it merely stands for the thing 
we choose to attach that sound to. The definition of ' word ' must 
oover such names as theee ; ' sisn signifying being ' includes this 
second ...,.. : ' &tmding fur something that exists'. At C""Yiu< 
J88c a name is Slld to have two functions : it is a tool (x) to 
convoy iofmmabon (~-) md (2) to clistiDpish thiDp 
(m "'ldrP""• ~-"'·... ~""'~~'"'""' rif< ollu/ao). 'Thing • or 
'heine' here bas the wider...,.., c:overiDg any object distingaisbed 

1 ~ cl Z...s ~A: (:.:ry:Jq ill to mfaub a _ _, of npt/YHtl thmr 
-.. (-"'¥f)-<u>t a >appy...., of-(.......,) I 
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by a name, whether that object be a Form (the nature which is 
the ........, ..p.osul. by common name) or an individaal thmg 
which may be indicated conventioDally by a proper name rkm4i"': 
fodt. 

Plato's definition of ' word ' thus coven two aeoses. (x) A 
COIIliD01l name ftgrtifl- or ' ..,... ' a 'nature ' which is a Form, as 

...U as ''"""""' /01'' or '"'""""" OldstiJJg things. (a) A proper 
name .,..,.. ftw or irtdiulks an OldstiJJg thing only. W'rth his usual 
cbsrepsd for precimon. Plato uses all tbe common words for ' slplfy ', 
' mean ', ' indicate ', indiscriminately. But in order to DDderstand 
the analysis of the statement, ' Thea.etetus sits ', we shall find it 
necessary to dlsth>gaish between a proper name lite ' Theaetetus ' 
and a ' common term ' hke • sits '. 

N._. •1111 Y mo.-At Cndylas 4254 the notion that speech or 
statement (~) consists of names and verbs is taken as familiar, 
without explanation. It was probably due to grammarians, for 
the previous contut refers to their classi:fication of letten. into 
vowels, sonants.andmutes. A statement is' a combination of names 
and verbs ' (43IB). Aristotle repeats this.' Other parts of speech 
are tgnared. Anstotle lS understood as meaning that a noun and 
a verb are, as Plato here remarks, necessary and su:flicient for the 
minunum statement that can be true or false. Later grammarians 
seem to have taken the same view. Ammomus observes that other 
parts of speech (ccmjunctious, prepositions. articles, etc.) cannot, 
when put together, make up a sta-.nt <Ad7o<) : they are ueeord
ingly ' parts of speech ' (UEIC). oot ' parts of sta-.nt ' (Ad)oo<). 
Plutarch (PIIII. Qt<. x) says that Plato speab only of names and 
verbs because a statement really does C011SI9t of these parts. A 
name (' Socrates ') or a verb (' is beaten ') calls up the idea. of a 
persoo or a thing ; but words bke ph, J<1e, "'f/4 do oot. Apart 
from the mention of a person or thing they are empty noises, not 
sipjlicant either (as names and verbs are) by themselws. nor yet 
when siiullg toplhei. He COlDJ>II"'S them to salt In a dish of meo.t 
or the water in a cake, which is not properly ' part ' of the cake, 
but "'""" to bold it toplhei. Only names and verbs are 'parts 
of statement ' (Ad)oo<). Thls neglect of the minor parts of speech 
led to serious consequences In J:.osic. It ladlitated the theory that 
every proposition has a subject (oouo) and a predicate {nonllally 
adjective or verb) : and the nature of relations was obacmed by the 

•D.If~W~w.1 Cf RMI.I.f0f6,26,""- N ~ d ~if ... 
M,.,~ Stelllol(~6.B~41JWDttsWIIII,88)thmlas 
tllat ~ illoludell u.y prelheate (A.,I.rp), 1 I ..US 111 • _, ICMis (cf at. 
LDf'i IQ P,W ~. Halbblmd. XXV, lOU). 
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failure to ._.,;.. the clalm of propositiolls to have DlOaDiJI8I 
of their own. 

It will be notlcod that Plato takes as the typical minimum state
ment the combioation of a name (noun) and a verb expressmg 
an action. not such a sentence as • Socrates is wise '. But he iJ not 
writing a treatise on logic. If he were. lus defimtion of ' verb • as 
' an ezpRSSioo appliod to acboDs ' would be obviously defective, 
as iparing verbs expressing states ; aDd to define ' name ', as be 
does. in terms of the verb-' the spoken sign applied to what per
formstheseactiou '--..uuld be odd. The delimtJODS ore oot IDOIIlll 
to be peclse. 

The upohot of this IIOCiion is that overy statemeot is complex, 
CODSJSting of heterogeneous elements (name and verb) winch 
severally have mea.nmgs and, when put together, form a whole 
having sigoificance as a whole. The fact or event which the state
ment corresponds to and professes to represent as a whole, lS also 
complex, OOJISislillg of heterogeneous elemeots (agent and action), 
which fit together in a coherent strocture. 

26u. E...,._isolxJ14stnJtelltsogalllli3"""'*"''"'<1# 
Two more pomts are now added. (I) One element m the complex 

statement is the name of the agent. about wlu.ch the statement IS 

made. (2) Every statement as a whole 1s either true or false. 

362E. Snt. Now another small point. 
l'BEAET. Y esl 
STR. Whenever there is a statement, it must be about 
something 1 ; it C8I1DOt be about nothing. 
Tlm.ABT. That is so. 
Sm. And must it not have a certam character? 1 

TBEABT, Of C01II'IIe. 

The assertion that ' every statement is about something ' indi
cates that one element in the complex statement lS the name of the 
agent or (to use the later term) subject, and the agent itself is one 
element in the existing fact. In the examples we shall take. 
Theaetetus himself is the subject both in the true statement ' Theae
tetuJ mts • and in the false ' Theaetetus fues '. Probably the 
Straup- means here to emphasise that the subject of both state-

1 Thelllllplepmb.veftlllho'ofii0Uiet:bms'uueed, lllldat•6,SA'I'lulutet'lll 
111J011b of the statement about him u ' mme' (4ufr), u if tlwi gcmtave wwe 
~ Batm thii!IISUDebreathbe llpell.bof1t u' &boat me' (..,a,...,: 
aad that 118ftdeat:ly what: both~ maa. 

1 T'Jaat • ch&ncter ' or ' qaabty • DUIIIDI truth or falllty, heN u at PAl,.., 
3"/Bt ill olmou from what; fo1loWI (a63.a, B), 
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menta Is the aotually existirJg Theutetas. Whatever element of 
unreality we may look to find in the false statement, at any rate the 
subject iJ not umea1 or non-existent. A false statement is not a 
statement about a non-existent subject, nor does it deny the ezist~ 
ence of its subject. To ' speak of or say what is JS not 'does not 
mean ' to make a statement about nothing'. 

The importance of this point may explain why Plato 9Blects as 
examples true and false statements about an individual thing, 
Theaetetus, not about a Form, such as we had in the previotu. 
section. That "'bea.etetus exists here and now is common ground 
with his oppcmonts : but they would have domed the existenoe of 
Forms like Motion and Rest, and Plato does not want to lay himseU 
open to that obJection here. Granted that Forms do exist, the 
objection is mvahd, and the analyms now offered of the meaning 
of true and false statements would apply also to statements about 
Forms. 

262E-o63B Tile d'fitrilo .. of lnu ,,...._, 

The Stranger next takes two statements about the same subject, 
one obwmsly true, the other mCODSistent with 1t and obvtously 
false. He then proceeds to g~.ve, Wlth surpnslng bteVlty, !us 
defimtums of true aod false statemeot. 

262&. STR Now let us fix our attention on ounelves. 
TlmABT. We will. 
Sm. I Wl1l make a statement to you. then, putting together 
a thing with an action by means of a name and a verb. 
You are to tell me what the statement is about. 

z63. Tluwrr. I will do my best. 
STR. 'Theaetetus sits '-not a lengthy statement, is it? 
TlmAET. No, of very modest length. 
STR. Now 1t is for you to say what it is about-to whom 
lt belonp. 
TmwtT. Clearly about me : 1t belongs to me. 
STR. Now take another. 
TBEAltT. Namely--1 
STR. • Th.ea.etetus (whom I am talking to at this mcment) t 
fues. 
TBEAET. That too can only be described as belonging to 
me and about me. 
STR. And moreover we agree that any statement must have 
a certain character. 
l'BE.AET. Yes. 

1 Not an ~ 'l'laeaettltul or Tbea.etetu at 10DH1 other momeat, but 
the real Tbe&etetae here and DOW 
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SOPHIST ---:I63J1. SIR. Then what aort of character c:aa we assign to each 
of these l 
'I'mwn'. One is false, the other true. 
Snt. And the true one states about you the things that 
ue (or the flu:ts) aa they are, 
l"Rlw<r. CertaiDly. 

This brief definitiOD of true statement occurs in earlier dialogaes, 
(I) At E~ o831<, Euthydomus maintaius that it is im
pooslb!e to speak falsely. For if you speak of the tlrlDg that the 
statement is about, that thing must be one among the things that 
are (TdW o!rr ... ). So you are speakmg of the thillg that is (Td olo). 
But to speak of the tlrlDg that is or the flu:ts (•d 6o JJ-tew Hal Td 
ll'l'a), is to speak the truth. Ctesippus objects that one who speaks 
falsely • does in a way speak of things that are, but not as they are ' 
(Td Ina ,;, T~ Tft JJ-te~ ot! pbTo1 ~ fB lzel, 284c). 
Ctesippus is evidently quoting a popular definition : ' The true state-
ment speaks of things that are, or states facts, a.r IMy tm '. (:z) 
Again at c,ff#ylu 385B Socrates remarks to Hennogenes that the 
true statement ' speaks of the things that are, as they are ' or ' states 
that the tlrlDg2 that are, are ' (6< a. m mo Uyn ~ loT••)· Here 
the phrase is ambiguous in form, but the difference lS rather gram
matical than substantial. The definition is given as current and 
aa:epted without discussion. Both here and in the Efii/Jyflmols 
(where 4Jc' lz'Bc must mean ' as they are ') the notion is that 
truth conSsts in the ~~ of the statement with the 
' thiDgs that are ' or 'the facts '. How they correspond is not 
explained. 

But for our present pmpose of diseuvering what aflllu statemeut 
am mean or correspond with, it is important to be clear about the 
meaning of ' things that are ' or • facts '. We have seen that all 
flu:ts "'Jll''SSDl<d by statemeuts are complex. In the case of the 
true statement 'Th.eaetetus sits ',there are (I) the thing about which 
the statement is made-an existing thillg, Tbeaetetus ; (2) the 
' acti011 ' referred to by the verb ' sits '-another existing thing ; and 
(3) the whole complex existing fact-Tbeaetetus-sitting-compooed 
of those two elements. Let us take this cmnplex existing fact ond 
suppoee that it is. or contains. all the ' things that are ', which the 
statement is to cmrespond with. 

This existing fact-TbeaetetUHitting-ls a complex object of 
perception ; and, if we may assume that my judgment ' Theaetetus 
sits' simply represents what I actua.D.y see with no element of 
inforelu:o, my slatemeDt will be true. We shall then get the follow
ing ocheme: 
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TRtrB STA'I'BJIIENT: "T~ lill'' 

ltaDda for !E:E! ataDda for 

ExiSTING FACr ' Th.eaetetus sitting. 

Here each of the two words siMuls for one element in the ccmplex 
fact. The statement as a whole is complex and its structure con. 
~ to the structure of the fact. Trnth means tills correspon
dence. 

Common ......, might aocept thls account of true statement; ond 
this, no doubt, was !be popular meaning of ' speaking of things 
that are ', or ' stating facts, 111 1/uy .,, '. If all statements were 
true and were of the type here exemplified, the account might be 
taken as complete. But here the d111iculty begms. How are we 
to define false statement on these hnes 1 If we define true state
ment by the correspoDdence of 1ts structure with the structure of 
an existing fact which 1t refeEs to, the Sophist will object that a false 
statement ca.nmt be defined as c:om:sponding Wlth anything, be
cause there are no non-existent facts for it to correspond with or 
mean or refer to. A false statement, therefc:re, means nothing. 
This involves a problem whfch modern logicians are still discossing. 
' Charles I died on the scaftold ' corresponds to a fact ; ' Charles I 
died in bed ' ond ' Charles I did not die on !be scaftold ' do not. 
If I judge or believe either of these statements, how can there be 
an ' objecb.ve falsehood ' or ' negative fact ' to proVIde an object 
for my behef?l 

z6311-n. TIN UjioilimJ of ftds• -
The language in which Plato now states lns solutum. lS eztremely 

simple, and cxmsequeutly vague ond ambiguous. The meaning of 
the literal translation here gtven will be cbscussed later.• 

l See, for UlltaDce, Raalell, PWoropMciJI E~ (1910), Oil the Natare of 
Truth uu1 Falaehood 

I 1'1le tezt :IS a& fdlowa : 
BB. 'ONat......,lrya•..,_(ac .W,....,.tnf) 
fiB. NJ. 
BB • ................. .,.. 
BB. J'xddv, 
SB. "0.,.. (Comanu: ""- BT) &I ,_ '- lnpa ..,t n1. ...W ,U. 

71¥ ~ ,._ .. ,_ •Wl -· -w ... 6ra. 
I cannot follow IL Ihil' u:pla.Datwn .A.Nm '-#WtlfiOSIIIOII alfdiU fll4'lll 

.U.-tJ'II-tl'-aqiiiUJf"'•'•BfHMI'MM C'uiiiiMillfllvwiUI'IINp'«J. 

..,.,., EIMM~"ffUUfi"NI,IMtl,..,...,.,fN'd•'di'Ufii'M,.,IIt1rfU: 

.U. ., lltl, Mltn, u p1 •'m jllll, 14 u fJM 1m, u pt m (S~ p. 283), 
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z6311- Sm. Whereas the faloe -.nt states about you thlup 
doff- from the thlup that are. 
TBEAET. Yes. 
STR. And accmdingl.y states ~~ INd • ......, as being. 
l"Rlw<r. No doubt. 
STR. y ... bot thiDgs that ...... dillerent from things that 
tmminyourcase. For we said that in the caseofeverythiDg 
there are many thi:ogs that are and also many that are not. 
l"Rlw<r. Quite so. 

c. Sm. Sothesecondstatementlmadeaboutyou,in the first 
place, according to oar definition of the nature of a statement, 
must itself necessarily be one of the shortest posmble. 
TI!!!AET. So we agreed just uow. 
STR. And secondly it must be about something. 
Tmwtr. Yes. 
Sra. And If it is not about you, it is not about anything else. 
TI!!!AET. Certainly. 
Sra. And If it were about nothing, it would not be a state
ment at an ; for we pointed out that there oould. not be a 
statement that was a statemeut about nothing. 
TIII!Airr. Quite true. 

D. STR. So what is stated about you, but so that what is 
ddferent is stated as the same or what is not as what is
a combination of verbs and names answering to that descripo. 
tiou finally seems to be really and tnlly a faloe statement. 
l"Rlw<r. Perleotly true. 

In lrls later speeches here the Stranger emphasiaes the pcrints 
(I) that this faloe statement bas a subject, (•) that tlus subject Is 
Theaetetus, not anyone else, and (3) that the subject cannot be 
nothmg at all 

(o) • Theaotetua, not anyone else •. Tlus nfera to the wrong view 
that a false atatement, if it means anything, must be a true statement 
about ,.u.;,g du. This Is IISIOrted by Euthydemus' m ddeoce 
of the thesis : ' It IS unpossible to contradict '. The argument is : 
Evely thing or fact (o!o, "f!!qpa) bas its VOibal expression describing 
how it Is (or that it Is,~ <k lknw). When you and I are said to 
contradict one another, I am uttermg the verbal expression of one 
thing, you that of another. We must be speaking of two different 
thlup. Soaates romarb that this means that OVOIY statement 
must be true (as Antlsthenes said: nil< M)'O< .Ufjll.W.). Thns a 
false statement had been given a meanmg at the cost of making rt a 
true statement about something else. 

1 B~:a8,5D. 
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(3) 'The subject cam>ot be nothiDg at all'. Thla dlsmissos the 
alternative wrong view that the false statement can have no meaning 
because it is about notlung that eJOSts. (It may be added that the 
Theory of Forms provides a meaning even lor false statements whk:h 
""""' to have no existing subject, llllCb as • The present Kiag of 
France favours Free Trade '. The description has a meaning, 
though It stands lor no eXlBtiJJg person. But l'lato does not consider 
such statements.) 

To return now to the first three speeches. I have tried to gtVe 
a literal translation ; but what does rt mean 1 The ordmary reader 
might natlttally suppose that the thmg descnbed as • cbllerent from 
the thU>gs that are m your case • or • cbllerent from the !acts about 
you ' must be a non-existent fact, other than the exJStmg fact. 
And he might tako the tlurd speech as meaJ1lll!i that tills IIOJ><!Xistent 
fact is a fact, though other than the mdsbng fact 1 He would then 
conclude that l'lato intended to deline false stat"""'"' by correspon
dence with a non-eXIStent fact an the same lmes as the dlagram of 
true statement above : 

FALSE STA'I"DDENT: "Theaelttlus jlin '' 

Btalld•lor!~llbmd•for 
NoN-EXISTENT FACT: Theaetetus ftymg. 

But that lS preasely the explanatum we must exclude. The Sophist 
will rightly repeat Ills ob]ectlon ' " There IS no such thmg as the 
non-elllSI:ent fact, Theaetetus :flying. Your statement is not false, 
but mea.nmg1ess--no a statement at aD. for there iJ nothing for 1t 
to mean or refer to. A false statement lB not a true statement about 
a ' chfferent fact ', wlucb. is not a fact at alL because it does not 
exu.t." 

We must not, then, attn"bute this explanatum to Plato. Hls 
purpose lB to meet this very objecbon, and he has dehberately 
cboaeo. a statement winch is not only false DDW but eonld not be 
trae at any tune, smce Theaellmls can never fty. Let us restore the 
9isting fact and set the false statement beside it. All we now have 
is: 

FALSE STA.TBKENT: "~flus" 

-...~w l 
ExisTING FACT: Thea.etetus sitting. 

1 a. H. Jacbon aa. ru s,._ Uosm~ PAtlol. mv, n3): • ........, >.&pr 
maybeclefiDedulllyardnhw,..._.\i,_fl'l) thr.al-nll'i,_•r-. pro
Tided that by N &.r. are meant the facts winch the pmpmition, thoacbt • 
apokm.purpm1;1 to repreaent.ll.llCI by ,.,. .... /MI tlllwr ...... (my dahcl). 
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The DIUIIe TlwM!Itlus, as before, slaDda lor the thing, Tboaetetus: 
as the Stranger hu emphasised, the false statement is about an 
eXISting subject. ' FZ.• ' does not stand for the other element in 
the fact, ' Sitting '. The Sophist will now say. 'JU" ' has no 
meemag ; there exists nothing lor it to refer to. Therefore the 
statement as a whole has no meaning. It is not a statement at 
all. 

We can get no further, so long as we confine oaraelves to what 
we have called the emsting fact, such as common sense recognises 
and sw:h as ....,..j suflicumt to proVIde a satisfactory ou:coant of 
true statement. We must fill out Plato's scheme With elements 
he has fumished elsewhere and here takes for granted. There are 
other ' thinp that are ' to be brought m, namely the FOIDIII, which 
we have so far ignored. Plato ewiently means the Forms to come 
in. The whole secbon on com.binatJ.on of Fonns was avowedly to 
furnish the key to false statement. He has said that ' all discourse 
depends on the weavmg together of Fonns ' (259£). f.e. at least one 
Form enters into the meaning of any statement.1 In the passage 
before us he refers to statements made earlier about Forms : • in 
the case of everythmg there are many thlngs that are, and also 
many that are not'. 'Tbls was satd of Forms in a am.text where 
indiVIdual thmgs were not in quesboo. at all. Fmally, we have 
seen that the failure of the T,_,., to explain false statement 
was due to the dehberate exclusion of Forms. 

All tlns shows that our diagram of the true statement and its 
meaniDg is not yet oomplete. There is another ' thing that lS ' 

to be added, namely a Form. In the true statement one term is 
a proper name " T~ ", standmg for the existmg subject. 
There 1s no Form. Theaetctus. But the other term ' ,;a ' is a 
common term ; and in the theory of FotmS common terms have 
meaDiDg In - ways. (I) Like the proper uame, they sliMiiftw 
or ......,. portioular emtents : ' ails ' stands lor ' sitting ', the 
second compooent of the existiDg fact. (a) They also have""""""' 
of their own, as sigDific:ant articalate sounds. The word 'sitting ', 
spoken by itself, conveys a meaDJDg to the hearer's mind ; it is not 
a senseless noise. If I say, ' Sitting is always more comfortable than 
standmg ', be underslaDda what I am talking abouL This meemag 
is not the particular attitude of a portioular person here and now, 
bot is what Plato calls a Form, which is a real thtng, whether 
Theaetetus is actually sitting or not, and whether or not anyone 
says he is sitting. This Farm, Sitting, is port of the meaDiDg of 
the true statemea.t, and must be added to the scheme : 

1 Compare aJao the,.._., aa. • commou. • wma m the T.......,, 185 ff 
{p.l.,.), 
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FORK: Sitting 

TRUESTATI!MI!liT: "T- -:1 .. 1-ol 
~·!~!~ 

ExlsmiG FACT : Theaetetus sitting 

The word ' oils' has now a double signilicance : it ttltm4s for a 
part of the ezistmg fact, and it lfiM1N the Form. To put 1t differ
ently, the phrase 'ibm& that ;. in your case ' (b "'111 aoi) has 
two senses : (1) an existing element m the fact in which yoa. are 
the other elemont, (2) the Fann of which tills ezisting element 
' partakes '. 11us Fonn ;. an object of knowledge, oot of pen:ep
tloo, and IS permanently real. indopendently of any ezisting facts ; 
whereas the partu:o1ar • sitting • which ;. part of the aistiDg fad, 
occurs at some tune and place and ceases to be. Comphcated as the 
diagram now w. the bnefest true statement involves, an Plato's 
pilDCipies, all these • thmgs that are • aod their relations. 

Now the introduction of Forms provides a meamng far the false 
statement, '' T~ jlia '', Without our having to invoke a 
non-elDStent fact ot objectJ.ve falsebood. The diagram for the 
false statement will be : 

FoRKS : Flying Sitting 

FALSE suTBMEOT· ::;r=L .. l-.. 
ExlsnNG FACT : Theaetetus • sitting.. 

Each element in the statement has DOW a meaning ; and so the 
statement as a whole bas meamug. What lB missmg in the case 
of the false statement;.: (I) the relatioo • partakiDg • betweeo the 
actual • sitting • aod the di_,.,.,. Fonn Flying; (2) "jlw." does oot 
stand for this • mtting ', though it has a meaDing of its own, whfcb. 
the WDrd caDs up to the bearer's mind ; (3) the statement as a 
whole does not CUTeSpOild with the fact as a wbole or with any 
fad. Ooly by thus ~ the theory of Forms can Plato meet the 
Sopbiat'• objection that :false statement cannot exist beca1198 there 
;. nothing far it to mean. 
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We can now inteo'pret tho literal tranalation allow given of tho 
SlraJ>&er's first three speeches : 

(I) ·o lli M, ,...&k h'l!« ''"" llvrow (U,." mel aoi). 
' Whereas tho faloe .tatemeot states about you tlrlngs diftenmt 

from tho tlrlngs that are '. 

In the illumaticm tho • cbfterent thing • is the meanmg of tho word 
• jli" •, viz. the Form, Flying, winch is cbfterent from the Fonn 
S!ttmg. Srttmg is a ' thmg that is ' and can be truly stated about 
Theaetetus, because the exutmg fact amtains an element wlncb. 
• partakes ' of it-what we might call an ' instance ' of Stttmg. 

(z) Td!d/llrr'lle«i><ilrmzlqe&. 
'And acc:ordingly states U..ngs INd a......t as beulg.' 

Here a result estabhshed in the section on the combmat:ton of FonDS 
is invoked : 1t was shown that every Form ' is not 'm the sense that 
it is not (m ddlenm.t from) any other Fmm.l So we can substitute 
' tlrlngs that ...., not ' (Td !dl /lrra) foe the pbiase in the previom 
speech 'tlrlngs diftenmt from tho thmgz that are ' (If 'I!« T<iWIIvr.,.). 
Flying fs a thmg that bnot (ls<llilerent &om) Srttmg, but,. ncme the 
less real. Thus we have found a sabsfactory meaning for ' that 
which is not ' in the ezpresmon ' speaking that wblch is not ', used 
u the eqwvaJent of 'saymg what lS false ', And we have found 
this mea.mng by mvokmg the Forms and umng the resnlts of the 
BCCtion on combmation. 

(3) ·o..... u ,.~~rra h'l!« "'!11 aoil. ,.,IJ.d ph ycle ,..,.., 
1/rra "'ffl """""" olrai """• mJIJ.d di mlx /lrra, 

' Yes, but things that ens~, chfferent from things that •st m 
your case. For we sa.td that in the case of everythmg there are 
many things that are, and also many that arc not.' 

The first sentence points out that the pbrase just used, ' tlrlngs 
that are not ', does not mean ' things that do not exist ' (bat only 
'cbfterent tlrlngs '). Flying;. a thing that ~ "• and ;. <llilerent 
from anotberthmgtbat r..zlyts, VlZ. Sitting.• Both Forms are real. 
That Plato is thmkmg of Forms here is ewient from the second 
sentence. This refers to two earlier statements about Forms : (x) 

' 'l"'u. pllrlleular result was cqreWy recaDed by the Stranpr at the 
bre(lun:mg of the present dlscusllon. ' We •w that" DOt-being" (•"· DJBer. 
once) aaaamgleForm.amaag thereat. clupened overthewhole&ekl ofzeahtla • r thiDp that an·. "'-), 26oB 

1 Iatlwl IIOD.teace both'"- and &.na an emphatic:. 
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zs6E, 'In the case of every Form there is much that it is, and an 
indefuute number of things that it is not ' ; (z) Z59B, 'Emtence 11 
not myriads upon myriads of thiogs, and all the other KiMr in 
the same way, whether taken seve:rally or all together, in many 
respects are and m many respects are not.' So when we speak 
oow of Flymg as that which is not Sittin& (or any other Form), 
we can ase tlns negative description wttbout implying non
ezistenc:e. 

In his c:onc!U<ting speeches the Stranger emphaSISes cmc:e more 
that the false statement, T-. flo ... is a statement, not • about 
nothing ' but about the Theaetetas who exists here and now, and 
who IS equally the subject of the true statement, T~ sih. 
The name ThHelelus stands for a 'thing that lS ' m the sense of 
an element of exiSting fact, no less than .fli• means a ' thing that is ' 
in the other sense-a Form. Fmally, the false statement lS defined 
as a combmation of verbs and names stating about its subject ' what 
is drllerent as the same or what is not as what is '. This rather 
obscure expression seems meant to recall the conception of false 
iud&meot m the Tit••"'"'"' as oome kuul of • DUSjud&meot '-IDJ&
taking one thmg for another. In the attempt to imagme how this 
could happen, the empiriCISt apparatus was enlarged unW we 
reached the notmo of • mtm:haogmg plOCOS of knowledge •. ' But 
thts theory broke down, because, on the empmast assumptions 
we were then workiDg wdh, a ' prece of knowledge • c:oald be notlnng 
but an old record stored in the memory.• Now that the Sop/U 
has brought the Forms mto the account, a • piece of kmwledge • 
can mean a Fonn winch we know. Hence the nobon of ' thmking 
that cme thing Is a.nothor • or ' mistakil>g cme thing lor a.nothor • 
can be revived With a new meaning. The ' things' we mtercbange 
.,. not old DlODIO<Y unages, but eternally real objects of thought. 
So at ZS3D it belongs to chalecbc ' not to take the same Fon~~ for 
another or another for the same '. W1th this correction, the descnp
ticm of the huot lor buds in the aviary Is, perhaps, DllliiDI to be 
accepted as a rough mechaou:al Image of what happeos in our mmda 
when we mistake objects of koowledge. 

It is certainly ""'P"'in!l that Plato should be content with a 
statement of 1ns solution so brief and amblguous. Presumably the 
fact that Forms are involved and the relevance of all the earlier 
discussbn of their ccm.bination was so clear to Jns mind that he 
took the reader's uoderstandmg of these pamts lor granted. 

I T-- 199C (p 136) 
• It Will bu NJD811lbe:red that our Jmowledp of DUJDben wu 10 delcnbed 

at T...., 1g6A (p. 128). 
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~- ] ......... 6Mg m..ply tm8fJo/1411lltllmllll,fflll•1!14f- """!'"". ~ .... p...iiM 
The final step in the 81g11ln0Dt is now taken by identifying judg

ment (He<>) with .,.paten statoment. From t1us it follows that 
false judgment must be just as poSBlble as false statement. The 
meauing ofUEa. 'jud&meut ',as bore defined must not be confused 
with Plato's use of the word elsewhere for • Opinion ' considered as 
havlug a dillerent class of objects (olol..,..d) from those of knowledge 
(,.....,.11). Judgment cllilers from knowledge in that it can be true 
or false, but its objects may be entirely Fonns and their ft'la.tion&, 
wbkh the Ropoilk claosed as objects of knowledge, not of opmion. 
The fiDal definition of false statements above given covers false 
statements about Forms. 

zfiJD. Sm. And next, what of thinking aod judgment aod appear-
ing ? Is it not now clear that all these things occur in our 
minds both .. lahe aod .. true 1 
Tmwn'. How so ? 
Sm. You will see more easily if you begin by letting me 
give you an account of their nature and how each difters 

B. from the otbets. 
THEABT. Let me have it. 
Sm. Well, thinkn>g aod discourse' are the same thing, 
"'"'"PI that what we call thinkn>g is, precisely, the inwood 
dialogue carried .. by the mind with ·- without spoken 
sound. 
THE.uT. Certainly. 
Sm. Wboreas the stteam wbkh flows from the mind 
through the lips with IIOWld is called discourse. 
TlmAET. Trne. 
Sm. And further there is a thing • which we know occurs 
in discourse. 
TH!w<T. Namely 1 
Sm. Assertiou aod daulaJ.. 
TH!w<T. Yes. 
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26.1-· Snt. Then when this occurs in the mmd in the course of 
silent thinkiDg, can you call it anything but judgment 1 
Tmw!:r. No. 
Sm. And suppose judgment occurs, not independently, but 
by means of perception, the only right name for such a state 
of mind is ' appearing '.1 
TB:BAET. Yes. 
Sm. Well then, since we have seen that there is true and 
false statement, and of these mental processes we have found 
thiDkiDg to be a dialogue of tbe mind with ltseif, and judg-

B. ment to be the conclusion of tlnnkiDg, and what we mean 
by ' 1t appeus ' a blend of percepticm and lud&ment, it 
follows that these also, being of the same nature as state
ment, must be, some of them and on some occasions, false. 
limAET. Of course. 
Sra. You see, then, that we have discovered the nature 
of laUe judgment and laUe statement """""' than "" 
expected just now when we feared there would be no end 
to the task we were settmg ourselves in the search for them. 
TIIEAET. I do. 

' Appeanng ' ((1'111'T11<7/a) Is briefly described because tbe process 
meant by the term here bas been dJscusaed at length m the T~ 
IelMa. It lS not' imagmation ',the faculty which ptctnres an absent 
or imagmary obJect not perceived at the momeot. It is that 
combinahon of perception and judgment whlch, as the Thea,_. 
described, occurs when I see an indistinct ligure and, rightly or 
wroogly, judge 1t to be someone I know.• 'It appears to me' to 
act. of 111111e11t &Dd dlslent---.ymg ' yea' &Dd ' DO '-to quoatwna wlu.ch the 
mmd pat. to 1teelf. u deiCI'Ibed at 2'....., ISIOA. ~ u1 Oil~ 
(p. 118) Judgment wu there defiDed u tbe mmd'a :llDal decuiou. when all 
doubt and debate JS over 

1 ...,_,. lime, u at Tlututl 1.52C (p 32), IS IIIDply tho mbltaa:b.ve 
eqwvalent to the verb~ In hu aext lpOOCh the Straapr mbetltu:tel 
·~· I~.' what we meBil by ''It appean" •, 

I 7....,, 193Jiff, (p 12.4-) aad I95tJ1 ..... ~ .......... (p 128). 
"l"hm de!K:nptaon IS repeated m. the PMilhl 38 ff 'IIum. m. a latm' paaap 
(393 ff) JlldiiD&tlon JS llllpU'8tely deacn.bed u the work of a lOri of pamhlr 
lnthemm.d whomakeapcturea (~or hkenellea(.W..,) of tbmp. 
'I'heN are c:alled • piCturad aembi&Dc:ea • (~ l~. but the 
name ~ JS DOt Uled of the faculty. Where Anstotle deacn.bea the 
IDiaplC faculty which he calla ~. ' Imagmabon ', M pmnta out that 
it :IS not. Judgment topther 'Wltb ~ •• ZlOI'. by DHilLilS of peroeptlOD' 
(&" ~. Plato'• phrue llue), DCII' a 'combmataon of Judgment aad -· ( __ ... __ ....... .-...._ ... 
ldf'll hen!), .. .... 428&. 25. Anstotle m.DI that he :IS llVUI.I ~ 
a aew 111D811, which :IS DOt to be c:ollf1a8ld With Plato'• uae of the word ..... 
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be IIII-OZICI-ao. This iad&m .. t rightly or """'f!ly interpretmg a 
present perception is all that ' appearing ' means here. It is the 
cme kind of jwf8ment that may be false whu:b the psychological 
appuatus of the T-. was adequate to describe. The Straoger 
here notes that we are now fully jusbfted in assertmg that such false 
judgments (hke othen) have a meaning and can exist. 

z64B-D. T,.,...,;,, ~ tites• ,..,.us ..;g, OM ~ 
Di.._ ofi_,......Joiog 

Far bocl< (at •36) the art of Image.malang, whu:b we bad dlV1ned 
to contain the essential cbara.ctensbc of the Soplnst, was dlVlded 
into the makmg of hken ..... (eloacrroof) aod the makmg of sem· 
blaoces (or·-9"""""'"oofl· We were then arrested by the 
problems of unreal appearance and false statement : how can such 
thJPgs have any aort: of existence ? We have smce explained how 
false statement, at any rate, can exist, and the Stranger now points 
oo.t that we are justified in resummg the mterrupted DiYlSlOD. 

26.4-B. Sn. Then let us not lose courage for what remains to be 
c. done. Now that these mattets are cleared up, let us recall 

our earher divisions by forms 
1'1mAET. Which do you mean ? 
Sm. We dis1:mgwshed two lurms of lmag .. makmg • the 
makiug of lilreDesses aod the makmg of semblances. 
1'BEABT. Yes. 
STR. And we said we were puzzled to tell under which of 
these two we sbould plaoe the Sophist. 
TlmAET. We did. 
Sm. Aad to inaease oar Jl"']>lexity we were plunged in a 
whirl of confusion by the appantlon of ao argumeot that 
called in quesboo all these terms aod chsputed the very 
existence of any copy or image or semblaoce, on the ground 

D. that falsity never bas any sort of existence anywhere. 
TmtAET. True. 
Sm. But now that we have brought to light the existence 
of false statement aod of false j1Jd&meot, 1t Is po!llllble that 
there should be imitatioos of real tlrinBS aod that this COil· 

chticm of mind (false j1Jd&ment) should account for the exist· 
enc:e of ao art of deceptioo. 
TlmAEr. Yes, it JS. 
Sm. And we agreed earlier that the Sopblst does come 
under one or other of the two kinds menuoned. 
TBEAltT. Yes. 



COIINI!CTION WITH DIAGE-IIAKING 

'lbe CIDIDICtion hetwoeD 'appooriuc' (.......,Ia), jut DOW 

described aa the blend of peroeptioD and juclgmeat, and tbe art 
of creating ""'blanceo "" appearances (........,..ool) anclor which 
we shall place the Sophist, il to be luuncl in the .....0.. doscription 
of tbil art.• 'lbe sc:ulptor wbo d•liberately clistorb tbe actaa1 pro
partimls of his on,iaal in order to make his statue • appear • correct, 
proclw:es oomblmceo (_.@para) sw:h as are rife In pointing and 
fine art geoeraRy. He im_. oo us false judgments by ...... of 
our ...,... (_.cm/a). Similarly the Sophist ...,.tes In us false 
beliefs in his wisdom on all subjects. 

This, however, is the only ao:rt of ' appearing ' explained in this 
clialague. It il not what we mean by ' appeannc:e ' when we opeak 
of a world of appearance, as opposed to reality. • Appeannce ' 
there auggests some sort of unreality in the object ; whereas when 
' It appears to me ' tbat a clistam fiBure il a !rioncl, that juclgmeat 
may be true, and. If it is false, there is nothiug wrong Wlth the 
object: tbe falsity 1ioo wbolly In my juclgmeat. Hence, all tbat 
has been said about ' appeanng ' throws no light on what may be 
called the problem of the diiDiorf, which the ~ ....,..j to 
raise where the Dlvislon was interrupted. He spoke of two 
problems : (x) 'tbil appearing or seemiDg without really being ' • 
and (•) 'saymg somethiog which y.t is not true'. We baw solwcl 
the sec:oocl, but what has beeome of the first 1 'lbe words natmal!y 
mean ; How can there be somethiPg which seems real without bemg 
real I This is the problem of appeannoes, as opposed to reahty. 
Later, moreover, an lli4olo8 was defined as something that is not 
wbolly real (""OJC 6\o) but y.t has some sort of existence (b ...,.). 
Then lollowecl tbe loug-of-of the • perfectly real •• 
after which we expected some account of how a world of imperfectly 
real ~the objects of &elliO-<lOUld exist. But tbil bope wu 
~ted. The whole subsequent discussion of the combination 
of Forms was ccmliDecl to the world of perfect reality, and has to!cl 
us nothmg about tbe status of imperfectly real thiDgs. That prob
lem remains where it was. 
-·· lncleecl, tabs Plato .. DlOIIIiDg that tbe up!anation of 

• not-being .... clillonmce • has solwd tbe - problem. • In 
tbe """"" of tbe loregoing cliaeauioo ' [•sBuJ, he writes, 'tbe 
......,k wu t1uowD out that we baw louod the Not-being which 
wu DeCOIISiliY to justify oor aceoant af the Sophist. This is DDt 
exp1alnecl further, but the peint il quite oimple. We callecl him an 

I At 2~ fl. (p 197). 
I 2J6z, on).....,_ 'I'DIIro ..a on) ....,, ....... prf. Here 1t fa the o&,.d that 

appeua but 18 ZLDI: ruL 
1 Gj.PMJ,p 286. 
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SOPIDST IIMB-D 

ialqHDaker, and be IOjlliod that th,... was no such lhiDg as an 
imap, Iince an image is reaUy not real. We DOW see that there is 
nothiDJ in this objection : for the art of IDulp<ualdDg,lilre all other 
arts, includes a part of BeiDc and a part of Not-bemg.• The imap 
il not the teallty, indeed, and the teality il not the imap, but that 
involves no difliculty. We are dealiPg with a particular art, that 
of lmage-maldDg, and in it " not real " has a perfectly definite 
and positive sipification. The " not real " il not the nnreal. but 
jut the image, which is quite as much as that of winch it is the ....... 

It is hard to be satisfied with this, as a solution of the li4Diofl 
problem. It 8Jil01IDts to saying : • When I aay an image is not 
perfeetly real, and yet has a ....t of ezistenc:e, all I mean il that 
an image is not the sune thing as its original, but lS just as real.' 
Bamet appears to think that this is the solution, for he says later 
lJ>. 349) : ' Plato laid the ghost of the two-world theory which had 
baunted G!oel: philooophy siDce the time of Pannenidos, and that 
il what he meant by BaJiDg that the sensible world was " the imap 
of the inteiJi8iblo ". He had shown alteady in the So;lti# that to 
be an image IS not to be nothing. An appearance is an appearance, 
and is only unreal if we take it for what it is not.' Barnet seems to 
mean that Plato, in Ins matunty, no Ionpr held that the sensiblo 
world il partly nnreal (as be had said in the R.pr.Nt<) or any Ieos 
real than the intelbgihie world. The unreality or falsity of' appear
ance 'lies wholly in oar thoughts about the world. not in the objects 
themselves. They are OD!y nnreal if ,.. talre them for what they 
are not. 

Bnt If Plato came to bold that objects of pen:eption are merely 
clillment fnm intelligohle objects, hut just as real, what grouDd 
IOIIIains for denying that III!D8e-pei"COp is lmowleclae in the full 
.....,1 The T-. admitted that pen:optinn was infalh"ble : it 
was not lmowleclae becauoo it Iaoted the other mark of lmowleclae: 
its objects are not real If wenowsaythat the objects are just as real 
as Forms, pen:optinnhasovery claim to he knowJedce. This cannot 
he noconciied wtth the T-. Also, it would he m&Dp if a con
clusion amounting to a revolution in Platorrlsn should not even be 
otatod explicitly, hut loft to he infemd - the apporently very 
clillment otatement that an imap is not the....,. as its oripai. hut 
Done the Ieos exists. The whole question is, what sort of existence 
the imap has, for it has been defiDod as ' not really real '. A 

s 'Tlul obecure 8l:at8meDf: -.. to be bued em the ue of Jawwledge and 
ita apecies u au d!astra'ba:l at 257C (p. :zgo). But W. wu a mere llluatraticm. 
uu1 PJ&to doea DDt aay tlaat aay ut • Jacludel a part of BeiaB &Dd a part 
oi.Not;..befq"'. 



DMSION vn COMPLETED 

ghost Is a ghost, a.nd Is not the aame thing as the taDgible body it 
...... bles : &li)'OIHI will admit that ; but it does not settle the 
question what killd or dogree of reality a ghost baa 

Our ccmclasicmmast be that the li4oloJs problem Is not y.t solwd ; 
nor shall we find a solution later in this dlalague. The reason may 
be that Plato could not solve It or that the problem was ~ 
lor another oc:cuion (peo-baps, lor the P~. In the So#oisl 
he is justified in shelving it because the only llidoltJ we are now c:on
cemed with are those which the Sophist Is accused of creating. The 
Sophist does not create the world of seDSl'ble objects ; these are 
tbe work of that divine image-maldllg winch will Jli"OSO'ltly be 
cllstillguisbod from the human image-maldllg of line art md sophis
try. The oidDl4 created by tbe Sophist are laloe beliels m our IJllllds. 
Hence It was said at olioc, a.nd Is repeated bore, that tbe Ollistenc:e of 
imag<s md sembl&llces dopellda nn tbe Ollistence of deceptinn, a.nd 
deceptinn deponda nn tbe Ollistence of laloe belief. We """' only 
bound to prove that false belief could exist, md that bas been dnne. 
The metaphysical status of • appearances • in any other .. lies 
beynnd our ocope. The explanation, if it Is to be lonnd mywbere, 
mast be sought ill tbe T-... I suspect that, when Plato bad 
linisbed tbe s.-.., be lonnd bimaell unable to carry out bls 
intention of am.tinuiDg the present am.vemation in the PIIUosop/IM 
a.nd there gathering up tbe Iocee tm.ada. So be aba.ndnned bls 
scheme md started another trilogy-T.-.....s, CriliAs, H.......
-in which an that he had to aay about the ....,. problem could be 
cast into the fmm of a myth. 

·~· [)jvjrifwt VII. Tu So;JtUl ., • .poe~., of I_.. -That Plato was c:onsciouoly sbelvmg tbe li4oloJs problem appears 
in the coming section. If be had thought it was already solved, be 
would have taken up the Division of Image-making at the pamt 
where it was dropped md proceeded to sulxhvide 10111i>Jallce.makillg 
(,....nonoj). But we lind tbe SiralJger now goillg bocl<. behind 
tbe art of Imsge-maldllg, to tbe meet general conception. Art, 
p:ocisely in order that tbe diviDe aeation of unageo-tbe world 
of &ppearaDC&-IDI.y be aet aside as not relevant to the definition of 
Sopblstry. In la<:t, tbe sbelviug of tbe .,..;we~ problem Is opeoly 
eflected here. in terms evidently meant to recall the c::ontn.st of 
nality md appeBDDCO sa set forth in tbe Rof*biK. These terms 
would be eztremely mialeoding, if Plato bad really abandoned bls 
old doc:trilJe of the partia!UIII"e8llty of senae objects. 



SOPHIST 

Tbe fiDal Table of Division is as folloWII : 
Art 

I 

-!-. 
Dl~.,of- H lot .......... 

~ofuuges 
r-------~------~ --1 .. -r-. 

with LDOW!edp ~t 
(Actmg) I 
mm~rlmmrud------------m~.~!~ 

The Scmusr 

264». Sra. Now, then, let us set to work again and, as we divide 
B. the Kmd pruposed m two, keep to the nght-hand secl1on 

at each otago. Holdmg fast to the characters of which the 
Sophist putabs until we have stnpped of! an that be bas 
in common with others and left only the nature that is 
peculiar to him, let us so make that nature plam. in the 

•6s. first p!aoe to ourselves, and oocondly to others whose 
temperameDt finds a procedme of this - cxmgenjal. 
TlmABr. Very good. 
Sm. Well, we began by dividmg Art into Productive and 
Acquisitive. 
Tmwn'. Yes. 
Sra_ And under the head of the Acq.Wtive we bad gUmpoeo 
of the Sophist in the aria of hunting, cxmteDtiun, tralBotiJJB, 
and other kinds of that aart.l 

s "l"hm relereDce to the five tentative Divillou of tho ADquwtsve bnach 
llsfpdlcult Tbey oaly prowled· sbm.plel' or uulaltmc:t: VDlOIJI of varioiU 
t,pea called qm.ta. DDt the fliRD'tiiJ. fe&tunl Wlth ~ compue. 
~ ued of the ipJ'e iDcbmnctly 1111m at: a cb8tr.Dce, PAIWHu 3lc 
'l'he tblrd ma.iD. bnaGb of Art. tbe Separative ( a...r,.n.q), :&om wludlwu 
4edve4 thll Cathaztlc method of Socn.t. m. DI.VIIkm. VI. m UN lpand. 
It p.ve Dl DO Bbmpse of the Soplust 
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PRODUCTION. DIVINE AND HU1o1AN 

o6s. 'I'HEAEr. Certainly. 
Sn. But now that he has been fncluded under an art of 
Imitation, clearly we mast mrt by divulD!g into two the 

B. Productive branch of Art. For Imitation Is S11n01y & kmd 
of produc:tinn, though it be only • prodad;ion of images. .. 
we say, not of originals of every sort. Is that not so 1 
'I'HEAEr. Assmedly. 
Snt. Let .. begin, then, by rec:osolsing two kinds of 
Production. 
l'IIBAET. What ... they 1 
Sra. The one Divine, the other Human. 
l'IIBAET. I don't understand yet. 
Sra. Production-to recall what we said at the outset-we 
defined as any power that can bring into ezlsteoce what did 
not emt before.l 
TlmAET. I remember. 

c. Snt. Now tate a.ll mortal &nimals and also a.ll things that 
grow '--pl&ots that grow above the earth from seeds and 
roots, and bfeleso ho<hes compa.cted beoe&th the earth, 
whether fusible or not fusible. Must we not attribute the 
COIDlDg into being of these things oot of not-being to divme 
craftsmanship and nothing else ? Or are we to fall in with 
the hebe! that Is commonly expressed 1 
TlmAET. What belief do you mean ? 
Sra. That Nature gives birth to them as a result of some 
spontaneous cause that generates without intelligence. Or 
shall we say that they come from a cause which, working 
with re&sOD and art. Is divine and proceeds from divinity 1 • 

1 ProdactKm., 10 de&ned at 21gB. mclad.ed qnculture. mamrfactant, &Dd 
fine ut: The defilutlou. JS ZLOt m.tmd.ed to 1qp1t CNataon 0111 of •otihlf, 
With DO pre-u:llbDg matenal 

1 p,d (d. 2]]Z, ' J'OU and IDe aad all other cr..turea ', tlvrd) CCMirB all 
tbmgs that come to be by a natural procea, mcladiDI metaJa (fulhle) aad 
IIIUiel'&1l. the regular D&IDU.ble compcnmcl1 of ellmenb 'l"he elemeD.ta (., .., 
ft.~ 2668) are alloproductsofdJ.vmeworkmalllblp (umtbe n.....,), 
but 1t 11 DOt UDpUed that the elemeats are crated u ,..,wo, Tbe oaly 
qiHIIbon here 11 whether the compo1U1d 'cr..tarei'II'OW out of the eMmeota 
spcmtaueou.lly or by a pracea directed by cbvme craftamaDalup 

I The cxmstra.ctlon of l.t.. ia &mbaguoaa, (I) If it 18 t&bo with~' 
,.. ~ ,_... rem&m~ u the maiD. verb; but the llODt:rut m betwea 
Natan wluch,.,.,..,., aad the cbvme Artllt who _.. ADd why lboald 
'knowledge • be ald. to' come :&om diwu.ty '(W ,_, ~)? (2) By 
takma: 1.t.. With W aW.., 'll!ldentood. we pt: a caaee or cauattotL w1dch 
mllbt be aut to ' come &om dmmty ' aad 11 CODtruted wrl:h cauaar... of 
lpCIII.t:uaecnUioripl.(-..,..,,d Ar.,Pif18.Ig&i:,24),as,.......W,...tw..ll.wPf
""ill COII.truted With .... ...... Ju fttb ..... ,_,...wiD. theA be 
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SOPHIST 

a65J>. Tm!AET. Perhaps became I am )'011111, I often ahlft from 
ODe belief to the other ; but at thia moment.lookiDg at yoar 
face and believing you to bold that these things ba .. a 
divine origin, I too am convinced. 
!Int. Well oaid, Theaetetus. II I thDught yon """' the 
- af person that might helievo o1:hortriso in the future, I 
should aow try by fun:e of penaas!cm to JIUike you aa:ept 
that acc:ount. But I can see clearly that, without any 

•· aquments of mine, your nature will come of itself to the 
conclusion which you teD me attracts you at this moment. 
So I will let that pus : I should be wasting time. I will 
ooly lay it down that the products of Natale, as they are 
called, are works of divine art, as thiDgs made out of them 
by Dllll1 are works af huDIIU1 art. AcconliJJcly tbore will 
be two kinds of Production, one human, the ot.ber chvine. 
Tm!AET. Good. 
Sm. Om:e .....,, then, divide ea<:h of these - into -
parts. 
Tm!AET. How 1 

o66. Sm. As yoo have jest divided the whole extmt of Procluc
tim> horizontally, now divide it veriic:ally. 
Tm£AET. Be It SO. 

Sm. The reanlt is foor parts in all : - on our llide, 
lmman ; two on the aide of the god&, divine. 
TBEAxT. Yes. 
Sm. And t&tinc the diviaiona mado in the finlt way 
(horimutaDy : divine and human), one section of ea<:h part 
will be the prodnetion of originals, and the remaiDiJ>g -
sectioDs will be beat dacribed .. production of imagea. So 
we ha.ve a second division of Production on that principle 
\<Jri&inalaandim-). 

B, TJmAzr. ExplaiD once more how ea<:h of the two parts 
(divine and human) is divided. 
STR. Ounelvea, I tslre it, and all other living creabln!s 
and the elements of nataral thing&--jiro, water, and their 
lr:IDd!ed--ue all origjnaJs, the ollspriDg, as we uo well 
&Mared, of divine workmanship.1 Is it not ao ? 
TlmAJtT. Yes. 



ORIGINALS AND IMAGES 

a66B. STR. And every one of these products is attended by images 
which are not the actual thing, and which also owe theJI 
existence to divine contrivance. 
TREAET. You mean-? 
STR. Dream images, and in daylight all those naturally 
produced semblances which we ca.111 • shadow ' when dark 

c. patches interrupt the light, or a ' reflection ' when the 
light belonging to the eye meets and coalesces with light 
belonging to something else on a bright and smooth surface 
and produces a form yielding a perception that is the reverse 
of the ordinary direct VleW •1 

• Takmg ~With ll'a.i ,W. .•• &trl.oihr U. The Leuca do not seem to 
recogmae 're1lectlon' as a scmse of &r.\oBto, but tt can hudJy agree With ~. 
leavmg the rcdec:tton nameless Are we to undeBtand lwloDP ~. ' a 
duphcate unage ' ? 

• In the ' ordwary dinlct view • (~ = In front, opposite) the two 
lights or ' fires' whlch coa.le&ce are the vaual ray or stream of fire from the 
eye and the fire outalde, t 1 etthcr sunllght reflected from the body looked at 
or, when the bodylll self·lummoWI,tbl own hght InrcdectJon from a mtrror, 
the ray of hght from my eye (ol.nic. ~ = '711 hTds ~ rip, TtM 4SB) 
and the light belougwg to the obJect (4.\Mor.INO" ;,;.. 'g the ltght whlcb. COIIlCS 
from the real face of another penon I seem the mi1TOI', cf tntpliJ..S..~. 
TtM. 43C. I) coaleece on the surface of the JnllTOT, and the umted ray lll then 
throwq back from tt to my eye. So the reficctl.on seen 111 explamed m the 
lliUile way as dmd: VlSI.Oll, ~t that m reflectlon the coalescence oecun 
at the uurror'a aurface, not at the surface of the~ object {see Taylor 
on Ttt11411U 46A) The revenal of the unage 1ll best explatn.ed by a d1agram • 

A DiRECT VISION 
ol person racing the 

obwrv~r·a ey~. 

p,~ 

~.fj~" _ --v ... h. •.. 

B RJ:PLJ:CTION 

ol per50n lacina: a mirrw. 

Jmage 

CombmruS··:~::· 
raya.-.: pefliOQ 

Lcrt R•a:ht Right 
Eye Person 

In (A) Dlrect Vllion the ha:ht from the "fllllldeofthe penon'afa.ce lll mppoeed 
to reach the Uft llde of my eye. ln (B) Reftection the light from the Uft mde 
of the penon'a face lll supposed to reach the l.ft Side of my eye (l'here ia 
no 11p that Plato thought of all the tay:ll from the ob]ect as enteriu( the ep: 
at the cmtn! of the lena and apreacllng out again on the retina, or knew 
anythmg of lena and ratma ) 

:P7 



SOPHIST 

-- 1'm!ou. Then - iDdeod, - - poductl of diviDe -p: the ....... ODd the ...... thet iD ....,. 
case accompanies it,1 
Sm. And what of our human art l lllut we DOt oay that 
In balldil!g it )IIOCinces an ou:taal boaae, 111111 iD painting a 
house of a cDflereu.t IIDI't, aalt wen a lll8IHilade dream for 
waldDc eyosl 

D. 1'm!ou. CertaiDly. 
Sm. And so in all C&lel, we find cmc:e mare twin products 
of oar own productive adivlty In poin-ooe an ou:taa1 thing, 
the other an image, 
1'm!ou. I understand better DOW, and I ....,.,.,... -
farms of produc:tion, each of them twofold: divine 111111 
!raman a<:COrdmg to one division, 111111 a<:CCIIdD>g to the other 
a product:ioa of actual tbiDp and of some IIDI1: of likenesses. 

At this pelnt we have got bock to the h..,... art of lmap-malrlug, 
now doorly disfiD8uished from diviDe production of natunl objects 
111111 from the useful crafts, like buildb!g. J:ma&HnakiDg Includes 
all the fine arta, with political rbetoric and sophisby. The chief 
object of the farther oubclivislou Is to pla<:e the demacague and the 
Sophist In the lowest class. Fint the subdivision alleady made 
( ...... ~ and ,......,...~) is dec:laled to be DOW jUBtilied. 

o66D. Sm. Let as remind ounelveo, thea, that of this prodw:ti<m 
of imagos thoro were to be two kinds, one producillg Jik&. 

z. ......, the other oemblanc:es, provided that falsity should 
be shown to be a thing that really Is false and of such a 
nature as to have a pla<:e """"" existing thing& 
TlmAET. Yes. it was to be so. 
Sm. And that has now beeu shown : 10 on that groDIId 
shall ....... reckon the distinction of these - - .. 
beyond dispute l 
TlmAET. Yes. 

o&,. Sm. Once """"• then, let as divide iD - the kind that 

prodlu:eo --· 1'm!ou. Howl 



MIIIICRY 

rKYf. STR. Tbme is the -- )ll<lduc:od by....,. of -· 
8lld another sort whonl the produce< of the aemblance tabs 
his own penon as an inltram.ent. 
T!m&Kr. How do you mean ? 
STR. When someone uses his own penon orwice to counter
feit your traits "" speech, the proper aame lor c:z-eating such 
a aemblance fs, I take It, llimlc:ry.' 
Tmwrr. Yes. 
Sm. Let us reserve that section, then, UDder the name of 
mimicry, and indulge omselveo .. lar .. to lea .. an the 

B. rest for someone else to collect into a unity aud Rive it an 
appropriate name. 
Tmwrr. So be lt. 
Sm. But there is stiR ground lor thinking that uUmiay,; 
is of two sorts. Let me put 1t before you. :2 
'lBEAET. Do. l 
Sm. Some mimics know the tbiDg tbey are Impersonating, 
otbere do not : 8lld could we find a mono unportant distinc
tion than that of lmowiDg from not lmowiDg 1 
Tlm.urr. No. 
Snt. And the mimiczy we have just mentioned goes with 
knowledge : lor to Impersonate JOG, cme muot be llCq1WDted 
with JOG and your trots. 

c. Tmwrr. Of course. 
Sm. And wbat of tbe trolls of Justke and of virtue 
geomilly 1 Are there not many wbo, having oo koowledge 
of virtue but only some sort ol opinion about it, zealoasly 
oet about ma.lrlug it appear that they embody virtue as they 
conceive it, mimicking it as eflectively as they can in their 
words 8lld actions 1 
TmwcT. Only too many. 
STR. Alld are they always- in appearing to be 
virtuous wben they are not ..any virtuous a; an 1 Do they 
not rather aaccoed perfectly 1 
Tlllwn:. They do. 

D. STR. We must, then, distiDguilh the igDorant mimic from 
the other, wbo bas knowledge. 
Tlllwn:. Yes. 
Sm. Where, then, must we look for a suitable 1liUile for 
each ? No doubt 1t is hard to find ODe, because the ancients, 

1Cf, c .... f2.JB ShouJdwereadlnDrri .... GXfpd'IU'.,.....,., (sc Wan) -·<->--• --· --f· ........ mu. prodace~ a amblulce of JOIIZ' traats by 1IIIDI bl8 o-. mall:iq Jus bad:y 
CKbiiYO!CIIIbbJOIIII'l 



SOPHIST 

li67J>. it .....mil-. oaflend &om a certain JaziDess and lack of 
cliacrimiDation withnpnl to the division of Kind> by forms, 
and not one of them even tried to make such divisions, with 
the result that Ibm la a serious shortat!o of 1WDOS. How
ever, though the """""'""" may _,. dariDg, for purposes 
of distiDctioD let us call mimiay guided by opiDioo ' con-

B. eeit-mimiay '.' and the - that la guided by knowledae 
'mimiay by acquaintance •. 
Tmw!T. So be it. 
STR. It la the fanner, thm, that .,.,.,.,..,. ao; for the 
Sophiat was oot among thooo who have knowledgo, but he 
has • pW:e among mimics. 
Tmw!T. c.rtahJly. 
Sm. Then let us tab this CODCelt~mimic and see if his 
metal riop sound or there is still a aack in it somewhere. 
'FBEAET. Let Ul do so. 
STR. Well, there la a gaping c:raclt. There la the simple-

o68. minded type who inJa&jDes that what he believes la !mow
ledge, and an opposite type who is versed in discussion, 10 
that hls attitude betrays no httle misgiviDg and suspicion 
that the knowledge he has the air of possessiDg in the eyes 

of the world la ...ny --
Tmw!T. c.rtahJly both the types you deocn'be exist. 
STR. We may, then, set down one of these mimic& ullinc:ere, 
the other as msincere. 
1'BBAET. So it appears. 
STR. And the iDsiDoen>---<s he of - ldndo or ouly one ? 
Tmw!T. That is for you to CXIIIB!dor. 

B. Sm. I will : Blld.I can clearly make out a pair of them. I 
oee one who can keep up hls dlsslmulatioo poblicly In lcmg 
speeches to • la!!!e ...... bly. The other .... shorl ugu
meu.ts in private and forces others to contradict themselves 
in convanation. • 
Tmw!T. Very true. 
Sm. And with wbom shall we identify the 1110111 lcmg
wiocled type-with the Stataman or with the demqllgue1 
Tmw!T. The---
Sn. And what shall we can the other-wile man or 
Sophiat? 
Tmw!T. We C8liiiOt surely call him wile, bec:auoe 110 oot 

c. hfm down as ip.orant ; bat u a mimic of the wile man he 
·~.cf. aa3B,~, ediiC&t:irm.mtheccmceitof wtue, 

.P/Iill6w 49Do lofo«ao\la. ~ the COJICitlt of be.aty azul WIIIIOm. 
• a. the 111bdmlioD m DllpatatJoa at :a•511 (p. 176). 

330 



THE SOPHIST lll!FiliED 

268c. will clea:rly assume a title derived from hfs, and I DOW see 
that here at last is the man who mast be truly delcnDed u 
the noo.l and genuine Sophiat. 
Sm. Shall we, then, as before collect all the elemmts of 
Ills doocription. from the end to the begbming,• and draw 
our threads together in a knot l 
Tmwrr. ByallmeaDS. 
Sm. The art of oontradictioa·maldng, descended from an 
iDsuu:ere kind of c:onrelted mimicry, of the sembJanoe.making 
breed, derived from imapmakiDg, distmguisbed as a por-

D. bon, not dr.vine ba.t h11Dl&Il, of production, that preaents a 
sbadow·play of words-such is the blood and 6Deap which 
can, with perfect truth, be llllliped to the authentic Sophist. 
Tmwrr. I enbrely qree. 

1 The CO!lSI:ract1oD of the bal. cldbutlaa. m obecared by the effort to fr&rDe 
1t 10 u to meu.bon all the apocmc ~ m. order ' from the end to the 
begummg' (prod.ucb.ve art) At :126A there 11 &DOther IU.mm&ry m tlwi 
reverao order 1'1'11 ~ "-'• lpt.ndjr a. .,q.,, .... .......,_.,, .... 
~. '"') whore the gentb.vea are used u m. a pner.lofy: • A the 
BOD of B, the IOD of C,' otc 
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ADDENDUM 
Sol'H. o63c. 8P &rr.,... &) .W,.0. Bl'popoz mpl CJOfJ, "f''ln .. ph, 

II .m. o.,..m,..s. Tl -t" ,.,., .w,..., ~ .. .mw bo 
- (Jpo.prb"" ....... 

The superlative ~fW throws a quite UDDeCell8lllY 
emphasis on the obvious fact that 'lbeaetetus fhes ' is a statement 
ol the ohorteot possible type. mO.,........,., oeems superi11101UI: 
most translators ignore it. I suspect that Plato wrote ~ 
~ar"', • according to our definition of UN Mi•"'"- uau
_,' (d. &p. 36gn, ~ ~ ordAJ<). It was, in fact, 
- U,.... 6 ..,art6< •• oal •JU"'"h .. oc that was deJined above 
(262c), rather than statement in general. ath-0. must then con
ceal the main verb, perhaps tpadf#, as at a6311, ~. 
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