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PREFACE

'WHEN the Editor, some eleven years ago, invited me to contribute
to this series, I offered a translation of the Theaetetus with a running
commentary. Ihave since added the Sophssi. Meanwhile the book
has been announced under the title, Plato’s Theory of Knowledge,
which may seem to promise more than I have performed. My
object was to make accessible to students of philosophy who can-
not easily read the Greek text, two masterpieces of Plato’s
later period, concerned with questions that still hold a living
interest. A study of existing translations and editions has
also the hope that scholars already familiar with
the dialogues may find a fresh interpretation not unwelcome. A
commentary has been added because, in the more difficult places,
a bare translation is almost certain, if understood at all, to be
misunderstood.
mdzngetmybemmtedbyaqwhﬂmlmmahvmg
philosopher of the first rank
‘Itmmatomhnhmmmdwhoprutforwardthcsvgxemon
““and I hold that the definition of being is simply power . This
sugguhonxsthechnhrofthedoctnneollmmmthw"

things
that they mnnthmgbutpowu" A mark of real things may not
be a ‘ definition of being’. This mark, moreover, is offered by the
E]nﬁcsuzngertothematmnhstummmvmtonhum
mark of real things, tangibility, The materialist accepts it, ‘ having
for the moment no better suggestion of his own to offer . The
Stranger adds that Theaetetus and he may perhaps change their
minds on this matter later on. l’htnhasesninlynoteomtted
himself here to a ‘ definition of being’. So much could be dis-
1 A, N. Whitehead, Adventures of Idsas (1933), p. 165. !unnntmuuﬁu

that Dr master who has
mpwy.mmymmm:m

mmmuss.buuobwunud“
v



PREFACE

covered from an accurate translation; but the word ‘power’
still needs to be explai Tt has been rend d by ‘ potency'.
“farce’, * Moglichkei’, * puissance de relation’. Without some
account of the history of the word dymamis in Plato’s time and
earlier, the student accustomed to the terms of modern philosophy
may well carry away a false impression.

To meet difficulties such as this, Ihnvemterpolned,dtueuh
compact section of the text, a hich aims at dis
whnmtomﬂymmsmdhowthatpartoftheugnmtu
related to the rest. There are objections to dissecting the living
body of a Platonic dialogue. Noothuwnterhsapptoached

of each thought as it arises seems to be followed to an unpre-
meditated conclusion. In these later dialogues, however, the bones
show more clearly through the skin; and it is likely that Plato
would rather have us penetrate his meaning than stand back with
folded hands to admire his art. An interpolated commentary,
giving the reader the information he needs when and where he
needsit mybeprdenedtotheusualyhnofsmguuysuch
i ing and notes at the
end. Itunotdmwhyweshonldbefmwdtorudlbookm
three places at once. This book, at any rate, is designed to be
mdm'a:ghtthmugh,

‘The translation follows Burnet’s text, except where I have given
reasons for departing from it or proposed of passages
that are probably or certainly corrupt. I have tried to follow
Plato’s own practice of keeping to the current language of educated

technical term. The to
Plato from his own writings and those of his forerunners and
p avoids, so far as possible, the

token currency passes from hand to hand.

echandlung des
thnmupmbmhi’ldu (Ellle 1908) ; J Stenzel, Entwicklung
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der platonischen Dialektik (Breslau, 1917) ; C. Ritter, Newe Unter-
suchungen diber Plaiow (Minchen, 1g70); V. Brochard, Etudes de
phslosophie ancionne (Paris, 1912); and the well-known writings
of John Burnet and Professor A. E. Taylor.
CAMBRIDGE F. M. C
1934
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INTRODUCTION

SINCE the commentary aims at furnishing the reader with informa-
tion as the need arises, it will be enough, by way of introduction,
to indicate the place of the Theaeteius and the Sophist in the series
of Plato’s dialogues, and to define briefly the position from which
the inquiry starts.

Our two dial belong to a gr: isting of the P i
the Theactetus, the Sopw.mdthgsmmn As M. Dids has
observed,? Plato leaves no doubt that the dialogues are meant to
beread in this order. The Parmenides describes a meeting i
as taking place about 450 B.C. between Socrates, who would then
be about twenty, and the Eleatic philosophers, Parmenides and
Zeno. To suppose that anything remotely resembling the con-
versation in this dialogue could have occurred at that date would
make nonsense of the whole history of philosophy in the fifth and
fourth centuries; and I beheve, with M. Dis, that the meeting
itself is a literary fiction, not a fact in the biography of Socrates.
No ancient historian of philosophy mustook it for the record of an
actual event, which, had it occurred, would have been a
important landmark. The Theadeius (1833, p. 101) alludes to this
meeting, and it is once more recalled in the Sopbut(ﬁﬂ:.pxﬁ)
in terms that can only refer to the Parmenides. Theactetus,
again, endsmthnnappmnnnmtwhchlskeptatthebegmnmg
of the Sophsst; and the Sophist itself is openly referred to in the
Statesman.

As for the order of composition, no one doubts that the Sophsst
and the Statesman, which contain one continuous conversation,
are later than the Theaetstus. In the Theasisius many critics have
noticed that the style changes towards the end in the direction
oiPlatos later manner. If that is so, stylometric results based

the dialogue as a whole will be misleading. The latter part
oftheﬂlaaddus as we have it, may have been finished years
after the beginning, and the Parmenides may have been composed
in the interval. On the other hand, we need not suppose any very
long gap the completion of the Theacictus and the com-
ponhonoltheSophmandtheSm

1 Pormémds (1923), p. xu.

P.I.K. b B



INTRODUCTION

It is now agreed that this group as a whole is earlier than the
Timacus, the Philebus, and the Laws, and later than the Meno,
the Phaedo, andtheR'pubkc The Republic is the centre of a
group of less ical ded, not ily for students
of philosophy, but fotﬂu edwted pubhc who would certainly
not read the Parmenides and would find the Theacietus and the
Sophisi intolerably difficult. These more popular writings would
serve the double purpose of tudents to the Acad
and of making known to the Greek world a doctrine which, in
common with most scholars, I hold to be characteristically Platonic.
Its two pillars are the immortality and divinity of the rational
soul, and the real existence of the objects of its knowledge—a
world of intelligible ‘ Forms ' separate from the things our senses
perceive.! Neither doctrine clearly appears in any dialogue that
can be dated, on grounds of style, as distinctly earlier than the
Meno. Both are put forward in the Phaedo in a manner suggesting
that Plato arrived at them simultaneously and thought of them
as interdependent.

The Meno had already announced the theory of Amammesis:
that knowledge is acquired, not through the senses or as informa-
tion conveyed from one mind to another by teaching, but by
recollection in this life of realities and truths seen and known by
the soul before its incarnation. Socrates 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.
Thehummwnlisimmortal(divhe)andispuriﬁedthmugha
round of incarnations, from which, when completely purified, it
may finally escape. *So the soul is immortal and has been many
times reborn ; and since it has seen all things, both in this world
andmtheother there is nothing it has not learnt. No wonder,
then, that it can recover the memory of what it has formerly known
concerning virtue or any other matter. All Nature is akin and
the soul has learnt all things ; so there is nothing to prevent one
who has recollected—learnt, as we call it—one single thing from
discovering all the rest for himself, if he is resolute and unwearying
in the search; for seeking or learning is nothing but recollec-
tion *.

+1 sgree with Mr J. D. Mabbott ( Anistotle and the ywpioués of Plato’,
Ckuwdw.n(xgzﬁ). 72) that the ‘ separate ’ exustence of the Forms,
attacked Anstotle, 15 not to be away.

* Momo 81a, Myos drnbis, not p“or though the form which contamns the
true account may be mythical So at Gorgsas 5234, he calls the myth of the
judgment of the dead a Aéyos dinfds, though Callicles may think it a udfos.
1 take the Socrates of the Meno and the Phasdo as stating Plato's bebefs,
not those of the hustoric Socrates.

2



INTRODUCTION

Socrates goes on to prove this doctrine by

questioning a slave whohuneverbeenuughtgeomeu'y hedmm
from him, after several wrong attempts, the solution of a not very
easy problem of construction. He claims that he has not ‘ taught *
the slave the true belief he now has, any more than the false beliefs
he produced at first. At the outset the slave had not knowledge ;
but these beliefs were in him, including the true belief 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
ways, he would end by having knowledge in place of true belief—
knowledge which he would have recovered out of his own soul.
This knowledge must have been acquired before birth, *If, then,
the truth of things is always in our soul, the soul must be immortal ;
hence you may confidently set about seeking for and recovering
the memory of what you do not know, that is to say, do not re-
member." Socrates adds that, in some respects, he could not
defend the whole account ; but he is convinced of the practical
conclusion, that we shall be the better for believing that we can
discover truth we do not know. Owing to Plato’s dramatic method,
we cannot fix the extent of Socrates’ reservation. It might mean
that the historic Socrates did not hold this theory, or, more probably,
thatthedetnﬂsofmnumahon.pnrgatowy and so forth, as described
by Pindar and others, are ‘mythical’: as such Plato always
represents them elsewhere. But the reservation does not extend
to the hypothetical conclusion which Socrates and Meno have both
accepted : If the truth of things is always in the soul, then the
soul is immortal.

Some modern critics, wishing perhaps to transform Plato’s
theory into something that we can accept, reduce the doctrine
of Anamnesis to a form in which 1t ceases to have any connection
with the pre-existence of the soul. But Plato unquuhnnably
believed in immortality ; and in the Phaedo, where Recollection is
reaffirmed, it is the one proof of pre-existence which is accepted
as satisfactory by all parties to the conversation.

The doctrine of Recollection marks a complete break with current
beliefs both about the nature of the soul and about the sources
of knowledge. The soul was popularly regarded as a mere shadow
or eidolon, an unsubstantial wraith, that might well be dissipated
when detached from the body. And if common sense could be
said to have any view of the common characters called Forms
(e¥8y) in the Socratic dialogues, it would be the empiricist view
that they are present in sensible things, andthatowlmowledge
ofthuoonveyedthmghthesenses,p:rhapsbyimageﬂ
the Atomists’ eidola, thrown off by material bodies. Among the

3



INTRODUCTION

philosophic theories which Sou'ateu, in the Phaedo, says he had
found unsatisfying is the doctrine * that it is the brain that gives
us perceptions of hearing, sight, and smell, and out of these arise
memory and belief, and from these again, when they have settled
down into quiescence, comes knowledge *. Plato’s break with all
theories deriving knowledge by abstraction from sensible objects
carried with it an equally firm repudiation of popular notions of
thewnlasutheraﬂnmsydouhleoﬁhebodyotamnlt&nt,supm
venmgonthemxtueofbod:lyelmm In other words, the

‘separation’ of the Platonic Forms from any dependence on
material things went with the separation of the soul which knows
them from any dependence on the physical organism. The Phaedo
is designed to plead for both conclusions concurrently. It is not
claimed that esther doctrine is proved ; but it is claimed that if
the Forms exist and can be known, then the soul is immortal.
Plato himself believed both ; and his Socrates, unlike the Socrates
of the earlier dialogues, now uses every resource of eloquence to
convince his hearers of what he beheves but does not know.

In his opening discourse it is assumed from the outset that the
soul can exist without the body; for ‘ to be dead ’ is defined as
meaning ‘ that the body has come to be separate by itself apart
from (ywpk) the soul, and the soul separate by itself apart from
the body’.? So much mught be said of the wraith or shadow-soul
of popular belief ; but the properties which Socrates goes on to
ascribe to the separable soul are very different. The contrast is
not between mind and matter, or even between soul and body as
commonly understood. The psyche here is what was later called
by Plato and Aristotle the Reason (rof), or the spirit, in opposition
to the flesh.?  To the flesh belong the senses, and the bodily appetites
and pleasures. The spirit’s proper function is thought or reflection,
which lays hold upon unseen reality and is best carried on when
thgspmtwlthdnws&umtheﬂeshtothmkbyiﬁdf untroubled

by the senses. The pursuit of wisdom is a ‘ loosing and separation
(lmgwpdc)dthewnlkomthebody—emheunloﬂhatsepul
tion called death (67D).

The effect of this introds y di is to blish in the
reader’s mind, before the argument begins, the idea of a complete
detachment of the thinking self from the body and its senses and
passions. This idea, though unfamiliar, would be easier for Plato’s
public to grasp than that detachment of Forms from sensible things

L1 nmecmmym(sm). death is slready described as the
severance (8dAvows) of soul—from one another’,
3 Cf. F. M. Cornford, ‘ThoDnvﬂonotth.Sonl Hibbert Jowrnal (Jan.
1930), p. 206.
4




INTRODUCTION

which it is his other purpose to announce clearly for the first time.
If the reader will forget all that he has learnt about the Forms
from later writings and put himself in the situation of Plato’s
readers who knew only the earlier dialogues, he will find that he
nbemgled.stepbystep,torecogmuthenpﬂntemstenoed
the Forms.

The Forms are first mentioned as the objects of the sonl’s reflec-
tion, when withdrawn from the senses. All that is pointed out
here (65p) is that those entities which were the familiar topics of
Socrates’ conversation are perceived by thought, not by the senses.
thnSocratesandhisfrimdsoonﬁdered,thtistﬁoe?,they
were trying to define the Just by itself ’ (adrd), and to discover
‘what it is’ (8 Zo7i) or its ‘ being’ (odola). Any reader of the
earher dialogues might agree that Justice, not being a thing
that can be seen or touched, will be known by pure thought
when the soul is ‘ set free from eyes and ears and the body as a
whole *.

There follows a long and elaborate defence of Amamnesis, ad-
dressed to the more difficult task of convincing the reader, on the
one hand, that the soul has pre-existed, and on the other, that
his own vague notions of how we first become acquainted with a
thing like ‘ Justice 1tself * are radically wrong. We not only can-
not perceive it ; we cannot extract it from any sense-impressions.
This might be argued more easily in the case of the moral Forms,
which are obviously not sensible ; but Plato is no less concerned
mththemthmﬂm.lFm Heunderh.kestopmvetha.twe
cannot derive our k of ity from the P of
equal things. Thesametwoshchsomeﬁmwappeareqmlto
one person and unequal to another ; but no one ever thinks that
‘equals’ are unequal or that Equality is Inequality. The sight
of nearly equal things causes us to think of Equahty, and we judge
that they fall short of that ideal standard. It is argued that we
must have obtained knowledge of true Equality before we began
to use our senses, that is to say, before our birth ; and this carnes
with it the pre-existence of the soul. Whether the argument
seems sound to the modern reader or not, Anamnesis is accepted
by all parties and later reaffirmed (924) ; nor is any doubt ever
cast upon it in Plato’s other works. The upshot is that the Forms
have an existence separate from things as surely as the spirit has
an existence separate from the body.

Thenextargum:ntntowgethatthewulnotonlyhspra-
existed, but is by nature ind ible. It is not P

put together out of parts into which it might be dissolved. Itls
msonable,wemwd,toidmﬁfyinmpouiutbin@withthingx
5
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that never undergo any sort of change. Now the reader who
has grasped the distinction between ideal Equality and the nearly
equal things of sense, will agree that Forms must always be what
they are and can suffer no kind of change. The many things that
bear the same names as the Forms are perpetually changing in all
respects ; and these are the things we see and touch, whereas the
Forms are unseen, It is thus laid down that there are two orders
of things: the unseen, exempt from all change, and the seen,
which change perpetually. Finally it is argued as probable that
the soul, which is unseen, most resembles the divine, immortal,
intelligible, simple, and indissoluble ; while the body most re-
sembles the human, mortal, unintelligible, complex, and dissoluble.
The separation of the two worlds or orders of being is here very
sharply marked. No relation between them is described; no
transition from sense to thought is suggested. Even the fact
that sensible experience may be the occasion of Recollection is
lost sight of. Socrates recurs to the language of his opening dis-
course. When the soul uses any of the senses, it is dragged down
into the world of change and becomes dizzy and confused. Only
when thinking by itself can it escape into that other region of
pure, eternal, and unchanging bemng.

‘l'hns, by a series of steps, the reader acquamnted with the earlier

is led to see that the moral terms which Socrates was
always discussing belong to a distinct order of realities, and that
knowledge of them cannot be extracted from impressions of sense.
Throughout, the separation of the Forms 1s intertwined with and
illustrated by the separation of the divine spirit from all dependence
on the mortal body. The conclusion is that the two doctrines
stand or fall together.!

The separate reality of the Forms created a problem which is
courageously faced, though not solved, in the later group to which
our dialogues belong. How are those separate Forms related to
the things we touch and see in this world of becoming? The
Phado:tsdf(xooo—n)hadmdntedthattospukofathngu

of’ aFormutomametaphuthatlnvesu obscure

how an eternal and unchanging Form or its ch can be ‘ pres-
ent in’ or ‘shared by’ transient individual things in time and
space. In the P #des Socrates is rep d as putting for-

ward the theory of separate Forms to dispose of Zeno’s paradoxical

antinomies, and as confronted with this very difficulty of participa-

tion by Zeno’s master, Parmenides. It:sﬂgmﬁmtthatthegrent

founder of the Eleatic school should dominate the discussion here,

and that a Stranger from Elea should take the lead in the Sophist
2 Phasdo 721!!. 92D,
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and the Statesmam. Parmenides had been the first to raise the
problem which the theory of Forms was intended to solve. This
problem had two aspects. In Parmenides’ poem it is presented
chwﬂya.sthepmblmthatmwhenaworldofmdbungn

distinguished from a world of ‘ seeming ’ or appearance, which is
somehow false and unreal, or, as Parmenides himself declared,
totally false and unreal. This aspect we shall encounter, as the
problem of eidola, stated, but not solved, in the Sophist. Par-
menides had also drawn the corresponding distinction between the
senses, which profess to reveal appearances, and rational thought
apprehending true reality. The Theasietus will formulate and
examine the claim of the senses to yield knowledge. The discussion
moves in the world of appearance and proves that, if we try to
leave out of account the world of true being, we cannot extract
knowledge from sensible experience.

The theory of Forms, as stated in the Phaedo, was meant to deal
with both aspects of the problem bequeathed by Parmemdes. The
eternal and intelligible Forms were to prov:de rahcnal thought mth
objects of knowled, The or ‘ ’ of
mblethmgsintheworldofappeamnmmtobegroundedm
the world of true being by some kind of participation; they were
thus to be endowed with an ambiguous hali-reality, not left, as in

ides’ uncompromising system, totally unsupported. But
our series of dialogues opens with a trenchant criticism of Plato’s
own theory as giwing no intelligible account of the derivation of
appearances from reality. The discussion starts from Zeno's
counter-attack on the critics of Parmenides. Zeno had put forward
a series of arguments, reduung (u he t.haught) to absurdity their
defence of the in the of a plurality
of real things. msﬁma:gmentuquoted ‘ If there are many
things, then they must be both like and unlike.’ From both horns
of the dilemma Zeno deduced what he regarded as impossible con-
sequences. Socrates replies that no impossibiities result, if you
recognise ‘ a Form, Likeness, just by itself ’, and another contrary
Form, Unlikeness. That t.hlngs which are simply ‘alike’ and
nothing else should be ‘ unlike ’ is no doubt impossible ; but there
is no difficulty in supposing that mndividual concrete things should
partake of both Forms at once and so come to be both like and
unlike. One thing can have many names, partake of many Forms,
some of wlnch may be contrary to others. The difficulties dis-
appear ‘ udnshngulshtheFormsapenbythumelves and
tealuethat individual things partake of them.

Parmenides’ criticisms are directed against this ‘separation’
(xogiopds) of the Forms, onwlmhthePIaadohadlmdsommh

7




INTRODUCTION

‘ participation ’ which is to bridge the gulf. Socrates is confronted
with two questions, which he finds it difficult to answer.

The first is the extent of the world of Forms. Several classes
of terms are mentioned, and Socrates is asked if he recognises
sepnnte Forms fm- each class. () First come the terms which

in Zeno’s dilemmas: Likeness, Unlikeness; Unity,
Plunhty, Motion, Rest, etc.? To these are added (2) the moral
Farms, ‘ Just, Beautiful, Good, etc.’. About these two classes
Socrates has no doubts. (3) The next class contains (¢) Forms such
as ‘Man’, ‘separate from ourselves and all other men’, and ()
Fire and Water. (These terms correspond to the prodncts of divine
workmanship described in the Sophist 2668 (p. 326) : ‘ourselves
andnllothgrlivmgcraturesandtheelemmtsofmwnlﬂ:mgs

things in the physical world with the best claim to represent Forms
—the models after which the divine creator of the Tsmasus works.)
Socrates says he has often felt some uncertainty about these.
(Probably they were not contemplated in the early stages of the
theory, which started with mathematical and moral Forms. But
theymwntemphﬁedmthe?‘omm 2) Last come (4) Hair, Clay,
Dirt, and other undignified things. (Hair, an organic part of a
living creature, was one of A
mdhzrentmaymndfwal!organmwmponndsoithedanmmy
‘Clay’, as Socrates remarks at Theasicius 147C (p. 22),
is * earth mixed with moisture ’. Clay and Dirt, as casual mixtures
of the elements, have the least claim to Forms.) Socrates at first
nphuthathethmksthmmnoFormsforthaeund:gmﬁed
things ; but he has been troubled with doubts ‘ whether it may
not be the same with everything’. Then, fearing to fall into an
abyss of absurdity, he has returned to the study of Forms of the
first two classes. Parmenides remarks that when he is older he

%

1 Parm. lzw(sowlhl),lbmluwimppkddnl'uﬁduﬂq 1308
(Parmenides), adrds od obrw Sufpmoas dis Myes, xwpls pdv €y adrd drra, xapls
ﬂdwdm,ddm&u!lhwmmkdﬂﬂt
Suouéryros dxopev Here * the likeness we have ' 18 distngushed from
Form, Likeness itself, as in the Phaedo, ‘ the tallness 1n us * iaduhngnuhed
from Tallnces itself The separate Form is conceived as somehow com-
nmuﬁn;mm(wh.w)wmmmmm nunmn

'Hmnlndemthdeduxm(dPMmaSm) These terms
(Mmmd?m)wﬂ:umrmm common terms ' of Theastotus
xsscﬂ.(p lu),wbau unity and number in general’, ‘ odd ’ and ‘ even’,

The mathematical Forms belong to this class.

Mslc(wmumdmb)pmmqu?m 130D,



INTRODUCTION

will be more philosophical and pay less regard to vulgar esteem.
Here this question is dropped. No mention has been made of Forms
for artificial objects or for sensible qualities like Hot and Cold,
although ‘ Hot * and ‘ Cold * had figured in the ideal theory of the
Phaedo, and the Republic had appeared to recognise a divinely
created Form of Bedstead.

What is the extent of the world of Forms ? Plato never answers
this question.! The difficulty arises from the double origin of the
theory. As Aristotle tells us in his account of Platonism,? one root
was the Socratic inquiry after the definition of ‘ universals’. Soc-
rates, who was not concerned with any system of Nature, confined
himself to the attempt to define moral terms, such as ‘ Just’.
Plato (who was concerned with ontology), accepting the Hera-
cleitean Flux as applied to sensible things, saw that the subject of
a Socratic definition could not be any sensible thing, since such
things are in perpetual change and cannot be known ; so he said that
it must be a separate entity, to which he gave the name ‘ Form *,
and that the group of sensible things bearmng the same name 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. On this showing, however, all
common names have the same right to have a Form for their
meaning ; and so we arnive at the statement (Rep. 5064) : ‘ we are
accustomed to assume a single form (or character, eldog) for every
set of things to which we apply the same name.” We can say:
‘This is hot *, ‘ This is dirty ’, * This is human ’, ‘ This is just’,
andsoon. If all such statements are on the same footing, we ought
to recognise a common character or Form for every existing common
name, and moreover for every entity that might be distinguished
by a separate name The world of Forms ought to be indefinitely

y of an
But howdoathutheory lookﬁwestartlromtheothumotoi
doctrine of as the real being
ofn.llthlngs? AecordmgtoAnstotle Plato conceived the relation
of things to Forms in the same way as the Pythagoreans conceived
the relation of things to Numbers: when he said that things
* partake of * Forms he was only making a verbal change in their

11f Epsstle VII, 3424 ff. be accepted as genune, Plato recognised, at the
end of his hife, Forms of mathematical objects, moral terms, every natural
and artificial body, the four elements, every species of living creature, every
moral quality, all actions and affections (342D).
* Mdaph. A, 5.
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statement that things ‘ represent ’ (or embody) Numbers. The Form
now becomes something more than the meaning of a common name
—an entity whose metaphysical status Socrates, probably, had
never inquired into. Socrates had ‘no systol Nature’; but
Plato endows the Forms with a ‘ separate ’ existence in an intelli-
gible world of true being, wheretheyreplacethel’ythagmn
Numbers as the reality which
There i3 no trouble about the mathmhml Forms, wtncharecet-
tainly distinct from visible and tangible bodies and constitute a
realm of eternal truth. The moral Forms, again, may stand as
ideals, never perfectly embodied in human action and character.
Forms of both these classes can be maintained as eternal things
which the soul can know (as the Phaedo asserts) without any re-
course to the bodily senses. Further, when we come to physics,
we can accommodate the fixed types of natural species and of the
four elements. But what is to be said of the legion of other common
names—nouns, adjectives, verbs—which also have fixed meanings ?
“ Clay ’is a common name ; but can physics or metaphysics recognise
an eternal exemplar of clay and of every distinguishable variety
of clay? And what of sensible qualities, hke hot and cold? Is
HeatorColdorR:dnmsthesonofob)ectthateanbeknown
ly of all sense exp by a disembodied soul? Is
Redness or Hotness an eternally real Form accounting for the
“ becoming ’ of red or hot things in the physical world ? Do bodies
“ partake ’ of Redness when no one is seeing them, or of Hotness
whalnoonefeelsthurhm? Snchmayhavebeenthe@aﬂons
which d Plato with the bySomtes
in the P, sdes. The most of
a Form for every common name would be that no limit could then
be set to the world of Forms. The unhmited cannot be known,
and if the Forms are unknowable, their rasson d’4ire is gone. But
Plato leaves this question without an answer.
Parmenides then turns to his second line of criticism : How are
the separate Forms related to the things that ‘ partake of ’ them ?
(1) If we press one natural meaning of  partake’ or ‘share’,
are we to suppose that the Form as a whole is in each of the things,
or that each thing contains a part of it? Either supposition 1s
absurd. This dilemma can, indeed, betakmumerelyanob]echon
toeuhmnuﬂudlngmhomofthewmd partake’.1 Many
things can ‘ share ’ in one Form in the sense that they all have the
same relation to it. But the question, what that relation can be,
ins unanswered.

remains
(2) The suggestion that the Form might be only a * thought * in
1C{ G. C. Field in Mnd, xxxvi, pp. 87 ff
0
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our minds is decisively rejected. The Form is not a mental existent ;
it must be an object of thought, of which any number of minds may,
or may not, think.

(3) Finally it is suggested that, while the Form has its separate
reality, what is present here is not the Form, but a copy or image
of it. One origmnal can have many copies. The relation will then
be ‘likeness’. But this will lead to an infinite regress. 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 as there was to posit the original
Form for all the copies to partake of. The conclusion is that the
relation ‘ partaking ’ cannot be reduced to * likeness ’, but we must
look for seme other account of it. The point might be argued thus :
it may be true that the copy is, at least mn 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 given of the relation between Forms and things; the
metaphors will not bear serious scrutiny. Parmenides ends with
a picture of the ideal world as withdrawn beyond the reach of human
knowledge. A god might know the Forms, but can we know any-
thing beyond the things in our world? On the other hand, Par-
memdshlmsdfadmowledgsthatthel"msmanwtyof

thought ; without them or indeed
of any | and, 15 mposmble This conclusion can only mean that
the d ies cannot be i ble. Plato’s i ion may be

toshowthathennsamnsmyoi}nscnﬁmthattheyenst
and to set his pupils to think about them.

There is one further problem, mooted by Socrates himself in the
Parmenides, which is dealt with in the Sophssi. This concerns
the relations of Forms, not to things, but to one another. Socrates
has just made his point that, if separate Forms are recognised,
a concrete thing can very well partake both of Likeness and of
Unlikeness. ‘ But,” he then adds, ‘if you do separate the Forms
apart by themselves—Likeness and Unlikeness, Plurality and Unity,
Motion and Rest, and all such things—it would be extraordinarily
muremng to merianyoneconldthmshowthatthsel“orm

can be d and . . . if one could exhibit
thxssamepmblgmuevuywhetemvolvedmthpl’mth&mselm
as we have seen it to be in visible things.! ’nnschallmgemnot
takmnpmtheurlypnrtofthepmmm The terms ‘ com-
bined* and * separated ’ we shall find in the Sophist used for the
1 Parm. 129%.
1
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relations reflected in affirmative and negative true statements about
Forms. This problem is confined to the ideal world; it would
remainﬁthmwﬁenomsiblethmgsatnﬂ. In such statements
as ‘ Likeness exists’, ‘ Likeness is different from Unlikeness’, the
mennmgoomtsenhrelyofForms thmunoreferenoetomdm—
dual things, and the problem of participation does not arise. The
question is : How can the unity of the Form, which had been so
much emphasised, be reconciled with its ‘ blending * with other
Forms? A Form is ‘ one being’. Does it, like Parmenides’ One
Being, exclude any sort of plurality, or is a Form both one and
many ?

This question is bound up with the methods of Collection and
Division, which will be illustrated in the Sophist and there identified
with the dialectical study of the Forms. The early part of the
Parmenides points forward to the analysis of the blending of Forms
in that context. M ile, some of the in the later
parthaveaposmvebmngonthisqumnofthezrnmty Take

the bare Eleatic dilemmas : Either a thing is or it is not ; Either

a thing is one (and not many) or it is many (and not one) ; If the
Oneis,themanyarenot;:ithgmanyau.theOneisnot. Such
reasoning must leave us either with a One Being, or Existent Unity,
excluding all plurality (as in Parmenides’ own system), or with a
plurality having no sort of unity. Now, some of the arguments
devdopedmthgsewndpartoitherdesshwthatone:thz
no k 15 possible. A bare umty or
abuephn'uhtymnnotemtorbeknownorevmspokenoi These
results are deduced by reasoning at least as cogent as Zeno’s ; and
mtheSophs#Pmdw’OneBungwﬂlbemhusedonsxmdar
lines. The arguments point to a positive conclusion : the unity
of the  beings reoogmsedby?latomm—the whole realm of Forms
asa ‘ one being ’ and each Form as a ‘ one being "—must be shown
to be consistent with their bemng also complex and so a plurahty.
The study of Forms in the Sophsst will clear up the perplexities and
paradoxes based by the Eleatics and their successors on the too rigid
Parmenidean conceptions of Unity and Being, Plurality and Not-

But before passing to the world of Forms, where the true objects
oiknowhdgemtobefonnd Phtoﬁxesattmﬁm: in the Theacteius,
on the world of

revealed by the senses. Writing for studr.lm aoquamted with the
great systems of the sixth and fifth centuries, he is now prepared
to set his own doctrine beside the two opposed philosophies of
Parmenides and Heracleitus, and to define what he will take, and
‘what he will not take, from either. He will also meet the challenge
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of the first and greatest of the Sophists. Protagom, in conscious
opposition to Parmenides, had flatly 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
properhesasuﬂ)edbyEleahcmsonmgtoaOneBemgwhmhwe
can never perceive. Man, declares Protagoras, is the measure of
all things ; what seems real and true to me is real and true to me ;
what seems so to you, issotoyou. Your perceptions and judgments
may not agree with mine ; but neither of us can have any ground
for saying that the other 1s wrong. Such was the fundamental
position of that Sophistry which Plato intends to analyse in the
second of our two dialogues. The Sophust is the denizen of the
world of appearances ; theymforhlmthesolernhty Plato
himself cannot accept P of app

as totally unreal and of the senses as totally misleading. Accord-
ingly, the Theastetus examines afresh the claim of this lower world
to yield knowledge—a claim that common sense would endorse and
that Protagoras himself had pressed to the pomntof declaring that
it yields the only knowledge we can ever have.







THEAETETUS

142A-143C. THE INTRODUCTORY DIALOGUE
TeE main dialogue is prefaced by an ntroductory conversation
between Eucleides and Terpsion of Megara, friends of Socrates
who were present at his death. Plato evidently wished to record
his affection for Thmtet\ls, a mzmbﬂ of the Academy credited
with i lesdes’ account of
how he came to write the main dialogue is obviously fictitious.
No such conversation could have taken place in Socrates’ hfetime.
The anonymous commentary on the Theactelus,? believed to date
ﬁvmtheﬁntorseoondeenturyofowm. records the existence
of a second ‘rather frigid’ mtmdm:tm'y dialogue of about the
same number of lines, beginning, ‘ Boy, are you bringing the
dialogue about Theaetetus ? * It has been argued that this lost intro-
duction was probably written by Plato—for why should anyone forge
such a document ?—and that the obvious occasion for substituting
the existing one would be the death of Theaetetus. The conchu-
sion would then be that the main dialogue was at least partly
written before that event. But it 1s not hikely that the long and
flattering description 1n the main dialogue of Theaetetus as a youth
was written 1n his hfetime ; and if 1t was not, the lost introduction
may be assumed to havebeenmu'elyamecteddﬁ!twmhay-
pened to be preserved. Thewholed.mlog\w—mtrodnmon
—may, then, be dated after the fighting near Corinth in 3693!:’
‘Theaetetus would then be a little under 50, if he was a lad of 15
or 16 in the year of Socrates’ death, the imaginary date of the
main dialogue.

EvcLEDEs. TERPSION
142. Evciemes. Have you only just come to town, Terpsion ?
TeRPsION. No, some time ago. What is more, I was look-

ing for you in the market-place and surprised that I could
not find you.

EvcL. T was not in the city.
1 Ed. Diels-Schubart, Berl

Klassikertexte, 1
'mmlﬂﬁubhhﬂymﬁwinwmfmm
1914), pp- 22 ff.
15
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Terps. Where were you, then ?
Evct. On my way down to the harbour I met them
Theaetetus to Athens from the camp at Corinth.
Teres. Alive or dead ?
Eucr. Onlyjustalive. He is suffering from severe wounds,
and still more from having caught the sickness that has
broken out in the army.
Teres. The dysentery?
EvcL. Yes.
Terps. How sad that such a man should be so near death |
EucL. An admirable man, Terpsion, and a brave one.
Indeed, only just now I was hearing warm praise of his
conduct in the battle,
Teres. There is nothing strange in that ; it would have
been much more surprising if he had behaved otherwise.
But why did he not stay here at Megara ?
Euct. 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 what
Socrates had said about him, and was filled with wonder at
this signal instance of his prophetic insight. Socrates must
have met him shortly before his own death, when Theaetetus
'was little more than a boy. They had some talk together,
mdSomteswasdehghtedmththgpmmlseheshowed
‘When I visited Athens he repeated to me thewr
which was well worth the hearing; and he added that
Theaetetus could not fail to become a remarkable man if
he lived.
Teres. And apparently he was rlght. But what was this
conversation ? Could you repeat it ?
EucL. Certainly not, just from memory. But I made
some notes at the time, as soon as I got home, and later
on I wrote out what I could recall at my leisure. Then,
every time I went to Athens, I questioned Socrates upon
any point where my memory had faled and made cor-
rections on my return. In this way I have pretty well the
whole conversation written down.
Terps. True; I have heard you mention it before, and
indeed I have always meant to ask you to show 1t to me;
only I have let the matter slip till this moment. Why
should we not go through it now? In any case I am in
need of a rest after my walk to town.
Eucr. For that matter, I should be glad of a rest myself ;
for I went as far as Ermneon with Theaetetus. Let us go
16




INTRODUCTORY CONVERSATION

1438. indoors, and, while we are resting, my servant shall read
to us.
Teres. Very well
Evucr. This is the book, Terpsion. You see how I wrote
the conversation—not in narrative form, as I heard 1t from
Socrates, but as a dialogue between him 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
mtermptmgthedialogue such as * nndlmd or ‘and I
Socrates was ng of himself, and
“ he assented * or * he did not agree ’, wherehereportedthe
answer. Solleftonteverythmgofthatsort and wrote
it as a direct conversation between the actual speakers.!
Teres. That was quite a good notion, Eucleides.
EucL. Well, boy, take the book and read.

THE MAIN DIALOGUE

The main dialogue 15 an i d to
have taken place shortly before the tml and death of Socrates,
a date at which Theaetetus would be just old enough to take part.
He is introduced to Socrates by Theodorus of Cyrene, a distin-
glll.ihAt'h ed mathematician who has been lecturing on geometry at

ens.

143D-15ID. Introductory Cmvmahm

The opening section h the kers and d
the subject of di : the of dge. For the
rest, it is concerned with method. Socrates, as i several earher
dualogues, dwells on the distinction (which must, 1t seems, have

name ‘ knowledge * which applies to them all. He ends by de-
scribing his own techmque. Like the midwife who is past child-
bearing, Socrates’ function 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 children or mere phantoms.

1 Since the Parmensdss 18 composed 1n the narrative form here rejected as
tiresome and never agam used by Plato, 1t may be infarred that this mtro-
ductory dialogue was written after the Parmensdes.

PTK. 17 c
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SOCRATES. THEODORUS. THEAETETUS

SocraTES. If I took more interest in the affairs of Cyrene,
Theodorus, I should ask you for the news from those parts
and whether any of the young men there are devoting
themselves to geometry or to any other sort of liberal study.
But really I care more for our young men here and I am
nnxions rather to know which of them are thought likely
to distinguish themselves. That is what I am always on
the look-out for myself, to the best of my powers, and 1
make inquiries of anyone whose society I see the young men
ready to seek. Now you attract a large following, as you
deserve for your skill in geometry, not to mention your other
menits. So, if you have met with anyone worthy of men-
tion, I should be glad to hear of 1it.
THEODORUS. Yes, Socrates, I have met with a youth of
this city who certainly deserves mention, and you will find
it worth while to hear me describe im. If he were hand-
some, I should be afraid to use strong terms, lest I should
be suspected of bemng m love with him. However, he is
not handsome, but—forrnge my saying so—he resembles
you in being d and having promi: eyes, though
these features are less marked in im. So I can speak with-
out fear. I assure you that, among all the young men I
havemamth——endlhavehadtodownhagoodmany—
1 have never found such admurable gifts. The
of a rare quickness of mtelligence with exceptional gentle-
ness and of an incomparably virile spint with both, is a
thing that I should hardly have believed could exist, and
1 have never seen it before. In general, people who have
such keen and ready wits and such good memories as he,
are also quick-tempered and passionate ; they dart about
like ships without ballast, and their temperament is rather
enthusiastic than strong; whereas the steadier sort are
somewhat dull when they come to face study, and they
forget everything. But his approach to learning and in-
quiry, with the perfect quietness of its smooth and sure
progress, is like the noiseless flow of a stream of oll. It is
wonderful how he achieves all this at his age.
Socr. That is good news. Who is his father ?
TrEOD. I have heard the name, but I do not remember
it. However, there he is, the mddle one of those three
who are coming towards us. He and these friends of his
have been rubbing themselves with oil in the portico outside,
18
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. and, now they have finished, they seem to be coming this
him.

way. See if you recognise

Socr. Yes, I do; his father was Euphronius of Sunium,
just such another as his son is by your account. He was
a man of good standing, and I believe he left a considerable
fortune. But I don’t know the lad’s name.

. Tmeop. His name 15 Theaetetus, Socrates; but I fancy

the property has been squandered by trustees. None the
less, hiberality with his money is another of his admirable
traits.

Socr. You give him a noble character. Please ask him
to come and sit down with us.

Taeop. I will. Theaetetus, come this way and sit by
Socrates.

Socr. Yes, do, Theaetetus, so that I may study the char-

. acter of my own countenance; for Theodorus tells me it

is hke yours. Now, suppose we each had a lyre, and
Theodorus said they were both tuned to the same pitch,
should we take his word at once, or should we try to find
out whether he was a musician ?
THEAET. We should try to find that out.
SocrR. And beheve hum, if we discovered that he was
musical, but not otherwise ?
THEAET. True.
Socr. And now, if this alleged likeness of our faces is a
matter of any iterest to us, we must ask whether 1t is a
sklled draughtsman who informs us of it.
THaEAET. I agree.
Socr. Well, is Theodorus a pamnter ?
THEAET. Not so far as I know.
SocR. Nor an expert i geometry either ?
THEAET. Of course he 1s, Socrates, very much so.
SocR. And also in astronomy and calculation and music
and in all the liberal arts ?
THEAET. I am sure he 1s.
Socr. Then, if, in the way of compliment or otherwise,
he tells us of some physical hikeness between us, there is no
special reason why we should attend to hum.
THEAET. Possibly not.
Socr. But suppose he should praise the mind of either of
us for its virtue and intelhgence. Would there not be good
reason why the one who heard the other praised should be
eager to examine him, and he should be equally eager to show
his quality ?

9
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1458. THEAET. Certainly, Socrates.

146.

Socr. Now is the time, then, my dear Theaetetus, for you
to show your qualities and for me to examine them. 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 praising you just now.

THEAET. That is good hearing, Socrates. But perhaps he

. was not speaking seriously.

Socr. No, that would not be like Theodorus. Do not
try to ship out of your bargain on the pretext that he was
not serious. We don’t want lum to have to give evidence
on cath. In any case no one is going to indict him for
perjury ; so do not be afraid to abide by your agreement.!
THEAET. Well, so it shall be, if you wish it.

Socr. Tell me, then : you are learning some geometry from

. Sock. And as and and arithmetic ?

THEAET. Ioertunlydomyb&tolum

Socr. Sodo I, from him and from anyone else who seems to
understand these things. I do moderately well in general ;
but all the same I am puzzled about one small matter which
you and our friends must help me to think out. Tell me:
is it not true that learning about something means becoming
wiser in that matter ?

THEAET. Of course.

Socr. And what makes people wise is wisdom, I suppose.
THEAET. Yes.

. SOCR. And is that in any way different from knowledge ?

TueAET. Is what different ?

Socr. Wisdom. Are not people wise in the things of which
they have knowledge ?

THEAET. i

. y.
Socr. Then knowledge and wisdom are the same thing ?
THEAET. Yes.
Socr. Well, that is precisely what I am puzzled about:
I cannot make out to my own satisfaction what knowledge is.
Can we answer that question? What do you all say?
‘Which of us will speak first ? Everyone who misses
shall ‘sit down and be donkey’, as chidren say when

1 I question Burnet’s punctuation bere. The last sentence seems to mean :
‘ Even 1f he were on cath, there 1s o one to mdict lum for perjury, but you
unlmpyvntmntnﬂwntmrotmummhmhlewm
coming up to hus estimate.
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theyarephymgatbﬂl anyone who gets through without

missing shall be king and have the right to make us answer

any question he likes, Why are you all slent? I hope,

Theodonl.s. that my passion for argument is not making me
d, in my tostarta tion and set

us all at ease with one another like friends ?

THeoD. 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 discussion

of this sort, nor likely to become so at my age. But it is

]ustthethmgiorth.andtheyhaveafnrbetterprospecto(

improvement ; youth, indeed, is capable of improving at

anything. So do not let Theaetetus off; go on putting

your questions to him.

Socr. You hear what Theodorus says, Theaetetus. I do

not think you will want to disobey him ; and it would be

wrong for you not to do what an older and wiser man bids

you. So tell me, in a generous spirit, what you think

knowledge is.

THEAET. Well, Socrates, I cannot refuse, since you and

Theodorus ask me. Anyhow, 1f I do make a mistake, you

will set me nght.

Socr. By all means, 1f we can.

THEAET. ThIthmkthethmgsonemlmmfrvm

Theod: are ry and all the sciences

you mentioned just now nnd then there are the crafts of

the cobbler and other worln'mm Each and all of these are

knowledge and nothing else

SocR. You are generous indeed, my dear Theaetetus—

S0 open-handed that, when you are asked for one simple

thing, you offer a whole variety.

THEAET. What do you mean, Socrates ?

Socr. There may be nothing in it, but I will explain what

my notion 1s. When you speak of cobbling, you mean by

that word precisely a knowledge of shoe-malang ?

THEAET. Precisely.

Socr. And when you speak of carpentry, you mean just a

knowledge of how to make wooden furmture ?

THEAET. Yes.

Socr. In both cases, then, you are defining what the craft

is a knowledge of ?

THEAET. Yes.

Socr. But the question you were asked, Theaetetus, was

not, what are the objects of knowledge, nor yet how many
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sorts of knowledge there are. We did not want to count
them, but to find out what the thing itself—knowledge—is.
Is there nothing in that ?

THEAET. No, you are quite right.

Socr. Take another example. Suppose we were asked
about some obvious common thing, for instance, what clay
is ; 1t would be absurd to answer * potters’ clay, and oven-
makers’ clay, and brick-makers’ clay.

TeEAET. No doubt.

Sock. To begin with, it is absurd to imagine that our
answer conveys any meaning to the questioner, when we use
the word ‘ clay’, no matter whose clay we call it—the doll-
maker’s or any other craftsman’s. You do not suppose a
man can understand the name of a thing, when he does not
know what the thmg is?

THEAET. Certainly

Socr. Then, if he hxs no idea of knw]edge ‘ knowledge
about shoes ' conveys nothing to him

THEAET. No.

Socr. ‘ Cobblery *, in fact, or the name of any other art has
no meaning for anyone who has no conception of knowledge.
Treaer. That is so.

Socr. Then, when we are asked what knowledge is, 1t is
absurd to reply by giving the name of some art. The answer
is* ‘ knowledge of so-and-so ' ; but that was not what the
question called for.

TeEAET. 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
ordinary thing to say is that clay is earth mixed with
moisture, never mind whose clay it may be.

TaEAET. It appears easy now, Socrates, 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
namesake, Socrates here, and I were talking not long ago.!
Socr. What was that, Theaetetus?

Tueaer, Theodorus here was proving to us

about square roots, namely, that the sides (or roots) of
squares representing three square feet and five square feet

Sir Thomas Heath,

following passage 1s discussed and nterpreted by
Greeh Mathematscs, 1, 155, and The Thsrisen Books of Euclsd’s Elements, u, 288
Theastetus’ friend,

.mymg&ulw.hkumphuumpmdmtmthe
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are not commensurable in length with the line representing
one foot ; and he went on in this way, taking all the separate
cases up to the root of seventeen square feet. There for
some reason he stopped. The idea occurred to us, seeing
that these square roots were evidently infinite in number,
to try to arrive at a single collective term by which we
could designate all these roots.
Socr. And did you find one?
THEAET. I think so; but I should like your opinion.
Socr. Go on.
THEAET. We divided number in general into two classes.
Any number which 1s the product of a number multiplied
by itself we likened to the square figure, and we called such
a number ‘square ’ or ‘equilateral *.
Socr. Well done!
THEAET. Any intermediate number, such as 3 or 5 or any
number that cannot be obtained by multiplying a number
by itself, but has one factor either greater or less than the
other, so that the sides containing the corresponding figure
are always unequal, we likened to the oblong figure, and we
called it an oblong number.
Socr. Excellent ; and what next?
THEAET. All the lines which form the four equal sides of
the plane figure representing the equilateral number we
defined as length, while those which form the sides of squares
equal in area to the oblongs we called ‘ roots *(surds), as not
being commensurable with the others in length, but only m
the plane areas to which their squares are equal. And there
is another distinction of the same sort in the case of sohds.
Socr. Nothing could be better, my young friends; I am
sure there will be no prosecuting Theodorus for false witness.
THEAET. But, Socrates, I cannot answer your question
about knowledge as we answered the question about the
length and the root. And yet you seem to want some-
thing of that kind; so, onﬂucantmry it does appear
that Theodorus was not speaking the truth.
Socr. Why, if he had praised your powers of running
and declared that he had never met with a young man
who was so good a runner, and then you had been beaten
in a race by the greatest of runners at the height of his
powers, dnywdunkthathumwonldhavebeenmy
the less truthful ?
THEAET. No, I don't.
Socr. Well, as I said just now, do you fancy it is a small
23
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matter to discover the nature of knowledge? Is it not
one of the hardest questions ?

THEAET. One of the very hardest, I should say.

SocrR. You may be reassured, then, about Theodorus’
account of you, and set your mind on finding a definition
oflmowledge as of anything else, with all the zeal at your

Tmzr If it depends on my zeal, Socrates, the truth
will come to light.

Socr. 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 character to embrace all that
multitude, so now try to find a single formula that applies
to the many kinds of knowledge.

THEAET. But I assure 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 satisfactory solution or that anyone has
ever stated in my hearing the sort of answer you require.
And yet I cannot get the question out of my mind.

Socr. My dear Theaetetus, that is because your mind is
not empty or barren. You are suffering the pains of travail.
TueAer. I don’t know about that, Socrates. I am only
telling you how I feel.

Socr. How absurd of you, never to have heard that I
am the son of a midwife, a fine buxom woman called
Phaenarete |

Tueaer. I have heard that

Socr. Have you also been told that I practise the same
art?

THEAET. No, never.
Socr. It is true, though ; only don’t give away my secret.
It is not known that I possess ths skill, so the ignorant
world describes me in other terms as an eccentric person
‘who reduces people to hopeless perplexity. Have you been
told that too?
THEAET. I have.
Socr. Shall I tell you the reason ?
THEAET. Please do.
Socr, Consider, then, how it is with all midwives ; that
will help you to understand what I mean. Idaressyyou
know that they never attend other women in childbirth
so long as they themselves can conceive and bear children,
but only when they are too old for that.

24



INTRODUCTORY CONVERSATION

1498. THEAET. Of course.
Socr. They say that is because Artemis, the patroness
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 nature to achieve skill without
any experience, she assigned the privilege to women who
were past child-bearing, out of respect to their likeness
to herself.
TeeaeT. That sounds likely.
Socr. And it is more than likely, is it not, that no one
can tell so well as a midwife whether women are pregnant
or not ?
THEAET. Assuredly.
Socr. Moreover, with the drugs and incantations they
D. administer, midwives can either bring on the pains of
travail or allay them at their will, make a difficult labour
easy, and at an early stage cause a miscarriage if they so
deade.

THEAET. True.

Socr. Have you also observed that they are the cleverest

match-makers, having an unerring skill in selecting a pair

whose marriage will produce the best children ?

TaEAET. I was not aware of that

Socr. Well, you may be sure they pride themselves on

E. that more than on cutting the umbilical cord. Consider

the knowledge of the sort of plant or seed that should be

sown in any given soil ; does not that go together with

skill in tending and harvesting the fruits of the earth?

They are not two different arts ?

THEAET. No, the same.

SocrR. And so with a woman ; skill in the sowing is not

to be separated from skill in the harvesting ?

THEAET. Probably not.
150. Socr. No; only, because there is that wrong and ignorant
way of bringing together man and woman which they
call pandering, midwives, out of self-respect, are shy even
of matchmaking, for fear of falling under the accusation
of pandering. Yet the genuine midwife is the only suc-
cessful matchmaker.

Tueaer. That is clear,
Socr. All this, then, lies within the midwife’s province ;
but her performance falls short of mine. It is not the
way of women sometimes to bring forth real children,
B. sometimes mere phantoms, such that it is hard to tell the
25
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one from the other. If it were so, the highest and noblest
task of the midwife would be to discern the real from the
unreal, would it not ?

THEAET. I agree.

Socr. My art of midwifery is in general like theirs; the
only difference is that my patients are men, not women,
and my concern is not with the body but with the soul
that is in travail of birth. And the highest point of my
art is the power to prove by every test whether the off-
spring of a young man’s thought is a false phantom or
instinct with life and truth. I am so far like the midwife,
that I cannot myself give birth to wisdom ; and the common
reproach is true, that, though I question others, I can
mysdfbnngnothmgtohghtbemmethaeunowlsdom
in me. The reason is this: heaven constrains me to serve
as a midwife, but has debarred me from gwving birth.

. So of myself I have no sort of wisdom, nor has any dis-

covery ever been born to me as the child of my soul. Those
who frequent my company at first appear, some of them,
quite unintelligent ; but, as we go further with our dis-
cussions, all who are favoured by heaven make progress
at a rate that seems surprising to others as well as to them-
selves, although it is clear that they have never learnt
anything from me ; the many admirable truths they bring
to birth have been discovered by themselves from within.
But the delivery is heaven’s work and mune.

The proof of this is that many who have not been conscious
of my assistance but have made light of me, thinking it
was all their own doing, have left me sooner than they
should, whether under others’ influence or of their own
motion, and thenceforward suffered miscarriage of their
thoughts through falling into bad company , and they have
lost the children of whom I had delivered them by bring-
ing them up badly, caring more for false phantoms than
for the true, and so at last their lack of un
has become apparent to themselves and to everyone else,
Such a one was Aristides, son of Lysimachus, and there
have been many more. When they come back and beg
for a renewal of our intercourse with extravagant protesta-
tons, sometimes the divine warning that comes to me
forbids it; with others it is permitted, and these begin
again to make progress. Inyetmthuwny,t.huewho
seekmywmpt.nyhavethanmeexpmmu a woman
with child theysuﬁer:eplmsoihbwrand by night



MIDWIFERY AND ANAMNESIS

151.  and day, are full of distress far greater than a woman'’s ;
B. and my art has power to bring on these pangs or to allay
them. So it fares with these; but there are some, Theae-
tetus, whose minds, as I judge, have never conceived at
all. I see that they have no need of me and with all good-
will I seek a match for them. Without boasting unduly,
1 can guess pretty well whose society will profit them. I
have arranged many of these matches with Prodicus, and
with other men of inspired sagacity.
Andnowforthevpshotoith:slongdmcaumolmlu
1 suspect that, as you yourself believe, your mind is in labour
with some thought it has conceived. Accept, 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-
tions I ask. Perhaps when I examine your statements I
may judge one or another of them to be an unreal phantom.
If 1 then take the abortion from you and cast it away,
do not be savage with me like a woman robbed of her
first child. People have often felt like that towards me
and been positively ready to bite me for taking away
some foolish notion 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 1s
suchac’uononmypartdwtoun]dndnss,nuonlythat
1 am not permi
the truth,
So, Theaetetus, start again and try to explain what
knowledge is. Never say 1t is beyond your power ; it will
not be so, 1f heaven wills and you take courage.

q 'PP!

M, ry and A is.—It 18 si that this i di

tory oonvmuonmnsdouly parallel with the first part of an

earher dialogue, the Meno. When asked to define Virtue, Meno
made the same mistake as Theaetetus, offering a list of virtues
instead of a defimtion of the ‘ single form’ common to them all.
Socrates’ illustration of a correct definition (‘ Figure * means ‘ the
boundary of a sohd’) was drawn, as here, from mathematics.
Meno’s complaint that Socrates does nothing but reduce others to
perplentynhmqwtedbys\:aateshunself‘ Attlnspomnlm'e
follows in the Theastsius the of the art of mi Y,

mtheMmthztheoryofAm;m—thatnlllenmmguthe
1 Meno 798, sfxovor . &ndmmqmﬂamumn*mm
wouls dwopsty Theast xm Myovor . . . n . . . drowdrards (dwopdiraros
conj shﬂb)-l;und'uénkwmm
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recovery of latent knowledge alway d by the 1
soul.? OneoftheiewvnlmhleremuhoftheAnonymOom—
mentator is upon the equivalence of these two conceptions :
‘ Socrates calls himself a midwife because his method of teaching
was of that kind . . . for he prepared his pupils themselves to
make statements about the subject by unfolding their natural
ideas and articulating them, in accordance with the doctrine that
what is called learning is really recollection, and that every human
soul has had a vision of reality, and needs, not to have knowledge
put into it, but to recollect’ (on 1494). There is some evidence
that the historic Socrates professed the art of a spiritual midwife * ;
but Anamnesis appears first in the middle group of dialogues and
provides the link between two Platonic doctrnes: the eternal
nature of the human soul and the ‘ separate ’ existence of Forms,
the proper objects of knowledge. The probable inference is that
Anamnesis was a theory which squared the profession and practice
of Socrates with Plato’s discovery of the separately existing Forms
and his conversion from Socratic agnosticism to a belief in im-
mortality.

Now the Theacietus will later have much to say about memory.
‘Why is there no mention of that peculiar impersonal memory of
knowledge possessed before birth ? There is no ground for sup-
posing that Plato ever abandoned the theory of Anamnesis. It
cannot be mentioned in the Theactelus, 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 objects? For the
same reason all mention of the Forms is, so far as possible, excluded.
The dialogue is concerned only with the lower kinds of cognition,
our of the 1d and jud, ing the per-
eephonoisens:bleob]ects. Commonsenscm:ghtmnntmnthat
ﬂthuunotnllthe Imawledge we possess, whatever else can

be called k d from such exp
Thepm'poseofthednloguelstoexammeandre]ectﬂnsdum
of the sense-world to furnish anything that Plato will call ‘ know-
ledge’. The Forms are excluded in order that we may see how
we can get on without them ; and the negative conclusion of the
whole discussion means that, as Plato had taught ever since the
discovery of the Forms, without them there is no knowledge at all.

The Marks of Knowledge—The Greek word for ‘ knowledge ',
like the English, can mean either the faculty of knowing or that
which is known. The problem here is to define the faculty or
function of knowing, though it cannot be defined without reference

10n Amammnesis, see Introd, p. 2_ * Anistophanes, Clouds 137.
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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 certamn
marks that any candidate for the title must possess. As Plato
argues elsewhere,! it is a question partly of the mnherent qualities
of our state of mind, partly of the nature of the objects, and from
differences in the state of mind differences in the objects can be
inferred. In Republic V this 1s applied to the contrast between
Knowledge (yv@ois) and Opuuon (ddéa), in the wide sense which
covers all acquaintance with sensible things and jndgm:nts about
them. The states of mind differ in that knowledge is mjalhblc,
whereas opinion may be true or false. It is inferred that the
objects of k '.,, must be letely real and while
the objects of opinion are not wholly real and are mutable.

So here, these two marks of Imowledge are assumed at the outset.
Socrateswill point out that Th of p
with knowledge means that i umfalkbleandhsthe
real for its ob]ect (152¢€). Hence what the dialogue proves is that

neither sense-perception nor judgment (36fa) of the types con-

sidered possesses both these marks., We shall find that perception,

Ithough with due qual 1t may be called infallible, has
not the real for its ob]ect

The discussion falls into three main parts, in which the claims
of (I) Perception, (II) True Opinion or Behef, (III) True Belef
accompamed by an ‘account’ or explanation of some knd, are
examined and rejected.

1. THE CLAM OF PERCEPTION TO BE KNOWLEDGE

ISID-E. Theacletus sdentifi with percepti

Plato naturally starts with the position of common sense, that
knowledge comes to us from the external world through the senses.

In his own view this is the lowest type of cogmtion; he works

upwards from beneath towards the world of intelligible objects,

s0 as to see whether we can find knowledge at these lower levels
without having to cross the boundary between the sensible and

the intelligible,

‘t151p. THEAET. Well, Socrates, with such encouragement 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

E. knows something is perceiving the thing he knows, and,
so far as I can see at present, knowledge 1s nothing but

perception.
Socr. Good; that is the right spirit in which to express
1Rep. V, 4778
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I5IE. one’s opinion. But now suppose we examine your ofispring
, and see whether it is a mere wind-egg or has
some life in it. Perception, you say, is knowledge ?
es.

Thcllmmtgqf ‘ Percoption’.—~In ordinary usage aesthesss,
translated  perception’, has a wide range of meanings, including
sensation, our awareness of outer objects or of facts,! feelings,
emotions, etc. At I56B the term is said to cover perceptions
(szght, hearing, smell), sensations of heat and cold, pleasures and
pum and even emotions of desire and fear. All these are seated
in the sentient part of the soul msepanbly associated with the
body.t Theaetetus' words, ‘one who knows somehing is per-
ceiving the thing he knows’, suggest that he is chiefly
of perception of external objecu, and the cniticism which follows
narrows down the word to that sense or at least treats semse-
pemeptmn ofextmzlob]mutyplulofﬂluuhms The only

is vision,

1818-152C. Dialectical combination of Theacictus’ position with
Protagoras’ doctrine
Somtaatonustartsvponthednlechulmtmmtoiﬂme-
tus’ suggestion. ‘ Dial 1’ has some which may
escape the modern reader. Hewdlrﬁdllyundzrstandthatdn-
lectic means a co-operative inquiry carried on 1n conversation be-
tween two or more minds that are equally bent, not on getting
the better of the argument, but on arriving at the truth. A tenta-
tive suggestion (' Aypothesis’) put forward by one speaker is cor-
rected and improved until the full meaning is clearly stated. The
cniticism that follows may end in complete rejection or lead on to
another suggestion which (if the examination has been skilfully
conducted) ought to approach nearer to the truth.* In the present
matmoefh:eesmcamvesnggahonswﬂlbemnde and all will be
mAlmhmhaxfutmofdlﬂechcutheueahnmtoiment
3 Anstotle, Polstics 1276A, 29: Babylon was 5o huge that when the aty
fell, 1t was three days before some of the mhabitants becams awars of the
eveat (alofiofas) Athmm.qzn,xg.Amhﬂambmtthmhu
and the exercise of intelligence are commonly regarded as ‘ a sort of percep-
tion ’, for 1n both the soul discerns and becomes acquawted with something
sty

* Timasus 424
8 Ci Theaet 1878, where Socnm. after Theastetus’ first defimtion of
ledge has been rejected, says: ‘ Blot out all we have been saymng and
ﬂywmgﬂ-dmmhmmepmmmmnmm
ell us omce more what knowledge is.
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views, whether popular or philosophic. Aristotle regularly begms
his treatises with a review of received opinions, proceeding on
avowed assumption that any belief accepted by common seme or
put ﬁorwatdbywlsemmlshkelytowntamwmemmeofuuth
however faulhly expressed. It is the business of dialectic, by sym-
pathetic comparison and cnticism, to elicit these contributions and
to make the best that can be made of them. It is here that a modern
reader is likely to be misled. Hewillexpectaphﬂosophcrwho
criticises another philosopher to feel himself bound by the historical
question, what that other philosopher actually meant. But neither
Plato nor Aristotle 1s writing the history of philosophy ; rather they
are philosophising and concerned only to obtain what light they
can from any quarter. We can never assume, as a matter of course,
that the construction they put upon the doctrines of other philos-
ophers is faithful to historic fact.

Plato’s procedure here is a classic example of dialectical method.
Theﬁlstob)ectlstobnngtohght(hefullmmngoitheban

the first secnon of the argummt dmg (:603) w:th the remark '.hat
Theaetetus’ child has now been brought to b:rth Socratw also
says that, in the course of elucid Th of
perception with knowledge  has turned out to coincide ’ with the
Heracleitean doctrine that all things are 1n motion and the Pro-
tagorean dictum that man is the measure of all things. What has
really happened is that Plato has given an account of the nature of
perception which nvolves elements taken from Protagoras and
Heracleitus—elements that Plato lumself accepts as true when they
are guarded and hmited with the necessary qualfications. Pro-
tagoras and Heracleitus, in fact, are handled as if they were parties
to the discussion who could be laid under contnbution.! Having
adopted these elements of truth, Plato will be free, in the subsequent

Protagoras and

criticism, to pomt out what he will not accept from
the extreme Heracleiteans.

ISIE. Socr. The account you give of the nature of knowledge

152. is not, by any means, 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 measure of all things—alike of the being of things that
are and of the not-being of things that are not . No doubt
you have read that.

* Compare Socrates’ proposal to ' follow up’ the
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152. THEAET. Yes, often.
Socr. He puts it * in this sort of way, doesn’t he ?—that
any given thing ‘is to me such as it appears to me, and is
to you such as it appears to you,” you and I being men.
THEAET. Yes, that is how he puts it.

B. SocrR. Well, what a wise man says is not likely to be non-
sense. So let us follow up his meaning. Sometimes, when
the same wind is blowing, one of us feels chilly, the other
does not ; or one may feel slightly chilly, the other quite
cold.

THEAET. Certainly.

Socr. Well, in that case are we to say that the wind in

itself is cold or not cold ?  Or shall we agree with Protagoras

that it is cold to the one who feels chilly, and not to the

other ?

TaeAEr. That seems reasonable.

Socr. And further that it so ‘ appears’ to each of us?

TeeaET. Yes.

Socr. And ‘appears’ means that he ‘ perceives ' 1t so? *
. True.

C. Socm. ‘Appearing’,® then, is the same thing as ‘ perceiving ’,
in the case of what is hot or anything of that kind. They
are to each man such as he perceives them.

THEAET. So it seems.

Socr. Perception, then, is always of something that s,
and, as being knowledge, it is infallible.

TrEAET. That is clear.

The main point here is stated in Socrates’ last speech. ‘ Percep-
tion is knowledge * means that perception is an ¢nfallsble apprehen-
sion of what s, or is real. These are the two marks of knowledge,
which any candidate to the title must possess.

Theaetetus’ statement, so mtu'preted certainly does not exhaust
the meaning of Protagoras’ saying. Protagoras' word * appeus
was not confined to what appears nalto me in sense-perception ;
it included, as we shall see later, what appears #re to me, what I

1 My can mean ‘ say ' or ‘mean’ Since Cral 386A repeats the formula
mmmmwm:tmyweﬂbeaqnmm

s Ast’s “ alofdveras’ M by the Berlin
wu(lel,Von‘h.zzB) Cf 1648, 13 8¢ ye ‘olx dpg’ ‘ovx énloraral’

‘anﬂy&emhhnﬁwmupondmgwmufbw-‘.
at Sopk. 264A (p 319) We can substitute Theaetetus’ word alofdveras for
Protagoras’ word dalvera: without change of meaning.
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think or judge to be truel On that point Plato will part company
with Protagoras ; but here, as the qualification * in the case of what
is hot or anything of that kind ’ indicates, we are taking only the
relevant application of the doctrine to the immediate perception of
sensible qualities,

So far as the infallibility of such perception is concerned, we shall
see that Theaetetus, Protagoras, and Plato are in agreement. The
second claim—that what appears to me in perception ‘1s’, or
exists, or is real —is at present ambiguous and obscure. Protagoras
is represented as asserting that when the wind appears cold to me,
then it is cold fo me, however it may appear and be fo yow. Neither
of us has any ground for saying that the other is wrong. Each is
the sole measure or criterion or judge? of the existence or reahty
forhim of what he percesves. What remains obscure 1s the meaning
of the addition ‘ fo me * or * for me'. It is probable that Protagoras
actually meant something different from the construction put upon
the phrase by Plato for his own purpose

Socrates, 1n his 1illustration from the wind, introduces a distinc-
tion between what may be called the sense-object and the physical
object. There are two different sense-objects, the coolness that
appears to me and the warmth that appears to you. There is one
physical object, ‘ the same wind ' that 1s blowing. How are the
two sense-objects related to the single physical object ? Socrates
asks whether the wind n itself is cold or not. Did Protagoras
think that the cold and the warmth were qualities (or perhaps
rather ‘ things ’) both residing in a neutral or public physical object,
the wind in itself? The answer suggested by Socrates as Pro-
tagorean is that the wand is cold o hsm who feels chslly, but not to
the other. This is open to several interpretations. The ambiguity
may be intentional. It would be entirely in accordance with
dhalectical procedure that Plato should ignore what Protagoras
actually meant and adopt such a construction of his words as would
contribute to his own analysis of sense-perception.? Two possible
interpretations are as follows.

(1) The wind sn siself is both warm and cold. ‘ Warm ’and ‘ Cold *
are two properties which can co-exist in the same physical object.
I perceive the one, you percewve the other. ‘The wind is cold
to me’ means that the cold is the property that appears to me or

1Diog L 1, 15: * Protagoras held that the mind consists solsly of the
x ! probably ‘passage, to which Diogenes

1 At 1780 Plato uses the word xprfpiov, and st I60c lpl‘rw

* So the Anonymous Commentator : * Plato himself knew that Protagoras’
ommtbwtmwhdpmnmmmu'n:mnl’ Hence the words
Kudwebas . . . 76 adrd radra’ (1518B).
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affects me, though it is not the property that appears to or affects
you. To say simply that ‘ the wind is cold * would naturally be
taken to imply that it was not warm. But in fact it is both; so
we add ‘ to me ’, meaning that I am aware of that property, though
you are aware of the other.

(2) The wind sn siself is mesther warm nor cold. It has neither of
the properties we severally perceive and is not itself perceptible ;
nusomthmgthztemtsoumdeusmdoﬂgmtumyieehngof
cold and yours of warmth. Our sense-objects, the warm and the
cold, do not exist independently in the public physical object, but
only come into existence when the act of perceiving them takes
place. ‘ The wind is cold 0 me ’ means that it 1s not cold in itself
apnrtﬁ'mme,butonlygivesmctheiedmgofeold. This cold
which ‘ appears’ to me exists for me as a private object of percep-
tion of which I alone can be aware. The fact that your private
object is different does not justify you in discrediting my perception
as false or denying that its object exists, or is real!

It is probable that Protagoras held the first and simpler of these
two views *—that the wind is both warm and cold. The second
view is an essential feature in the theory of perception presently to
be advanced as a ‘ secret doctrine '—a phrase which implies that it
was not to be found in Protagoras’ book. The first view has not
broken with the naive realism of common sense, which does not
doubt that objects have the qnalauawepereewc It agrees with
the doctrine of P who taught
thatopposteqnalmea(orthmgs)snchas the hot * and ‘ the cold
co-exist inseparably in things outside us, and that perception is by
contraries. ‘ What is just as warm or just as cold (as the sentient
organ) neither warms nor cools on its approach ; we do not become

‘Pmk-m“l‘-ylm'(}’ldo the Maw and kss Work, wapszﬁ)mM
the view Plato ascribes to Protagoras * dentes that there 18 a common real
world which can be known by two percipients  Reahty itself 15 mdividual
in the sense that I live mna private world known only to me, you i another
private world known only to you. Thus if I say the wind 15 unpleasantly
hot and you that 1t 15 disagreeably chully, we both speak the truth, for each
of us is spealang of a ““ real ”’ wind, but of a * real "’ wind which belongs to
that private world to which he, and only he, has access No two of these
private worlds have a sngle constituent 1n common, and that 18 precisely why
ﬂmbehddthntmholuumﬂhble about us own private world
Protagoras . . . demies the reahty of the * common environment'’ pre-
supposed by mhtnbpcﬂve 1ntercourse .’

Mmmmmwmemﬂwdwhm date,
and 1t contradicts the language of our passage, for it asserts that there are
twonnlwmds,bothpnvncemdwhnyummm,whnuswnmnyl
* when the seme wind 18 blowmng * and asks 1f * #hs wind 1n 1teelf ’ 18 cold or not.

'uwsmawummmo),mmnnm




PROTAGORAS: ‘MAN THE MEASURE’

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 sweet by means of the sour, according to the deficiency (in us)
of any given quality; for he says they are all present in us.’*
If Protagoras accounted for the same wind feeling cold to me and
warm to you by the obvious explanation (suggested below at
158E fi.) that I am already hot, you are cold, the agreement with
is clear. Both, again, are at one with Heraclertus, on
the point that opposites co-exist inseparably.? In the main fifth-
century controversy, the Eastern or Ioman tradition maintained
that the senses were to be trusted and that things were mixtures of
the opposites apprehended by sense. The Western tradition in-
cluded the Eleatics, who denied the evidence of the senses and the
reality of the i They infl d the i who sud
that the sensible ites were ‘ 1 (subj
of the ‘real’ atoms. Protagoras’ doctnncmusthave
been a reply to the Eleatic demal of appearances. It is probable
that he would maintain that ‘hot* and ‘cold’ could co-exist mn the
same real thing without any contradiction. Finally, this view is
supported by Sextus?®: ‘Protagoras says that matter contains
the underlying grounds of all appearances, so that matter con-
sidered as independent can be all the things that appear to all.
Men apprehend different things at different times according to
variations in therr conditions. One in a normal state apprehends
those things 1 matter which can appear to a normal person; a
man in an abnormal state apprehends what can appear to the
abnormal. The same applies to different times of life, to the states
of sleeping or waking, and to every sort of condition. So man
proves, according to him, to be the criterion of what exists . every-
thing that appears to man also exists ; what appears to no man does
not exist.” If Protagoras held this view, his doctrine was not
‘ subjectivist °, and even the term * relativism ’ is dangerously mis-
leading. For him both the sense-objects exist independently of any
percipient. The hot and the cold, together with any other proper-
ties we can percewve in the wind, would constitute ‘ the wind in
itself ', Smceatthisdatesuchpropuﬁeswueregudedas things’,
not as qualities needing some other thmg'toposussmdsuppon
them, Protagoras would deny that the wind was anything more

2 Theophrastus, ds Sensw 28 (onAnmgm'll)
3 Sextus, Pysk. Hyp u, 63 : * Because honey seems bitter to some, sweet
mhal. Democritus said 1t 1s nesther sweet nor sour, Heracleitus that it was

* Pywhk Hyp. 1, 218. Sumwunodonbtinﬂumedbytberm
but appears to have had independent sources also.
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thmthemofthsepmpethes,wbnchdmappuﬁous ‘ What
appears to no man does not exist

‘l'hceondummsthattheseoondvnew, presently to be formulated

—the wind in itself is neither warm nor cold till it meets with a

puupunt—-u a construction put by Plato himself on Protagoras’

By a ion of the historic

doctrine, Plato adapts it to the theory he intends to attribute to
the ‘ more refined ’ thinkers.

152¢-153D. Dialectical bination with the Heraclesl doctrine
of Flux

Plato next introduces another element required for his theory
of sense-pemepnon It is drawn from Heracleitus: ‘ All things
are in motion.’ The suggestion that Protagoras taught this as a
* secret doctrme * to his ‘ pupils * would deceive noone. Protagoras
had no school ; anyone could attend his lectures and read his books.
Plato is hinting that the doctrine of universal flux is really drawn
from another quarter, and he goes on to attribute it to Homer and
all philosophers except Parmenides. There is no more ground here
for inferring that Protagoras was a Heracleitean than for inferring
that Homer was one. Plato’s intention is to accept from Heracleitus
the doctrmcthat&llsensiblcob}ecumpu'petu]l changing—a
of his own philosophy.  But to Plat bl
objects are not * allthmgs'. He will later point out that the un-
restricted assertion, * All things are always changing ', makes know-
ledge 1mpossible.

152C. Sock. Can it be, then, that Protagoras was a very ingenious
person who threw out this dark saying for the benefit of the
common herd like ourselves, and reserved the truth as a secret
doctrine to be revealed to his disciples ? *

D. THEAET. What do you mean by that, Socrates ?
Socr. I will tell you ; and indeed the doctrine 1s a remark-
able one. It declares that nothing is one thing just by itself,
nor can you rightly call it by some definite name, nor even
sayitisofmydeﬁmtcsort. Ontheoontﬂ.ry,i!yonn!l
it ‘ large ’, it will be found to be also small ; if ‘ heavy’, to
be also light ; and so on all through, beeausenotlnngism
thngurmthmgorofanydcﬁmtcsort All the things
we are pleased to say ‘ are ’, really are in process of becoming,
as a result of movement andchmgeandofbhndingm

1 Truth was the title of Protagoras’ book which opened with the famous

saymg Atx&oASommagunm‘guh.wnimﬂy,MthuTmthmy
bave been spealing in cryptic oracles.
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152E. with another.! Wemwmgtospu.koﬂhmas being’,
for none of them ever is; they are always becoming. In
th:smatterletnstakentthnt,mththeewphonofhx—
menides, the whole series of philosophers agree—Protagoras,
Heracleitus, Empedocles—and among the poets the greatest
masters in both kinds, Eplcha.rmus’moomedy, ‘Homer in
tragedy. When Homer speaks of ‘ Oceanus, source of the
gods, and mother Tethys ’,® he means that all things are
the offspring of a flowing stream of change. Don’t you

Certainly.

153. Sock. Who, then, could challenge so great an array, with
Homer forits captain, and not make himself a laughing-stock ?
TueAer. That would be no light undertaking, Socrates.
Socr. It would not, Theaetetus. Their doctrine that
‘ being ’ (so-called) and * becoming ’ are produced by motion,
“ not-being * and perishing by rest, is well supported by such
proofs as these 4: the hot or fire, which generates and
controls all other things, is itself generated by movement and
friction—both forms of change. These are ways of pro-
ducing fire, aren’t they ?

B. THEAET. Yes.
Socr. Andfurther,allhwngthmgsarebumbythesamc
processes ?
THEAET. Amnedly
Socr. Again, the healthy condition of the body is under-
mined by inactivity and indolence, and to a great extent
preserved by exercise and motion, isn’t it ?
THEAET. Yes.
Socr. And so with the condition of the soul. The soul
acquires knowledge and is kept going and improved by learn-
ing and practice, which are of the nature of movements. By

1 The Ioman doctrine that things are mixtures of opposites, consmde
uthmg-th.tunbou.mdedmv‘nnupmportwu ‘l’huﬁguram
as the of complex by the
of opposed elements Hence Empedocles 15 included below, though he did
nothddml?luxdnc&me
pichu'mnl/m( 2 (Diels), dv perallayg@ 8 wivres drl wdvra vdv xpdvor,
-chm.pn,mommmmw.

¢ The proofs may be borrowed from the later Heraclertean literature, and
partly, perhaps, from medical writers under Heracleitean influence. Cf.
[Hippocrates) ds victs

% Was Plato’s source acquamted with the pnmitive analogy, frequently
noted by anthropologists, between the sexual act and the use of the fire-dnll ?
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1538, inactivity, dullness, and neglect of exercise, it learns nothing
c. and forgets what it has learnt.
Taeaer. True.
Socr. So, of the two, motion is a good thing for both soul
and body, and immobility is bad.
THEAET. So it appears.
Socr. Need I speak further of such things as stagnation in
air or water, where stillness causes corruption and decay,
‘when motion would keep things fresh ; or, to complete the
argument, press Into its service that ‘golden rope’ in
D. Homer,! 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 round, all things in heaven and
earth are kept gomng ; whereas if they were bound down and
brought to a stand, all things would be destroyed and the
world, as they say, turned upside down ?
THEAET. I agree with your interpretation, Socrates.

In this Heraclettean doctrme two propositions may be dis-
ished.

(1) The first is essential to the Heracleitean h of i
Nomnmrymnemstapadfrommownwntnry Thststhzmean
ing here given to the statement that * nathinglsonethngwstby
itself ’. Youennnotngcntthenmeofanyoontnry
“large’ or ‘heavy’, without also calling it ‘small’ or hght'
Plato mAkesthis'blmdingof opposites * characteristic of the par-
ticular things of sense. Thus at Rep. 479A fi. against the lover of
appearances who believes only in the many beautiful things, not in
Beauty itself, it is urged that there is no one beautiful thing that
will not also appear ugly, and that large or heavy things have no
better clamm to be so called than to be called small or light. This
inseparability of opposites 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 Protagoras, Heracleitus,
and Plato.

(z)meseeondpropostwnns Anthcthmgswespeskofns

ving * being ’, never really ‘ are’, but are always in process of
beoommgastheresultofmoﬁon Thmlsnoobvmmmsanwhy
Protagoras should hold this, any more than Anaxagoras did.* But
1 Socrates, 1n the vem of sophistic interprotation of the poets, misuses the
passage where Zeus challenges the gods to see if they can drag him down by
a golden rope  If he chose to pull hus hardest, ho could drag them all up with
earth and sea as well Ilsad v, 18 ff.
 Sextus mdeed (Pysvk Hyp 1, 217 = Vors 744, 14) says Protagoras held
that ‘ matter 1 m flux’ (ﬁ-&\p‘ugﬂ-ubu).ndultﬂmvntau
3



SEN: SE-OBJEC‘!’S AND PERCIPIENTS

as applied to sensible things, Plato d the Heracleitean thesis.!
The real being of mtelhgnble ob]eeu is always the same, never
admitting any kind of modification ; but the many things perceived
bymnevuumnnmthesmmdmnnmmyrupect! This
principle Plato now builds mto his doctrine of sense-perception.
The effect is to modify Protagoras’ statement, ‘ I am the measure of
what s; what appears to me is to me’. For this ‘45’ we now
substitute ‘ becomes’. In the sphere of perception I am the measure
of what becomes, but never is; and thc Pmtagomn claim (152€)
that ‘ perception is always of what s’ gives place to the Platonic
doctrine : Perception is always of what 1s in process of becoming.

153D-154B. Preliminary account of the nature of sense-objects and
percipients

The next step is to give a precise meaning to the words ‘ for me *
or ‘to me’ in the Protagorean formula, ‘ What appears to me is
Jfor meor to me’, and the Platomc formula, ‘ What I perceive becomes
Jfor me or to me’. The interpretation now to be given 1s: The
quality I perceive (my sense-object) becomes or arises at the moment
when 1t is perceived and only /of a single percipient ; it has no
enduring independent existence in the physical object at other
times. Here again, if we are right, Plato is going beyond

153D. SocR. Think of it, then, in this way. First, to take the case
of the eyes, you must conceive that what you call white colour
has no being as a distinct thing outside your eyes nor yet
inside them, nor must you assign it any fixed place. Other-
E. wise, of course, it would have nsbemgmanasmgnedplm
and abide there, instead of arising in a process of
THEAET. Well, but how am I to think of it ?
Socr. Let us follow out our recent statement and lay it
down that there is no single thing that 1s m and by itself.®

repaired by additions and our sensations are modified according to various
times of Iife and bodily conditions, This may mean no mare than the constant
wuuumbdwmpnhulhymmm(d Symp 207D), an alternation of
hunger and repletion Which would modify the pleasures of eating  Sextus’
source is unknown He may have been musled Socrates’ dialectical
lusion of Protagoras among the adherents of the Flux doctrine (152E)

1Ar, Mst A 6,987a, 321 * For having in his youth first become famibiar
with Cratylus and with the Heraclitean doctrines (that all sensible things
are ever 1n a state of flux and there 18 no knowledge about them), thess views
he held even 1n later years’ (Ross trans )

8 Phasdo 78D

'mn&zmwmmmmm new meamng,
M!jmhp)raﬂm"nh&oﬂblmv meant that no qnuhty(emtnry)
exists without sis This was compatible with

s conirary.
existence of qualities. Now unpddv adrd nl'ahd&bmu(uquna
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1538. On that showing we shall 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 wesay ‘is’

154.  this or that colour will be neither the eye which encounters
the motion nor the motion which is encountered, but some-
thing which has arisen between the two and is peculiar to
each several percipient. Or would you be prepared to main-
tain that every colour appears to a dog or any other creature
just such as it appears to you ?

THEAET. Certainly not.

Socr. Or to another man? Does anything you please
appear to him such as it appears to you? Are you quite
sure of that? Are you not much rather sure that it does
not even appear the same to yourself, because you never
remain in the same condition ?

TeEAET. I think that is much nearer the mark

This preliminary statement, explaining what 1s meant by ‘ becomes
for me *, will be expanded presently. So far, a number of points
have been very briefly stated. On the side of the object, white
colour has no permanent being anywhere ; it arises between the
sense-organ and the physical object when they encounter. Also, it
is pecuhar to the individual percipient in two ways : my sense-object
is privale to me in that no one else can see just what I see, and
peculiar m that no two people, looking at the same thing, will see
precisely similar colours ; nor will even the same person at different
moments, because the condition of his sense-organ will be always

varying.

The above statements refer mainly to the object of perception.
It remains to be added that the subject (which at this stage is identi-
fied with the sense-organ, not the mind) must equally have no fixed
qualities. If it carried permanent qualities of its own, it could not
adapt itself to each new object ; those inherent quahties would
obstruct the required modification of the organ.

1548. SockR. So then, if the thing that we measure ourselves
against or the thing we touch really were large or white
or hot, it would never become different the moment it en-
countered a different person, supposing it to undergo no
change in itself. And again, if the thing which measures
itself against the object or touches it were any one of these
things (large, white, etc.), then, when a different thing

156, 8 and 157A, 8) that no thing just by itself (i e apart from a percspreni)

bas, in it, any single quality that we perceive. All such qualities

it and the percipient perception.
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154B. came into contact with it or were somehow modified, it,
on its side, if it were not affected 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
measure of all things’. ‘Measure’ suggests a constant standard
of reference; a measure which itself perpetually varied would
be useless. But in the present case the subject is no more constant
than the object, and the common mplmauon of eonstancy must
be ruled out. The 8 1 modifica-
tion no less than the external obyect and its ﬂmdlty offers no
obstruction to any fresh affection from without. It appears, how-
ever, in the next section that the literal measurement of a large
thing against a small is intended.

154B-155D. Some puzzles concerning size and number

If Socrates now proceeded at once to the fuller statement of
the theory of sense perception, there would be no difficulty. But
here Plato interpolates some alleged puzzles about what we call
“ relations ’ of size and number, whose relevance to their context
is by no means obvious. Nor 1s it easy for us to understand why
anyone should be perplexed by them.

I54B. SOCR. (comtinues). For as things are,! we are too easily led
into making statements which Protagoras and anyone who
maintains the same position would call strange and absurd.
THEAET. How so? What statements do you mean ?

c. Socr. Take a simple example, which will make my mean-
ing quite 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 fewer—only half as many—and one cannot say any-
thmgelse Ordoyouthmkoncm?

not.
Socm Well then, suppose Protagoras or somebody else
asks you: Can anything become larger or more otherwise
than by being increased ? What will you answer ?
TueAeT. I should answer No, if I were to speak my mind
D. with reference to this last question ; but having regard to
your previous one, I might reply Yes, to guard against
contradicting myself.
1¢As things are’ (viv) apparently means ‘on the current assumption,
which has just boen denied, that things have permanent qualities ’.
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154D. SOCR. An excellent answer ; really, you might be inspired.

155.

But apparently, if you say Yes, it will be like the situation
in Eunpides: the tongue will be incontrovertible, but not
the heart
THEAET. True.
Socr. Now, if you and I were like those clever persons
who have canvassed all the thoughts of the heart, we might
allow ourselves the luxury of trying one another’s strength
in a regular sophistical set-to, with a great clashing of
arguments. But being only ordinary people, we shall
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 inconsistent.
THEAET. I should certainly prefer that
Sock So do I; and, that bemg so, suppose we look at
the question agun in a quiet and leisurely spmt not with
any to see
‘what we can make of these apparitions that present them-
selves to our minds Looking at the first of them, I sup-
pose we shall assert that nothing can become greater or
less, erther 1n size or in number, so long as 1t remains equal
toitself. Isitnotso?
THEAET. Yes.
Socr. And secondly, that a thing to which nothing is
added and from which nothing 1s taken away is neither
increased nor dimmished, but always remains the same in

amount.
TaEAET. Undoubtedly.
Socr. And must we not say, thirdly, that a thing which
was not at an earlier moment cannot be at a later moment
mthoutbewmmgandbungmpmeessofbewmng
TaeEAET. It certainly seems so.
Socr. Now these three admissions, I fancy, fight among
themselves 1 our minds when we make those statements
about the dice ; or when we say that I, being of the height
you see, without gaining or losing in size, may within a
year be taller (as I am now) than a youth like you, and
later on be shorter, not because I have lost anything in
bulk, but because you have grown. For apparently I am
later what I was not before, and yet have not become so;
for without the process of b ing the result is i ibl
and I could not be in process of becoming shorter without
losing some of my bulk. I could give you countless other
examples, if we are to accept these. For I think you
42
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155¢. follow me, Theaetetus; I fancy, at any rate, such puzzles
are not altogether strange to you.
THEAET. No; indeed it is extraordinary how they set
me wondering whatever they can mean. Sometimes I get
quite dizzy with thinking of them.
Socr.

estimate of your nature. This sense of wonder 1s the mark
of the philosopher. Philosophy indeed has no other orign,
and he was a good genealogist 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 things are
s0, according to the doctrine we are attributing to Protagoras?’
nothing more is said about them in the following context, which
analyses the process of sense-perception. Socrates leaves Theaetetus
—and us—to think out these puzzles for ourselves.

‘We have just been told that sensible qualities like ‘ white * and
‘hot’ have no indep and either in
objects outside us or mn our sense-organs. They arise or ‘ become *
between object and organ when the two encounter one another.
If exther object or organ carried about with 1t pennanent qualities,
this becoming could not occur. And at 1548 ‘large * was grouped
with * white * and ‘ hot *, as if it were a quality on the same footing
with them; just as earlier (152p) ‘large’ and ‘small’, ‘ heavy
and light ’, were taken as typical of all contraries.

The puzzle about the dice is this: When we compare six dice
with four, we say that the six are more. At another moment,
when we compare them with twelve, we say they are less. Yet
the six dice have not increased or diminished in number. Common
sense, we are told, holds that nothing can be at one moment what
1t was not at another, without becoming, that a thing 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
1s added or subtracted. How, then, can the dice, which have
remained the same in amount, have become less ?

1t is clear that the difficulty here exists only for one who thinks
of ‘large’ uaqua.lxtyrcsdmgmthetmngwmnhishrgerthzn
something else, with ‘small’ as the answering quality residing
in the smaller thing. If that is so, then, when the large thing is

ius congscts Ina with dper (4082), and par (Myew) mith
dmm (3950). o Ins (philosophy) 1s danghter of Thaumas (wonder)
unmntelligible without the Crafylus, the Theastsius

our passage 15
bemhuroldmtw
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compared with something larger instead of something smaller, he
will suppose that it has lost its quality ‘large * and gained mstead
the quality ‘small’. By suffering this internal change it will
have ‘ become small’. He will then be puzzled when we point
out that the thing has not altered in size.

Now when Plato wrote the Phaedo, he certainly regarded ‘ tall-
ness’ as an inherent property of the tall person. ‘Phaedo is
taller than Socrates’ was analysed as implying (1) that there are
two Forms, Tall and Short, of which Phaedo and Socrates severally
partake ; (2) that Phaedo contains an instance of Tallness (called
* the tallness # us *), and Socrates an instance of Shortness ; (3) that
nether the Forms, Tall and Short, nor their instances in us can
change into their opposites ; and consequently (4) that, if Socrates
shvuldgrowmdbeoometaﬂuthml’h&edo the instance of short-
ness in Socrates must either ‘ perish ’* or ‘ withdraw * to give place
to an instance of tallness. This analysis unquestionably means
that the person who becomes taller or shorter than another suffers
an internal change. The example chosen lends itself to this view
because * tallness* was commonly ranked as a physical excellence,
with beauty, health and strength, and as such it is mentioned
earlier in the Phaedo Plato himself shares the ordinary view
and thinks of tallness as an internal property on the same footing
as ‘hot’ or ‘white’, not as standing for a relation between the
taller person and the shorter.

Now in our passage, though he repeats his example of Socrates,
who is now taller than Theaetetus, becoming shorter when Theae-
tetus outgrows him, he remarks that Socrates will not have changed
in size. Andmthecaseofthed:ce:tlsequallyobvwmtm
the six dice do not become more or fewer in the sense of 1nx

or diminishing in number. Further, he hints that hght on the
puzzles here is to be drawn from the theory of sense-perwptzon,
which tells us that an object can ‘ become white * for a percipient
without undergoing any internal change of quality nrupechve of
a percipient. When we say it ‘ becomes white for me’ we do
not mean that it has lost some other colour and gained whiteness

’At Phaedo 650, Tallness (uéyefos), Health, Strength, are instanced as
Wm&]n¢mnmcm That péyelos means * tallness *
(lut absolute ’) 18 evident from
Mmm Hmomudmtexndlm(dmﬂ)mlmmummngm
wha&uthulpplhlhphymdmﬂm
mh-lth.hnnm(;dydn or strength different things i men and m
women? Tallness and besuty are coupled at 725, as m Homer's phrase
xaMs ¢ péyas re There 18 1O question of the absolute or mathematical
maguitude of men and women At Pigedo 65p tallness appears wathout
beauty because xaMy has just before been used in rts maral sense.
4




THEORY OF SENSE-PERCEPTION
instead. In itself, apart from a percipient, it is neither white nor
of any other colour. The change meant by ‘becoming white’
(for me) is not an internal exchange of qualities, but a change
that occurs ‘between’ the object and the sense-organ. Neither
of the two carries about with it a permanent property, independent
of their meeting.

The inference seems to be that Plato, since writing the Phaedo,
has given up the view that any of these qualities—hot, white, large
—is an instance of a Form residing in an individual thing and perish-
ing or withdrawing out of it when the thing changes. We are now
to think of the change as falng ‘ between’ the thing and the
percipient, 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 thing and a percipient.!
The six dice will appear more to me when I compare them with
four, less when I compare them with twelve, but they have not
become more or fewer in themselves. This will help us to under-
stand how a thing can appear or become white for me, without that

It is not safe, however, to infer that Plato has ‘ aba.ndoned Ideas

(Forms) of relations ’, li that implies that he had drawn any clear

between and qualiti It is rather probable

that he still sees no important distinction between * large * and ‘ hot

or ‘white’. And he nowhere explicitly states that he has aban-
doned Forms of both relative terms and sensible qualities.®

155D-157C. Theory of the nature of Sense-perception

Socrates now expands the analysis of the process of sense-percep-
tion, which was briefly announced before the passage on size and
number.

155D. SOCR. (continues). Do you now begin to see the explanation
. of all this which follows from the theory we are attributing
to Protagoras? Or is it not yet clear?
THEAET. I can’t say it is yet.
Socr. Then perhaps you will be grateful if I help you to

* Noto that Plato's illustrations are perceptible things—dice, not abstract
numbers He 18 not talling about mathematical ‘ relations’ between the
nnmben 4 6, 12

The treatment by Plato and Aristotle of ‘ relative terms’ will be further
muuuedbeh-,p 282 It 15 one thing to say (with Plato) that ‘larger’ and

 comparsion

(wpds m), and another to say (with Campbell) that ‘sze and number are

‘wholly relative’ What 1s number, or any number (say 7), wholly relative to ?
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I55D. to the truth led in the thoughts of a man

E. —or, I should say, of men—of such distinction.*
THEAET. Of course I shall be very grateful.
SocR. Then just take a look round and make sure that none
of the uninitiate overhears us. I mean by the uninitiate
the people who believe that nothing is real save what they
can grasp with their hands and do not admit that actions
or processes or anything invistble can count as real.
TueAET. They sound like a very hard and repellent sort

156.  of people.t

SocrR. It is true, they are remarkably crude. The
others, into whose secrets I am going to imtiate you, are
much more refined and subtle. Their first principle, on
which all that we said just now depends, is that the universe
really is motion and nothing else. And there are two kinds
of motion. Of each kind there are any number of mstances,
but they differ in that the one kind has the power of acting,
the other of being acted upon.? From the intercourse and
friction of these with one another anse offspring, endless in

B. number, but in pairs of twins. One of each pair is some-
thing perceived, the other a perception, whose birth always
coincides with that of the thing perceived. Now, for the
perceptions we have names hike ‘ seeing ’,  hearing ’, * smell-
ing’, ‘ feeling cold ’, ‘ feehng hot ’, and again pleasures and
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 a whole multitude. On the other side, the
brood of things perceived always comes to birth at the
same moment with one or another of these—with instances

c. of seeing, colours of corresponding vanety ; with mnstances
of hearing, sounds in the same way ; and with all the other
perceptions, the other things perceived that are akin to them.
Now, what light does this story throw on what has gone
before, Theaetetus? Do you see?

1 Observe the hints that the coming theory1s one that ' weare attributing *
to Protagoras, and not to hum alone
# Like the physical bodies m whose reality they believe, with their essential
of hardness and remstance to touch.

® The two kinds of motion here meant are : (1) phyaical objects considered

as agents with the power of actng upon or senses ; (2) senso-
argans, as patients with the capacity of affected 1n the way

to Later (156¢) both lands are , as
* slow motions (qs m the same ’, from the

occurnng
which pass between them—tho offspring mentioned in the
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156c. THEAET. Not very clearly, Socrates.
Socr. 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 place and
with respect to what comes within range of it, and that is
D. how it generates offspring ; but the offspring generated are
quicker, inasmuch as! they move from place to place
and their motion consists in change of place. As soon, then,
as an eye and something else whose structure is adjusted
to the eye come within range and give birth to the whute-
ness together with its cognate perception—things that
would never have come 1nto existence if erther of the two
had approached anything else—then it is that, as the
E. vision from the eyes and the whiteness from the thing that
joins in giving birth to the colour pass in the space between,
the eye becomes filled with vision and now sees, and becomes,
not vision, but a seeing eye ; while the other parent of the
colour 1s saturated with whiteness and becomes, on 1ts side,
not whuteness, but a white thing, be 1t stock or stone or
whatever else may chance to be so coloured.
And so, too, we must think in the same way of the rest—
hard’, “hot’ and all of them—that no one of them has
157. any being just by itself (as indeed we said before), but that
it is in their intercourse with one another that all anse in
all therr variety as a result of their motion; since it is
impossible to have any * firm notion ’ (as they say)oiuthu'
what 1s active or what 1s passive in them, in any
case, as having any being! For there is no such thing as
an agent until it meets with a patient, nor any patient until
it meets with its agent.? Also what meets with something
and beliaves as agent, if it encounters something different
at another time, shows itself as patient.$
The conclusion from all this is, as we said at the outset,
that nothing ss one thing just by itself, but is always in
B. process of becommg for someone, and being is to be ruled
1 Talung odres 3 (M) as referring forward and explamned by the
follmngdlu‘e'iﬂlydp There should be a colon after dovlv (s0 Dids).
Bntpxupuhuomu-hwmb.mm with Perpers
b:cmtyohwnudxm-edwnw,p 50 For +3 woiwbs .
-Jror cf. adrd robro adrdw, 1638, 8
® Strictly the present mnnlmu'hmhuadw(,ubuu
acted on It is not demied that there exsts beforehand somethung with the
power to act or be acted on
¢ The eyeball can be seen by another eye, the flesh touched, etc.
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1578. out altogether, though, needless to say, we have been
betrayed by habit and inobservance into using the word
more than once only just now. But that was wrong, these
wise men tell us, and we must not admit the expressions
‘ something ’ or ‘ somebody’s ’ or ‘ mine’ or  this’ or ‘ that’
or any other word that brings things to a standstill, but
rather spea.k maoeordance thh natm.ofwhatls‘be-
coming ',
myoncwhntnlkssoastobnngthmgstoasmndsﬁllls
usily refuted. So we must express ourselves in each

idual case and in speaking of an bl: ofrnuy—
c. towhmhassunblagepeoplcgwethcnameoi man’ or
‘ stone ’ or of any living creature or kind.!

Whose is this theory ? Modern critics usually say that Socrates
attributes it to ‘certain unnamed thinkers’, and many have
proceeded to identify these with the Cyrenaics. For this there is
no warrant in the text. The theory is first introduced (152c) as a
secret doctrine revealed by Protagoras to his disciples. Its funda-
mental thesis—the flux doctrine—is then ascribed to the whole
sentes of with the ion of P ides, and to
Homer and Epicharmus. At 155D it is called * the theory we are
attributing to Protagoras’, and once more described as a secret
‘ concealed in the thoughts of a man—or rather men—of distinc-
tion’. Matenalists, who identify the real with the tangible and do
not reckon actions and processes as real at all, are excluded from the
mystery, which reduces the tangible bodies they believe in precisely
to actions and processes.® ‘The others’® are more refined, and
now their secret doctnnc is fully rcveelcd "l'hc others’ means
simply the distinguished men just himself
and all the philosophers (except Parmenides, who denied the exist-
ence of motion) and poets who recogmsed the flux of all things—

1 The text 18 doubtful: xal xacrov {§év re xal «lBos 15 hard to construe
Does Ixaorov {@ov mean ‘an individual ammal’, efBos & ‘ kund ’ of amumal ?

Burnet, G P 1, 241.

’WelhnﬂmmwﬁthAmtmLhm-gunmmSophn(peax,m/'l)

Pnb-uynnpmm 1 directly aumed at, though the Atomusts wi
identified the real with (essentally tangible) bodywwldcomemthmthe

condemnation

% Reading dMo: 3¢ with Burnet at 156a, 2. But the reading does not
affect my argument.
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all who have been wise enough to acknowledge the reality of actions
and processes. There are no ‘ unnamed thinkers ’ to be identified ;
nor is there myevndenoethtmyCyrenmuorothuwnum
poraries existed who held the doctrine of sense-perception here set
forth.

No one would take seriously the suggestion that this very advanced
theory of the nature of perception and its objects was really taught
in secret by any of the distinguished philosophers and poets.
Socrates is, in fact, hlmselfmthemofoonsmwtmgltbyad:ﬂec-
tical ination of el with i modifica~
tions and i from Pr and Heracleit Jackson !
pointed out that the theory is not refuted in the sequel, but on the
contrary taken as a true account of the matter, and that 1t is
repeated elsewhere i Plato’s writings. He inferred that 1t origi-
nated with Plato imself. There1sa conclusive argument (not urged
by Jackson) in favour of this inference. Plato intends to refute
the claim of perceptwn {in spite of its infallibility) to be knowledge
on the ground that its objects have no real bemg, but are always

ming and changing and therefore cannot be known. For that
purposeheisbmmdtog:veuswhathebehevestobeah’ucamunt
of the nature of those objects. It would be futile to prove that what
some other individual or school, perhaps wrongly, supposed to be
the nature of perception was inconsistent with its claim to yield
knowledge. Au'ardmgiy he states his own doctrine and takes it
as established for the purp of the whole subseqt critiaism of
peroeptwn To pxmerve the dramatic proprieties of dialogue, he
uses the transparent device of making Socrates state it as a secret
doctrine of a whole succession of wise men who notoriously had
never taught anything of the kind.

Assured that the theory must be Plato’s own, we may now look
at it more closely. Contemporaries must have found it extremely
daring. The physical objects which yield our sensations and per-
ceptions are described as actually being ‘slow motions’. No
permanent quality resides in them. The only other thing we know
about them is that they have the power (3$»auc) of acting upon our
organs and (it may be added) upononzmothu‘. What we call a
hotthmgnsachmgcthatmmakens feel hot * and can make
anothzrthmgwecall cold * hotter. Th:scha.nge as opposed to
.2 On the other
side, thcsub]ectofpemephon:shmheateduxhtm,mtthe

1 Journal of Phslology xm, Pp. 2 zsoﬁ Burnet (Gresh Philosophy i, 242)
agroes with the attribution to Plaf

* Thus 15 clear from xsxnunde‘ 1388, where it uu.wlthxtmmhnds
of change are (gopd) and q change
conception of the Svaus will bo further discussed below, pp.z”ﬁ.
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mind bntthem—orgm‘—-theeyckvmwbnhusuathcstmm

of visual *fire’ or light (cz!led vision ’, Sypig)—to encounter the
npndmouoncommgﬂvm object. Thceyewhchsees,or
ﬂeshwhichleds,isitsdf:physiulobjectwbﬁ:hmbeseenm
touched, and therefore itself a qualitative change, a ‘ slow motion
in the same place ’. Thus, before the act of perception takes place,
there are, on both sides, changes going on all the time in physical
objects, unperceived and capable of giving rise to actual perceptions.
But nothing that can properly be called an agent or patient exists
until the two come within range of one another.

‘When they do come within range, the powers of acting and being
acted upon come into play. Quick motions pass between organ and
external object. A stream of visual light flows out from the eye
to meet a stream of light whose structure corresponds in such a
way that the two streams can interpenetrate one another and
coalesce.? The marriage of these two motions generates seeing
and colour. Physically, ‘ the eye becomes filled with vision '—
a mixture of visual fire and the fiery particles coming from the
object. ‘I'heexmalthing'bewmeswhite‘;itssurfmis'satu-
rated with whiteness’. This last statement is more difficult ; the
ob;ect:sdumbedasa.ﬁectedbythemofnghtmdwmmng
colour. The meaning may be that the ‘ flame’ arhghtbelongmg
totheob)ectcmnotunhlthtsmomentbemﬂed colour * or
‘ white ’. At other times the object ought not to be spoken of as
if it possessed in itself any quality with a fixed name.

Whenpereephonnsnottahngplau weueﬁnal.lytold,one
cannot have any “ firm notion ’ of either sgentorpe.tlentas having
mybeing or bemganyddimtethmg (elvalte). The last words

are ambiguous. ‘Being any definite thing’ means having any
definite quality, such as white. ‘Having any being ' means that
there is strictly no such thing as an agent or patient as such : there
is nothing that is acting or being acted upon, but only two things
or changes with a capacity of acting and being acted upon. This
upactty must imply that my pen and this paper have some differ-
ence of property when not perceived, which would explain why, when
1 do see them, the pen looks black, the paper white. Plato’s point

3 Later (1845) 1t will be pomted out that there is a central mmd which
percerves rather ¢hrough than with the several sense-organs, but this addrtion
does not invalidate the present account of the commerce between organs and

* The Timasus explains the process m terms of the theory which there

asmgns particles of regular form to each of the four elements. Colours are

“a flame streaming off any and every body, havng its particles 0 adjusted

(ovuperp) to those of the visual current as t0 excite sensation’ (67¢) Cf.

oppubrpes 1560, Th described at Tsm 458 ff.  See p. 327.
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is that these properties, whatever they are, are always changing,
however shghtly, and that they are not the qualities I perceive—
my sense-objects—and so should not be called ‘ black * or ‘ white *.1

157C-D. Theadietus accepts the theory of Perception
In a short interlude, Theaetetus accepts the theory, while Socrates
disclaims the authorship.

157C. SOCR. (comiinues). Does all this please you, Theaetetus?
ill you accept it as palatable to your taste ?
THEAET. Really, I am not sure, Socrates I cannot even
make out about you, whether you are stating this as some-
thing you believe or merely putting me to the test.
Socr. You forget, my friend, that I know nothing of such
matters and cannot claim to be producing any ofispring of
my own. I am only trying to dehver yours, and to that
end uttering charms over you and tempting your appetite
D. with a variety of delicacies from the table of wisdom,*

until by my aid your own belief shall be brought to light.
Once that 1s done, I shall see whether it proves to have some
life in it or not. Meanwhile, have courage and patience,
and answer my questions bravely in accordance with your
convictions.
THEAET. Go on with your questioning.
Socr. Once more, then, tell me whether you hke this
notion that nothing is, but is always becoming, good or
beautiful or any of the other things we mentioned ?
TaEAET. Well, when I hear you explaining it as you have,
it strikes me as extraordinarily reasonable, and to be
accepted as you have stated it.

The theory s0 accepted stands henoeforth asa sausfutory account
of that percep
The word has nowreeewedadmmmmg morer&nctedthm
Theaetetus, perhaps, at first intended. He apparently feels no
qualm when Socrates slips in the words ‘ good * and * beautiful ’,
as if these qualities were on the same footing with ‘ hot * or * white *
or ‘ large *, and since his identification of knowledge with perception
implies that there is no knowledge other than perception, he would
have no right to object.

1 There 15 no question here of a * solipmst epistemology * or of a relativism
‘would

fastidious appetite of pregnan
‘women than to drugs, which are not * set before * the patient to be * tasted of ",
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157E~160E. The claim of Perception, so defined, to be snfallble
The next section completes the case on behalf of Theaetetus’
identification of knowledge with perception. At the outset Protag-
oras’ assertion that ‘ what appears to each man s to him’ was
construed as meaning that what he perceives has beng (at any
rate ‘ for him ) and that his perception is infallible. Plato’s theory
of perception has now denied that the object has ‘ being’ apart
from the percipient, and has interpreted ‘is for him ’ as meaning
“ becomes for him °,  This interpretation, though it will finally prove
fatal to the claim of perception to be knowledge of true reality,
leaves hed the claim to i b Socrates, whose present
business is to make the best of Theaetetus’ hypothesis that percep-
honlsknowhdgc nowbnng;forwardthshtterdmandupholds
it against the obj based on lled
of sense, the unreality of dream images, the vitiated sensations of
the diseased, and the hallucinations of insanity.

157E. SocR. Then let us not leave it incomplete. There remains
the question of dreams and disorders, especially madness and
all the mistakes madness is said to make in seeng or hearing
or otherwise mispercerving. You know, of course, that in
all these cases the theory we have just stated 1s supposed
to be admittedly disproved, on the ground that in these
158.  conditions we certainly have false perceptions, and that so
far from its being true that what appears to any man also
15, on the contrary none of these appearances is real.
THEAET. That is quite true, Socrates.
Sock What argument, then, is left for one who mamntains
that perception 1s knowledge, and that what appears to
each man also ‘is’ for him to whom it appears ?
THEAET. I heaitate to say that I have no reply, Socrates,
because just now you rebuked me for saying that. Really,
B. I cannot undertake to deny that madmen and dreamers
believe what 1s false, when madmen imagine they are gods
or dreamers think they have wings and are flyng in their
sleep.
Socr. Have you not taken note of another doubt that is
raised in these cases, especially about sleeping and waking ? *
Tagaer. What 1s that?
Socr. The question I imagine you have often heard asked :
‘mmlymﬁmﬁﬂmﬂewﬁwdmohjmdmmhm
till 1588. Here Socrates makes a sort of preliminary answer: Who 18 to
Judge between the Mu-mvwhmmthuwutslmdm
waking man’s, that 1t is unreal ?
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1588. what evids could be led to, ing we were

askedatthusverymnmentwhethuwemasbeporamh

. —dreaming all that passes through our minds or talking
to one another in the waking state.
THEAET. Indeed, Socrates, I do not see by what evidence
it is to be proved ; fm'thctwoeondmansoorm:pundm
every like exact
hanwehxve;usthzdmlghtequa]lywe]lbeoncthatwe
merely think we are carrying on in our sleep; and when
it comes to thinking in a dream that we are telling other
dreams, the two states are extraordinarily alike.
Socr. You see, then, that there is plenty of room for

D. doubt, when we even doubt whether we are asleep or awake ;
mdmfact,ourtmbangequallyd;vndedbetweenwahng
and sleeping, in each condition our 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
worldmdofthcothu‘ and are just as confident of both.
THEAET. Certainly.
Socr. Andthcsamchold.stmcofd:sordmmdmadnss
except that the times are not equal.
TaeaeT. That is so.
Socr. Well, is the truth to be decided by length or shortness
of time?

E. THEAET. No, that would be absurd in many ways
Socr  Have you any other certain test to show which of
these beliefs is true ?
THEAET. I don’t think I have.

The word aesthesis is here still used in a sense wide enough to
nclude awareness of inner sensations and feelings and of dream-
images. All these are, in Protagoras’ phrase, ‘ things that appear
tome. Since, as Socrates will point out, I cannot be aware and yet
aware of nothing (160a), these objects must have some sort of
existence ; and there is no ground for saying that my direct aware-
ness of them is *false .

It is true that Theeetetus (1588), instead of keeping to Socrates’
expressions ’percepho whatappears,spaksofthedrﬂ.met
a.nd the madmen as ‘ thmkmg (doedtsw. Suavoeiofar) or * believ-
ing’ (oleofla:) what is false. This is no doubt intentional. It
stirs in the reader the suggestion that, although there may be no such
thing as a false awareness of sensation, there is such a thing as
false belief. But the vital distinction between direct awareness
and belief is not yet drawn, and Theaetetus, like most people, would
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say indifferently of the dreamer that he ‘has the sensation of
flying ’, ‘ seems to himself to be flying ’, and ‘ imagines or believes
he is flying’. When the distinction is drawn, the claim of direct
awareness to be infallible is not shaken. No one can deny that the
dreamer has just that experience which he does have,
After this glimpse of the distinction between sensation or percep-
uonmdbr_heior]udgmnt. the argument returns to the case of
* and is confined to that. Socrates now disposes of the
popular notion that the healthy or the sane man is the only measure
of what is or appears—that wine really is in itself sweet because
ltseemssweettothcnormalpdatc,souronlytotheunhmlthy

Since the in cing the ion, its
eondmonatleml;arﬂy ines the ch of the i
The unhealthy man is not * misperceiving ’ a fixed quality inherent

mthcextemﬂ.lob]ect which the normal man perceives as it really
is. The two percipient organs are different, and these differences
will necessarily modify the joint product of the marriage of subject
and object.

158E. SocR. Then let me tell you what sort of account would be
given of these cases by those who lay it down that whatever
at any time seems to anyone is true to him. I imagine they
would ask this question : * Tell us, Theaetetus; when one
thing is entirely different from another, it cannot be in any
respect capable of behaving ! in the same way as that other,
canit? 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 dufferent.”

159. THEAET. If s0,it can have nothing in common, either in its
capabihities of behaviour or in any other respect, when it is
altogether different.

Socr. Must we not admit, then, that such a thing is unlike
the other?

THEAET. I agree.

Socr. So if it happens that something comes to be like or
unlike either itself or something else, we shall say that when
it is made like it becomes the same, when unlike, dsferent
THEAET. i

. Necessarily.
Socr. 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.
THEAET. Yes.
1 By évayus the capacity of acting or being acted upon, mentioned at 156a,
18 specially meant, though the word has vaguer senses.
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159. SocR. And further, that when one of these is married to a
succession of different partners, the offspring produced will
be not the same but different.

THEAET. Certainl;

3 ly.

Socr. Now let us take you or me or any other instance to
which the principle applies—Socrates in health and Socrates
ill: are we to call one of these /he the other or unlike ?
THEAET. You mean: Is the ill Socrates taken as a whole
like Socrates in health taken as a whole ?

Socr. You understand me perfectly : that is just what I

mean.

Taeaer. Then of course he is unlike.

Socr. And consequently, inasmuch as he is unlike, a differ-

ent thing ?

THEAET. Necessarily.
c. Socr. And you would say the same of Socrates asleep or
1 any other of the conditions we mentioned ?

. Yes.
Socr. Then any one of the objects whose nature it is to act
upon something will, according as 1t finds Socrates well or
ill, treat me as a dlﬂeunt thing ?
TeEAET. Of course it will.
Socr. And consequently the pair of us—I who am acted
upon and the thing that acts on me—will have different
offspring in the two cases?
THEAET Naturally.
Socr. Now when I am in health and drink wine, it seems
pleasant to me and sweet.
THEAET. Yes.
Socr. Because, in d: with th d
euher agent and patient give birth to sweetms and a
both that The

sensation, on the patient’s ndepa:akes the tongue per-
cipient, while, on the side of the wine, the sweetness, moving
in the region of the wine,! causes it both to be and to appear
' sweet to the healthy
THEAET. Certainly that was what we agreed upon.
Socr. But when it finds me in ill health, to begin with,
the person it finds is not really the same ; for the one it now
meets with is unlike the other.
THEAET. Yes.
E. Socr. And so this pair—Socrates in this condition and the
1 wepl adrdv depopdvy scems to mean, as 1t were, ¢ spreading itself over the
‘Wine * as whiteness saturated the surface of the thing seen (156x).
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159E. drinking of the wine—produce a different offspring : in the
region of the tongue a sensation of sourness, and in the region
of the wine a sourness that arises as a movement there. The
wine becomes, not sourness, but sour ; while I become, not
a sensation, but sentient.
THEAET. Undoubtedly.

The assertion here that Sou'ates—d.l:s a totally different person
from Socrat 1l may seem fallaci But the whole argument
is confined within the limits of the earlier account of sense-percep-
tion. Socrates is for this purpose nothing more than a bundle of
sense-organs. If sense-organs are perpetually changing (as
thetheotymamfains) then the whole of Socrates is different at any

So at 1668 Protag is made to say that we have
nonghttospukofam.nghpu’soneonﬁnuauslyemsnng but only
of an infinite number, ﬁchmgeofqnahtyisalway;ta.kmgplm
as it is on our Heracleitean premiss. Socrates is, accordingly,
justified in drawing the three conclusions that follow: (1) No
percipient can have the same sensation or perception twice, since
both subject (organ) and object will be different, (2) No two
percipients can have precisely similar sensations or perceptions from
the same object ; (3) Neither percipient nor sense-object can exist
independently of the other. These conclusions will yield the final
result, that no one can challenge the truth of my perception on the
grounds that he perceives an object different from mine, and that
that object is a quality which rmdesmthetmngmdepzndently of
either percipient, so that one of us must be ‘ misperceiving * it.

150E. Socr. It follows, then, (1) that, on my side, I shall never
percipient in just this way of any other thing , for to

a different object belongs a different perception, and in acting

on its percipient 1t is acting on ? a person who is in a different
condition and so a different person. Also (2) on its side,

160.  the thing which acts on me can never meet with someone else
and generate the same offspring and come to be of just this
quality ; for when it brings to birth another thing from
another person, it will itself come to be of another quality.

1 wroui ' 18 acting on’ (cf 74 wowfv dud in the next clause and 160C, 4),
‘ makes him a different person’; 1t finds a dufferent person, mnce the sense-
Heraclertean

something the
o mouy roa, obx ofF' Bri ypfud e wouts (Ar, Wasps 697), rabra robrov
dwolnoa (Hdt) %
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160. THEAET. That is so.
Socr. Further, (3) I shall not come to have this sensation
for myself norwill the object come to be of such a quahty
Jor stself.
THEAET. No.
Socr. Rather, when I become percipient, I must become
percipient of something; for 1 cannot have a perception
and have it of nothing; and equally the object, when it
B. becomes sweet or sour and so on, must become so o someone :
it cannot become sweet and yet sweet to nobody.
THEAET. Quite so.
Socr. Nothing remains, then, I suppose, but that it and
I should be or become—whichever expression we are to
use—jfor each other ; necessity binds together our existence,
but binds neither of us to anything else, nor each of us
to himself * ; soweeanonlybebmmdtooncmother
Accordingly, whether we speak of something ‘ being’ or
of its ‘ becoming ’, we must speak of it as being or becoming
for someome, or of something or ilowards something; but
c. we must not speak, or allow others to speak, of a thing
as either being or becoming anything just in and by itself.
That is the conclusion to which our argument ponts.
THEAET. Certainly, Socrates
SocrR. And so, since what acts upon me is for me and
for no one else, I, and no one else, am actually perceiv-
ing it.
. Of course.
Socr. Then my perception is true for me; for its object
at 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.
THEAET. So it a]
D. Socr. If, then, I am infallible and make no mistake in
my state of mind about what is or becomes, how can I

1 Without the co-operation of an object of which I am percipient, as the
= ofras

object, as well as its claim to wnfallibility, next mentioned. The weak
is that ‘ my reality * is in fact only ‘ what becomes for me’, not genumnely
real n Plato’s sense. Note that in his next speech Socrates speaks of what
‘18 or becomes'.
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THEAETETUS 160E-1618
160D. fail to have knowledge of the things of which I have per-
ion ?

ception

THEAET. You cannot possibly fail.

Socr. So you were perfectly right in saying that knowledge

lsnothmgh:tpuwptwn and it has turned out that these

three doctrines coincide: the doctrine of Homer and

Heracleitus and all their tribe that all things move like

flowing streams; the doctrine of Protagoras, wisest of

men, that Man is the measure of all things ; and Theaetetus’
B. conclusion that, on these grounds, it results that perception

is knowledge.

Is it not so, Theaetetus? May we say that this is your
newborn child which I have brought to birth? What do
yousay ?

THEAET. I can only agree, Socrates.

Thus Socra.teadmmsto hzve brought to light the hﬂlmeaning
of Th with
first step was to analyse the nature of perception. Plato was
forced to give his own account of the process, based on the Hera-
cleitean principle which he accepted so far as sensible things are
ooncemed. He has also adopted Protagoras doctnm as apphed
to my
nmga and hallucinations. In thls field l am the measure of
what ‘ becomes for me ’ or ‘ appears to me’, if wine tastes sour
Mme.nooncunsaylamnﬁstnkenbmsethemmrunyis
sweet in itself. So perception has one of the two marks of know-
ledge, infallibility. And, if we can accept Protagoras’ 1dentification
of what appears to me with what is, or is real, ignonng the addition
* for me ’ or ' to me ’ and the distinction between being and becom-
ing, the case will be complete. Socrates has, at any rate, dealt
fairly with Theaetetus in making the best case for his candidate
that can be made.

T60E-161B. Inmlerlude. Criticism begins

A short interlude marks that the first stage of the dialectical
prooesslsnowwmplcte Sou:teshudnwnoutthcfullme&n—
ing of Th ’ suggested i dge. The second
stage, criticism, is now to begin. Whntfoﬂowshassomeumes
bemmuundmtoodthrwghafaﬂmtoseewhztthewopeofthc
criticism precisely is.

First, it is not directed against the theory of perception as a
whole, or against those elements in the theory which Plato has
adopted from Heracleitus and Protagoras. If the account of the
nature of perception were now to be rejected, obviously we should
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INTERLUDE

not know what we were denying when we finally deny that per-
ception is knowledge. This fabric stands unshaken. The process
of perception is such as it has been descbed. The question is
whether, being such, it possesses all the marks of

At the same time, Platohastoexphmexzcﬂyhawmunhhe
has taken from Heracleitus and Protagoras, and exactly where
he refuses to follow them further. The Heracleitean dogma ‘ All
things are in motion ’ can be accepted if ‘ all things’ is restricted
(as it is in the theory of perception) to sensible physical objects.
But there are other things—intelligible objects—to which it does
not apply; and these are, for Plato, the true realities. If these
‘were always changing, no true statement oould ever be mzdz and
there could be no such thing as k or d
tthrotagoreanmmm,manthcmmmofaJlthmgs can be

if ‘ all things’ lsresmx:ted(asourtheorymmetslt)to

thelmmedmteobject.sofom'
in which no element of j is d to be involved. But
Protagoras’ phrase ‘ what appears to me ’ was not so restricted ;
it included what appears #r#¢ to me, what I judge or think or
believe to be true. Plato will deny that whatever I judge to be
true must be true, simply, or even true 2 me or for me. Hence,
in the following argument, criticism is directed partly against the
dmmofperoepuon asl’latohasdeﬁnedlt to be knowledge ;
partly against those el and Protag
doctrme which go beyond what Platohu accepted.

160E. Socr Here at last, then, after our somewhat pamnful
labour, 1s the chuld we have brought to birth, whatever sort
of creature it may be. His birth should be followed by the
ceremony of carrying him round the hearth?!; we must
look at our offspring from every angle to make sure we
161. are not taken in by a lifeless phantom not worth the rear-
ing. Or do you think an mfant of yours must be reared
mn any case and not exposed ? Will you bear to see him
put to the proof, and not be in a passion 1f your first-born
should be taken away ?
Tueop. Theaetetus will bear it, Socrates, he is thor-
oughly good-tempered. But do explain what 1s wrong with
the conclusion.
Socr. You have an absolute passion for discussion,
Theodorus. I like the way you take me for a sort of bag
1 The Amphidromia was held a few days after buth  The infant recerved
its name and was associated with the family cult by being carried round the

59




161

THEAETETUS 1618-163A

full of arguments, and imagine I can easily pull out a proof
to show that our conclusion is wrong. You don’t see what
is happening : the arguments never come out of me, they
always come from the person I am talking with. I am
only 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 explana-
tion myself, but try to get it out of our friend.

Treop. That is better, Socrates; do as you say.

I61B-163A. Some objections agasnst Protagoras
Theodorus 1s here drawn into the discussion, to mark that the
first objections will be made against his personal friend, Protagoras.

1618,

<.

Socr. Well then, Theodorus, shall I tell you a thing that
surprises me in your friend Protagoras ?

Tueop. What is that ?

Socr. The opening words of his treatise. In general, I
am delighted with his statement that what seems to any-
one also is; but I am surprised that he did not begm his
Truth with the words: The measure of all things 1s the
pig, or the baboon, or some sentient creature still more
uncouth. There would have been something magmificent
in so disdainful an opening, teling us that all the time,
while we were admiring him for a wisdom more than mortal,
he was in fact no wiser than a tadpole, to say nothing of
any other human bemg. What else can we say, Theodorus ?
If what every man believes as a result of perception is
indeed to be true for hum ; 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 thinks
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 night and true—then, my friend, where is the wisdom of
Protagoras, to justify his setting up to teach others and to
be handsomely paid for it, and where is our comparative
ignorance or the need for us to go and sit at his feet, when
each of us 15 himself the measure of his own wisdom ?
Must we not suppose that Protagoras speaks in this way to
flatter the ears of the public? I say nothing of my own
case or of the ludicrous predicament to which my art of
midwifery is brought, and, for that matter, this whole busi-
ness of philosophic conversation; for to set about over-
hauling and testing one another’s notions and opinions when
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OBJECTIONS AGAINST PROTAGORAS

162. those of each and every one are right, is a tedious and mon-

strous display of folly, if the Truth of Protagoras is really
truthful and not amusing herself with oracles delivered
from the unapproachable shrine of his book.
Tueop. Protagoras was my friend, Socrates, as you were
saying, and I would rather he were not refuted by means
of any admissions of mine. On the other hand, I cannot
resist you against my convictions; so you had better go
back to Theaetetus, whose answers have shown, in any case,
how well he can follow your meaning.

B. Socr. If you went to a wrestling-school at Sparta, Theo-
dorus, would you expect to look on at the naked wrestlers,
some of them making a poor show, and not strip so as to
let them compare your own figure ?

Taeop Why not, if they were lkely to listen to me

and not insist, just as I beheve I shall persuade you to

let me look on now? The hmbs are stiff at my age; and
instead of dragging me into your exercises, you will try

a fall with a more supple youth.

Socr. Well, Theodorus, as the proverb says, ‘ what likes

you mislikes not me.’ So I will have recourse to the

wisdom of Theaetetus.

Tell me, then, first, Theaetetus, about the pomnt we have
just made: are not yox surpnsed that you should turn
out, all of a sudden, to be every bit as wise as any other
man and even as any god? Or would you say that Protag-
oras’ maxim about the measure does not apply to gods
just as much as to men?

THEAET. Certainly I think it does; and, to answer your

question, I am very much surprised. When we were dis-

D. cussing what they mean by saying that what seems to

anyone really is to hum who thinks it so,! that a;

to me quite satisfactory ; but now, all in a moment, it has
taken on a very different complexion.

Socr. That, my friend, 1s because you are young ; so you
lend a ready ear to clap-trapand it convinces you. Protag-
oras or his representative will have an answer to this.
He will say: You good people sitting there, boys and
old men together, this 15 all clap-trap. You drag in the
gods, whose exi I refuse

B. to discuss in my wdus and writings, and you count

1 The ambiguity of Boxeiv, including * What seems * (rd Soxods), which might
mmonlypuwpﬁon.md‘hewhnm»h‘w'1ul(n'(d&nav),uhmnmuy
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THEAETETUS 163A-16848

1628. upon appeals to the vulgar such as this: how strange that
any human individual is to be no wiser than the lowest
of the brutes! You go entirely by what looks probable,
without a word of argument or proof. If a mathematician
like Theodarus elected to argue from probability in geometry,
he wouldn’t be worth anace. So you and Theodorus might
consider whether you are going to allow questions of this

163. impartance to be settled by plausible appeals to mere
likelihood."

THEAET. Well, you would not think that right, Socrates,
any more than we should.

Socr. It secems, then, we must attack the question in
another way. That is what you and Theodorus think.
THEAET. Certainly we must.

Socrates has brought against Protagoras two objections, which
are not of equal cogency. (1) Why not ‘ Pig the measure of all
things’? On the level of mere sensation, man has no privileged
position. The pig, or the anthropomorphic god (if such a being
exists), is just as much the measure of his own sensations. Plato,
who confined his acceptance of the maxim to that level, would
admit this. But Protagoras went beyond sensation and per-
ception to include under ‘ what seems to me’ what I think or
judge to be true. The serious objection is: (2) ‘ If what 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 shall deny that every man is the measure of the truth of his
own judgments.

163A—1643: Objections to a simple identification of Perceiving and

M ile, Pre i his against
clap-trap, O.hc qneshon of ]ndgment 15 dropped. Socntes turns
to some Per-

eephonlslmowledgc Thmmuumsmmadcherebwmse
Protagoras will be able to answer them presently in his Defence.
They take ‘ perception ’, as we have now analysed it, in the strictest
and narrowest sense, and point out that we shall find ourselves in
curious difficulties if we assert that such perception is the only
form of knowledge. The objections are later called captious or
‘eristic ’, not because they are invalid, but because they take
Theaetetus’ statement more literally than he intended. They
serve a purpose by calling attention to various meanings of the
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OBJECTIONS TO ‘PERCEIVING IS KNOWING’

word ‘ know ’ (ﬁdnaaﬂm) (1) I am said to ‘know’ Syriac?
when I understand the meaning of written or spoken symbols.
(2) 1 * know ’ Socrates when I have become acquainted with a certain
person by sense-perception and possess a record of this acquaintance

. In nerther of these senses can ‘I know’ be simply
equatedthh 1 am perceiving . It is necessary and fair to make
Theaetetus see what a simple identification of perceiving and
‘ knowing ’ commits him to.

163A. Socr. Let us look at it in this way, then—this question
whether knowledge and perception are, after all, the same
thing or not. For that, you remember, was the point to
which our whole discussion was directed, and it was for
its sake that we stirred up all this swarm of queer doctrines,
wasn't it ?
THEAET. Quite true.

B. Sock Well, are we going to agree that, whenever we
perceive something by sight or hearing, we also at the same
time know it? Take the case of a foreign language 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 are saying? Or again, when we don’t
know our letters, are we to maintain that we don’t see
them when we look at them, or that, since we see them,
we do know them?

THEAET. We shall 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 voice ;
but we nerther perceive by sight and hearing nor yet know
what a schoolmaster or an interpreter could tell us about
them,

SocrR. Well done, Theaetetus. I had better not raise
objections to that, for fear of checking your growth.* But
look, here is another objection threatening. How are we
gomg to parry it ?
TeEAET. What is that?
D. Socr. Itisthis. Suppose someone to ask: ‘Is it possible
* Zopr dnloracdus (Kenophon), ypdysara dnlaracd
* Socrates might object that to ‘ know * -wdmmwhuﬁng
ble sounds or seeing black marks on paper, but to know the meaning,
which we do not see or hear  But Plato does not want to embark on & dis-
cusaion of what 1t 18 e know when we know the meaning of words, That
‘would involve brnging 1n the Forms, which he 15 determined, 80 far as possible,
to leave out of account Sofhopams!umm
3



THEAETETUS 1634-1648

163p. for a man who has once come to know something and
still

164.

to Jkmnow

1

preserves a memory of it, not to know just that thing
that he remembers at the moment when he remembers
it?’ This is, perhaps, rather a long-winded way of putting
thequesﬁon, I mean: Can a man who has become ac-

with ing and bers it, not know it ?

TaeaET. Of course not, Socrates; the supposition is
monstrous.
Socr. Perhaps I am talking nonsense, then, But con-
sider : you call seeing ‘ perceiving ’, and sight ‘ percep ’
don’t you ?
Treaer. 1 do.
Socr. Then, according to our earlier statement,® a man
who sees something acquires from that moment knowledge
of the thing he sees?
THEAET. Yes
Socr. Agam you recognise such a thing as memory ?
THEAET. Yes.
Socr. Memory of nothing, or of something ?
THEAET. Of something, surely

Socr. Oiwhatonehasbeoomeuquuntedmthmdpu-
ceived—that sort of things?

THEAET. Of course.

Socr. So a man sometimes remembers what he has seen ?
THEAET. He does.

Socr. Even when he shuts his eyes? Or does he forget
when he shuts them ?

THEAET. No, Socrates; that would be a monstrous thing
to say.

Socr. All the same, we shall have to say it, if we are to
save our former statement. Otherwise, it goes by the
board.

THEAET. I certainly have a suspicion that you are right,
but I don’t quite see how. You must tell me.
Socr. In this way. One who sees, we say, acquires know-
ledge of what he sees, because it is agreed that sight or
pereeptwnmdkmwledgeanthcsamcthmg
Certainly.

Socr. Butsupposethsmuwhowesmduqmres know-
ledge of what he has seen, shuts his eyes ; then he remembers
the thing, but does not see it. Isn’t that so?

here is wider than ‘ learn ’, and equivalent to the phrase * come
something * (¢émorfuwy yerdofas) above

* The sumple wdentification of percerving with knowing, recalled at 1634.
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164. THEAET. Yes.
B. SOCR. Bnt does not see it’ means ‘ does not know it’,

since ‘ sees ' and ‘ knows ' mean the same.
THEAET. True.
Socr. Then the conclusion 1s that a man who has come
to know a thing and still remembers 1t does not know it,
since he does not see it; and we said that would be a
monstrous conclusion
THEAET. Quite true.
Socr. Apparently, then, if you say that knowledge and
perception are the same thing, 1t leads to an impossibility.
THEAET. So 1t seems.
Socr. Then we shall have to say they are different.
THEAET. I suppose so.

t
In this argument memory first comes into sight. Remembering '
is a kind of knowing different from perceiving as we have analysed
it We seem to have immediate awareness of past ob]ects not now
given in the actual process of percep If Th
of knowledge as perception 1s to be saved, ‘ perception’ must be
stretched to cover awareness of memory-objects  Since there would
be no objection to that, Socrates here breaks off what threatens
to become a mere dispute about words. The conclusion stands,
however, that ‘I know’ has other meanings than ‘I am (now)
perceiving’.  And the nature of memory wall call for analysis later.

164C-165E. Socrates underiakes to defend Protagoras

In an interlude Socrates consents to state, on Protagoras’ behalf,
areplytothcmﬂamurgedagmtuanthemusmohﬂ
Incidentally, he adds another ‘enstic’ objection to Thmtetus
equation of perceiving with knowing.

164C. Socr. What, then, can knowledge be? Apparently we
must begin all over again. But wait a moment, Theaetetus.
‘What are we domng ?
THEAET. Domng about what ?
Socr. It seems to me we are behaving towards our theory
like an ill-bred gamecock who springs away from his adver-
sary and starts crowing over him before he 1s beaten.
THEAET. How so?
Socr. 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 professional
controversialist. We profess to be seeking wnsdam, not
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THEAETETUS 164c-1658

164D. competing for victory, but we are unconsciously behav-

165.

ing just like one of those redoubtable disputants,
THEAET. I still don’t understand what you mean.
Socr. Well, Iwulu-ytomakethepumtdm,sofa.rasl
u.nseelt Wewmashngwhetheroncwhnhad

with and b it could fall to
know it. Then we pointed out that a man who shuts his
eyes after seeing something, 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
impossible. And so no one was left to tell Protagoras’
tale!, or yours erther, about knowledge and perception
being the same thing.
THEAET. So it appears.
Socr. I fancy it would be very different if the author of
the first story were still alive. He would have put up a
good fight for his offspring. But he is dead, and here are
we trampling on the orphan. Even its appointed guardians,
Iike Theodorus here, will not come to the rescue. However,
we will step into the breach ourselves and see that it has fair
play.
Taeop. In point of fact, Socrates, it 1s rather Callias, son
of Hipponicus,? who is Protagoras’ trustee My own inchna-
tions diverted me at rather an early age from abstract dis-
cussions to geometry. All the same, I shall be grateful for
any succour you can give him.
Socr. Very good, Theodorus ~ You shall see what my help
will amount to. For one might commut oneself to even
stnngerwndnsmns,lfonewmucaxelssmthcuseof

ly are 1n our ions and denials,

AmltomlargenpmﬂnstoyonortoThmtetus?
TreoD. To the company in general, but let the younger
man answer your questions. It wall not be such a disgrace
to him to be caught tripping.
Socr. Let me put, then, the most formidable poser of all,
which I take to be this: Can the same person know some-
thing and also not know that which he knows ?
TrEOD. Well, Theaetetus, what are we to answer ?
THEAET. That it 15 impossible, I suppose.
Socr. Not if you say that seeing is knowing. How are
you going to deal with a question that leaves no loophole,

1 A proverbial

expression,
3 A wealthy amateur of sophustry, who had entertansd Protagoras on his
vt to Athens,

66
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1658. When you are trapped hike a beast in a pit and an imperturb-

able gentleman puts his hand over one of your eyes and asks

c. if you can see his coat with the eye that is covered ?
TaEAET. I suppose I should say: No, not with that one,
but I can with the other.
Socr. So you both see and do not see the same thing at
the same time ?
THEAET. Yes, in a sort of way.
Socr. Never mind about the sort of way, he will reply ;
that was not the question I set you, but whether, when
you know a thing, 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 draw your conclusion, What is the con-
sequence ?

. THEAET. Well, I lude that the d
my thesis.
Socr. Yes, and you might have been reduced to the same
condition by a number of further questions : whether know-
ing can be keen or dum ; whether you can know from close
at hand what you cannot know from a distance, or know the
same thing with more or less intensity. A mercenary skir-
tmsher in the war of words might lie 1n wait for you armed
with a thousand such questions, once you have identified
knowledge and perception. He would make his assaults
upon hearing and smelling and suchlike senses and put you

E. to confusion, sustaining his attack until your admiration
of his mestimable skill betrayed you into his toils, and
thereupon, leading you captive and bound, he would hold
you to ransom for such a sum as you and he might agree
upon.!

And now, perhaps, you may wonder what argument
Protagoras will find to defend his position. Shall we try
to put 1t mto words ?

By all means.

The ‘ most formidable ’ objection here added is, like the earlier
ones, valid against Theaetetus’ posmnn,smoehehnsacceptedthe
account of p as the between a
an external ob]ect If that is what perception is, then to ldenhfy
it with knowledge does lead to these absurdities The objections

1 Protagoras, if a pupil objected to the fee he charged, made hum swear
m a temple how much be thought what he had learnt was worth  Prolag.
3288; Ar, EN. 11643, 24.




THEAETETUS 165E-168¢

do not touch Protagoras, who did not limut knowledge to perception.
are called captious because they only apply to Theaetetus’

statement when that is taken more literally than he meant, and do
not apply to Protagoras, upon whom Socrates has seemed to father
all this complex of doctrines he has d by his dialectical
combinations. Such cavils do not dispose of the whole point of
view which Theaetetus meant to bring forward, and we do not want
to quarrel about words. Further, they do not impair Plato’s own
doctrine of the nature of sense-perception, or shake the claim of
perception, as so defined, to yield énfallible awareness of a private
object, an element 1n that doctrine borrowed from Protagoras himself.
It still remains to be shown why Plato refuses to call such awareness
“ knowledge’. Accordingly, he admits frankly that the whole posi-
tion has not been disposed of by means of a few essays in sophistical
disputation.
1658-168c. The Defence of Protagoras

The Defence now put by Socrates into the mouth of Protagoras
falls into three maimn divisions. First comes a protest against the
‘ captious ’ objections and a reply to them. The central and most
important part attempts to meet the really damaging criticism of
Protagoras lumself + If every man is the measure of his own judg-
ments, how can Protagoras set up to be wiser than others ? Finally,
in a peroration, the sophist is (ironically) represented as exhorting
the dialectician to argue seriously, not catching at words, but trymng
to understand what the opponent really means.

Socr. No doubt, then, Protagoras will make all the pomts
we have put forward m our attempt to defend him, and
166. atthesameumewdlwmctodosequmeumththcmml

ant, us with 1 “Your ad
rates’, he will say,  finds a httle ‘boy who 1s scared at being
asked whether one and the same person can remember and
at the same time not know one and the same thing. When
the chld is frightened into saying No, because he cannot
foresee the consequence, Socrates turns the conversation so
as to make a figure of fun of my unfortunate self. You take
things much too easily, Socrates. The truth of the matter
15 this : when you ask someone questions in order to canvass
some opinion of mine and he is found tripping, then I am
1 Protagoras will both (r¢) urge, as we have done for um, that we are
tallang clap-trap (162D), that verbal disputation 1s futile (1645) and we must
mwdsmemlﬁnﬂy(ﬁsﬂ,md(nd)wd.leomabow(nmmthuht)
with the soplustic skarmusher and his armoury of enstic cavils, despiung us

for our feeble surrender to such weapons




THE DEFENCE OF PROTAGORAS

166,  refuted only if his answers are such as I should have given ;
B. if they are different, it is he who 1s refuted, not I. For
instance, do you think you will find anyone to admit that
one’s present memory of a past impression is an impression
of the same character as one had during the original exper-
ence, which is now over? It is nothing of the sort Or
again, will anyone shrink from admitting that it is possible
for the same person to know and not to know the same thing ?
Or, if he 1s frightened of saying that, will he ever allow that
a person who is changed 1s the same as he was before the
change occurred ; or rather, that he is ome person at all,
and not several, indeed an infimite succession of persons,
c. provided change goes on happemng—if we are really to be
on r:e watch against one another’s attempts to catch at
words ?

here makes three replies : (1) The first 1s to the objec-
tion (163D) : Youadmit I can remember and so ¢ know ’ an object
I am not now seemng, but you say ‘I do not see’ = ‘I do not
know ’; therefore I do not know what I remember, and we have
the contradiction * I know and do not know the same thing ~ Protag-
oras replies : The 1mage before my memory is not the same thing
as a present sense-impression or even like it. So it is not true that
1 hmw (remember) and do not know (sec) the same tlu»g Al
that the obj in fact established was thaf ption * must
besh‘etched to include awareness of memory lmages

(2) ‘ No one will shrink from admitting that the same person can
know and not know the same thing.’ Ths replies to the ‘ most
formidable* puzzle of the man with one eye open, one shut (1668).
Theaetetus did suggest the answer : If we identify perception with
the physical commerce between organ and object, one of my eyes
does know the object, the other does not. This reply was brushed
aside; and if we shrink from it, Protagoras says, another answer
is ready.

(3) We have no right to speak of a person as the same at different
moments. This reply ubasedonthethea'yofpetupuonnself
which holds that the subject (organ) never remains the same for
two moments together. Socrates himself has used this premuss for
his conclusion at 1604 : No one can have the same perception twice.
We have, in fact, spoken all through as if the physical organ were
the subject that perceives, and the person a mere bundle of sense-
organs Hence we could argue that Socrates-well was ° totally
different ’, as a measure of the sweetness or sourness of wine, from
Socrates-ill. If the subject, as well as the object, is perpetually
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changing, objections which turn upon the same person knowing and
not knowing the same thing fall to the ground.

Thus the captious objections to Theaetetus’ position are disposed
of. We now turn to Protagoras’ own doctrine and Socrates’ crit1-
cisms of that (161c fI.).

166c SocR. (comfinues). ‘No,’ he will say; ‘show a more
generous spinit by attacking what I actually say , and prove,

if you can, that we have not, each one of us, his pecuhar
perceptions, or that, granting them to be peculiar, it would

not follow that what appears to each becomes—or is, if we

may use the word * is "—for him alone to whom it appears

‘With this talk of pigs and baboons, you are behaving like

a pig yourself,! and, what is more, you tempt your hearers

D. to treat my writings in the same way, which is not fair.

So much for the objection: ‘ Why not pig the measure of all
things ? *° That really needs no answer. For the rest, Socrates
will not attempt to disprove the propositions here asserted . that
each man has his private sensations and perceptions, which are
infallible. This was preusely the Protagorean element adopted by
Plato umself. Py ble for Th ! sugges-
tion, interpreted as sssertmg O.hat knowlcdge consists solely of such
perceptions  On the other hand, the doctrine ‘man the measure’
was not confined to perception, but included judgment. To this
extension 1t was objected * If each man is the measure of his own
judgments or beliefs, how can one be wiser than another? Here
we come to the core of the Defence, which attempts to explain how
one man can be wiser than another, although every man’s judgments
are true for him.

166D. SocR. (comtinues). ‘ For I do indeed assert that the truth

is as I have wntten . each one of us 1s a measure of what 1s

and of what 1s not, but there 1s all the difference 1n the

world between one man and another just in the very fact

that what is and appears to one 1s different from what 15

and appears to the other. And as for wisdom and the

wise man, I am very far from saymng they do not exist.

By a wise man I mean precisely a man who can change

any one of us, when what 1s bad appears and is to him, and

make what is good appear and be tohum. In this statement,

again, don’t set off m chase of words, but let me explain

!mm,m&mek,ummuemumpmty(w). Lack. xsgn * Would

not any pig know . Cic, Ac Post i, 5, 18: now sus docst Mimervam
This than the English sounds
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166E, still more clearly what I mean. Remember how it was put
earlier in the conversation : to the sick man his food appears
sour and is so; to the healthy man 1t 15 and appears the
opposite. Now there is no call to represent erther of the
two as wiser—that cannot be—nor 1s the sick man to be

167.  pronounced unwise because he thinks! as he does, or the
healthy man wise because he thinks differently. What is
wanted is a change to the opposite condition, because the
other state 1s better.

“ And s0 too in education a change has to be effected from
the worse condition to the better; only, whereas the
physician produces a change by means of drugs, the sophist
does it by discourse It is not that a man makes someone
who previously thought what is false think what is true
(for 1t is not possible either to think the thmg that is not
or to think anything but what one experiences, and all

B, experiences are tnu) mther I should say, when someone
by reason of a of mind has

a ke character, onemakuhxrn by reason of a sound
condition, think 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
truer.* 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, physicians, and when they have to do with plants,
husbandmen For I assert that husbandmen too, when
plants are sickly 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
** Thupks’, * judges (Sofdf), here replaces * appoars * (galwof) What
18 meant 1 the judgment stating the fact of a sense-unpression - * This food
seems and 18 to me sour * If Socrates’ earhier expression, ‘ what every man

bel the result of * (8 dv 8" aloBfoews Bofdlp, 161D)
:l:ch]ndgmm. they are not ignorant or foolsh judgments, nor are they

% The text 15 doubtful  The best senso 15 obtamed by talung /s (1674, 7)
4

and (sc_guxiis #e, with W) and omit rd (with Drels,
Vors éu,225) It 15 the sophist, not the ypnory s, that * makes ’ the
to sound thoughts The: xpnar) will then bo explamed as an attempt

notmmtfk(gmmgtheenhudmlw,A 7) 18 stall the subject

* Omitting re xal difeis Diels’ suggestion (Vors ¢ m)amuzo..,om
gives a wrong sense, for the unhealthy sensations are also
jectures diqfelas (Schleiermacher), lém(mu),-au(xnhnds)mm con-
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167c. right. For I hold that whatever practices seem right and
laudable to any particular State are so, for 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 gude

his pupils in the way they should go, is wise and worth a

D. considerable fee to them when their education is com-
pleted. In this 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 with being a measure,
since by these considerations my doctrine 1s saved from

shipwreck.?
In this central section there is 1o reason to doubt that Socrates
is doing what he prof to d ’ thesis as

Protagoras, if he were ahve, would lnmse]l have defended it.?
The form of the argument is necessarily adapted to the context ;
but the contents are, in all probabihty, Protagorean.
was the first to claim the title of * Sophist °, with 1ts suggestion of a
superior wisdom.> He must have reconciled this clam with his
doctrine that all opinions are equally true, andeanonlyhavcdonc
so by arguing, as he does here, that some opinions are ‘ better’,
though not truer, than others, and that his own business, asan edu-
cator, was to substitute better opinons for worse. The analogy
of the husbandman substituting sound and healthy sensations in
plants is an archaic touch,* suggesting that Plato may be drawing
on Protagoras’ own writings. Protagoras’ special profession was
to educate men and make them good citizens, and he taught the
art of Rhetoric, which was to enable the public speaker to offer
good counsel to the assembly in an effective form He must have
held the corresponding view, here stated about the laws and cus-
toms of States, as the isions (8d&as) of
the community. Such laws and customs are ‘nght’ 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 that Plato here is fairly reproducing the standpoint of the
historic Protagoras.

3 ogleras & Myos seems to allude to udfos dndihero & Mpwraydpaios, 164D, Cf,
M Gznpﬂuhﬂqnldnhm
H Gomperz, Sophstih % Rhstorsh, P 261 * Protag 3178
‘PcAmt ds plantss 815a, 15, and

themch.tphnuuvemmmlpkmmudpm m.num
phymcian, husbandman, and educator recurs at Prolag 334, and
Symp. 187A, both places where Plato is uming earher matenal,
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‘What, then, does the Defence actually maintain? The argument
advances, by stages, from the position where Plato has already
agreedwﬁhhotagomtothepomhonwhtchhewﬂlchﬂmgcin

the sequel.

(1) At the level of physical sensations or perceptions, it has been
admitted (159-160) that a sick man’s abnormal sensations are not
less ‘ true * than the healthy man’s normal ones, and that they are
partly determined by his own state of body. The physician,

agoras argues, is called n to change that state, because it 1s
generally agreed, by physicians and patients alike, that the healthy
sensations are ‘better’. ‘Better’ presumably means ‘more
pleasant ’ ; and each man is the sole judge of what he finds pleasant.
The physician can be called ‘ wise * because he knows how to change
the worse state to a better. The point that remains obscure is
what sort of knowledge enables him to do this.

(2) The position of the educator is said to be analogous to the
physician’s ; it is his business to change our mental condition from
unsound to sound, so that our judgments, beliefs, opinions, may be
sounder, though not truer. The crucial statement 1s: ‘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 thing
that is not or to think anything beyond what one experiences,
and all experiences are true.’ The last words refer to Socrates’
objection : ‘ If what every man believes as a result of perception
15 indeed to be true for him ; if, just as no one 1s to be a better judge
of what another experiences (ndflog), so no one is better entitled
to consider whether what another #hinks (86¢av) 1s true or false’,
where is the superior wisdom of Protagoras? Protagoras’ reply,
‘ No one can think anything beyond what he expenences, and all
expenences are true’, refers primarily to judgments which are
supposed merely to register the fact of a present sensation: I
judge that this wine seems sour to me. No one can challenge the
truth of such a judgment. But in the same breath
extends this claim to all judgments or beliefs in the general state-
ment : 'Itis:mpomx'bletothmkthethmgthatlsnot , v, to
think what is false. The cannot,
truer beliefs ; but only ‘ sounder * ones. What * sounder * means is
left obscure. It does not mean * normal ’, for that would set up the
majonty as a norm or measure for the minority. It can only mean
more useful or expedient : a sound belief is one that ws produce
better effects in the future ‘Better effects’, again, must mean
effects that will seem better to me when the sophist has trained me.

* Protagoras’ position should not be confused with modern Pragmatism,
which does not assert that all behiefs must be equally true
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I shall then prefer my new beliefs to those which I now prefer.
The same argument applies to the laws and customs of the State.
‘ Whatever practices seem right (3/xawz) and laudable (xaid) to
any parﬁcn]ar State are so, for that State, so long as it holds by
them '. Thus it is legally right and socially approved that Moham-
medans should have several wives, Englishmen one only. But a
statesman may u'y to substitute * soundzr customs This ngu.ln
can only mean ‘more di E;
Turks to adopt monogamy can only urge that the results will scem
better to the converted Turk.

Such 1s Protagoras’ position. The Defence now ends with a
peroration, in which Protagoras lectures Socrates for frivolity and
the points outstanding for serious criticism are recalled.

167D. SOCR. (comtinues). ‘ Now 1if you can dispute this doctrine in
principle, do so by argument stating the case on the other
side, or by asking questions, if you prefer that method,
which has no terrors for a man of sense; on the contrary
it ought to be specially agreeable to him Only there is
E. this rule to be observed : do not conduct your questioning
unfairly. It is very unreasonable that one who professes
a concern for virtue should be constantly guilty of unfair-
ness in argument. Unfairness here consists in not observing
the distinction between a debate and a conversation. 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 ; one should help out the other
party and bring home to him only those ships and fallacies
168. that are due to humself or to his earher instructors. If
you follow this rule, your associates wn]l lay the blame for
their and p ies on th lves and not on
you; theywd.llikeyoumdoourtyoursomty, and dis-
g\utcd with themselves, will turn to philosophy, hoping to
escape from their former selves and become different men.
Bat if, ike so many, you take the opposite course, you will
reach the opposite result: nstead of turning your com-
B. panions to philosophy, you will make them hate the whole
business when they get older. So, if you will take my
advice, you will meet us in the candid spirit I spoke of,
without hostility 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 individual or com-
munity. The further question whether knowledge is, or
is not, the same thing as perception, you will consider as a

74




INTERLUDE

1688. consequence of these principles, not (as you did just now)
c. basing your argument on the common use of words and
phrases, which the vulgar twist into any sense they please

and so perplex one another in all sorts of ways.’

So the Defence ends. The central part was confined to genuine
Protagorean doctrine ; but here we are reminded that Socrates’
dialectical construction has included also the Heracleitean flux and
Theaetetus’ claim that perception is the same thing as knowledge.
All three elements still await serious criticism, and they are dealt
with separately in the sequel. (r) The Protagorean thesis—Every
judgment true for him who makes 1t—is refuted for the individual
(169D—17IC) and for the State (177c~179B) ; next (2) the unrestricted
doctrine—All things are in motion—is denounced as fatal to all
discourse (179c~1838); and (3) the identification of perception
with knowledge is finally rejected (184B~I86E).

168c-169D. Interlude

In an mterlude Theodorus is again drawn into the discussion.
This marks that the next section of the argument is directed
his friend Protagoras, who 1s not held responsible for the two other
theses.

168c. SOCR. 1 Such, Theod is my ibution to
the defence of your friend—the best I can make from my
small means. Were he alive to speak for himself, 1t would
be a much more impressive affair.
Tueop. You are not serious, Socrates ; your defence was
most spirited.
Socr  Thank you, my friend. And now, did you notice
how Protagoras was reproaching us for taking a child to
D. argue with and using the boy’s timdity to get the better
of his own position m what 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 ?
TrEOD. Of course I did, Socrates.
Socr. What then? Do you think we should do as he says ?
THEOD. Most certainly.
Socr. Well, the company, as you see, are all children,
except yourself. If we are to treat his doctrine seriously,
E. as he enjoins, you and I must question one another. So
we shall at any rate escape the charge of making light of it
by discussing it with boys.
THEOD. Why, surely Theaetetus can follow up such an
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I68E. investigation better than a great many men with long
‘beards.

SocrR. But not better than you, Theodorus. So don't
imagme that you have no duty to your departed friend, but
can leave it to me to make the best defence for him. Please
169. come with us a little of the way at any rate—)ust undl we
know her, in the of
you cannot help being a measure, or everybody is just as
competent as you in geometry and astronomy and all the
other subjects you are supposed to excel in.
TaEOD. It is no easy matter to escape questioning in your
company, Socrates. I was deluded when I said you would
leave me in peace and not force me into the ring like the
Spartans : you seem to be as unrelenting as Skiron. The
B. Spartans tell you to go away if you will not wrestle, but
Antaeus is more in your line : you will let no one who comes
near you go until you have stripped him by force for a trial
of sf
Socr. Your comparisons exactly fit what is wrong with me,
Theodorus ; but my capacity for endurance is even greater.
I have encountered many heroes in debate, and times
without number a Heracles or a Theseus has broken my head ;
c. but I have so deep a passion for exerase of this sort that
1 stick to it all the same. So don’t deny me the pleasure
of a trial, for your own benefit as well as mme.
Taeop. I have no more to say ; lead me where you will.
You are hike Fate : noone can elude the toils of argument you
spin for him. But I shall not be able to oblige you beyond
the point you have proposed
Socr. Enough, if you will go so far. And please be on
the watch for fear we should be betrayed into arguing
D. fnvolously and be blamed for that again.
Teeop. I will try as well as I can.

169D-171D. Criticism of Protagoras’ docirine as exiended to all
Judgments

Socrates now opens the attack on the genuinely Protagorean
doctrine put forward m the central part of the Defence—the exten-
nonoithemmm,uanthemme,beyondtheﬁeldofmmednte

ion (where we pted 1t) to all j

Ourmgmalobyectmn (x61D) was: If all judgments are true to
hnmwhomakesthun,how:anonemmbemtbmmother?
In the Defence P das’ ' that some
are wiser than others, mﬂthumlghtmtowukenmscase
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Socrates now observes that we ought to make sure of this step by
deducing it formally from what Protagoras certainly did say,
namely, that ‘ what seems to mhmunsto him ’. Presumably,
Plato wishes to avoid the i of buting to P

a statement which did not appear just in that form i his writings.

16gD. SocR. Let us begin, then, by coming to grips with the

170.

doctrine at the same pomnt as before. Let us see whether
or not our discontent was justified, when we criticised it
as making every individual self-suffiient in wisdom. Pro-
tagoras then conceded that some people were superior in
the matter of what is better or worse, and these, he said,
were wise. Didn’t he ?

Taeop. Yes.

Socr. If he were here himself to make that admission,
instead of our conceding it for him in our defence, there
would be no need to reopen the question and make sure of
our ground ; but, as things are, we might be said to have
no authority to make the admission on his behalf. So it
will be more satisfactory to come to a more complete and
clear agreement on this particular point; for it makes a
considerable difference, whether this is so or not.
Taeop. That is true.

Socr. Let us, then, as briefly as possible, obtamn his
agreement, not through any third person, but from hs
own statement.

Taeop. How?

Socr. In this way. He says—doesn't he ?—that what
seems true ! to anyone is true for him to whom it seems so ?
Taeop. He does.

Socr. Well now, Protagoras, we are expressing what seems
true to a man, or rather to all men, when we say that
everyone without exception holds that in some respects he
is wiser than his neighbours and 1n others they are wiser
than he. For instance, in moments of great danger and
distress, whether m war or in sickness or at sea, men regard
as a god anyone who can take control of the situation and
look to him as a saviour, when hus only point of superiority
is his knowledge. Indeed, the world 1s full of people looking
for thosewhomnmsmlctmdgovemmenandmmalsand
direct their doings, and on the other hand of people who
think th lves quite to unds the teaching

‘dlu-whm as the context shows, mean ‘ what seems true’ Smce

manm covered judgment, the mtsrpretation 18 perfectly farr.
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and governing. In all these cases what can we say, if not
that men do hold that wisdom and ignorance exist among
them ?

TeEEOD. We must say that.

Socr. Andtheyhnldthatwnsdomhesmthmhngtmly
and ignorance in false belief

Taeop. Of course.

Socr. 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 ? From either supposition it results that their thoughts
are not always true, but both true and false. For consider,
Theodorus. Are you, or is any Protagorean, prepared to
maintain that no one regards anyone else as ignorant or as
making false judgments ?

Taeop. That is incredible, Socrates.

Socr. That, however, is the inevitable consequence of the
doctrine which makes man the measure of all things.
Taeop. How so?

Socr. When you have formed a judgment on some matter
in your own mind and express an opmion about it to me,
let us grant that, as Protagoras’ theory says, 1t is true for
you; bmarcwetomderstmdthahnsmpossblefmns,
the rest of the comp: d upon
your judgment ; ar,:fwecan,thatwnlway;pmnounuyour
opinion to be true ? Doyonnmraj.herﬁndthmsandsof
opponents who set their opinion agamnst yours on every
occasion and hold that your judgment and belief are

false ?
Teeop. I should just think so, Socrates; thousands and
tens of thousands, as Homer says; and they give me all
the trouble in the world.
Socr. And what then? Would you have us say that in
suchacautheop:mmyouholdnstmcioryonmlimd
false for these tens of thousands?
Taeop. The doctrine certainly seems to imply that.
SocR. And what is the consequence for Protagoras himself ?
Isit 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
wrote would not be true for anyone ? If, on the other hand,
he did believe it, but the mass of mankind does not agree
with him, then, you see, it is more false than true by just
so much as the unbelievers outnumber the believers.
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171. THEOD. That follows, if its truth or falsity varies with
each individual opinion.
Socr. Yes, and besides that it involves a really exquisite
conclusion.! Protagoras, for his part, admitting as he does
that everybody’s opinion is true, must acknowledge the
truth of his opponents’ belief about his own belief, where
they think he is wrong.
THEOD. Certainly.

B. Socr. That 1s to say, he would acknowledge his own belief
to be false, if he admits that the belef of those who think
him wrong is true ?

THaEOD. Necessarily.

Socr. But the others, on their side, do not admit to them-
selves that they are wrong.

TrEOD. No.

Socr. Whereas Protagoras, once more, according to what
he has written, admits that this opinion of theirs is as true
as any other.

Tueop. Ewidently.

Socr. On all hands, then, Protagoras included, his opinion
will be disputed, or rather Protagoras will jon m the
general consent—when he admits to an opponent the truth

c. of his contrary opmion, from that moment Protagoras
himself will be admitting that a dog or the man in the
street is not a measure of anything whatever that he
does not understand Isn’t that so?

THEOD. Yes.

Socr. Then, since it is disputed by everyone, the Truth
of Protagoras 1s true to nobody—to himself no more than
to anyone else.

TeEOD. We are running my old friend too hard, Socrates.
Socr. 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
us head up through the ground there as far as to the neck,
very probably he would expose me thoroughly for talking
such nonsense and you for agreemng to it, before he sank
out of sight and took to his heels. However, we must do
our best with such lights as we have and continue to say
what we think.

1 Sextus, Mafh vu, 389, says that an argument of this form, known as
* turning the tables * (wepirpom), Was used agaunst Protagoras by Democritus,
as well as by Plato here.
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Socrates’ last words probably do not mean that Protagoras would,
in Plato’s opinion, have had any valid answer to make. The argu-
ment has fairly deduced, on Protagoras’ own principles, the conse-
quences of asserting that what every man thinks true is true for
him. It does follow for Protagoras’ opponents that his doctrine
is not true, and, for Protagoras himself, that their belief in its
falsity is true for them.

171D-172B. Restatement of the question : wherein lies the supersority
of the wise ?
This lwwevu',lsad‘ 7 The real issue between

Protagoras and Plato is too serious to be disposed of so hghtly,
and Socrates now gives the conversation a graver turn. He

by restating the premiss on which all, including Protagoras, are
agreed : that one man can be wiser than another. Wherem can
such superionity lie ? Not in the field of immediate perception of
sense-qualities : there (as Plato is careful to note once more)
we have agreed with Protagoras that each man 1s the measure of
what 1s, or rather ‘ becomes’, for him. But the Defence itself
claimed a superiority in wisdom for the physician, the educator,
and the statesman. All these undertake to change our condition
and make ‘ better ’ things ‘ appear and be’ to the individual or
to the State. We have still to inquire what this profession imples.

I7ID. SOCR. (comtinues). Now, for instance, must we not say that
everyone would agree at least to this: that one man can
be wiser or more ignorant than another ?

TeeoD. I certainly think so.
Socr. And further, shall we say that the doctrine would
find its firmest footing in the position we traced out in
E. our defence of Protagoras: that most things—hot, dry,
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 might consent to admit that, in the matter of good or bad
health, not any woman or chuld—or ammal, for that matter
—knows what is wholesome for it and 1s capable of curing
itself ; but that here, if anywhere, one person is superior
another.

to 3
Treop. I should certainly say so.

172. Socr. And agamn in social matters, the theory will say
that, so far as good and bad customs or rights and wrongs
or matters of religion are concerned, whatever any State
makes up 1its mind to enact as lawful for itself, really is
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172. lawful for it, and in this field no individual or State is wiser
than another. But where it is a question of laying down
what is for its advantage or disadvantage, ance more there,
if anywhere, the theory will admit a difference between
two advisers or between the decisions of two different
States in respect of truth, and would hardly venture to
assert that any enactment which a State supposes to be

B. for its advantage will quite certainly be so.

The position taken up in the Defence is here restated fairly.
The doctor has some wisdom or knowledge justifying his offer to
change my condition to one in which things he calls ‘ better * will
appear and be tome. His case 1s parallel to that of the statesman,
who uses his eloquence to recommend a change of custom or of
law or a practical policy. If ‘right’ means simply what is en-
joined by law and a ‘good custom ’ one that 1s 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 1t will produce * better ’ results, that is to say, results which
will appear as more advantageous when the change has been
effected. When we return to this point later, it will be argued
that the doctor’s or the statesman’s present judgment about what
will be more advantageous mn the future conflicts, ex hypothesi,
with the judgment of lus unconverted hearers, and that both cannot
be true. This argument, however, is not developed until after
the ‘ digression ’, which now follows.

172B~177C. Digression : the contrast of Phslosophy and Rhetoric

The occasion of this digression has not been well understood.
Socrates breaks off at this point to suggest that some who ‘ do not
argue altogether as Protagoras does’ may not accept the analogy
that has just been drawn between the doctor’s concern with the
bodily health of the individual and the statesman’s concern with
questions of right and wrong. They will deny that ‘right’ has
any meaning at all other than what is publicly decreed at any
time. This, as Socrates says, raises a larger issue than the argu-
ment we were just embarking upon with Pra

172B. SOCR. (comtinues). But, in that field I am speaking of—in
right and wrong and matters of rehgion—people ! are ready
to affirm that none of these things 1s natural, with a reality
of its own, but rather that the public decision becomes true

1 The subject of the plural ééhovos i8 not the same as the singular subject
(JMyu)olthpnvmsm , and accordingly not Protagoreans but (as
Campbell says) * certain persons who sue presently defined *.

P.T.K, 24 G
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1728. at the moment when it is made and remains true so long
as the decision stands; and those who do not argue alto-
gether as Protagoras does carry on their philosophy on
these lines.?

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

Editors have not seen clearly that this sentence does not amplify
the preceding one, but introduces a new position held, not by
Protagoras, but by people who do not state their position
altogether as Protagoras stated his. Their view is the ‘more
important’ theory, involving larger issues than the restricted
posuon we have just ascribed to Protagoras, the consideration of
which is ly postponed.

What is this larger theory ? Those who hold it are not ‘ incom-
plete Protagoreans °, but go further than Protagoras himself. They
deny the analogy between physical qualities (hot, dry, sweet, etc)
and moral qualties like ‘just’. The hot and the cold, the dry
and the moist, they will say, exist ‘ by nature ’; and they would
agree with Protagoras that the fact that one contrary appears to
me, the other to you, 1s consistent with therr having an objective
being of their own. But ‘just’ and ‘ unjust’, they say, have no
status in Nature ; they are mere creations 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 position formu-
lated in the Republic by Thrasymachus, who denes that  right
has any natural vahdity : the word means nothing more than what
the most powerful element in the State decrees for its own advan-
tage (r0 od xpelrvovog ovupégov). He would reject the distinction
Socrates has just drawn between what is laid down as lawful and
what is decided upon as advantageous (ovupégovra). When
Socrates argued in the Republic (as he will later in the Theacicius)
that the strongest elemznt in the State may be mlstaken about
its own ad hus was not The
atheists of Laws X { (889 ﬂ ) draw the same contrast between Nature
and convention. Fire, Air, Water, and Earth exist by nature and

1 Reading «al doot ye &) Myovss  "Ooot @ Mywos would mean * all who
do not argue’, and we should then have to understand (with M Dids and
others) all who do mof go so far as Protagoras _But these people go further.
It 18 not true that everyone who stops short of Protagoras’ pomtion holds the
extreme view here stated.

* His speech in the Prolagoras 320 ff. recogmises mnnate moral instincts of
Ju‘;““ll:d ll:;,,,vehp existing mol.:lh::n mtunl society 18 formed  Education
m Ba ment nad mstincts by a socialising process,
malking men good citizens of their own States. R4
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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 legislation, custom, and religion is
“not by nature, but by art *. Conventions differ in different com-
munities. ‘ What is nght (rd dfeawa) has no natural existence at
all; but men are perpetually disputing about it and altering it,
and whatever alteration they make at any time is at that time

h e, owing 1ts exi to design and the laws, not in
any way to nature’ (88gE). This is preasely the position stated
here, the extreme consequence of making man the measure of
all things, but a consequence never, so far as we know, drawn by
Protagoras lumself, who did not dream of subverting the basis of
morality.

To Plato this thesis is the position of the arch-enemy, the
whole of the Republic is a reply to1t Here, acknowledging that
it cannot be attributed to Protagoras, Socrates drops for a time
the criticism of Protagoras’ own theory, and replies indirectly 1n
the ‘ digression ’ that follows. A direct treatment would demand
a repetition of the contents of the Republic and arguments sup-
porting the Platonic thesis that the moral Forms, Justice and
the rest, do * exist by nature with a being of their own’. But the
Forms are to be excluded, so far as possible, from this conversation,
which discusses the claim of the world of appearances to yield
knowledge without invoking the mntelligible world. So Plato 1s
content to indicate his answer by reviving the contrast drawn 1
the Gorgsas and the Republic between the orator of the law court
or the A bly and the true the p whose
knowledge lies 1n that other realm of reality. The whole digression
15 studded with allusions to the Repubisc, and in the course of 1t
the moral Forms are plamly, though unobtrusively, mentioned.

172c. THEop. Well, Socrates, we have time at our disposal

Evidently. And it strikes me now, as often before,

how natural it is that men who have spent much time in

philosophical studies? should look ridiculous when they

appear as speakers in a court of law.

Taeop. 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

D. have been trained as slaves, the others as free men.

1 Guooodla has often a wide meaning covering all iberal studies (as at 143D)
or ‘culture * (as in Isocrates).
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Teeop. In what way?

Socr. In the way you spoke of: the free man always
has time at his disposal to converse in peace at his leisure.
He will pass, as we are doing now, from one argument to
another—we have 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 long or short the discussion may
be, if only it attains the truth. The orator is always talking
against time, hurried on by the clock ; there is no space
to enlarge upon any subject he chooses, but the adversary
stands over him ready to recite a schedule of the points
to which he must confine himself. He is a slave disputing
about a fellow-slave before a master sitting in judgment
with some definite plea in his hand ; and the issue is never
indifferent, but his personal concerns are always at stake,
sometimes even his life. Hence he acquires a tense and bitter
shrewdness ; he knows how to flatter his master and earn his
good graces, but his mind 1s narrow and crooked. An
apprenticeship 1 slavery has dwarfed and twisted hus growth
and robbed lum of his free spint, driving him into devious
ways, threatening him with fears and dangers which the
tenderness of youth could not face with truth and honesty ;
so, turning from the first to lies and the requital of wrong

. with wrong, warped and stunted, he passes from youth

to manhood with no soundness in him and turns out, in
the end, a man of i intellect

So much for the orator, Theodorus. Sha.lllmwdescnbe
the philosophic quire to which we belong, or would you
rather leave that and go back to our discussion? We
must not abuse that freedom we claimed of ranging from
one subject to another.
THEOD. No, Socrates ; let us have your description first.

. As you said quite rightly, we are not the servants of the

argument, which 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, nor in the
theatre with an audience to criticise our philosophic evolu-
tions.

Socr. Then, if that is your wish, let us speak of the leaders
in philosophy ; for the weaker members may be neglected.

. From their youth up they have never known the way to

market-place or law court or council chamber or any other

place of public assembly ; they never hear a decree read

out or look at the text of a law; to take any interest in
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173D. the rivalries of political cliques, in meetings, dinners, and
merrymakings with flute-girls, never occurs to them even
in dreams. Whether any fellow-citizen is well or ill born
or has mherited some defect from his ancestors on either
side, the philosopher knows no more than how many pints
of water there are in the sea. He is not even aware that
E. he knows nothing of all this; for if he holds aloof, it is
not for rep\natwns sake, but because it is really only his
body that sojourns in his city, while his thought, disdaming
all such things as worthless, takes wings, as Pindar says,
“ beyond the sky, beneath the earth ’, searching the heavens
and measuring the plams, everywhere seeking the true
174. mnature of everything as a whole, never sinking to what hes
close at hand.
Taeop. What do you mean, Socrates?
Socr The same thing as the story about the Thracian
maidservant who exercised her wit at the expense of Thales,
when he was looking up to study the stars and tumbled
down a well. She scoffed at him for being so eager to
know what was happening in the sky that he could not
see what lay at his feet  Anyone who gives his hife to philo-
B. sophy 1s open to such mockery. Itis true that he 1s unaware
what his next-door neighbour is doing, hardly knows,
indeed, whether the creature 1s a man at all;; he spends
all lus pains on the question, what man is, and what powers
and properties distinguish such a nature from any other.!
You see what I mean, Theodorus ?
TeEOD. Yes; and it is true.
Socr. And so, my friend, as I said at first, on a public
C. occasion or in private 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 laughing at him, as from inexperience he walks
bindly and stumbles into every pitfall. His ternble
clumsiness makes him seem so stupid. He cannot engage
m an exchange of abuse,? for, never having made a study
ofanyonespecuhaxwea]meeses he has no personal scandals
to bring up ; so m his helplessness he looks a fool. When
D. people vaunt their own or other men’s merts, his unaffected
laughter makes him conspicuous and they tnk he is
frivolous. When a despot or king is eulogised, he fancies
1 A clear allumon to the theory of Forms. The real object of knowledge
is the Form ‘ Man ’, not mndividual men.
* A constant feature of forenmic speechos at Athens,
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he is hearing some keeper of swine or sheep or cows being
congratulated on the quantity of milk he has squeezed
out of his flock; only he reflects that the animal that
princes tend and milk is more given than sheep or cows
to nurse a sullen grievance, and that a herdsman of this
sort, penned up in his castle, is doomed by sheer press of
work to be as rude and uncultivated as the shepherd in
his mountain fold. He hears of the marvellous wealth of
some landlord who owns ten thousand acres or more, but
that seems a small matter to one accustomed to think of
the earth as a whole. When they harp upon birth—some
gentleman who can point to seven generations of wealthy
ancestors—he thinks that such commendation must come
from men of purblind vision, too uneducated to keep their
eyes fixed on the whole or to reflect that any man has
had countless myriads of ancestors and among them any
number of rich men and beggars, kings and slaves, Greeks
and barbarians. To pride oneself on a catalogue of twenty-
five progenitors gomng back to Heracles, son of Amphitryon,
strikes him as showing a strange pettiness of outlook. He
laughs at a man who cannot rid his mind of foolish vanity
by reckoning that before Amphitryon there was a twenty-
fifth ancestor, and before lum a fiftieth, whose fortunes
were as luck would have it. But 1n all these matters the
world has the laugh of the philosopher, partly because he
seems arrogant, partly because of hus helpless ignorance
in matters of daily hfe.

Taeop. Yes, Socrates, that is exactly what happens.
Socr. On the other hand, my friend, when the philosopher
drags the other upwards to a height at which he may
consent to drop the question ‘ What injustice have I done
to you or you to me?’ and to think about justice and
injustice in themselves, what each is, and how they differ
from one another and from anything else!; or to stop
quoting poetry about the happmess of kings or of men with
gold in store and think about the meaning of kingship and
the whole question of human happiness and misery, what
therr nature is, and how humanity can gain the one and
escape the other—in all this field, when that small, shrewd,

. legal mind has to render an account, then the situation 1s

reversed. Now it 1s he who is dizzy from hanging at such
an unaccustomed height and looking down from mid-air.

1 The moral Forms are here openly mentioned, and there are allusions to
the allegory of the Cave in Rep. vi
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175D. Lost and dismayed and stammering, he will be langhed at,

not by maidservants or the uneducated—they will not see
what is happening—but by everyone whose breeding has
been the antithesis of a slave’s.

Such are the two characters, Theodorus. The one is

. nursed in freedom and leisure, the philosopher, as you call

him. He may be excused if he looks foolish or useless
when faced with some memal task, 1f he cannot tie up bed-
clothes into a neat bundle or flavour a dish with spices and
a speech with flattery. The other is smart in the dispatch
of all such services, but has not learnt to wear his cloak hke
a gentleman, or caught the accent of discourse that will
rightly celebrate the true life of happiness for gods and
men

TrEOD. If you could convince everyone, Socrates, as you
convince me, there would be more peace and fewer evils in
the world.

Socr. Evils, Theodorus, can never be done away with, for
the good must always have 1ts contrary ; nor have they any
place in the divine world ; but they must needs haunt this
region of our mortal nature. That is why we should make
all speed to take flight from this world to the other; and
that means becoming like the divine so far as we can, and
that again is to become righteous with the help of wisdom.
But 1t 15 no such easy matter to convince men that the
reasons for avoiding wickedness and seeking after goodness
are not those which the world gives. The right motive 1s
not that one should seem innocent and good—that 1s no
better, to my thinking, than an old wives’ tale—but let us
state the truth in this way. In'.hedwmethmlsm

. shadow of h only the perf

ness ; mdmthmglsmnnhkethedwmeﬂ:mmyoneof
uswhobeoomesasﬁghteo\lsaspoﬁble. It 1s here that a
man shows his true spirit and power or lack of spirit and

For to know this is wisdom and excellence of
the genuine sort ; not to know it is to be mamfestly blind and
base. All other forms of seeming power and intelligence
in the rulers of socety are as mean and vulgar as the

. mechanic’s skill in handicraft. If a man’s words and deeds

are unrighteous and profane, he had best not persuade him-

self that he is a great man because he sticks at nothing,

glorying in his shame as such men do when they fancy that

others say of them: They are no fools, no useless burdens

to the earth, but men of the right sort to weather the storms
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176D. of public life. Let the truth be told: they are what they
fancy they are not, all the more for deceiving themselves ;
for they are ignorant of the very thing it most concerns
them to know——the penalty of injustice. This is not, as they
imagine, stripes and death, which do not always fall on the

E. wrong-doer, but a penalty that cannot be escaped.

Taeop. What penalty 1s that ?
Socr. There are two patterns, my friend, in the unchange-
able nature of things, one of divine happiness, the other of
godless misery—a truth to which their folly makes them
177.  utterly blind, unaware that in doing injustice they are grow-
ing less like one of these patterns and more like the other.
The penalty they pay is the life they lead, answering to the
pattern they resemble. But if we tell them that, unless
they rid themselves of their superior cunning, that other
region which 1s free from all evil will not recerve them after
death, but here on earth they will dwell for all time in some
form of hfe resembling their own and in the society of things
as evil as themselves, all this will sound like foolishness to
such strong and unscrupulous minds.
Taeop So it will, Socrates.

B. Socr. I have good reason to know it, my friend. But
there is one thing about them: when you get them alone
and make them explain their objections to philosophy, then,
if they are men enough to face a long examination without
mnnmgaway,ltlsoddhawtheyendbyﬁndmgthwown

how their flow of eloquence
runsd.ry mdtheybewmeasspeechlﬁsuanmiant
All this, however, is a digression; we must stop now,
c. and dam the flood of topics that threatens to break in and
drown our original argument. With your leave, let us go
back to where we were before.

Taeop. For my part, I rather prefer listening to your

digressions, Socrates ; they are easier to follow at my time

of life. However, let us go back, if you like.

The tone of this digression goes beyond the Gorgias and the
Phaedo and is far removed from the humanity of Socrates,
who certainly knew the way to the market-place, though he
deliberately kept out of politics. There is a foretaste of Cynicism
in the emphatic contempt of wealth and high birth. The main
contrast is not between the life of contemplation and the active life,
to which, in a reformed society, the philosopher king would acknow-
ledge his duty to descend. Many saints, like Teresa, have led very
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active lives mthout abnndomng the joys of contemplation. The
lif hilosopher’s is at first that of the rhetorician,
andtowa:dstheendthntofthemmtrmnedmrhetonctobethe
ruler of soaety, the strong-minded man who will stick at nothing
and thinks himself a ‘ realist * because he has no conception of the
reality of ideals—a familiar figure in the post-war world of Plato’s
manhood, as in our own. It is an easy conjecture that some part
of this tirade was inspired by Plato’s experiences at the court of
Syracuse.
The allusions to the allegory of the Cave, the passage about the
true meaning of kingship, happiness, and justice, are intended to
recall the whole argument of the Republic, with its doctrine of the
divine, intelligible region of Forms, the true objects of knowledge.
This is no mere digression ; it indicates—what cannot be directly
stated—the final cleavage between Platonism and the extreme
consequences of the Protagorean thesis. The Theaeletus here opens
a window upon the world of true bemng, but the vision must be
Our concern at present 1s only with the world of appear-

ances and its claim to yield knowledge.

177¢-179C.  Refutation of the Defence of Protagoras

The argument 1s now resumed at the pomnt where 1t was dropped
(1724), when the genumely Protagorean position had been isolated
from extraneous elements. That position 1s now stated again, to
mark that we have been straying beyond it. Socrates proceeds to
refute the defence he put forward earher on Protagoras’ behalf.

177¢. SocR. Very well. I think the point we had reached was
this. We were saying that the believers in a perpetually
changing reality and in the doctrine that what seems to
an mdividual at any time also is for um would, in most
matters, strongly insist upon their principle, and not least
in the case of what 1s right they would maintain that any
D. 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 contending that whatever a State may
believe and declare to be advantageous for itself is in fact
advantageous for so long as it is declared to be so—unless
he meant that the name ‘advantageous’ would continue
to be so applied; but that would be turning our subject
mto a joke.
TrEop. Certainly.
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1778. SocrR. We will suppose, then, that he does not mean the
name, but has in view the thing that bears it.
TaEoDp. We willt
Socr. Whatever name the State may give it, advantage
is surely the aim of its legislation, and all its laws, to the
full extent of its belief and power, are laid down as being
for its own best profit. Or has it any other object in view
when it makes laws ?

178. TEEop. None.
Socr. Then does it also hit the mark every time? Or
does every State often miss its aim completely ?
Taeop. I should say that mistakes are often made.
Socr. Wemay haveastil better chance of getting every-
one to assent to that, if we start from a question covering
the whole class of things which includes the advantageous.
It is, I suggest, a thing that has to do with future time.
‘When we legislate, we make our laws with the idea that they
will be advantageous time to come. We may call this
class ‘ what 1s going to be’.

B. TmEeop. Certainly.
Socr. Here, then, is a question for Protagoras or anyone
else who agrees with him * Accordmgtoyouandyom
fniends, Protagoras, man 1s the measure of all f
white and heavy and light and everything of that sort.
He possesses in humself the test of these things, and beheving
them to be such as he experiences them, he beheves what
is true and real for him. Is that nght?
THEOD. Yes.
Socr. Is it also true, Protagoras (we shall continue), that
C. he possesses within himself the testof 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 he is going to
catch a fever® 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 turn 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, while he will be both these things to himself ?

11t 18 not a question of the State giving the name * advantageous * to any
class of actions it enjoms. Legislation must be understood to tmply a judg-
ment that the conduct prescribed will have good efiects
Y wuperdy 18 subject of MipeoBas, cf. Phaedr. 251A, [dpas wal Bepudrns
dnbs Moupives.
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Tueop. That would be absurd.
Socr. And on the question whether a wine is going to be

. sweet or dry, I imagine the vine-grower’s judgment is authori-

tative, not a flute-player’s.
Taeop. Of course.
Socr. Or again, on the question whether a piece of music
ugomgtobemnmeornot agymnast.\ctmmawo\ﬂdnot
have a better opinion than a musician as to what the trainer
himself will later judge to be in good tune.
TeeoD. By no means.
Socr. And when a feast is being prepared, the guest who is
to be invited, supposing him not to be an expert mn cookery,
will have a less authoritative opinion than the confectioner
upon the pleasure that will result. We will not dispute yet
about what already is or has been pleasant to any indivi-
dual; but about what will in the future seem and be to
anyone, 1s every man the best judge for himself, or would
you, Protagoras,—at least in the matter of the arguments
that any one of us would find convincing for a court of law
—have a better opimon beforehand than any untramned
?

person
Treop. Certainly, Socrates, in that matter he did emphati-
cally profess to be superior to everybody.
Socr. Bless your soul, I should think he did. No one
would have paid huge sums to talk with hum, if he had not
convinced the people who came to him that no one whatever,
not even a prophet, could judge better than he what was
going to be and appear in the future.
THEoOD. Quite true.
Socr. And legislation, too, and the question of advan-

are matters d 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 ?
TaEOD. Assuredly.
Socr. Then we may quite reasonably put it to your master
that he must admit that one man is wiser than another and
that the wiser man is the measure, whereas an ignorant
person like myself is not in any way bound to be a measure,
as our defence of Protagoras tried to make me, whether I
liked it or not.
TaeEop. I think that is the weakest point in the theory,
Soa'ates,thoughnnsa]solssuhblemthatltmakﬁothet
peoples opmions valid when, as it turns out, they hold

Protagoras’ assertions to be quite untrue.
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179C. SocR. There are many other ways, Theodorus, of assailing
such a position and proving that not every opinion of every
person is true.
The Defence of Protagoras is thus refuted. The argument which
‘ turns the tables’ is reaffirmed by Theodorus; and it has been
shown that not all judgments can be true. When the patient and
the doctor disagree about what the patient’s experiences will be
at some future time, they are disagreeing about the same fact, which
is not at the moment part of the private experience of either, so
that he might claim to be the only possible judge. They cannot
both be right. No more can two politicians who dispute whether
some law or decree will have good effects for the State. Protagoras’
own profession as an educator of good atizens rested entirely on
his claim to be a better judge than his pupils of what they would,
when educated, find to be good for them.

179c~1818. The exireme Heracleitean position, contrasted with Par-
menides’ denial of all motion and change

Plato has now shown why he will not accept the Protagorean
posmon as extended by its author to judgments which go beyond
and private i of his present
sensahons But within this narrower field he has himself accepted
the position, and built 1t into his own account of the nature of per-
ception. We must now return to that account and consider the
second element, drawn from the flux doctrine of Heracleitus. With
what reservations and restrictions are we to adopt the principle

that all things are perpetually in motion ?
179¢.  SOCR. (comtinues). But with regard to what the individual
at the t—the source of his ions and
the judgments in accordance with them—it 1s harder to
assmlthetruthoithese Perhaps it is wrong to say
“harder’; maybe they are unassailable, and those who
assert that theya.rehanspumﬂydearl and are instances
of knowledge may be in the right, and Theaetetus was not
beside the mark when he said that perception and know-

p. ledge were the same thing.
‘We must, then, look more closely into the matter, as our
defence of Protagoras enjoined, and study this moving
1 Cf. Phasdrus 250, ‘ through the clearsst of the senses, mght, we apprehend
(8d dvapyeordrns
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179D. reality, ringing its metal to hear if it sounds true or cracked.
However that may be, there has been no inconsiderable
battle over it and not a few combatants.
THEOD. Anything but inconsiderable ; in Tonia, indeed, it
is actually growing in violence. The followers of Heracleitus
lead the quire of this persuasion with the greatest vigour.
Socr. All the more reason, my dear Theodorus, to look into
it carefully and to follow their lead by tracing it to its

source.
TeEOD. By all means. For there is no discussing these
principles of Heracleitus—or, as you say, of Homer or still
more ancient sages—with the Ephesians themselves, who
profess to be famuhar with them; you might as well talk
to a maniac. Faithful to their own treatises they are
Iterally in perpetual motion ; their capacity for staying
still to attend to an argument or a question or for a quiet
180. Interchange of question and answer amounts to less than
nothing, or rather even a minus quantity is too strong an
expression for the absence of the least modicum of repose
mn these gentry. 1 When you put a question, they pluck
from their quiver little oracular aphorisms to let fly at you ;
and if you try to obtam some account of their meaning,
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
with one another, but they take very good care to leave
B. nothing settled either in discourse or in their own minds ;
I suppose they think that would be something stationary
—a thing they will fight against to the last and do ther
utmost to banish from the umverse.
Socr. Perhaps, Theodorus, you have seen these gentlemen
in the fray and never met them in their peaceable moments ;
ndeed 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.
Taeop. Pupils indeed! My good friend, there is no such
c. thing as a master or pupil among them ; they spring up like
mushrooms. Each one gets his inspiration wherever he can,
and not one of them thinks that another understands any-
thing. So, as I was going to say, you can never bring them
l‘nhngﬁm'm ('not even nothing ' = a munus quantity) as the
subject of dmepBdMas, ‘ 18 excesmive (an exaggerated estimate) with respect to
the absence of even a little quiotness in them ’. For wpds, of. Soph. 2584, 5;
Phasdo 75a, 9.
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180C. to book, either with or without their consent. We must
take over the question ourselves and try to solve it like a
problem.

Socr. That is a reasonable proposal. As to this problem,

then, have we not here a tradition from the ancients who

p. hid their meaning from the common herd in poetical figures,

that Ocean and Tethys, the source of all things, are flowing

streams and nothing is at rest; and do not the moderns,

in their superior wisdom, declare the same quite openly,

in order that the very cobblers may hear and understand

their wisdom and, abandoning their simple faith that some

things stand still while others move, may reverence those
who teach them that everything is in motion ?

But I had almost forgotten, Theodorus, another school

E. which teaches just the opposite, that reality ‘ is one, immov-

able: “ Being " is the name of the All’,! and much else that

men like Mehssus and Parmenides maintain in opposition to

all those people, telling us that all things are a Unity which

stays still within itself, having noroom tomovein. How are

we to deal withall these combatants ? For, little by little, our

* Reading olov (for olov), dulvyrov reka. 7@ wavrl Svou’ lvos. There is
no reason to doubt that this verse stood in the text of Parmemdes used
by Plato and Simplicius, who twice quotes it, without reference to the Theas-
teius, at Phys 29, 15 and 143, 8 Both must have understood 1t as above
translated. The sense 15 good and relevant I cannot beheve that Plato

a
Simphicius had been corrupted and corrected mto pobror
vdp dodynp | olov, dulmror 7eMfes. 7@ wavrl Swop’ «lvas, we have the verse
q independently and correctly, by Plato and Simplicius, as Par-
memdes’ last word on the umty and changelessness of Bemng (see Classical
Revew, 1935, A New Fragment of Parmemdes).
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180E. advance has brought us, without our knowing it, between
the two lnes ; and, unless we can somehow fend them off and
181,  slip through, we shall suffer for it, as in that game they play
in the wrestling schools, where the players are caught by
both sides and dragged both ways at once across the hne.
The best plan, I think, will be to begin by taking 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 revolu-
B. tionaries who leave no landmark unremoved. If both sides
turn out to be quite unreasonable, we shall merely look
foolish if we suppose that nobodies like ourselves can make
any contribution after rejecting such paragons of ancient
wisdom. Do you think 1t worth while to go further in the
teeth of such danger, Theodorus ?
Tueop. Certainly, Socrates ; I could not bear to stop before
we have found out what each of the two parties means.

Theodorus’ vigorous outburst perhaps expresses Plato’s impatience
with the later followers of Heracleitus, who appear to have copied
with exaggeration their master’s use of cryptic aphorisms and reiter-
ated his doctrine of flux without contributing anything more than
emphasis, The Heracleitean position that is to be examuned is
the extreme position, comparable to the equally extreme denial of
all motion and change by Parmenides. Plato’s own task was to
discover what elements of truth each party was trymng to express.
Parmemides will be reserved for the Sophist. The Theaetetus, being
concerned with the sensible world, deals with Heracleitus, whose
doctrine has its application mn that world.

181B-183C.  Criticism of exireme Heraclesteanism

Socrates opens his criticism of Heracleitus by drawing the distinc-
tion between two kinds of change: local motion and change of
quality. At Parmenides 1388 these were declared to be the only
two species of change.  The word for change of quality (da4osoofar)
occurs in Heracleitus himself : ‘ God is day and mght, winter and
summer, war and peace, surfeit and hunger ; he changes (d4owfras)
just as fire, when blended with spices, is named according to the
savour of each ’ (36 Byw., 67 Diels). Whether the later Heraclei-
teans drew this distinction or not, they appear to have denied any
kind of rest or fixity.
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Socr. Well, if you feel so strongly about it, we must look
into the matter. I think our study of change should begin

. with the question: What after all do they mean when they

say all things are in change ? What I mean is this: Do

they recogmse one kind of change or two? 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. Tellme: do you call it change

whensomzthmgmmveskomplaoemplmoruvulvesm

the same place ?

Taeop. Yes.

Socr. Let that be one kind, then. Now suppose a thing

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 call that a different kind of change ?

TrEOD. Yes, it must be.

Socr. Solshmxldrwogmsethweastwolnndsofchange
1| on and local

Taeop. And you are right.

Socr. Having made that distinction, then, let us now

begin our talk with these people who say that everything

is in change and ask them: Do you say everything 1s 1

. both sorts of change—both moving in place and altering

—or that part changes in both ways, part in only one of the
two ?

THEOD. I really cannot tell ; but I think they would say
‘in both ways’.

Socr. Yes, my friend; otherwise they will find things at
rest as well as things in change, and it will be no more
correct to say that everything is changing than to say that
everything is at rest.

THEOD. Quite true.

Socr. So, since they are to be in change and unchangingness
mnstbexmpossible anywhere, all things are always in every
kind of change.

Taeop. That follows.

The theory of the nature of sense-perception, stated earlier, is now
included in the position we are examining. Judgment, as distinct

from

sense-] ion, has already been disposed of in the criticism

-perception,
of Protagoras. Being fallible, judgment (as Theaetetus will remark

later,

1878) cannot be simply identified with knowledge. Sothe dis-

cussion has now been narrowed down to the question : Can sense-
perception, whose infallibility has been admitted, give us know-
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ledge? Plato stands by his analysis of sense-perception, which is
now recalled. It 1s still attributed to those more refined thinkers
who have been alleged to hold the doctrine of flux. That doctrine
was originally stated without any reservation as applying to ‘all
things ’. Platohasmwtopointoutthnt.ifthzobjectsofperwp-
twn(towhlc.hltdou in hus opinion, apply) are taken to be ‘all
things ’, thuemnbemswhthmgasknowledgeata]l smceno
statement we make about these perpetually changing things

remain true for two moments together. Alldsswwsewﬂlbelm-
possible, since there wall be no fixed and stable things for our words
to refer to.

182A. SocrR. Now consider this point in their theory. The
account they gave of the genests of hotness or whiteness or
whatever 1t may be, we stated—didn’t we ?—in this sort of
way thatanyoneofthsethmgussomﬁhmgthtmov&
in place, p between agent
and patient , and that the pahentbeoom& perceptive, not
a perception, theagentwmtohnvea@amy rather
than to be a quality. Perhaps this word  qualty * strikes
you as queer and uncouth and you don’t understand 1t as
a general expression ! ; so let me give particular instances.
B. The agent does not become hotness or whiteness, but hot
or white, and so on with all the rest. No doubt you remem-
ber how we put this earlier : that nothing has any being
as one thing just by itself, no more has the agent orpahent,
but, as a consequence of their mtercourse with one 3
in gwving birth to the perceptions and the things perceived,
the agents come to be of such and such a qualty, and the
patients come to be percipient.
THEOD. I remember, of course.

The reference 1s to the statement (156E) that ‘ white’, ‘hot ’,
“hard ’, etc., have no bemng just by themselves, and that the agent
(as such) and the patient (as such) do not exist until the external
ob]ectandthesmse—orgmovmevnﬂ.bmmgeofmmthera.ndthe

‘ quick movements * begin to pass between them. Such being the
process of perception, Socrates now takes objects and perceptions
separately, beginning with objects.

* Thus is the first m Groek of the érrs, though the
adjective moios, ‘ of what sort’, or ‘ nature * et “ character *,
was 10 common use  The word was comed as a general term for all characters
like * hotness ', * whiteness’, * heaviness’, etc., the termination -rys corre-
sponding to * -ness’ in English
PT.K. 97 B
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182c. Socr. Very well, then, we will not inquire into other parts
of their theory, whether they mean this or that, but keep
to the point we have in view and ask them this : Al.lthmgx
by your account, are in a perpetual stream of change.
that so?
THEOD. Yes.
Socr. With both the kinds of change we distinguished—
both moving in place and altering ?
TaEoD. Certainly, if they are to be completely in change.
Socr. Well now, if they only moved in place without alter-
jug in quality, we should be able to say what qualities they
have as they move in this stream, shouldn’t we?
Taeop. Yes.

D. Socr. Since, however, there is nothing constant here either
—the flowing thing does not flow white but changes, so that
the very whiteness 1tself flows and shifts into another colour,
in order that the thing may escape the charge of constancy
in that respect—can We ever give it the name of any
and be sure that we are naming it nghtly ?

TrEoD. How can that be done, Socrates? Or how can
anything else of the kind you mean be called by its right
name, if, whilewea:espmhng it is all the time shpping
away from us in this stream ?

Socr. And again, what are we to say of a perception 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

or hearing ?

TrEOD. It certainly ought not, if all things are in change.

Socr. Then it has no right to be called seemng, any more

than not-seeing, nor is any other perception entitled to be

m.lled perception rather than not-perception, if everything
is changing in every kind of way.

TreoD. No, it hasn’t.

Socr. And perception is knowled, dis

to Theaetetus and me.

Taeop. Yes, you did say so.

Socr. In that case, our answer to the question, what

knowledge is, did not mean knowledge any more than not-

knowledge.
183. THEOD. So it appears.
The latter part of this dealing with p ion, seems

-tﬁntnghtle-eogentthantheputconmedmthob]eﬂs It
might be objected that, though the organ of sight and the percep-
98



HERACLEITEANISM CRITICISED

tion (seeing) may be changing all the time, that does not mean that
sedngmsestobeseemgandm:ghusweﬂbecalled not-seeing .
of perception with knowledge meant that
every dividual act of perception is infallible of some-
thing that exists. Th:sunatd:sprovedhypomtmgoutthatthe
perception and its object are always changing. The total complex
—perception + object—may be changing, but if it yields know-
ledge at any moment, it does so at all moments. We are merely
aware of shghtly different objects in a shightly different way from
moment to moment ; but each new perception is just as infallible
as the last. Thefactofchangedoesnotmnkempuonmseto
be perception, or, if it ever is knowledge, cease to be knowl
The extreme Heracleitean, howwet, cannot make this reply
It would mean that my perception, though changng in content,
remains the same in so far as 1t always has the character of being
and

ledge. But the Heraclei saysthntmthmg

ever remams the same. Platospmnt:sthat if * all things * without
pti ma.lways mnhavenoﬁxedmwmg

In the ion is ledge * the ings of the

words must be constantly shv.fhng So the statement cannot remaimn
true or the same statement.

The Heracleitean Cratylus, who influenced Plato in his youth,
did in fact reach this conclusion. Aristotle says that thinkers who
identified the real with the sensible world concluded that ‘ to seek
truth would be to chase a flying bird’. ‘ They saw that all this
world of nature 1s in movement and that about that which changes
no true sutement can be made; at least, regarding that which

everywhere mn every respect is chang;mg nothing could be truly
affirmed. Tt was this belief that blossomed into '.he ‘most extreme
of the views above ioned, that of the

such as was held by Cratylus, who finally did not think it nght to
say anything but only moved his finger, and criticised Heracleitus
for saying that it is impossible to step twice into the same river ;
for he thought one could not do it even once.’! The conclusion
Plato means us to draw is this : unless we recognise some class of
knowable entities exempt from the Heracleitean flux and so capable
of standing as the fixed meanings of words, no definition of know-
ledge can be any more true than its contradictory. Plato is deter-
mined to make us feel the need of his Forms without mentioning
them. Without the Forms, as his Parmenides said,? there can be no
discourse. The same conclusion had already been stated at the
end of the Cratylus.

1 Ar, Mstaph 1010a, 7, trans, Ross,

2 See Introd, p 11.
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1834. Socr. That would be a pretty result of the improvement
we made upon that first answer,! when we were so eager
to prove it right by showing that everything is in 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 qmuonlseqnallynght you may say it is so and it
is not so—or ‘ becomes’, if you prefer to avoid any term
that would bring these people to a standstill.

Treeop. You are right.
Sor.m Except,'l'heodarus,thntlusedthewon‘]s'so'and
‘notso’, whuuswehavenonghttomeﬂnsmd 90 '—
what is ‘ 50 * would cease to be in change—nor yet ‘ notso’:
B. there is no change in that either. Some new dialect will
have to be instituted for the exponents of this theory, since,
as it is, they have no phrases to fit their fundamental prop-
osition—unless indeed it were ‘ not even no-how’.? That
might be an expression indefinite enough to suit them.
THEOD. A most appropriate idiom.
Socr. So, , we are quit of your old 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 not admit that knowledge is perception, at least on the
basis of the theory that all things are in change, unless
Theaetetus has some objection.
TrEoD. That is excellent, Socrates; for now these ques-
tions are disposed of, ltwasagreedthatlshoddbeqmtof
answering your questions, as soon as the discussion of
Protagoras’ theory should come to an end.

Two conclusions are here carefully stated. By the argument
thatthewnsemmnsabetur]udgeofwhatmﬂ bemt.hefutm

we have disposed of ’ doctrine as ded to j
but in the icted sphere of P i our licati of his
principle still stands. Th 3 is

knowledge, has been refuted ‘ mwmajwmwwm

1Viz that knowledge is the same as perception
® The text 18 corrupt o33’ odrws (W) cannot be nght, since ody obrw has
already been rejected as not indefinite enough o9’ Srews (BT) 18 not Groek for
“No-how’ (038’ dmwooby, Or drworioty) 1f some still more negative expression
is needed— not even nohow * (cf 79 o33’ odddv, 180a)—we might conjecture
088’ 0ddéwws, a form as posaible as od3émore or o33émw, which Plato might con
hrﬂ.ﬂl oeudm (obrews being poetic)  Another possibihity 18 0d< x ol >3
1nvolving a pun on dmepor = * ndefinite * and dwapor =
lawnnt' (@ at Tom, 55cndplum 178) Pending a better suggestion,
after udhiora should be retamned.
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are in change '—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
knowledge. It is true that the organs and objects of ption
are always changing ; and if this were (as Theaetetus held) the only
form of cogmtion, there would be no knowledge. Knowledge
requires terms that will have a fixed meaning and truths that wall
remain true.

The upshot of this section is that Plato has disentangled the
application of the flux doctrine to sensible things, which he mpts,
from the unrestricted assertion, ‘ All things whatsoever are in
change which he rejects. The conclusion would be more obvious,
if it were not his plan to exclude mention of t.heForms—t.hethmg;
which are not in change and can be known.

183C-184B. Inierlude. Socrates declines to criticise Parmenides

of Parmenides is reserved for the Sophist, where the world of un-
changing reality will be allowed to come into view.

183c. THEAET. 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 things is at rest
TrEOD. Would you teach your elders, Theaetetus, to dis-
honour their agreements ? No, for what remains you must
prepare yourself to carry on the argument with Socrates.
THEAET. Yes, if he wishes ; though I would much rather
have been a listener while this subject is discussed.
Treop. To invite Socrates to an argument is like mviting
cavalry to fight on level ground. You will have something
to hsten to, 1f you question him,
Socr. Well, but, Theodorus, I think I shall not comply

E. with Theaetetus’ request.
TrEOD. Not comply? What do you mean?
Socr. A feeling of respect keeps me from treating in an
unworthy spirit Melissus and the others who say the uni-
verse is one and at rest; but there is one being ! whom I
respect above all: Parmenides himself is in my eyes, as
Homer says, a ‘ reverend and awful * figure. I met him when
1 was quite young and he quite elderly, and I thought there

1 1 suspect a sort of pun on &a Svra Hapuelby and the by & be believed

m. (So Dids, p. 123)
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184. was a sort of depth in him that was altogether noble.! I
am afraid we might not understand his words and still less
follow the thought they express. Above all, the origmal
purpose of our di the nature of knowled,
might be thrust out of sight, if we attend to these i unpor-
tvmtetopmthatkeepb:uhngmuponus In par-
ticular, this subject we are raising now is of vast extent.
It cannot be fairly treated as a side issue ; and an adequate
handling would take so long that we should lose sight of
our question about knowledge. Either course would be

. My business is rather to try, by means of my
B. midwife’s art, to deliver Theaetetus of his conceptions
about knowledge.
TrEOD. Well, do so, if you think that best.

184B-186E. ¢ Perception is Knowledge'® finally disp 4

Plato has now elimi d those el in Protagoras’ doctrine
and in Heracleiteanism which he wall not accept. There remam
those which he does accept and has included in his own theory
of the nature of perception. He can now consider the claim of

to bei ical with k led, ‘This claim, as advanced
by Thmtetus stru:t.ly imples not only that perception 1s know-
ledge, but that it is the whole of knowledge. The following refuta-
tion proves (1) that perception cannot be the whole of knowledge,
for a great part of what 15 always called knowledge consists of
truths involving terms which are not objects of perception; and
(2) that, even within its own sphere, the objects of perception
have not that true reality which the objects of knowledge must
possess. Hence, so far from being co-extensive with knowledge,
perception is not knowledge at all.

(x) Perception is not the whole of knowledge—The first argument
does not depend on the details of Plato’s theory of sense-perception.
Such a theory, he would hold, can never be more than a probable
account which might need amendment. But even if it be not
accepted, he can still show that perception, in the strict sense
which is taken to exclude judgment, cannot be the whole of
knowledge.

1848B. SocR. Well then, Theaetetus, here is a point for you to
consider. The answer you gave was that knowledge is
perception, wasn’t it ?
THEAET. Yes.

1 For thus reference to the meeting described in the Parmensdes, see Introd.,
P L
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‘PERCEPTION IS KNOWLEDGE' DISPROVED

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?’ I suppose you would say:
‘ With eyes and ears ’.

THEAET. Yes, I should.

Socr. To use words and phrases in an easy-going way
without scrutinising them too curiously is not, in general,
a mark of ill-breeding ; on the contrary there is something
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. Consider: is it more correct
to say that we see and hear with our eyes and ears or through
them ?

THEAET. I should say we always perceive through them,
rather than with them
Socr. Yes; 1t would surely be strange that there should
be a number of senses ensconced inside us, like the warriors
in the Trojan horse, and all these things should not con-
verge and meet 1n some single nature—a mund, or what-
ever it is to be called—with which we perceive a.ll the objects
ofpereephonthnughthesensesumstnnn
THEAET. Yes, I think that is a better description
SocR. My object i being so precise 1s to know whether
there is some part of ourselves, the same in all cases, with
which we apprehend black or white through the eyes, and
objects of other kinds through the other senses. Can you,
1f the question 1s put to you, refer all such acts of appre-
hension to the body? Perhaps, however, it would be
better you should speak for yourself in reply to questions,
mstead of my taking the words out of your mouth. Tell
me: all these instruments through which you perceive
what is warm or hard or light or sweet are parts of the
body. aren’t they ?—not of anything else.

THEAET. Of no else.

Socr. Now will you also agree that the objects you per-

ceive through one faculty cannot be perceived through

another—objects of hearing, for instance, through sight,

or objects of sight through hearing ?

THEAET. Of course I will.

Socr. Then, if you have some thought about both oblects

at once, you cannot be having a peroephon including both

at once through either the one or the other organ.

Tueaer. No.

SocR. Now take sound and colour. Have you not, to
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begin with, this thought which includes both at once—that
they both avist?

THEAET. I have.

Socr. And, further, that each of the two is different from

the other and the same as itself ?

THEAET. Naturally.

Socr. And again, that both together are #wo, and each

of them is one?

THEAET. Yes.

Socr. And also you can ask yourself whether they are

wnlike each other or alike ?

THEAET. No doubt.

Socr. Then through what organ do you think all this

about them both? What is common 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 brackish or not, no doubt you could tell me what

faculty you would use—obviously not sight or hearing,

but some other.

THEAET. Of course: the faculty that works through the

tongue.

Socr. Very good. But now, through what organ does

that faculty work, which tells you what 1s 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 difference, and also unity

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 ?

Socr. You follow me most admirably, Theaetetus; that

is exactly my question.

THEAET. 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

in itself is its own i for contempl: the

terms that apply to everything.

Socg. In fact, Theaetetus, you are handsome, not ugly
To4
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18sE. as Theodorus said you were ; for in a discussion handsome
is that handsome does. And you have treated me more
than handsomely in saving me the trouble of a very long
argument, if 1t is clear to you that the mind contemplates
some things through its own instrumentalty, others through
the bodily faculties. That was indeed what I thought
myself ; but I wanted you to agree.

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

In this argument, hrtheﬁrst hme.wegobehmdthemher
account of which reg: the subject as no
more than a bundle of distinct
asaprmoccmnngbetwemorganandextemalob)ect “That
account stands; but 1t is now added that, behind the separate
organs, there must be a mind, centrally receiving their several
reports and capable of reflecting upon the data of sense and making
judgments. In these judgments the thinking mind uses terms
like ‘ exists’, ‘ 1s the same as’,  is different from ’, which are not
objects of perception reaching the mind through the channel of
any special sense, but are ‘ common ’ to all the objects of sense.
The mind gains its acquaintance with the meaning of such terms
through its own instrumentality, not by the commerce between
bodily organs and objects.

These terms are called ‘ common ’ {xowd) in contrast with the

‘private’ (Wia) or ‘peculiar’ objects of the several senses.
‘ Common ’ means no more than that. They are not to be con-
fused with the ‘ common sensibles’ which Aristotle regarded as
the objects of a common sensorium seated in the heart, namely
objects perceptible by more than one sense, such as motion, shape,
number, size, time. Plato does not speak of a ‘ common sense’
(xow) alofinoig), but on the contrary insists 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,
without any special bodily organ. The terms are ‘common’,
notinAﬂstoﬂe'ssense.butinthesenseinwhichanameisoommm
to any number of individual things. Thus ‘ exists’ is ‘ applied
mwmmontoallthmgs (xowdy &ni mdoi, 185¢); it can occur
in a statement about any subject you like. Emstence, we are
presently told (186a), ‘attends on’ or belongs to’ all things.
These common terms are, in fact, the mmmngs of common names
—what Plato calls ‘ Forms ’ or ‘ Ideas’. The instances given here

nd to the instances given by Socrates in the Parmenides

(129D), where he says that Zeno’s dilemmas could be escaped by

‘ separating apart by themselves Forms such as likeness and un-
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likeness, plurality and unity, rest and motion and all such things *.
The terms there mentioned happen to be those which occurred in
Zeno’s arguments against plln'ahty and motion; Socrates adds
later (1308) the moral Forms  beautiful, good, and all such things’,
just as he will presently add them here (186a).2 In the T»mum
Plato is determined to say as little as possible about the Forms,
and he here avoids using the word; but that these ‘ common’
terms simply are Forms should be obvious to anyone who has
read the Parmenides. The avoidance of the word has misled many
critics into asserting that the Forms are not mentioned in the
Theasteius, and miscalling these common terms ‘ categories *.2

Plato could not press the argument further in this direction
without openly discussing the Forms as the true objects of know-
ledge. But the inference is clear: tperce'ptscannotbethe
only objects of dge, as the identil with
perception implied. Any statement we can mnke about the o objects
of perception, and therefore any truth, must contain at least one
ofthesewmmontums Thereforeallknowledgeofmxths as
distinct from i with ta, involves
acquaintance with Forms, which are not private objects of per-
ception, not individual existents, not involved in the Heracleitean
flux. The reader can now draw the first conclusion: Perception
1s not the whole of knowledge

The argument next proceeds to the second conclusion: (2) Per-
ception, even within sis owm sphere, is not knowledge at all.

186A. Socr. Under which head, then, do you place existence ?
For that is, above all, a thing that belongs to everything.
THEAET. I should put 1t among the things that the mind
apprehends by itself,
SocR. And also likeness and unlikeness and sameness and

difference ?

THEAET. Yes.

Socr. And how about ‘ honourable * and * dishonourable *
and ‘good’ and ‘bad’?

THEAET. Those again seem to me, above all, to be things

1 See Introd., p. 8.
1 The entirely gratuitous confusion, traceable to Plotinns, of Plato’s common
terms with Aristotle’s uh‘oﬂuvﬂlbedultmthhu(p:").whmm
The moderns add

from. ion as from reasoning '
w-mmhmumm,hnm«mm(m),uﬂmym
separable from perception. o
I



‘ PERCEPTION IS KNOWLEDGE' DISPROVED
186A. whose being is considered, one in comparison with another,
by the mind, when it reflects within itself upon the past
B. and the present with an eye to the future.!
Socr. Wait a moment, The hardness of something hard

and the softness of ing soft will be perceived by
the mind through touch, will they not ?
TaeaET. Yes.

Socr. But their existence and the fact that they both
exist, and their contrariety to one another and again the
existence of this contrariety are things which the mind
itself undertakes to judge for us, when 1t reflects upon them
and compares one with another.

Certainly.

Socr. Isltnotmxe,thm.thatwhenasalltheimptusions

which penetrate to the mind through the body are things

€. which men and animals alike are naturally constituted to

perceive from the moment of birth, reflections about them

with respect to their existence and usefulness only come,

if they come at all. wit.h diﬁculty through a long and
proc&s ?

THEAET.

Socr. Is:tposslble then, to reach truth when one cannot

reach existence ?

THEAET. It is impossible.

Socr. But if a man cannot reach the truth of a thing,

can he possibly know that thing ?

. THEAET. No, Socrates, how could he?

Socr. Ifthatuso,howledgedoesnotmdemthe
i but in our upon them, It is there,

seemingly, and not in the impressions, that it is possible

to grasp existence and truth.

THEAET. Evidently.

Socr. Then are you going to give the same name to two

things which differ so widely ?

THEAET. Surely that would not be right.

Socr. Well then, what name do you give to the first one

—to seeing, hearing, smelling, feeling cold and feeling warm ?

1 Theaetstus seems to be thinking of the recent argument agawnst Protag-
oras, turning on the question of judgments about the comparatrve

or badness of future effects, and what will seem honourable (laudable) or
dishonourable customs to a State. Socrates stops hum short and apphes his
statement to the contrasts of sense qualities, Touch can show us that this
is hard, that soft, but it 1s thought, not sense, that reflects upon the contrast
of hard and soft.
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THEAETETUS 18451868

186B. THEAET. Perceiving. What other name is there for it?
Socr. Taking it all together, then, you call this perception ?
THEAET. Necessarily,

SOCR. Af.hlngwlnch we agree, hzsnopartmapprebendmg
truth, since it has none in apprehending exis

THEAET. No, it has none.

Socr. Nor, consequently, in knowledge either.

THEAET. No,

Socr. Then, Th ption and ledge cannot
possibly be the same tlung

THEAET. Evidently not, Socrates. Indeed, msnowpufectly
plain that knowledge i hing different from percep

Suchistheﬁnn]dispmfofthedaimofpaoepﬁontobelmow—
ledge. Though admitted to be, in a sense, infallible, perception
has not the second mark of knowledge: it cannot apprehend
emtence and truth. There is a certain ambiguity about the words

‘existence * (odola) and ‘ truth’ (dbffeia) : both are commonly
used by Plato to mean that true reality which he ascribes to Forms
and denies to sensible objects. If we keep to the sense suggested
by the previous context, the statement should mean that the
nmples1 judgment, such as ‘ Green exists here’, is beyond the

f perception proper, our immediate awareness of green.
‘l'he facnlty of perception has no cognizance of the meaning of the
word ‘exists’; and, since only judgments or statements can be
true, all truths are beyend its scope.

To the Platomst, however, who is familiar with the associations
of ‘reality’ and ‘ truth the passage will mean more than this.
The that on the or useful of
our sense-impressions come only, if at all, after a long and trouble-
some education seems at first sight to conflict with the argument
for Recollection in the Phaedo, 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 knowledge
of Forms as the dialectician gains by the long process of education
described in Republic vii. And the Phaedo may only mean that,
though children do make judgments such as ‘ This is like that’
and mean something by them, they have only a dim and confused

apprehension of Forms such as likeness. The advance to knowledge
mwnwvayofdwwm,possnbhonlyby-wnmgm
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II. THE CLAIM OF TRUE JUDGMENT

The conclusion suggested earlier was that perception cannot be
the whole of knowledge because there are other objects—the com-
mon terms—which the mind must know if it is to reflect at all.
1f we now take account of the Platonic sense of ‘ reality and truth ’,
we can add a further inference. Even my direct perception of my
own sense-object cannot be called ‘ knowledge *, because the object
is not a thing which is unchangingly real, but only something that
becomes and 1s always changing. Some might say that they are
more certamn of the sensations and perceptions they have at any
moment than they are of anything else; and to deny the name
of knowledge to such direct acquaintance is, in a sense, a matter
of terminclogy. But to Plato knowledge, by definition, has the
real for its object, and these objects have not true and permanent
bemng. This point, however, cannot be elaborated without entering
on an account of the intelligible world. Hence a certain ambiguity
is allowed to remain about the meaning of ‘ reaching truth (reality)
and existence "

II. THE CLAIM oF TRUE JUDGMENT To BE KNOWLEDGE
187a—C. Theactelus states the clasm of True Judgment

In the f i against Pr the d
between direct and has gradually emerged.
Theaetetus has been led to see that !mowledge must be sought above
the level of mere or p m the field

ofthat‘ﬂnnldng'or‘]udgmg which has been described as an
activity of the mind ‘ by itself *, exercised upon the reports of the
senses and using the common terms. Judgments may be true or
false. Theaetetus’ next suggestion 1s that any judgment that 1s
true is entitled to be called knowledge.

187A. Socr. But when we began our talk it was certainly not
our object to find out what knowledge is not, but what
1t1s. 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 occupied with things by itself, whatever
name you give to that.
THEAET. Well, Socrates, the name for that, I imagine, is
‘ making judgments’. i .
Socr. You are right, my friend. Now begin all over

B. again. Blot out all we have been saying, and see if you
can get a clearer view from the position you have now
reached. Tell us once more what knowledge is.
THEAET. I mnnotsny:tlslvdgmentasawholg because
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THEAETETUS 187c-&

187B. 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 will try to find another.
Socr. Good, Theaetetus ; this promptness is much better
than hanging back as you did at first. If we go on like

c. this, either we shall find what we are after, or we shall

be less inclined 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 judgment that 1s true ?
THEAET. Yes; that is the view I have come to now.

The word (Jofdlew) above translated ‘ making judgments * has
been loosely used earlier for thinking or reflection of any sort
that goes on 1n the mind ‘ by itself *. Judgment (36¢a) will be more

isely defined presently (1goa) as the deasion terminating the
mind’s inward debate with 1itself. But the verb continues to be
used as a synonym for thinking generally and even for ‘ thinkmng
of ’ some object. The translation will follow Plato in using what-
ever expression seems most natural in each context.

187c-E. How is false judgment possible ?
Instead of developing and criticising Theaetetus’ new suggestion,
Socrates here goes back to a point that arose in the Defence of
oras. Almost the whole of this section of the dialogue wall
be devoted to attempts to account for the possibility of false
judgment. At 1674 Protagoras said that no one can judge falsely ;
‘ for 1t is not possible either to think the thing that is not or to
think anything but what one experiences, and all experiences are
true’. So far, our only reply to this has been to argue ad kominem
that if all judgments are true, Protagoras refutes himself, and
that two contradictory 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 possible to ‘ think the thing that 1s not * ;
and if 1t is not possible, Protagoras could reply that then all judg-
ments must be true and his position 1s unassailable by such
ents.

In the next dialogue, the Sophist whom we attempt to define
will be found taking refuge in this position; and he is not finally
dislodged from it till near the end, where the introduction of the
theory of Forms at last provides a satisfactory defimtion of false
statement and judgment. The Theastetus is leaving the Forms out

110



HOW IS FALSE JUDGMENT POSSIBLE ?

ofwcountsoiara.spomble andthelongamlymhmg:vmofthe
problem of false j cannot, , yi

solution. Its ob]ect is to explore the ground within the ﬁe.ld of the
present discussion and to see how far we can get towards an explan-
ation of false judgment without mvoking the Forms.

187c. Socr. Then, had we better go back to a point that came
up about judgment ?
TeEAET. What pont do you mean ?

D. SocrR. A question that worries me now, as often before,
and has much perplexed me in my own mind and also in
talking to others. I cannot explain the nature of this
experience we have, or how it can anse in our minds.
THEAET. What experience ?

Socr. Making a false judgment. At this moment I am
still in doubt and wondening whether to let that question
alone or to follow it further, not as we did a while ago, but
in a new way.

THEAET. Why not, Socrates, 1if it seems to be in the least
necessary ?  Only just now, when you and Theodorus were
speaking of leisure, yuusa:dverynghtlythntthcre:sno

hurry in a discussion of this sort.

E. SocR. Agood reminder ; for this may be thenghtmame'nt
to go back upon our track. It is better to carry through
a small task well than make a bad job of a big one.
THEAET. Certainly it is.

1878-188c. False Judgment as thinking that one thing (kmown or
unknown) ss another thing (known or unknotwn)

Socrates opens up this new problem with two arguments showing
that false judgment cannot be explained 1f we limit the discussion
to the terms in which it was debated by
Sophists. Plato, as often, begins with a simple and naive view
which ignores certain relevant factors, and gradually brings these
factorsin. The whole discussion, however, as we shall see, is imited
by certan fundamental premusses, which are not Plato’s own. He
is criticising other people’s attempts to account for the existence of

to explam it, and must fail so long as those premisses are assumed.
(x) If we accept the dilemma that anything must be either
known to us or (totally) unknown, it is hard, Socrates argues, to
see how we can ever think that one thing (whether known to us or
not) can be another thing (whether known to us or not), 1.e. mistake
one thing for another.
IIX



THEAETETUS 187e-188c

187E. SocrR. How shall we set about it, then? What is it that

188.

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.

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 acquaimted with things and for-
getting, considered as falling between the two. Our argu-
ment is not concerned with them just now.

THEAET. Well then, Socrates, there 1s no third alternative
left 1 any case, besides knowing and not knowing.

SOcrR. And 1t follows at once that when one is thinking
he must be thinking either of something he knows or of
something he does not know ?

THEAET. Necessanly.

Socr.  And further, 1f you know a thing, you cannot also
not know it ; and if you do not know 1t, you cannot also
know it ?

THEAET. Of course.!

Socr.  Then 15 the man who thinks what is false supposing
that things he knows are not those things but other things
he knows, so that, while he knows both, he fails to recogmise
either ? *

THEAET. No, that is impossible, Socrates.

Socr. Well then, is he supposing that things he does ot
know are other things he does not know ?  Is this possible—
that a man who knows neither Theaetetus nor Socrates
should take 1t into his head that Socrates is Theaetetus or
Theaetetus Socrates ?

THEAET. No. How could he?

Socr. But surely a man does not imagine that things he
does know are things he does not know, or that things he
does not know are things he knows ?

TreAET No, that would be a miracle.

Socr. What other way 1s there, then, of judging falsely ?
There is, presumably, no possibility of judging outside these
alternatives, granted that everything is either known by us

2 This apparently obvious admisaion 18 retracted later (191a). Thers 18
a sense 1 which you do not know (are not now conscious of) what you do
know (have become acquaimnted with and possess stored somewhere 1 your

3 dyvocis means both * fail to recogmse* and * be ignorant of". No English
expresaion covers both meanings
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‘ THINKING THAT ONE THING IS ANOTHER'’

188¢. or not known ; and inside them there seems to be no room
for a false judgment.
THEAET. Quite true.

The limitations of this argument are obvious. As the illustration
shows, ‘ to know ’ is used in the sense in which I am said to know,
not a truth, but a person or an object formerly seen and now remem-
bered. We can divide all things into those we know in this sense
andthosewedonot andwemmgnoreanypmmofbeoomng

and f The is that I cannot think
that a friend is a total stranger, or that one stranger 1s another
stranger, or that one friend is anot.ha fnend. False judgments are
mever of that pattern. Three points are to be noted.

(x) The field is hmited to ]udgments of the form asserting that
one thing is (identical with) another—that Theaetetus 1s Socrates.
Very few false judgments consist i mustalang one thing for another ;
but this ion was ch f sophistic d of the

ot sop
question, partly because, as Apelt observes, the formula ‘ one thing
15 anot.hu ’ (20 &vegoy hsgov elva;) was the Greek equivalent for
our ‘z1s A’, where x ls sub]ect pmd.\u.te Thls led to the
of

identity. It 1snot to be supposed howevet. that Plah was gullty
of this confusion.

(2) The discussion 1s psychological, rather than logical. It is
argued that we never mn fact think that Theaetetus whom we know
is Socrates whom we also know. It 1s true that when two known
objects are clearly before the mind we do not judge that one is the
other. I.oglun.ns however, might maintain that there is a false

“ proposition *:  ‘ Theaetetus 1s identical with Socrates’, which
has a meaning, though I cannot beheve it. With that we are not
concerned, but only with judgments and statements that can be
actually made and believed by some rational bemng. Plato never
discusses ‘ propositions * that no one propounds.!

(3) When we come to objects that are unknown (things I have
never been acquamnted with), 1t may be urged that I can identify
one unknown object with another. I can judge (truly or falsely)
that Sir Phulip Francis was the author of the Letters of Junius.
Nearly all uistorical knowledge 1s about things unknown to us in
the present sense. But the argument assumes that, unless I know ’
an object, my mind must be a complete blank with respect to it,
asitismthmpecttoapemonlhavenevaseenorhmdoi

1 Hence 1n translating Plato the unhappy word ‘ proposition *
avorded whnamndmmtwmmhkdybomdam Seo
below, p 265
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THEAETETUS 188c-1898

Plato was not blind to th iderati The only Tusi
so far, is that so long as we confine the question to these very narrow
limits, we cannot explain the occurrence of false judgment.

188c-18gB. False Judgment as thinking the thing that is not
The second argument develops the current objection to the

possibility of * thinking the thing that is not’—a phrase which

Protagoras used as equivalent to judging falsely * (x67a).

188c. Socr. Perhaps, then, we had better approach what we
are looking for by way of another alternative. Instead of
p. ‘knowing or not knowmng’, let us take ‘bewng or not

TeEAET. How do you mean?
Socr. May 1t not simply be that one who thinks what is not
about anything cannot but be thinking what is false, what-
ever his state of mind may be i other respects ?
THEAET. There is some likelhood in that, Socrates.
Socr. Then what shall we say, Theaetetus, if we are asked :
“But is what you describe possible for anyone ? Can any
man think what is not, either about something that is or
absolutely ?* T suppose we must answer to that: ‘Yes,
E. when he believes something and what he beheves is not

true.” Or what are we to say ?
THEAET. We must say that.
Socr. Then is the same sort of thing possible in any other
case?
THEAET. What sort of thing?
Socr. That a man should see something, and yet what he
sees should be nothing.
THEAET. No. How could that be?
Socr. Yet surely if what he sees is something, it must be
a thing that is. Or do you suppose that ‘something’2
can be reckoned among things that have no being at all?
THEAET. No, I don’t.
Socr. Then, if he sees something, he sees a thing that is.
TeeAET. Evidently.

189. Socr. And if he hears a thing, he hears something and
hears a thing that 1s.
THEAET. Yes.

'mm&d‘cylm. at least some one ’, 18 the contradictory of ovels,
‘ not even one’, ‘noone’ & y¢ v means * '(-m)(hlng (mtD‘u[m
choss), as the oppoaite of ‘ no-thing *, and 73 & here means ‘ what 18 one *
(or * @ thing " in this sense), while rois s} ofow means the opposite, * nothings *,
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‘THINKING THE THING THAT IS NOT’

189. SocR. And if he touches a thing, he touches something,
and if something, then a thing that is.
TaEAET. That also is true.
Socr., And if he thinks,! he thinks something, doesn’t he ?
THEAET. Necessarily.
Socr. And when he thinks something, he thinks a thing
that is?
THEAET. I agree.
Socr. Sotothmkwhntlsnotlsﬁothmknothmg
THEAET. Clear!
Socr. Bntsure.lytothinknothingisthesameasnotto
think at all.
THEAET. That seems plain.

B. Socr. If so, it is impossible to think what is not, either

about anythung that is, or absolutely.
THEAET. Evidently.
Socr. Then thinking falsely must be something different
from thinking what 1s not.
THEAET. So 1t seems.
Socr. False judgment, then, 1s no more possible for us on
these lines than on those we were following just now.
THEAET. No, it certamly 1s not.

The problem developed in this argument 1s not a mere sophistic
paradox, but a very real problem that is still bemg discussed.
It will recur in the Sophist, where Plato, having brought the Forms
pon the scene, will be able to offer a solution.? The statement of it
is attributed to Protagoras elsewhere 3: to think what 1s false is
to think what 1s not ; but that is to think nothing ; and that, agam,
15 not to think at all : therefore we can only think the thing that 1s,
and all judgments must be true. Such was Protagoras’ conclusion.
Plato’s is different, namely that, since there is such a thing as
thinking falsely, it cannot be ‘ thinking what is not ’, if that means
(as the argument implies) luvmg nothing at all before the mind.
But the real significance of * thinking what is not * cannot be fol-
lowed up here. It would involve drawing theneomryd]stmchms
various meamngs of the terms ‘is’ and ‘is not’, and a
discussion of the whole question of reality and unreality. All this
is reserved for the Sophist, where the inquiry will start again from
the problem as stated here, and follow the only line that can lead
to a satisfactory conclusion.

10r ‘ makes a judgment . ¢ Thinks ', again, is not
from ‘ thinks of somethung’
1Seo pp 212 and 299 £ * Euthydemus 286c and 283x.
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THEAETETUS 1898-190E

Since the limits of the Thesetetus exclude a discussion of reality,
the present argument has to be left where it is, and the transition to
Socrates’ next suggestion seems somewhat abrupt. We may,
however, find a link, if we observe that the terms in which the debate
had been carried on were too simple. Protagoras has been repre-
sented earlier (167A) as asserting that ‘ one cannot think anything
but what one experiences, and all experiences are true . He saw
no important distinction between what appears real to me in direct
perception and what appears #rue to me, what I believe or judge
to be true ‘ Appears’ covered both. So he assumed that behef
was like direct acquaintance with a sense-object, and must be
infallible in the same way. What I believe, what I have before
my mind when I think, must be something; so there must be
just that object or fact ; and there are no false facts, any more than
non-existent objects.

To escape this conclusion, further analysis is needed to bring
out the distinction between direct acquaintance with sense-objects
(which Plato has admitted to be infallible) and the process of making
a judgment, which is not so simple and immediate as seeing a
colour. It will be indicated that judgments of the type so far con-
sidered—thinking that one thing 1s another thing—mvolve 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 perceive a colour—but mvolves an operation
of the mind which puts the terms together in a certain way. There
may be room for mistakes to occur in this process, the nature of
which Socrates will attempt to bring out gradually and to illustrate
by images.
189B-190E.  The nﬁmmz smpossibility of false judgment as mistak-

ing one thing for another

Socrates now recurs to the conception of false judgment as mis-
taking one thing for another, or thinking that one thing 1s another.
‘We are to examine what this can mean and in what circumstances
1t can occur. Our first conclusion (188c) that it was impossible
resulted from the assumption that we must exther ‘ know ’ a thing
(be acquamted with it and have it clearly before our minds) or not
know it (be totally unacquainted with it). This dilemma does not

really exhaust the posslbxlmﬁ By taking memory into account,
we can find a sense in which an object can be both known and not
known.

1898. Socx. Well, does the thing we call false judgment anse
?
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MISTAKING ONE THING FOR ANOTHER

1898. Socr. We do the exi: of false j as
a sort of misjudgment,! that occurs 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
thinking of something which 1s, but of one thing in place
of another, and since he misses the mark he may fairly be
said to be judging falsely.
THEAET. I believe you have got it quite right now. When
a person thinks ‘ ugly ’ in place of ‘ beautiful ’ or * beautiful *
1 place of ‘ ugly’, he is really and truly thinking what is
false.

Socr. I can see that you are no longer in awe of me,

Theaetetus, but beginming to despise me.

TueaET. Why, precisely ?

Socr I believe you think I shall miss the opening you give

me by speaking of ‘ #ruly thinking what is false’, and not
D. ask you whether a thing can be slowly quick or heavily light

or whether any contrary can desert its own nature and

behave Iike its opposite However, I will justify your bold-

ness by letting that pass  So you like this notion that false

judgment is mustaking.

THEAET. I do.

Theaetetus’ phrase ‘ thinking (or judging) “‘ ugly ” in place of
‘“ beautrful ”* 1s vague and ambiguous. We should expect it to
mean : thinking that some object which is 1n fact beautiful is ugly,
or (in the language of later logic) assigning a wrong predicate to a
subject. But thus is not the sense taken in the following context.
A discussion of what we call ‘ predicates * would inevitably lead to
the Forms. Possibly Theaetetus’ remark is mtended to remind us
of their existence, but Socrates will not bring them m The
field is still limited to jud that one (ndivid
thing is (identical thh) another, as when I mistake Theaetetus
for Socrates.? We are to consider how and when such a mistake
can be made.

18gp. Socr. According to you, then, it is possible for the mind
to take one thing for another, and not for itself.
THEAET. Yes, it 1s.

1 Plato comns a word dAlodofla, * misjudgment ’, analogous to d\oyvors,
meaning to mistake one person for another.
 Accordingly this hypothems that false judgment 1s ‘ mistaking *
not be confused with Plato’s own analyss 1n msq»m whinhdspeudson
the recoguition of Forms. See p 317.
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THEAETETUS 1898-190e

I8gE. Socr. And when the mind does that, must it not be think-
ing either of both things or of one of the two?
THEAET. Certainly it must, either at the same time or one
after the other.

Socr. Excellent. And do you accept my description of the

process of thinking ?

Taeaer. How do you describe it ?

Socr. As a discourse that the mind carries on with itself

about any subject it is considering. You must take this
tion as coming from an ignoramus; but I have a

notion that, when the mind is thinking, it is ssmply talking

to itself, asking questions and answering them, and saying

190. Yes or No. When it reaches a decision—which may come
slowly or in a sudden rush—when doubt is over and the two
voices affirm the same thing, then we call that its ‘ judg-
ment' Solshoulddcsmibethinkingasdlsooum, and

d, not aloud to someone

dsebutsﬂenﬂytoonself‘
THEAET. I agree.
Socr. It seems, then, that when a person thinks of one
thing as another, he is affirming to humself that the one is
the other.

B. THEAET. Of course.

The effect of this account of thinking and judgment 1s to equate
the act of ‘ mistaking ’ one thing for another (‘ misjudgment ’, the
suggested equivalent of false judgment) with making the silent
statement (Adyoc) that one thing is the other. So Theaetetus’ phrase
‘ Judging “ugly ” 1n place of * beautiful ”’ is reduced to making
the statement that the beautiful (or what is beautiful) 1s ugly, or
is the same thing as the ugly.* We are still considering only judg-
ments of this type, which assert that one thing 1s another thing.
‘We are supposed to have both things clearly before our minds
(memory not having yet come into the discussion). Socrates pro-
ceeds to point out that, wathin the limits of these assumptions,
we never do judge that one thing 1s another.

190B. Socr. Now search your memory and see if you have ever
said to yourself ‘ Certainly, what is beautiful is ugly’, or
1 This account of the process of thilang and judgment is repeated in the
Sophd(mp.gﬂ)
¥ Since the Forms are excluded from discussion, this expression ‘the
beautiful ’ is left ambignons It can mean (1) anything that 1s beautiful
(and recognised as such at the moment), or (2) Beauty stself (the Form).
The ambigwity does not matter, because we never judge either that what we
now soe to be beautuful 18 ugly or that Beauty 1tself 1 Ughness,
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MISTAKING ONE THING FOR ANOTHER

190B. ‘what is unjust is just’. To put it generally, consider if you
havemsetabomamvmcmgywurselfthatanyonethmg
is certainly another thing, or whether, on the contrary, you
have never, even in a dream, gone so far as to say to yourself
that odd numbers must be even, or anything of that sort.
THEAET. That is true.

C. Socr. Do you suppose anyone else, mad or sane, ever goes
so far as to talk himself over, in his own mnd, into stating
seriously that an ox must be a horse or that two must be one ?
THEAET. Certainly not.

Socr. So, 1f making a statement to oneself 1s the same as
judging, then, so long as a man is making a statement or
judgment about both things at once and his mind has hold
of both, he cannot say or judge that one of them is the

D. other. You, in your turn, must not cavil at my language * ;
T mean 1t n the sense that no one thinks: °the ugly is
beautiful * or anything of that kind.

THEAET I wall not cavil, Socrates. I agree with you.
Socr. So long, then, as a person is thinking of both, he
cannot think of the one as the other.

THEAET. So 1t aj .

Socr. On the other hand, if he is thinking of one only and
not of the other at all,* he will never think that the one is
the other.

THEAET. True; for then he would have to have before his
mmdthzthmghemnotthmhngof

E. there will be no sense in defining false judgment as ‘ mis-

1 Burnet's text. In Greek ‘the one’ and ‘the other’ happen to be
expressed by the same word, #repov. Socrates means: ‘ You must not cavil
stmynymgnomthmbmthmg(ﬁh;w)umm(ém),onthe

all the

(B) may be a gloss on place ; or, if retained where
, must mean ‘ You mast as 1ed

“partroular casss (covered mm).!orwbdlythmlhw(m)u

ths same as the (othsy).” Cf Madvig, Adv Crit 1 (1871), .
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1Q0E. judgment ’. It doesnotappear that false judgment exists in
us in this form any more than in those we dismissed earlier.
THEAET. So it seems.

‘The upshot, so far, is that the notion of mistaking or interchanging
one 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
‘ known ’ (clearly present to the mind) or else ‘ unknown’ (com-
pletely absent from the mind).

IQOE~195B. One class of misiakes can be cxplained by taking into
account memory. The Wax Tablel

The notion of ‘ mistaking ’, however, need not be abandoned, if
the assumption can be evaded ; and it can be evaded by introducing
what has hitherto been excluded—the contents of the memory.
‘We shall find that there is one class of false judgments that can be
described as ‘ mistaking ’. These are judgments in which the two
things wrongly identified are objects of different sorts—one a present
object of perception, the other a memory-image. So the scope of
the discussion is now enlarged to include memory.

190E. Sock. And yet, Theaetetus, if we cannot show that false
judgment does exist, we shall be driven into admitting all
sorts of absurdities.
TeeAET. For instance ?
Socr. I will not mention them until I have tried to look
at the question from every quarter. So long as we cannot
see our way, I should feel some shame at our being forced
I91. into such admissions. But if we find the way out, then,
as soon as we are clear, it will be time to speak of others as
caught in the ludicrous position we shall have ourselves
escaped ; though, if we are completely baffled, then, I sup-
pose, we must be humble and let the argument do with us
what it will, like a sailor ling over sea-sick
So let me tell you where I still see an avenue open for us to
follow.

THEAET. Do tell me

Socr. I shall say we were wrong to agree that a man cannot
think that things he knows are things he does not know and

B, 50 be deceived. In a way it is possible,
THEAET. Do you mean something that crossed my mind
at the moment when we said that was impossible? It
occurred to me that sometimes I, who am acquainted with
Socrates, imagine that a stranger whom I see at a distance is
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1918. the Socrates whom I know. In a case like that a mistake of
the kind you describe does occur.
SocrR. And we were shy of saying that, because it would
have made us out as both knowing and not knowing what
we know ?
THEAET. Exactly.
Socr. We must, 1 fact, put the case in a different way.
Perhaps the barner will yield somewhere, though it may

C. defy our efforts. Anyhow, we are in such straits that we

must turn every argument over and put it to the test.
Now, is there anything in this? Is it possible to become
acquainted with something one did not know before ?
THEAET. Surely.
Socr. And the process can be repeated with one thing

urse.
Socr. Imagine, then, for the sake of argument, that our
minds contain a block of wax, which in this or that individual
may be larger or smaller, and composed of wax that is com-
D. paratively pure or muddy, and harder in some, softer in
others, and sometimes of just the nght consistency.
THEAET. Very well.
Socr  Let uscalhtt.hegftoftheldum mot.her, Memm-y
and say that wh we wish to
see or hear or conceve 1 our own minds, weholdth:swa.x
under the perceptions or ideas and imprint them on it as we
mught stamp the impression of a seal-ring. Whatever is
so mmprinted we remember and know so long as the image
remams ; whatever is rubbed out or has not succeeded in
E. leaving an impression we have forgotten and do not know.
THEAET. So be 1t.

The word ‘ know ’ has now received a new meamng: 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
possibilities than we have so far had I may know Socrates in this
sense and yet fail to recognise or identify him when I see um ; and
1 may mistake a stranger whom I see at a distance for the Socrates
whom I know. Thxsposmbnhtyof mistaking * was excluded in the
earlier by the false that I must either know
Socrates, mn the sense of clearly perceiving hum or having the
thought of him clearly before my mind, or else my mind must be
a complete blank concermng him.
It may be noted that ideas or notions (¥yvoiac) are spoken of as
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stamped on the memory, as well as perceptions. An idea is some-
thing we ‘ conceive in our own minds * (advol dworjowpusy), but do
not perceive. Its nature and origin are left obscure; but the
mention of such objects prepares the way for our knowledge of
numbers, which are not perceived but are treated as images stamped
in the memory (195E).

IQIE. SOCR. Nowtakeammwhohmthmgsmth:sway.md
is attending to something that he sees or hears. Is there
nothu'eapossnhhtyofhnma.hngafa]se]udanent?
Taeaer. How

Socr. Byﬂnnhngthatthngshehmwsmothnthngs
he knows, or sometimes things he does not know. We
'were wrong when we agreed earlier that this was impossible.
THEAET. What do you think about it now ?

Socrates’ next speech (1924, 1, 5) contains a list of all the cases
in which it is impossible to mistake one thing for another. He
takes all the possible combinations of two ob]ect.s which are (a)

known (and now b or (8) ), (€) now
perceived or (d) not now perceived. The conclusion is that there
are only three in which mi pomble The

y
reader would find the same difficulty as Thmtet\ls in following
the statement and may prefer a summary to a translation. It
will be simplest to use ‘an acquaintance’ to mean a person (or
thing) whom I know and of whom I have a memory 1mage now before
my mind , and  a stranger ’ to mean a person (or thing) with which
T have never been acquamted at all, a fofal stranger.

Mustake, then, lsmpomblemthefol]mngm

(x) If neither object is now perceived, I cannot mistake an
acquaintance for another acquaintance, or confuse him with a
stranger, or confuse two strangers. (These cases will be illustrated
by examples at 1934-8.)

(2) If perception only is involved, I cannot confuse two things
whu;hlsee,oranob]ectsemwnthanob]ectnouem,ortwo objects
neither of which is seen.

(3) Where both vledge and ption are involved, I cannot
confuse two acquaintances both now seen and recognised!; or
confuse an acquaintance now 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.

1 To recognise 18 to fit the new perception to the rnight memory-image, left
by a former perception of the same object.
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Socrates now gives a summary statement of the three cases where
mistake is possible, and these are illustrated in detail.

192C, 5., SoCR. (cométnues). There remain, then, the following cases

in which, if anywhere, false judgment can occur.
THEAET. What are they ? Perhaps they may help me to
understand better. At present I cannot follow.
Socr. Take things you know : you can suppose them to be
other things which you both know and perceive ; or to be
things you do not know, but do perceive ; or you can confuse

. two things which you both know and perceive.

THEAET. Now I am more in the dark than ever.

Socr. 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 Theaetetus. At certam moments
I see or touch or hear or otherwise perceive them ; at other
times, though I have no perception of you and Theodorus,
T nevertheless remember you both and have you before my
mind. Isn’t that so?

THEAET. Certainly.

Socr. That, then, 1s the first pomt 1 want to make clear—
that it is possible either to perceive or not to perceive
something one is acquainted with.

THEAET.

Socr. And it is also possible, when one is not acquainted
with a thing, sometimes not to perceive 1t either, sometimes
merely to perceive it and nothmg more.

THEAET. That is possible too.

Socrates now takes, for illustration, three cases from his list,
where mistake is impossible, They are cases 1n which no present
perception is involved. () When nothing is before my mind except
1mages of things I have formerly become acquamted with, I cannot
judge that one of these remembered things 1s the other. (2) If I
have an image of one only, I cannot judge that the thing is something
I have never known. (3) Stull less can I identify or confuse two
things, neither of which I have ever known.

192E. Sock. Then see if you can follow me better now. If

103

Socrates knows Theodorus and Theaetetus, but sees neither

and has no sort of present perception of them, he can never

think in his own mind that Theaetetus is Theodorus. Is

that good sense ?

THEAET. Yes, that is true.

SocrR. Well, that was the first of the cases I mentioned.
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193. THEAET. Yes.
Socr. And the second was this : if I know one of you but
not the other and perceive neither, once more I could never
think that the one I know is the other whom I do not know.
THEAET. True.

B. SocR. And thirdly, if I neither know nor perceive either
of you, I cannot think that one unknown person is another
unknown person. And now ta.ke:tasxflhadgoneover
the whole list of cases again, 1n which I shall never judge
falsely about you and Theodorus, whether I know both or
neither or only one of you. And the same applies to perceiv-
ing, if you follow me.

TueaeT. I follow now.

‘ The same applies to perceiving * refers to the second class of
cases, where perception only is involved. If 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 perception are concerned. Among these Socrates now
illustrates the three cases in which mistake is possible.

1938B. SocR. It remains, then, that false judgment should occur
in a case like this: when I, who know you and Theodorus
c. and possess imprmts of you both hke seal-impressions in
the waxen block, see you both at a distance mdistinctly
and am in a hurry to assign the proper impnnt of each
to the proper visual perception, like fitting a foot mto its
own footmark to effect a recogmtion !, and then make
the mstake of interchanging 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 mustake might
be illustrated by the sort of thing that happens mn a nurror
D. when the visual current transposes right to left.* In that
case mistaking or false judgment does result.
THEAET. I think it does, Socrates. That is an admirable
description of what happens to judgment.
Socr. Then there 1s also the case where I know both
and perceive only one, and do not get the knowledge I

1 An alluson to the recognition of Orestes by his footmark tallymg with
Ius mster Electra's, Aeschylus, Chosphors, 205
% Plato explams reflection by supposing that a stream of light (the visual
current) from the eye coalesces at the surface of the mirrar with a stream of
light (colour) from the object How the transposition oocurs will be explasmed
below, p. 327.
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193D. lnve of that one to correspond with my perception.
eexpresmonlusedbefore,whlchyoudndmtunda-
stand.
THEAET. No, I did not.

The first of these two cases might be called the mistake of double
transposition. The second is really sumilar, but simpler, involving
only a single transposition of the same type. Instead of two false
judgments :  Yonder man (Theodorus) 1s Theaetetus, and that
other man (Theaetetus) is Theodorus’, we now have only one.
There 15 also the third case (r92c) where I mistake a stranger
whom I see for someone I remember. This 1s of the same pattern .
I wrongly 1dentify something now percerved (whether formerly
known or not known, does not matter) with something I know.
Socrates does not illustrate this, but now repeats s explanation
of the two cases he has illustrated.

193D. Socr Well, that 1s what I was saymng- 1if you know
E. meoftwopeopleanda]sopetcexvehmandxfyougetthe
dge you have to pond with the of
him, you will never think he 1s another person whom you
both know and perceive, if your knowledge of hum likewise
1s got to correspond with the perception. That was so,
wasn't 1t ?
THEAET Yes.
Socr. But there was left over the case I have been descnib-
1ng now, n which we say false judgment does occur. the
possibility that you may know both and see or otherwise
194.  percetve both, but not get the two imprints to correspond
each with 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.
THEAET. With good reason.
Socr. Also, when a perception is present which
to one of the impnnts, but none which belongs to the
other, and the mind fits to the present perception the im-
print belongng to the absent one, in all such cases it 1s
m error. To sum up: m the case of objects one does not
B. know and has never perceived, there 1s, 1t seems, no possi-
bility of error or false judgment, if our present account
is sound ; but it is precisely in the field of objects both
known and perceived that judgment turns and twists about
and proves false or true—true when it brings impressions
straight to their proper imprints; false when it nusdirects
them crosswise to the wrong imprint.
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THEAET. Surely that is a satisfactory account, isn’t it,
Socrates ?

Socr. You will think still better of it when you hear the
rest. To judge truly is a fine thing and there is something
discreditable in error.

THEAET. Of course.

Socr. Well, they say the differences arise in this way.
‘When a man has in his mind a good thick slab of wax,
smooth and kneaded to the right consistency, and the
impressions that come through the senses are stamped on
these tables of the ‘ heart’—Homer’s word hints at the

. mind’s likeness to wax !—then the imprints are clear and

deep enough to last a long time. Such people are quick
to learn and also have good memories, and besides they
do not interchange the imprints of therr perceptions but
think truly, These imprints being distinct and well-
spaced are quickly assigned to their several stamps—the
“real things’ as they are called—and such men are said
to be clever. Do you agree ?

THEAET. Most emphatically.

. SocrR. When a person has what 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 hard, the people
with soft wax are quick to learn, but forgetful, those with
hard wax the reverse. Where it is shaggy or rough, a
gritty hnd of stuff eontammg a lot of earth or dirt, the
; so are they too when
the stuff is hard, fortheyhavenodepth Impressions in
soft wax also are indistinct, because they melt together
and soon become blurred. And if, besides this, they
overlap through being crowded together into some wretched
little narrow mind, they are still more indistinct. All
these types, then, are likely to judge falsely. When they
see or hear or think of something, they cannot quickly assign
things to their several imprints. Because they are so slow
and sort things into the wrong places, they constantly see
and hear and think amiss, and we say they are mustaken
about things and stupid.

The Homeric word for heart (xap) resembles smpds (wax) Beare (GA.

ThomojElou Cognsiton 267) remarks that, had Plato chosen any physmical

to the wax as the seat of memory, ltwvuupmbthly

organ to
hwmmmmmmmm reason. There 18
no satisfactory evidence that the companson of memory to a waxen block
had ever been used before, except as a poet's metaphor (Aesch. P V. 815
whpoow Sddrois $peviy, Eum :75.«:!)26
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1958. THEAET. Your description could not be better, Socrates.
Socr. We are to conclude, then, that false judgments do
exist in us?

‘THEAET. Most certainly.

Sock. And true ones also, I suppose ?

TaEAET. True ones also.

SocR. At last, then, we believe we have reached a satis-
factory agreement that both these kinds of judgments
certainly exist ?

THEAET. Most emphatically.

It does not appear that Plato offers his waxen block as anything
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 correctly
or incorrectly. The conclusion, that true and false judgments of
this type do exist, rests simply on farmliar experience. The illus-
tration serves to bring out the point that error comes in, not in
the act of direct perception, but in judgments we make about
what we perceive. Thisisanadvanceonl’rotsgon.s,whodmw
no distinction between what appetus to me to be true (what
1 believe or think) and what ‘ appears tomeasrea]mperceptxom
Bnthiswwuntofialsewdgmentu thinking the thing that is
not ’ and his denial that such a thing 1s possible have been shelved.
Thus thesis is reserved for the Sophsst.
1958-196C. [False judgment in general canmot, however, be defined

as the misfitting of perception to thought

The weak point, however, is thuis. Only a small class of false
judgments, even about things we now perceive, consist 1 identify-
g them with things we formerly pen:ewed and now remember.
This is the only type of jud, so far d and described
It has been agreed, asamaturofwmmonexpmeme, that such
judgments do exist. But there is an immense class of judgments,
true and false, about t.hmgs I do not now perceive and never have

All h about events outside my own

experience belong to this class. There are also, as Socrates now
observes, true and false judgments about things that never can
be perceived. Hence all that has been established is that false
judgment does exist 1n a very small class of cases where we wrongly
identify something we percerve. This is important, as contradicting

' doctrine that false judgment is impossible. But it
has now to be pointed out that this ‘ mistaking ’ or wrong ° fitting
together of thought and perception’ is not a definition of false
Judgment in general. It will not cover cases where no perception
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is involved. We can make mistakes about numbers, which are
not objects of perception but are said to be ‘ known ’ in the sense
we have just given to that term, f.. registered as imprints in the
memory. We must accordingly retract the earlier statement that
mistakes cannot occur between two objects both known but not
perceived.
1958B. Socr. It really does seem to be true, Theaetetus, that a
garrulous person is a strange and disagreeable creature.!
Taeaer. Why, what makes you say that ?

€. Socr. 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 1s such a dolt that he
cannot make up his mind and is loath to surrender any one
of them ?

THEAET. But why are you disgusted with yourself ?

Socr. I am not merely disgusted but anxious about the
answer I shall make if someone asks: ‘So, Socrates, you
have made a discovery: that false judgment resides, not
in our perceptions among themselves nor yet in our thoughts,

D. but 1n the fitting together of perception and thought ?’
1 suppose I shall say, Yes, and plume myself on this brlliant
discovery of ours.

THEAET. I don’t see anything to be ashamed of in what
you have just pointed out, Socrates.

Socr. ‘On the other hand,’ he will continue, ‘ you also
say that we can never imagine that a man whom we merely
think of and do not see 1s a horse which again we do not
see or touch but merely think of without perceiving it
in any way?’ I suppose I shall say, Yes, to that.
THEAET. And rightly.

E. SocR. ‘On that showing,’ he will say, ‘ a man could never
imagmne that 1x, which he merely thinks of, is 12, which
agan he merely thinks of.’ Come, you must find the answer
now.

TeEAET. Well, I shall answer that, if he saw or handled
eleven things, he might suppose they were twelve; but
he will never make that judgment about the rr and the
12 he has in his thoughts.
Socr. Well now, does a man ever consider in his own
196. mind 5 and 7—I don’t mean five men and seven men or
anything of that sort, but just 5 and 7 themselves, which
1¢Garrulity ’ or  babbling ’ was an abusive term applied to the conversa-
tions of Socrates and lus associates. See below, p. 176, on Soph. 225D.
128



FALSE JUDGMENT WITHOUT PERCEPTION

196. we describe as records in that waxen block of ours, among
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 12, or does everybody agree they make 12 ?

B. THEAET. Far from it; many people say I1; and if larger
numbers are involved, the more room there is for mistakes ;
for you are of any bers, T suppose.
Socr. Yes, that is nght. Now consider what happens
in this case. Is it not thinking that the 12 itself that is
stamped on the waxen block is 11 ?

THEAET. It seems so.

Socr. Then haven't we come round again to our first

argument ? For when this happens to someone, he is

thinking that one thing he knows is another thing he

knows ; and that, we said, was impossible. That was the
gtound on which we were led to make out that there

om:ldbenosnchthmgasialse]udgmmt it was in order

C. to avoid the conclusion that the same man must at the
same time know and not know the same thing.
THEAET. Quite true.

Socr  If so, we must account for false ]udgment in some
other way than as the misfi thought to p

If it were that, we should never make mlstakes among
our thaughts themselves. As the case stands now, either
there is no such thing as false judgment, or it is possible
not to know what one does know. Which alternative do
you choose ?

THEAET. I see no possible choice, Socrates.

The Platonist may here be surprised to find our knowledge of
a number regarded as the record in the memory-tablet of an im-
pression, as if we became acquainted with the number 12 in the
same way as with a colour or a sound or a person. Has Plato
abandoned his doctrine of Recollectum according to which our
knowledge of Forms, incl and their relati
always latent in the soul, not acquired through '.hesmsad\mﬂg
this Ife, but only revived on the occasion of
There is no ground for such a conclusion. Thewhalednlog\m
examines the claim of the world of external sensible objects to
be the sole source of knowledge. This claim is taken as implying
that outside us there are physical objects which can yield us sense-
data through the several organs, and inside us a fabula rasa on

P.TK. 129 K




THEAETETUS 186p-188¢

whmhimmwmsorwdvedmbe:tampedudmﬂed This
mechanism is based on the empiricist assumption that all our know-
ledge must be derived somehow from the external objects of per-
ception. On this assumption (which Plato himself does not accept)
our idea of the number 12 must be supposed to be extracted from
a series of sense-impressions and added to our memory records.
As Campbell remarks, ‘ memory is made to do the work of abstrac-
tion’. This is all the apparatus that has so far come into view.
It has sufficed to illustrate one class of mistakes—the wrong fitting-
together of old records and new impressions. But we have now
seen that this formula will not cover the mistaking of one memory
record for another, and so it will not do as a general account of
false judgment. We cannot admit mistakes about numbers, unless
we can find a sense in which we can not know something we do
know. The empuricist’s apparatus will have to be enlarged.

1961)—199c Mmoq compadto uawxry to provide for mistaken

Ob]ecum m:ght be taken to the statement (1g68) that, when
we make the mustake, we ‘ think that the 12 on our wax-tablet is
11°, or that ‘one thing we know (12) is another thing we know
(xx1)’. It is still presumed that a false judgment must consist in
wrongly identifying one thing with another. Even if that were
so, what we identify with 11 is, not 12, but ‘ the sum of 5and 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 objection, it is true, does not invalidate the only conclusion
stated : that the misfitting of thought and perception cannot be
a definition of false judgment in general. Butltservstolmng
out the need for some of the
sanefurthudxsﬁm:tmnbetwmthemmmgsoitheword know ’.
The misleading statement that ‘ we judge the 12 in our waxen
block to be 11’ 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 in the sense of having
the memory of it now before the mind. If I remember both 1x
and 12 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, dingly, goes on to disti yet another
sense of ‘know’. The image of an object may be regstered in
the memory without being present to our consciousness. It is
possible not to know (have before our minds) what we do know
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(possess somewhere registered in memory). A new simile, the
aviary, is now substituted for the waxen block to provide for this
latent knowledge. We shall no longer need to speak as if the
number 12 Were present to our minds and confused with I1.

196D. SocR. But the argument is not going to allow both alterna-
tives. However, we must stick at nothing : suppose we
try being quite shameless.

THEAET. In what way ?

Socr. By making up our minds to describe what knowing

is like.

TaeAer. How is that shameless ?

Socr. You seem to be unaware that our whole conversation

from the outset has been an inquiry after the nature of know-

ledge on the supposition that we did not know what it was.

THEAET. No, I amn quite aware of that.

Socr. Then, doesn't it strike you as shameless to explain

what knowing is hke, when we don’t know what knowledge
E. is? The truth 1s, Theaetetus, that for some time past

t.herehasbeenavmonstamtmourdasumon

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 wiile we still know

nothing about knowledge. At this very moment, if you

please, we have once more used the words ‘ know nothing’

and ‘ understand’, as if we had a right to use them while

we are still destitute of knowledge.

THEAET. Well, but how are you going to carry on a dis-

cussion, Socrates, if you keep clear of those words ?

197. Socr. I cannot, being the man I am, though I might if
I were an expert in debate. If such a person were here
now, he would profess to keep clear of them and rebuke us
severely for my use of language. As we are such bunglers,
then, shall I be so bold as to describe what knowing is like ?
1 think it mght help us.

TaEAET. Do so, then, by all means. And if you cannot
avoid those words, you shall not be blamed.
Socr. Well, you have heard what ‘ knowing ’ is commonly
said to be?
THEAET. Possibly ; but I don’t remember at the moment.
B. Socr. They say 1t is ‘ having knowledge '.1
1 This 18 of course not a ‘ definition * of knowing, but a verbal paraphrase,
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True.
Socm I.et\lsmskeashghtamdmtmdsay“pow
ing kmowledge .
Taeaer. What difference would you say that makes ?
Socr. None, perhaps ; but let me tell you my idea and
you shall help me test it.
Teeaer. I will if I can.
Socr. ‘Having ' seems to me different from ° possessing '
If a man has bought a coat and owns it, but is not wearing
it, we should say he possesses it without having it about
him.2

THEAET. True.

SocrR. Now consider whether knowledge is a thing you
can possess in that way without having it about you, like
a man who has caught some wild birds—pigeons or what
not—and keeps them 1n an aviary he has made for them
at home. In a sense, of course, we might say he ‘has’
them all the time inasmuch as he possesses them, mightn't

we?

THEAET. Yes.

Socr. But in another sense he ‘ has ' none of them, though
he has got control of them, now that he has made them
captive in an enclosure of his own ; he can take and have
hold of them whenever he likes by catching any bird he
chooses, and let them go again; and it is open to him to
do that as often as he pleases.

THEAET. That is so.

Socr. 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 contains a kind of aviary stocked with
birds of every sort, some in flocks apart from the rest, some
msmallgxoups andsomesohtary flying in any direction
among them all

. THEAET. Be it so. What follows?

SocrR. When we are babies we must suppose this recep-
tacle empty, and take the birds to stand for pieces of
knowledge. Whenever a person acquires any piece of

1s commonly used of * wearing * a It also means * to have

garment.
Hﬂd—&ephmundhbwimmum‘m&dmtmbmw@t
inndo the aviary.

'Somednnﬁuuonolthnohecﬁolknnwudpmbhwlt

Difference. But nothing turns on such conjectures.
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and shuts it up if his enclosure, we must say
he has learnt or discovered the thing of which this is the
knowledge, and that is what ‘ knowing ' means.
THEAET. Be 1t so.
Socr. Now think of him hunting ence more for any piece
of knowledge that he wants, catching and holding it, and
letting it go again. In what terms are we to describe 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 *.
TuEAET. Yes.
Socr. Concerve that, then, as a chase after pieces of know-
ledge about all the numbers, odd or even.
THEAET. I will
Socr. That, I take it, is the science in virtue of which
a man has i his control pieces of knowledge about numbers
and can hand them over to someone else.
THEAET. Yes.
Socr. And when he hands them over, we call it * teaching *,
and when the other takes them from him, that 1s * learning *,
andwhmhehasthemmthesmseofpossessngthemm
that aviary of his, that 1s ‘ knowing ".
THEAET. inly.
Socr. Now observe what follows. The finished arith-
metician knows all numbers, doesn’t he? There 1s no
number the knowledge of which is not in his mind.
THEAET. Naturally.
Socr. And such a person may sometimes count either
the numbers themselves in his own head or some set of
external things that have a number.
Tueaer. Of course.
Socr. And by counting we shall mean simply trying to
find out what some particular number amounts to ?

Yo

THEAET. Yes.

Socr. It appears, then, that the man who, as we admitted,

knows every number, is trying to find out what he knows

as 1f he had no knowledge of it. No doubt you sometimes

hear puzzles of that sort debated.

TaeAET. Indeed I do.

Socr. Well, our illustration from hunting pigeons and

getting possession of them will enable us to explain that

the hunting occurs in two ways: first, before 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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198p. in your hand what you have already possessed for some

199.

time. In the same way, if you have long possessed pieces
of knowledge about things you have learnt and know, it
is still possible to get to know the same things agam by
the process of recovering the knowledge of some
thing and getting hold of it. It is knowledge you have
possessed for some time, but you had not got it handy in
your mind.
THEAET. True.
Socr, That, then, was the drift of my question, what
terms should be used to describe 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 from himself what he
already knew.
THeAET. That sounds odd, Socrates.
SocrR. Well, but can we say he is going to read or count
something he does nof know, when we have already granted
that he knows all the letters or all the numbers ?
THEAET. No, that is absurd too.
Socr. Shall we say, then, that we care nothing about
words, if it amuses anyone to turn and twist the expressions
“knowing * and ‘learning’? Having drawn a distinction
between possessing knowledge and having it about one,
we agree that it is impossible not to possess what one does
possess, and so we avoid the result that a man should not
know what he does know ; but we say that it 1s possible
for him to get hold of a false judgment about it. For
he may not have about him the knowledge of that thing,
but a different piece of knowledge nstead, if 1t so happens
that, in hunting for some particular piece of knowledge,
among those that are fluttering about, he misses it and
catches hold of a different one. In that case, you see, he
mistakes I for 12,! because he has caught hold of the
knowledge of 11 that is inside him, instead of his knowledge
of 12, as he might catch a dove in place of a pigeon.

. That seems reasonable.
Socr. Whereas, when he catches the piece of knowledge
he is trying to catch, he is not mistaken but thinks what

1 Literally ‘ thunks 11 is 12°. This cannot now mean that he has both
aumbers befors hus mund and fudges one of them o be the ofher, Thix wia

i

impossible (1958) It means that he mistakes the number 11,
ys hold of for the number 12 which he was really looking for,
ulmd: ‘What 1s the sum of 7 and 5 ?
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199B. is true. Inthlswaybothtruea.ndfalse]udgmtsmn

C. exist, and the obstacles that were troubling us are
Youwl!lagreetoﬂns perhaps?  Or will you not ?
Taeaer. I will

Socr. Yes; for now we are rd of the contradiction about
people not k'nowmg what they do know. That no longer
implies our not possessing what we do possess, whether
we are mistaken about something or not.

The aviary has enlarged the machinery of the waxen block by
providing for the process of hunting out latent pieces of knowledge
and bringing them before the mind. So it has led to the suggestion
thxtfalsejudgnmntoocmswhenwegetholdoithemngpleoe
of knowledge and * interchange ’ it for the right one. An mmportant
dxﬂumoebetwemthetwomg&mthxtthepmeessofongm&lly
The waxen block
was thought of asa rweptacle for sense-impressions which left
their imprint as memory-images. It seemed hard to imagine how
one such mmprint should ever be mustaken for anothu' and - no
provision was made for hi d,
not immediately derived from the senses. The avm-y on the other
hand, represents knowledge as acquired from a teacher who * hands
over ’ pieces of information to the lu.rner. Such information would
not consist 1n a series of separate imprints, but rather of statements
offered for our belief. It would cover historical and abstract

, as well as our notions of such things as numbers.

Now, from the Meno onwards, Plato has repeatedly declared
that what he calls * knowledge ’ 1s not a thing that can be ‘ handed
over ’ by one person to another. The true objects of knowledge
must be directly seen by the eye of the soul, the professors of
education who claim to put into the mind knowledge that is not
there are like one who should claim to put sight into blind eyes.!
The soph:sfsmcondemned for offermng to ‘ hand over ’‘ excellence *
(udé) of vmous sorts to their hearers.* In Plato’s view all
math and k ! ‘T of the Forms cannot, in
the ordinary sense, be ¢ taught’. It is always in the soul and
needs to be ‘recollected’. The intervention of a teacher is not
necessary, though the process may be directed and assisted by
conversation (‘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 be nothing more than a belief (3dfa),
conveyed from one mind to another. All this cannot be openly
said here, because the Forms are excluded from the discussion,

1 Rep. 518cC. % Meno 938, Ewthyd 273D, 287A.
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which is confined to the empiricist claim that all knowledge comes
from the external world of sense, either directly or by teaching
as commonly conceived. But Plato is careful to note that we are
still working on the empiricist assumption that the aviary 1s empty
at birth—a tabwla rasa—and gradually filled with contents derived
from sensible experience and learning. The reader, guided by the
long d of Socratic md Y, 15 left to wnfer that these
so-called * pleces of knowledge’ are not knowledge at all. It 1s
perhaps with intention that Plato, while describing the recovery
of latent ‘ knowledge’, never uses his own word for recollection
(anammesis).

199c-200D. Rejection of ‘ interchange of pieces of kmowledge’ as
an account of False Judgment

The aviary has enabled us to imagine how a man who has learnt
that the sum of 7 and 5 is 12, may sometimes ask himself what
the sum of 7 and 515, and get hold of a wrong ‘ piece of knowledge *,
viz. the number 11, which he is also acquainted with. He mustakes
this for the ‘ piece of knowledge’ he wants, namely 12. This
‘ interchange’ may seem to be an unobjectionable description of
such a mistake. Socrates, however, at once raises an objection,
which turns upon the unexplained term ‘ piece of knowledge '

199C. SOCR. (comtinsies). But it strikes me that a still stranger

consequence is coming in sight.
THEAET. What is that?
Socr. That the i of preces of k ledge should

ever result in a judgment that 1s false,
Taeaer. How do you mean?

D. Sock. Inthe first place, that a man should have knowledge
of something and at the same time fail to recognise ! that
very thing, not for want of knowng it but by reason of
his own knowledge ; and next that he should judge that
thing to be something else and vice verss—isn’t that very
unreasonable : that when a piece of knowledge presents
itself, the mind should fail to recognise anything and know
nothing?  On this showing, the presence of ignorance might
just as well make us know something, or the presence of
blindness make us see—if knowledge can ever make us fail
to know.

This objection is obscure, and thelangugeambigm dymeh
can mean either * to be ignorant of * or tofultoremgmse (the

1 For dyroely, meaning ‘ h:gbmnhe'. of. 1888,
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opposite of y»d&vas, ‘to recognise’). The ‘piece of knowledge
that presents itself’ must mean the number 11, which I have
laid hold of instead of the number 12 which I was looking for
and have not found. In what sense does the interchange involve
that I should ‘fail to recognise (dyvoe#) that very thing, not for
want of knowing it (dyyauosdyy) but by reason of my own know-
ledge’? ‘Fail to recognise that very thing’ (the number 11)
can only mean that I fail to recognise the fact that it is not the
number I want ; hence Socrates says I judge it to be 12, 7.c. mistake
1t for 12. But ‘ not for want of knamng it”’ (&wmpomim) means
“ not for want of be ¢ . The

to what was described earher : I see an acquaintance and failing
to recognise him, mistake him for another acquaintance. But
there perception was involved, and the mistake was explained as
the fitting-together of the fresh impression and the wrong memory-
image. Here no perception is involved. Socrates’ point seems
to be that the aviary contains nothing but ‘ pieces of knowledge *.
Iam inted with both the bers, 11 and 12 One of them
(11) is now before my mind. How can I mstake that number
for the other which I am also acquainted with? If I have been
taught and know the truth that 7 4+ 5 = 12, how can I substitute
11 for 12 and believe that I have got hold of the night number ?
There is no question here of seeing something dimly at a distance ;
only ‘ pieces of knowledge ' are involved.

To this we might reply that an analogous explanation by the
musfitting of two pieces of knowledge could be given, if the unex-
plained term ‘piece of knowledge’ were taken in a sufficiently
wide sense. The expression covers objects (such as numbers) that
I am acquainted with, as well as truths that I have been taught.
All these are mn my aviary. Does it also include a complex object
such as ‘the sum of 7 and 5°? Ths 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? It is this object that
I identify with 11 when I make my false judgment. If it is a
‘ piece of knowledge’ and contained in the aviary, then the false
judgment can be explained as the wrong putting-together of two
pieces of knowledge, as in the waxen block false judgment was the
putting-together of a fresh impression and the wrong memory

prmt The result will be a false judgment entirely composed
of * pieces of knowledge”’ (terms I am acquainted with). It thus
seems that the aviary apparatus is, after all, as adequate to explain
fdse;udgrnmtwheremperoepuonmmvolveduthemmblock
was to explain false judgment involving perception.

It is hard to mutjtheunpuumonthat Phtohuovetlookedthls
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explanation, because he does not recognise ‘ the sum of 7 and 5°
as a ‘ piece of knowledge ’, but persists in speaking as if we judged
notl.hat'thesnmof7and5isn’bntthat'n(thenumbuwe
mseehng)lsu(themmberwehyholdof) If such objects
as ‘ the sum of 7 and 5’ are excluded, then the difficulty Socrates
raises does exist : how can I mustake 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 takes up Socrates’ word for ‘ignorance’ or
‘ failure to recognise’ (dyvwpuoodry), and suggests that our minds
may contain ‘ pieces of ignorance * as well as ‘ pieces of knowledge .
199, THEAET. Perhaps, Socrates, we were wrong in making the
birds stand for pieces of knowledge only, and we ought to
have imagined pieces of ignorance flying about with them
in the mind. Then, in chasing them, our man would lay
hold sometimes of a piece of knowledge, sometimes of a
piece of ignorance; and the ignorance would make him
judge falsely, the knowledge truly, about the same thing.
‘What is a ‘ piece of ignorance ’? Evidently not an object I am
unacquainted with, for then it would not be in the aviary at all.
It can only be a false belief which I have somehow 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 only
too many. In so far as they consist of terms I am acquainted with
and are things that I have learnt and possess stored in my memory,
they satisfy the description of ‘ pieces of knowledge . But they are
not knowledge in the sense in which whatever 1s knowledge must be
true. That they are simply false belefs is practically stated in
Theaetetus’ last words: °the ignorance would make him judge
falsely . Theaetetus’ suggestion means that what I lay hold of is
an old false belief which I bring up into consciousness.
An obvious answer to Theaetetus’ suggestion would be this:
‘ You explain my making a false judgment now as my getting hold
oia.noldhlsebeheiwhmblhaveuqmmdandhavemmymmmy
but that does not explain how I could acquire that false belief
originally. You merely push back to an earlier stage the same
problem : how could I ever judge that 7 + § =11?’ Socrates,
however, does not raise that objection. Taking Theaetetus’ sugges-
tion that I call up and affirm an old false behef, he asks how it is
that I fail to recognise it as false and mistake 1t for a true piece of
knowledge.

199E. Socr. It is not easy to disapprove of anything you say,
Theaetetus ; but think again about your suggestion. Sup-
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1992 pose it is as you say ; then the man who lays hold of the
piece of ignorance will judge falsely. Is that right?
THEAET. Yes.

Socr. But of course he will not think he is judging falsely.
TaEAET. Of course not.
Socr. No; he will think he is judging truly; and his
attitude of mind will be the same as if he knew the thing
he is mistaken about.
THEAET. Naturally.
Socr. So he will imagine that, as a result of his chase, he
has got hold of a piece of knowledge, not a piece of ignorance.
TueAer. Clearly.
Socr. Then we have gone a long way round only to find
ourselves confronted once more with our origmnal difficulty.
Our destructive critic will laugh at us. ‘ You wonderful
B. people,’ he will say, ‘are we to understand that a man
knows both a piece of knowledge and a piece of ignorance,
and then supposes that one of these things he knows 1s the
other which he also knows ? Or does he know neither, and
then judge that one of these unknown things is the other ?
Or does he know only one, and identify this known thing
with the unknown one, or the unknown one with the known ?
Or are you going to tell me that there are yet further pieces
of knowledge about your pieces of knowledge and ignorance,
and that their owner keeps these shut up in yet another of
C. your ridiculous 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 1n a circle and never getting
any further.” What are we to reply to that, Theaetetus ?
THEAET. Really, Socrates, I don’t know what we are to say.
Socr. Maybe, my young friend, we have deserved this
rebuke, and the argument shows that we were wrong to
D. leave knowledge on one side and look first for an explanation
of false judgment. That cannot be understood until we
have a satisfactory account of the nature of knowledge.
THEAET. As things now stand, Socrates, one cannot 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 mustake it for the true belief
which I possess 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 memory. As Socrates indicates, that leads on to the question :
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How can I know that I know? How can I recognise knowledge
whenlhaventa.ndbesm-ethztntlsknowledge? This is an old
problem i 1 d in the Ch des (167 fi.). Plato
refuses to pursue it here, or to carry any further the attempt to
account for false belief.

What has unugedlsthnttheterm knowledge * is very
ambiguous, Until we have discovered all its meanings, we cannot
really explain false judgment. The discussion has been fruitful
bringing to light some of these meanmngs. But the scope of the
dialogue excludes all that Plato calls knowledge in the full sense.
He breaks off here because he cannot go further without invoking
the true objects of knowledge. Plato’s own analysis of false judg-
ment will be given in the Sophsst, when the Forms have been brought
into view,

. Comclusion : Knowledge cannot be defined as True
Belsef
It has become clear that the so-called  pieces of knowledge * which
I have learnt from a teacher and stored ;n my memory are nothing
better than true beliefs. When I recall one to consciousness my
attitude of mind towards it is, as Socrates says, indistingmshable
from my attitude toafalse belief. This consideration leads us to
the next point : the final refutation of the claim of true belief to
be knowledge. My confidence in a mere belief 1s not grounded in
reason. The teaching which consists in ‘ handing over’ behefs,
whether true or false, is no better than the rhetorical persuasion
of a barrister. Knowledgelsnotsogamed and when it 1s gained,
it cannot be shaken by persuasion.
200D. SocR. To start all over again, then. what is one to say
that knowledge is? For surely we are not going to give
up yet.
TrEAET. Not unless you do so.
Socr. Then tell me: what definition can we give with
the least risk of contradicting ourselves ?
E. THEAET. Theone we tried before, Socrates. I have noth-

Socr.

THEAET, That true belief is knowledge. Surely there can
atlustbenomstakembehmngwhatm&uea.ndthe
are always sati

lltmmmmtmmum(wumtmmmn
is as useful to belisve that a road leads to a certawn place as to know that it
does Cf also Rep 506 : belief without knowledge 1s at the best like a blind
man who takes the night road
40
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200E. SocR. Try, and you will see, Theaetetus, 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
20I.  something that will reveal the thing we are looking for. We
shall make nothing out, if we stay where we are.
THEAET. True; let us go forward and see.
Socr. Well, we need not go far to see this much: you
will find a whole profession to prove that true belief is not
knowledge.
How so? What profession ?
Socr. The profession of those paragons of intellect known
as orators and lawyers. There you have men who use their
skill to produce conviction, not by instruction, but by making
people believe whatever they want them to believe. You
B. can hardly imagme teachers so clever as to be able, in the
short time allowed by the clock, to instruct their hearers
thoroughly in the true facts of a case of robbery or other
violence which those hearers had not witnessed.
THEAET No, I cannot mmagmne that; but they can con-
vince them.
Socr. And by convincing you mean making them believe
something.
THEAET. Of course.
SocR. And when a jury is rightly convinced of facts which
can be known only by an eye-witness, then, judging by hear-
c. say and accepting a true belief, they are judgmng without
knowledge, although, if they find the right verdict, their
conviction is correct ?
TrEAET. Certainly.
Socr. But 1if true belef and knowledge were the same thing,
the best of jurymen could never have a correct belief without
knowledge. It now appears that they must be different
things.

This argument is repeated in a later dialogue, the Timaeus (51D),
where the existence of the Forms is said to follow from the distinc-
tion between knowl :', or rational und di (m:;) and true
belief. K d d by i
by a true account o( its grounds (dhpv); Myo;), unshah.ble by
persuasion, and possessed by gods and only a few among men.
True belief is produced by persuasion, not based on rational grounds
(&0yo¥), can be changed by persuasion, and is possessed by all
mankind.

In our passage Socrates has not spoken of the absence of rational
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grounds, such as he has in mind in the Mewo and the Timaeus.
In both those dialogues Plato is thinking of what he himself calls
knowledge. In the Meno mathematical knowledge is in question.
After his experiment with the slave, Socrates remarks that the
slave has now a true belief about the solution ; but 1t will not be
knowledge until he has been taken repeatedly through all the steps
of the proof. He will then see for himself, with unshakable convic-
tion, that the conclusion must be true. His belef will now be
assured by reflection on the grounds or reasons (alvlag Aoywoud®).
Such is the  true account of the grounds ’ (dAnfs Adyos) to which
the Timaeus refers. But here the real objects of knowledge are
not to be mentioned, and Socrates is only allowed his analogous
contrast between the juryman’s second-hand belief and the direct
“ knowledge * of the eye-witness, who has seen the fact for humself.

III. THE cLAM OF TRUE BELIEF ACCOMPANIED BY AN ACCOUNT
OR EXPLANATION TO BE KNOWLEDGE

201C-202C.  Socraies stales this theory as he has heard it

Theaetetus’ next suggestion is that the addition of some kind of
“account * or ‘ explanation’ (logos) ! will convert true belief into
knowledge. Various possible senses of ‘ account ’ are distinguished
and considered, and the suggestion 1s finally rejected. It will
appear, however, that no one of these senses is the sense which
‘ account * bears in the Meno and the Timaews. Why that sense
is ignored will become clear as we proceed.

201c. THEAET. Yes, Socrates, I have heard someone make the
distinction.? I had forgotten, but now 1t comes back to me.
D. He said that true belief with the addition of an account
(logos) was knowledge, while behef without an account was
outside its range. Where no account could be given of a
thing, it was not ‘ knowable '—that was the word he used
—where 1t could, it was knowable,
Socr. A good suggestion. But tell me how he distinguished
these knowable things from the unknowable. It may turn
out that what you were told tallies with something I have
heard said.

1 English provides no single equivalent for logos, a word which covers
(1) statement, speech; (2) expression, defimtion, description, formula;
(3) * tale’ or enumeration , (4)uphmhm.mwnt,gmnd Atnnshux
15 forced to use now one, now another of these expressions In the text the
mmmmmuunﬂmdmgummeo{mm

meanings
* Between knowledge and true belief.
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201D, THEAET. I am not sure if I can recall that; but I think
I should recognise it if I heard 1t stated.
Socr. If you have had a dream, let me tell you mine in
return. I seem to have heard some people say that what
E. mght be called the first elements ! of which we and all other
things consist are such that no account can be given of them.
Each of them just by itself can only be named ; we cannot
attribute to it anything further or say that it exists or does
202. notexist, for we should at once be attaching to 1t existence
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 '3, or any other
of a host of such terms. These terms, running loose about
the place, are attached to everything, and they are distinct
from the things to which they are applied. If 1t were possible
for an element to be expressed i any formula exclusively
belonging to it, no other terms ought to enter into that
expression, but n fact there 1s no formula in which any
B. element can be expressed . it can only be named, for a name
is all there 1s that belongs to1t. But when we come to things
composed of these elements, then, just as these things are
complex, mthenamﬁmwmbmedtomakeadmpum
(logos), p being pr , a of names.
! are i and unk ble, but
they can be percerved, while complexes (‘ syllables ’) are
knowable and explcable, and you can have a true notion
of them. So when a man gets hold of the true notion of
C. something without an account, his mind does think truly
of 1t, but he does not know 1t ; for 1f one cannot give and
receive an account of a thing, one has no knowledge of that
thing. But when he has also got hold of an account, all
this becomes possible to him and he is fully equipped with
knowledge.
Does that version represent the dream as you heard it,
or not ?
Taeaer. Perfectly.

The theory here put forward was certainly never held by Plato
himself. On the other hand, it is obviously a philosophic theory,
* oroigeia meant letters of the alphabet, or the ‘ ruduments’ of a subject
Thus is sasd to be 1ts first occurrence as applied to the elements of phymcal

things  Presently rhdafal (ylables) 1 used fo the compl hungs
of element

* Buttmann’s conjecture 3 ‘3’ for rofro (here and at 205C) may be sup-
ported by Soph. 239A. See note there (p 207).
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which would not occur to common sense, It must belong to some
contemporary of Socrates or Plato, whom Plato does not choose to
name.! Possibly, Socrates is represented as ‘ dreaming ’ it because
thetheorywasmllyadvaneedaftuhxsdeath ‘There seems to be
no evidence sufficient to identify the author.®

The theory may be considered under the three heads : () Things;
(b) Language; (c) Cognition.

() Things.—The only things recognised are ‘ ourselves and every-
thing else’, ..conu-etemdmdmlnatunlob]ects These are
d of simple There is no question
of mmmaterial things, for the elements are said to be perceptible.
This also shows that atoms are not intended. Since no examples
are given, we cannot say whether ‘ elements * means simple pnmary
substances, such as gold, or simple qualities, like yellow, or even
whether the author drew this distinction. He may have meant any
simple constituent that we should name in enumerating all the parts
we can perceive and distinguish m a complex thing.

(5) Language.—The element, bungsl.mple,hasaname only. We
can refer to or indicate it by this name. But it ‘ has no logos’.
This appears to cover two meanings which we should distingwsh.
(1) We cannot make any statement about the element, such as that
it exists. If we are to speak of it alone, we must not add, or ascribe,
to it any second ‘name’ (word). The element is completely n-
dicated by uttering the single word * gold ’ or ‘ yellow’. We may
not even say * this is yellow’, since ‘ this * and ‘1s ’ express some-
thing different from the simple name °yellow’, which already
expresses all there 1s to be expressed and all that I perceive. Also,
“this’ and ‘is’ do not belong exclusively to the element I now
perceive. (2) The name of an element is sndefinadle, just as the
element itself is unanalysable. The nature 1s simple and no

“account ’ consisting of several names (words)mbeg;wmoflt

The definition of logos as a ‘ combi of names (words) * will
cover statements about a thing as well as the definition of a definable
name. But probably the author was not thinking about defining
names (which he would not rank among complex * things ’) but only
about describing things. The simple name indicates the elementary

1 Theastetus (at 201c) and Socrates (3022, rév dmévra) both speak of the
singular,

aathor mn the
'muuformfh:nuwummh!ly.h by Gillespie (Arch. Gesch
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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 Sophssé (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-
ments about the thing is not drawn ; and this appears to be the
case in our passage.

(c) Cogmitson.—The theory distingushes between perception
(aloBno), a true notion (dAnBrs 8dka), and knowledge (uavifyer).

Of the element we have only a simple direct perception, not
‘ knowledge’. Of the complex thing we have at first a true notion
(dAnbr) 8dka) without a logos. Logos, as the later argument shows,
means enumerating by name the simple components of the complex.
When I have done this, I have ‘ given an account ’ of the complex
thing and am now said to ‘ know ' 1t. I have expressed what the
thing 1s by gwving a list of all its sumple parts. But it 1s hard to
be sure what is meant by the * true 8éfa * 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 dd{a of a thing without alogos’.t *Notion’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 lustration, 207A) ‘ wagon’. Possibly 8¢¢a
includes the judgment ‘ That is a man’. This judgment may be
true (perhaps, must be true) ; but I shall not have knowledge till T
have enumerated all the parts of the object, which is the same thing
as defining the name.

The theory mentions only #rue notions, not false ones. It 1s not
unlikely that the author held that every notion is true. If the
notion is posed of simple p each of which 1s an
impression directly given by some simple property of the thing,
and if there can be no error in the perceptions, 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 perceiving something else or nothmng at all. It 1s quite
possible that the author of the theory agreed (as Antisthenes
did) with those who demed the possibility of false beliefs and
statements.

22028 . drap drev Mbyov iy ddnB 36fav rinds mis Mfiy We have already

noted (p 119) Plato's use of 3ofd/ew With an accusative for ‘thmkung of a thing *.

Agamm 84¢av mepl oo (2094, 1) and od dBéfafor (2098, 2) are used inter-

changeably for ‘ having & notion of you'. -
P.T.K. 145 L




2020-206c. The Theory criticised for making El kmowab
For the und of the foll

THEAETETUS 202c-206c

it is

to grasp. t.hzt the theory is mtemhstxc, in the sense that the only

as the objects of any sort of cognition are

it recognises
concrete individual things, and the perceptible parts of which such

are aggregates.

Socrates first disposes of the theory on its own ground, where the
that el are unk ble proves fatal.

202c. SoCR. So this dream finds favour and you hold that a true

203.

notion with the addition of an account is knowledge ?

THEAET. Precisely.

Socr. Can it be, Theaetetus, that, all in a moment, we have

found out to-day what so many wise men have grown old in

seeking and have not found ?

THEAET. I, at any rate, am satisfied with our present state-

ment, Socrates.

Socr. Yes, the statement just in itself may well be satisfac-

tory; for how can there ever be knowledge without an

account and right belef ? 2 But there is one pomnt in the

theoryasstated that does not find favour with me.
THEAET. What is that ?

Socr. What might be considered its most ingenious

feature: it says that the elements are unknowable, but

whatever 1s complex (' syllables’) can be known.

THEAET. Is not that right ?

Socr. We must find out. We hold as a sort of hostage for

the theory the illustration in terms of which it was stated.

THEAET. Namely ?

Socr. Letters—the elements of writng—and syllables.

That and nothing else was the prototype the author of this

theory had in mind, don’t you think ?

THEAET. Yes, it was.

SocR. Let us take up that illustration, then, and put it to

the question, or rather put the question to ourselves: did

we learn our letters on that principle or not ? * To begin

with: is it true that an account can be given of syllables,

but not of letters?

THEAET. It may be so.

 This may mean that the formula ‘ true belief with an account ’ 18 a satis-
factory description at least of some knowledge, provided that the nght
meaning be given to logos, not any of the meanings discussed 1 the following

context.

'Sommgouhukwthuqmumdm
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203. Socr. I agree, deuded!y Suppose you are asked about
the first syllable of ‘ Socrates’ : * Explain, Theaetetus ; what
is SO?’ How will you answer?

THEAET. S and O.
Socr. And you have there an account of the syllable ?
THEAET. Yes.

B. Socr. Go on, then; give me a similar account of S.
THEAET. But how can one state the elements of an
element ? The fact is, of course, Socrates, that S is one of
the consonants, nothing but a noise, like a hissing of the
tongue ; while B not only 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 nexplicable, when the clearest
of them, the seven vowels themselves, have only a sound,
and no sort of account can be given of them.?

Socr. So far, then, we have reached a right conclusion
about knowledge.
THEAET. Apparently.

The * right wncluswn is that, if logns means an account or

in the of the of a
compkxthmg wemustﬁnnﬂyreachszmplepa:tswhnchmxotbe
the ultimate terms used in
deﬁmhons must be mdeﬁnahle) But if such analysis is to yield
knowledge, these ultimate components must be knowable. The
weak pomnt of the theory is that it says they are unknowable, and
can only be perceived. So the process of acquring knowledge
will be a process of analysing a complex which is not yet known
nto components which cannot be known.

The argument exposing this weakness is in the form of a dilemma.
A syllable (complex) must be either (1) the mere aggregate of the
letters, or (2) a single entity which comes into being when the
letters are combined and vanishes when they are separated.
Socrates easily disposes of the first alternative.

203c. Socr. But now, have we been right in declaring that the
letter cannot be known, though the syllable can ?
THEAET. That seems all right.
Socr. Take the syllable then: do we mean by that both
the two letters or (if there are more than two) all the letters ?

1 At Philsbus 188 we find the same clasmfication : ()-m.(m),
(2) consomants (ddwra, With out articulate sound), (3) mudes (d¢foyya, which.
not even noises).
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203c. Or do we mean a single entity that comes into existence

from the moment when they are put together ?
THEAET. I should say we mean all the letters.
Socr. Then take the case of the two letters S and O.
The two together are the first syllable of my name. Anyone
‘who knows that syllable knows both the letters, doesn't he ?

D. THEAET. Naturally.
Socr. So he knows the S and the O.
THEAET. Yes.
SocR. But has he, then, no knowledge of each letter, so that
he knows both without knowing either ?
TeEAET. That 15 a monstrous absurdity, Socrates.
Socr. And yet, if 1t is necessary to know each of two things
before one can know both, he simply must know the letters
first, if he 1s ever to know the syllable ; and so our fine theory
will vanish and leave us in the lurch.

E. THEAET. With a startling suddenness.
Socr. Yes, because we are not keeping a good watch upon
it.

This argument is not verbal, but quite fair. If the syllable is
exactly the same thing as 1ts two letters, then to know the syllable
is to know the letters It may be added that the theory distin-
guished knowledge from perception, and evidently ded know-
ledge as superior. Since the syllable 1s nothing more than the
aggregate of the two letters, of each of which I have a perception,
* the addition of the account * which was to yield knowledge can n
fact only lead to two perceptions, side by side, of two unknowable
objects.

(2) The second alternative—that the syllable 1s something other
than the aggregate of the letters—requires some more subtle distinc-
tions.

203E. SOCR. (comitnues). 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 its own and different
from the letters.
THEAET. By all means. Indeed, it may well be so rather
than the other way.
Socr. Let us consider that. We ought not to abandon
an imposing theory in this poor-spirited manner.
TrEAET. Certamly not.

204. SocR. 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 complex, not only
in the case of letters.
THEAET, By all means.
Socr. In that case, 1t must have no parts.
TaEAET. Why?
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 1nto which 1t can be divided up, in such a way that the parts
so arnived at account for the whole thing  Thus the sum of money
called a shilling can be divided into twelve pence which completely
represent its value Nothing evaporates in the process of division.
So the whole here is said to be exactly equivalent to * all the parts’.
Accordingly, if the syllable or complex is something over and above
the letters, the letters 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 mught pass straight to the conclusion (205¢c) . Since
a syllable is a umitary thing, having no parts into which it can be
analysed, it is simple, mexplicable, and unknowable for the same
reason as the letter. This 1s the conclusion which completes the
dilemma. It is fatal to the theory, if we keep to the theory’s own
assumptions. But here Socrates turns aside to meet the objection
that a whole consisting of parts may not be simply the ‘ sum’ of
those parts (%0 @) or * all the parts * (v ndvra), but a single entity
arising out of them and distinct from them. It is true that even
a jigsaw puzzle, when completed, has a umity as forming a picture,
which disappears when the parts are separated. But Socrates is
Justified i argung that that resultng entity is not properly
described as ‘ the whole *. It is an additional element which super-
venes on the putting together of the parts which make the whole.
He urges that the whole cannot be distinguished from the ‘ sum’,
which itself cannot be distingwished from * all the parts .

204A. SOCR. (comfinues). Or do you say that a whole likewise 3
is a single entity that anses out of the parts and is different
from the aggregate of the parts?

THEAET. Yes, I do.
Socr. Thandoyouregudthesum(rdmv)asthesame
thing as the whole, or are they different ?

wapuom{w “harmonious’ It means that only some letters
wall * fit together * mtomn-yu-bu one of them must always be a vowel
(Soph. 2534) Other combinations of letters, s g two or three consonants
without & vowel, are impossible
** ikewise * (xal), t.# as well as the syllable, of which this has been said.
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TeEAET. 1am not at all clear; but you tell me to answer
boldly, so I will take the risk of saying they are different.
Socr. Your boldness, Theaetetus, is right ; whether your
answer is so, we shall have to consider.

THEAET. Yes, certainly.

Socr. We]lthenthewholewﬂ]bed:ﬂu‘entfwmthesum
according to our present view.

THEAET. Yes,

Socr. Well but now, is there any difference between the
sum and all the things it includes ? For instance, when we
say, ‘ one, two, three, four, five, six’, or ‘ twice three’ or
* three times two ’ or * four and two ’ or  three and two and
one’, are we in all these cases expressing the same thing
or different things ?

Socr. Infact in each form of expression we have expressed
all the six.!

THEAET. Yes.

Socr. But when we express them all, is there no sum * that
we express ?

THEAET. There must be.

Socr. And is that sum anything else than ‘six’?
TaeaET. No.

. Socr. Then, at any rate in the case of things that consist

of a number, the words ‘ sum’ and ‘ all the things ’ denote
the same thing.

THEAET. So 1t seems.

SocR. 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 ?

THEAET. Yes.

Socr. And so too with the number of (feet in) a mile ?
THEAET. Yes.

Socr. And again with the number of (soldiers in) an army
and the army, and so on, in all cases. The total number is
the same as the total thing in each case.

THEAET. Yes.

Socr. But the number of (units in) any collection of things
cannot be anything but paris of that collection ?

1 Reading mdvra rd & with BT
The word * sum’ (wds) here 18 necessary to the argument The maau-
scripts have wdhw
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204E. THEAET. No.
Socr. Now, anything that has parts consists of parts.
TeEAET. Evidently.
Socr. 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.
THEAET. Yes.
Socr. The whole, then, does not consist of parts ; for if it
were all the parts it would be a sum.
THEAET. Apparently not.
Socr. Bntmapa:tbeapa.rtofanythingbntitswhole?
THEAET. Yes; of the

205. Socr. You rmkeagal]mt fight of it, Theaetetus. But
does not ‘ the sum’ mean precisely something from which

y-
Socr. And is not a whole exactly the same thing—that
from which nothing whatever 1s missing? Whereas, when
something is removed, the thing becomes neither a whole
nor a sum : ltchangaatthesamemomentfrombeingboth
to being neither.
TeEAET. 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
additional element that arises when the parts are put together and
disappears when they are separated. He was aware of this,? but
his point is that such an additional element 1s not what we mean
by ‘the whole’. It may also be remarked that he is arguing
within the hmuts of the theory he is criticising. That theory holds
that the only things we can perceive or know or talk about are
concrete individual things in nature, complex or simple, and that
a complex thing is no more 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 about the thing. So the whole is nothing but the
sum of its parts. A man is, for this theory, a trunk and a head
and limbs. There1s no substance or essence ‘ Man ’, over and above
the separable ‘ material * parts, such as Plato and Aristotle would
recogmise and make the subject of a definition (logos) by genus and
specific difference.

Having ruled out the suggestion that ‘ the whole’ can be a single
entity distinct from all the parts, Socrates can now return to the

1Ct Aristotle’s discussion, inspared by the Theastotus, at Metaph. 2, 17.
151



THEAETETUS 202c-206c

argument interrupted at 2044, namely the second alternative:
that the syllable or complex is a unity over and above its letters or
elements. He can now reaffirm 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 or sum will be the same thing
as all the parts?
THEAET.

. Certamly.

Socr. To go back, then, to the point I was trying to make
B. just now; if 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 more nor less knowable than they are?

TaeAET. Yes.

Socr. And it was to avoid that consequence that we sup-

posed the syllable to be different from the letters.

TaeAET.  Ye

. Yes.
Socr. Well, if the letters are not parts of the syllable,
can you name any things, other than its letters, that are
parts of a syllable?
TaEAET. Certamnly not, Socrates. If I admitted that it
had any parts, 1t would surely be absurd to set aside the
letters and look for parts of any other kind.

c. Socr. Then, on the present showing, a syllable will be a
thing that is absolutely one and cannot be divided 1nto parts
of any sort?1
THEAET. Apparently.

Socr. Do you remember then, my dear Theaetetus, our
accepting a short while ago a statement that we thought
satisfactory : that no account could be given of the primary
things of which other things are composed, because each of
them, taken just by itself, was incomposite, and that it
was not correct to attribute even ‘ existence’ to it, or to
call it ‘this’, on the ground that these words expressed
daﬂemntthlngsthatm extraneous to it ; and this was
the ground for making the primary thmg inexplhicable
and unknowable ?

THEAET. I remember.

D. Sock. Then is not exactly this, and nothing else, the
ground of its being simple in nature and indwvisible into
parts? I can see no other.

1 wavrdwaor, put first for emphasis, should be construed with ula mns Bda

dpdpuovos.
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205D. THEAET. Evidently there is no other.
Socr. Then has not the syllable now turned out to be a
thmgofthesa.mesort,iiithsnopaﬂsmdisauniury

thing ?

TaeAET. Certainly.

Socr. Toeondude then : 1f, on the one hand, the syllable

is the same thing as a number of letters and is a whole with

the letters as 1ts parts, then the letters must be neither more

nor less knowable and exphicable than syllables, since we

made out that all the parts are the same thing as the whole.

E. THEAET. True.

Socr. But if, on the other hand, the syllable is a unity

wnt.hont parts sylhble and lettu' likewise are equally
and ble. The same

reason will mn.ke them so.

TaEAET. I see no way out of that.

Socr. If so, we must not accept this statement: that
the syllable can be known and explained, the letter cannot.
THEAET. No, not if we hold by our argument.

Putting aside the illustration from letters, it has now been
established that knowledge cannot be gained, as the theory holds,
by analysing a concrete thing, presented in a complex notion,
into 1ts sumple parts, each presented in a simple perception which
is not knowledge

It 1s finally pointed out that the illustration itself tells
against the theory. Our knowledge of letters must actually be
clearer than our knowledge of syllables, whereas the theory
evidently regards our perception of elements as inferior to the
knowledge we are alleged to gain by giving an account of the
complex.

206. SocR. And agamn, would not your own experience in
learning your letters rather incline you to accept the opposite
view ?

THEAET. What view do you mean ?

Socr. This: that all the time you were learning you
were doing nothing else but trying to distingwmsh by sight
or hearing each letter by itself, so as not to be con-
fused by any arrangement of them in spoken or wrtten
words.

Traer. That is quite true.
Socr. And in the music school the height of accomplish-
B. ment lay precisely in being able to follow each several
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206p. note and tell which string it belonged to; and notes, as
everyone would agree, are the elements of music.!
THEAET. Precisely.

Socr. Then, if we are to argue from our own experience
of elements and complexes to other cases, we shall conclude
that elements in general yield knowledge that is much
clearer than knowledge of the complex and more effective
for a complete grasp of anything we seek to know. If
anyone tells us that the complex is by its nature knowable,
while the element is unknowable, we shall suppose that,
whether he intends it or not, he is playmng with us.
THEAET. Certainly.

206C-E. Three possible meanings of * account’. (1) Expression of
thought in speech (srrelevant)

The refutation of the theory ‘ dreamt ’ by Socrates is now com-
plete. It turns upon the allegation that the simple and unanalys-
able is unknowable. But Theaetetus’ suggestion that lmowlcdge
is true judgment or belief combined with an account or
may have other meanings not involving this fatal flaw. Socntu
accordingly turns to consider these possible meanngs. The
discussion still proceeds, however, on certain assumptions of the
refuted theory, namely that the only things to be known are con-
crete individual things, and that knowledge accordingly must
consist in giving some account of such things. This limitation is
in accordance with the scope of the whole dialogue, which asks
whether knowledge can be extracted from the world of concrete
natural things, yielding perceptions and complex notions, without
mvolnng ot.hu factors. The three men.mngs of logos now considered

these which exclude Plato’s own
vww, that the objects of which | knowledge must give 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
parts but higher concepts.

206C. Socr. Indeed we might, I think, find other arguments to
prove 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
true belief yields knowledge n its most perfect form.
 The appeal to music and (e-rher)wnumbmudmmnmuudnomp-
port to Campbell’s suggestion that the theory 1s due to ‘ some Pythagorean *
(p. xxxix). These examples are brought forward, not by the author of the
theory, but by Socrates in refutung it.
154




(1) EXPRESSION OF THOUGHT IN SPEECH

206c. THEAET. Yes, we must see what that means.
Socr. Well then, what is this term ‘account’ intended
to convey tous ? I think 1t must mean one of three things,
THEAET. What are they ?

D. SocR. The first will be giving overt expression to one’s
thought by means of vocal sound with names and verbs,
casting an image of one’s notion on the stream that
flows through the lips, like a reflection in a mirror or in
water. Do you agree that expression of that sort is an
“ account ' ?

TrEAeT. I do. We certainly call that expressing our-
selves in speech (Adyew).

Sock  On the other hand, that is a thing that anyone
can do more or less readily. If a man is not born deaf
or dumb, he can sigmfy what he thinks on any subject.
So in this sense anyone whatever who has a correct

E. notion ewvidently will have it ‘with an account’, and
there will be no place left anywhere for a correct notion
apart from knowledge.

THEAET. True.

Logos here does not mean a ‘ verbal definition * such as a dictionary
gives, but sumply ‘statement’, ‘ speech '—the utterance of the
notion or judgment in our mmnds. This common meaning of the
word 1s mentioned only for the sake of clearness. It is obviously
not what Theaetetus intended.

6E~2088. (2) E of el ry paris. This will not
convert a true motion smlo knowledge
The second meaning is the enumeration of elementary parts.
This 15 now considered on its own ments, apart from the funhu'
feature which proved fatal to the earlier theory, namely, the
doctrine that an element must be unknowable.

206E. SocR. 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 meant.
He may have meant : being able to reply to the question,
207. what any given thing 1s, by enumerating its elements.
THEAET. For example, Socrates ?
Socr. For example, Hesiod says about a wagoen, ‘In a
wagon are a hundred pieces of wood.” I could not name
1 The author of the definition ongnally quoted by ‘l‘hmtmn (01D), who
13 now regarded as not responaible for the doctrine, 1 the theory ‘ dreamt
by Socrates, that eloments are unknowable
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them all ; nomm,limaghe,conldyou. If we were
asked what a wagon is, we should be content if we could
mention wheels, axle, body, rails, yoke.
THEAET. Certainly.
Socr. But I dm say he would think us just as ridiculous
as if we replied to the question about your own name by
telling the syllables. We might think and express our-
selves correctly, but we should be absurd if we fancied
ourselves to be grammarians and able to give such an
account of the name Theaetetus as a grammanan would
offer. He would say it 1s impossible to give a scientific
aocount of anything, short of adding to your true notion
a f the el as, I think, was
said earlier.
THEAET. Yes, it was.
Socr. In the same way, he would say, we may have a
correct notion of the wagon, but the man who can give a
complete statement of its nature by gomng through those
hundred parts has thereby added an account to his correct
notion and, 1n place of mere belief, has arrived at a technical
knowledge of the wagon’s nature, by going through all
the elements in the whole.
THEAET. Don’t you approve, Socrates ?
Socr. Tell me if you approve, my friend, and whether you
accept the view that the p 10n of el
is an account of any given thing, whereas description 1n
terms of syllables or of any larger umt still leaves 1t un-
accounted for. Then we can look into the matter further.
THEAET. Well, I do accept that.
Socr. Do you think, then, that anyone has knowledge
of whatever it may be, when he thinks that one and the
same thing is a part sometimes of one thing, sometimes
of a different thing; or again when he believes now one
and now another thing to be part of one and the same thing ?
THEAET. Certainly not.
Socr. Have you forgotten, then, that when you first began
learning to read and write, that was what you and your
schoolfellows did ?
TueAet. Do you mean, when we thought that now one
letter and now another was part of the same syllable, and
when we put the same letter sometimes into the proper
syllable, sometimes into another ?
Socr. That is what I mean.
THEAET. Then I have certainly not forgotten; and I do
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(2) ENUMERATION OF ELEMENTS

207E. not think that one has reached knowledge so long as one
is in that condition.
Socr. Well then, if at that stage you are writing ‘ Theae-
tetus’ and you think you ought to write T and H and E
and do so, and again when you are trying to write ‘ Theo-
208. dorus’, you think you ought to wnte T and E and do so,
can we say that you know the first syllable of your two
names ?
THEAET. No; we have just agreed that one has not
knowledge so long as one is 1n that condition.
SocR. And there 1s no reason why a person should not
be in the same condition with respect to the second, third,
and fourth syllables as well ?
THEAET. None whatever.
Socr. Can we, then, say that whenever in writing ‘ Theae-
tetus * he puts down all the letters in order, then he 1s in
ion of the pl 1! of el together
with correct belef ?
THEAET. Obviously.
B. Socr. Being still, as we agree, without knowledge, though
his behefs are correct ?
TreAET. Yes.
Socr. Although he possesses the ‘account’ 1n addition
to right belief. For when he wrote he was in possession
of the catalogue of the elements, which we agreed was the
‘ account *.
THEAET. True.
Socr. So, my friend, there 1s such a thing as right belief
together with an account, which is not yet entitled to be
called knowledge.
THEAET. I am afraid so.
Socr. Then, apparently, our idea that we had found the
perfectly true definition of knowledge was no better than
a golden dream.

Socmteshasnowdlsposedofthetheorythattheaddmono(a
to a correct, but previously
mna.lysed notion of a complex thing will convert true behef
into knowledge. Even if we reject the doctrine that the element
is unknowable, and suppose it to be at least as knowable as the
complex, still the complete enumeration may fail to give us any-
thing better than true belief. The analysis, though it be carried
as far as possible, will not yield knowledge of any different kind
from the true notion we started with, or the correct belefs about
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the parts of a wagon which stopped short at five parts instead
of all the hundred. So the schmlboy may have a correct belief
about every letter in the name ‘ Theaetetus ’ and write it correctly,
‘without havmg that assured knowledge which would save him from
writing it incorrectly on another occasion.

If we go behind the illustration and beyond the limits of the
theory that is being criticised, we see further into Plato’s mind.
In the Meno the slave who is ignorant of geometry 1s led through
a problem till he reaches the correct solution. But Socrates points
out that he still has only 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 were taken back
through the earlier propositions, axioms, and defimtions to the
primitive indefinables, he might still possess no more than an
exhaustive catalogue of true beliefs leading to the solution. He
wﬂlnotlmoweventhismncho(geommyunﬁlhehasgnspedthe
necessary connexion which will make all these beliefs abiding and
unshakable. All this, hnwever. lies outside the presuppositions

of the theory under which p only the
analysis of a concrete thing into elementary parts.
8, . (3) The of a distingui: mark. This will

not converi a truc nolion into knowledge
Socrates now suggests a third possible meaning of logos—* being
able to state some mark by which the thing in question differs
from everything else’. Wil this addition convert true belief into
knowledge ? Logos will now mean the ‘ account * of a thing given
by a description which serves to distingwsh the thing we wish to
indicate from all other things.

208B. SOCR. (coméimsies). Or shall we not condemn the theory
C. yet? Perhaps the meaning to be given to ‘account’ 1s
not this, but the remaining one of the three, one of which
'we said must be intended by anyone who defines knowledge
as correct belief together with an account.
THEAET. A good reminder; there is still one meaning
left. The first was what might be called the image of
thought in spoken sound ; and the one we have just dis-
cussed was going all through the elements to arrive at the
whole. What is the third ?
Socr. The meaning most people would give: being able
tonamsomemaxkbywhmbthethmgoneuashdabont
differs from eve
‘TuEAET. Could you give me an example of such an account
of a thing?
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Socr. Take the sun as an example. I dare say you wall
be satisfied with the account of it as the brightest of the
heavenly bodies that go round the earth.

THEAET. Certainly,

Socr. Igtmeexplamthepmntofthismmple. It is
to illustrate what we were just saying: that if you get
hold of the difference distingwshing any given thing from
all others, then, so some people say, you will have an
“account ’ of it; whereas, so long as you fix upon some-
thing common to other things, your account will embrace
all the things that share it.

THEAET. I understand. I agree that what you describe
may fairly be called an ‘account ’.

SocR. And if, besides a right notion about a thing, what-
ever 1t may be, you also grasp 1ts difference from all other
things, you will have arnved at knowledge of what, till
then, you had only a notion of.

THEAET. We do say that, certainly.

Socr. Really, Theaetetus, now I come to look at this
statement at close quarters, it is like a scene-painting :
I cannot make it out at all, though, so long as I kept at
a distance, there seemed to be some sense in it.
THeAET. What do you mean? Why so?

Socr. I will explain, if I can. Suppose I have a correct
notion about you; if I add to that the account of you,
then, we are to understand, I know you. Otherwise I have
only a notion.

THEAET. Yes.

Socr. And ‘ account ' means putting your differentness ?
into words.

THEAET. Yes.

Socr. So, at the time when I had only a notion, my
mind did not grasp any of the points in which you differ
from others ?

THEAET. Apparently not.

Socr. Then I must have had before my mind one of those
common things which belong to another person as much
as to you.

THEAET. That follows.

Socr. But look here! If that was so, how could I possibly

1 Plato seems deliberately to avoid the term Sagopd here and hencefarward
(though it occurred at 208D), perhaps because of 1ts technical use for the
dsfferenira of a species, which 15 irrelevant to this context diagopdrys 15 &

Platonic word which occurs agan at Rep. 587E
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be having a notion of you rather than of anyone else ?
Suppose I was thinking : Theaetetus is one who is a2 man
and has a nose and eyes and a mouth and so forth, enumer-
ating every part of the body. Will thinking in that way
result in my thinking of Theaetetus rather than of Theo-
dorus or, as they say, of the man in the street ?
Taeaer. How should it ?

Socr. Well, now suppose I think not merely of a man
with 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 anyone else of that descrip-
tion ?

TBEAET. No.

Socr. In fact, there will be no notion of Theaetetus in
my mind, I suppose, untl this particular snubness has
stamped and registered within me a record distinct from
all the other cases of snubness 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.

THEAET. Quite true,

Socr. If that is so, the correct notion of anything must
itself include the differentness of that thing.

THeAET. Evidently.

Socr. Then what meaning is left for getting hold of an
“account ’ in addition to the correct notion ? If, on the
one hand, 1t means adding the notion of how a thing differs
from other things, such an injunction is simply absurd.
Taeaer. How so?

Socr. When we have a correct notion of the way in which
certain things differ from other things, it tells us to add a
correct notion of the way in which they differ from other

. things. On this showing, the most vicious of circles would

be nothing to this injunction. It mught better deserve to
be called the sort of direction a blind man might give: to
tell us to get hold of something we already have, in order
to get to know something we are already thinking of, sug-
gests a state of the most absolute darkness.

THEAET. Whereas, f ——? The supposition you made
just now implied that you would state some alternative ;
what was it? !

* Reading o 3¢ ye— r{vwdy) cis dpiiv <#r> Smdfiov ; The objection to reading
(with Burnet and others) «im &) v vwd3) s dpaw émiflov 15 that Socrates’ last
question (rd odv wpoodafiely . . oy ; aﬂn, 4) did not suggest that he had
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20QE. Socr. If the direction to add an ‘account’ means that
we are to get to kmow the differentness, as opposed to
merely having a notion of it, this most admirable of all
dnﬁmhonsofknowledgewnﬂbeaprettybusm& because
210. ‘getting to know ' means acquiring knowledge, doesn’t it ?
THEAET. Yes.
Socr  So, apparently, to the question, What is knowledge ?
our dzﬁmnon wﬂl reply : Correct belief togethet with
dge of a ; for, ding to it, ‘ adding
an account * will come to t.lnt
THEAET. So it seems.
Socr. Yes; and when we are inquiring after the nature
of knowledge, nothing could be sillier than to say that it
is correct belief together with a knowledge of differentness
or of anything whatever.
So, Theaetetus, nerther perception, nor true belief, nor
B. theaddition of an ‘ account ’ to true belief can be knowledge.
THEAET. Apparently not

Some critics have imagined that the above argument is con-
cerned with the definition of species by genus and specific differ-
ence, and even that Plato 1s here cnticising himself. But 1t is
clearly presumed throughout that the object to be defined and
known is a concrete individual thing—* ourselves and other things’,
Hesmd’s wagon, a person | (Theutetus) _the sun. The * ufferent.
ness’ 1s a , such as ‘this par-
ticular snubness which I have seen’ dJstmgmshmg this individual
person from other individuals, not a speu.ﬁc difference distingush-
ng a species from other species and common to all individuals of
the species.

more to say What did suggest this was the « v (209D, 5),

stated 1 Socrates’ next speech Myos .. 200e, 6) Badbam saw
thus and tnied to restore the necessary sense to Theaetetus’ nquiry by reading
o 3 yo— 1l vndi) s ¥ Whereas if — whatwas 1t you suggested

‘words. But (as Campbell noted) dworifccdas, though 1t can mean to
pw an expliait suggestion o a person, cannot mean to smply something not
stated at all; undﬂumpeﬁectwuldhmqmred

I propose (Class. Rev. xiv (1930), 114) means: ‘ Whereas
if — what was 1t (the “ whereas if ') that your suppomtion just now (“if on
the one hand ”) umplied (ds) that you were gomg on to state? ’  For eimedr
&, cf Soph,OT. 74/8.83'&‘:&”6»" ivbdfdmln

‘The rather obscure form of the 18 (like the rest of these concluding
plgu)mthemnwolmsw eg u7A.,tNandenMvﬂnﬂ
Jmhmmﬂd:Jﬂ-lu&uqus 226C, 18 woiov adrdv mipi fovinbds Smhdoas
wapadedypara mpobels radra xard mdvraw fpov ;

P.T.K. 161 M



THEAETETUS 20852108

Socrates argues : Suppose I have a correct notion of Theaetetus.
If my notion contains only traits he shares with all or some other
mm,thmntmnotanoﬂondhxma.nymorethandthem It
must include his individual
my notion of his individual * d:ﬁerentn& is already mcl\lded in
my notion of just that person, and I am acquainted with that
differentness in just the same way as I am with his common 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 addition could con-
vert a correct notion into some higher kind of cognition called
‘ knowledge ',

Theumuolthemrmlsmtoﬂesugummtthxtnxs

ible to define an individual sensible
must consist of words whose establshed meanings can all apply
to other actual or possible individuals. Even if you take an
eternal substance whch is 1n fact unique, such as the sun or moon,
1t is still impossible to define it. Some attributes of the sun (going
round the earth, invisible at night) might be removed, and yet
the sun would still be the sun Any description such as ‘ the
brightest of the heavenly bodies’ must consist of attributes that
might belong 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 description would transfer itself to that.

There is no question here of the defintion of species, which
are definable precisely because no two species are conceptually
identical, as any number of individuals may be. The whole dis-
cumonlsounﬁnedtothelevelofﬂletheory dreamt bySocrates,

lates only our with i 1 sensible
thmgx The pomtnsthxtwemnot get ‘ knowledge ’, supposed
to be somehow superior to mere behefs or notions, byaddmga
logos in any of the senses considered. These senses appear to
exhaust the possible ways in which an ‘account’ can be given
of an individual thing. (1) We may name 1t (express our notion
of it in speech); (2) we may enumerate the matenal parts of
which 1t is composed ; or (3) wemaypomt:tont by a description
which will serve to d:stmgmsh thmg we indicate from other
things. But none of these ‘ accounts’ will yield any ‘clearer’
or more certain kind of cognition than we started with.

The Platomst will draw the necessary inference. True know-
ledge has for its object things of a different order—not sensible
things, but intelligible Forms and truths about them. Such objects
are necessanly unique; they do not become and perish or change

! Metaph z, 15 Anstotle took the example of the Sun from our passage
and evidently understood Plato'’s mmg& correctly.




EPILOGUE

in any respect. Hence we can know them and eternal truths
about them. The Theactetus leads to this old conclusion by demon-
strating the failure of all attempts to extract knowledge from
sensible objects.

2108-D. Epilogue. Al these attempts to define knowledge have
Jailed.

It only remains to point out that all these attempts have failed
and no others are forthcoming.

210B  SocR. Are we in labour, then, with any further child, my
friend, or have we brought to birth all we have to say about
knowledge ?
THEAET. Indeed we have , and for my part I have already,
thanks to you, given utterance to more than I had in me.
Socr. All of which our midwife’s skill pronounces to be
mere wind-eggs and not worth the rearing ?
Taeaer.  Undoubtedly.
Socr. Then supposing you should ever henceforth try to
C. conceive afresh, Theaetetus, if you succeed, your embryo
thoughts will be the better as a consequence of to-day’s
scrutiny ; and if you remain barren, you will be gentler and
more agreeable to your companions, having the good sense
not to fancy you know what you do not know For that,
and no more, is all that my art can effect; nor have I
any of that knowledge possessed by all the great and admir-
able men of our own day or of the past. But this midwife’s
art 1s a gift from heaven; my mother had 1t for women,
. and I for young men of a generous spiit and for all in
whom beauty dwells.?
Now I must go to the portico of the King Archon to meet
the indictment which Meletus has drawn up agamnst me.
But to-morrow mormng, Theodorus, let us meet here again.
3 xalol refers to beanty of mmnd, such as Theaetetus has, rather thau bodily
beauty. Cf. 18sE.
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THE SOPHIST

216A-218D.  Introductory Comversation
THE introd y i the subject of the dis-
cussion begun in this dialogue and continued in the Stafesman :
HowaretheSophutandtheStatmtobedzﬁnedanddm—
tinguished (if they are to be distinguished) from the Ph her ?
A second purpose is to describe the philosophic position of the
Stranger from Elea, who here takes Socrates’ place as leader of the
conversation.
THEODORUS. SOCRATES. A STRANGER FROM ELEA. THEAETETUS
216. THEODORUS. Here we are, Socrates, faithful to our appoint-
ment of yesterday ; and, what is more, we have brought a
guest with us. Our friend here is a native of Elea, he
belongs to the school of Parmenides and Zeno, and is
devoted to philosophy.
SocraTEs. Perhaps, Theodorus, it is no ordinary guest
but some god that you have brought us unawares. Homer !
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 lawless doings of mankind.
Your companion may be one of those higher powers, who
intends to observe and expose our weakness in philosophic
discourse, like a very spirit of refutation.
THeoDp. That is not our friend’s way, Socrates, he is
more reasonable than the devotees of verbal dispute.
should not call him a god by any means ; but there is some-
c. thing divineabout him : I would say that of any philosopher.
Socr. And rightly, my friend ; but one might almost say
that the type you mention is hardly easier to discern than
the god. Such men—the genuine, not the sham philos-
ophers—as they go from city to city surveying from a height
the life beneath them, appear, owing to the world’s blindness,
to wear all sorts of shapes. To some they seem of no
account, to others above all worth ; now they wear the guise
D. of statesmen, now of sophists ; and sometimes they may
give the impression of simply being mad. But if our guest

1 0dysssy 1x, 270, and xvii, 483.
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216p. will allow me, I should like to ask him what his countrymen

217.

thought and how they used these names.

Tueop. What names?

Socr. Sophist, Statesman, Philosopher.

Tueop. What is your question exactly? What sort of
difficulty about these names have you in mind ?

Socr. This: did they think of all these as a single type,
or as two, or did they distingush three types and attach
oneolthethreecorrespondmgnamestoench?

Tueop. I imagine you are quite welcome to the in-
formation. Is not that so, sir

STRANGER. Yes, Theodorus, perfectly welcome ; and the
answer is not difficult. They thought of them as three
different types; but it is not so short and easy a task to
define each one of them clearly.

TaEOD. As luck would have it, Socrates, you have hit upon
a subject closely allied to one on which we were pressing
him with questions before we came here. He tried to put
us off with the same excuse he has just made to you, though
he admits he has been thoroughly instriicted and has not
forgotten what he heard.

Socr. Do not deny us, then, the first favour we ask. Tell
us this much?* which do you commonly prefer—to dis-
course at length by yourself on any matter you wish to
make clear, or to use the method of asking questions, as
Parmemdes himself did on one occasion 1n developing some
magnificent arguments in my pmenu. when I was young
and he quite an elderly man? *

STR. When the other party to the conversation is tractable
and gives no trouble, to address him is the easier course ;
otherwise, to speak by oneself.

Socr. Then you may choose any of the company you wall ;
they will all follow you and respond amenably. But if you
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 notion that, at
my first meeting with you and your friends, instead of
exchanging our ideas in the give and take of ordinary

11t may be an accident that uj . . . nfy ye mpdrp xdpwy dwapmbels
m.ludvka‘c)pb#&{«muumbwm: but the last words do not

* For this reference to the Parmensdss, see Introd., p I.
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217B. conversation, I should spin out a long discourse by myself
or even address it to another, as:flweregnvmgadsphyof
eloquence.! For indeed the question you have just raised
is not so easy a matter as one might suppose, on hearing it
so smply put, but it calls for a very long discussion. On
the other hand, to refuse you and your friends a request,
especially one put to me in such terms as you have used,
strikes me as a breach of avility in a guest.* That
218.  Theaetetus should be the other party to our conversation
15 a proposal wlnch my earher talk with hl.m as well as
your makes dingly
THeEAETETUS. Then do as you say, sir; you will, as So-
crates said, be conferring a favour on us all.
Str. On that point, Theaetetus, no more need be said;
the discussion from now onwards must, it seems, be carried
on with you. But if the long task should after all weigh
heavy on you, your friends here, not I, must bear the blaine.
B. THEAET. I do not feel at this moment as 1f I should sink
under 1t ; but should something of that sort happen, we will
call in Socrates’ namesake here, who is of my own age and
shares my pursuits He is quite used to working out most
questions with me.
STR. A good suggestion : that shall be for you to consider
as our conversation goes forward. What now concerns us
both 1s our jomt inqury. We had better, I think, begin
by studyng the Sophist and try to bring lus nature to light
c. 1na clear formula. At present, you see, all that you and I
in common 1s the name. The thing to which each
of us gives that name we may perhaps have privately before
our minds #, but it 1s always desirable to have reached an

1 Three alternatve procedures are suggested : (1) an unbroken monologue,
such s the rhetonical Sophusts preferred , (2) an exposition ‘ addressed to
lnnﬂur,u cast 1 ho form of questions, to which the respondent merely

“yes’ or ‘o ureqmmd(émum),mmymgmmﬂamthe
Pmmbx, (3) a geaume makes a
real contribution Thesmngeflptdmoeﬁortheﬂmdmnhmtha

understands ‘ dialectic * uPIAwundmmod

 Read dypowor, ‘ rude’, for dymov, ‘ wild, savage, fierce’, which 13 o0
strong a word At Anstotle E N 11284, Q.Iwnuml("(ﬂywﬂurm)uthn
true readmg: dypos vulg At 11285, 2, dypowos was restored by Coraes
for the MSS dypos Mr W. D. Rmhuhndlympphedmmthoﬂur
mstances of the confusion - Euthyd 285A, 2, dypiwnipws BT : dyposxordpas W.
Phasdrus 56817,6 dypulmu Ex dypless (dypolxws Osann)

* fpyov, * wpdypa, as at 2218 and Theast 1778 (cf. Apelt) I
mmmu 'Wemyeu.u.v..pvmmuxmmmn,
which we both call by the same name, but we shall not be sure that we are
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218c. agreement about the thing itself by means of explicit state-

‘ments, 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 mntend to examine or to say what

it means to be a sophist. However, when some great task

xstobepropqueamed through, evayonehlslong

since found 1t a good rule to take compara-

D. tively small and easy and practise on that, before

attempting the big thing itself. That 1s the course I

recommend for us now, Theaetetus. Judging the Sophist

to be a very troublesome sort of creature to hunt down, let

us first practise the method of tracking him on some easier

quarry—unless you have some readier means to suggest ?
Treaer. No, I have none.

This introduction serves both for the Sophsst and for the States-
man, in which the same company continue the conversation, the
young Socrates taking Theaetetus’ place as respondent. It 1s still
debated whether or not Plato contemplated a third dialogue, the
Phlosopher. Scholars have collected certain indications of such an
intention.! (1) At Soph. 253k, after the description of Dialectic,
the Stranger says: ‘ In some such region as this we shall find the
philosopher now and hereafier, if we look for him.” (2) That Plato
did not think of this account of Dialectic as sufficiently describing
the philosopher seems to be implied at the beginning of the Stafes-
man (2574~C), where Theodorus speaks as if the Sophist had accom-
plished only one-third of the task and asks the Stranger whether
he will now take the first or the Phulosoph (3) Later
(2584), Socrates, di ing who shall act as respondent in the States-
man, remarks that Theaetetus has already served in the Theactetus
as Socrates’ respondent and in the Sophist as the Stranger’s,
and suggests that the young Socrates should answer the Stnnger
in the Statesman (as he does), and ‘ myself on another occasion ’.
If this other occasion was to be the Pholosopha the four dialogues
would be tied together in a symmetrical scheme :

Theactetus ~ Sophsst Statesman Phslosophey

—_———
Questroner :  Socrates Stranger Stranger Socrates
: Th Th Young Socr. Young Socr.

meaning the same thing by that name until we have explicitly defined it,’
not that wo may each have a differant thung befors our minds In any case
ipyov means the thing, not a  notion* of the thing. and Myos means a state-
ment 1n words (a defining formula), not a * conception
3 See Dits, Parménsds (Paris, 1923), p xv.
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The alleged ‘ eclipse of Socrates ' by the Eleatic Stranger (of which
critics have made too much) would then be only temporary ; he
would reappear as leader in the Phslosopher. It 1s hard to see why
these expressions should be there at all, if the intention had never
been in Plato’s mind.

Why the Philosopher was never written, we can only conjecture.
The is d with the Philosopher in active life as
the royal shepherd of ind, the ian who has come down
from the vision of the Good to serve his fellow-men mn the Cave as
lawgiver. We might expect the picture to be completed by an
account of the region of contemplation, his proper home, and of
the nature of the reality he contemplates. This would be the place
for that final account of the relation of reality to appearance which
is called for in the Parmenides and again in the Sophust, but 1s not
given in any of these dialogues. The Philosopher, if 1t could have
been written, might have gathered up these loose ends in that
doctrine which Plato adumbrated 1n the Lecture on the Good, but
never published in writing. But, as we know from his Seventh
Letter, Plato’s final decision was that the ultimate truth could never
be set down on paper, and ought not to be, even if it could.

In what appears on the surface to be a graceful exchange of com-
pliments Plato has contrived to define precsely the philosophic
standpomnt of the Stranger from Elea. On heanng that he is ‘ of
the school of Parmenides and Zeno ’, Socrates at once fears he may
be an exponent of that verbal disputation (‘ Enstic ’) which dis-
regards truth and aims solely at refuting an opponent. This type
of Sophistry, analysed below (224E fi), was associated with the
Megarian school, which, though founded by the Socratic Euclides,
took 1ts main doctrine from the Eleatics. Zeno had supplied Eristic
sophustry with one of 1ts methods—the redsuctso ad absuydum, which
refutes an opponent’s thesis by asserting that 1t involves a dilemma,
erther horn of which leads to a contradiction. The description of
the Stranger makes clear that he does not stand for this negative
and destructive element 1n the Eleatic tradition. The reader 1s not
to expect an exhibition of Zenonian dialectic, such as we had 1n the
Parmenides. An open reference to the conversation in that dialogue
emphasises the contrast between Eleatic methods of argument and
the genuine dialectic of Socrates and Plato, already illustrated by
the Theaetetus.

The Stranger then, is not, as Socrates feared, a. very spmt of

refutation’, but a genuine phil ; and the

the * divine  or inspired man who looks down from above on lmma.n

life and is taken by the world for a madman. These traits recall

the Phaedrus (249) and the Theactetus (173E). All this means that
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thz Stnnga stlnds for the ge_numely phﬂosophxc element in the

He dialectic as the co-opera-
hve search for truth, and, once the conversation is started, his
manner is distinguished by no individual trait from that of the
Platonic Socrates. He is an abstract figure, a representative of
Parmenides, because Parmenides had set the problem that is to be
attacked : How can what appears, but is not real, exist at all?
Since he holds a theory of Forms which no one hesitates to ascribe
to Plato himself, it seems as if Plato clamed to be the true heir of
Parmenides.!

The purpose of the dialogue is to define ‘ the Sophist'. Here,
at the threshold, we cross the boundary between the sensible world,
to which the Theaeletus was confined, and the world of Forms. We
are to define by a formula (logos) an object of which both nter-
locutors have a notion before their minds. The object or ‘ thing ’
is no longer an individual concrete thing. The last conclusion of
the Theactetus was that the addition of a logos of such a thing to
a true notion of it could not yield knowledge. ‘ The Sophust ’ is
not an individual, but a species; and the addition of a logos in a
new sense—a definition by genus and specific differences—can lead
to knowledge of the nature of a species.
218p—221C. IHustrative Division, defining the Angler.

‘The Stranger now p ds to 11l by a trvial ple the
method to be used in defining the Sophist. The species 1s to be
defined by systematically dividing the genus that 1s taken to include
it. The method was new to Plato’s public ; but the modern reader,
familiar with classifications all ultimately derived from the model
here set up, might be wearied by a translation. I shall, therefore,
give only a summary of the illustrative Division defining the Angler,
and of the six following Divisions defining the Sophist under various
aspects. Something must also be said about the method itself,
which Plato evid ded as a very val ine of dialectic.

Although the classification of the Anglu' is the first 1 long and formal
Division in Plato, no preliminary account of the method is given
and no rules are laid down. The only earlier description of
the method (Phaedrus 265D) tells us that a Division should be

by a Collection (cvvaywyf) or survey of the ‘ widely
scattered’ terms (species) which are to be brought under a
single (genmc) Form. The object of such a review is to divine
the generic Form which is to stand at the head of the subsequent
Division. As we shall see (p. 186), all hope of a correct definition
depends on the right choice of the genus. Here, however, there is
1 As Prof. Taylor remarks, Plato (1926), 375.
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ILLUSTRATIVE DIVISION: THE ANGLER

no systematic Collection. Plato prefers to introduce the method
by giving an 1llustrative Division, reserving what needs to be said
about rules of procedure to be added later, chiefly in the Statesman.

Angling being obviously a species of Hunting, it would be natural
to begin with Hunting as the genus to be divided. But the Stranger
starts farther back with the genus ‘ Art . The earher stages, before
Hunting is reached, provide starting-points for the first five attempts
to define the Sophist, as appears from the following table :

Acqmlsmvu Separative  Produ

ture

Huntng ~ Contention

Angler
hust as Sophust as hist as hust as
Hsogluchmt, T hured hunter V VI Cathartic Vﬂsopmaket of
IIL retaildealer,  of nch Method of  false concert of
TV manufacturer - young men Socrates wasde

‘man, of information

The classification of Arts is not meant to be systematic or com-
plete : the ‘ Separative ’ class (Siaxpirexrf) 1s added later (2268),
not here. The A class includes ‘ learning and
knowing ’ with money-making, contention, and hunting : all these
are arts ‘ which produce nothing, but merely get hold of things
that already exist and prevent others from getting hold of them*
(219c). Nothing more will be heard of ‘learning and knowmng’
till the first Division of the Statesman (258E) which opens with
‘ knowledge ', divided into ‘ theoretical * and * practical ‘—a con-
trast relevant to the distinction between the Philosopher and the
practical Statesman.

The method of Division may be used for two distinct objects :
() the classification of all the species falling under a genus in a
complete table, or (2) the defimtion of a single 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
classes on the same level, and if these are to besubdivided, they must
be described in positive terms. In biology, for instance, animals
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must not be classified as ‘ ve and . To
lump together whole genera and families as * invertebrate * tells us
nodnng of posmve importance about their structure ; and ‘ inverte-

* is not a ch that can be subdi' ided. 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. Angling is catching (4) a certain kind of prey
(b) by a certain method. (s) The division of the prey:

Iifeless things living things

land animals water ammals
‘water-birds fishes
would be absurd in a classification : there is no provi: for birds

which live and are caught in the air. Only the second set of stages
—the duvision of methods (netting or striking : by a fish-spear or
by hook and line) makes any pretence to a complete classification.
Also the shift of principle from prey to method would witiate the
scheme as a classification of hunting: land ammals and birds
may equally well be netted or struck. Considerations of this sort
are pointed out in the Statesman. The upshot here is a defimtion
of the species Angling in terms of the genus ‘Art’ and all the
specific differences (as they were later called), formally enumerated
at 2218,

The Sevem Divisions defining the Sophist

The Stranger next (22IC) sets out ‘ to discover the nature of the

Soplnst on the pattern of this ﬂlnstmhon Six Divisions follow

and are d at 231c-E. The results are then
cnticised. The seventh and final Division 1s preceded by a dis-
cussion leading to the choice of a new genus, the image-making
hranch of Productive (as distinct from Acquisitive) art. It 15
interrupted by the long d the ion that
theteca.nbesuchathmgasmunrenl image * t.hewholeproblmn
of appearance and falsity is involved. At the end of the dialogue
(264B) this Division is continued and yields the final definition of
the Sophist.

This procedure suggests the questions : Why are we given seven
definitions ? Is one of them meant to be right, the rest wrong ?
‘Who is the Sophist ? What class, or classes, of persons are defined ?
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I. THE SOPHIST AS HUNTER

Some have held that all the Divisions define one class of historical
persons from different approaches, and even that all the definitions
are ‘ adequate’. A fatal objection to this view is that there never
existed any class of persons who could be characterised by the sixth
definition as well as by the first five and the seventh. The Cathartic
art of the sixth Division was practised by Socrates alone. Its
purpose is to purge the soul of the false conceit of wisdom. This
flatly contradicts the final definition of the Sophist as the creator
of a false appearance of wisdom; and the Stranger himself says
that he is afraid to call the practitioners of the Cathartic art
Soplusts : they only resemble the Sophist as the dog resembles the
wolf (2314).

Plato was not primarily concemed to describe the character of
any class of persons with histori ‘What
him was the spirit of Sophistry, whmhmxghtbemunmtemmany
persons or groups with a variety of superficial characteristics,
The view I shall recommend is briefly this. Divisions I and II-IV
characterise, superficially and with a considerable element of satire,
the rhetorical sophists and lecturers on advanced subjects of the
type represented in the fifth century by Protagoras, Gorgias, and
Hippias. They are ‘ hired hunters of rich young men ’, or ‘ sales-
men ' of alleged wisdom and of the arts of succeeding in life.
Division V starts from a different genus, the art of Contention,
and defines the Ernstic—the man who disputes for victory, not
for truth. This class had its professional representatives in
like Euthydemus and his hrother; but Eristic was also a feature
of the dialectic of the Eleatic school and of the Megarians, Division
VI does not define any type of Sophst, but gives a serious and
even eloquent analysis of the punfymng elenchus as practised by
Socrates lumself. 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 tendency of t.hought
the essence of Sophistry. It is based on the metaphysical distinc~
tion of appearance from reality. Sophistry is the false counterfeit
of philosophy and of statesmanship and has its bemng in the world
of ewdola that 1s neither real nor totally unreal. The claim of
that world to yield knowledge has been rejected in the Theactefus.
The Sophist will raise the question, what sort of existence it can
have,

221C~223B. Division 1. The Sophist as Hunter.

Division I starts, with no exphut ]ushﬁmtwn from the Angler’s
genus, Hunting, and begins by distinguishing the Sophist’s prey—
the tame animal, man. The significant part is the further sub-
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division according to method. What follows is an analysis of that
rhetorical Sophistry which had been attacked in the Gorgias and the
Phaedrus. (1) Man-hunting may be violent (piracy, slave-hunting,
tyranny, and warfare in general) or persuasive (mfavovgyeri) nclud-
g forensic and political oratory and displays of rhetoric in
private company. The Gorgias had defined Rhetoric as ‘ the pro-
ducer of persuasion ’, and the violent methods here contrasted with
1t recall Polus’ idealisation of the tyrant and of the political orator,
as men who can do what they like, and also Socrates’ description
of Callicles’ ideal of unlimited egoism as the hfe of a robber and
an outlaw. (2) Thenext division—public or private ({i08npevrexri)
—separates the rhetorical displays of the Sophist to a private
audience from the public oratory of the politiaan and the lawyer.
(3) Then the taking of fees (uiofagynruei) is introduced. The
Sophist demands a wage, in contrast with the false lover who,
as described in the Phaedrus, offers bribes to his prey to induce
him to yield. (4) Fmally, the Sophust professes to seek the com-
panyofhxsv:ctnm iorthesakeofgoodne& astheexponent
of a ‘ spurious ! 7). Heis d with
the parasite, whose bait is pleasure. This echoes the elaborate
parallel drawn in the Gorgsas between the rhetorician and the

te. The profession to teach ‘virtue’, or the successful
conduct of public and private hife, was charactenstic of Protagoras.
The genus chosen for this Division throws an imtial emphasis on
rhetoric, rather to the exclusion of sophists hke Hippias, who
mamly taught advanced subjects to youths who had left their
elementary school. But this type finds a place in the next Divisions.

223C-224E. Dsvisions I1I-IV. The Sophist as Salesman
In Divisions II-IV, the taking of money, a minor feature in
Division I, comes to the front in the genus, ‘acqusition by ex-
change ’, the alternative to ‘hunting’. (r) The distinction of
selling (dyogaotwj) from giving presents charactenises the Sophst
as fundamentally a salesman. (2) The difference of methods—
the manufacturer seling his own produce (advonwiwef), the local
retail dealer (xazmwar), the merchant who goes from aity to aty
(éunogue)—though it leads to three d s of less i
than the description of the wares. (3) The Sophist trades in com-
modities that are to nourish the soul (pvyeumopunf), not the body.
He is grouped at first with the artists—the painter, the musician,
the puppet-showman (who 1n the Laws, 6588, is classed with the
dnmn(Jst and the mutu) The Sophust’s wares are lmawledge
and in the k of ‘
(.dé) A]lth:shsacloseparalldmthemﬁodmtoryconvm
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tion of the Protagoras (313), where Socrates warns the young
Hippocrates against entrusting the care of his soul to ‘ a merchant
or retail dealer in those commodities whereby the soul is nourished *,

These Divisions repeat many of the traits which occurred in
Davision I, only in a different order, throwing into rehef the taking
of money for teaching ‘ goodness ’, which in Drvision I holds a
subordinate place. There 1s no objection to a teacher bemng paid
for 1mparting a store of knowledge or information which can be
transferred to another person. The other receives something he
desires to possess and gets value for his money.! Much of the
Soplusts’ teaching was of this kind. What Socrates and Plato
denounce is the taking of fees for teaching ‘ goodness ’. Goodness,
although according to Socrates it consists in a certain kind of
‘lmowledge is not a thing that anyone can teach; not a stock
of that can be ferred * from one man to another.
Moreover, the men who professed to sell ‘ goodness * did not possess
1t themselves or even know what 1t was To offer for sale what
yaudonotpossass and, ﬁyoudldpmlt conldnottnnsfa,

The of * a fee
exatcdm?htothesamesortofdxsgustaswon]dbefeltbya
man who should summon a priest to give him spiritual consolation
and then receive from the physician of souls a bill charging him
five shullings for each wvisit.

Divisions I-IV may, then, be taken as analysing the practice
of the great fifth-century Sophists, considered as rhetoricians and
pad teachers of ‘goodness’. The treatment is satncal and
superficial ; we have not yet found the essence of Sophistry.

2248-226A. Dsmsion V. Eristsc

The next Division, defining Eristic, is, like its predecessors,
ultimately derived from the Acqusitive (as opposed to the Pro-
ductive) class of Art; but it follows a different branch. The
fundamental character of this type 1s not ‘ hunting * or ‘ sellng”
but * contention * (dyamiorixsf). The taking of fees comes in only
at the end, to mark off the Eristic who 1s a professional Sophist
from others who are not.

Furst, fighting (uagnve) is distinguished from friendly competi-

1 Gorgras, 520. It 15 no disgrace to the teacher of any ordmary art to

But the sophust professes to make you vartuous ; and 1f he succeeds, he will
have made you honest and there wall be no need of a previous contract for

payment.
 Meno 938, wopadords xal mapadqrrév il wap’ Mo Ewthyd 273D, 281A,
dperiy wapadodvas. Protag 3198, Pericles could not wapadlBovas dperfy to
sons. See above, p. 135.
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tion ; then fighting in the form of verbal disputation (&upifnryreef)
from the violence of physical warfare. The disputation of forensic
oratory, carried on in ‘long speeches in public about rights and
wrongs ’, is marked off from private disputation ‘in the small
change of question and answer’ (dvridoyw).! Finally, there are
the ‘ random and artless * disputes of ordinary life ; but if disputa-
tion is conducted by rules of art we call it Eristic.

In the final summary of all the first six Divisions (231E), this
type will be simply called the Eristic; but here (225D) a further
subdivision is added. The Enstic Sophist (ike Euthydemus) is
distinguished from other Eristics by taking feesand called a ‘ money-
maker’ (xgr];amafmdc) But there are other Eristics who ‘ waste
their money * (yonuavopfopixol). Theur sort of disputation ‘ which
makes one neglect one’s own affairs for the pleasure of spending
time in that way, but is carried on in a style that gives no pleasure
to the ordinary hearer, can only be called a sort of babbling*
(ddodsoyixdv). Who are these ‘ babblers’? I cannot agree with
Campbell that Socrates is meant, though he did neglect his affairs
and become poor in pursuit of his mission; nor with Diés that
the babbler is the true dialectician. This would make the true
phxlosophﬂaspeaﬁolEmhc arguing for fame or victory. It
is true that the term ‘ babbling * was applied to phdosophy by its
enemies and 1n parti to Socratic to himself
adopts it as a left-handed ) together with 4 A
the term of reproach for Ionian science.? This slggwts that the
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.*

1 This contrast recalls Rep 4994 : Hmymwephullbontmnlnoof
the true philosopher, never having seen one or heard ‘ noble and free discourse ’
aming only at truth.  They have only histened to displays of enstic cleverness,
‘whose sole object 1s reputation and strife, whether 1n lawswmts (forensic
oratory) or n private company (enstic sophustry)

* Eupolis 352 : Zwspdryp, rdv wraydy dSoMoxpy  Anstophaves, Clowds 1485.
7 olular 7w dBodeoyir.

 Phaedo 70c, Socrates: ‘ No one can say I d3ohoxd mn discussing death
atthismoment*  Theast x9sl.Sou'lmelﬂlh|mnl!wa Phasdrus
270, All great arts require doMoxle and uercwpodoyla. Statssman 270A ,

“Diog L 1, 106: Eud-du(otuqm)ayphedhmnueomm
of Parmenides, aod his followers were then Ersstics, and
later Dialecticians, because they putthd.r arguments 1n the form of question
and answer, Tiumon (frag 280, D L. 1, 107) : * I care not for these babblers
($M3érem) . . . mor for Euclides the wrangler (dnddvrew), who inspired the
Meganans with a frenzy of controversy (ipwouod)® A comuc fragment
(D.L ii, 107) calls the Megarian Eubuldes 4 dpioricds; Diogenes says he
kept up a controversy with Ammtb.7l6)l- 1, 30 : Socrates ‘ seeing Euclides




VI. CATHARTIC METHOD OF SOCRATES

They were also followers of the Eleatic School, and at Phaedrus
261C disputation (dvridoywr) includes, together with pohtu:a] and
forensic mtory the dialectical arguments of Zeno,! ‘ the Eleatic
Palamedes *—his art of * ma]dngthesamethmgsappeartohns
hearers both like and unlike, one and many, at rest and moving ",
Thewho]glscondannedasana.rtoideupuon

The mxun contrnt in Plato’s mind is between Dialectic, the true
art of ion, and the technique of verbal dispute
for victory which had been derived by the Meganans from the
controversial methods of Zeno. This had enough resemblance to
the Socratic elenchus for the two to be dehberately confused by
Isocrates, who, as the champwn of Gorgns tradition of rhetorical
sophistry, p the S 1n general with the
* devotees of verbal disputation ’.* It may be for this reason that
the Eristic stramn in philosophical schools—the Eleatic and the
Megarian—stands here in close contrast with the Cathartic pro-
cedure of Socrates himself.

226A—2318. Dsvision VI. Cathartic Method of Socrates

In the sixth Division satire is dropped. The tone is serious and
sympathetic; towards the close it becomes eloquent. The type
defined 1s ‘ the purifier of the soul from conceits that stand in the
way of knowledge * (231E)—a description which (as Jackson and
others have seen) applies to Socrates and to no one else.

This Division, unlike the others, is preceded by a Collection.
From a survey of various domestic operations—filtering, sifting,
‘winnowng, and the combing and dividing of the warp in weaving—
we collect the notion of an art of Separating (Jiaxgirexs). The
eﬂect 15 to dissociate this Division completely from the earlier

, which were all derived from the art of Acquisition. The
forms of Sophistry they defined were fundamentally arts of gain,
acquiring influence over rich young men, or money by selling
knowledge, or victory in argument instead of truth. All such

henlymtu!ltodmenmclrgumm said: “ You will be able to get on
with sophusts, but not with men " forhnthm;htmchhnr—lphthngunu.
as Plato shows 1n the Eufks

1 Von Armm (Pldw ]-cmdd:doy (r914), 193) thinks that not Zeno, but

\porary Meganan 13 here meant, but I agree with Taylor, Plalo

(1936), 3n, and others At Parm 1350 Parmemdes hnmeli describes the
display of Eleatic dialectic that 1s to follow as ‘ what the world calls useless
‘babl

'o‘!nphdt ZpiBas dowovBaxdres —the phnuwhuh'l'heodmlhllnwl(u&l)
does nof apply to the Eleatic Stranger—s taken from Isocrates (xard cog. i,
2918) ; Helswa 1 and 6 (after references to Antisthenes and Plato) , Anfid 258
(aimed at Plato).

PT.K. 177 N
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motives are ruled out by going back to a distinct branch of art,
not recognised at all where Art was at first divided into Acquisitive
and Productive. The Separative arts are not productive either.
Therr function is negativa

The arts collected in this survey are introduced abruptly with

no hint of their relevance. The normal Collection takes mto con-

ion the term proposed for iti together with others
which can plausibly be thought to resemble it. The object is to
discern some common property with a claim to be the most im-
portant or essential and so to stand as the genus to be divided.
Here Sophistry is not included, and the reader is left entirely
without a clue to the connection between Sophistry and these
homely operations. There is no sort of promise that by dividing
thegenmcnohonofSepmuonweshaBevuamveuadeﬁmﬂm
of the Sophist. Nor can the reader guess that what we shall, in
fact, define is not Sophistry but the Socratic elenchus.

The art of Separating (Siaxpirwwsf) 1s nmow divided. Things
separated may be alike; but we are concerned with punfication
(raBapuds) which expels what is worse and retains what 1s better.
One kind of purification 1s the physical cleansing of lifeless things
and of the hiving body, ‘ including those internal separations and
purgations effected by gymnastic and medicine ’. The other kand
is the plmﬁcahon which ‘ removes evil from the soul ’ (dpaigearg
xaxiag yvxijs, 2270). (It should be noted that Pm.ﬁahon isa
negative notion—the ndd: of evil! Medic
are not regarded positively as creating health and strength but
classed with washing. They will presently be described more
definitely under therr negative aspect—medicine as the nddance
of disease, gymnastic as the nddance of ugliness. Similarly punfi-
cation of the soul 1s not the produetion of goodness but the ‘ removal
of evil’)?

At the next step an analogy is drawn between two kinds of
bodily, and two kinds of mental, punification :

Puriﬁle-ﬁon

out oi‘t.he body out of ‘tha soul

of disease  of uglmess ol{ i ess  of ignorance
( {

‘Thcp-dvamhhnﬁveww(oamnu outcast) means the impurity
Temoved, not the thing pi
1 Hence Apue-m(mmmn) that Siaxperuc 13t be subordinated
to woumuer (réym) must be rejected.
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Dusease is regarded, notin the usual way as lack of balance that
needs to be redressed, but as faction, sedition, or cwvil warfare
(a-rdmc) among t.hmgs naturally ‘akin ’. This is for the sake of
its counterpe.rt * wickedness ’ (mm;gla) n the soul, where there
15 ‘mutual di ion every at vanance with
desires, courage with pleasures, reflection with pains’. The

description of wickedness recalls passages in the Republic where
theconﬂictbetwemthethreepa.ruofthesoﬂneompuedto
political strafe. Thus at 4408 the ‘spirited * part takes the side
of reason agamst desire ‘in the faction-fight of the soul’. This
1s Platonic, rather than Socnhc Vwe 15 not here 1dentified with

(as by d fromit. The counter-
parto(medmneastheremedyiorbodﬂyd\seasens the justice
that ch ’1 vice. Ch duced for

thesakeohtsnegxhvemumng TheGorgmshadusedthesame
analogy between the doctor and the judge who chastises the wrong-
doer to ‘rid* hum of his vice.®

Gymnastic is the parallel remedy for physwal ugliness, the
deformuty due to lack of prop This is,
treated as analog toalack of P or ¢ di between
impulses in the soul, causing them to muss their mark. Ignorance
(&yvouwa) 15 the swerving aside of the soul’s impulse towards truth,
and (as Socrates had taught) 1s always ‘ involuntary "—agamst the
true wish for the nght end. The remedy for 1gnorance i all 1its
many forms 1s Instruction (Sidaoxal

Instruction 15 next divided. Setting nsade technical instruction
(wlnr_h 15 obkusly pomhve), we take, as the other branch, moral

as the of the

soul from that concent of wisdom which mdels 1t unable to under-
stand (duafia).® (This education is directly contrary to the
* spurious education ’ offered by the Sophists in the earher Divisions,
which resulted preasely i producing the conceit of wisdom).
Next the method of rebuke and admomtion practised by parents

2 4§ roAaoruc) . - By (1200 s the manuscopt sading. The epithet
83 chastisement

rd-;bdlﬁmonlymempmﬁoma'n yolis 13 duds dmeir  Cf G owrépas
e iy

'Gg;:nﬁuamhﬁmmaw(u.'mmm

x‘:mngnmmmﬂumoinbhnkwdhwhdﬂ
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is contrasted with the method of those who have ‘ convinced them-
selves upon reflection that all inability to understand is !.n\mlunta.ry
and t.hzt admonition yields little result for much pains’.

a person with questions about some matter on which he
fanciu he has something valuable to say, when really he is talking
nonsense. Then, when such persons begin to waver, they readily
hold a muster of their opimons, collect them in argument and
confront them with one another, 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 themselves—of all deliverances the most pleasant to witness
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 inward obstructions
are removed. These others have observed that the same is true
of the soul, which will not profit by the instruction it recerves until
cross-examination has reduced the man to a modest frame of mind,
and has cleared away the conceits that obstruct learming and so
purged him and convinced him that he knows only what he does
know and nothing more’ This examination (elenchus) 1s  the
lughest and most sovran method of purification .2 All tus passage
is in the tone and manner of the Republic. It describes the method
of Socrates, whodeclzrsmthedpdogythat the life not subject to
examination is not worth hving.

But are these purifiers of tl\e soul Sophusts * ?

230E. STRANGER (comiimues). Well, what name shall we give to
the practitioners of this art > For my part I shrink from
231 calling them Sophists,

STR. For fear of ascribing to them too high a function.?
THEAET. And yet your description has some resemblance
to that type (the Sophist).

STR. So has the dog to the wolf—the fiercest of animals to
the tamest. But a cautious man should above all be on
his guard against resemblances ; they are a very slippery
sort of thing. However, be it so (i.e. let them pass for
Sophists) ; for should they ever set up an adequate defence

12308-p. The language here closely resembles the desciption of the
effect of

1mplies the possession of wisdom , hewonlya’ lover of wisdom *, &



VI. CATHARTIC METHOD OF SOCRATES
231B. of their confines, the boundary in dispute will be of no
small i

importance.
TreaeT. That is likely enough.
StR. Let us take it, then, t.hatundntl\emofSepuahon
there is a method of Purification ; that we have disti
that kind of purification which is concerned with the Soul ,
and under that, Instruction, and under that again, Educa-
tion. Withmn the art of education, the Examination which
confutes the vain conceit of wisdom we will allow to pass,
in the argument which has now come in by a side wind,!
by no other name than the Sophistry that is of noble hneage
(f yéver yewvala copuoTvn).

It is hard to see why this analysis of Socrates’ Cathartic method
should stand here as the last of these preliminary attempts to define
the Sophist. The whole argument has admittedly ‘ come m by a
side wind . From the outset the Division has no link or point of
contact with first five or with the seventh , 1t starts from an entirely
new genus—a point that may be emphasised by the final phrase,
‘ the Sophistry that is of noble hneage * (yéver) * The fundamental
aim of the Cathartic method is the precise opposite of the production
of the false conceit of wisdom, charactenstic of the Sophist in
the earhier Divisions and in the seventh, which is taken as final,

‘Where the Stranger says he would shrink from calling the punfier
of the soul a Sophist, Theaetetus remarks that they have a certam
resemblance. It 1s true that the negnuve elenchus of Socrates,

prssmg the respondent with nng his beliefs and
ing them by exp t.hen' dictions, did superficially
the d by yd the Elestus

and the Megarians * in the prnvate exchange of question and answer
(2258)—a styleof ‘ babbling * which ‘ most hearers do not find agree-
able to histen to ', whereas the Socratic deliverance of men *from a
lofty and stubborn conceit of themselves * was ‘ of all deli

the most agreeable to histen to’. 3 Isocrates persistently encouraged

1 & 1@ v My mapaparivr  IopadalvecBos 1 used at Theast 199C of a
difficulty that shows stself 1 a fresh quarter, where we were not looking
The construction with Aeyéofew 18 awkward  Perhaps we should read mopagasés
7" And (as a part) of education, the exammaton which confutes the vam
concert of wisdom—a thing that has come by a side wind mto our present
-we will allow to pass,’ etc
 Thero is no trace in the text of the link with Enstic suggested by Campbell
(Intmd pl.l) Canhvvmyu,or-hﬂnldbe.nmofnplnmmkln
of determining what Wﬁmmnmm
'usn. ma 82 o Mgwrols woMois dv dxovdvresm od, Mdm&m(ox
Enstic) in demgned contrast with 230C, waodw dwalayiv drodaw re J8lory.
Plato msy (with some moderns) have understood d8o-Moxnsas = dySoMoyns.
81
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the popular confusion of Socratic conversation with verbal dispute
for vu:tory As Socrates remarked at the outset (216D), the genuine

sometimes seems to wear the guise of the Sophist.
Here, moreover, Plato has been careful to analyse only the negative
side of Socrates’ practice—the side on which the resemblance
lies.

But the resemblance, as the Stranger says, is as misl as
that of the dog to the wolf. In the Republic (3754 and E ff), the
dog is the symbol of the Guardian of society. The watch-dog of
generous breed is gentle to those whom he knows, and this friendli-
ness to what is known is taken to be a genuinely ‘ philosophuc ’
trait.! The wolf is the typical enemy of society. The sophist

chus 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.> The sensual passion of the false
lover 1n the Phaedrus is the passion of the wolf for the lamb ; his
kinship with the Sophist as a man-hunter was remarked in the
first Davision.* The upshot is that the purifier of the soul is not
a Sophust in the sense of this dialogue. The whole Division has no
pomt of contact with any of the others.

‘Why then does it stand here ? Perhaps it can be explamedas
a feature in the whole design of these dialogues, which remains
obscure because never completed. Another element 1n the pattern
is added in the Statesman where the  art of Combining * (ovyxgeruer)
is contrasted with the ‘art of Separating’ (diaxgirwe) The
Statcmanopensthhalongnmsnmdeﬁmngt art of shepherd-
ing kind. To 1ts defects, an 'y Diwvision, to
define weaving, reviews and classifies a number of household opera-
tions, including the use of comb and rod mentioned in the Collection
of the Separative arts at Soph. 2268. Separation and Combination
{from which Weaving is derived) are described as ‘ two great arts
of universal application ’ (2828B). Just as in the Sophist Hunting,
the genus of the Angler, turns out to be relevant to the first definition
of the Sophist, so in the Statesman Weaving symbohses the art of
the Statesman, whose function 1s to combme in harmony the
various elements of society. It is perhaps to prepare the way for
this conception of statesmanship that Plato in our passage regards

1 In the Stranger’s speech the phrases moeiofas iy dudaxfy and duAdrrwon
smggest that the Guardian 18 1n Plato’s thoughts
-mp 336D, xal pios Boxid, ek i) mpérepos dwpday adrdy § dneivos dud, depamos &
”-m 565D. Cf Glots, Soldmudoujmlh(xm),p z3 mauo 824,
the tyrant and the robber tod as wol
¢ Phaedrus ulb.éu\‘mlp'lywh ﬁﬂﬂl‘Mﬁv‘W Soph 222D,
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vice, not as ignorance, but as a political sedition in the soul, to be
remedied by ‘ the justice that chastens’, the analogue of medical
purgation of disease. So in the Statesman (308e) the Royal Art
“ casts out by death or exile and chastens with the severest dis-
franchisement ’ those natures which cannot take a place in the
pattern of the community.

The parallel elaborately drawn in the Siatesman between the
combining operations of weaving and statesmanship has its counter-
part elsewhere ! in an analogy between the separating operations of
weaving and dialectic. The suggestion is being discussed, that there
may be a ‘ right * way of naming things in words whose form will
somehow express their natures. The name, hike the weaver's rod
(xegxic), is a tool. The use of the rod is to separate (Suaxpivew)
the web or the warp. A name has two uses : to convey information
and to distinguish (separate, diawplvery) the natures of things.
The rod is made by the carpenter under the directions of the weaver,
who understands its use. So the skilled name-maker fashions names
for the use of the dialectician (philosopher), who, 1t 1s 1mplied, has
the ability to distinguish those natures which are the meanings of
names, It is no acadent that the operations of weaving should
thus be used in analogy with dalectic in the Cratylus and with
statesmanship 1n the Statesman.

Plato may have intended to derive the dialectical method of
Dtvmonmorcopen!ytha.nhehasdomfmmthat branch of Separa-
tion which distinguishes things that are ‘ alike’ (226D, 1n contrast
with the branch separating the worse from the better, leading to
Cathartic). Dialectic is ‘ to divide according to kinds ', not mis-
taking one Form for another, or ‘ to separate by kinds * (duaxpivery
xara yévog, 253DE). It discovers differences separating things that
are ‘ alike ’ in being of the same genus The task of philosophy 1s
regarded in the Sophist as mainly analytical—the mapping out of
the realm of Formsin all 1ts articulations by Division.  The practical
task of the philosopher as statesman is synthetic. Possibly the
Philosopher, had it been written, would have completed the account
of philosophic method by recognising the synthetic or mtwtive
moment in dialectic, which the Sophsst leaves in the background.
If the Collection and Division of the Separative arts had some such
intended relation to a larger design, its apparent irrelevance ceases
to be a problem.

:C it domestic operati
8 xard At 226c the ve ons
uﬂdyb'hmwn:d -czz';-mu:?m discourse was
'wdmwmhdm-mhndudmulﬂt (r3 ovyyers xal 73 py
ovyyerds). s
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The Methods of Colleciion and Division

But the purpose served by these six Divisions in the economy of
the whole dialogue is still not perfectly clear. Some light may be
gained by considering the nature of Plato’s methods of Collection
and Division in contrast with the Socratic method sometimes called
* Induction’ (Epagoge).

Socrates had been the first to realise clearly that, both in common
life and in science, men constantly use words without knowing the
“essence * of the thing named or being able to * give an account *
(Adyor dldovas) of it.* The Socratic and Platonic view is that, in
such a case, we have the same object before our minds, but see it
only indistinctly. We ‘ have only the name in common’, until
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 of it, the other will be able to see it too.

Plato’s early dialogues illustrate Socrates’ attempts to give an
account of the meaning of terms, and, without any parade of
technique, formulate a method that is regularly apphed. In 1ts
full form the method has two stages. (r) The first is Cathartic.
The qumonu elicits from the respondent what he thinks he knows.
His * svggestlons (‘ hypotheses *) are cnticised in the elenchus,

often by d ing with other opinons he
holds. The result is the riddance of the false concert of knowledge.
Conscious of § and in ity (dnopla), the dent is

now ready for the co-operative search# (2) This further inquiry
normally proceeds by the same method: a series of suggestions
criticised and amended by bringing in fresh considerations. The
end should be the correct definition of the meaning or * Form * which
has all along been coming more clearly into view

Contrast with this Socratic procedure the new method of Collec-
tion and Division. It is twofold. The prelimnary Collection is
to fix upon the genus to be divided. The Division 1s a downward
process from that genus to the definition of a species. This process
has nothing in common with the deductive movement of t.he Socratic

elenchus, which i in the rejection of a d definition.

’Ithammuhthhmoﬂyhphymdmmwmnmm
men have made great advances and discoveries without

to define the most t carrectly, ¢ g. the concept of Number



COLLECTION AND DIVISION

In the Socratic procedure the clear vision of the Form and the true
account of it are reached as the goal of series of upward leaps (to
use Plato’s metaphor). But in Collection and Divsion the goal is
reached at the end of the downward process, when an indivisible
species is defined in terms of genus and speafic 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 lies in the difference between the groups of objects
with which the two methods are severally concerned  The Socratic
method contemplates a single Form (such as The Beautiful Itself)
and the many individual things which partake of that Form. Only
one Form is m view, and the definition is to be gained by a survey
of mndividual mstances. We seek to isolate and apprehend the
common character (¢ldog) which, in ordinary language, would be
said to be ‘ present ' 1n all the instances, as white hair 1s white
‘by the presence of whiteness’.? One expedient 1s to ‘adduce’
(Brdyeofai) fresh instances that have been overlooked and, when
produced, are seen not to be covered by therespondent’s suggested
account. If he has imphed that 1t 1s always right to tell the truth,
you may bring forward the he told to deceive an enemy m war
or an msane friend. This is one sense of Epagogé.

Another use of the verb Zndyew, to ‘lead on’, also fits the
Socratic procedure. Aristotle speaks of * leading on from individual
instances to the umversal, and from the famliar to the unknown’,
and defines ‘ Ind ’ (énaywyrf) as ‘ the approach from partic-
ulars to the 1'% His 1l is an of
obviously Socratic pattern - ‘ If the skilled pilot is most effective,
and hikewise the skilled charioteer, then mn general the skilled man
15 best at hus particular task.’ The process 1s confined to the
Socratic group of objects; from observation of individual cases,
an act of msight discerns the umversal latent 1n them and disengages
1t in a generahsation

But, as the Parmensdes showed,? Plato’s attention is now trans-
ferred from the group of individuals wath its common Form to the
relations of Forms among themselves, and in particular to the
relations between the Forms which occur mn the definition of a
specific Form. The earhest passage betraying any interest in this
question is 1 the Meno (754 ff.), where a definition of ‘ Figure’

1 Lysis 217D.

* Plato, Pol 278A - A certam device for teachmg children their letters 1s
the eamest way to “ lead them om to what they do not yet know * (dmdyew
adrods dnl 1d pfre yyvwoxduea) AT, Top. 1526, 4, dwdyovra dnd 7dv xaf®

7 énl 1d dyvwora,

h1d 1058, 13, dmayay,
# dmd 18 xaf’ dxacrov dwl 4 rabddov dgodos.
¥See Introd,, p 11
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—" that which always accompanies colour '—is rejected as con-
taining the unknown term ‘ colour ’. Terms should be defined by
other terms admitted to be already known. Socrates obtains
Meno’s admssion that he understands ‘ boundary’ and ‘sohd’
before substituting the correct definition of Figure as * the boundary
of a solid . It is significant that the illustration should be taken
from mathematics. Geometry may have supphed the first formal
examples of definition by genus and specific difference, such as
the division of triangle into equilateral, isosceles, and scalene. Here
all the terms are Forms. The study of their mutual relations
takes no account of individual instances, indefinite in number and
beneath the level of knowledge. Triangular objects i the world
of sense, which partake more or less perfectly of the triangular
character, drop out of sight. The question how an indefinite
number of individual things can partake of a single Form gives
place to that other question raised in the Parmenides: Can many
Forms partake of a single Form ?

The new method of Collection and Division is thus wholly con-
fined to the world of Forms ; and Collection must not be confused
with the Socratic muster of individual instances (éraywyf) Collec-
tion is a survey of specific Forms having some prima facie claim
tobemzmbersofthesamegmus As usual, Platoavmdsang:rl

, and uses ‘Form” (eldog, 1da), and ‘lond’ (yévog)
indifferently for genus and species ahke.l His only distinctive
wotdforspeua:s part”’ (péeoc pdgm) Themethodoi Dmsxon
exhibits Forms ion
downwards from a smgle gemls, thxough a defimte number of
specific differences, to the indivisible species at the bottom. Below
that there is nothing but the indefinite number of individual things
which may or may not partake of the indivisible specific Form.
They are below the horizon of science ; the method considers only
the One which is divided and the definite Mamy which are its
. v

The Division should be preceded by a Collection, to fix upon the
genus we are to divide. Ths is done by * taking a comprehensive
view and gathering a number of widely scattered terms into a
unity > Here no methodical procedure is possible. The generic
Form must be divined by an act of intuition, for which no rules
can be given. The survey will include the Form we wish ultimately

1 For instance, at oph zzm,msmger-y'ﬂunm two forms
(«y) of eval mn the soul’, and at 228x Theastetus remarks ‘ there are, as you
-ld.tvolnndl(ﬂn)ofevﬂmmwn]‘

3Cf Phulebus 168 f

® Phasdrus 265p.
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to define, with others that may be ‘ widely scattered’ and have
Lttle superficial resemblance to it or to one another.

The need for a preliminary Collection is, as we have seen, ignored
in all but one of the early Divisions of the Sophsst, and where 1t
does occur it is abnormal. What I would now suggest is that
these first six Divisions actually, though not formally, serve the
purpose of a Collection prehminary to the seventh. They bring
before us the types to be surveyed before we can fix upon the
really fundamental character of Sophustry. The name ‘ Sophist *
had been loosely applied to various classes : the rhetoricians, like
Protagoras and Gorglas teachers of advanced subjects, like
H1ppns ; profe hike All these had
called th Soph:sts ! and the public had also
applied the name to Socrates himself and to his followers, including
the Meganans, whose methods of argument did resemble the
dialectic of Zeno and the enstic of Euthydemus. The early
Divisions analyse and characterise each of these types and so pro-
vide a survey of the field within which we must discover the really
fundamental trait, the genenc Form that will finally yield the
correct defimtion of the essence of Sophi

The Collection 1s disguised 1n the musl formofasenesof
tentative Divisions. The definitions m which they terminate are
not definitions of ‘the Sophist’, but analytical descriptions of
easily recogmisable classes to whom the name had been attanhed.
By this device Plato avoids the names of mdivid
or of schools, and can amuse himself with satire. At the same
tume he can famiharise the reader with the method of Division
before giving the final serious analysis of the essential 3
If these six earlier Divisions are in effect a Collection, that explains
why no one of them is preceded by a Collection of the normal
pattern. Plato may also mean to indicate that, when a difficult
1dea 1s to be defined, it may be well to begin by making a number
of tentative Divisions, each starting from some sahent character,
and then compare the results. The same character may be found
at different pomts in the vanous tables; and reflection may dis-
cover which is the really fundamental trait that ought to stand
as genus. This, at any rate, 1s the result now to be reached in
the next section of the dialogue.

2318235A. Survey yielding the genus * Image-making
The translation will now be resumed. The following section
opens with a summary, mustering for review the six types that
have been charactensed. Further analysis then leads to the dis-
covery of a new generic character, Image-making, which is taken
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as a starting-point for the final Division. At 2358 the Division
is begun, but is soon arrested by the problem : how can there be
such a thing as an image or false appearance? So we reach the
metaphysical kernel of the dialogue.

To the Stranger’s suggestion that we may let the punfication
of the soul from the conceit of wisdom pass by the name of ‘ the
Sophistry of noble lineage *, Theaetetus replies :

2318. THEAET. Let it pass by that name. But by this time
c. the Sophist has appeared in so many guses that for my
part I am puzzled to see what description one is to mamn-
tain as truly expressing his real nature
STR. You may well be puzzled. But we may suppose
that by now the Sophust too is very much puzzled to see
how he 1s once more to ship through the meshes of our
argument ; for 1t 1s a true saying that you cannot easily
evade all the wrestler’s grips. So now 1s the moment of
all others to set upon hum.
THEAET. Well and good.
STR. Farst, then, let us stand and take breath ; and while

D. we are resting let us reckon up between ourselves in how

many guses the Sophist has appeared  First, I thunk, he
was found as the hired hunter of rich young men.
THEAET. Yes.

STR. And secondly as a sort of merchant of learning as
nourishment for the soul

THEAET. Certainly.

STR. Thirdly, he showed himself as a retail-dealer in the
same wares, did he not ?

THEAET. Yes; and fourthly as selling the products of his
own manufacture.

StR. Your memory serves you well. His fifth appearance

E. I will mysdf try to reca.l]. He was an athlete in debate,

that of ion which con-
sists in the art of Eristic. \
THEAET He was.
STR. His sixth appearance was open to doubt ; however,
we conceded his claim to be described as a purifier of the
soul from conceits that block the way to understanding.
THEAET. Quite so.

The Sophist has * appeared in many guises ’ 1—as many things,
not a unity. As Theaetetus suggests, we have not yet defined

* The word * appear ’ 1 repeated many tumes : 3:d 73 n“v'u(zau).
Swoca siutv § codarils wiparras; &M(D) $abryra, ¢dvraopa (3;
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his real or essential nature. In reckoning precsely the number
of these appearances, we are 1n effect collecting the ‘ many scattered
terms’ which must be ‘ comprehensively surveyed ’, if we are to
divine the genus that will yield the true defimtion. The Stranger
now remarks that we have not divined 1t yet. We have given the
Sophist the names of many arts (hunter, salesman, Eristic, 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 1t clearly’ (xardeiv)—Plato’s favourite
word for that act of insight or mtumon (vd')mc) which sees directly,
without any process of discursive reasoning *

232. STR Now does it strike you that, when one who is known
by the name of a single art appears to be master of many,*
there 1s something wrong with this appearance? If one
has that impression of any art, plainly 1t is because one
cannot see clearly that feature of 1t 1n which all these forms
of skill converge, and so one calls their possessor by many
names wmstead of one
THEAET. I dare say that 1s the gist of the situation

B. STR If so, we must not be so lazy as to let that happen to
us in ournquiry. Let us begin by going back to one among
the characteristics we attributed to the Sophist. There was
one that struck me icularly as aling his ch
THEAET. What was that ?

STR. We said, I believe, that he was a controversialist.
THEAET. Yes.

STR. And further that he figures as an instructor of others
m controversy

THEAET. Certainly.

The term ° controversialist* (dvridoyweds) actually occurred in
the analysis of Enstic (Division V, 225B), and was there given the
Lmited sphere of ‘ private debates about nights and wrongs n the

small change of question and answer’. Such controversy differed

from the public debates about rights and wrongs carned on by
the forensu: orator, only 1n the superficial circumstance that 1t was
d i The wider term * disputation
(dwwﬂmmuni) oovered both. Reduced torules of art, controversy

11In Rep v, xaopdv 18 frequently used as a synonym of »ociy 1 this sense

of :immediate ntwtive vision of a prior truth or premuss to be used in the

proof of a desired concluson. See F M Cornford, Mathematics and Dialectic

1 Republsc vi-vu, Mind xh, pp 37 §, 173 &

'Nmm:mﬁumntMdempm'mmﬂpmﬂy

recerve a deeper sgmificance : ‘ one who appears as knowing many things .
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included the verbal disputation of the Eristic Sophist and the
Megarian, and the dialectic of Zeno. Of all the arts described it
came nearest in extq-nals to the gemnne dialectic of Socrates—
3 that cas of Socrates and his followers
with the Eristics. But in fundamental motive controversy, which
neglects truth to gain victory, is diametrically opposed to the
philosophic art of conversation.! Victory is gained by producing
a belief in the audience that you are in the right as against your
opponent. Hence the term ‘ controversy ’ is used in the Phaedrus
(261c fi.) to embrace both Zenoman dialectic and the public forms
of rhetoric (political and forensic), as a single art which makes
things seem right at one time, wrong at another, according as the
orator chooses. It is a practice of deception leading on those who
do not know the true nature of things to false beliefs. It is the
art of one ‘ who does not know the truth, but has gone hnntmg
afmopinwns That passage enlarges the meamng of ‘con-
troversy ’ so as to mdnde the rhetorical Saphxsts' the huntets of
Division I, the * of ) and pro-
fessors of spunmxs d ‘who were i
as salesmen of the soul’s nounshment in Divisions TI-IV.
Protagoras himself will presently be named. Because of this wider
sense, ‘ controversy ’ is pitched upon as a character common to
all the types described m the earlier Divisions (except the punifier
of the soul) and as the ‘ most revealng * trait. Nothing that 1s
said here has any relevance to Cathartic
The next pownt 1s that the art ofconh'vversyinwhmh the Sophist
instructs others, covers the whole field of knowledge. It 1s a
formal technique of debate (whether conversational or rhetorical),
supposed to make men capable of disputing on any subject without
really knowing anything about it.
232B. STR. Let us consider, then, in what field these people
profess to turn out controverstalists. Let us go to the root
of the matter and set about 1t mn this way. Tell me, does
C. their pupﬂs competence extend to divine things that are
hidden from common eyes ? 3
* Cf. Rep. 459 Many people fall mto
and mustake dupnte for philo.oplm: conversation (owo!au m J'l(w
dMd  Biahéyeoas), becanse they cannot think about meamings and * divide
ﬁ:mbyhndl mmmﬂedbyvmdnhgomd:mo!verbdmtn-
dictions, Ipds, o Bialdrrg wpds dAidous xpdpevos
# Forennic Oratory was actually grouped with private Controversy under
the mdar term Duyummn (qunu‘, 2258), aword used here (232D) as
"Dnmthlnp mymetnuhm butpodblythev.gueyhruoh
meant to cover the divine and mvimble entities of Plato’s system, the Forms,
190
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232C. THEAET. So it is said of them, at any rate.
StR. And also to all that is visible in sky and earth and
everything of that sort.
THEAET. Surely.
STR. 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.
THEAET. Certainly.

D. StR. And then again where laws are in question or any
political matter, do they not promise to produce debaters ?
TreAET. If they did not hold out that promise, hardly
anyone would take part in their discussions.!

STR. And about the crafts i general and each particular
craft, the arguments to be used in controversy with any
actual craftsman have been pubhshed broadcast for all
who choose to learn.

THEAET. I take it you mean what Protagoras wrote on

E. wrestling and the other arts.®
STR. Yes, and on many other things. In fact, the pretensions
of this art of controversy amount, it seems, to a capaaty
for disputation on any subject whatsoever.

THEAET. It certamly seems that nothing worth speaking
of 1s beyond 1ts scope.?
Str. Do you, then, my young friend, really think that

which are meanings of words in common use, though their true nature 18
nnknowntnthamy The Phslebus 62A calls the eternal Form of the circle
*the divine aurcle’ as opposed to the ‘ human’' The ‘ divine things’ are

and senmble worlds So at 2548 the region of true reality 1s called
“ the divine ’ (7d @«iov), on which the eye of the vulgar soul cannot fix 1its

gaze
1 Theastetus echoes Socrates’ remark about Protagoras at Theast. 1785

@ 9.
nmmhmmdwﬂlmprohﬂymmmm

ofCoulmm:u:(’Andoylu Drels, Vors 4n, 231 ) or mn the *Adffaa, which
Bernays 1dentified with the Comiroversies. His attack on mathematics 18
mentioned by Anstotle (Mst. 9975, 32) Du.lx (s51d) quotes Hippocrates
. vovodw I (L. v1, 140), “Whoever wishes to ask and answer questions
and to dispute (dvrlépay) about medicine, should bear mn mind the following
truths,’ etc. This suggests Enstic debate about Medicine

* Plato has not exaggerated the hustorical sophusts’ clam to wisdom on all
mbjects  Apelt cites a passage i the Dialesess, an anonymous summary of
arguments, which some believe to have been based on the lectures of some
fifth-century sophust : * I hold that 1t belongs to the same person and to the
same art to be able to converse, to know the truth of things; to under-
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232E. possible? You young people may perhaps see more clearly ;
dim,

233.

my eyes are too

THEAET. Is what possible? What am I meant to see?
I don’t clearly understand what you are asking me

STR. Whether it is possible for any human being to know

everything.

THEAET. Mankind would indeed be happy, if 1t were so.
StR. Then if a man who has no knowledge controverts
one who does know, how can there be any sound sense in
what he says?
TeEAET. There cannot be.

StR. Then what can be the secret of this magical power of
Sophistry ?

THEAET. In what respect ?

Str. Imean, how they can ever create a belief in the minds
of young men that they are the wisest of men on all subjects ?
For clearly 1f they were not 1n the right in their controversies
or did not appear to be so mn the young men'’s eyes, and if
that appearance did not enhance the belief that they are
wise because they can dispute, then, to quote your own
remark, 1t 15 hard to see why anyone should want to pay
their fees and be taught this art of disputation.

THEAET. Hard indeed.

StR. But in actual fact there is a demand.
THEAET Quite a brisk one.

STR  No doubt because the Sophusts are behieved to possess
a knowledge of thewr own in the subjects they dispute
about.

THEAET. No doubt

STR. And, we say, there is no subject they do not dispute
about.
THEAET. Yes.
STR. So they appear to their pupils to be wise on all
subjects.

THEAET. Certainly.

StR. Although they are not really wise ; for that, we saw,
is impossible.

THEAET. It must be mnpossible.

stand how to give a right verdict i court, to be able to speak m public;
to understand the arts of discourse ; and to give wnstruction on the nature
of all things, how they are and how they came to be. He who knows the
natnre of all things must surely be able to mstruct hus cty to act nghtly
in all matters. He who understands the arts of discourse will know how to
speak nghtly on any subject’, and 80 on (Dsalexsss 8, Diels, Vors ¢ 1, 344).
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233C. 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 15 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 wide sense, a techmque of debate
applied to any subject, implies the false conceit of wisdom 1n the

h:sth:msdfandafa]sebelufmthatwsdumcreatedmh!s
mpu]s. This links with the * spurlous education’ of Division I

3 223AB), prod that ‘ vain conceit of wisdom *
(8ofocopla) which the true education of the Cathartic elenchus was
designed to expel (231B).

The next speeches bring into view the genus, Productive Art,
that will yield the final Division. The Soplust’s power of producing
an illusory belief in his own wisdom and a false appearance of
umvusal knowledge reveals hlm as a creator of appeararces, an

ist, one who prod of real things in play,
companbkmththearﬂstwhocanmakemgesofaﬂthmgsm
heaven and earth.

233D. STR. Let us, then, take an analogy that will throw more

light on their position.
TeEAET. What 15 that ?
Str. Itis this. Try to give me your closest attention
answering.
THEAET. What is your question ?
STR. Suppose a man professed to know, not how to speak
or dispute about everything, but how to produce all things
in actual fact by a single form of skill.

E. THEAET. What do you mean by ‘all things’?
STR. My meaning is beyond your comprehension at the
very outset. It seems you do not understand what 1s meant
by “all things’.
TaeaeT. No.
STR. Well, ‘all things’ is meant to include you and me
and, besides ourselves, all other ammals and plants.
THEAET. How do you mean?
STR. Suppose a man should undertake to produce you and
me and all creatures.

234. THEAET. 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
PTK. 193 o
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SOPHIST 2318-2354

and everything else thereis. What is more, after lucing
any one of them with a turn of the hand he sells them for
quite a moderate sum.

THEAET. You mean in some kind of play ?

STR. Well, a man who says he knows everything and could
teach it to another for a small fee in a short time can hardly
be taken in earnest.

THEAET, Assuredly not.

STR. And of all forms of play, could you think of any
more skilful and amusing than imitation ?

THEAET. No. When you take that one form with all that
it embraces, it covers a very large variety.

STR., Well, wehawth:saboutthemanwhoprofmto
be able, by a single form of skill, to produce all things, that
when he creates with his pencil representations bearing the
same name as real things, he will be able to deceive the
innocent minds of children, if he shows them his drawings
at a distance, lntothmlnngthathelscapableofmhng
in full reality, anything he chooses to mak

THEAET. Of course.

StR. Then must we not expect to find a corresponding form
of skall in the region of discourse, making 1t possible to impose
upon the young who are still far removed from the reality
of things, by means of words that cheat the ear, exhibiting
images of all things in a shadow-play of discourse, so as to
make them believe that they are hearing the truth and
that the speaker is in all matters the wisest of men?
THEAET. There may well be such an art as you describe.
STR. And is it not inevitable that, after a long enough
time, as these young hearers advance in age and, coming
into closer touch with reahties, are forced by expenence to
apprehend things clearly as they are, most of them should
abandon those former beliefs, so that what seemed important
will now appear trifing and what seemed easy, difficult,
and all the illusions created in discourse will be completely

. overturned by the realities which encounter them in the

actual conduct of life ?

THEAET. Yes, so far as I can judge at my age ; but I sup-
pose I am one of those who are still at a distance.

Str. That is why all of us here must try, as we are in fact
trying, to bring you as close as posaible to the realities and
spare you the experience.

But about the Sophist : tell me, is it now clear that he
is a sort of wizard, an imitator of real things—or are we still
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TWO SPECIES OF IMAGE-MAKING

235. uncertain whether he may not possess genuine
of all the things he seems capable of disputing about ?
THEAET. He cannot, sir. It is clear enough from what has
been said that he is one of those whose province is play.
STR. Then we may class him as a wizard and an imtator
of some sort.
THEAET. Certainly.

The imagery of this passage is intended to recall the allegory of
the Cave in the Republic. The young who are far removed from
reality and can be deluded by the images (¢idola) extubited in the
Sophist’s discourse are like the prisoners bound in the darkness
who watch on the wall of the Cave the shadows cast by firelight
from images behind their backs. The 1mages are shown above a
wall which screens the men casrrymng them as the puppet-showman
15 screened from his audience.! The allegory goes on to describe,
1n language recalling the cathartic ministry of Socrates, a liberator
who turns the prisoners round and tries to convince them that
the actual 1mages they can now see are nearer to reahty than the
shadows they watched before. So in our passage the Stranger
speaks of bringing Theaetetus and his young friends closer to the
realities.

2354~236C. Dsvision nf Imagmlmug mto two species

‘We have now lytical survey of the ion of
types, ﬂghﬂyarwronglyulled Sophists *, provided by the six
earlier Divisions. The train of thought has led us away from the
Acqusitive class of Arts, the starting-point of all the first five
Dlvmom,totheotherdasswhchwassetamdeanheveryoumt
(2194), the Productive class. is not the funda-
mental trait in Sophistry. TheSoph:stmaaeutor but a creator
of illusions. We shall ultimately define his 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 stands at a point some way down that table. The
Sophist has just been grouped with the fine artist as a mere imitator
of actual things, a maker of images or semblances. In the next
section Image-making or Imitation 1s divided into two forms, before
the Division is broken off in order to examine all the problems
connected with appearance and falsity.

LRep v, 5148: Sowep rols oam...u”s v dpdrmuy mpdruiras 7
wapappdypara, dwip dv rd Sewodbas. The Sophist 1s called, * a kund of
Bavuaromouds’ at Soph. 2358 and 268D.
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235A. STR. Come then, it is now for us to see that we do not
B. agam relax the pursuit of our quarry. We may say that
we have lum enveloped in such a net as argument provides
for hunting of thus sort. He cannot shuffle out of this.
THEAET. Out of what?
S'm Ontofbungsomewherewuhnthzdassofﬂw
sionists,!

THEAET. So far I quite agree with you.
STR. Agreed then that we should at once quarter the
ground by dividing the art of Image-making, and 1f, as soon
as we descend into that enclosure, we meet with the Sophist
c. at bay, we should arrest him on the royal warrant of reason,
report the capture, and hand him over to the sovereign.®
But if he should find some lurking-place among the sub-
divisions of this art of imitation, we must follow hard upon
lum, constantly dividing the part that gives um shelter,
until he is caught. In any event there 1s no fear that he or
any other kind shall ever boast of having eluded a process
of investigation so minute and so comprehensive.
THEAET. Good, that is the way to go to work.
StR. Following, then, the same method of division as
D. before, I seem once more to make out two forms of imutation ;
but as yet I do not feel able to discover in which of the two
the type we are seeking is to be found.
THEAET. Make your division first, at any rate, and tell us
what two forms you mean.
STR. One art that I see contained in it is the making of
hikenesses (eikastské). The perfect example of this consists
in creating a copy that conforms to the proportions of the
ongmal 1n all three dimensions and giving moreover the
E. propet colour to every part.
. Why, 1s not that what all imtators try to do?

1 fauparowouiy means specially the puppet-showman, but 1t 18 used here to
cover all species of * mutators ‘—artusta and poets as well as Sophusta (cf 3244).
are all * creators of edola
+ Apelt illustrates the allusion to the Perman method (called * draw-netting ’,
unvda)oflweepmgnpﬁmwholepopuhmofaduﬁutbymumofnhu
hands and across 1t It 18 several tumes men-
hwwd by Herodotus (e g. . 31), and Plato (Laws 698D) says that Dats,
Salamus, sent word to

ten years before thens that he had captured all the
by this method, under Danus’ orders (the * royal warrant’) to
all and to Perma  The method 18 an admurable

Image-making or Imutation like a net round all the types called ‘ Sophusts
collected for review. The net also includes other  umitators ', all the vaneties
of artist
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TWO SPECIES OF IMAGE-MAKING

235E. STR. Not those sculptors or painters whose works are of

236.

colossal size. If they were to reproduce the true proportions
of a well-made figure,! as you know, the upper parts would
look too small, and the lower too large, because we see the
one at a distance, the other close at hand.
THEAET. That is true.
STR. Soarﬁsts,leavingtheh’uthtohkemofm,
do in fact put into the images they make, not the real pro-
pottwns but those that will appear beautiful.

THEAET. ite so.
STr. The first kind of image, then, being like the original,
may fairly be called a likeness (eikon).
THEAET. Yes.
STR. And the corresponding subdivision of the art of
mm,atwn may be called by the name we used just now—

STR. Nawwhztmwetoeallthehndwlnchonlyappun
to be a likeness of a well-made figure because 1t is not seen
from a satisfactory point of view, but to a spectator with
eyes that could fully take 1n so large an object would not
be even like the original it professes to resemble ? Since it
seems to be a likeness, but is not really so, may we not
call 1t a semblance (phaniasma) ?

THEAET. By all means.

STR. And this 1s a very extensive class, in painting and

. in imitation of all sorts.

THEAET. True.
STR. So the best name for the art whmhcrentes,not a like-
ness, but a sembl. making

THEAET. theso

STR Thsethm,mthetwoformsofmg&mahngl
t- making of 1 and the making of

semblances.

THEAET. Good.

At this point the Division is broken off. It is not at once clear
why images should be divided here into *likenesses’ and ‘sem-
blances *.

1 Well-made * (xeAdv), becanse what 18 in question 18 not 1mj
prvpmmotmmmdemoddmwumwmmubunty,bntnm

which are really beautiful o as to keep the

the proportions
beauty. Apdtmenhomthnt.mtha!ipmmnmnnpmmnwdln
Oenocanda, the

lotters m the top lines are cut larger than thoss 1 the lower,
below.

s0 that all may look the same size from
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SOPHIST 2354-296c

The whole description of the Sophist as Imitator is meant to
recall the attack on fine art as ‘imitation’ in Republic x; an
attack based on metaphysical grounds which will reappear when
our present Division is fully stated at the end of the dialogue. The
object of that attack is to show that the representations of fine art,
considered 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 full sense; the carpenter’s bed is ‘ something like this
reality, but not perfectly real ’ ; it belongs to the world of sensible
things, which are only images 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. Hedosnotprodmaseeondmmlbed,anplicaofthe
craftsman’s work, but only ‘ an imitation of an appearance (pha:
tasma)’, wh:chmaydecewead:stant spectator. So a man might
claim to ‘ make ’ all things in heaven and earth by turning a mirror
in his hands and catching their reflections—e marvellous virtuoso
(Oavpam'd; copiorsi) ! The painter’s, or the poet’s, work is only

lay *.

This part of the Republic has already been recalled by the descrip-
honofthemnnwhoshou!dpmfesstopmdnoeallthngs(z33nﬂ)
and it throws light on the present dlshnchon ‘ hkenesses *
and ¢ ’, which is joned again in the full Division
at 266p. Both here and in the Republsc the whole of fine art, con-
sidered as ‘ imitative ’, falls under the art of making ‘semblances ’,
not ‘ hikenesses . Plato does not mean that there is a good and
honest kind of art which makes  likenesses * reproducing the actual
proportwnsmallthreed;mmmandthemturﬂcolamofme
original—a p h kind, includ-
ing the Parthenon sculptures which d:storts the true proportions.
The term ‘ hikeness ’ is here used in a narrower sense than usual
It means a reproduction or replica, such as the making of a second
actual bed, reproducing exactly the first 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 original. The two 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
production of ‘ likenesses *. It lies outside the scope of fine art and

1 Plato 1s never rigid n his use of terms, At Crafylus 4328, ‘ likeness’
(m)mmmmdmoﬂhe pamnter’s portrait, which is not a complete
teplica but is contrasted with a duplicate of the mtter, such as a god might
creats, a second actual person
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PROBLEMS OF EIDOLA AND FALSITY

of Sophistry. The Sophist creates ‘ images (eidola) in discourse ’
(5344:) hnnfthmmsuchathmgm&mmasthepmduman

exact replicas, we are not concerned with it. All the ‘ images’
wemgmngtownsdcrhllundathemfmmbrmch the produc-
tion of semblances, that are not complete reproductions of the
original, but involve an element of deceit and illusion. This means
that the class of ‘images’ (eidola) we are concerned with—sem-
blances—imply two relations between image and original. The
image 15 more or less /ike the original, though not wholly like it,
not a reproduction. But it is also conceived as possessing in some
sense a lower grade of reality, as illusory, phantom-like. We are
to think of the work of ‘ semblance-makers ' (artists and sophists)
as analogous to shadows and reflections of natural objects, ‘ appear-
ances ’ of things that are themselves only images of the real world of
Forms.

2360-2375 Statement of the problems of unveal appearances and of
falssty sn speech and thought

Here the Duvision is interrupted. The Sophist has been taxed

with creating a false belief in his own wisdom by false statements.

But, he will object, it is impossible to think or state * the thing that

isnot’. The Theastetus failed to meet this objection with a satisfac-

tory definition of false judgment. The present dialogue will supply

one.

At the same time, many allusions to the Republic have recalled
that the whole visible world is only an image of the real. The
Demiurge himself 1s an image-maker. The long discussion which
here intervenes before the division of Image-making can be resumed,
is not confined to proving the possibility of false judgment and
clearing up misconceptions as to the meaning of negative statements.
It has a bearing on the metaphysical status of a world of appear-
ances, Parmemdes denied that there could be a world intermediate
between the perfectly real and the totally non-existent. This prob-
lem of the eidolon soon comes into view, alongside the problem of
false judgment.

236c. STR. Yes; but even now I cannot see clearly how to settle
the doubt I then expressed : under which of the two arts
(lkeness-making 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 this very moment he has, with admir-
able cleverness, taken refuge in a class® which baffies

investigation.

1 Namely * unreal appearance and falsity ’.
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SOPHIST 236c-2378

236p. THEAET. So it seems.
StR. You assent, but do you recognise the class I mean,
or has the current of the argument carried you along to
agree so readily from force of habit ?
THEAET. How? What are you referring to?
Str. The truth is, my friend, that we are faced with an

E. extremely difficult question. This ‘ appearing’ or ‘seem-
ing’ without really ‘ being’, and the saying of something
which yet is not true—all these expressions 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 in a di by the mere of

237. such words.!

THEAET. Why?

StR The audacity of the statement lies in its implication
that ‘ what is not ’ has being; for i no other way could
a falsehood come to have being But, my young friend,
when we were of your age the great Parmenides from
beginning to end testified agamnst this, constantly telling
us what he also says in his poem :

‘ Never shall this be proved—that things that are not
are ; but do thou, in thy inquiry, hold back thy thought
from this way.’?

B. So we have the great man’s testimony, and the best way
to obtain a confession of the truth may be to put the state-
ment itself to a mild degree of torture * So, 1if it makes
no dufference to you, let us begin by studying it on its own
merits.

THEAET. Iam at your disposal. As for the argument, you
mustoons\derthewaythtm]lbstmdtnaoondunm
and take me with you along it.

STR. It shall be

1 Falsehoods being ‘ things which are not ’, as the Stranger next remarks,
A common equivalent of * speakmg falsely * 18 * saying the thing that is not ’,
wee Theast. 188D i (p. 114). Campbell correctly interprets the construction.
peudfj 18 placed where 1t stands for e

% Parmensdes, frag 7 1 have discussed the nature of the ' ways of inquiry *
in Parmemsdes’ Two Ways (Class Quarterly, nvn (1933). P 97)

% The statement itself (that falsehood, or what 18 not, really exsts) 1s
compared to a slave belonging to the ofker party in the swt, against whom
Parmenides has borne witness. The equel submuts this

(aot to own will be put
later (rdv 1o warpds MappenBou draysaior . . Pasaifa, 241D).
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PROBLEMS OF EIDOLA AND FALSITY

It is thus agreed to take, if necessary, the ‘way of i
forbidden by Parmenides, and to consider whether and m what
sense ‘ that which is not '—the unreal or the not wholly real or
the false—can have any sort of bemg or existence. The vague
formula is wide enough to cover three problems, all of which had
their origin in the challenge thrown down to common sense by
Parmenides.

() ‘ This appearing or seeming without really being ’ covers the
metaphysical problem : If there1s a world of real being (Parmenides’
One Being or Plato’s world of real Forms), how can there also be
a world of Seeming, which is neither wholly real nor utterly non-
existent ? Parmenides had said, there cannot be such a world
of Seeming. A thing must either be or not be: if it is, then it is
absolutely and completely ; 1if it is not, then it 1s not absolutely
and completely. In the first part of his poem he had deduced
the nature of the One Reality and found that it excludes plurality,
motion, change, and the qualities which our senses seem to reveal.
Faithful to s logic, he had dismussed all these appearances of
Nature as unreal and false, and left them unaccounted for. But
Plato has argued ! that between knowledge of the perfectly real
and the blank absence of any consciousness of the totally unreal,
we find in ourselves a faculty of Opnion or belief (doxa, mn the
widest sense), which produces in us states of mind 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 bemng and of not-bemng’. There are, for instance, the
‘many beautiful things’ which are unlike Beauty itself in that
they come mto existence and pensh, undergo change, and can
appear ugly no less than beautiful. In the imagery of the Line
and the Cave these objects were called  likenesses’ (elxdves) or
‘images’ (eldwAa) of the real Forms.

The first problem here suggested 1s: how can there be such
things as these visible images of unseen realities? How can any-
thing ‘ partake both of being and of not-being’ or yield appear-
ances without bemg real? The Theactetus has given some account
oftthhyslcalpmeessbywhmhappearuma.regwentothe

Qur perceptions of them, as distinct from judgments we
make abellt them, have been admitted to be infallible. But the
external 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 reu.lbnng can such ob]ectshave?

(2) The second problem is the possibility of ‘ saying or thinking
something which yet is not true’, This is the psychological aspect

1 Rep. v, 4768 £,



SOPHIST 236c-2378

of the same question. Parmenides had said: ‘It is the same
thing that can be #hought and that can be’; ‘ You cannot know
what is not, nor w#er it . Thought must have an object, and
that object must be real. Speech must express something, and
that something must be real. This had given rise to the question
we have already encountered in the Theaeteius (188D ff.): How
is it possible to say or think what is false? If I think or speak,
I must be thinking of something and meaning something. But
what is this something, if what I say or think is false ? There
is no such thing as a false fact. How can I state something as a
fact when there is no fact to state?

(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 speaking of nothing ; the sounds I
utter have no meaning. There is nothing for a negative statement
to mean or refer to.

Some of the Sophist rep the whole of what now
follows as a solution of the last problem only.! But in fact it
covers the whole range of questions just mentioned. They are
not kept rigidly distinct; but the discussion falls into sections
whlch,mt.hzkmmnbea.ﬁ.ngs are concerned with the three sets
of problems :

1. 2378-251A. The Worlds of Reality and Appearance.

II. 251A-250D. Aﬁmdm and Negative Statements. the
various meanings of ‘is’ and ‘is not’, and the corresponding
relations among the terms the statements refer to.

III. 2590-2648. False Speech and Judgmem!—the question
directly involved in the analysis of Sophistry as the creation of
false belief.

I. THE WORLDS OF REALITY AND APPEARANCE
The long section which begins at the point we have now reached
and goes on to 2514, deals mainly with the metaphysical contrast
of Reality and Appearance. It falls into three subdivisions corre-
sponding to the three categories of Plato’s analysis in Republic v :
!nurut(aml: Phil 1,278): * The modern reader would feel no dsfficulty

if Plato a of the of negative
jmlgmmb,mdmt ulmthrdhct,nthanb]eetdthndaﬂngu But
the reader would feel a difficulty. He would wonder why 1t was necessary

‘18 not ' are amiguous, and pownt out (as he does later) some of their dufferent
‘meanings ?
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(@) THE TOTALLY UNREAL
(a) The totally unreal (vo pmd &). Thisisd d from the
discussion.

(b) The intermediate region of ‘ émages’ (eidols), things which
have some sort of existence but are not wholly real. The term
esdolon is defined, and the problems of false judgment and false
speech are stated. They cannot be further discussed without

considering the meaning of ‘ real

(¢) The perfectly real (vé mvtsku; &). A review is held of earlier
and contemporary theories of the nature of the real, and a com-
promise is suggested between the extreme views of the materialist
and the ideahst.

Thls whole sect.\on is mmnly tenhtwe and inconclusive. It

the d with ‘ not-being ’ in all its senses
——the unrea! the negative, the false. At the end (250E) the
Stranger says, ‘Let us take it, then, that our difficulty is now
completely stated. But since Being and Not-being are equally
puzzling, there 15 henceforward some hope that any light, whether
dim or bright, thrown upon the one will illuminate the other to
an equal degree.’ As we proceed, certain difficulties are settled
and cleared out of the way; others are left either unsolved or
to await their solution in later sections of the dialogue.

2378-239C. (a) The totally unveal
We start, then, with the notion of the totally unreal (vd pndauds
) or ‘ that which just simply isnot * (v4 ur) 8 adwd xaf’ add, z38c)
unreality had been the only alternative recognised by Par-
memdes to perfect reality ; and he had declared that the totally
unreal was not to be thought or even spoken of. The ‘ way ' that
starts from 1t was ‘ utterly undiscernible* (frag. 4) and must be
left on one side as ‘ unthinkable and unnameable’ (frag. 8, 15).
No being can ever be derived from the sheer non-existence of

anything,

In the following section Plato is not criticising, but confirming,
this doctrine, The Stranger will not break with Parmenides until
sheernonmhtyhasbeendmposedofandheentmontheregmn
of unreal app where it will become
necessary to mai 'what“ ides refused to admit—things
that have some sort of existence without being wholly real.

237B. STR. (comiimses). Now tellme: we do not hesitate to utter
the phrase ‘ that which has no sort of being’? !
THEAET. Surely not.
‘d,u,aqmeb.tha totally unreal’ or ‘ absclute nonentity . We can
“ utter thus phraso’ (¢8éyyeofas), but 1t will be shown to have no meaning.
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SOPHIST 2378-230c

237B. STR. Then setting aside disputation for its own sake!
and playing with words, suppose one of this company were

c. seriously required to concentrate his mind and tell us to
what this name can be applied— that which 1s not’. Of
what thing or of what sort of thing should we expect him
to use 1t humself, and what would he 1ndicate by 1t to the
inquirer ?

THEAET. That is a hard question. It is scarcely for a
person like me to find an answer at all.

STR. 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.

STR. And since it cannot be applied to what exists, neither
can it properly be applied to ‘ something "

THEAET. How so?

D. STR. Surely we can see that this expression ‘ something ’
is always used of a thing that exists. We cannot use it
just by itself in naked isolation from everything that exists,
can we?

THEAET. No.

Str. Is your assent due to the reflection that to speak
of ‘ something ’ is to speak of ‘ some ome thing’ ? %
THEAET. Yes.

STR. Because you will admit that ‘something’ stands
for one thing, as ‘ some things’ stands for two or more.
THEAET. Certainly.

E. SIR. Soxtseanstofol]ownwm&nlyﬂmttospukof
whatmnotsomgthmgls speak of no thing at

Tmzu:‘r. Necessarily.

STR. Must we not even refuse to allow that in such a case
a person is saying something, though he may be speaking
of nothing? Must we not assert that he is not even saying
anything when he sets about uttering the sounds ‘a thing
that is not ’ ?

‘Thopmblemwbeohhdh&dﬁguedml‘;nmdahﬁe,bntmmrpm
18 to face the real difficulties

Campmmugumutrumzunﬁ (p 114) The accident that
English confines ‘ some ons * and ‘ no ons * to persons, * maw',‘nollnq
to things, makes translation awkward. Greek has (1) ms, ‘some’ (muc
someone, neut somethung) with (n poetry) its tndmwm ‘not-some "
(masc no-onme, neut nothing), and (2) odde/s ‘ not even one ' (masc no-ome,
neut mthlnanthnureguluwnﬁld.\mrquylm, at least some one’
(mnc someone, neut something), which 1s used here, and has to be rendered
‘ some ome thing’, mmdarhmhvdneemwwd one’.
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(¢) THE TOTALLY UNREAL

2378. THEAET. That would certainly bring the argument to the
last pitch of perplexity.

It is hard to translate the above a.rgurnmt because the phrase
Adyew nlsnsedmtwoways, (1) to ‘speak of something’ that
your words refer to; and (2) ‘ toexprusamumng orsysome
thing sgmﬁmt as opposed to ‘ saying nothing ’ er
sense’ (odddy Adyer). But the amblgulty daes not vitiate t.he
argument. We are here taking ‘ what is not' as equivalent to
‘ the totally unreal’, ‘ absolute nonentity ’ and to that only. The
suggestion is that, when I utter the sounds ‘ what 1s not’, those
sounds are meamingless noises: there is nothing whatever for
them to refer to, and I have no meaning before my mind which
T can hope to convey. How can I talk significantly or think of
what has no sort of being at all? The inference will be that mn
the expression ‘ to say the thing that is not’ in the sense of ‘ to
say what is false’ (but has some meamng), ‘ the thing that is not
cannot be not absolute nonentity. We must find some other
interpretation of the words. A false statement conveys meaning
to another person and refers to something. How this can be,
must be considered later ; all that 1s established here is that any
statement (true or false) which conveys meamng cannot refer to
‘ absolute nonentity '

The Stranger’s next argument is again based on Parmemdes,
who had said:

“ Thou canst not know that which is not (for that is impossible),

nor wfler 1t.’

If (as Parmenides held and as we are here assuming) the words
* that whichis not ’ stand for the totally unreal or absolute nonentity,
that cannot be the object of any kind of knowledge or conscious-
ness ; and you cannot even find any words to describe it correctly.
The Stranger argues, in particular, that we cannot speak of the
non-existent at all without using words that are either singular
or plural. But how can the totally non-existent have any number
—be either one or many ?

238. STR. ‘No time for boasting yet.’ There is more to come,
in fact the chuef of all the difficulties and the first, for it
goes to the very root of the matter.

THEAET. How do you mean? Do not hesitate to state it.
StR. When a thing exsts, I suppose something else that
exists may be attributed to it.

THEAET. Certamly.

STR. But can we say it is possible for something that
exists to be attributed to what has no exstence ?
205



238.

E.

SOPHIST 2378-236C

TeEAET. How could it be?
. Well, among things that exist we include number in

THEAET. Yes, number must exist, if anything does.
STR. We must not, then, so much as attempt to attach
either plurality or unity in number to the non-existent.
THEAET. That would certainly seem to be wrong, accord-
ing to our argument.

StR. How then can anyone utter the words * things which
are not’, or ‘that which is not’, or even conceive such
things in his mund at all, apart from number ?

THEAET. Howdoyoumm?

STR. When we speak of ‘#Zhings that are not’, are we
notundutahngtoattn’bute plurality to them?
THEAET.

STR. Andumty when we speak of ‘ zhat which is not’?
‘THEAET.

STR. And yetwe admit that 1t is not justifiable or correct
to set about attaching something that exists to the non-
existent.

simply is not; it is unthinkable, not to be spoken of or
uttered or expressed.!

Quite true.
STR. Pﬂhapsthmlwasmisukminsaying]ustnow
that I was going to state the greatest difficulty 1t presents;
whereas there is a worse one still that we can formulate.
TeEAET. What is that?
Str. I am surprised you do not see from the very phrases
I have just used that the non-existent reduces even one
who is refuting its claims * to such straits that, as soon
as he sets about doing so, he is forced to contradict himself.
TreAer. How? Explain more clearly.
STR. You must not look to me for illumination. I who
laid it down that the non-existent could have neither unity
nor plurality, have not only just now but at this very

1 &oyow, not * irrational ’, but * mcapable of being expresssd mn discourse’
(Myos). There is no meaning conveyed (cf Parm 142A) dppyrov means that
Mhnothm(!ntthwwﬂlwnjnla. Plato 18 echoing Parmenides’

‘warning against the ‘ leulNot—Bemg' * to leave that way as unthinkable,
unnameable; for it 18 no true way (frag 8, 13).

3 Refuting any claim it might make to * being’ I cannot even deny fta
existence without contradicting myself by speaking of it at all.
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(s) THE TOTALLY UNREAL

238E. moment spoken of it as one thing: for I am saying * the
non-existent . You see what I mean ?
THEAET. Yes.
STR. And again a little while ago I was speaking of its
being a thing not to be uttered or spoken of or expressed.
Do you follow ?
THEAET. Yes, of course.
StR. Well, then, in trying to apply that term °being’

239. to it, was I not contradicting what I said before ? 1
THEAET. Evidently.
STR. Andagnhmapplymgt.hetexm the’, was I not
addressing it as singular ? *
THEAET. Yes.
Str. And again in speaking of it as ‘a thing not to be
exptesedorspokenoiornttered I was using language
as if referrng to a single
THEAET. Certainly.
STR. Whereas we are admitting that, if we are to speak
strictly, we ought not to specify 1t as erther one thing or
many or even to call it ‘it’ at all ; for even that appella-
tion means ascribing to it the ch of singl
THEAET. Quite so.

B. StR. In that case there is nothing to be said for me. I
shall be found to have had the worst of it, nowa.nda.ll
along, in my criticism of the non-existent. A
as I said, we must not look to anything I have to say fnr
the correct way of describing the non-existent ; we must
turn to you for that. Come along now.

THEAET. What do you mean ?
STR. Come, you are young; show your spirit and make

* The reference 18 to 2384 : nothung that has existence must be attributed
to the non-existent * Beng ’ (rd «lvas) 18 something that exsts, m the same
sense that number exists.

*Read 74 ‘18’ forrobro. If robro is retamed, the meaning can only be- I
not only used the verb * to be’, but I used 1t in the mngular number (forw)
1m the phrase referred to (amn.pa,mm,zasc,xo) But 1f Plato meant
this, why did he not make 1t clear by writing ér éorly for «lvas at 26 and
76 ye dorw f0r 76 ye elvas at 28 7 For robro I conjecture 7d “rd’, 'm-ppxm
mmw(mudu)ﬁolt,mhnnddu-ngntnnnguhr?

«lvas We have contradicted the words ‘4 &v’ 1n the phrase 73 uj) &', du '
is equally objectionable  Cf. Thaast. 2024, ob8e 18 “adrd’ oidi 73 dxedo’ odB

?.dﬂ;du'wwldwmwymhupgwpqﬁ 73 mapdmar ‘adrd’ xaleiv below
2394, 9).
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2398. the best effort you can. Try, without attributing being
or unity or plurality to the non-existent, to find some form
of words describing it correctly.
C. THEAET. I should need an extraordinary zeal for such
an enterprise in face of what has happened to you.

Thlspungnphonlymnfamesthepmwonsonebyemphasmg
that the very words ‘the non-existent’ (absolute nonenuty)
cannot be uttered at all without self-contradiction. This
is not urged against Parmenides, and could not be urged wnhout
descending to captwusnwa. In all th:s sectum on ‘the totally
non-existent ’ Plato is rather P; and
his warning : 'Holdbackt.hythaughtﬁvmthl.swayofmqmry
Plato does not afterwards go back upon the results here reached.
The only later ref to this d of 15 at 2588
after the other sense of ‘ tlmtwlnchlsnot (viz.  that which is
other than ’) has been brought to light. The Stranger there says :
“So let no one say that it is the contrary of the existent (s.c. the
simply non-existent) that we mean when we make bold to say
that ‘ what 1s not ’ exists. So far as any comirary of the existent is
concerned, 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
of 1t or none whatsoever.’ Plato here, as in Republic v, accepts
Parmenides’ doctrine that the totally non-existent cannot be
thought or spoken of.

This isall he has to say about a problem that has troubled modern
logicians who have discussed the thesis that ‘ whatever 1s thought
of must in some sense be '—Parmenides’ thesis. Mr. Russell at
one time, by distinguishing ‘ being’ from ‘existence’, endowed
non-existent things, like Chimaeras, with a sort of * being’ ‘ for
if they were not entities we could make no propositions about
them’. But this provision for non-existent entities seems now to
be abandoned in favour of the view that there are descriptions,
e.g. ‘ round square ’, which describe nothing.!  So logic returns to
the position of common sense, that there 1s nothing to prevent
us from puthng together verbal symbols such as ‘round’ and
‘square’ in phrases which refer to nothing whatever, because
there is nothing for them to refer to. Plato’s view seems to be
that the phrase * the totally non-existent ’ is a description, or, as
he would say, a ‘ name’, that 1s a name of nothing at all. What
corresponds to it psychologically is the blank absence of any kind
of cognition (dyvwola, Rep.v,477A). He adds that the name does
not even succeed in descnibing nothing correctly.

1See L S. Stebbing, Modern Introduciion to Logsc, chap 1x, § 5. Happily
we need not discuss other varieties of nonentity discovered by Meinong.
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The upshot is that we have no further use for ‘ nonentity * and
can rule it out of the discussion. It cannot be invoked to account
for the exi either of false and false belief or of a
world of * appun.nws contal.mng thmgs not wholly real. So
far as is justified, except that
strictly he had no more right ﬂmn we have to make even negative
statements about it or to utter the ‘ unutterable ’.

230C—242B. (b) Deﬁmt}on of erdolon and the problem of false

Havmg said good bye to ‘ nonentity ’, we now pass to the region
intermediate between sheer non—exlstence and full reality—the
world of eidola. Two sets of problems await us here. (1) How
15 it possible that anything should exist and yet not be wholly real ?
‘What sort of existence can belong to that world of ‘ appearances ’,
daned by Parmenides, but recogmsed by Plato as the object of

‘ opinion ’, distinct from the object of knowledge? (2) How can
fa]sestatementandfa.lsebdleibe explained ? Iilsaysomethmg
that is i (oot a noise), m must
refer to something. But what can 1t refer to, if 1t is false? Having
accused the Sophist of being a creator of esdola, of false statements
and false behefs, we must meet his objections that there can be
no such thing as an esdolon, neither wholly real nor wholly unreal,
and no such thing as a false statement or belef.

We have ghmpses of the sort of arguments used in Plato’s time
and earlier. Ina tract wnitten probably about 400 B.c.,! the author,
presumably a Soplust, uses a Protagorean argument against those
who attacked medicine as ‘ not a real art’ (ofx dodioa Tépym)

‘It seems to me in general that there is no art that is not

(real), for it is irrati to think that hing which 1s, 15
not. For what ‘ being’ (ofola) have things that are not, which
one could look at and say of it that “itis’? For if it is possible
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 with your eyes and think of them mn your mund that
they are. It is not so. Things that are, are always seen and
known ; things that are not, are not seen and known.'

The two problems are now raised successively. (r) The term
esdolon is defined as meaning a thing that is not wholly real but
yet has some sort of existence. Ifthaeissmhathmgasan
eidolon, then something that has not ‘bemng’ 1 the full sense,

! [Hippocr ] wepl 7éps, 2, cited by Apelt (trans, p 138) In hus mter
eating edition (Dss Apologie der Heshunst, Leaipnig, 1910) Th. Gomperz argues
that the author may be ‘humself
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SOPHIST 238c-2428

must have some sort of being. (2) Thinking or stating what is false
means asserting that what is not the fact is a fact, or that what is
the factisnotafact. Weare asserting something ; our words have
meaning. So ‘ whatisnot the fact * must have some sort of being ;
it is not sheer nonentity. The conclusion will be that we must
escape from the Parmenidean dilemma: ‘A thing must be either
perfectly real or totally unreal ’, and recognise a third intermediate
region of things that are neither wholly real nor utterly non-existent.
There must be some sense in which what is not (wholly real or true)
has some sort of existence or meaning.

239c. STR. Well, if you agree, we will leave ourselves out of
account ; and until we meet with someone who can perform
this feat, let us say that the Sophist with extreme cunning
has found an impenetrable lurking-place.!
THEAET. It certainly seems so.
STR. Amordmgly,ﬁweamgomgtosayhepoman
art of creating ‘ semblances ’, he will readily take advantage
D. oiom'hmdlmgmn'a:gummtsindisw:ytogmpplewn.h
us and turn them agamst ourselves, When we call him a
ma]mof:mages hew:uaskwhatonearthwemeanm
of an ‘mmage’ at all. So we must consider,
Tluaetetus, how this truculent person’s question is to be
answered.

THEAET. Clearly we shall say we mean images in water or
in mirrors, and again images made by the draughtsman or
the sculptor, and any other things of that sort.

E. STR. It is plam, Theaetetus, that you have never seen a

THEAET. Why?

StR. He will make as though his eyes were shut or he had

no eyes at all.

THEAET. How so?

STR. When you offer him your answer in such terms, if

you speak of something to be found in mirrors or in sculpture,

he will laugh at your words, as implying that he can see.
240. He will profess to know nothing about mirrors or water

or even eyesight, and will confine his question to what can

be gathered from discourse.

THEAET. Namely ?

StR. The common character in all these things you men-
1 It must be remembered that the vanous senses of * that which 1s not *
aro only gradually bemg disclosed. The Sophist does not lurk m the region
of nonentaty, above dealt with, but 1n the field of the not wholly real and the
false which we are now entering.
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240, thnedandthoughtﬁttocallbyauinghnamewhn}on
used the expression ‘ image ' as one term covering them all.
State it, then, and hold your ground against the man without

an inch.
THEAET. Well, sir, what could we say an image was, if
not another thing of the same sort, copied from the real
thing ?
STR. ‘Of the same sort’? Doyoumeuanothareo.l

B. thing, or what does ‘ of the same sort * si

THEAET. Certainly not real, but like it.
STR. Meaning by ‘real’ a thing that really exists.

Ye

THEAET. Yes.
STR. And by ‘not real’ the opposite of real ?
THEAET. Of course.

STR. Then by what is ‘ like ' you mean what has not real
existence,! if you are going to call it ‘ not real ’.
THEAET. But it has some sort of existence.

STR. Only not real existence, according to you.
TaEAET. No; except that it is really a hkeness,

STR. So, not having real existence, 1t really is what we call
a likeness ? *

1 Reading odx évrws [odx] & with Burnet and others The only possible
way (f 1t be possible) to retam odx before &v 1a to suppose (with Rutter,
N Unters 14) that the first ode = momne with Myas, the whole sentence
bemng a negative queston But it 18 hard to beheve that Plato would
gratuitously make the sentence obscure m this way Dids (here and at B12)
and Friedlander (Plat Schr 521) would understand odx Svrews odx &v and odx
& odx Svrws (B12) as a * complete negation * of Svrws &v : * ww srvdel mon-tive "
‘This 18 1mpossible Greek and also the wrong sense An sidofow 18 not the
complete negation of Svrws & (which 18 78 undauds &), but 18 an &, only not
Svrws but wds

% Reading odx & dpa [odx] Svrass '.l'hemb]ect it* 1s, as m the previous
sentences, 74 doixds, $ 8 elBwhov, the term we are defing The paredox
Lies 1n saying that an eBwlov, whu;hunalrul,ndlyulllmul
Another posmibility (which would cover all the previous mum) 18 to
read : mkblpa&m,<!vnn>im6n~: i Myouer dixtva, talang v
'It(vddmk).wlthant
hvmgredbemg retﬂynl&mgm&mutofbelng—t
we call 1t * muwmm;m-uimmumyu.m(mbm)
and that ¢ kas some sort of exstemce (fove wws) The result 1s a still more

of

Tead obx v dpa ode’ Svrass, < v wibs™> domus Svruos o Abyoper eledva, “What wo call
.hkmau. bungmﬂyamdthmg,mﬂyn-&mghmgtmdbung

The insertion of < §v wws_> 18 favoured by the conclusmon stated below : ‘ the
Sophust has forced us to admit that what 12 0t has some sorf of bewng (clral

revs) '

CE. Timasus 52, the dedv (contrasted with rd &vress &), 18 described as
‘ chnging to existence somehow or other, on pain of being nothing at all ",
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240c. THEAET. Real and unreal do seem to be combined in that
perplexing way, and very queer it is.
STR. Queerindeed. Yousee that now again by dovetailing
them together in this way our hydra-headed Sophist has
forced us against our will to admit that ¢what is not " has
some sort of being.
THEAET. Yes, I do.

This passage gives no more than a definition of the term * image *
(eidolon). It is something that has some sort of existence without
being wholly real. This brings out the point made earher, where
the ‘semblance * was distinguished from the exact likeness’ or
replica. The sort of ‘ image ’ we are concerned with is not only a
likeness, but has a less degree of reahty, as the reflections and
pictures instanced by Theaetetus are thought to be less real than
theactualt.hmgstheymage Wh:nweamsetheSophxstof

art of i 239¢, 9), we
accuse him of creating such unreal mges which yet somehow
exist. We have still to justify ourselves agamst his objection that
unreal things cannot exist in any way.

The Stranger next ponts out that the same objection will be raised
against the possibility of thinking or saying ‘ what is not’, f..
what 1s false. False beliefs (in his own wisdom) are the particular
kind of ‘ images ’ or ‘ semblances ’ that we have accused the Sophust
of creating.
240c. STR. And what now? How can we define his art without

contradicting ourselves ?
TeeAET. How do you mean? What sort of contradiction
doyonfear?

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 15 false, or what shall we mean ?

THEAET. Just that. What else could we mean?
STR. And false thinking, again, will be thinking things
contrary to the things that are?
The context seems to imply that an 1mage has to borrow such existence as
1t has from 1ts medium  The murror-image owes 1ts existence to the murror ;
existence to

sheer nonentity (rodvavrior 700 Svros, 258%, which Cnmybellhuumngly
confuses with the plural rdvavria rois odor, of which we are speaking)
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240D. THEAET. Yes.
STR. You mean, then, by false thinking, thinking things
that are not ?
THEAET. Necessarily.

E. STR Does that mean thinking that things that are not,
are not, or that things that are not in any way, in some way
are ?

THEAET. It must at least mean thinking that things that
are not,! are in some way, if anyone is ever to be in error
even to the smallest extent.

STR. And also surely thinking that things which certainly *
are, are not in any way at all ?

THEAET. Yes

STR. And a false statemmt 2 I suppose, is to be regarded
241.  in the same light, as stating that things that are, are not,

and that things that are not, are

THEAET. Yes. How else could it be false?

Str  Hardly in any other way. But the Sophist will deny

that. How could a sensible man agree, when the admissions

we made earlier are set beside this one? ¢ We understand,

Theaetetus, what he is referring to ?

THEAET. Of course we understand. He will say that we

are contradicting what was said just now, when we have the

B. face to say that falsehoods exist in thoughts and in state-
ments; for we are constantly bemg obliged to attnbute

1 Theaetetus does not repeat the Stranger's suggestion rd unSauds Seva,
but correctly substitutes vd u Svra, things which are nof the fact, but are not
(a8 pydopds mught -uggelt):hmnmhhu

% wvrws, " 1m any case ' : * things which certasnly have bemng * (ot wavrehds,
* things which have the fullest sort of beng or reality ) The whole means
 denying any exsbence to facts which certamly do exist”. Cf. 247, wdrws

«tval 71, * 18 certamly a real thing *
* Statement ’ 18 the best rendering for roposttion *, because
of its modern uses. For Plato a ‘ statement’ 1s sumply the m

(2633, and Theast. 1898, 206D, 208¢)

défeynra with Madvig, who pmnbed out that
thawmdawuhon!ymunchnowpmouuimmmm unatterable *,
etc (Advers 1, 381) Apnm Dids’ excision of 7d pd rovraw duchoynférra

as a gloss on mpodupodoynuéva (T) (which he reads with rafra understood as
nb,ect)umuresmwchunmmhbhnm,m of absolute nonentity
s not relevant  Theaetetus’ next;peer_hmmwhtm earhier admussions *

are: nmely,thatwemu-tm -m-uthubungwmchm'
Nonentity has been ruled out of the discussion once for all
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241B. what has being to what is not.a.fter agreeing just now that
this was altogether impossible.!

Like the previous paragraph on the meaning of ‘image ’, this
passage only tells us what false thlnlnngand false statement mean,
namely attributing not-being to what is (Lhe fact) or being to what
is not (the fact). We have still to show that such things as images
ea.nudstandthatfalsewdgmentsmhaveanymngtordato
That is to say, we must explain how what is not wholly real and what
is not true can have a sort of existence. Here is the point at which
we must part company with Parmenides, who would allow no such
thing ; and the Stranger now asks leave to do so.

248. STR. Your recollection is correct. But you must now
consider what we are to. do about the Sophist; for if
we pursue our search for him by ranking him under the art
of the illusionists and creators of error, you see what an easy
opening we offer to many perplexities and counter-attacks.
TaeAET. I do.

StR. They are almost without number and we have stated
c. only a small fraction of them.
THEAET. If that is so, it looks as if it were impossible to
catch the Sophist.
STR. What then ? Are we to lose heart and give up now ?
TeEAET. I don’t think we ought to, if we have the least
chance of being able to lay hands on him somehow.
StR. 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 ?
THEAET. By all means.
D. Srr. Then I have another still more pressing request.
THEAET. What is that ?
Srr. That you will not think I am turning into a sort of
parricide.
THEAET. In what way?
STR. We shall find it necessary in seli-deienm to put to the
question that of father , and
estabhshbyma.mfome' that what is not, in some respect
has being, and conversely that what is, in a way is not.

* Thus in the * earlier admusmon *referred to': * Nothung that exists (such as
“Bemg’) must be -&nbnud to the non-exstent’ (2384), an admussion
already recalled at 23!
'W.. mynllndawhrmmldu own word Saufi (3aud{w) m the lmes
quoted above.
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2410. THEAET. Itis plain that the course of the argument requires
us to maintain that at all costs.

STR. Plain enough for the blind to see, as they say. Unless

E. these propositions are either refuted or accepted, anyone

who talks of false statements or false judgment as being

images or likenesses or copies or semblances, or of any of

the arts concerned with such things, can hardly escape

beoommg a laughing-stock by being forced to contradict

Txmm Quite true.

242. STR. That 1s why we must now dare to lay unfilial hands
on that pronouncement, or else, if some scruple holds us
back, drop the matter entirely.

THEAET. As for that, we must let no scruple hinder us.

STR. In that case, for the third time, I have a small favour

to ask.

THEAET. You have only to mention it.

Str. I believe I confessed just now that on this pomt the

task of refutation has always proved too much for my

powers, and still does so

THEAET. You did say that.

STr. Well, that confession, I am afraid, may make you

think me scatter-brained when at every turn I shift my posi-
B. tion to and fro. It 1s for your satisfaction that we shall

attempt to refute the pronouncement, if we can refute it.

THEAET. Then you may take it that I shall never think

you are overstepping the limits by entering on your refuta-

tion and proof. So far as that goes, you may proceed with

an easy mind.

This interlude closes the second of the three sections, concerned
with (a) the totally non-existent, () images and false judgment,
(c) the perfectly real. We have now raised the problems confronting
anyone who would justify the existence of things not wholly real
or: not true. Theaetetushas asked theSm;ertopmoeed with his

of P: jon, and with his ‘ proof . We
are thus led to expect a demonstration (x) that things that are not
wholly real (eidola) can have some sort of existence, and (2) that
it is possible to think and say what is false. In the sequzl,tlm
second point is established. But it cannot be said that the possi-
bility of a world of eidols, imaging the real world of Forms, is
ever demonstrated in this dialogue. That metaphysical problem
remains in the background. Perhaps it was held in reserve for the
Phslosopher.
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2428-244B. (¢) The perfecily Real. What does ‘ real® mean ?

We cannot proceed further to discuss how what is not wholly
real can exist at all, without first considering what ‘ real * means.?
All ph.i.lowphu’s. like common men, make a distinction between
things they call ‘ real * and other things which are not fully ‘ real *.
The next section opens by reviewing the philosophers of the archaic
period before Socrates, and the things they had called real. They
are divided into two groups : (1) the physical philosophers, who had
recognised the existence of the natural world of material things and
are here represented as having believed 1n more than one ‘ real
thing ', and (2) Parmenides, who stands alone in denying the
phenomenal world and acknowledging only one Real Thing This
classification is designed to isolate from all the rest Parmenides,
who alone is criticised at length.

2428. STR. Come then, where is one to make a start on so
hazardous a theme ? I think I see the path we must in-
evitably follow.

THEAET. And that is—2?

STR. To take first things that are now supposed to be quite
C. clear * and see whether we are not in some confusion about

them and too easily reaching conclusions on the assumption

that we understand them well enough.

THEAET. Tell me more plainly what you mean.

STR. It strikes me that Parmenides and everyone else who

has set out to determine how many real things there are and

what they are hke, have discoursed to us in rather an

off-hand fashion.

THEAET. How so?

StR. They each and all 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 carry on a sort of
D. warfare with one another, and then make friends and set

about marrying and begetting and bringing up their children.

Another tells us that there are two—Moist and Dry, or Hot

and Cold—whom he marries off, and makes them set up

house together.® In our part of the world the Eleatic set,

* In the comung section rd & will be tranalsted by * the real* or * realty .

* Namely, the meaning of  real’, a word we all use and 1magine we under-

'ﬁammmmmmmucmmemdmyﬁu
images, especially the two most important : the sex-umagery of the cosmuc
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() THE PERFECTLY REAL

242D. 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 1s held

together by enmity and friendship. In parting asunder

it is always bemng drawn together ’ say thestricter ! of these

Muses. The milder * 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 1n bad taste to find fault
so grossly with men of long-established fame. But one
observation may be made without 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
behund.
Tueaer. How do you mean?
STR. When one or another of them in his discourse uses
thseexpt&ums'thmrenﬂyau’or'havewmetobe‘
or areoommgtobe"mnnythmgs or ‘ one thing " or ‘ two *,
or again anothcrspeah’of Hot bemg mnedwnth Cold‘
and ‘ *, 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 thus thing that is now

Eros, and the warfare of opposed * powers * (such as Hot and Cold). These
1mages of Love and Stnfe can be traced all through the ancient science of
nature, and survive even 1n Atomusm as the Venus and Mars of Lucretus

1 The stricter Muses of Ionua represent the philosophy of Heraclettus It
was a mam pomt of his doctnne that the Harmony of Opposites essentially
1nvolves a tension or strife that 18 never resolved. There 18 no peace without
war.

* The milder Muses of Sicily (Empedocles) recogmsed a Reign of Love
(without Strife) and, at the opposite pole, a Reign of Stnfe (without Love).
Between these polar states, worlds come 1nto bemg and pass away In one
half of the cycle a world 18 formed by Love gaming upon Strife, 1 the other,
by Stnfe guaing upon Love.

‘Mnd-] (Rldemldlef. Dnés)!otb\Mlm whﬂupomdau.
whnluntmnm elsewhere 1 his duscourse * or * elsewhere mn the umverse *.
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. puzzling us—"the unreal’. But now you see how com-
pletelyperphxedwearen.buutthat

STR. Posnbly. then, our minds are in the same state of

confusion about reality. We professto be quite at our ease

about the real and 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.

THEAET. Perhaps.

STR. And we may take it that the same is true of the other
ions I have just

THEAET. Certainly.

The early philosophers are here all introduced as asking and
deciding l\owmany rﬁlthingsthcreue—oneoruveml Such
8 classification may strike us as sup 1 and as mi
the facts. The Eleatics, lormsfa.nce,a.reregudcdastheonly
monists, whereas the Milesians, who said that all things were really
water or air, are usually called monists. Aristotle, however, makes
out that all who made the ‘ simple bodies * mto principles—whether
one or two or three or all four—realiy regarded Hot and Cold
(Fire and Earth) as the fundamental factors.! In the argument
which 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 world of Nature
from one or more material principles, and Parmenides, whose One
Being was not material* and could not generate a natural world.
Seen in this light, the two groups appear as the ancestors of the
two parties in the Battle of Gods and Giants that is to follow—
materiahsts and idealists.

The question now to be put to both groupsis : What do you mean
by ‘real’ or ‘the real’? The physicists are taken first. They
regard (say) two things, Hot and Cold, as somehow primary. From
these are derived other things by processes they can only describe
in mythical terms, such as ‘ marriage * and ‘ warfare’. Whatever
this unintelligible account of beeomng may mean, what is meant
byuﬂmgthetwoprmuplu real * in a sense that does not apply
to the derived things ?

243C. STR. The general run of these expressions we will consider
1Ds Gen ot Comv. B

* ‘ Not material ’, htheummgthm;hmddmmnmm
perceptible ‘ body

C.
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243D. later, if we so decide. We must begin now with the chief
and most important of them all.
TaEAET. Which is that ? Otwnmyoummweought
to begin by studying ‘ reality * and finding out what those
who use the word think it stands for.
STR. You have hit my meaning precisely, Theaetetus; I
do mean that we must take this line. Imag:nethemlm‘e
before us, and let us put this question: ‘You who say
that Hot and Cold or some such pair really are all things,
E. what exactly does this expression convey that you apply to
both when you say that they both are “ real ” or each of them
1s “real”? Howare we tounderstand this “reality ” you
speak of ? Are we to suppose it is a third thing alonguide
the other two and that the All 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 thing, whichever
of the two it may be, and not two.’
Taeaer. True.
Str. ‘ Well then, doyoll intend to give the name ‘ reality *
to the pair of them?’
THEAET. Perhaps.
244. STR ‘But that again’, we shall object, ‘ will clearly be
speaking of your two things as one.’
THEAET. You are qute right.
STR. ‘We are completely puzzled, then, and you must
clear up the question for us, what you do intend to signify
when you use the word “real”. Obwiously you must be
quite 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
B. are as far as possible from understandi
Ifweputourcasemthatwaytothwepeopleandtoany
others who say that the All is more than one thing, will
there be anything unwarrantable in our request ?
THEAET. Not at all.

The question here put to the pre-Socratic physical philosoph
is : What do you mean by the word ‘ real’, whenyouassertthnt
there are twonaltl»mgs(dna) namely ‘ the Hot* and * the Cold * ?
Platospcdnhsthat real’ hasameuungd:shnctﬂomthemea.n-
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.
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1t is, in Plato’s view, a Form, of which both the Hot and the Cold
partake and so Aave reality, but which is not identical with either
of them or with both together. If the physicists do not admit
that, they will be in a dilemma. (1) If they 1dentify the meaning
of “real’ with the meaning of (say) ‘ hot ’, then the Cold will not
be real, for the Cold is not hot. (2) And if they identify it with
the meaning of ‘ hot-and-cold ’, then ‘ that which is hot-and-cold *
will be the one real thing (composed of two parts), and there wall
not be two real things, as they smdatﬁrst ‘ Real ’, then, must
have ameaningd:sunct from * Hot or ‘ Cold’ or Hot—and—wld'
‘What is that nwa.nmg?

No answer is given by the physicists here. We might reply for
them that by ‘the real’ they meant material substance—that
underlying something which persists the same through all apparent
change. They belong, in fact, to the materalist party in that
Battle of Gods and Giants which is to be staged later. Ttusu-a.nga-
will then put to the materialist a suggestion as to what ‘real’
means for him.

244B-245E. Criticism of Parmenides’ One Real Being

The Stranger turns next to Parmenides, whom he intends to
criticise in detail, becanse what 1s barning the path of discussion
is Parmenides’ rigid conception of the One Real Beng as alone
having any sort of existence. The arguments are as bnef and
abstract as Parmemdes’ own. He had declared that the whole
of reality is a One Being or Existent Umty, having only such
attributes as can be rigidly deduced from the conceptions of Bemng
and Unity. Each conception is taken with the utmost stnctness.
“ Being ’ implies complete reality ; ‘ Unity ’ excludes any plurality.
There is nothing but this One Real Thing (& &).

The Stranger’s first argument is that, 1f there is only one real
thing, it is inconsistent to give it fwo names, ‘real’ and ‘one’.
This seems at first sight superficial ; but Plato is once more assum-
ing his own doctrine that ‘names’, such as ‘real’ and ‘one’,
have meanings, and those meanings are Forms of which the thing
bearing the names partakes. If you give your one real thing the
two names ‘real’ and ‘one’ (i.c. say of it that it is real and that
it is one), then three terms are involved: the meamngs of the
two names, which are the Forms ‘ Reality * and  Unity ’, and the
thing which bears those names and partakes of those Forms. In
Plato’s view, moreover, the two Forms Reality (Being) and Unity
themselves have the highest degree of reality. Each of them is
quite as much real and one as any one thing that partakes of
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them. Accordingly Parmenides’ simplest and most fundamental
proposition—that there 1s only one real thing—cannot be stated
at all without recognising three real things. The true meaning of
the argument 1s somewhat disgmsed by the Stranger’s avoiding
the mention of Forms and speaking only of ‘names’ and the
thing (mpdyua) which 1s called by them.

244B. STR. Again, there are those who say that the All is one
thing. Must we not do our best to find out what they mean
by ‘realty’?

THEAET. ly.

STR. Let them answer this question, then: ‘You say,
we understand, that there 1s only one thing?’ ‘We do”’,
they wall uply, won't they ?

THEAET. Yes.

STR  * And there is something to which you give the name
real?’

Txmm Yes.

c. STR ‘Is it the same thing as that to which you give the
name one? Are you applying two names to the same thing,
or what do you mean?’

THEAET. What will their next answer be ?
STR. Obviously, Theaetetus, it is not so very easy for
one who has laid down ther fundamental assertion to
answer this question or any other.
THEAET. How so?
STR. In the first place, it is surely absurd for him to
admit the existence of #wo names, when he has laid down
that there 1s no more than one thing.

course.

STR. And further, it 15 equally absurd to allow anyone to
D. assert that a name can have any existence, when that

would be inexplicable.

TeEAET. How is it inexphcable ?

StR. If, on the one hand, he assumes that the name is

different from the thing, he is surely speaking of #wo

things.
THEAET. Yes.
STR. Whereas, if he assumes that the name is the same
as the thing, either he wll have to say it is not the name
of anything, or if he says it is the name of something, it
will follow that the name is merely a name of a name and
of nothing else whatsoever.
TaEAET. That is so.
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244D. STR. .. 2
THEAET. Necessarily.

The question, what Parmenides meant by  real’, is here dropped.
His one reality was, at any rate, not materal substance underlying
and persisting through change; and in the Battle of Gods and
Giants he will appear on the side of the gods (the idealists). The

strange to us to speak of names as ‘ real things’ (§ra) alongside
the thing which bears the names. What is meant is that Parmenides,
like the physicists, has failed to distinguish between his One Real
thing and the two Forms, Reality and Unity, of which it partakes,
and to see that he cannot assert his One Real thing without also
recognising the reality of those two Forms. In the First Hypoth-
esis of the Parmenides (141E) it is shown that if you assume
(as Parmenides did) a One which excludes any plurality, you
cannot even assert that it exists (has being, is real) or apply any
name to it.

The next criticism of Parmenides turns on his description of
the One Real thing as ‘ the whole’. ‘Whole’ is the correlative
of ‘part’; nothing is a whole unless it has parts.? Parmemdes
had called his One Real thing * the All’ (v ndy) and declared it to
be a finite sphere, with centre and circumference—language which
implies, as the Stranger says, that it has distinguishable parts.
The argument that follows is complex and extremely concise.
The plan of it is given in the following summary :

PreEmiss : If the Real is a whole (one thing with many parts),
then the Real is not identical with Unity Itself (which has no parts).

1 The dilemma stated 1n the Stranger’s last two speeches 1s complete It
has been shown that the very existence of a name 18 mexplicable, whether
1t be distinct from the thing or identical with 1t This argument apphes
equally to the name * real * and to the name * one ’, and there 18 no need for
any special application of 1t to the name ‘ one’. The speech here omtted 18
corrupt It looks as if 1t mght be intended to make that special application ,
but mince that 18 not wanted, 1t 1s impossible to restore the sense with any
probability The oldest evidence for the text 18 Sunplhicius, Phys 89: xal 18
& yadds b (& om D) &v udvov xal 106 dvduaros adrd & & This (including

7 ouuBioe
dnduaros, abré <rd 2> & &, And 1t will Tesult too that the One (they talk
of) will bo the name if ttself only, and thas the name (aot of a dufferent objective
muty.bnt)uuummnm one "), while yet 1t 18 the One ttself "
The last words here are barely iteligible, and the whole statement seems

with Teply

3 Cf. Theast. 204a, . (p. 149).
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Driemma : Either (A) The Real is a whole of paris: Then the
Real is not Unity Itself, and there will
be a plurality (viz. the Real and Unity
Ii

or (B) The Real is not a whole of paris: Then
either (a) Wholeness exists ; but then

(r) The Real will not be a thing

that is (o dvlo'rm 0 dv) B

Ttself) ;
or  (b) Wholeness does not exisé, but then
(x) The Real wall not be a thing
that 1s (ot &y foras 7o &) ;
(2) There will be plurahty ; and

(3) There will be no coming-into-

being of a thing that 1s;
(4) There wall be no finite number
(only indefinite plurahty).
The Stranger begins by establishing a premuss that 1s used in
the subsequent dilemma. The premuss is - If the Real1s a whole

of parts, 1t has the property of umty (for 1t is one whole), but it
cannot be 1dentical with Unity Itself ; for Unity Itself (adro v0 &)
is defined precisely as ‘ that which has no parts ’, * the indivisible *.
This 1s the mathematical definttion of Umty or the unit, as given
by Aristotle : ‘ Everywhere the one 1s mdivisible either in quantity
or in kind. That which is indivisible 1n quantity and gua quantity
1s called a umt if ltlsnotdxwm’bkmmydmmswnandumth-
out position ; a pomt, 1f 1t is not divisible in any dimension and
has position ’, etc (Met. 1016 b, 23). It follows that if Parmenides’
One real thing is a whole of parts, it is not identical with Umty
Ttself.
244D. STR. And what of ‘ the whole’? Will they say that this
is other than their ‘one real thing’ or the same ?
E. THEAET. Certainly that it is the same. In fact they do
say so.
STR. Then if it is a whole—as indeed Parmenides says?:
‘ Every way hke the mass of a well-rounded sphere,
evenly balanced from the midst in every direction; for
there must not be something more nor something less
here than there '—
1 Frag. 8, 43.
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244E. if the real is like that, it has a middle and extremities, and
consequently it must have parts, must it not ?
THEAET. It must.

245. STR. Well, if a thing is divided into parts, there is nothing
against its having the property of unity as applied to the
aggregate of all the parts and being in that way one, as
being a sum or whole.

Taeaer. Of

3 course.

STR. On the other hand, the thing which has these proper-

ties cannot be just Unity 1tself, can it ?

THEAET. Why not ?

StR. Surely Umty mn the true sense and rightly defined
thout parts.

B. STR. Whereas a thing such as we described, consisting of
several parts, will not answer to that definition.
THEAET. 1 see.

The above argument probably implies a criticism of Parmenides,
who had declared that the real was ‘indivisible * (not duatgerdy,
frag. 8, 22). This meant primarily that the One Bemng was con-
tinuous, not an assemblage of discrete particles separated by empty
space. But he also meant that it had absolute umty, such as
excludes any kind of plurality. The Stranger may imply that, if
Parmenides did identify his One being with absolute Umty, he
was inconsistent in speaking of reality as a sphere with distingwish-
able parts.

The premiss just established is now used in the dilemma : either
(A) the real has such umty as a whole or sum may have and is
one whole ; or (B) the real 1s not to be called a ‘ whole’ at all.
Either possibility leads to a contradiction of Eleatic doctrine.

2458. STR. Then, (A) is the Real one and a whole 1n the sense
that it has the property of unity, or (B) are we to say that
the Real is not a whole at all ?

THEAET. That 15 a hard choice.

STR. Quite true. For if (A) the real has the property of
being in a sense one, it will evidently not be the same thing
as Unity, and so all things will be more than one.
THEAET. Yes.

The other possibility (B) is that the real has not such unity as
belongs to a whole—is not one whole. The consequences of this
supposition are put in a subordinate dilemma. If the real 1s not
one whole, then either (a) there is such a thing as ‘ Wholeness’
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(adrd v6 3Aoy)—a real Form which exists, though ‘the one real
thing * does not partake of it, or (b) there is no such thing as
‘ Wholeness * at all. The next three speeches of the Stranger deal
with alternative (a).
245C. SrR. And again (B) if the Real is not a whole by virtue
of having this property of umty, while (a) at the same
time Wholeness itself is real, it follows that the Real falls
short of itself.

THEAET. Certainly.

STR. So, on this line of argument too, the Real will be
deprived of reality and will not be a thing that 1s.
THEAET. Yes.

Str. And further, once more all things will be more than
one, since Reality on the one side and Wholeness on the
other have now each a distinct nature.

THEAET. Yes.

The first of the two consequences here is that  the Real will
fall short of itself and will not be a thing that 1s’. This seems
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,whmhneverthelm:sral‘ The words o9x 8v Zotas vd & are

ambiguous. They may mean * theRe&lwﬂlbeathmg'.hatis
not u.athmgofwhmh the negative statement is true, that it

“isnot” the same as Wholeness. Or they can be rendered as above :
‘ the Real will not be a thing that 15’ (for it is not the same as
Wholeness, and Whols a thing that is). Both renderings
amount to the same In favour of the second are the words
“ 50 on this line of argument also ’, which imply that this conclusion
is parallel to the one reached above under alternative (A): °the
Real will evidently not be identical with Unity’. Here we con-
clude that the Real will not be identical with Wholeness (a thing
that is).

The second consequence above is that the Real and Wholeness
will be two real things; so ‘all things will be more than one’.

There now remains alternative (b) : that there is no such thing
as Wholeness at all.

245C. STR. But if, (5) on the other hand, there is no such thing
as Wholeness at all, not only are the same things true of
the Real, but also that, besides not being a thing that
really 1s, it could never even become such.?
* Parmenides had saud : * Nor may Bemng be imperfoct , for 1t lacks nothing,
and 1f 1t were 1mperfect 1t would lack everything * (Frag. 8, 32)
-nemammwmnauumnmm'umm
PTK. az5
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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
referred to, namely (1) that the Real will not be a thing that is,
and (2) that all things will be a plurality, followed from the suppo-
sition that there were two real things: the Real (which has not
the unity belonging 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 Parmensdes, which
Plato assumes to be farmliar and does not care to repeat. The
Ppresent supposition is : that (B) the Real has not the umty belong-
ing to a whole, and (3) there is no such thing as Wholeness. It
follows that the Real, having no unity or wholeness (for there is
no such thing), must be a plurality without any unity ~This gives
the second consequence ‘all things will be more than one —not
two this time, but an unhmited plurahity (dneia). The first conse-
quence ‘ the Real will not be a thing that is (&)’ is actually re-
peated here in the words ‘ besides not bemng a thing that is’ (mpdg
@ pn ebvas . . . &) This cannot now mean that the Real is not
the same as Wholeness (a thing that is) ; for we are now supposing
that Wholeness is nof ‘a thing that 1s’. But there is a sense in
which the words (otx & Zovas v6 &) will be true. The Real will
not be a thing that is (& in the singular), because the Real is
now an indefimte plurality without any umty.

This explanation may seem far-fetched, but Plato assumes that
we have read and understood the Parmensdes, where similar argu-
ments are set out at length, and he leaves us to think out his mean-
ing for lves.! He 1s more i d i stating two supple-
mentary consequences of denying that the Realis a whole, and
that there is any such thing as Wholeness. These are (1) that
the Real, in that case, cannot even come into being, and (2) that
it cannot have number. Theaetetus asks now for an explanation
of the first, which has just been stated.

245D0. THEAET. Why not ?
STR. Whenever a thing comes into being, at that moment
it has come to be as a whole; accordingly, if you do not

1M Dids (Autour ds Platon, 1, 480) remarks that, 1f any positive conclumon
can be drawn from the duscussions of the existence or non-existence of the
be

) pure
wassabls of smpensabls . on ne peut oy absolument la pluvalstd sans dirs oblig
de rsfuser, & U'umsté qu'on pose amss dwhm", towse
y compris celle de Vesistonce ot celle méma ds I'unt
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245D. reckon unity or wholeness ! among real things, you have
no right to speak of either being  or coming-into-being as
having any existence.
THEAET. That seems perfectly true.
StR. And further, what is not a whole cannot have any
definite number either ; for if a thing has a definite number,
it must amount to that number, whatever it may be, as a
whole.?
THEAET. Assuredly.
STR. And countless other difficulties, each involved in

E. measureless perplexity, will arise, if you say that the real

is either two things or only one.
TaEAET. That is plain enough from those we have had a
glimpse of now. One leads to another, and each carmes
us further into a wilderness of doubt about every theory
as it is mentioned.

From the second alternative (that the real has not the unity
belonging to a whole, and that there is no such thing as wholeness)
the Stranger has drawn two supplementary conclusions: that
without wholeness you cannot have (1) coming-into-being (genesis)
or (2) definite number. These conclusions do not convict
Parmemdes of mnconsistency, since he demed the possibiity of
coming-into-being and of plurality. Theyseem to be noted as the
two most glaring deficiencies of his system. (1) His deduction of
the nature of the One real being excluded from reality the whole
world of becoming and change. In the next section Parmemdes
will be ranked with the Idealists because he recogmsed an unchang-
ing reahity. Here 1t is noted that he differs from the other 1dealsts
(the * Friends of Forms ’) in not recognising also a world of becom-
ing. (2) Without 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 plurality.
The other defect in Parmenides’ conception of the One Bemng was
that it was intended to exclude plurality. This again 1s a funda-

173 &v i) 78 Shov, MSS ‘ Unity’ here seems to mean that unity which 1
the of a whale of parts, and to be used synonymously with ‘ whole-
ness’ Cf usn4.&nmlakv

3 Being * (odola) here must mean the existence that results from a process
of comung-into-beng (ylmuwk odoim) Campbell cites Parsm 153, where

mto bemg succesavely ﬁvmbegnmgwm', * the unity or whole xtself ’
(rd &ov 7e xal &) has come mto bemg * at the same moment as the end ’
(dpa rfj redevr)

% Compare the lentification of the Whole with the Sum, Thsast zo4a ff.
149
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mental point of difference from the Friends of Forms, who recogmse
a world of reality which is one (a whole of parts) and embraces
a definite plurahty (mwoAAd) of real beings, the many Forms, whose
structure the Dialectician is to trace out 1 hus divisions. Further,
each of these Forms is a ‘ one being ’, and yet, if it is definable, it
mustbeoomplex,awholeoithoupartswhkhwxﬂappearmm

real, ) P both of Unity

and of Plurality.

Plato may have chosen to mark these points of difference here
‘because he did not want to stress differences among idealists where
they are confronted with materialists in the next section.

24582468, The Batlle of Gods and Gianis : Idealists and Maleri-
alists

The Stranger nowpassesfromhlsrevxew of the archaic period

to a picture of the battle that is always being waged by philosophers
upon the fundamental issue between materiahsm and idealism.

245E. STR. So much, then, for those who give an exact account
of what 1s real or unreal. We have not gone through them
all, but let this suffice. Now we must turn to look at those
who put the matter in a different way, so that, from a com-
plete review of all, we may see that reality is just as hard to
define as unreality.
THEAET. We had better go on, then, to their position.

Campbell remarks that ‘ those who give an exact account * of the
real obviously include all the pre-Socratic philosophers who have
been mentioned, and that the phrase probably means * those who
have defined precisely the number and the kinds of being’ (242D).
He adds that the meaning of * those who put the matter u a different
way ' is best inferred from the phrase with which 1t is contrasted :
it means ‘ those who speak with less exactness’. There is no reason
to reject this natural interpretation.! The Stranger’s words do not
imply that he is finally dismissing all the pre-Socratic philosophers
at this point, and passing on to a different set of Schools. He

1 Attempts to unterpret the phrases otherwise have been made m the
1nterests of some theory as to the dentity of the * Friends of Forms ’, who
are among ol dA\ws Myovres mm&uwwuum(swmu

quotes only two other used by
Socrates at Theaet mnmu-pologybr tng Ixnguage o precuely |
1f the second sense of Myos, * ‘, 18 contamed m SaxpiBodoyeiofar—

'toglvcnmmnmndmnmg—:t fits Campbdl. mterpretation exactly
Ol & Myovres cannot mean ‘the other mde’ There 13 no sense of
antagonism 1 d\ws, and the parties to the Battle (who are both mcluded in
ol &Aws Myovres) are not ranged n oppomtion to all the pre-Socratics.
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means: So far we have the earlier

stating, with precision, exacdyhowmanyralthngstheuue
—one, or two, or three. We have not examined them all with
the same thoroughness as Parmenides ; but that will do. We wnll
now brng nto our survey as well ‘ those who put the matter in a
different way ’, a.ndsoseethedlﬁaﬂtyofdeﬁmngmhtyﬁmn
comﬂdnmm (éxmbfaw)oh.llphllomphets, mdud.mgthsepm

of Plato, and
perhnps P]ato hlmseli
The earlier division of the pre-Socratics into pluralists and the
monist Parmenides suited Plato’s purpose of 1solating the advocate
of a One real thing. Plato was specially concerned to show the
defects of Parmemdes’ position from his own standpoint. He now
wishes to survey the whole field of philosophy from a different
angle and to group all the ph:losophets thh reference to what he
takes to be, at all times, the fund: 1 1ssue of the phil
debate—materialism or ideahsm. The pre-Socratics had seen that
issue as the question between one real thing or many, and argued
on those hnes with what may seem an archaic and pedantic pre-
cision. ‘ Those who put the matter differently * have now formu-
lated the 1ssue in its genuine significance. They are carrying on
the battle in these new terms, but behind these modern protagonists
the pre-Socratics are still ranged mn the rear. The confhict of
materiahsm and idealism was not an entwrely fresh issue that
had arisen for the first time among the contemporaries of Plato.
Ever since the sixth century the schools had been divided into two
traditions * on the one side the Ioman science of the Milesians and
therr successors, on the other the Italian tradition of the Pytha-
goreans and Parmemides. The Iomans, all through, had been seek-
ing the real nature of things in some ultimate kind of matter or
body, such as water or air or all the four elements. The Itahans
had sought reality, not in tangible body, but in supersensible
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, possessing none of the
opposite qualities which our senses delusively profess to reveal.
Acoordmgly. t.he Ionians had been essentially materialists, not
the Italians ially idealists, not merely
momsts Plato’s peculiar veneration for Parmenides shows that
herega:dedhmastheprecmsorofhxsownphﬂosophy
At this point, then, th rfi wuyof s h
wlthParmemdessooord.mgtothe precise numbetofxealthmgs
they recognised, is merged in the really significant contrast between
mateﬁahsta.ndidea.ﬁst. This is a battle of Gods and Giants which
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is declared to be ‘ always ’ going on. On the side of the Gods are
all who at any time believe that unseen things are the true realities ;
on the side of the Giants all who at any time believe that the real
is nothing but body which they can touch and handle. The two
groups had been represented in earlier days by the Italians and
the Ionians ; but from now onwards no individual schools will be
named. Hm,asa.lways, Platolsphllomhlsmg not wnting the
Tustory of phil ‘When 1 schools, it is
onlytodetemnnewhathemtahfmmthemandwhathemust
reject. Both Gods and Giants are now to be asked what, from
their points of view, they mean by *real .

246A. STR. What we shall see ! is something like a Battle of Gods

and Giants going on between them over their quarrel about
reality.
TeEAET. How so?
STR. One party is trying to drag everything down to earth
out of heaven and the unseen, literally grasping rocks and
trees in their hands ; for they lay hold upon every stock and
stone and affirm that real belongs only
to that which can be handled and offers resistance to the

B. touch. They define reality as the same thing as body, and
as soon as one of the opposite party asserts that anything
without a body 1s real, they are utterly contemptuous and
will not listen to another word.
THEAET. The people you describe are certainly a formid-
able crew. I have met quite a number of them before now.
StR. Yes, and accordingly their adversanes are very wary
in defending their position somewhere 1n the heights of the
unseen, maintaining with all their force that true reahty
consists in certain ntelligible and bodiless Forms. In the
clash of argument they shatter and pulverise those bodies

c. which their opponents wield, and what those others allege
tobetmerm.hty'.heym]l not real being, but a sort of
moving process of becoming. On this issue an interminable
batt]z is a.lwnys going on between the two camps.
THEAET. True.

STR. Suppose, then,wecha]lengeeachpartymmto

render an account of the reality they assert.

TaeaEr. How shall we do so?

Str. It will be easier to obtain from those who place reality

in Forms, because they are more civilised ; harder, from
1 xal uiv, 28 m tragedy, where a person on the stage calls attention to the
entry of a fresh character.
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246D. those whose violence would drag everything down to the
level of body—perhaps, all but impossible. However, I
think I see the right way to deal with them.
THEAET. What is that ?
STR. Best of all, if 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
willlug to moderate their present lawlessness in answering
our questions. The better a man’s character is, the more
force there will be in any agreement you make with him.
However, we are not concerned with them so much as with
our search for the truth.

E. THeEAET. You are quite right.

Who are the materialists > There 1s no need to cnticise all the
many attempts to identify them with some particular school.* As
we observed earlier, the question put to the Ionian physicists, ‘ What
do you mean by real ? * was left unanswered. Now that they are
merged in the new grouping of Gods and Giants, the beginnings of
an answer come to hight ¢ the real is tangible body, and nothing
else.’” This answer had, in fact, emerged in the Atormsm of Leu-
appus and Democritus—the last word of Ionian science. In their
system the real is nothing but the atoms, which are essentially
bodily fering to
touch. This 15 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 physicist’s answer. Plato never mentions Leucippus
and D by name or d therr doctrine in precise
terms, but the mference that he had never heard of Atomism 1s
entirely credible. The Sophist was written some sixty years after
the probable floruits of Leucippus (about 430) and Democritus
(about 420), and Plato had been for perhaps twenty years head of
the Academy, to which students (including Aristotle) had come from
all quarters of Greece. There is nothing against including the

1 To make them better men mn actual fact * ‘ Better * has a moral colour-
ing Matenalism, as descnibed 1 Laws x, 889 ff, leads m Plato’s view to
athesm and ‘' lawlessness’ The Giants are really making war on Heaven
The parallel with Laws 663¢ . mjv 8 dhffeiay +iis xploews (the decision between
the more nighteous or the pleasanter life) wordpar wupurrdpar elvas Gdpuer—
mrepa T Tis mmqw*pm,,udmmumpm
thinks, the context 1s differen

% Antisthenes (Dumsmler, Natorp, Zd.lgr, Maser, etc ), Antisthenes and the
Atomsts, merged 1 a general polemic on matenalsm (Campbell), the
Atomists and Anstippus (Schleiermacher, etc); the Atomuts only
(Gomperz), Melssus (Burnet)
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Atomists in the ialist camp.! But Th ’ remark that
he has met manyofthesematenlhsupmntsﬂtherto the crass

unthinking corporealism of the average man ' *—a type of materialist
who must, no doubt, be included. On the other hand, this battle
of Gods and Giants is a philosophic battle, not a battle of one school
of idealists against the unthinking average man. The Giants in-
clude all—philosophers or average men—who believe that tangible
body is the sole reality. 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 exactly what he says he is
discussing—the tendency of thought that he defines, not one or
another set of individuals who, more or less, exhibited that tendency.

246E-248A. A mark of the real is offered for the materialists’
acceptance

The Stranger now begins his argument with the materialists.
They identify the real with visible and tangible body, but we do
not yet know what they mean by calling this ‘real’. The argument
leads up to a definition—or rather a mark—of the *real ’, offered
for their acceptance. The Stranger opens by inducing the ‘re-
formed * or more reasonable materialist to admit that there are
things, such as moral qualities, which are not visible or tangible
bodies, and yet must exist, since we can be aware of their presence
or absence in people’s souls.

246E. STR. Well then, call upon these reformed characters to
oblige you with an answer, and you shall act as their spokes-

man
TeEEAET. I will
STR. Let them tell us, then, whether they admit that there
is such a thing as a mortal living creature.
THEAET. Of course they do.
STR. And they will agree that it is a body ammated by
a soul ?
. Certainly.
Str. Taking a soul to be something real ?
247. TaEEAET. Yes.

1 Burnet (Gh. Phyl 1, 279) objects that Democritus could not be meant
‘because he ‘ asserted the reality of the void and could not be spoken of as
malang 1mpact and contact the test of bemg’. But the Atomusts expressly
1dentified the Void with * not-bemg * or * nothing * and atoms with * bewng *.
You do not refuse to call a man a matenalist because he recognises the
existence of empty space, which he calls ‘ nothing ’.

1 Taylor, Plato (1926), 384.
232



ARGUMENT WITH THE MATERIALISTS

347. STR. Again, they allow that one soul may be just, another
unjust, or one wise, another foolish ?
THEAET. Naturally.
STR. And that any soul comes to be just or the reverse
by possessing justice or the reverse, which is present in it ? 1
THEAET. Yes, they agree to that too.
Str. But surely they will admit that whatever can come
to be present in a thing or absent from it is certainly a real

THEAET. Yes.

B. STR. Granted, then, that justice or wisdom or any other
sort of goodness or badness is real, and moreover that a
soul in which they come to exist is real, do they maintain
that any one of these things is visible and tang:ble, or are
they all invisible ?

THEEAET. They can hardly say that any one of them is
visible

STR. And do they really assert that something that is not
visible has a body ?

TaeaET. That question they do not answer as a whole
without a distinction The soul itself, they think, does
possess a sort of body?; but when it comes to wisdom or
any of the other things you asked about, they have not the

c. face erther to accept the inference that they have no place
among real things or to persist in maintaming that they
are all bodies.

StR. That shows, Theaetetus, that they are genuinely re-
formed characters. The Giants among them, of the true
earth-born breed, would not stick at any point; they
would hold out to the end, that whatever they cannot
squeeze between their hands 1s just nothing at all.

THEAET I dare say that describes their state of mind.
STR. Let us question them further, then; for it is quite

xumumm(mmmplumm)umumguhmd 1t 18 amplest
to read Suxasoodrms <3} dpovfosss™> & IMapovolq (guaranteed by mapaylyveofas
following) shonld not be changed as Campbell suggested It 1s the ordmary
non-mhnm.lwwdﬁrchepmuohqm:ym.mmg Cf Lysis 2170+
Haur, turning white with age, comes to be white * by the presence of whiteneas ’
1n 1t, as contrasted with the superficial whiteness of a face pawted with white
lead Gorg 497, The good are good ‘ by the presence of goodness ' i them
Charm 159a

% The soul had been regarded both popularly and by hdwpheﬂbe{m
Plato as conmsting of a subtle and wvimble kind of matter
continued to mamtamn that 1t was composed of atoms, nkemry:hmgdn
only 1its atoms were round and so specially mobile
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247c. enough for our purpose if they consent to admit that even
D. a small part of reality is bodiless. They must now tell us
this : when they say that these bodiless things and the other
things which have body are alike ‘real’, what common
character that emerges as covering both sets of things have
they in view? It is possible they may be at a loss for an
answer. If that is their state of mind, you must consider
‘whether they would accept at our suggestion a description
of the real and agree to it.
THEAET. What description? Perhaps we can tell, if you
will state it.
STR. I suggest that anything has real being, that is so
E. constituted as to possess any sort of power either to affect
anything else or to be affected, in however small a degree,
by the most insignificant agent, though it be only once. I
am proposing as a mark to distinguish real things, that
they are nothing but power.!
THEAET. Well, they accept that, having for the moment
no better suggestion of their own to offer.
STR. That will do; for later on both they and we perhaps
248. may change our minds. For the present, then, let us take
1t that this agreement stands between us and the one party.
THEAET. It does.

The meansing of * power’. Before wnndenng the general signifi-
cance of this with the thi rnustbesmd
about the previous history of the word translated ‘power’.

‘ Dynamss’ is the substantive answering to the common verb * to
be able’ (3dracdas), 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—power, force, potency, etc —suggest
active, as opposed to passive, ability. Dymamis includes passive
capacity, receptivity, susceptibility, as well.

The notion of body or matter as endowed with properties both
active and passive, capacities of both causing and suffering modifica-
tions, is deeply rooted in primitive common sense. The warmth in
my hand is capable of acting on a stone and making it warm ; it
is also capable of being acted on by ice and reduced to, or replaced

2 Tlhepar pdp dpor dplfew 78 brra &5 domr obx dMo v mhiw Srams. The

on 15 difficult I think the sentence ought to mean that the

mark of real things (not the real things themselves) 1s nothing but power.

‘Thas sense could be obtalned i we could tramslate . 1 am proposing o mark

to distingwsh real things—that there 13 nothing else but power (to serve as

fuch 8 mask) or *that s (the mack) is nothing but powss* But neither
rendening seems defensi
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by, coldness. The notion had acquired a technical significance in
medicine, for obvious reasons. A doctor’s business is to find sub-
stances that will modify our physnal states, things | thxt have healing
powers or virtues. from this

that serve as food or drugs, hestndtuthurmpemestoﬁndthose
that will have the right action. He thinks of ‘ the salt’, ‘the
bitter’, * the sweet’, ‘ the astrmgent etc. notsmplyaspumanent
states of a substance, but as ‘powers’ or ‘ virtues’, and of the
similar properties of the ‘ patient’s’ body (6 adazan) as capable
of being modified by the action of a corrective drug or diet. Review-
ing the use of the word dynasmis in the medical wniters, Dr Souilhé 1
pomtsontthxtittendedmoreandmoretotakeonaspedalmun—
ing, best illustrated by the prpomm tract On A’wwnl Medicine.
He concludes * that the term
ideas. (1) Substances mamfest thunselves by their qualmes
Things are made sensible by these properties, such as ' the cold ’,
* the hot ’, * the bitter’, * the salt ’, which allow them to enter nto
relation with other bodies. These are so many dwwdussg, distinct
entities which constitute, so to say, the ' exterionsation’ of the
substance. But (2) these entities themselves can only be known
in action; thewr action is their raison d’ére; action characterises
and individualises them. ‘ Thecold * differs from  the hot’ or from
“ the bitter * or from * the salt * because it produces a certain deter-
minate effect. It can be combmned with the other qualities, but will
never be confounded with them, because its action is not identical
with therrs, This action of qualities, again, is their dynamss. The
term designates at once their essence and their proper manner of
manifesting themselves.

Later, Dr. Sowmthé observes that in those Hippocratic treatises
which show the influence of early cosmological ideas, the term
dynamis stands for the charactenstic property of bodies, their
exterior and sensible aspect, which makes 1t possible to determine
and specify them. Thanks to the dynamis, the mysterious ' nature *
(physss), the substantial ' form’ (eidos) or primordial element,
makes itself known, and does so by its action. This
why it was possible, especially at a later date, to pass from the
known to the unknown, from the appearance to the reality, and
how easy it was to identify the ‘ nature * (physis) with the dynamss.?

1y Sondhé.tmd-mkmdﬁquuumd‘da‘ma?m (Pans,
mq). P 55 Op o, p 36

or mnstance, Protag 3498 : Are wisdom, temperance, courage, Justice,

pmy, five names for one thing, or 13 there, nnd‘rlymgmbo(thuenmu.

& peculiar being (odola) or thing having its own proper dynams (mpéyua &xor

davrod 3vaur Exaorov), RO one of them beng like (olov) another ? Compare

with this Hippocrates, De nafura homsms 5 (Littré v1, 40) : The four humours
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To state the nature of a thing is the same as to state its property,
since the nature is made evident only by the property, the two
are inseparable, and a genuine causal link umtes them. Some-
times the two are almost synonymous; but usually a distinction
is perceptible, which is illustrated by the following passage from
Menon’s Jatrica: ' Philistion holds that we are composed of four
forms (i3éas), that is to say, of four elements: fire, air, water,
earth. Each of these has its dynamss: fire has the hot, air the
cold, water the moist, earth the dry’. Dr. Souilhé then shows
how the Sophists adapted and transposed this termmology and
finally facihtated duction of 1t into phil

In Phtos mlm wnungs there is hardly any occasion for the
term in its medical sense, though dynamsis meanmng the ' virtue
of a drug occurs in the Charmides (1568). But in the Phslebus
(294), he says that the small portion contained in our bodies of
each of the four elements is weak and impure, and * the dynamis
it possesses is not worthy of its nature (physss) . And again, the
dynamis of ‘ the moist ' 1s to replenish that which is dried up (318).
The word naturally occurs most frequently in the physical and
physiological discussions of the Timaeus. It 1s there used of the
active properties of the four elements (32c) ; the pungent properties
of substances like soda (66A) ; acrid and saline dymameis, coupled
with a variety of colours and bitternesses, characteristic of the
blood in decomposing blood-vessels (82E); the congealing power
of fibrine acting on the blood (85D).

The passive dynamis, the capacity for receiving ‘ affections ’ of
which the nature or constitution is susceptible, is less often men-
tioned. But in the Republic (So7c) the most precious work of
themtorofthesmsesissaidtobe‘thepowerofsedngmd
being seen’. The power of seeing is the faculty of vision mn the
eye; the powetofbmngseenbelongstomlwremdmgmwsible
things. It is given to them by the sunlight (5098). Summing up
the philosophic use of the word mn Plato, Dr. Sowlhé says! that
the Platonic dynamss can be defined as the property or quality
which reveals the nature of a thing. It may be manifested under
one or other of two aspects: as an activity or principle of uﬁon,

are distinguished by ‘ convention ’ (xard »éuov, 3 & the recognised us
language) by four names, and equally by nature (xard ¢dow) thear 1o ;orm
(i84as) are distinct : phlegm 18 not like (doévas) blood, or blood Like bile,
they differ mn colour, nndtact:lequﬂhus.mmth.cold. dryness, moisture
Things so different w form and dynamss cannot be one thing, each has its
own dynamss and nalurs (Ixaoror adrav &xe Sdvaply ¢ xal $doww Ty dawrol).
If you give 8 man a drug which draws the phlegm, he will vomit phlegm, if
you os;wmm one that draws bile, he will vomit bile
2P 149
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of movement, or as a state or iple of passivity, of

By either aspect, orsometlmesbybot.h it ‘unveils the mmost and
hidden nature of things ; still more, it distinguishes their essences.
The dynamss makes it possible to give each thing a name conform-
ing to its peculiar constitution, and places things in separate
groups. In a word, it is at once a principle of knowledge and a
principle of diversity.

There are two places in particular where ‘ the power of acting
and being acted upon '—the phrase we have 1n the Sophsst—occurs.
In the first (Phaedrus, 2708 fi.) the medical associations are recalled.
The art of Rhetoric, instead of being concerned with pedantic
questions of style, the divisions of a speech, and 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, and
administer arguments as the doctor administers drugs and diet
with a knowledge of their proper effect. Hippocrates said that
the nature of the body could not be known apart from the nature
of the whole world. Ths is still more true of the soul; and if we
would study the nature of anything 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 something or to be affected in some way’. The implica-
tion seems to be that the simple and unanalysable nature can only
be mamfested and known by the effects 1t can produce and suffer.

The other passage is the analysis of sensation in the Theaetetus
(1564 fi.). Here the sentient organ and the external 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 alike are both active and passive. The swaft motion
of the visual current comes from the eye to encounter a swift
motion from the object; both are thus active. These motions
coalesce and generate a pair of offspring : sensation and colour.
The eye then ‘ becomes full of vision '—a seeing eye ; the object
is saturated with whiteness and becomes a white thing. Ths is
the passive aspect for both: the organ has its ‘affection’, the
object acquires its quality.

Finally, the conception of the active and passive dynamis may
be illustrated from Aristotle.! Inquiring what qualities must be
present in the simple bodies (earth, water, air, fire), Aristotle con-
siders what are the fundamental qualities that must be common
to all perceptible bodies. He decides on Hot and Cold, Dry
and Moist, qualities of touch which are the essential mark of per-

1 De gem ot corv. B, 1.
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ceptible bodies as such. These, like all perceptible qualities, are
‘ powers of acting and being acted upon ’; they are the  affective
qualities * of Categorses 8. Their power is shown in the action and
reaction of all bodies, animate or not, when they come imnto con-
tact. In the special case of sensation, if one of the two bodies
is animate, the physical change due to the action of the external
object will be accompanied by an activity of the soul, sensation,
the awareness of physical change.!

These developments serve to connect the Stranger’s suggestion
to the mntermhsu with the question put earlier to the archaic
physicists: ““ When you say Hot and Cold, or some such pan'
really are all things, whatdoyonmeanbycalhngboth real’?"”
The Hot and the Cold are typical ‘ powers ' in the early cosmolo-
gists,? the medical writers, and Anistotle. Now that these physicists
are merged in the materialist party, the suggestion supplies the
answer that was not given earlier. The general mark of what they
call ‘real’ is thepowerofamngmdbemgactedupon The
“real things’ they

‘We can now eonsldzr the dnft of the whole argument. The
materialist’s warrant for believing in the reality of tangible body
is simply that it has the power of affecting is sense of touch.
But this power of making a difference that he can be aware of 1s,
we have argued, not confined to visible and tangible things. He
can know that justice 1s present in or absent from a soul. So
justice has the same nght to be called real. The reasonable
materialist must then surrender tangibility as the mark of the
real, and substitute ‘ the power of acting and being acted upon’,
which belongs to  the just * equally with ‘ the hot ’ or ‘ the cold .
He is thus ousted from his original position that only bodies are
real and brought some of the way towards the full admission that
not merely the justice residing in an individual soul, but Justice
itself, 1s real—a unique object of thought that can be known with-
out any use of the bodily senses. No attempt, however, 1s made
to extract this further concession.

Is Plato himself committed to this ‘ mark * of reality—for it 1s
offered only as a mark, not as a definition ? 2 Theaetetus accepts

1 Physics Vi, 2, 244b, 10

* Paymensdes (frag 9), for mstance, uses duwdpais for the contrary perceptible
qualities ranged 1n pars under the two mam ‘ Forms’, Light (Fire) and
Darkness (Night)

 The word dpos 18 used at 247= and again at 248c, not Adyos It 18 & mark,
not a definition, of man that he 1s capable of laughter Spov é&pifawv (Gorg
70-) 18 to draw a bmlm'hry -line marking off something from other things,

comes to mean a ‘defimtion’ Myos 18 the defimition giving
the sxplu:t statement of a complex content or meanng.
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it provisionally, and the Stranger remarks that we may change
our minds later. The general impression left is that Plato regarded
the argument as one that a reasonable materialist would accept.
He himself might hold that nothing s real that cannot be in some
way known, and yet not hold that * to be real * means to possess
whatever power of acting or bemng acted on is thereby impled.
That he does not in fact regard this as the definition of ‘ real’, 1s
clear; for in a later section (249D ff.) the question, What does
reality (Being, Existence) mean ? is put by the Stranger to himself
and Theaetetus as still unanswered.

248A-249D. The Idealists must concede that realsty sncludes some
changwng things
The Stranger now turns to the 1dealists. Will the ‘ Friends of
Forms * accept the ‘ power of acting and being acted upon ’ as the
mark of the realities they beheve in?

2484 STR. Let us turn, then, to the opposite party, the friends
of Forms. Once more you shall act as therr spokesman.
THEAET. N
STR. We understand that you make a distinction between
‘ Becomung ’ and ‘ Real being * and speak of them as separate.
Is that so?

THEAET. Yes.
STR. And you say that we have intercourse with ! Becom-
ing by means of the body through sense, whereas we have
ntercourse with Real bemng by means of the soul through
reflection. And Real being, you say, 1s always in the
same \mcha.ngng state, whereas Becoming 1s vanable.

B. TmeAaer. We do.
SR Admirable. But now what are we to take you as
meaning by this expression  intercourse * which you apply
to both? Don’t you mean what we described 2 moment
ago?
Taeaer. What was that ?
Str. The experiencing an effect or the production of one,

'mb(‘mmbuch‘mh Taylor) 15 chosen as a neutral word covening
all forms of cogmition, the usual words (ddévai, ysywdowew, émloracas,
and associated

specialised
knowledge to the exclusion of sensation and perception or vics versa  xowweis
18 to enter into relations with * It 13 used of social and business intercourse,

wlthmnuhurtodmnbethe combination * of Forms (xowwvia «Bdv).
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2488. arising, as the result of some power, from things that en-
counter one another. Perhaps, Theaetetus, you may not
be able to catch their answer to this, but I, who am farliar
with them, may be more successful.

THEAET. What have they to say, then ?
c. STR. They do not agree to the proposition we put just
now to the earth-born Giants about reality.
THEAET. You mean—-?
STR. We proposed as a sufficient mark of real things the
presence in a thing of the power of being acted upon or
of acting in relation to however msignificant a thing.!
THEAET. Yes.
STR. Well, to that they reply that a power of acting and
being acted upon belongs to Becoming, but neither of
these powers is compatible with Real bemng.
THEAET. And there 1s something 1n that answer ?
STR. Sornet.hmg to whlchwemnst reply by a request for
D more enl Do they dge further that
the soul knows and Real being 1s known ?
THEAET. Certainly they agree to that
STR  Well, do you agree that knowing or being known is
an action, or is 1t experiencing an effect, or both? Or s
one of them experiencing an effect, the other an action ?
Or does neither of them come under either of these heads
atall??
THEAET. Evidently neither, otherwise our friends would
be contradicting what they said earher.
STR. Isee what youmean. They would have tosay this:?
E. If knowing 1s to be acting on something, 1t follows that
what is known must be acted upon ¢ by 1t , and so, on this
showing, Reahty when 1t 1s being known by the act of
knowledge must, 1 so far as it is known, be changed owing
2 pds 73 apucpbraror Spév, cf 247E, drd 100 davdordrou (wafeiv) and Phaedrus
;Z:n,oﬁ.w.anom«md.«w.kfaw:x»qm.l;dm-

ot
* The Stranger puts all the posmble ways of regarding knowing  He does

only one of these that knowmg 1s an actu d object to that
VEE. parbdver v8de ye (sc Myoiev &) What follows 18 put mto the mouths
of the Idealists, who state their objection to regarding knowmg as an action
They ignore the posmibility that knowing is an affection of the sonl, acted
uponbyﬂuobject M Dits hvdhye,b\ltﬁ'uuhﬁudﬁorfduyﬂ
“ mass, cecs, au mowns, sls I'avousront "—a. hich makes the Stranger
humtheldedlm&edtmmveﬂuthm‘ulnld:on

4 Or‘ affected '—a that hy
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ARGUMENT WITH THE IDEALISTS

248E. to being so acted upon; and that, we say, cannot happen
to the changeless.
THEAET. Exactly.
Str. But tell me, in heaven’s name : are we really to be
so easily convinced that change, Ife, soul, understanding
have no place in that which is perfectly real—that 1t has
249.  neither life nor thought, but stands immutable in solemn
aloofness, devoid of intelligence ?
TurAET. That, sir, would be a strange doctrine to accept.
Str. But can we say it has intelligence without having
life ?

THEAET. Surely not.

Str. But if we say it contains both, can we deny that it
has soul in which they reside ?

TreaEr. How else could it possess them ?

STR. But then, if it has intelligence, Iife, and soul, can
we say that a living thing remains at rest i complete
changelessness ?

B. THEART. All that seems to me unreasonable.

Str. In that case we must admut that what changes and
change itself are real things.
THEAET Certainly.

The Stranger now draws cundusm (1) As just agreed if
Reality consists solely of
have no real existence anywhere. But (z)foahtywnslstssoMy
of things that are perpetually changmg(asthel-lmdateanssmd)
therecanbemmtelﬂgenceorknowledge (3) Therefore ‘ Reality
or the sum of things * must contain both changing and unchanging
things.

2498. STR. From this, however, it follows, Theaetetus, first,
that, if all things are unchangeable ! no intelligence can
really exist anywhere in anything with regard to any object.
THEAET. Quite so.

STR. And, on the other hand, if we allow that all things
are moving and changing, on that view equally we shall
be excluding intelligence from the class of real things.
THEAET. How so?

* dxevfraw e Syrov <mdvrov >, Badham This gives the conclusion required,

(which involves life and therefore change) will have no real existence anywhere
PT.K. 241 ®
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2498. STR. Do you think that, without rest, there could ever
c. be anything that abides constant in the same condition
and in the same respects ?
THEAET. Certainly not.
STR. And without such objects can you make out that
intelligence exists or could ever exist anywhere ?
THEABT. It would be quite impossible.
STR. Well then, all the force of reasoning must be enlisted
to oppose anyone who tries to maintain any assertion
about anything at the same time that he suppresses know-
ledge or understanding or intelligence.
THEAET Most certamly.
STR. On these grounds, then, 1t secems that only one
course 1s open to the philosopher who values knowledge
and the rest above all else. He must refuse to accept
D. from the champions either of the One or of the many
Forms the doctrine that all Reality is changeless; and
he must turn a deaf ear to the other party who represent
Reality as everywhere changing. Like a child begging for
‘ both ’,! he must declare that Reality or the sum of things
is both at once—all that is unchangeable and all that 1s in

change.
THEAET. Perfectly true.

In the concluding passage the ideahsts who believe in ‘ many
Forms ’ are grouped with, but distmgwshed from, the Eleatics,
the champwns of the One Being. What they have in common is
their i upon the changel of the real: they both
maintamn that the whole of realhty, ‘ the All’, excludes all change
and motion. It 1s put to them that this means excluding all hfe,
soul, intelligence from the real—a position as fatal to the reality
of knowledge as the opposite Heracleitean thests (already dismissed
mt.he Theactetus, p. 98), that the whole of the real is in perpetual

Whomth&anmdsofForms? The plain fact is that every
feature of their doctrine, which is described 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 reality even resembling it.*

1 For the benefit of scholars (sce Campbell’s note) who have never asked
a child, ‘ Which hand wall you have ? * I quote a letter from Mary Lamb
(Aug 20, 1815) on & visit to Cambndge : ** We were wallang the whole tiume—

of one College mto another llyvuukmswhmhlhhbm,lmm
make the children’s traditionary unoffending reply—' Both’ **

'Mm(Pldouil, 132) remarks, no one could ever have doubted that
the Friends of Forms include the Platonic Socrates of the Phasdo and Republsc,
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THE FRIENDS OF FORMS

The Gods, in this battle with the Giants, include all ideahsts, all
belevers in unseen intelligible reahties, Parmenides is expressly
referred to, and the Pythagoreans (though not mentioned) belonged
to that western tradition which had always stood in contrast with
the materialistic science of Ionta. The battle is one that 1s always
going on between the two camps, on a fundamental issue of philos-
ophy. It 1s ndiculous to conceive it as a quarrel between (say)
Antisthenes or Melissus on the one side and the Megarians or a
mmsgmded section of the Academy on the other, Plato knew well
enough that his own theory of Forms was by far the most important
product of the 1dealist tradition. He could not leave himself out
of the picture The theory of Forms has already been submitted
to the cnticism of Parmemdes. Why should it not be cnticised
here by one of Parmemdes’ disciples? As we have remarked, it
is Plato’s purpose in this dialogue to set his own doctrine beside
the Eleatic and to mark exactly the points i which he must differ
from Parmenides. The gist of the Stranger’s criticism 1s that the
Friends of Forms have stated their view of reality in terms that
are too Eleatic. They have taken changelessness as the mark of
Real being, and relegated all change to the world of

The theory of the Friends of Forms 1s the theory stated in the
Phaedo and cniticised in the Parmensdes. (1) They ‘ make a dis-
unctwnbetweenBecouungnndBeinga.ndspeakoithemas
separate *. Socrates had used the same words 1n the Parmenides :
“ If one distingmshes the Forms by themselves as sepante ; and
Parmenides had repeated 1t : ‘ Have you yourself made this dis-
tinction you speak of—certain Forms and on the other hand the
things that partake of them, each separate from the other ?’1
The emphasis 1n both dialogues falls upon the separation (ywgiouds)
of the Ideal world from the many changing things of sense.

(2) The Friends of Forms speak of two contrasted kinds of
cogmtion : intercourse with Becoming by means of the body
through sense; and with Bemng by means of the soul through
reflection. This suggests a complete distinction between two
fields of objects, the unseen and imntelligible Forms and the visible
objects of the bodily senses. All this is in the Phaedo (79A):
xltheumyoﬂluqnmuolthednbgnuhdbem ly determuned
eatlier than it was Rutter humself mﬁﬂut\wl‘hend.uol?nrmswnh
members of the Academy who took the doctrnes of personal immortality
and of bodiless Forms, as set forth in the Phasdo, more seriously and hiterally

humself mtended
1 Soph. 248a, ﬁw,ﬁvl’akbz-plsm&a\l Mysrs, Parm 129D,
nis Suaspiiras xwpls adrd xaf’ aird vd «By 1308, adrds o) obrw Bifproas ds
', xwpls pdv By adrd drra, xopls B rd Tovrww of peréyovra, see Introd.,

23

£
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SOPHIST 248A-249D

there are two orders of things, the unseen and unchanging, and
the visible that is always changing. We ourselves consist of soul
and body. The soul as unseen is akin to the unseen objects ; the
body,asavns:hlethmg to the visible. When the soul studies
things ‘ thmugh the senses ’, she is dragged down by the body and
; when she is * hyherself reflecting on changeless objects
without the senses, sheha.swnsdom. Soaga.mmtheRq)ubhc
(5444) the lower kind of is ‘ d with B
(el péveow), the higher kind with ‘ Being * (nepl odotay).

(3) The Friends of Forms take unchangeableness as the mark
of real Being, variability as the mark of Becoming. This bad been
asserted in the Phaedo with all possible emphasis.! The Forms
admit no sort of change, whereas the many sensible things never
remain the same. In the Phaedo and Republic the 1deal world is
constantly spoken of as exdndmg any change and this was alwnys
treated as the necessary for the of k

Now in the Parmenides the last critiosm brought agamnst “the
theory of Forms was that, if the Forms exist 1n a separate world
‘by themselves ’, there is danger that they may be beyond the
reach of the knowledge which exists in our souls here ‘in our
world’ (nag’ fjuiv). A god might possess perfect knowledge, but
can our imperfect knowledge ever reach the Forms? Yet Par-
menides admits that without the Forms there cannot be any dis-
course at all The Forms must exist and be knowable. The
whole dnft of the criticism is that the ‘ separation’ of Forms from
things in our world has been too sharply drawn and over-emphasised.
The same impression 1s conveyed here by the Stranger The
Friends of Forms are extremists who, hike the Eleatics, want to
make the whole of reahty changeless. Although they speak of
knowledge as an imtercourse of the soul with reality by reflection,
they will not admit that this is analogous to the intercourse with
Becoming through the senses, for fear that some ‘affection’ of
the real should be implied, inconsistent with its unchanging char-
acter. The Stranger demands from them, as earlier from the
materialists, a concession. But what exactly is this concession ?

‘When the Stranger protests that intelligence, life, and therefore
change must have a place in ‘ that which is perfectly real’, he
cannot mean that everything which is perfectly real must be alive

lSophA‘:;:: T Svrews obolar v del kard radrd doadrws dxew daré, yéveawr



THE FRIENDS OF FORMS

and therefore changing. The Forms, considered as obiects of
knowledge, must be unchangeable. This is asserted in later

,1 and in the conclusion here : there can be no intelligence
without unchmgmg objects. The Forms are never represented
as living and thinling beings. As the conclusion shows, the Stranger
means by ‘that which is perfectly real’ the whole world of real
being. 'Themalorthesumoithmgs (8 & 7e xal T3 ndv 249D)
must include * botha.llthxtuunchangﬂblem all that is n
change . The world of real being, in fact, does not consist solely
of the unchanging Forms (as the earlier dialogues had frequently
suggested), but must contain as well life, soul, intelligence, and
such change as they mply.

‘What may easily mislead the reader is this: the Stranger’s
protest follows 1mmecdiately upon the 1dealsts’ objection that, if
knowing 1s an action, realty, in being known, must be acted upon
and so changed It appears at first sight as if the Stranger himself
must think that what is known 1s changed by being known. The
conclusion, as we have seen, excludes the idea that the nature or
content of a Form could possibly be altered by the act of know-
ledge. But 1t may be well to review here the whole argument
with regard to knowledge.

In the first place, we may note that the idealists’ conception of
the intercourse between Becoming and the bodily senses exactly
agreesmththeanalymsofsensauonmtheThum—a
proof that that analysis is Plato’s own. They have reduced the
alleged hard and changeless ‘ being * of physical bodies to ‘ a sort
of moving process of becoming’? Our intercourse with this
process is ‘an affection or action arising, as the result of some
power, from things that encounter one another ’, vsz. sense-organs
and external objects. The conception of the active and passive
dynams is the same as that offered to the Giants, and the ideahsts
accept 1t as belonging to Becomng. All this fits exactly the
account given 1n the Theactetus. The Stranger has, in fact, offered
to the matenalist Plato’s own account of the nature of those per-
eepﬁh!eboduswhmhthemtmahstmga.rdsasml,andolthe
intercourse we have vm.h them in pemepuon So far as this sort
of i who
the offer is at one with the Fnends of Forms, who already lmld
that theory.

On the other hand, the materialist was induced to accept the
dynamsis theory, because we proved to him that hus orginal identifi-
cation of the real with the tangible was not wide enough to include

1 E g. Tymasus 284, 524, etc , Philcbus 594,
8 246¢, yéveow depopdmy 1w C Thoaet :5&1 ® 46
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SOPHIST 2484-249D
certain bodiless things, such as justice, whose reality has as good
a warrant. But what will the Friends of Forms say to making
the power of acting and being acted upon the mark of reality ?
‘What they do say (248c) is that the dymamss theory applies to Be-
coming only, not to Being or Reality (odola). The point put to
them by the Stranger may be stated thus: ‘You conceive our
mtemmnse with physical objects in this way. Must you not
between the soul which knows
byrdecﬁnnmdthemhtyknm?' It:safactthntthesa.me
metaphor of sexual intercourse that runs through the analysis of
sense-perception in the Theacietus had been used by Plato for the
intercourse of the highest part of the soul with truth or reality.
Socrates in the Republic (490A) says that the true lover of know-
ledge strives towards reality and cannot rest among appearances.
His passion (¥pax) will not be blunted nor cease until he lays hold
wonmubungwlththehndmdpanofhnssoul whereby he

approaches and is married (ndnoudoas xal myel) with reality,
beget.s (ymﬁau;) intelligence and truth, and gains knowledge,
life and nourishment. So only will he cease from travail
(du)boc) So again in the Symposium (212A) the ascent to the
wvision of the Beautiful ends in a marriage of the soul with truth
and the begetting of true virtue. The question now put to the
idealists may be interpreted as meaning : Isﬂusma.mngeolt.he
soul with reahty mere hor ?  Is not
to the marriage of sense with its objects involved in the wnwptwn
of knowledge ? How else can we overcome that sharp separation
of the thinking soul in our world from the unchanging world of
Forms, which Parmenides had pointed out as threatening Socrates’
‘resentaﬁon of his theory of Forms?
may be und d as showing that
Plato though he still held that the Forms must be changeless, has
become aware that he ought not any longer to speak as if the Forms
were the whole of reality. Life, soul, and intelligence do not exist
only 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, if they are immortal and akin to the Forms, must
be real, though they ammate bodies in time and space. Life is
not motion 1n space or the modification of physical qualities. It1s
spiritual movement. In the Phaedrus Plato has defined the soul
as that which moves itself and is the source of all other motion ;
and he will repeat this in the Laws. Spiritual motions—thoughts,
desires, feelings, etc.—are prior t¢ all physical motions, and they
reside in the soul of the universe and in our own souls, This is
the motion which the idealists are required to admit into ‘that
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THE FRIENDS OF FORMS

which is perfectly real’. Just as the reformed materialist was
induced to surrender the mark of tangibility and enlarge his con-
ception of the real to include some bodiless things, so the reformed
idealist must surrender the mark of changelessness and allow that
the real includes spiritual motion, as well as the unchanging Forms.

The question whether knowing and being known do not involve
something analogous to the physical intercourse of perception seems
to be left unanswered. The Stranger neither asserts this nor demes
it. In this Battle of the Gods and Giants Plato stands between
the two camps. Looking down upon the material world as con-
ceived by the Atomists, he sees a disorderly chaos of atomic bodies,
each with its shape filled with that impenetrable sohd stuff which
the Atomist called * being’ or substance. In his own theory of
matter as stated in the Timaeus he pulverises this alleged being and
reduces it to 2 moving process, the restless change of qualitative
‘powers’. Thus he describes the contents of space, ‘ the nurse of
‘becoming ’, before the creator imposes form and number m the
distinct geometrical figures of the primary bodies.! Looking in
the other direction at the heaven of bodiless intelligible Forms
which he had himself created, agan he sees a pattern of Forms,
each with its peculiar character, fixed in the immobility of Eleatic
“being . But is this pattern, as his earlier language had constantly
implied, the whole of the real? In the Republic itself knowledge
1s compared to vision, and without hight the eye has not ‘ the power
of seeing ’ nor its object ‘ the power of being seen ’.  The hight comes
from a source that is ‘ beyond being ’. Perhaps what 1s here in
his mind may be illustrated by Shelley’s image of the dome of
many-coloured glass that stains the white radiance of eternity.
The Forms are hike the pattern of colours on the dome, but reahty

* Timasus 520. Space contans the papgal (characters or qualities, not
“ shapes ) of the four elements, and 15 filled with their unbalanced ‘ powers
(Swduas), before the creator Swoxnuarioaro «fBeos xal dpiuots 1 beleve
that a careful study of Plato’s account of matter in the Timaeus 475 f leads
to the conclusion that he does not reduce matter simply to space, by
the geometrical shapes characteristic of the four primary bodies
are not empty, but filled with ‘ motions * or changes, which are Suduus (528),
having the power of acting on one another and on the organs of sentient
creatures. Such, i the hving world, 18 the wrational element which never
exists without the other element of divine order, though it is mythically
pictured as a pre-existing chaos (30, 520) The changes must be attnbuted
to the irrational element 1n the world’s soul ‘ before ’ 1t 18 reduced to order by
Reason  They replace the alleged solid 1mpenetrable and unchanging stuff of
tha Democnitean atom, which wvolves the reduction of all change to locomo-

of unchanging bodies and excludes all life from what is declared to be the
.oh reality (+3 v, fnxl'pwe though it exsts, 1s ‘not-beng’) If this inter-
pretation 13 correct, the agreement of the Tsmasus with the Theasteius and
Sophsst 18 complete.
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must include the radiance that shines through them. The word
“intercourse ’ suggests the type of relation that subsists in social
fellowship—not action on a purely passive object, but action that
meets with a response. There is an intelligence in the world, which
answers to our intelligence, and of which, the Phslebus declares, our
intelligence is a part. How exactly that intelligence or life or soul
is related to the Forms is a question that can only be answered in
the figurative language of the Timaeus.

Here the review of all the philosophers’ conceptions of the real
comes to an end. 'We set out upon this survey in order to seek a
justification for speaking of esdola—things that are not wholly real
and yet have some sort of existence—and also of falsity in thought
and speech. The reader might now expect that the discussion of
reality as conceived by the materialist and the idealist should lead
on to an explanation of eidola, how they are related to ‘ the perfectly
real’. But this hope is disappointed. The next division of the
dialogue has little or no bearing on that metaphysical problem.
‘What Plato intended we can only guess ; but this looks like another
loose thread, dropped here to be taken up in the projected Philos-
opher. The reader must turn for further enlightenment to the
Timaeus. The idealist who has learnt that reality is not only an
unchanging pattern of Forms but contains also a divine intelligence
with the living power of a moving cause, will there find the world
of nature represented as fashioned by that power on the model of
the Forms, and discover what elements of reality may belong to
the moving images of time, 1n what sense they can partake of being
and of not-being. But the discussion in the Sophist is diverted
here to the other problem of falsity in thought and speech, which
is to be solved at the close (259E ff.).

2490-251A. Transition. What does the idealist mean by ‘real’ ?
This diversion is effected in the next, transitional, section. Here

the term * Raallty or ‘Being’ (rd &) shifts its meaning. Like
‘ reality * or  existence ’ in English, this term can mean either what
it meant in the last section, ‘ that whichisreal ’, * that which exists ’,
or what it will mean in the next section, the ‘ realness * or ‘ existence *
which real things or existents have. Using the same term without
pointing out that its meaning shifts, the Stranger develops an argu-
ment which leads apparently to a contradiction of the results we
have just reached, namely, that Reality must include all that is
ing and all that is in change, ‘ both at once’. We shall now

be led to the admission that ‘ Reahty is not motion and rest both
at once’; *the real is by virtue of its own nature neither at rest
nor in motion ',  The reader who, like Theaetetus, does not see that
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WHAT IS ‘ REALNESS'?
‘ Reality * has ceased to mean ‘ the real ’ and now means * realness ’
will agree to the Stranger’s concluding remark that Reality is as
puu.hngas unreality.

The Stranger points out that our conclusion, * the real consists
of all that is unchangeable and all that is in change ’, is parallel to
the early physicist’s statement, * the real consists of the Hot and the
Cold’. Justas 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 rest * but is a third thing
of which Motion and Rest themselves both partake. We have not
yet got a definition of its meaning.

249D. STR. Well then, does it not look now as if we had fairly
caught reality within the compass of our description ?
THEAET. Certainly it does.
STR  And yet l—oh dear, Theaetetus, what if I say after
all that I think it is just at this point that we shall come to
see how baffling this question of reahty is?

E. TEEAET. How so? Why do you say that?

STR My good friend, don’t you see that now we are wholly
in the dark about it, though we fancy we are talking good

sense ?

THEAET. [ certainly thought so, and I don’t at all under-

stand how we can be deceived about our condition.

Str. Then consider these last conclusions of ours more

carefully, and whether, when we agree to them, we mght
250.  not fairly be posed with the same question we put earher to

those who said that the sum of things ‘really is * Hot and

Cold.

THEAET. You must remind me what that question was

StR. By all means; and I will try to do it by questioming

you in the same way as I questioned them, so that we may

get a little further at the same time.

THEAET. Very good.

STR. Come along then. When you speak of Movement and

Rest, these are things completely opposed to one another,

aren't they ?

THEAET. Of course.

* The corrupt faflal b’ dv dpa hes not been convincingly emended _Smoe
s can hardly be the exclamatory ds, Campbell’s citation of Rep 361D 18
irelevant I conjecture + Bafal pdvros, <rl>>dv dpa <$>®, Ocalrnre, ds
Pafal pévro 18 Justified by BaBal dpa, Philebus 238 Oealrqre Without the usual
& is used at 2184 after a vowel, to avoid huatus, and here 1t fills the hatus
between ¢ (or Myw) and os (or é)  For 7l dv ¢, of 7l dv ddpe, 252D
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250, STR. At the same time you say of both and of each sever-
ally, that they are real ?
B. TeEAET. I do.
STR. And when you admit that they are real, do you mean
that either or both are in movement ?
THEAET. Certainly not.
Str. Then, perhaps, by saying both are real you mean
they are both at rest ?
THEAET. No, how could I?
STR. So, then, you conceive of reality (realness) as a third
thing over and above these two ; and when you speak of
both as being real, you mean that you are taking both move-
ment and rest together as embraced by reality ! and fixing
your attention on their common association with reahty ?
C. THEAET. It does seem as if we discerned reality as a third
thing, when we say that movement and rest are real.
STR. So reality is not motion and rest ‘ both at once’, but
something distinct from them.
THEAET. Apparently.
STR. In virtue of its own nature, then, reality is neither at
rest nor in movement,
TeEAET. I suppose so.

Thephﬂse both at once’ (ovrappdregoy) is meant to recall
o\l.r ptevmus ooncluswn, Rea.htyort.he sum of things is both at
I that 1s ble and all that is in
dm.nge Nowwe say that reality isnot motion and change both at
once ; therenlmvnrtueohtsownmture.unelthuatrstnorm
motion. This appears to Th to be a ion ; but
it is not so. The first conclusion meant that the Real, or the sum
of things that are real, includes both things that are changeless
and things that change. Our present conclusion means that Reality
(mlnes),—the Form with which the two ot.her Forms, Motion and
Rest, are d or bined in the j * Motion is real *,
‘ Rest is real —dosnotmcludeaspartohtsoontentormunmg
either ‘ being in motion ’ or ‘ being at rest ’, but is a third distinct
Form. Hence it is not true to say that the Real ‘ by virtue of its
ownmture'—thereal,quaral—eithuisarestorisinmoﬁon.
If ‘ to be real ’ implied either ‘ being at rest ’ or ‘ being in motion *,
evndanﬂytherea.lwuldnotmclude both moving and unchanging
This conclusion is in entire harmony with the earlier one.
The trained Academic reader, accustomed to think of Platonic
Forms, would see that the meaning of ‘ Reality * has shifted from

1 Talung wepuexouérpy ovlafiw together (Campbell)

250




WHAT IS ‘REALNESS’?
“ the real’ to ‘realness’. But the next sentences describe the natural

confusion of mind of the ordinary reader and of Theaetetus himself,
who is not alive to the change of meaning.

250C. STR. If so, where is the mind to turn for help if one wants
to reach any clear and certain conclusion about reahty ?
THEAET. Where indeed ?
StR. It seems hard to find help in any quarter. If a thing
D. is not in movement, how can it not be at rest > Or how can
what is not in any way at rest fail to be in movement ? Yet
reality is now revealed to us as outside both alternatives.
Is that possible ?
THEAET. As impossible as anything could be.
Str. Then there is one thing that ought to be remembered
at this point.
THEAET. And that is—?
STr. That we were completely puzzled when we were asked
to what the name ‘unreal’ should be applied. You re-
member ?
TaeAET. Of course
E. STR. And now we are in no less perplexity about reality ?
THEAET. 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 and unreality are equally
, there is henceforward some hope that any hght,
whether dim or bright, thrown upon the one will illuminate
251.  the other to an equal degree; and if, on the other hand,
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.!
TaEAT. Very good.
1 8umfeioflas With an accusative can mean (1) to fend off : Thuc un 84, of
shups, rais sdvrois Suaolvro  Theast 163C, awdwes wfj abrd Sumodueda (' how
we fend off this argument ? °), (2) to force one’s way through : Susdeiofas rdv
Sxhov, Xen  If the word has erther of these senses here and dugoiv 13 dative,
1t 13 hard to sce how we can use reality and unreality as mstruments when
‘we cannot ‘ see ' them Aganst the interpretation ‘ force a passage for the
argument between both at once’ (dudoi» gen governed by &d in Suwfeiofas,
Campbell, Diés) 18 the word dua Otherwise (if the construction could be
paralleled) the metaphor of a ship between two mvimble rocks 1s appropniate
Perhaps ebrperdorara mught suit 1t better m.-)m.dm 1 understand,
however, duo (rolv xepod) With no reference to undérepor S"Phlﬂ“l
(Didot, 1831-56, s v &udw, 282C) . absoluts smisrdum pmmwb.
xepoi, sdqus more Attsco, ut ap Hom dugoripass et dugordoqen sub yepol He
cites Sophist 226, o) v dripg (M x«pl) lvn‘w Odrodv dudoly xpf, and in-
stances of the sumilar omission of
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The *s words, ‘let us take it that our difficulty is now
completely stated ’, indicate that all that has gone before is a state-
ment of problems, with some hints towards their solution. Faithful
to Socrates’ method, Plato has reduced the reader to a state of
perplexity that will make him eager for such explanations as are
now to come. At the same time, under the mask of an apparent
contradiction, he has changed the subject from a metaphysical
consideration of the nature of the real to a different field, which we
should call Logic. Our attention is now fixed on the three Forms,
Reality (or Existence 1), Motion, Rest. We are to take these
Forms in isolation from any existing things that may partake of
them and indeed from everything else, and consider in what ways
they ‘ combine * with one another or refuse to combine.

II. TrEE COMBINATION OF FORMS AND THE PROBLEM OF
NEGATIVE STATEMENTS

The purpose of the coming section (251A~259D) is to clear up
confusions about negative statements containing the words  is not *
—negative, not false statements, In particular there was the
fallacy that every negative demies the exist of some-
thing. It was necessary to show that such a statement as ‘ Motion
1s not Rest * does not deny the existence of either Rest or Motion,
but only means that Motion is not the same as Rest, or Motion is
other than Rest. Everything in the world that is other than Rest
can be negatively described as ‘ that which s nof Rest ’, but none
the less it exists and may be just as real as Rest So we succeed
in finding a sense in which ‘ that which is not (so and so) ’ exists,
or has being. Thcwndusionwillbethedlsprwf(pmmxscdat
241p) of Parmenides’ two oomplemmtary dogmas: ‘ That which
is, cannot in any sense not be’ and ‘ That which is not, cannot in
any sense be’.

This result is not all that is conveyed in the long discussion of the
combination of Forms. In the middle of it comes a description of
Dialectic, the task of the phlosopher, wholstoh‘aceonttheptttem
of the world of Forms by his methods of Collection and Division,
The whole section is concerned solely with that world and the
relations that subsist between the Forms themselves, and are
reflected in true statements that we can make about them. The
Stranger is, in fact, fulfilling the wish expressed by Socrates in the
Parmenides, when he said it would interest him if anyone could
show that the problem of one thing having many names and

1 The sft will be marked wmn the translation by the use of ‘ existence
instead of ' reality * for odola, 73 &v. ‘ Exists ‘13 a more natural word for that
meaning of 18 * which we are gomg to distinguish from others
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participating in many Forms, which his theory was to solve, has
its counterpart within the world of Forms itself.!

251A—C. Exclusion of the trivial question, how one individual thing

can have many names

The i ph makes it clear that we shall be con-
cerned only with the relations of Forms to one another, not with
the old question of the participation of an individual concrete thing
in many Forms. Once more that question is impatiently dismissed
as not meriting further discussion *

The transition here necessanly seems a little abmyt because the
shift to a fresh set of p has been d the
contradiction which has reduced Theaetetus to perple:nty The
link of thought is : Being and Not-being have proved to be equally

i Let us now consider statements (idyos) in which the
words ‘is ’ and ‘1s not ’ occur, and see if we can discover how Motion
and Rest can both be, and yet Being itself can mof-be either moving
or at rest. So we pass to statements in which we ‘ give names
to things*.

2514 STR  Let us explain, then, how it is that we call the same
thing—whatever 1s in question at the moment—by several
names.

THEAET. For instance? Give me an example.
StrR. Well, when we speak of a man we give him many
additional names : we attribute to hum colours and shapes
and sizes and defects and good qualities; and in all these
and countless other statements we say he 1s not merely
B. a ‘man’ but also ‘ good * and any number of other things.
And so with everything else : we take any given thing as
one and yet speak of 1t as many and by many names.
TaeAET  True.
STR  And thereby, I fancy, we have provided a magnificent
entertainment for the young and for some of their elders
who have taken to learning late n hfe. Anyone can take
a hand in the game and at once object that many things
cannot be one, nor one thing many ; indeed, t.hey dehght
in forbidding us to speak of a man as ‘good’; we must
c. onlyspeakofagoodasgood 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 discoveries and fancy

1See Introd.,, p II.

21t was dismussed at Parm 1204 ff. a3 solved by the earher statement of
the Theory of Forms, and will be described as ‘ chuldish * at Phslebus 14D.
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251C. they have lighted here on the very treasure of complete
wisdom.?

ThEAET. T have indeed.

It is widely agreed among scholars who allow Plato to take notice
of his contemporaries that the phrase ‘ old men who have taken
to learning late in life ’ is pointed at Antisthenes. We know so
little of Antisthenes that the reference cannot be taken as certain.
The words would fit Euthydemus and his brother Dionysodorus,
who do put forward the view here mentioned.® Ont.heot.hahand
it was suggested by Schiei her that Antisth was
under the name of these Eristics. He had been a pupil of the
rhetorician Gorgias, and had opened a school after Socrates’ death,
at which date he can hardly have been under fifty. He may have
developed an interest in what we call logical questions late i life.

The theory here dismissed as trivial objects to calling one thing
by many names, because one thing cannot be many nor many one.
‘We must not say ‘ this man is good ’ but only that ‘ a good is good ’,
‘a man is man ‘—one name for one thing This is not a ‘ demal
of predication *, but rather a theory of predication (if we are to use
that term), and one which is not altogether contemptible.

The theory has been brought into relation with the doctrine
‘dreamt ’ by Socrates at Theactelus 201E (p. 143), but it may be
independent. It can be stated as follows. A good white man is a
complex thing, with three parts, each of which has 1ts own proper
name. ‘Good’ is the name of this goodness which 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 constituent
by its own name ; but I ought not to say ‘ this man is good ' : the
name good belongs, not to him, but to his goodness. ~Antisthenes,
we are told by Anstotle,® ‘ showed his simplicity by his contention
that nothing should be spoken of except by 1ts proper verbal expres-
sion (logos), one expression for one t.hmg If logos hem includes
not only many-worded formulas, such as * good white man *, but also
smglennmes,Antlstha docmnemybethemmeasthetheory
in the Sophsst.

Plato would reply that a common name is not sumply the name of
this ndividual thing and others like 1t, but has a universal meaning,
which is 2 unique Form. * This man isgood ’ mumtbattlnsthmg
partakes of the Form, Good. Therelsnothmg against one thing
partaking of any number of Forms. It is mere pedantry to object

1Cf Philsbus, 155, Hofds ds iva ooplas elpnesss Gpaaupdy

* Euthyd. Svre Jpédabyy rasrys s coplas
o, oty *
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thgt‘good'issﬂ'ictlythemeonlyof the goodness present in

been in

us is not statements about individual Unngs (such as the theory
but

Forms. How and to what extent can Forms partake of one

another ?

251C-252E.  Proof that some Forms will combine, others will not
The Stranger’s next words indicate that this question is addressed
not only to elderly pedants but to all philosophers.

251C. STR. Well then, we want our argument to be addressed

D. to all alike who have ever had anything to say about exist-
ence; so let us take it that the questions we shall put now
are intended not only for these people but for all those others
whom we have been conversing with earler.
THEAET. And what are the questions?
STR. Are we not to attach Existence to Motion and Rest,
nor anything else to anything else, but rather to treat them
1n our discourse as incapable of any blending or participation
in one another ? Or are we to lump them all together as
capable of association with one another ? Or shall we say
that this is true of some and not of others? Which of

E. these possibilities shall we say they prefer, Theaetetus ?
THEAET. Iam not prepared to answer that on therr behalf.
STR. Then why not answer the questions one at a time
and see what are the consequences in each case?
THEAET. Very good.

The word translated ‘ combine * (xowwwia) happens to be the
same that was used in the metaphysiu] section for our ‘ intercourse’
with the objects of perception or of thought ; but the two meanings
are entirely distinct. The word itself means no more than ‘ to have

with * hing, and the relations now to be described
between Forms are not psychological. A Form is not unag;med as
pmwngorthnkmgofmotherFormwhmxt combines * w:t.hlt
The relation is exp d by other hors used
In a positive statement we are said to * “connect * (agovdm’sw) the
two Forms. The Forms themselves are said to ‘mix’' or
“blend * ( lyvwaBai) or to be i ble of blending (Guewera) ;
to ‘it together ' (aumgpdrrw opposed to dvaguootely 2534) ;
to be ‘consonant’ (wptpawsb 2533) ito ¢
one another (3égeafias) ; to * partake ’ of one another (ustalapufdver
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SOPHIST 251c-2528
or petéyery). The contrary of this combination is sometimes
called “division’, *disjunction’ (Aialgecis) or ion’

(diaxplyeafar).! Plato, here as elsewhere, wisely refuses to allow
any one metaphar to hard mto a technical term. Nearly all
has

and every
nssoclauons By varying the word, Plato helps the reader to free
his conception of the relation intended from such associations and
to escape the illusion that philosophical language can be really
precise and unambiguous. The fo]]owing definitions, however, may
be useful. Two Forms are said to ‘ combine * whent.hzystand
(eternally) in such a relation that their names can occur in a frue
ive statement of a certain type. For example, * Motion exists *

means that the Form Motion blends with the Form Existence.
A truc negative statement such as ‘ Motion does not rest ’ reflects
the fact that the two Forms, Motion and Rest, are (eternally)
incompalsble—refuse to blend. There are also true negative state-
ments of the type ‘ Motion is not Existence ’ or * Motion is not Rest *
which express the fact that the Forms in question are different,
though they may not be is 1ble (for Motion is
with Existence). These definitions are i terms of statements that
we can make about Forms ; hence the proviso that the statements
must be true. We can, indeed, connect two names in a false state-
ment, e.g. ‘ Motion is Rest '; but the Forms referred to do not
combine, The combinations and disjunctions exist eternally
the Forms themselves. They are reflected only mn true statements.

The relation between Forms that combine 1s also called ‘ participa-
tion’; but it must not be assumed that this relation is the same
that subsists between an individual thing (e.g. 2 man) and the Form
(Man) that he  partakes of *. Plato nowhere implies that the Form
Motion partakes of the Form Existence, 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 disregard for
precise terminology, and he nowhere gives any explicit account of
either relation. It seems obvious, however, that he cannot have
regarded the two relations as the same. The word xowaweiy,
as well as uerdyeuy, is used of individuals which ‘ share in * a common
Form ; but he would not describe a man as ‘ blended with’ the
Form Man. Further, ‘ participation ’ as between Forms 1s a sym-
metrical relation. At 255¢, D Existents (v7a) are divided into two
Forms or Kinds (vd %af’ advd and vd mpdg 4440) and then Existence

3 Paym. 1298, avyxepdrvofas xal Siaxplweofas  Anistotle, w. dpp 1, uses ovdeos
(‘pntﬁngwpthm') for the combmation of two terms m an afirmative
‘propoaition, and lulnmbrthedmmmngo(mtwom;nepuvepmpo-
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is described as ‘ partaking of * both these subordinate Forms. So
the generic Form partakes of (blends with) the specific Form no
less than the specific partakes of the generic. This consideration
also shows that the relation is not that of subject to predicate ; for
that 1s not symmetrical. The Aristotelian terms * subject’, * predi-
cate ’ and * copula ’ should not be used at all to describe what is in
Plato’s mind. This will become clearer as we proceed.

That the terms whose combmation or non-combimnation 1s dis-
cussed here are Forms 1s clearly stated by the Stranger where he
refers to the results obtamed : ‘ Since we have agreed that kinds !
(pév) are related in the same way (as letters or musical sounds)
as regards blending’ (253B). It is true that from the combina-
tion or non-combination of Forms among themselves, consequences
follow with regard to the truth and falsity of statements about
mdwtdual things. For instance, if the Form Motion did not partake
of Ex then no lying that a moving thing or
a particular motion exists would be true. Some such consequences
are referred to, but we are actually discussing Forms, not individual
things

The three possible alternatives with regard to the extent of
combination among Forms are now considered 1n turn. The first
1s that no Form combines with any other, which means that no
affirmative statement about a Form is true. This alternative 1s
analogous to Antisthenes’ view that a thing must not be called
by any name but its own. Apply that to Forms, and the result
1s that a Form can only be named ; nothing can be said about 1t,

25IE. STR. And first, if you like, let us suppose them to say that
nothing has any capaaty for combmation with anything
else for any purpose. Then Movement and Rest will have
no part n Existence.

252. THEAET. No.
STR. Well then, will either of them exist, if it has no
association with Existence ?
THEAET. No, 1t will not exist.
STR. Thatadmxss:onseﬂnstomakeshu-twurkofa]l
theories, it upsets at one blow those who have a universe
in motion, and those who make it a motionless umty, and
all who say their realities exist m Forms that are always
the same 1n all respects *; for they all attribute existence

1 Here, as elsewhers, the term ‘lind* (gewos) 15 used mdifferently as a
synonym of Form (ssdos).
3 The three classes mentioned above (24gs) at the end of the argument
‘with the idealists The earhier phulosophers are recalled i thanutrpuch.
PT.K. 257
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252, to things, some saying they really are in movement, some
that they really are at rest.
THEAET. Quite so.

B. STR. And further, thosewhomakea.llthmg!wmetogether
at one time and separate at another, whether
innumerable things into a unity and out of a unity,* or divide
things into and combine them out of a limited set of elements;
no matter whether they suppose this to happen in alternation
urtobegomgona.llthehme—hawwuitmybe.a.llthu
would be mmmglascﬁthmunoblen&ngatall'
THEAET.

STR. Moreover, the greatest absurdity of all results from
pursuing the theory of those very people who will not allow
one thing to share in the quality of another and so be called
by its name.
c. Treaer. How so?

STR. Why, 1n referring to anything they cannot help using
the words ‘ being * and ‘ apart’ and  from the others * and
‘by itself’ and any number more. They cannot refrain
from these expressions or from connecting 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,
like that queer fellow Eurycles,? they carry about with them
wherever they go a voice in their own bellies to contradict
them.

D. Tnm True ; your comparison is very much to the pur-
Ppose.

According to the theory of Socrates’ ‘dream’ in the Theaclaus
(201D, p. 143), each simple element can only be named ; you cannot
add that it “is’ or call 1t ‘ that’ or ‘each’, etc. These terms are
‘ running round ’ and being attached to everything; whereas the
element can only be called by its proper name. Here the Stranger
remarks that the (perhaps kindred) theory of the elderly pedants,
which as applied to Forms would mean that every Form is by itself
apart from all the rest and refuses to combine, cannot be stated
without self-contradiction.

‘F(Ar dew,ﬁ)mndmdnmchwnxd“b‘c(of

"Nablmdmg means 1o blending of Forms If no Form partakes of
ahy other, ehemmmumt'mmmmm' “ Rest exists * are either
false or meanimgless,

If that 1s so, 1t follows that physical things cannot
p-rhkealwmmnormkut and ths 1s fatal to all cosmologies.
by
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Rutter ! understands Plato to assert here that there is no thinking
except in the form of a judgment connecting a subject and a predicate,
and no sort of actuality or determination, to be grasped by thought,
except in relation to other determmations. This, he says, imphes
that no word by itself has any meaning, but only when combined
with other words n a judgment. Accordingly, ‘ Being’ has no
meamngmvemaludgment utherasmb]ect or as predicate, or as

of subject or p each of which always pre-
supposes the other. Burnet 3 echoes this : * The solution is briefly
that ¢s and {5 #of have no meaning except in judgements or pre-
dications (Adyos).’ ‘ Being, Rest,and Motion . . . have no meanng
except in a judgement.’

I cannot see that Plato says, or implies, anything of the sort.
The point is difficult to argue, because ‘ meaning ’ is an extremely
ambiguous word.? But Plato’s view of a ‘ meaning " 1s smple. The
name ‘circle’ which I now utter means the Form ‘Circle’, an
eternal and unchanging object of thought, which we can know and
(if 1t be complex) define. The name is an articulate sound conven-
tionally attached to this Form. Hence, if two people speak the
same language, when one utters the sound ‘ circle ’, the other will
have the same meaning 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 acquires 2 meaning when,
and for so long as, someone thinks of the Form and utters 1ts name
together with other names in a statement. All that he asserts here
is that, unless some Forms at least have to one another the relation
he calls * combming * or ‘ blending ’, no affirmative statement about
any Form can be true. Hence you cannot even say that ‘ every
Formstnndsapnrtby:melf fora.llthwewon‘lshavemumng;
and unless those bined in a fact di
the statement, the statemcnt must be either false or munmglm

The mlsunderstandmg may be due to the false notion that Plato
here means by ‘ Being * the copula, whmhusuppoudtownnect
subject and predicate and to have no meaning except 1n a judg-
ment. But P]ato does not speak of subjects or predicates or of the

* in this context clearly means the Form, Existence.
Andevenif Being ’ meant the copula, it is hard to see why ‘ Rest *
and ‘ Motion * and all other words should be declared to have no
meaning save in a judgment. The whole notion seems to be entirely
unfounded.

The Stranger next quickly dismisses the second alternative.

1 Neus Untsrsuchen (1910), p. 55; Platow, vol. 1, p. 189,

2Gh. Phl. 1, 282

* See Ogden and Richards, Ths Meaning of Meaning
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252D, STR. Well, suppose we allow that all are capable of com-
bining with one another.
THEAET. Even I can dispose of that suggestion.
STrR. How?
THEAET. Because then Movement itself would come to a
complete standstill, and agan Rest 1tself would be 1n move-
ment, if each were to supervene upon the other.
STR. And that is to the last degree impossible—that Move-
ment should come to be at rest and Rest be 1 motion ?
THEAET. Surely.
STR. Then only the third choice is left.
THEAET. Yes.

E. STR. Andobserve that one of thesealternatives must be true:
either all wall blend, or none, or some will and some wallnot.
. Certamly.

STR. And two of the three have been found impossible.
THEAET. Yes.
STr. Whoever, th,wlshestogweanghtanswu-wdl

252E-253C. The texture of philosophic discourse

Some Forms will blend, some not. This means that some affirma-
tive, and some negative, statements (of the types under considera-
tion) about Foms are trne These true statemts wlll make up
the texture of th:
whmhxsmelyabout Forms * TheStrangu'nextwmparesthxs
texture of discourse with the texture of sounds 1n speech and music.
In both these cases we find elements that will combme and others
that will not.

252E. STR. Then since some will blend, some not, they might be
253. said to be in the same case with the letters of the alphabet.
Some of these cannot be conjomned, others will fit together.

THEAET. Of course.
STR. And the vowels are specially good at combination—
a sort of bond pervading them all, so that without a vowel
the others cannot be fitted together.
That is so.

STR. And does everyone* know which can combne with
which, or does one need an art to do 1t nghtly ?

* Rep. vi, 5118, The phrase * texture of discourse’ 13 based on Plato’s

later remark that ‘all discourse depends on the weaving together (cupwloxy)
of Forms

hmm(gtlta)xt(xaw)wkummbdhtm.
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253. THEAET. It needs art.
STR. And that art is—2?
THEAET. Grammar.

B. STR. Again, is it not the same with sounds of high or low
pitch? To possess the art of recognising the sounds that
canowcannotbeblmdedlstobeam\mﬂ&n if one doesn’t

d that, one is
True

THEAET. 5
StR. And we shall find differences of the same sort between
competence and incompetence in any other art.
THEAET. Of course,
STrR. Well, now that we have agreed that the Kinds ! stand
towards one another in the same way as regards blending,
is not some science needed as a guide on the voyage of dis-
course, if one is to succeed 1n pomnting out which Kinds are
C. consonant, and which are incompatible with one another ;
also, whether there are certain Kiuds that pervade them all
and connect them so that they can blend, and agan, where
there are divisions (separations), whether there are certain
others that traverse wholes and are responsible for the
division ?
THEAET. Surely some science 1s needed—perhaps the most
important of all
The interpretation of the Stranger’s last speech is vital, if we
would understand the description of the science of Dialectic or
Philosophy which is to follow. The Stranger 1s speaking of the
whole texture of philosophical discourse, the actual process of
conversation aiming at the discovery of truth. The metaphor of
the voyage of (¢ eling through ’) recalls
the terms used 1n the Republic * of Dialectic, which is concerned
solely with Forms., Here the object 1s ‘ to point out which Forms
are consonant with which, and which are incompatible *.  The whole
texture of philosophic discourse will consist of affirmative and nega-
tive statements about Forms, which should correctly represent their
eternal combmation or disjunction in the nature of things.
Specially important is the analogy drawn in the last clauses
between the vowels which ‘ pervade’ (3id ndvrow xeyddomuev) the
whole texture of speech and certain Forms which pervade (did
7dvram) the texture of discourse and enable Forms to blend. These
1+ Kinds’ (yéwm), synonymous with ‘ Forms ’ (¢f3y), here as elsewhere
1 Soph 2538, Bid 7w Myww wopebeclas  Rep. 5108, gux) « + . odx dn’ doxiv
wopevopdy &X' érl rehevrfy , 5118, the metaphor of cimbing, J-wmc. [
xavafalvg ; 5178, Tiv dvw dwdfaow ; 533C, 4 Badenrics) péodos udvy rasry woped-
Buawopedyras, etc.

eras, 534G, dmrdms op Myg
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pervasive Forms are obviously the meanings of certain words used
in affirmative statements, They are, in fact, the meanings of the
word ‘is’, whmhwesha.lld:stmgmshpﬂsenﬂy

There are also certain Forms which ‘traverse wholes and are
responsible for the division of them ’ (amfem;) These disjoming
Forms are the meanings of the words ‘is not’ in true negative

They d to the ‘ divisions of wholes’. The

phrase * tmversmg wholes* (8¢ 8Awy) must be distinguished from
the phrase pervmdmg all’ (64& ndvrwy) used of the conjunctive
Forms, the meaning of which is determined by the description of
the vowels as ‘ running throughall’ the letters (dnd ndvray xqcﬁqmm
2534). The disjunctive Forms that appear in ‘ divisions* for which
they are responsible are said to ‘traverse wholes’. ‘ Wholes’
means Forms considered as complexes divisible into parts (or
species). The dxs;\mctlve Forms correspond to lines of division
either passing befween such complexes and separating them or passmg
lhrougln them and separating their parts. These expressions will
recur in the coming account of dialectical method.

253C-254B. Description of the science of Dialectic

Finally, it has been agreed that, to gmde the course of philosophic
conversation as here described, a science is needed—a technique
and the body of knowledge attained by it. This science 1s now
identified as the philosopher’s science of correctly dividing the struc-
moimhtyaceordmgtothoscl-‘omxsorxmdswhkhmthe
meanings referred to in phi This knowledge will
gmdetthmgressoinctual as the ici knowled
of hn'mony guides him in the composition and dmscmn'se of actual
music.

253C. STR. Andwhatmmeshx.llweglvetothxssclm? Or
—good gracious, Tt have we
upon the free man’s knowledge! and, in seeking for the
Sophist, chanced to find the Philosopher first ?
TreAET. How do you mean?

D. StrR. Dividing according to Kinds, not taking the same
Form for a different one or a different one for the same—is
not that the business of the science of Dialectic ?
THEAET. Yes.

STR. And the man who can do that discerns clearly one
Form everywhere extended throughout many, where each
one lies apart, and many Forms, different from one another,

1 Cf. the comparison of the philosopher to the free man, Theast 172D ff.
(. 83).
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253D, embraced from without by one Form ; and again one Form
connected in a unity through many wholes, and many Forms,
entirely marked off apart. That means knowing how to
E. distinguish,! Kind by Kind, in what ways the several Kinds
can or can not combine.
THEAET. Most certainly.
STR. And the only person, I imagine, to whom you would
allow this mastery of Dialectic is the pure and rightful lover
of wisdom.
THEAET. To whom else could it be allowed ?
Str. It is, then, in some such region as this that we shall
find the Philosopher now or later, if we should look for him.
254. He too may be difficult to see clearly; but the difficulty in
his case is not the same as in the Sophist’s.
THEAET. What is the difference ?
STR. The Sophist takes refuge in the darkness of Not-being,
where he is at home and has the knack of feeling his way ;
and it is the darkness of the place that makes him so hard to

perceive.
THEAET. That may well be.
StR. Whereas the Ph her, whose th 1
dwell upon the nature of mllty, is difficult to see because
lus region is so bright ; for the eye of the vulgar soul cannot
B. endure to keep its gaze fixed on the divine.
THEAET. That may well be no less true.
STrR. Then we will look more closely at the Philosopher
presently, 1f we are still in the mind to do so; meanwhile
clearly we must not loosen our grip on the Sophist until we
have studied hum thoroughly.
THEAET. I entirely agree.

The imagery of the Cave in the Republsc is here once more recalled
—the dark region of the world of Seeming inside the Cave, and the
sunlit region of Reality outside. There seems to be a promise, not
fulfilled 1n the Sopksst or the Statesman, that we shall return to seek
the philosopher in his proper home, the world of Forms, with which
this account of Dialectic is entirely

‘The general sense of that account 1s clear. Theexpertm])nlecuc
will gude and control the course of philosophic discussion by his
knowledge of how to  divide by Kinds ’, not confusing one Form with
another. He will discern clearly the herarchy of Forms which

* dwaxplyews, anedmonhogemu Siaxpirucf, mcluding all the arts described

28 Masperwed , from which we denived earhier the defimition of the cathartic
slenchus of Socrates (226c).
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constitutes reality and makz out its articulate stmcture with
which the texture of p must d, if it is
to express truth. The method is that method of Collection and
Davision which was announced in the Phaedrus and has been illus-
trated in the Sophsst. Finally, to discern this structure clearly is
the same thing as ‘ to know how to distinguish in what ways the
several Kinds can or can not comhine’. In other words, the science
will yield the knowledge needed to guide us to true affirmative and
negative statements about Forms, of which the whole texture of
phulosophic discourse should consist.

Before we attempt to interpret in detail the speeches describing
Dialectic, it is necessary to clear away certain mlsconupuons and,
above all, to grasp, if we can, how Plato conceived this science and
its ob]ects. The whole sub di ion of the ‘ i
or ‘ blending * ofFonns:sumaﬂya.lJed logical ’, and with some
justification ; butltisverylmportnnttomnkeoutmwhatmsu
Plato can be said to have a Logic, and how his Logic differs from the
traditional Logic we have denived from Amstotle.

Furst, Dialectic is not what is now known as ‘ Formal Logic’.
The 1dentification is suggested by Professor Taylor,! who remarks on
our passage : ‘ Logic is here, for the first time 1n literature, contem-
plated as an autonomous science with the task of ascertaming the
supreme pnnupls of a.ﬂirma(:ve and negative pwposltm (the

I ’ means that
Dialectic 1s a Formal Logic, comerncd with propositions and in-
dependent of Ontology (the science concerned with the structure of
reality), this statement seems to me misleading. Formal Logic may
be described as the study of (1) propositional forms—not actual
sigmificant statemts but the patterns or types under which state-
ments can be cl 3 (2) the of these prop
forms (subjects, prreduats, relations between terms, etc);
(3) formal relations of inference between propositional forms.
beginning of Formal Logic 1s marked precisely by the introduction
of symbols. These were, so far as we know, first used by Aristotle,
in such formulas as this:
If A belongs to all B
and B belongs to all C
then A belongs to all C.
The symbols A, B, C are algebraic signs for which you can substitute
any one of a whole class of appropriate terms, as any actual numbers
can be substituted for the %, 3, z of an equation. The introduction
symbols means that attention is now fixed on the form of state-

1 Plato (1926), p. 387.
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ments apart from their content. ‘A belongs to B’ is not a state-
ment, nor is it either true or false. The blanks must be filled by
it words, to yield a true or false statement. Plato does
not use symbols or construct propositional forms. The factors he
recognises are these: (1) The immutable structure of Forms or
Kinds, eternally combined or disjoined in the system of truth or
reality ; these are the meanings, to which common names are
conventionally attached. (2) Our thoughts (dudvowr) about
these objects, our acquaintance with them, reasonings (loywopds)
about them, judgments (3¢fas) in which such reasonings termin-
ate: all these are mzntal e:nstents (3) Statements (Mym),
the vocal exp of and judgme
spoken names and verbs. The mea.nmgs of common names nnd
verbs are the Forms. Statements are not propositional forms but
actual significant statements, existing only while we utter them.
The science of Dialectic does not study formal symbolic patterns to
whuch our statements conform, nor yet these statements themselves.
Nor does 1t study our thoughts or ways of reasoning, apart from the
objects we think about. It is not ‘ Logic’, if Logic means the
science either of logos or of logssmoi. What 1t does study 1s the
structure of the real world of Forms. Its technique of Collection
and Division operates on that structure. It is a method for which
some rules are laid down, but these are rules of correct procedure
n making Divisions ; theyarenotlawsofuﬁermoeorhwsol
thought. Thueunophcemth:sschmee:thulot proposi-
tions * that no one propounds or for the prop 1 forms of
Formal Logic, as distinct from actual slgmﬁeant statements. All
the statements analysed i the sequel are actual sigmficant state-
ments about certain ‘ Kinds . They are either true or false, and
statements such as ‘ Motion is Rest’ are rejected by simple in-
spection, not as formally incorrect, but as obviously untrue. All
through, Plato 1s speaking of the real nature of the Kinds men-
tioned and their actual relations in the structure of reality, not
about symbolic patterns under which statements can be classified.
There 15 nothing to show that he had ever concetved of such a
science as Formal Logic.

It might be objected that Plato believed in eternal truths, for
instance the truths of mathematm Is not * The angles of a triangle
are equal to two right angles ’ a* proposition ’, which, being eternally
true, must be independent of my thought of it and of my written
or spoken statement ? Plausible as this seems, we must, I think,
answer No. If I make the above statement, it must, being true,
reflect in some way the fact 1t refers to. But I may be misled if I
start from the verbal analyse its structure
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into elements related in certain ways, and then assume that the
of the fact point by point, with the gram-

matical structure I have I.mlysed If I finally call the fact so
constructed a ‘ proposition ’, I shall be tacitly implying that the
structure of the fact answers to the structure of the verbal state-
ment. Suppose, for example, I analyse ‘ Man is rational ’ into a
subject ‘Man’, a predicate ‘ rational’, and alink ‘is’ coupling the
two—the ‘copula’. I seem then to have two elements of different
kinds (for I shall say that ‘ subjects * have certain peculianties which
* predicates * have not) and a link tying 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 he is here concerned with. He says, the
Form Man and the Form Rational are combined or blended in
reality. When two things—say, two colours—are blended, there is
no link coupling them together ; nor 1s there any suggestion that
the two elements are of different sorts, one a ‘ subject ’, the other a
‘ predicate’. There is nothing but the mixture. The so-called
‘ copula ’ vanishes. It 1s a trick of grammatical structure, essenti-
ally the hnk between grammatical ‘ subject * and  predicate’. As
Plato has nothing to say here of ‘ subjects * and * predicates’, he
never mentions the ‘ copula’. It is, in fact, often dispensed with in
Greek. 'O &fpwnog Aoyweds is a complete statement without
an ovl. This may be the reason why Anstotle says much less
about the 'wpu]a‘ than Enghsh wnters, who cannot say ‘ Man
rational * for ‘ Man is rational’.

This may not be the end of the matter ; the word ‘ is * has several

which we shall presently d:stmgmsh But Plato’s lan-

guage seems to show that he did not imagine eternal truths as exist-
ing in the shape of pmposmons vnthasmutmanswmngtothe
shape of them as ‘mi: ’ i which
Forms are blended ; and the word logos is reserved for spoken state-
ments. Hence the term ‘ proposition’ had better be avoided
altogether ; and we must realise that Dialectic is not Formal Logic,
but the study of the structure of reality—in fact Ontology, for the
Forms are the realities (St dvva). In Plato’s view the study of
patterns of the statements we make would belong to Grammar
or to Rhetoric. There 1s no autonomous science of Logic, distinct
on the one hand from Grammar and Rhetoric and on the other
from Ontology.

Let us now consider the first part of the sentence describing
Dialectic: 1

1The interpretation here offered owes somethung to Stenzel, Stwdien 2.
Entw. d. plat. Dial. 62 fi., and to M. Dus’ introduction to the dialogue.
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‘ The man who can do that (divide according to Kinds, without
confusing one Form with another) discerns clearly one Form
everywhere extended throughout many, where each one lies
apart, and many Forms, different from one another, embraced
from without by one Form.

Thestmctmofl-‘ormsuconceivedasahmmhyofgmmand
species, amenable to the methods of Collection and D‘IV]SIOD. This
first half of the sentence refers specially to the ‘process
of Collection, described in the Phaedrus as ‘ taking a synoptic survey
of widely scattered Forms (spectes) and bringing them into a single
(generic) Form'.1  So here there are at first a defimte number of
Forms * (noAAd), ‘ each onelying apart’. These are the scattered
species to be collected, including the specific Form (or Forms) that
we wish ultxmate.ly to define. The dialectician surveys the collec-
tmn and ¢ clnrly d:s\:erns by intuition the common (generic)
ghout’ them all. So he divines the
generic Form that he will take for division. This generic Form he
now sees as a unity which is complex, ‘ embracing ’ a number of
different Forms, which will figure in the subsequent Division as
speaific differences or as speafic Forms charactenised by their
dafferences.
The second half of the sentence is less easy to interpret :

mdngaianormoonnectedmanmtythmughmany
wholes, and many Forms entirely marked off apart’.

As the first half described the results of Collection, this second half
appears to describe the results of the subsequent Division. The
many Forms, which after Collection were seen to be embraced by
a smgle generic Form, are now seen ‘ entirely marked off apart’.
Davision has brought to light all the differences that distinguish
them. The mdivisible species in which Division terminates are
‘ entirely separated ' mn the sense that they are mutually exclusive
and ncompatible : Man cannot blend with Ox as both blend with
Ammal or as Man blends with Biped, Ox with Quadruped. With
these many Forms is contrasted the ‘ one Form connected in a unity
through many wholes’ (&' 8Aww noAA@v). The term ‘ wholes ' is
applied to the many (specific) Forms because, now that they
have been completely defined, they are seen as complexes : each
is a whole whose parts are enumerated in the defiming formula,
such as ‘ Man is the rational biped Animal’. Fmally, through all

1 Phasdrus 265D, ds plas re Bdar owopdvra dyar v wolax] Suawapiudra.
# Not individuals*, as Campbell 1magines. The whole procedure deals
with Forms only
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these subordinate wholes—Man, Ox, Horse, etc.—the single
generic Form Amimal is, as 1t were, dispersed. It blends with each
specific Form, and yet in virtue of 1ts own nature it is ‘ con-
nected in a unity ’ traversing them all.

The Structure of the World of Forms

The extrem: ion and obscurty of this account
of the field of Dralectic may be explamned if we suppose that Plato,
as the Stranger’s subsequent speeches suggest, intended to analyse
there!auonsofFonnsmmmdetAﬂmthePlnlowpha ‘Where
it stands in the Sophsst, the account 1s almost a digression, and
Plato may have wished to restrict it to the smallest possible space.
It will, however, be convenient to attempt here a picture of the
structure of Forms, based on such indications as he gives. This
question has a bearing on the problem left over from the Parmenides :
How and in what sense is a Form both one and many ?

Here it must once more be stated that no satisfactory account of
the relations of Platonic Forms can be given in terms of Aristotelian
logic. We have seen that Plato was not concerned with proposi-
tional forms ; hus Dialectic studies realities, and hus conception of
these realties was radically different from Anstotle’s. When
Aristotle comes to consider the of
jects and predi i ions  are mvo]ved
‘There are thmgs—snbstancﬁ—whose nature is such that their
names can only stand as subjects ; other things—attributes—whose
names can stand as predicates. The most real things in the world
are concrete individual substances, having a core of essential being
together with that matenal substrate which prevents them from
being anything but subject, and a fringe of inherent and dependent
attributes. Specific and generic concepts are not primary sub-
stances with an independent existence, not full-blooded realities,
but abstractions. As a consequence, the higher we ascend i the
‘hierarchy of genera and species, the further we are from full reality.
The higher the term, the poorer in content and the more abstract
it becomes. Every proposmon, we are told, has a subject and a
predicate. The subject proper is the real, independently enstmg
substance. Predicates are all the things asserted to ‘ belong to *
a substance, including its species and genus, its quahties, quantity,
etc. Fmally, these predicates are classed in categories—a. set of
p:geon -holes to one of which (and only one) any given predicate can

be assigned.

Now, all this cannot be foisted upon Plato. His ontology, as
Aristotle was not slow to point out, was fundamentally different.
The individual members of a class of things existing in time and
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space are not ‘ real ’ things (Jvraxg Svva). They become and perish
and change ; they are indefinite in number and unknowable. They
cannot enter into truths that can be known; they are not the
mb)e:tsoitheumvusalh-mhsofsamce ThegmlofDmlechc
is not to establish a pred to all the
individuals n a class. The objective is the "definttion of an m-
divisible species—a Form—by genus and specific differences. What
we define is not ‘ all men ’ but the unique Form ‘ Man’. A defimtion
is not a subject-predicate proposition. The many-worded formula
“ three-sided plane figure ’ 1s the explicit statement of the complex
contents of the Form * Triangle *. The two expressions are equiva-
lent ; netheris a‘ predicate ’ of the other. The Platonic statement
‘ Man (the Form) is Animal (partakes of, blends with the Form
Ammal) is not the same as the statements, Allrnenareammz.ls
or ‘ Animal (the predicate) belongs to all men (as sub]ects)
Platomcmoe has nothing to say about ‘all men’ or scrm
men ’ or ‘this man’. Theonlyterms it contemplates are Forms.
‘The question how Plato conceived the relations of Forms to one
another presents a peculiar difficulty. His metaphysics are far
removed from the unconscious ontology of common sense,
embedded in the structure of the Greek language, which fits the
Anstotelian view. Yet Plato insists on using ordinary language,
and we are reduced to inferring his conception partly from what we
know of his metaphysics, partly from the metaphors he employs.
At the head of a Table of Division stands a generic Form, say
‘Animal’. We divide that Form, down through the subordinate
differences to the indivisible species, Man, Ox, Lion, etc. Below
that are only the indefimte number of individual men, oxen, lions,
of which we take no account. Now, when we divide * Animal ’,
what are we dividing? Not the class of all individual animals, but
a single wmplex Form or nature, of which the subordinate Forms
areca.lled parts’ (udpsa, puégn). The generic Form is said to
‘ embrace thmasawholeembmnesnsparts and also to ‘per-
vade ’ them as a single character ‘ extended throughout them all ’.
Tt is this whole that we divide, as the Phaedyus says, ‘ according to its
natural articulations’ (xaz’ gbpa #j népvxey, Phaedy. 265E).
That bemng so, Plato cannot hold that the higher we ascend in
the hierarchy of genus and species, the poorer the terms become in
content.! Were that true, the highest of all would be the poorest.
The upward movement of thought would lead to the most shadowy
of abstractions, not (as we learnt in the Republic) to the fullest
and richest of realities, the source of all other reality and truth.
One of the important Kinds presently to be mentioned is Being (Exist-
1 On this pomt, see Stenzel, Zahl wnd Gostalt, 115 ff.
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ence, Reality). Suppose that Form to stand at the head of the
whole hierarchy. If it were the barest of all abstractions, nothing
could be got out of it by an attempt to divide 1t mnto parts. It
would have no parts, but be as simple and indivisible as the One
Being of Parmenides. InPlstosmwthehighmForm,whether
it be called ‘ Bemng ’ or ‘ the One ’ or ‘ the Good ’, must be not the
poorest, but the richest, a umverse of real being,awhole containing
all that is real n a single order, a One Being that is also many.
Such a Form is as far as possible from resembling an Anstotelian
utegory for the categories are precisely the barest of abstractions,
at the furthest remove from substantial reality.
Now consider the lowest Forms in the hierarchy, the infimas
Each of these is called indivisible (&rouoy eldog) because
the process of Division can be carried no further. Below the infima
species, such as ‘Man’, there is nothing but the individual men
which partake directly of that Form and of which we take no
account. But the species is not simple and unanalysable ; if it
were, it could not be defined, and the object of the whole procedure
is to define it in terms of the generic Form and all the differences
that occur i its ancestry. The names Animal, Biped, Rational,
are the names of parts or constituents of the complex specific Form,
Man. This Form too is a One that is also many. So both the
generic Form and the spectfic are complex. The generic Form
contains all the species and its nature pervades them all. The
lowest species contains the nature of the genus and all the relevant
differences.
Here a diagram may help us. In the traditional Logic of modern
times, circles are used to symbolise genus and species as classes.
The large circle is a pen in which all ammmals are herded ; the smaller

Al Animals

SJS)

pens contain all lions, all men, etc. These are sets of individuals
identical with ‘ some animals’. But Plato is not concerned with
individuals,* A different diagram is needed to symbolise the

* Proclus 1n Pasm. i, p. 42 (Cousmn), interpreting Soph. 253D, wnectly
cbecrves, morcover, that fhe genus (ula Bda 31 7oAM@y rerauém) is not an
aggregate (ddpowopa) of the-peou,butpmtmeuhotm-pm.beha
prior to them, and partaken of by each
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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 represent the generic Form ‘ Animal’, and
mpposentsamtobewlonredblue The blueness stands for the
character or nature ‘ Animality’. Now dmde the arcle into two

and let one be coloured red, unmhmofthe
difference ‘ Biped ’ (the other will stand for Many footed ’).

two colours will now be blended in the semicircle. Next add the
further difference ‘ Rational ’, a thurd colour blending with the other
two. The blend of these three colours will stand for the complex
content of the spectfic Form * Man ’, if we assume that to be definable
as ‘rational biped animal’.

If we now imagine boundary lines and colours representing all
the other differences to have been filled 1n, the total result will
be a picture of the complex generic Form, Animal. The circumfer-
ence of the circle will symbolise that the genus 1s ‘ a single Form
embracing the many different Forms’ which are 1its parts. The
onginal colour, blue, symbolises that the nature, ammahty, ‘ per-
vades ’ all parts of the area. The spectes are * many Forms, different
from one another and embraced from without by a smgle Form’.
They are oomplex and definable ‘ wholes’. The generic Form
that is divided is not the abstraction, animality. The differences

is divided is the total complex Form, Animal, pictured by the com-
plete pattern of colours.

p is supp by of the Form,
Animal, in the Timaeus (30A). God created the visible universe
as a living creature, with body, soul, and inteligence. After what
pattern? Not after the pattern of any ‘part’ (zdv & pboovg
slse, i.e. species of animal); for then it would be imperfect;
but after the pattern of ‘ that of which all living creatures other
than itself, severally and in their kinds, are parts (udpia); ft

that embraces and contains within itself all the intelligible animals
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(specific Forms of species of ammal), as this (visible) cosmos contains
ourselves and all other visible creatures that exist (classes of indivi-
dual animals)’. Again at 39E the Creator, designing to fashion all
living creatures within the cosmos after the pattern of his model,
‘ purposed that this world also should receive such and so many
Forms as intelligence discerns contamned i the Living Creature
that truly is (dvodoag iéas =@ & Zovi {Poy) .

Only by picturing the complex Form, Ammal, in this way can
we satisfy the conditions: (1) that the generic Form must be a
whole of which the speafic Forms are parts, (2) that the highest
Form in a Table of Division must be the richest, not the poorest,
in content ; (3) that every specific Form must be likewise a whole
of parts, complex and definable.

Let us now take the completed diagram, with all its blended
colours, to represent the Real, the complete pattern of Forms which
the dialectician has to divide, and can divide because 1t is complex.
Thisis what was called ‘ the perfectlyreal ’ (zd 7avreAds &) or ‘ the
All’ (v & vs xal 70 mfv) i the argument with the Friends of
Forms, in so far as the Real consists of a pattern of unchanging
Forms. This complex of Forms was what the Friends of Forms
originally unity that was also a many, as contrasted
with the Parmenidean Unity, whlch excluded plurality, We agreed
that this changeless pattern must be recogmsed as a necessity of
thought and discourse. We added, it is true, that it is not the
whole of reality ; the real must mnclude such change as is mvolved
in fe and intelhigence. But we are not now concerned with that
addition, but only with the unchanging pattern of Forms, as the
object of knowledge.

As soon, however, as we had reached the conclusion that the Real
must contain ‘all that is unchanging and all that is in change’,
we argued that the Real cannot be the same thing as realness. If
we take any two Forms, Motion and Rest, realness1s a * third thing’
thatmustbelongtonnd'brace'both,justuwepntittothe
phyuuststhatrea]nascannotbethesamethmgas Hot ’or ‘ Cold’,
or as ‘ the-Hot-and-the-Cold ’, which 1n their view constituted thc
Real. It is this realness (Ex that will p be
as one of the most important Kinds, Itlsaunglel-‘ormorchancter
extended everywhere throughout the many diverse Forms that
blend with it. In the diagram it wall appear as the single colour
diffused over the whole area, before the other colours are added.
1t is simply the meaning of the word ‘ Existence ’, when we say that
Motion or any other Form * has existence’, ‘ exists’. The other
Forms, such as Motion and Rest, are parts of the Real ; they are
not parts of realness. If ‘realness’ has any defimtion, neither
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Motion nor Rest nor any other subordinate Form can appear in its
definition, any more than ‘ biped ’ can appear in the definition of
‘ ammalty *.

2548-D. Thyee of the most important Forms, selected for purposes

of sllustration - Exsience, Motion, Rest

The Stranger now returns from his digression on Dialectic to the

next stage of his argument. The purpose of the coming section,
on the blendmg of Forms, 1s to bring tolight thosemmings of ‘15’
and ‘1s not * which are relevant to the proof that ‘ what is not *
(m certain senses) my nevertheless exist. The discussion is simpli-

fied by taking three Forms—Exstence, Motion, Rest—in 1solation
from all others, and i what true affirmative
or negative, can be made about them, and what these statements
mean,

254B. STR. Now that we are agreed, then, that some of the Kinds
will combine with one another and some wll not, and that
some combine to a small extent, others with a large number,
while some pervade all and there is nothing against therr
C. beng combmed with everything, let us next follow up
the argument 1n this way. We will not take all the Forms,
for fear of getting confused in such a multitude, but choose
out some of those that are recogmsed as most (or very)
important, and consider first their several natures and then
how they stand in respect of bemng capable of combination
with one another. In this way, though we may not be able
to conceive Being and Not-being with perfect clearness, we
may at least give as satisfactory an account of them as
we can under the conditions of our present inquiry,! and see
D. if there 1s any opeming allowing us to assert that what 1s
not, really is what is not, and to escape unscathed.
THEAET. Yes, we had better do that.
Str. Now, among the Kinds, those we were just now
ing—Existence itself and Rest and Motion—are very
important.?
‘Po-xblythmtthatmwhat!dkm-wouhﬂwtdnwmthsdumm
that & complete account would require, or at least not emphasise those which
do not directly bear on the conclusion desired.
* This sentence 13 usually phypora as 1f 1t were
) and taken nlnb]act (1) Apelt . ‘ Dis wichisgston Mmsom-)}‘:.
dss wir vorker durchgingen, waren dock das Sesends selbst, sowss Stillstand wnd
Bawesgung.' (yerdv 13, of course, not the antecedent of & : the relative would
be dw) () Campbell . * The most smportans Awnds ave thoss which we Aave
gust been considersng.’ (3) Dids  ‘ Or les plus grandss des gewres somt cous
procisément qus mous vewons ds passer en yevws : I'bive lus-méme, lcnpo.ntk
P.T.K. 273
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254D, THEAET. Quite so.
STR. And observe, we say that two of the three will not
blend with one another.!
THEAET. i

. Certainly.
STR. Whereas Existence can be blended with both; for
surely they both exist.

3 course.
STR. So they make three in all.

It has become the established practice to call these very important
Kinds, together with Sameness and Difference, the Platonic ‘ Cate-
gories . Theuaaoithista‘m'mhasedparﬁyonthemisﬁudzﬁon
above noted, which makes Existence, Motion and Rest ‘ the most
important Kinds’, parﬂyonapassagemtheEmmdswhae
Plotinus, after demok the
these five Kinds as ‘ the Kinds or principles of Being * (yéwy or @lal
706 dvrog). Flounnswasprobablyt}unlnngnot only of our passage
but of the of Being, S: and Diff in the
highly i of the composition of the world-soul
in the Timasus.? Thatplssage however, which says nothing about
Motion and Rest, lends no support to a list of five Kinds or principles;
and the argument here i the Sophsst gives no ground whatever
for imagining that these five Kinds hold the place afterwards
occupied by Anstotle’s categories, or for calling them  categorzes ’
atall. There may be some sense of that vague and ambiguous word
as used by modern philosophers, that might be considered appropri-
ate. But we are concerned with the use of it in the fourth century
‘mosuvement.” The point 18 important because all these renderings mean that
Existence, Motion, and Rest are #hs most important kinds. Plato does not
assert this. The previous speech said that we would select ‘ some of those
that are recognised as most (or very) important . The present spocch tells
us which these ‘ some’ are, but they are only some of the most important,
notfhlmo.tlmporhnt The subject 18 & Jifuev : péyiora 18 predicate,
standing first mphumdbeunu:tpmndumhnkmththshmn

this

cusing, ccordingly,

the * soms* we said we would take But there are others of the highest
1mportance, as the earlier speech implied. Su.mzne-andmﬂetenee.pmenﬂy
added, meqnlﬂympothntmduhlﬂy wider * than Motion and Rest,
beng * all-pervading * Like Existence. These speeches leave open the posar
ilsty that there may be any number of other péyiera yém, which we do ot
xeqmeommﬁmﬁuompm The consequences of mistranlation wll

1 That uomuw’m not blend with Rest was remarked at 2520, The pount
of these sentences 13 that Exustence, Motion, Rest, are three distinct Forms,
no one of them 1dentical with any other.

* 354, 37
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B.C., and to introduce it into Plato in any other sense than Aristotle’s
is to court confusion.

Plato never uses the word ‘ category . There 1s no evidence that
xavnyopla ever meant anything but ‘ accusation’ until Anstotle
gaveitatechmmluseinl.ogic. The verb xarnyopeiv was used
in ordinary speech to mean ‘ to declare’, ‘ to assert’. Aristotle,
needmgaspeualwurdfurwhatxssssertedaboutasnb]ect adupted

for for * predi

pudwanon ‘ Categ ﬁnx.lly was used as a short exprumon
for the  modes’ or fashxomofpredlﬂﬁon'(oxv}marﬂgmv]yoglac)
arrived at by taking a subject—say ‘ Socrates —and tabulating
all the kinds of assertion you can make about it. Socrates is a
man, an ammal ' : these predicates are essential and belong to the
category of Substance. ‘Socrates is white’: this is Quality.
Socrates is five feet tall: this is Quantity. ‘Socrates is mn the
Lyceum ’: this is Place; and so on. The Categorses gives a hist
of ten such modes of predication ; elsewhere it is doubtful whether
a smaller number may not suffice.

Further, these predicates appear to be entities of different kinds
and related to the subject in different ways. Hence the categories
also provide a classification of all the things there are according to
their mode of existence. They are then ultimate and irreducible
classes, reached by pushing the question ‘ What is this ?* to the
furthest point. ‘What is Socrates? A man. What is a man?
An animal. What 1s Animal? A Substance.’ Here we reach an
ultimate class of entity. ‘What is this? Red. What is red?
A colour. What is colour? A Quality.’ Once more we have
reached an ultimate class; and so with the rest.

No one of these classes can be reduced or subordinated to any
other. They are the summa genera of things, to one, and only
one, of which any thing that exists can be assigned. If we now

of genera as classes, asummmgmusisoneof the widest
classes, with the greatest extension. It is easy to see why Plato’s
phrase [J‘ymav yévog, wlnt.h could be (wrongly) translated  very
wide’ or ‘widest genus’, should be confused with Aristotle’s
categories.

The ion is entirely No one of Plato’s five
Kinds (Forms, not classes) is, in Aristotle’s opinion, a category.
Take ‘Being’ or ‘ Existence’. In several places Aristotle says
that Being (Exstence) and Unity are not categories, precisely
bwmsetheyunbepred;ﬂtedofevzythmg they do not fall
into any one of his ten pigeon-holes. The same is true of Sameness
and Difference. As Plato goes on to remark, you can say of any
thing that it is the same asitself, and different from everything else.
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For that very reason Aristotle dentes that they are categories.
That Motion and Rest should be categories could never occur to
Aristotle’s mind ; nor do modern critics explain how Motion and
Rest can be summa genera erther of entities 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 confusion that results from introducing the word may be
illustrated from Campbdls Introdw:tlon to the Soplud On one
page (xvii) he says: ‘ These p of an
mimmdtobenolessnmvusallyapphuble thantheformofBemg
Th\ls Bmg or Diff to use A

di i Everything, of which
wecanspeak,ensts,:sthe sa.memonuelaﬂon.d:ﬂerent in others,
and is exther at rest or in motion or both 1n difierent ways.’” Camp-
bell’s reason for calling the Kinds ‘ categories ’ is precisely the reason
why Aristotle refuses them that name. On the next page the
reader is startled by the statement : ‘ But the categores of Plato
are not connected with the theory of Predication, towards which,
as appears even from Soph. 261C, Plato had made but hittle progress.
Even those of the Sophsst are rather ontolog;m.l than logical, and
are more nearly am.logous to the four causes’ of the Metaphysics :

i of Plotinus, rather the
dements tha.n the hnds of Being’. To this it may be replied that
d with the theory of Predication ;
that he never calls his four causes categories; that categories are
kinds, not elements, of Being. In fact, the Aristotellan use of
‘ category ’ is totally misleading and irrelevant ; and the word had
no other technical use in the fourth century.

Such are the confusions that result from nterpreting Plato in
terms of Aristotelian Logic. Plotinus and modern cntics have
been misled by the phrase ‘ very important (or very wide) Kinds .
The word ‘ genus’ later came to be used in opposition to esdos,
‘species *. But Plato in the Parmensides and throughout the Sophsst
uses ‘Kind’ (yévog) and ‘ Form’ (eldog) indifferently.! Both mean,
not ‘genus’ or ‘species’ or ‘class’, but ‘Form’ or ‘ Nature’
(pboi and Idéa are used synonymously). No one of the Kinds is
thought of asa class, either of entities or of predicates. The epithet
pépwroy may mean no more than ‘very important’ But the

1 In the passage before us tbcstnnge r says, ‘let us choose some of the
most important Forms (¢f3y) *, and then * Amangthelﬂnds(yodv)&mwe
hvebeendm:n-mgmveryxmpvrant

% ‘The highest Kinds’, ‘the most important Kinds’ (Campbell), ‘dis
mdm‘m (Apelt) ; los plus grandes” (Dids) * Highest * should be avoided

as suggesting

summum genus.
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meaning ‘ wide * may be included in the same sense that is applicable
tothegenmcorspeaﬁcl"orms (not classes) pictured as areas in
our diagram. In making his tables of Division earler, Plato has
spoken of dividing a complex genenc Form into parts that are
péywvar This probably means ‘ wide’ as well as ‘ important ’,
for 1n a table of Division the differences should be taken in an order
of descending wideness ; the field of the generic Form is narrowed
at each step. Existence, Sameness, Difference are ‘ very wide’
in that they pervade and blend with every other Form and with
one another. But Plato does not say that these very wide or very
important Forms are the widest in the sense that there are no others
of equal extent. Umty has just as good a claim as Being ; for it
is true of everything that it is one. The Parmensdes shows clearly
enough that Plato was aware of this, and Plotinus 1s hard put to
it to explain why Unity is not included.* Further, Motion and
Rest are not so wide as the others ; being contraries, they d:vnde
the field of existents between them, and exclude one another.
mltsdfuonghtoshowthat the widest Forms ’ would be a
mistranslation.

The really scmus of the ion with

is that some modern critics, misled by Plotnus, read a rnetaphymal
significance into the passage that follows, and in particular suppose
that Motion and Rest are here treated with reference to the part
they play in the economy of the universe.* There 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 sumply posited
from the outset as some (but not all) of the very important Forms.
The whole purpose of what follows is to elucidate the nature of
Existence, Sameness, Difference (not of Motion and Rest). The
analysis of these three will yield all the senses of the words ‘is’
and ‘is not ’ that we are seeking. For this purpose Plato requires
two other terms which are contraries having the relation of In-
compatibility (d;ubrm ngdc dlMlm 254D) as well as that of Differ-
ence. He chooses Rest because (as the Stranger says)
wehavebeeudi.scnsingthm and for no ulterior reason.

wme{mmthehstofwntnrytemsthathadﬁg\mdmlmos
dilemmas, mentioned at Parm. 129D : ‘ Likeness and Unlikeness,

12298, * Is there ouly one kund (yivos) of Instruction, or several, aad two of

them peylores?* Dividng Ignorance *through the mddle’ (xerd udoo),

we find one Form (lBos) that 15 péya and counterbalances all the est. At
divided eard péyiora pdpn

% Enn. VIL 1, 9.
# A theory of this kund, due to Professor Joachim, 18 summarised by Mr.
Mure (drisiotle, 1932, pp 558 ).
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Plurality and Unity, Rest and Motion, and all such things '.* Any
other pair of incompatible Forms would do as well. Had Plato
used symbols, he might have written, not Motion and Rest, but
A and Not-A, standing for any pair of contraries. If the reader
will substitute these symbols for Rest and Motion in the following
argument, he will find that its meaning and conclusions are in no
wayaﬁectedbythcchange Whatxsducnsedusoldythemtm
and of Exi The nature
of Motion (as such) and Rest (as mch) is not in question at all.?
The only fact about them that is relevant 1s that they are contrary
and ncompatible.

A diagram representing the three chosen Forms in isolation from
all others will suffice to symbolise all the relations that will be dis-
tinguished in the coming analysis. The line dividing Motion from

Eistence

N
(222NN
Motion
Gz

Rest stands for their incompatibility. Three different colours
symbolise the different natures of the three Forms. Motion and
Rest blend with Existence, but not with one another.

Before we go on to the introduction of the two other all-pervading
Forms considered—Sameness and Difference—we may take note
of the statements already made about Existence, Motion, and Rest :

Motlon (or Rest) blends with Existence (and with other Forms,

and Diffe

Motion does not blend with Rmt
These are of C and I ility. Plato
does not emphasise negative statements of this type, denying
that one Form blends or combines with or partakes of another.
As n.heady remarked, the relation intended is not the meaning of
the ‘copula’, linking snbject to predicate in traditional Logic;
for we can equally say ‘ Existence blends with Motion *. Henoe.
though the word ‘ partaking ’ is used, the relation is not the same
as that which connects an individual man to his specific Form,

1 Again, Phasdrus 261D refers to the Eleatic Palamedes’ (Zeno's) ymoﬁ
mtthlmm’hhlndnnhko one and many, at rest and moving
Introd., pp. 7, 8

's-vemso hxne-rmn consequences about (s.¢.) actual motion would
follow 1f ‘ Motion exists’ were not true.
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Man, in ‘ Socrates is human . All statements assigning ‘ names’
toindividnalthingshavebeeumledoutat the beginning of this
whole discussion (251A, p. 253). The ‘copula’ has no plaoe any-
where in Plato’s scheme of the relations of Forms. The above
two are taken as equivalent to
Motion (or Rest) exists.
Motion 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 as strictly adequate.! Actions, the meanings of
verbs, are treated as Forms. Plato does not go nto the question
whethusnchFormsd:ﬁqmany important way from Forms
which are the meamng; of nouns or ad;echves. These types of
tibility, are not
further ana.!ysed in the sequel One pamv:nhr set of statements
of such a type will specially concern us, namely :
Motion (or any other Form) exists.
Every such statement, whatever Form may stand as subject, is
true. If we substitute :
Motion 45 an existent
Motion is ot a thing at rest,
the word “ is * will mean * is the same as '—the other sense of ‘is’,
presently to be considered.
254D-255E. Two further Forms, Sameness and Difference, distinct
from these three and all-pervading
The Stranger next introduces two fresh Forms, Sameness and
Difference, and shows in detail that neither of these can be identified
with any of the three, Existence, Motion, Rest. We shall thus
have five dustinct irreducible Forms m all, whose combinations
we can study.
254D. STR. And each one of them (Existence, Motion, Rest) is
different from the other two, and the same as itself.
E. THeEAET. That is so.
STR. But what do we mean by these words we have just
used—* same ’ and ‘ different*? Are they a pair of Kinds
distinct from those three, though always necessarily blending
with them, so that we must consider the Forms as five in
all, not three? Or, when we say ‘same’ or ‘different’,
255. are we unconsciously using a name that belongs to one or
another of those three Kinds?
1See p. 308.
* This statement at once notes that Difference 1s distinct from Incompatie
bility ; for Motion and Rest are not incompatible with Existence.
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255, THEAET. Possibly.
STR. Well, Motion and Rest at any rate cannot be
(identical with) Difference or Sameness.
THEAET. Why not ?
STR. Neither Motion nor Rest can be (identical with) any-
thing that we say of both of them in common.
THEAET. Why?
STR. Because Motion would then be at rest, and Rest in
motion ; for whichever of the two (Motion or Rest) becomes
applicable to both (by being 1dentified with either Sameness
or Difference, which are applicable to both) will force the
other (Rest or Motion) to change to the contrary of its

B. own nature, as thus coming to partake of its contrary.
THEAET. Quite so.
STR. But both do partake of Sameness and Difference.
THEAET. Yes.
STR. Then we must not say that Sameness or Difference
15 (1dentical with) Motion, nor yet with Rest.!
THEAET. No.
STR. Are we, however, to think of Existence and Sameness
as a single thing ?
THEAET. Perhaps.
STR. Butif‘ Existence ' and * Sameness ’ have no difference
in mu.nmg once more, when we say that Motion and Rest
C. both ‘exist ’, we shall thereby be speaking of them as being

“the same’,
THEAET. But that is impossible.
Str. Then Sameness and Existence cannot be one thing.
THEAET. Hardly.

1 This argument Is highly compressed and somewhat obscure even with
the additions I have mterpolated m the translation  We want to prove that
nerther the word ‘ Motion * (or * being m motion *) nor the word  Rest * (or
“being at rest ") can mean the same thing as either the word ‘Sameness *
(or * being the same’) or the word ‘ Different ’ (or ‘ being different ’). The
proof 18: (1) We know that

llohnn blends with Sameness
»  » Sameness
Motwn » . Difference

ference.
(z)Wemuy Anmmgm:mbemof(ummm)muoum
and Rest—and Sameness Difference do blend with both—cannot be
identical with either. (3)F0tnppo!a(ﬁm’mmpk)mtllmmnuldomwd
‘with Sameness Then ‘ Motion * can be substituted for * Sameness ’ 1n any
statement So the second statement above (‘ Rest blends with Sameness ')
becomes * Rest blends with Motion *.  But this 1s false. Therefore Motion is.
not 1dentical with Sameness. Themymfholdaah.llthoothendmﬁim—
tions of Motion with Rest with Rest with Sa
280
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255c. STR. We may, then, set down Sameness as a fourth Form,
additional to our three.
TaEAET. Certainly.

The nature of S: is lected 1 the sequel,
though Campbell’s remark that ‘the distinction between Being
and Sameness 1s hardly maintained in what follows ’ is not justified.
The distinction 1s clear, but not dwelt upon, because our main
concern is with Difference . wea:etryingtodwupoonmsons
about the meanings of * is not * rather than the meanings of ‘ xs
Every Form, we have seen, is ‘ the same as itself * (254D).
is, everyFormiswhatltls.hasanaturewh:chispecuha.rto:t
and constant, so that it 1s ‘ always the same * (del doadrax !zn)
or keeps its identity. This identity appears in the diagram as the
peculiar colour standing for the nature or essence (odofa) ofthe
Form. This essence is, of course, distinct from its existence.
Sameness itself is considered as a single Form of which all these
samenesses are imstances, as Colour might be called the one Form
of which all the diverse colours in our diagram are instances. Thus
Sameness is all-pervading, hke Existence, and 1s distinct from
Existence. We have thus two meanings of ‘1s’: ‘exists’ and
‘is the same as’.

255c. STR. And are we to call Difference a fifth? Or must we
think of Difference and Existence as two names for a single
Kmnd ?
THEAET. Perhaps.
STR. But I suppose you admit that, among things that
exist, some are always spoken of as being what they are !
just in themselves, ot.hers as bemg what they are with

D. STR. And what 15 d:ﬂuent is always so called with refer-
ence to another thing, isn’t it ?
THEAET. That is so.
STR. It would not be so, if Existence and Difference were
not very different things. If Difference partook of both
characters * as Exstence does, there would sometimes be,

1The addition of the words ‘ being what they are’ 13 justified by the
statement below (p7) that what 18 different 15 what 1 s (ro08’ mep doviv) With
reference to another thing Cf also Parm 133C, Soas vdv Bedv mpds dAflas
oty al elow, for mstance, adri) dcomorela adriis SovMlas doriv & dori.

*1e 73 xaf’ adrd and 73 mpds Ao Note that Exustence, which smciudss
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255D. within the class of different things, something that was
different not with reference to another thing. But in fact we
undoubtedly find that whatever is different, as a necessary
consequence, is what it is with reference to another.
THEAET. It is as you say.
StR. Then we must call the nature of Difference a fifth

E. among the Forms we are singling out.

THEAET. Yes.

STR. And moreover we shall say that this nature pervades
all the Forms; for each one is different from the rest, not
byvnrtueofm;ownmture but because it partakes of the
character of

THEAET. Quite so.

Difference is here distinguished from Existence by the fact that
Existence blends with (‘ pa.rtakes of ') both the characters belonging
respectively to things which ‘ arewhattheyare]ustmthemselva
(»ab’ advd) and things which ‘are what they are with reference
to other things ’ (mpdg &Ada). I have avoided the words ‘ absolute
and ‘relative’ because some of their associations are misleading.?
The term ‘relative’ may, however, be used, provided that we
understand how Plato and Arstotle conceived of relative terms, as
distinct from ‘ relations *.

In Anstotle relative terms figure as one of the categories, because
he supposed that every proposition has a subject and a predicate,
and relative terms must oouseqnenﬂybeaspedaldmof predicates.
Plato before him had observed that some ‘ names’ (as he would
say)hadthepec\lh&rltythatathmgonlyhumchanm towards ’
or ‘in comparison with’ or ‘with reference to’ something else
(mgds #A%0). Thus at Rep. 438a, Plato speaks of ‘ things which
are such as to be of something ’ or  Zkan something . ‘ The greater ’
is such as to be greater #han something ; and so with ‘ more ’ and

1 Mr, llnm,Aﬂs!oac P 57,wntu * Though he does identify othernees
with not-being, he and
(relative, ; bemgmd" i with
being—a proceeding dubious enough in itself, and one which increases a
certain confusion present throughout the discussion between being in the
sense of the abstract, mmimal, characterisation of all that s, and bemng 1n
the sense of Reality as a complete whole * Agam atp 180, * Plato’s distinc-
on of self-submstent from dependent being 18 possibly the source of Anstotle’s
conception of substance and accident’. Plato 1s not guilty of thus * dubious

. 'He is not spealang of self-mbsistent and dependent or ad-
]acﬂv‘lbdng MhmthAﬂMedrphﬂmm nlahw

This
mm;mhwmmmmdms»wmwdnhwof
reality on the hnes suggested by Plotins
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‘less’, ‘heavier’ and ‘lighter’ (comparatives), ‘ doubles’ and
'halves houhmpasmdm(md;)ooldthmgs So too
of thxmlsth:mfwsome-
thing.2 Th&enmmwhichthmgshave towards ’ or  with refer-
ence to’ something else were called  relative ’ (rd mpdg ).

Chapter 7 of the Categories follows Plato closely: “ All those
(things?predimts?)msmdtobe‘withrdmtowmgthing'
(modg v4), which are what they are of (or * han ', etc—nnygmmve)
othzrthmgsormmanyothﬂway(ng thedatweuse) towards
something ’.”” Examples are 'Thegmater is what it is (greater)
than mﬂw ﬂung (érlgw) ‘A habit is a habit of something,
k is k of h attitude is the attitude of

hing.” ‘A in is high i p with )sm
thing. 'What:sszmﬂansslmxla.rtosonwhngdu(dahve)
relatives have correlatives (&vriorpéporra): a slave is said tobe
the slave of @ master, the master to be master of a slave. * Correl-
atives,” we are told, ‘ are thought to come into existence simultane-
ously’; the existence of a master implies the existence of a slave ;
but this is not true of all ; the objects of knowledge or of perception
(the knowable, puuphble)cananddomstbdorethe knowledge
or perception of them exists ; whereas knowledge and perception
cannot exist without their objects. Specially illuminating is the
discussion whether any substances are relative. Primary sub-
stances and their species are not. ‘ Wood’ is relative only in so
far as it 1s someone’s property, not gua wood. But are ‘head’
and ‘ hand ’ relative or not ? A head or hand must be the head or
hand of somebody The wmiter is mnchned to think that ‘head’
and ‘ hand * are not relative, because, although we know that a head
must be somebody’s head, we can know the essential nature of ‘ head
without knowing whose head it 1s. But, he adds, it is hard to say
that no substance is relative without an exhaustive examination,
which he 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
must belong to somebody. Obviously, the author of the Categories
did not conceive of relations as subsisting betweew two things, as
theymnowsymbohsedbyRmdmgbetweeuamdbmaRb
He ﬂunks of ¢ relatlve tlnngs or rehhve names”’ ; some are

all are and
mob]ectareemehhvethmgs yetyoumndestrvypezupuon
without d its ledy
not conceived as relations suhsrshng bdumthesub]ect a.ndthe
1wduaros It so happens that ‘of*, ‘ for’, and * than are all expressed
m Greek by the gemtive case "
3
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object, and ily di ing with the suppression of either.
The examples glvena.renounsa.ndad]ectwu, not verbs, ‘which fall
under other categories: ‘action and passion’, ‘ state ’,  position *.
Spuea.nd’l‘hnerehhonsagambelongtoothucatgmu ‘In
the Lyceum ’ is a predicate 1n the category of Place ; ‘ yesterday’,

apmduztemthecategoryome Prepositions, not bemng ‘ predn-
cates’, have no place in any category, and 1t does not occur to the
writer that a preposition in rtself means a relation.? ‘ Relations’,
in fact, are not recogmsed as a class of entity distinct from predi-
cates. The author considers only nouns and adjectives signifying
properties with the peculiartty that a subject has these properties
‘with reference to something else’. A man has the property
‘ fatherhood * towards his son. It was reserved for still living logi-
cians to discover that a proposition hke ‘ Socrates 1s shorter than
Phaedo ’ has two subjects with a relation between them, and no
predicate at all.

That Plato conceived relative terms in the same way 1s clear
from the Phaedo, where he speaks of a man partaking of tallness
in the same sense that he partakes of beauty. Socrates has in Aim
a tallness towards (as compared with, mpdg) a shortness that 15 in

These characters (I34a:) residing m the two men are

ed from the unique Forms (Tallness itself, Shortness
imu). of which we might call them instances. These individual
properties cannot change mto their contraries (any more than the
Forms can do so). IfSlmmiasgmwstobetal]zrthanSoaats,
the tallness in Socrates either ‘ penshes’ or ‘gives way to the
approach ’ of its contrary.  Thus the Phaedo clearly treated relations
asp and may be based on the passage
about size and number m the Theactetus (p. 45), he has not aban-
doned Forms of relative terms.

This reduction of relations to ‘relative things’ or ‘names’
explains the passage before us. ‘ Different * is a relative name which
things have towards other things. Difference 1s not a relation
ubashngbetwemthetwothmgs Two different Forms are said
to ‘ partake of the character of Difference* (uetéyewv i iéag Tijc
Bavépov) in addition to having thewr own nature, though it must
bemmbuedthat'pa.rmke‘shwldmmnommthan’blmd
with ’. ‘ Difference’ is a Form which ‘ pervades’ all the Forms
(8t mdvraw SieAnivbvia), just as Existence pervades them all.
Inthuwaymﬂmmbesa:dtobeachancter (Idéa) or nature
(pbas) *dispersed’ over the whole field of Reality (2608).
Every Farmhnsitsownpem!ixrnahm, essence, constant identity,

1The word * 13 mto some of the
cmgmu,bntntuwtmmut
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‘ sameness * ; it always is what it is. Butjustbecausethunatme
15 peculiar and unique, every Form has its ‘ difference
ing it from any other. ItsnnmeblendsmthD:ﬂexmmthe
negative statement that 1t is not any other.
The class of relative things 1s introduced in connection with
Dufference, not with Sameness; but Plato seems to regard Same-
ness as a relative thing. Thus he says, Motion is the same as 1tself
“ because of its participation in Sameness fowards siself* (dud vy
péﬁeéw vadrod ngdc émmjv 256B). It is equally true of Sameness
that it pervades all the Forms.

255E~257A. A review of true siatements involving the five Forms
shows thas there are any mumber of true statemenis asserting that
‘what 35’ ¥n a sense ‘55 not’

It is now established that all the five Forms are distinct. No
one can be reduced to, or identified with, any other (nor, we may
add, evolved or deduced from any other). The Stranger now pro-
ceeds to formulate statements i which the names of these Forms
appear, The statements are taken as obviously true. The
is to see mn what ways one of these Forms (Motion is taken as the
example) blends with others in true affirmative statements or 1s
disjomed from them in true negative statements. The statements
are grouped in pairs, affirmative and negative, such as

{Motion is not (Rest)
Motion is (s.c. exists).
{Moﬁon is the same (as 1tself)
Motion is not the Same (Sameness).
Such had been d as dictory by Enstics,

imitating Zeno’s disproof of the existence of a Many by dilemmas
leading to such alleged contradictions. That Plato had these
dilemmas in mind 1s clear from his reference to them below (259D).
Here he is content to show that all these statements are true and
consistent, when the ambiguities of ‘ is * and * is not * are recogmsed.
255€. STR. Now, then, taking our five Kinds one by one, let us

make some statements about them.

TeEAET. What statements ?

Str. First about Motion: let us say that Motion is

altogether different from Rest. Or is that not so?

TaeAer. It is so.

STR. So Motion is not Rest.

THEAET. Not in any sense.!

1 Posably * altogether different * and * not s» amy sewss ' mean that Motion
and Rest are not only different but also incompatible
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Str. But Motion és (exists), by virtue of partaking of
Existence,

THEAET. Yes.

STR. And once more Motion is different from the Same
(Sameness).2

TaeAET. No doubt.

StR. So Motion is not the Same (Sameness).

TaeAeT. No.

STr. But on the other hand, Motion, we said, is the same
as itself, because everything partakes of the Same (Same-

ness).?

. Certainly.
STr. Motion, then, is both the same and not the Same:
we must admit that without boggling at it. For when we
say it is ‘ the same’ and * not the Same ’ we are not using
the expression in the same sense: we call it ‘the same’
on account of its pemapahonmthe Same with reference
to:tself but we call it ‘not the Same’ because of its
with Di a that

ltoﬁﬁuntheSame(Sammas)andmakmxtnottheSame
but different, so that we have the right to say this time that
it is ‘not the Same’,

THEAET. Certainly.

STR. So too, supposing Motion itself did m any way
participate m Rest, there would be nothing outrageous in
speaking of it as stationary. < But 1t does not in fact parti-
cipate in Rest at all.

THEAET. No, it does not.

STR. Whereas it does participate both in Sameness and in
Dufference, so that it is correct to speak of it as both the
same and not the Same.>

THEAET. Perfectly correct, provided that we are to agree
that some of the Kinds will blend with one another, some
will not.

STR. Well, that is a conclusion we proved at an earlier
stage, when we showed that such was indeed their nature.
THEAET. Of course.?

llnGmkthalppoumeeo{ mmdmﬁonumudbynhhmnmng
both Sameness * and ‘ d:e-.ms

rebrd withMadvig  Thisreading better

1 Reading adr§ expresses
mm(wmhmmnym)mmenb’ . wdvr’ adrof of

the argument here as follows We have just said that

Motin is the same and not the same (as partalung of Diffierence) This
sounds like a contradichion : how can what 1 the same partake of Differ-
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256c. Str. To go back to our statements, then : is Motion differ-
ent from Different (Difference), just as it was other than
the Same (Sameness) and other than Rest ?
THEAET. Necessanly.
STR. Motion, th-,masenseisnotDlﬂerent and also is
dnﬁe:ent in accordance with the argument we stated just

Tamm' True.

‘We have now collected the following pairs of statements, which
an Eristic would regard as contradictory but which are in fact all
true and consistent :

Motion is not (Rest)

{Moﬁon is (f.e. exists).
Motion is not the Same (Sameness)
Motion is the same (as itself).
Motion is not Different (Difference)
Motion is different (from Difference).

‘The same procedure is now used to refute the fundamental Eleatic
doctrine that there is no sense i which that-which-is (rd &) can
not-be. There is a sense in which the Real (everything that 1s real,
including Realness or Existence itself) ‘1s not *. Anything real 1s
the subject of true ing that it is not

ence? ‘Same’ and ‘ Different * sound as if they wers contraries and so mcom-
patible, ke Motion and Rest, which are contranes and mcompatible But
suppose Motion and Rest were merely different, not incompatible: then
Motion could partake of Rest and be called stationary, That 18 impossible

Motion has towards itself and the difference it has towards other things are
not mcompatible, So there 18 no contradiction 1n saying Motion 18 the same
and not the same  (Cf Brochard, Efwdss, 143.)

If thus 19 the meaning, the text 1s intolerably eliptical and obscure. Hein-
dmmamwmmmmm 2568, 7, wpooayopedar, < viv 3

o perarayfives, oz.a,a,ms. 8E &rowor &pa ordoyior adriy wpocayopeler>
OE. dpbérard ye . makes Theaetetus’ reply somewhat more n-
telligible, bnt'h.llluvu the argument obscure. I propose <viv 3¢ oauds
peradapféva. mub. 8E. rabrod 3 ¥’ &pa xol Barépov peréyovoay
lﬂdslxundrdvbuh’v 08 rairdy wpocayopeser>> aa above translated.

will then mean : ‘ Perfectly correct, provided that we are
wldmltﬂutlvms!(mdl(luhul‘m:m Sameness, Difference) will combine,
others (Motion and Rest) will not.”

Other crtics suppose that Plato 1 suggesting that there 1s, after all, &
sense in which Motion does partake of Rest, s.¢ the umform motion of a
sphere 1n the same place (Dids), or because Motion partakes of stabiity
that it can be measured and described (Rutter, N. Un¢ 61). Bnthnn
‘with Brochard that the reference to earlier statements
and Rest are excludes such
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SOPHIST 2558-257A

(is different from) anything else that is real. We take first Motion
as an instance of a real thing, and point out that

256C.

D.

Motion is a thing that is not (Existence)
{Mohonisadnngthatis(s‘.a. exists).

STR. What, then, of the next point ? Are we to say that

Motion is different from three of the four, but not from the

fourth, when we have agreed that there were five Kinds

in the field we set before us for examination ?

TaeAET. How can we? We cannot allow that their

number is less than 1t was shown to be.

STR. So we may fearlessly contend that Motion is different

from Existence.

TaEAET. Without the smallest fear.

Str. In fact, 1t 1s clear that Motion really is a thing that

is not (Existence) and a thing that 1s, since 1t partakes of

Exs

THEAET. ’ Perfectly clear.

This conclusion is now generalised : 1t applies to all the Forms.
Of any Form 1t can be said that 1t is a thing that 1s not (any other
Form) and also a thing that is (s.c. exists). Finally, 1t is pomnted
out that this is as true of Existence 1tself as of any other Form.

256p. STR. It must, then, be possible for *that which is not’

257.

(5 e. 15 different from Existence) to be (to exst), not only
in the case of Motion but of all the other Kinds. For i
the case of them all the nature of Difference makes each
oneoithandlﬁuent{rommnstenoemdsomakuita
thing that ‘is not ’; and hence we shall be right to speak
ofthﬁna]]onthesamepnnmpleasthmgsthxtmthxs
sense ‘ are not’, and agam, benusetheypa.rtakeofEnst
em:e.tosuythztthey are’ (exist) and call them things
that have bemg (existence).

TaEAET. No doubt.

STR. So, in the case of every one of the Forms there is
muchthxtit'sandanmdeﬁmtemlmbetofthmgsthnn

ppears.
STR. And, moreover, Existence itself must be called differ-
ent from the rest.
THEAET. Necessarly.

1 This means that many affirmative statements are true of any Form, and
also any number of negative statements, expressing 1ts difference from other
Forms., This conclusion 18 next apphed to Existence 1tself.
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HOW ‘ WHAT IS NOT’ CAN ‘BE’

257. STR. We find, then, that Existence likewise ‘is not’ in
as many respects as there are other things ; for, not being
those others, while 1t s its single self, it ss not all that
indefinite number of other things.

TaeAET. That is so.

StrR. Then we must not boggle even at that conclusion,
granted that Kinds are of a nature to admit combination
with one another. If anyone denies that, he must win over
our earlier arguments to his side before he tries to win over
their consequences.

THeAET. That 15 a fair demand.

In this passage vd & primarily means the single Form, Existence

1tself, one of the five Forms we selected. We have seen that

Existence is (exists?).
{Existuwe 1s not (any other Form).
But the conclusion applies equally to what Parmenides meant by
70 &, ‘that which exists’, the Real, if we understand this as a
collective name for all the existing Forms which make up reality
Tt 15 true of anything that is real, that it exists and 1s not anything
else, and of the Real as a whole that 1t is not any one of its parts. In
fact, vd &v here, like 70 Zregow earlier, is verbally ambiguous. The
ambiguity enables the statement to cover two conclusions, which are
both true. The second is
{Any existent is (exasts)
Any existent is not (any other existent).

We have thus established the first pomnt aganst Parmemdes’
dogma that there 1s no way in which  that which 1s * can * not-be ',
‘We have shown that an unhmited number of negative statements
are true of any existent or of Existence itself.

257'5—2586 There are also any mmber of true statements asserting
that * what is not’ sn a sense ‘is’

The next section refutes Parmenides’ complementary dogma:
‘ There is no sense mn which that-which-is-not can be.’ This section
15 concerned with ‘ that which is not ’ (vd w7 &) in the sense ex-
plained, namely * the different ’, ¢.c. any existent defined as different
from some other existent ; for example, ‘ the not-tall ’,  the not-
beautiful *. It is first pointed out that ‘ that which is not * i this
sense 15 distinct from ‘ Non-existence ' and from ° the non-existent ’,
both of which are covered by the phrase * the contrary of what
exists (or of Existence)’, rodvavrioy vob dvrog.

10r perhaps * ummeuxw—mabungmmmutyouum
P.T.K. 289



SOPHIST 2578-258c

2578. STR. Now let us mark this.
THEAET. Yes?
STR. When we speak of ‘ that which is not ’*, it seems that
‘we do not mean something contrary to what exists but only
something that is different.
THEAET. How ?
StR. In the same way that when, for example, we speak of
something as ‘ not tall °, we may just as well mean by that
phrase ‘ what is equal ’ as ‘ what is short ’, mayn't we??

. Certainly.
STR. So, when it is asserted that a negative signifies a con-
trary, we shall not agree, but admit no more than this:

C. that the prefix ‘ not ’ indicates something different from the

words that follow—or rather from the things designated by
the words pronounced after the negative.
THEAET. Exactly.

‘ The different ’ is  the not so-and-so’. Remembering 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 covered by Forms,
every one of which can be negatively described as ‘ that which is
not so-and-so’. So ‘the nature of the Different ’ 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 single Form, ‘ Beautiful . ‘The not-beautiful * is
a special name for this ‘ part * of the Different, just as the various
species (“parts’) of knowledge have special names,
257C. STR. And here, if you agree, isa pomt for usto consider.

THEAET. Namely ?

Str. The nature of the Different (Difference) * appears to
be parcelled out, in the same way as knowledge.
TuEAET. How so?

STR. Knowledge also is surely one, but each part of it that
commands a certain field is marked off and given a special

D. name proper to 1tself. Hence language recognises many

arts and forms of knowledge.®

17 Short * 18 the contrary of “tall *, but ‘equal’ 18 not, so the equal 1
d:ﬂmtﬁommull,notmhnry Sumilarly * the not-beautaful * is not

3 61 Bérepor 1 all thussectaon—' the dfferent * (that which 1s
below

'Knowhdgemdxhlpeaumlmmﬂnmmm ‘There 13 no suggestion
that the species of knowledge correspond to ‘ parts of the Different*  Every
Form 1 a part of the Different, bntthueunotllpemldknﬂwledgefor
every Form.,
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258.

HOW ‘WHAT IS NOT’ CAN ‘BE’

STR. And the same thing is true of the parts of the single
nature of the Different.

TurAET. Perhaps; but shall we explain how ?

STR. There exists a part of the Different that is set in
contrast to the Beautiful ?

THEAET. Yes.

STR. Aumtonyitismmdm,orhasitas?edalnme?
THEAET. It has. Whenever we use the expression ‘not
Beautiful *, thethmgwememupreusely that which is
different from the nature of the Beautiful,

STR. Then tell me this.

TrEAET. What ?

STr. May we not say that the exsstence of the not-Beautiful
is constituted by 1ts bemng marked off from a single definite
Kind ! among existing things and again set in contrast with
something that exists ?

THEAET. Yes.

STR. So it appears that the not-Beautiful is an instance of
somethmgthatenst.sbemgsetm contrast to something that

Tmu. Perfectly.

STR. Whatthen? On this showing has the not-Beautiful
any less claim than the Beautiful to be a thing that exists ?
THEAET. None whatever.

STR. And so the not-Tall must be said to exist just as
much as the Tall itself,

THEAET Just as much.

STR. And we must also put the not-Just ® on the same
footing as the Just with respect to the fact that the one
exists no less than the other.

THeAET. Certamly.

STR. And we shall say the same of all the rest, since we have
seen that the nature of the Different is to be ranked among
things that exist, and, once 1t exists, its parts also must be
considered as existing just as much as anything else.
THEAET. Of course.

STR. So, itseems.wh- a part of the nature of the Different

évds yéwovs, vix the Beautiful ; not * awy sungle kund *, or * some kand *

(Mylmylvm)

3 The * not-Just * 18 not * the unjust’, bueuyFommtudxﬂmtﬁm
‘the Just’ Fur-pd:,cf Theaet lsﬁl.rﬁk undd opixpdv dwivas. Note
that the moral Forms (Beautiful, Just) once more appear alongmde the

rTest.

29t



SOPHIST 2578~258c

258. and a part of the nature of the Existent (Existence)! are
B. set in contrast to one another, the contrast 1s, if 1t be per-
missible to say so, as much a reality as Existence tself;
it does not mean what 1s contrary to ‘existent’, but only
what is different from that Existent.
THEAET. That is quite clear.
STR. What name are we to give it, then ?
THEAET. Obviously this is just that ‘ what-is-not > which
we were seeking for the sake of the Sophist.
STR. Hast then, as you say, an existence inferior to none of
the rest in reality ? May we now be bold to say that * that
which is not * unquestionably s a thing that has a nature of
C. its own—just as the Tall was tall and the Beautiful was
beautiful, so too with the not-Tall and the not-Beautiful 2—
and in that sense ‘ that which 1s not ' also, on the same
principle, both was and is what-is-not, a smgle Form to be
reckoned among the many realities? Or have we any
further doubts with regard to it, Theaetetus ?
None at all.

The Stranger has now his ised reft of
‘ Father Parmemdes’ pmnounent byshawmg that n a certain
respect what is not, exists, and agamn what exists, i a sense is

not ’ (qm).
into another language

revw].s that the terms 0 h, tadrdy, Odregov are used ambiguously.
To & means tself ", imes ‘ the exist-
ent’ or ‘that which is so-and-so’, vadrdy ‘sometumes * Sameness f
sometimes ‘ that which 1s the same’ Oétsqwsomeum Dafference’,
sometimes  that which is different’, But it is clear that Plato
was not blind to these ambiguities. He has indicated the two
senses of vg v quite clearly in the passage at 249D ff. where the
S passed from the discussion of the Real (that which 1s real)
as containing both things that move and things that are at rest to

1 Understanding  poplov s Barépov ¢boews xal (poplov) s o drros
($vosees) dvrlfecns. * A part of the nature of the Existent’, s ¢ *that which
s s0-and-s0° (s g. Beautaful).

* Keepmg the manuscript reading, withont mserting < uf pdya > and <ph
xuMr>>. It1s unhkely that both these phrases would be accidentally omitted
Sowep 18 answered, not by ofrw 8, bntbyxd(bdowﬂlm)plyn) Té py
pbya xal 9 * thenot-s0-
and-s0 (r3 i &) whuch * hasa nature of 1ts own * Gnmmuuuydm)péy-

conch appl
“the not-Tall’, ‘ the not-Beautiful’, etc., have been called * parts
22



HOW ‘WHAT IS NOT’ CAN ‘BE’

Realness or Existence as a Form of which everything that is real
partakes. Further, no writer who was unaware of the ambiguities
could have constructed an argument which is perfectly lucid when
the various meanings are kept distinct.

What 1s really puzzling to us is the description of ‘ the not-Tall *,
‘ the not-Beautiful ’, etc., as ‘ parts of the nature of the Different
(or Dafference)’. At the outset where the five selected Forms are
proved to be distinct, Oﬁagor clearly means the smgle Form,
Dufference. At 255D 1t is called * the nature of Difference * (3] 6avégov
W’K)»indthxsxssa:dto pervade all the Forms, each of which

¢ partakes of its clmraa:ter But what is meant by calling ‘ the
not-Beautiful ’, etc., ‘ parts of this single nature’ (257D) ?

Clearly ‘ the not-Bea.utiful ', etc., are not parts of the single Form,
Difference itself, the meaning of the word ‘ different’. A Form
can have parts m two senses. (1) If it is complex, the simpler
Forms by which 1t is defined can be called parts, n that their names
stand for parts of the meaning of 1ts name. ‘Figure' is part of
the meaning of ‘ Triangle’. This sense does not apply. ‘Not-
Beautiful * 15 not a part of the meaning of * Difference *. (2) ‘ Parts’
may also mean ‘species '—a meamng actually suggested by the
analogy with knowledge and 1ts species at 257C. But, once more,
‘ the not-Beautiful * is not a species of Difference, as numerical and
conceptual difference might be said to be. ‘The not-Beautiful ’
evidently means ‘ that which is different from the Beautiful '—a
collective name for all the Forms there are, other than the Beautiful
1tself. These other Forms, whether singly or as a group, are not
species of a generic Form ‘ Difference . What 1s ‘ the not-Beautiful *
a ‘part’ of ?

It 1s a part of the whole field of Forms which make up the Real.
It 15, in fact, the whole group of Forms that is separated off from
and contrasted with the single Form, the Beautiful 1tseli. In the
Statesman (2628 fi.) 1t 15 pointed out that such a part (uépog) is not
a Form (s¥3os). The Stranger there objects to the division of
animals mnto men and beasts, {.c. human and not-human. Negative
terms like ‘ Barbarian’ (non-Greek), though they have a name,
have no Form that could be subdivided. ‘ Not every part is a
Form, though every Form is a part.” So ‘the not-Beautiful * is
not a Form, but a group of Forms, negatively described, which is
a part of the Real.?

When it is said to be ‘ a part of the Different * or  of the nature
of the Different *, the Different must mean * that which is different .
Since every part of the field of Forms is different from every other

1 Such a group of Forms 13 a whole (fev) or complex of diverse parts, 1n
the sense 1 which ‘ whole ’ 13 used in the description of Dialectic at 253D.

293



SOPHIST 2580c-258D

part, the whole field can be called ‘ the Different ’; it will bear
the collective name ‘ that which is not’, just as well as the name
‘ that which is’; a.ndanyFarmorgmupofFormsmnbecdled
both existent and * a part of the Different’. In a Table of Division
ofgenusmtospedm everypogt:ve determination we reach as we
descend is ‘ difference ’, This technical term may be
derived imm Plato’s analysis here. It signifies that each pogt\ve
elemzntofeuntmtwedlswvumdwldmgthegenmcl"om:sa
* difference *, marked off by a line of division from something else.
Positively, it is an element in the identity (sameness) of the species
we shall define by it ; negatively, it differentiates that species from
others. Thus ‘ the not-Beautiful’ is ‘a part of the Different’,
though not of Difference itself ; and the nature of Difference can be
described as diffused over the whole field of Forms, no less than is
Existence. The thought is clear; but the language is certainly
confusing, puﬂythanhtol’htoswuyofthmhngofmﬁumee,
notasarelatlcmbetweenthmgs but as a property of which things
that are different ‘ partake’.

258c-259D. Conclusion : We have rofuied Parmenides’ dogma that
‘ what is* cannot in any sensenot-be, and that * what is not* cannot
in any sense be
The Stranger now the ides for-
bade us to assert ‘ thatthmgsthata:enotare Thatutony.
he recognised only one sense of ‘is not ', namely ‘is totally non-
existent *, Wehavenﬂedoutthztsenselongago and now we
have brought to light another sense, which allows us to assert that
things which are not (are different from other things) nevertheless
are (exist).
258¢c. STR. You see, then, that in our disobedience to Parmenides
we have trespassed far beyond the limits of his prohibition.
THEAET. In what way?
Str. In pushing forward on our quest, we have shown him
results in a field which he forbade us even to explore.
TrEAET. How ?
D. STR. He says, you remember,
‘ Never shall this be proved, that things that are not, are ;
but keep back thy thought from this way of inquiry .
THEAET. Yes, he does say that.
STR. Whereas we have not merely shown that things that
are not, are, but we have brought to light the real character
of ‘not-being’. We have shown that the nature of the
E. Different has existence and is parcelled out over the whole
field of existent things with reference to one another ; and
294




CONCLUSIONS

258e. of every part of 1t that 1s set in contrast to ‘that which
15 ' wehave dared to say that precisely that is really  that
which 1s not’.
THEAET. Yes, sir, and I think what we have said is perfectly
true.

For the purposes of the formal conclusion now to be stated—that
things that are not (are different) exist—the relevant senses of ‘is *
and ‘is not ’ are Existence and Difference. The third all-pervading
Form, Sameness (* 1s the same as °), is left in the background without
exphcit mention. The next speech (1) rules out non-existence (the
only sense of ‘ not-being * that Parmemdes would recognise) as a
sense of ‘ 15 not * that has no application to Forms, and (2) describes
how Existence and Difference are two Forms, both extending over
the whole field of reality and everywhere blending.

258e. STR. Then let no one say that 1t is the contrary of the
existent 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 1s concerned, we have long ago! said good-bye
259. to the question whether there 1s such a thing or not and
whether any account can be given of 1t or none whatsoever.
But with respect to the ‘ what-1s-not * that we have now
asserted to exist, an opponent must either 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 Difference pervade them all, and
ade one another ,
that Difference (or the Dlﬂemnt),’ by partaking of Exist-
ence, 1s by virtue of that participation, but on the other hand
15 not that Existence of whlch it partakes, but is dlﬁetent and
swnce 1t is di fromE: ite clearly
1t must be possible? that 1t should bea thing that isnot 4

1 At 238c, where 78 unSauds &, * the amply non-existent ', was dismussed
as not to be spoken or thought of ~ There are no true statements saying that
any Form does not exist  But 1t 18 true of every Form other than Existence
1tself that 1t 18 not (identical with) Exstence,

* As before, @drepov 18 verbally ambiguous and the formula covers the two
statements (1) that the Form Difference ts mof (the same as) Existence,
but ss (exists) , (2) that the different (that which 1s not so-and-so) 1s wot (the
same as) a thing that 1s (uss a certain existent, the so-and-so 1t differs from),
but s a thing that 18 (an existent)

w»asbnmubu * It 18 possible, necessanly, for 1t to be . Cf. 256D,
dorw I dvdyxns . 1 the same sense.

“Is (1) DlﬂmuumEmmoe and (2) the different 13 not some other
definite existent with which 1t contrasted.
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259B.  and again, Existence, having a part in Difference, will be
different from all the rest of the Kinds; and, because it is
different from them all, it #s #of any one of them nor yet
all the others pnt together, but 1s only itself 1; with the
that is not
myriads upon mym.ds of things, and that all the other
Kinds in the same way, whether taken severally or all
together, 1 many respects are and in many respects are
0t
THEAET. True.

We may here collect the meanings of ‘ is’ and  is not ’ that have
been brought to light.

(1) ‘Is’means ‘ exists’. Every Form exists ; consequently ‘ the
non-existent * has no place in the scheme, and we have ruled out
that sense of ‘is not’.

(2) ‘Is’ means ‘ is the same as’. Every Form is (the same as)
itself. The contradictory ‘is not’ means ‘s dtfermfrom '.

It will be noticed that nerther of these two senses of “1s’ has
anything to do with ‘the copula , the snpposed Ink between
sublact and m Ar logic. that
Plato * has discovered the ambiguity of the eopuh is far removed
from the facts.

There remain statements expressing the relation of two Forms
that are neither wholly different nor wholly the same, but related
asgenem:tospeclﬁbFomor as specific to generic Form. The
diagram given earlier shows the specific and generic Forms over-
lapping and ‘ blending *; but they do not comncide. A defimtion
is a statement of complete identity : ‘ Man is (the same as) rational
biped Animal’. But genus and species are related as whole to
part. At Parm. 1468 1t is said that  everything stands to every-
thing in this way: either it 1s the same or different, or, if it 1s
neither the same nor different, then one thing 1s a part, the other
a whole’. Hence ‘ part ’ is the regular Platonic term for ‘ species ’.
Plato has not occasion to analyse statements of the type: ‘Man
is Animal’. Perhaps heregar&d them as statements of partial
identity : ‘the Form Man is (the same as) a part of the Form
Animal’. The appropriate word would be ‘ partake of * (uszéyer),
md:cahngmtgenusandspecmmblmded but do not coincide.
But he does not use ‘ partake of * with any precision or distinguish

1 Here the distinction between the Form Existence as discussed m all this
ucﬁmmdmmmt(mm ‘the whole world of real Forms) is clearly

are: (1) Exstence ss wot (the
mumyoﬂw Form), but ss (the same as) itself, (2) the Exstent (any
Farmotmpdl“orml)um(ﬂ!enn;u)lnyothnmhnt,bntu(m).
2




MEANINGS OF ‘IS’ AND ‘IS NOT’

‘ partaking ’ from the mutual relation called * blending * or ‘ com-

bl.nmg (avﬁppue‘c, xowawla). The reason for supposing that

this use of ‘ is * would fall under *is the same as’ is that the whole

discussion recogmses only three all-pervading Forms—Esxstence,
Differ hich are already for.

It may be added that this whole account of the blending or
mutual participation of Forms cannot be d:rectly applied to the
old problem, raised i the P of P
individual things in Forms. M. Brochard wntm ‘The relstwns
of things to Forms are no doubt the same as the relations of Forms
among themselves.’ But this is not so. In the Parmenides and
again at Soph. 2514 and in the Philebus, the old question how one
thing can have many names is distinguished from the problem of
the of Forms and & d as already solved by the
theory of Forms, though the precise nature of this participation
maymmmobscum. Also, as we have seen, mspea.kmgofForms

pa.ruclpatlon is synonymous with  blending * or ‘ combination *
and is a symmetrical relation, whereas the participation of things
in Forms traverses the boundary between things and Forms and 1s
not a symmetrical relation - Forms do not partake of things. This
problem, therefore, remains where 1t was.

Next follows a short interlude, pointing out the bearing of the
conclusions just reached upon eristic controversy of the type started
by Zeno.

259B. STR. Andif anyone mistrusts these apparent contradictions,
he should study the question and produce some better
C. explanation than we have now given , whereas if he imagines
he has discovered an embarrassing puzzle and takes delight
in reducing argument to a tug of war, he 1s wasting his pains
on a tnviality, as our present argument declares. There
is nothing clever in such a discovery, nor 1s 1t hard to make ;
what 15 hard and at the same time worth the pains 1s some-
thing different.
THEAET. And that is—?
STR. What I said before: leaving such quibbling alone as
leading nowhere,? to be able to follow our statements step
by step and, m cniticising the assertion that a different thing
D. is the same or the same thing is different in a certain sense,
to take account of the precise sense and the precise respect
in which they are said to be one or the other. Merely to

1 Etudes, 148.
* dwjwra (Badham) seems to be the most probable correction of 3werd yet
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259D. show that in some unspecified way the same is different
or the different is the same, the tall short, the like unlike,
and to take pleasure in perpetually parading such contradic-
tions in argument—that is not genuine criticism, but may
be recognised as the callow offspring of a too recent contact
with reality.
THEAET. I quite agree.

III. FALSE SPEAKING AND THINKING

The last main division of the argument opens here (259) and
continues to 2648, where the final definition of the Sophist 1s resumed
and completed. It explains how there can be Falsity in speech and
thought. In the Theaeletus all attempts to explain this failed
because the discussion was deliberately confined to an apparatus
which excluded the Forms. These have now been brought into
account, and we shall find that, when Forms 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 statements a
meaning without invoking non-existent things or facts for them
to refer to.

59D-261C. "y of the problem

The introductory section states the problem in terms which are,
at first sight, puzzling in that they seem to ignore the distinctions
that have just been drawn. Some critics here accuse Plato of gross
confusion and fallacy.? Such accusations are groundless. The sub-
sequent analysis of falsity is as lucid as the previous account of the
blending of Forms. Such obscurity as there is occurs only in this
introductory passage, which is ‘ dialectical’ and dramatic. The
purpose is to make the reader feel that there is a difficulty to be
cleared up, and to represent the perplexity of the respondent, 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
obauveaﬂthed:sﬂncﬁonsofwhmhaverydear—hﬂdedmﬂdetwmld
be conscious.

Thediﬁcnltywh:chwzymdu:smmttofee! lies in seeing
how the preceding demonstration that ‘is not’ has two senses

1 The phrase recalls 2348 where young men were saud to be imposed on

(¢¢dwrectos ram dilemmas
Mmdmhmmmmmwhudmmbhujm
cleared uj

up.
lApelt(nmonzGoc)dechmthltthauumpunbuﬁmhonﬁvmm
pﬂbwhlchhubun ﬁomltﬁodpﬂbhthemo{ (heblle and
the confumon of these two 13 rampant the dial
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—" does not exist * and  is different from ‘—bears on the question
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 say things that arenot * (v¢ vd ) vra Aéysw),
as the Stranger will observe presently. The question is, what sense
can ‘things that are not’ bear in this phrase? The Sophist’s
argument was * ‘ To say the thing that is not * can only mean ‘ to
say nothing ’ or ‘ to speak of nothing’ (08ddy Aéysw), that is, to
“talk nonsense ’.1  You cannot speak of what does not exist ; there
are no non-existing things or facts to speak of. Therefore all false
speech must be meaningless. This is a quite serious difficulty, not
easily disposed of. What are we talking about when we make a
false statement ?

Plato has now shown that * tbethmgthatnsnot does not (as
the Sophist assumed) always mean ‘ the non-existent ’ ; it can also
mmnsonmhmgwlnchxsdxﬁmtimmsomcthmgdse‘ Both these
‘ somethings’ are somethmg (%), not nothing. He intends to
interpret the phrase to say, or speak of, that which is not’ by
means of this second sense, as equivalent to  to say, or speak of, some-
thing different from the actual facts, butnolslmplynun—emstent’
The question is, what sort of existence that ‘ something different *
can have. If we can discover that, we can assert that a false state-
ment has meaning.

Butthxsexplamtwn:sstilltowme At present all we know is
that ‘that whichisnot ’ is ambiguous. The Stranger is thinking of
the sense he will use in his explanation ; theSophisl,whoisrewt—
sented as defending his position, still feels that * saying what is not >
involves somzw]mva.nelemmt of unnahtyarnon-emstenne, ‘which
he wall chall as ith like the ordinary
madcr,maywd]beem:sedformthavmgtakmmthefnllunse
of the foregoing analysis. Once we realise the dialectical character
of the passage, we shall see that Plato himself is not guilty of
confusion.

ThephmsejnstusedbytheStrangu— ‘ the offspring of a too
recent contact with reahity’, mlledtheearlmrefetenoetoyomg
mmdeludedbytheSoplnstswua:dnu It also recalls the ‘old
men who have taken to learning late in life’ (2518), whom
coupled with the young as delighting 1n the sophism: One thing
cannothavemanym.mm The position of these men who would

ite everything from everything else * is now mentioned again.
Their difficulties arose from not recognising the existence of Forms
as the meanings of common names, or seeing that one thing can

1 Cf. 240D (p. 212) and the full statement of this argument at Theasistus
1880 (p 114).
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partake of many Forms. The Stranger begins by pointing out that
“all discourse depends on the weaving together of Forms ',

259D. STR. Yes, my friend, and the attempt to separate every-
E. thing from every other thing not only strikes a discordant
note but amounts to a crude defiance of the philosophic

Muse.?

THEAET. Why?

StR. This mohtmn of everything from werythmg else
means a f all d ; for any dis-
course we can have owes its ex:stenoe to the weavmg together
of Forms.

THEAET. True.

260. STR. Observe, then, how opportune was our struggle with
those separatists, when we forced them to allow one Form
to blend with another.

TueaeT. In what respect ?
STR. In respect of securing the position of discourse as
one of the kinds of things that exist. To rob us of discourse
would be to rob us of philosophy. That would be the most
serious consequence, but, besides that, we need at the present
moment to come to an agreement about the nature of dis-
course, and if its very existence had been taken from us,
B. we should ly not be able to any further.
And that would have happened, 1f we had yielded the point
that there 1s no blending of any one Form with another.

All discourse depends on the ‘ weaving together (ovundoxif) of
Forms ’. ‘ Weaving together * 1s not a synonym of ‘ combming * or
“blending ’; it includes all statements, affirmative or negative
It is not meant that Forms are the only elements in the meaning of
all discourse. We can also make statements about individual
things. But it is true that every such statement must contain at
least one Form—one of those ‘ common terms * (Theast. 185) which
are necessary to all thought or judgment about the objects of direct
perception. So (at 252C) it was objected against the separatists
that they could not express their theory at all without * connecting
in their statements’ (cvvdnvewy & voi Adyow) terms like ‘is’,
‘apart from’, ‘the rest’, etc, which are common terms. The

1 &uovoos 18 almost a synonym of déidoogos. Crat 406A derives Moboa and

a sentence, as distinct from isolated words  So below at 262¢, 4 mpebry awmdon,
and 262D, wMypa.
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point here made, that every statement or judgment mvolvm the
use of at least one Form, is i because the of
Forms as entering into the meamng of all statements will solve
the problem of false speech and thinking.

260B. THEAET. That is certainly true. But I do not understand
why we need an agreement about discourse at the present
moment.
Str. I may be able to suggest a line of thought that wall
help you to understand.
Tueaer. What is that?
STR. We saw that ‘not being ’ is a single kind among the
rest, dispersed over the whole field of realities.
THEAET. Yes.
STR. We have next to consider whether 1t blends with
thinking and discourse.
THEAET. Why that?

C. STR. Ihtdomnotblmdwtththm everything must be
true; but if it does, wesha.llhavefa.lsethmhngandd:s-
course ; for thinking or saymng ‘ what is not ’ comes, I sup-
pose, tothesa.methmgasfalmyinthaughtmdspeech.

THEAET. Yes.
STR. And if falsity exists, deception is possible.
THEAET. Yes.

STR. And once deception exists, images and hkenesses and

appearance will be everywhere rampant

THEAET. Of course.

STR. And the Sophist, we said, had taken refuge some-
D. Whmmtbatregion,bmthmbehaddemedtheveryeﬁst-

enneo“alslty no one could ether think or say ‘ what 1s

not ’, because what 1s not never has any sort of bemng

THEAET. So he said.

STR. But now that ‘ what is not * has been found to have

its share in existence, perhaps he will not fight with us

further on that point.

The‘not-being'whichwefuundtobeasingleFomdish’ibMed
avuthewholeﬁddofreahtywasDnﬁam ‘When the Stranger
asks whether * not-being * blendswnthspuhngmdthmhngthe
real question is whether there 1s any sense of ‘ what is not * that
wﬂl]nsh!youroombmmgthatphnsewnthspeahngmdtbmhng
in the expression ‘ to speak of, or think, what is not . The Sophist
onginallymamtmned that there can be no justification, because
‘ what is not * always means * the non-existent . We have ousted
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him from that position by showing that 1t sometimes has another
meaning, ‘ the different ’, which is compatible with existence.

But a second line of defence remains, as the Stranger goes on to
suggest. The Sophist may accept the ambiguity of ‘ what is not *,
and still deny our right to assert the possibility of saying and think-
ing what is not. Themnningof‘whatisnot'hmhnssﬁllto
be defined and )nshﬁed ‘ What is not * may not always mean
“ the non-existent ’ ; but in this particular phrase it suggests some
elunento(unnah (which, as we have argued, is not the same
thing as * d:ﬁemwe‘) So the Sophist is represented as raising a
further objection.
260D. STR. (coméimmes). On the other hand, he may perhaps say

that some things partake of not-bemng, some do not, and

that speech and thinking are among those that do not;

and so once more he might contend that the art of creating

E. images and semblances, where we say he is to be found, has

no existence at all, since thought and speech have no share

in not-being, and without that combination there is no such

thing as falsity.

That is why we must begin by investigating the nature

of discourse and thinking and appearance, mn order that we

261. may then make out therr combmation with not-being and

so prove that falsity exists, and by that proof pin down the

Sophist there, if he is amenable to capture, or else let hum go
and pursue our search in some other Kind,

‘The Sophist’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
confining himself to the precise use of the terms defined in the last
section. ‘ Some things ’, he suggests, ‘ partake of not-being, some
do not.’” If ‘things’ (eldéw) meant Platonic Forms, we have just
shown that no Forms partake of ‘ not-being ’ in the sense of non-
existence, and that all Forms partake of 1t in the sense of Difference.
Bat eidos is a vague word, sometimes meaning no more than ‘ entity °,
“thing’; and by ‘ not-being’ the Sophist clearly means falsity.
We have still to discover how ‘ the false ’ (a term strictly applicable
only to thought and speech) is related to ‘ the non-existent ’ and
“ the different . The last section dealt solely with the world of
Forms where non-existence and falsity have no place. The thought
and speech which can partake of falsity are not Platonic Forms,
but the thoughts which exist in our minds and the speeches we
utter.! No result reached so far has shown how they can ever be false.

1 At 263D the thinking, judgment, and * Ippunng‘ which * ocour s our
minds’ aro called yév (“ things’ or * kinds of thing *), 1f we read rd yévy With B
(»évy T : yu Stobaeus).
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Theaetetus’ next speech expresses the perplexity to which he and
the reader are reduced by the ambiguities of ‘ not-being’. 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.
261A. THEAET. Certainly, sir, what we said at the outset about

the Sophist seems true: that he is a hard sort of beast to
hunt down. Evidently he possesses a whole armoury of
problems, and every time that he puts one forward to shield
him, we have to fight our way through it before we can get
at him. So now, hardly have we got the better of his
defence that ‘what is not’ cannot exist, when another
B. obstacle is raised in our path: we must, it seems, prove
that falsity exists both in speech and thought, and after
that perhaps something else, and so on. It looks as if the
end would never be in sight.
STR. A man should be of good courage, Theaetetus, if he
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 ground ? No city, as
c. they say, will surrender to so fant 2 summons. And now
that we have surmounted the barrier you speak of, we may
have already taken the highest wall and the rest may be
easier to capture.
TreAET. That is encouraging.

261C262E. Every siatement is a complex of heterogeneous elements
(name and verb)

The Stranger opens the discussion by pointing out that every
statement is complex. The simplest statement must contain at
least one ‘ name’ and one verb. The terms ‘ name’ and * verb’
are defined.

261C. STR. Then, as I said, let us take first statement ! and
judgment, so as to establish clearly whether not-being has
any point of contact with them, or both are altogether true
and there is never falsity in either.
THEAET. Very good.

1°Statement’ So far Myos has been translated ‘ discourse’, but the
following analys:s 18 concerned with what Anstotle calls the dmogavrueds Myos,
 statement which can and must be exther true or false, as distmct from
questions, prayers, etc. A * judgment * (as explained later) 18 here equivalent
to an unspoken statement made by the mind i 1its internal dialogue with
1tself.
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261D. STR. Now, remembering what we said about Forms and

262.

B,

letters,! let us consider words in the same way. The solution
of our present problem promises to lie in that quarter.
THEAET. What are you gomng to ask me about words ?
STR. Whether they all fit together, or none of them, or
some will and some will not.

THEAET. That 1s plain enough : some will, some will not.
STR. You mean perhaps something like this : words which,
when spoken in succession, signify something, do fit together,
while those which mean nothing when they are strung
together, do not.

TreAET. What do you mean ?

StrR. What I supposed you had in your mind when you gave
your assent.? The signs we use i speech to signify being
are surely of two kinds.

THEAET. How?

STr. One kind called ‘ names ’, the other *verbs’.
THEAET. Give me a description of each.

StR. By ‘ verb’ we mean an expression which is applied to
actions.

THEAET. Yes.

STR. And by a ‘name’ the spoken sign applied to what
performs these actions.

THEAET. Quite so.

STR. Now a statement never consists solely of names spoken
in succession, nor yet of verbs apart from names.
THEAET. I don’t follow that.

StR. Evidently you had something else in mind when you
agreed with me just now ; because what I meant was just
this : that these words spoken in a string in this way do not
make a statement.

THEAET. In what way?

Str. For example, ‘ walks runs sleeps ’,* and so on with all
the other verbs signifying actions—you may utter them all
one after another, but that does not make a statement.

1At 2534 (p. 260)
* Probably what Theactetus had in mind was the combustion of Forms i

f Forms expressed by negative

statements, which was -umrmd by the fthng-together (mmm») or
not fittng of vowels and consonants at 2534 But the Stranger 1s referring

only to the illustration and 13 thinkang of the fact that a statement cannot
conmst of a combination of two nouns only or of two verbs only, any more

below, between Mw» and frwos) should be omitted.
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262, THEAET. Naturally.
STR. And agan, if you say * lion stag horse * and any other
nunmg;vmtothmgsmtperiurmmons.suchasmng
C. never makes up a statement. Neither in this example nor
in the other do the sounds uttered signify any action per-
formed or not performed or nature of anything that exists
or does not exist, until you combine verbs with names. The
moment you do tlnt they fit together and the simplest
of what might be called

the simplest and bneiest kind.
THEAET. Then how do you make a statement of that
kind ?
STR. When one says ‘ A man understands’, do you agree
that this is a statement of the simplest and shortest possible
kind ?
D. THEAET. Yes.
STR. Because now it gives information about facts or events
in the present or past or future : it does not merely name
hing but gets you here * by weaving together
verbs with names. Hence we say it ‘ states’ something,
not merely ‘ names ' something, and mn fact it is this complex
that we mean by the word ‘ statement *.
THEAET. True.
STR. And so, Just as some things fit together, some do not,
E. so with the signs of speech . some do not fit, but those that
do fit make a statement.
THEAET. Quite so.

The defimition of ‘word’. Aristotle defines spoken words as
tokens (o¥upola) or signs (onusia) of mental affections; and the
written word as a token of the spoken word. He remarks that,
although languages have different spoken and written signs, the
mental affections are the same in all men and so are the things
(mpdypara) of which the mental affections are likenesses (De
inderpr. 1).

w..a’wmwmmmmpu(wm)ummu
ofvurh,wmdmmmuth-tmyuﬁmu
performed, by any agent o034 odolay Svros odbi m)hurefeﬂtotham
mmpu (oreos) of the string of names, which does not state that there actually

exsts (Svros), or does not exist, anything with the nature (cdola) expressed

by any of the names. This does not mean that the words themselves have
10 meaning, and are senseless noses ; but that such concatenations are not
mte‘menuoihct,donotnder(wpmteuﬁore{a)wmyamdlmwmm

* wepalvar ™, the opposite Of od3dv wepalvew, ‘to got nowhere' Cf,
Theast 180A.
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Plato defines a word, not as the token of a mental affection, but
as a vocal sign w/mio'tﬂcwwﬂcmnvsedtoslsmfybd»s
(mel'n)vmhla!hﬂm Thuaonoemplnsthatevaywurd

or m¢ thing ; it is not a
noue. Itfollowsthatmdemmtmata]sestatunmtmbestmply
. But ‘ being * is an ambiguous expression.

(1) ‘ Being ’ may mean the nature of a thing. At Laws 895D,
Plato says that in the case of everything there are always three
factors: the ‘being’ or nature (odola), the defimition or account
(Adpos) of the nature, and the name (Svopa). The nature is a coun-
terpart of the definition. So at Phaedrus 245E the °essential
bewng or definition of soul * (yvyfic odolay xal Adyov) is  that which
moves itself . At Cratylus 393D, where significant or descriptive
proper names are in question, 1ussa|dthatAstyamx(I.oxdofthe
city) and Hector (Warden) have the same * force ’ (3¥vaui) : one
meaning can be expressed in different syllables or letters, so long
as the being of the thing (odola vo¥ mpdypavog)as expressed in the
name (dnAovuéwn &v 1§ dvduar) prevails. Cratylus 383E: Things
(mpdypava) have a constant being (BéBaiog odola) of ther own,
which we cannot alter ; so have actions (mpdfei). The example at
Laws 895Disthem'even‘ as applied to numbers. This has
the defimstson * divisible mto two equal parts ’, and the corresponding
beng (ovola) is this property of numbers. Every such nature is,
in Platonic terms, a Form (eidos)—the meaning of a common name,
which, if complex, is definable.

(2) In the case of Forms the sature and the thing are one and the
same. So at Protagoras 3498 1t is asked whether the five names of
the cardinal virtues all apply to one thing (énl & ﬂeniy;uzﬂ) or
is each name applied severally to ‘ a peculiar nature or thing * (Bog
ovola xal mpdypa) having a property of its own. But there are
also proper names attached by convention to individual things.
In the statement we shall presently take as typical, ‘ Theaetetus
sits’, ‘ Theaetetus’ stands for an individual thing, and (as the
Cratylus showed)doesnot necessarily express its nature. The name
may have no ‘ meaning ’ in 1tself ; it merely snndsibrthethmg
'we choose to attach that sound to. The definition of ‘ word ’ must
oaversuchnamsasthse ‘sign signifying being * includes this
second sense : ‘ standing for something that exists’. At Cratylus
388c a name is said to have two functions: ituatool(x)to
convey | mfarmnuon (dldawmhxdv) a.nd (2) to dlsungm'lh
(rd tiig odolag). ‘Thing’ or
“ being * hetehasthgmdumu,wvmngmyoh]ectduhnguuhed

1 3daopa, Cf Laws792A: Crymng is to nfants a means of signifymmg therr
desires (3fdespa dv dpg)—not ﬁhwyao?ﬂ of sign (omueior) !




NAMES AND VERBS

by a name, whether that object be a Form (the nature which is
the meaning expressed by common name) or an individual thing
which may be indicated conventionally by a proper name standing
Jfor it.

Plato’s definition of ‘word’ thus covers two senses. (1) A
wmmannmmgmﬁuor means’ a ‘nature * which is a Form, as
well as ‘ standsng for’ or indscating existing things. (2) A proper
name stands for or sndicales an existing thing only. With his usual
disregard for preciston, Plato uses all the common words for ‘ signify *,
“ mean ’, ‘ indicate ’, indiscriminately. But in order to undermnd
the analysis of the statement, ‘ Theaetetus sits’, we shall find it
necessary to distinguish between a proper name like ‘ Theaetetus *
and a ‘ common term ’ like ‘sits’.

Names and Verbs.—At Cratylus 425A the notion that speech or
statement. (Myoc) consists of names and verbs is taken as famil\ar,
without expl: It was p: due to for
the previons context refers to their damﬁmuon of letters into
vowels, sonants,and mutes. A statement is ‘ a combination of names
and verbs’ (431B). Aristotle repeats this.! Other parts of speech

are 1gnored. Anstotle 1s understood as meaning that a noun and
a verb are, as Plato here remarks, necessary and sufficient for the
mimmum statement that can be true or false. Later grammarians
seem to have taken the same view. Ammonius observes that other
parts of speech (conjunctions, prepositions, articles, etc.) cannot,
when put together, make up a statement (Adyog) : they are accord-
ingly * parts of speech ' (Aéf), not * parts of statement’ (idyog).
Plutarch (Plat. Qu. x) says that Plato speaks only of names and
verbs because a statement really does consist of these parts. A
name (‘ Socrates’) or a verb (‘is beaten’) calls up the idea of a
person or a thing; but words hke uév, ydp, megf, do not. Apart
from the mention of a person or thing they are empty noises, not
significant either (as names and verbs are) by themselves, nor yet
when strung together. He compares them to salt in a dish of meat
or the water in a cake, which is not properly ‘ part’ of the cake,
but serves to hold it together. Only names and verbs are ‘ parts
of statement * (Adyog). This neglect of the mmor parts of speech
led to serious in Logic. It facili
every proposition has a subject (noun) and a pred:ute (nnnmlly
adjective or verb) ; and the nature of relations was obscured by the

2 De Interpr.1  Cf Rhet. 1404b, 26, Svramw 8% dvopdraw xal frpdraw IE v &
ovwlomxer  Stenzel (Studsen 1. Ewtanchlungd plat Dsalehish, 88) thinks
tmn,.. im:lndu any predicate (dwssage), ¢ £ -M:lnlnkmﬂk (d art.
Logih m P.W Emcycl. Halbband XXV, 1011).
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failure to recognise the claim of prepositions to have meanings
of their own.

It will be noticed that Plato takes as the typical minimum state-
ment the combination of a name (noun) and a verb expressing
an action, not such a sentence as ‘ Socrates is wise *.  But he is not
writing a treatise on logic. If he were, hus defimtion of ‘ verb’ as
‘an expression applied to actions ’ would be obviously defective,
as ignoring verbs expressing states; and to define ‘ name’, as he
does, in terms of the verb—* the spoken sign applied to what per-
forms these actions '—would be odd. The defimtions are not meant
to be

The npshot of this section |s that every statement is complex,
(name and verb) which
severally Iuwe meanings and, when put together, form a whole
having significance as a whole. The fact or event which the state-
ment to and to rep as a whole, 1s also

complex, isting of h 1 (agent and action),
which fit together in a coherent structure.

262E. Every statement is about something and s esther truc oy false
‘Two more pomts are now added. (1) One element m the complex

statement is the name of the agent, about which the statement 1s

made. (2) Every statement as a whole 1s erther true or false.

262E. STR. Now another small point.
THEAET. Yes?
STR. Whenever there is a statement, it must be about
something ! ; it cannot be about nothing.
THEAET. That is so.
STR. And must it not have a certan character ? *
THEAET. Of course.

The ion that ‘every is about hing * indi-
cates that one element in the complex statement 1s the name of the
agent or (to use the later term) subject, and the agent itself is one
element in the existing fact. In themmplsweslmlltake,
Thuztetush:mselflsthesub]ectbothmthetmemummt Theae-
tetus sits’ and in the false ‘ Theaetetus flies’. Probably the
Stranger means here to emphasise that the subject of both state-

1 The mumple gemitive rovés ‘ of something ’ 18 used , and at 263a Theastetus
Mo{thnmmtlbvnthmu‘mm‘(Jpéy),uﬂthugemhvewue
e But 1n the same breath he speaks of 1t as‘ about me * (wepl duod) ;
snd that {s evidently what both expressions mean.
* That * character ' or ‘ quality munltmthothldty.hmuatf'hkbw
378, is obvious from what follows (2634, B).
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ments is the actually existing Theaetetns. Whatever element of
unreality we may look to find in the false statement, at any rate the
subject is not unreal or non-existent. A false statement is not a
statement about a non-existent subject, nor does it deny the exist-
ence of its subject. To ‘speak of or say what is 1s not * does not
mean ‘ to make a statement about nothing *.

The importance of this point may explain why Plato selects as
examples true and false statements about an individual thing,
Theaetetus, not about a Form, such as we had in the previous
section. That Theaetetus exists here and now is common ground
with his opponents ; but they would have denied the existence of
Forms like Motion and Rest, and Plato does not want to lay himself
open to that objection here. Granted that Forms do exist, the
objection is mvald, and the analysis now offered of the meaning
of true and false statements would apply also to statements about
Forms.

6282638 The defimitson of true

The Stranger next takes two statements about the same subject,
one obviously true, the other iconsistent with 1t and obwviously
false. He then proceeds to give, with surprising brevity, his
defimitions of true and false statement.

2628. STR Now let us fix our attention on ourselves.
aET. We .

STR. I will 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.

263. THEAET. I will do my best.
STR. ‘ Theaetetus sits'—not a lengthy statement, is it ?
THEAET. No, of very modest length.
StR. Now 1t is for you to say what it is about—to whom
1t belongs.
TueAEr. Clearly about me: 1t belongs to me.
STR. Now take another.

THEAET. Namely—?
StR. ¢ Theutetns (whom I am talking to at this moment) *
flies *

TueAET. 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.
B. THEAET. Yes.
1 Not an 1magunary Theactetus or Thoactetus at some other moment, but
the real Theaetetus here and now
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2638. STR. Then what sort of character can we assign to each
of these?

THEAET. One is false, the other true.
STR. And the true one states about you the things that
are (or the facts) as they are.

. Certainly.

This brief definition of true statement occurs in earlier dialogues,
(x) At hyde 283E, that it is im-
possible to speak falsely. Forlfyuuspukofthethmgthat the
statement is about, that thing must be one among the things that
are (v@ Sytaw). So you are speaking of the thing that is (vd &).
But to speak of the thing that is or the facts (vd dv Aéyswv xal vd
Bvra), 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 *
(vd dvva udy vodmov Twd Adys, ob [dnnt & ys ¥y, 284c).
Ctesippus is evidently quoting a popular definition : ‘ The tme state-
ment speaks of things that are, or states facts, as they are’. (2)
Again at Cmtylus 385B Socrates remarks to Hermogenes that the
true statement ‘ speaks of the things that are, as they are * or * states
that the things that are, are * (5 8 vd dra Adyy d¢ forww). Here
the phrase is ambiguous in form, but the difference 1s rather gram-
matical than substantial. The definition is given as current and
accepted without discussion. Bot.h here and in the Ei
(where d¢ st: must mean as they are ') the notion is that
truth consists in th with the

‘ things that are’ or “the facts ", Howthey correspond is not

explained.

Bat for our present purpose of discovering what a false statement
can mean or correspond with, it is important to be clear about the
meaning of ‘ things that are’ or ‘facts’. We have seen that all
ﬁcunpmsentedbystatem-umcomplu In the case of the
true statement ‘ Theaetetus sits *, thetem (x) the thing about which
the statement is made—an existing thing, Theaetetus; (2) the
‘action ’ referred to by the verb * sits —mothzenshng f.hmg and
(3) the whole complex existing fact—Theaetetus-sitting—composed

those two elements. Let us take this complex existing fact and
supposethntxt:s.orwntnns,allthe‘thi.ngsmtm’, which the
statement is to correspond with.

ensﬁng fact—Theaetetus-sitting—is a oomphx object of
; and, if we may assume that my judgment ‘ Theaetetus
sits’ simply represents what I actually see with no element of
inference, myaummtml]betme Weshuﬂthmgetthefoﬂow-
ing schem
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FALSE STATEMENT DEFINED
TRUE STATEMENT : “ Theaelelus sits **

P4
stands for | corresponds to 1 stands for
P —
ExisTING FACT*  Theaetetus sitting.

Here each of the two words stands for one element in the complex
fact. The statement as a whole is complex and its structure corre-
sponds fo the structure of the fact. Truth means this correspon-
dence.

Common sense might accept this account of true statement ; and
tln.s.nodoubt wasthepcrpu!srmeanlngof' of things
that are’, or ‘stating facts, as they are’. If all statements were
true and were of the type here exemplified, the account might be
taken as complete. But here the difficulty begins. How are we
to define false statement on these nes? If we define true state-
ment by the correspondence of 1ts structure with the structure of
an existing fact which 1t refers to, the Sophist will object that a false
statement cannot be defined as corresponding with anything, be-
cause there are no non-existent facts for it to correspond with or
mean or refer to. A false statement, therefore, means nothing.
This involves a problem which modern logicians are d.\scusmg
“ Charles I died on the scaffold * corresponds to a fact ; ‘ Charles I
died in bed ’ and ‘ Charles I did not die on the scaffold ’ do not.
If I judge or believe either of these statements, how can there be
an ‘ objective falsehood * or ‘ negative fact ’ to provide an object
for my belief ? 1

2638-D. The defimstion of false statement

The language in whx:h Plato now states his solution 1s extremely
simple, and vague and ambi The meaning of
the literal translation here giwven will be discussed later.?

1 See, for instance, Russell, Phslosophscal Essays (1910), On the Nature of
‘alsehood

follows :

BE. "0 34 3) pedys drepa v Svraw (3¢ Myes mepl ao)

Nal.
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ells dst dive, de lus, ce qus w'est pas, ef, uwm.uwm(s»hu*,p.zas).

311



SOPHIST 2638-D

263B. STR. Whetusthela]semtemmtstatesaboutyonthings
d'ﬁamfmmthethmgsmtm
THEAET.

STR. Andamdmgly states things thai are-not as being.
THEAET. No
STR. Ya,bnuhmgsthauzm different from things that
existin your case. For we said that in the case of everything
there are many things that are and also many that are not.
THEAET. Quite so.

c. STR. Sotheseoondstatmtlmdeaboutyou in the first
place, of the
must itself neemanly be one of the shortest posslble
THEAET. So we agreed just now.
STR. And secondly it must be about something.
THEAET. Yes.
StrR. And if it is not about you, it is not about anything else.

Certainl;

THEAET. ly.
STR. And if it were about nothing, it would not be a state-
ment at all ; for we pointed out that there could not be a
statement that was a statement about nothing.
. Quite true.

D. STR. So what is stated about you, but so that what is
different is stated as the same or what is not as what is—
a combination of verbs and names answering to that descrip-
tion finally seems to be really and truly a false statement.
THEAET. Perfectly true.

In his later speeches here the Stranger emphasises the poin
(1) that this false statement has a subject, (2) that this subject is
Theaetetus, not anyone else, and (3) that the subject cannot be
nothing at all.

(2) * Theaetetus, not anyone else *. Thus refers to the wrong view
that a false statement, if it means anything, must be a true statement
about something else. ThlsisassertedbyEuthydunus'mdefence
of the thesis : ‘It 1s impossibl The is:
Every thing or fact (d, :Qdypa)hnusvubnlwndembing
how it is (o that it is, Adyog dig ZoTy). When youand I are said to
contradict one another, I amn uttering the verbal expression of one
thu:g you that of another. We must be speaking of two different

Socrates remarks that this means that every statement
must be true (as Antisthenes said: wdg Adyog dAnfedes). Thus a
false statement had been given a meaning at the cost of makingita
true statement about something else.
1 Enthydemus 285D,
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(3) ‘ The subject cannot be nothing at all . This dismisses the
alternative wrong view that the false statement can have no meaning
because it is about nothing that exists. (It may be added that the
Theory of Forms provides a meaning even for false statements which
seem to have no existing subject, such as ‘ Theprasentxmgof
France favours Free Trade’. The description has a meaning,
though it stands for no existing person. But Plato does not consider
such statements.)

To return now to the first three speeches. I have tried to give
a literal translation ; but what does it mean ? The ordmary reader
might naturally suppose that the thing described as ‘ different from
the things that are n your case ’ or * different from the facts about
you’ must be a non-existent fact, other than the existing fact.
And he might take the third speech as meaning that this non-existent
fact #s a fact, thonghothcrthnntheenshngfact‘ He would then

Tude that Plato i d to define false by
dence with a non-existent fact on the same limes as the diagram of
true statement above :

FALSE STATEMENT: “ Theactetus Slies”
~———
stands for 1 corresponds to 1 stands for
—_————
Non-Ex1sTENT FacT:  Theaetetus flying.

But that 1s precisely the explanation we must exclude. The Sophist

will rightly repeat his objection : * There 1s no such thing as the

non-existent fact, Th flying. Your is not false,

but meanngless—not a statement at all, for there is nothing for 1t

to mean or refer to. A false statement 15 not a true statement about

a ‘ different fact ’, which is not a fact at all, because it does not
exist.”

‘We must not, then, attn’hxte thls explanation to Plato. His
purpose 1s to meet this very and he has
chosen a statement which is not only false now but could not be
true at any tume, since Theaetetus can never fly. Let us restore the
existing fact and set the false statement beside it. All we now have
is:

FALSE STATEMENT: ** Theastetus flies”
stands for
ExisTING FACT:  Theaetetus sitting.
1Cf. H. Jackson on The Sophst (Journ Phslol. v, 223) : “bevdils Myos

vided that by nd Sra are meant the facts which the proposition, thought or
spoken, purports to represent, and by s Svra facts other tham these * (my rtalics).
313



SOPHIST 2638-D

The name Theacizius, as before, stands for the thing, Theaetetus:
as the Stranger has emphasised, the false statement is about an
existing subject. * Flses* does not stand for the other element in
the fact, ‘sitting’. The Sophist will now say. °flies’ has no
meaning ; there exists nothing for 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 ourselves to what
we have called the existing fact, such as common sense recognises
and such as seemed to provide a satisf: 'y account of
true statement. We must fill out Plato’s scheme with elements
he has furnished elsewhere and here takes for granted. There are
other * things that are ’ to be brought mn, namely the Forms, which
'we have so far ignored. PlatomdmﬂymmsmeFmstooame
in. The whole section on bi of Forms was
furnish the key to false statement. He has said that nl.ldlsoourse
depends on the weaving together of Forms * (259E), .e. at least one
Form enters into the meaning of any statement.! In the passage
before us he refers to statements made earlier about Forms: ‘in
the case of everything there are many things that are, and also
many that are not’. This was said of Forms in a context where
individual things were not in question at all. Finally, we have
seen that the failure of the Theactetus to explain false statement
was due to the deliberate exclusion of Forms.

All this shows that our diagram of the true statement and its
meaning is not yet complete. There is another ‘thing that 1s’
to be added, namely a Form. In the true statement one term is
a proper name “ Theaeletus ', standing for the existing subject.
There 1s no Form, Theaetetus. But the other term ‘siis’ is a
common term ; and in the theory of Forms common terms have
muningi.ntwoways (I)hkethempanxme,theysmdfor
or sndscate existents: ‘sits’ stands for ‘sitting’, the
seeondoomponento!theensungfut (z)Theya.Isohavemngs
of their own, as significant articulate sounds. The word * sitting *,
spoken by itself, wnveysamumngtothehmsmmd it is not
a senseless noise. If I say, ‘ Sitting is always more comfortable than
standing ’, he understands what I am talking about. This meaning
nsnotthepamcularattztudeoﬁapemmhtpmanhuemdnow,
but is what Plato calls a Form, which is a real thing, whether
Theaetetus is actually sitting or not, and whether or not anyone
says he is sitting. This Form, Sitting, is part of the meaning of
the true statement, and must be added to the scheme:
‘P!un;:wuwmwm'wmm'mmmmrm,ma

. 104).
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ForM : Sitting

TRUE STATEMENT: “ Theadstus  sits” | partakes of
m-lm stands
— e
ExisTING FACT:  Theaetetus sitting

The word * sits* has now a double significance : it stands for a
partofthemsﬁngfact andltmmthel"orm To put 1t differ-
mﬂy,thephrase thing that is in your case’ (6v mapl 006) has

(l)anexdshngelmmtmthefactmwhmhyoum
the oﬂm‘ elemcnt, (2) the Form of which this existing element

‘ partakes ", Fotmlsa.nob]ea of knowledge, not of percep-
tion, and 1s permanently real, independently of any existing facts ;
whuastheparucnlar‘sitﬁng'whichispanoftheexisﬁngfut,
occurs at some time and place and ceases to be. Complicated as the
diagram now 1s, the briefest true statement involves, on Plato’s
prinaples, all these ‘ things that are’ and their relations.

Now the introduction of Forms provides a meaning for the false
statement, * Theactetus flies "', without our having to invoke a
non-existent fact or objective falsehood. The diagram for the
false statement wall be :

Forms : Flying Sitting
‘means
FALSE STATEMENT* “ Theactetus fies” | partakes of
stands
for
EXISTING FACT : Theaetetus - sitting.

Each element in the statement has now a meaning ; and so the
statement as a whole has meaning. thtlsnussmgmthemse
of the false statement is : (1) the relation * ’ between the
actual ‘ sitting * and the different Form Flying ; (2)  fises ** does not
stand for this ‘ sitting ’, though it has a meaning of its own, which
the word calls up to the hearer’s mind ; (3) the statement as a
whole does not correspond with the fact as a whole or with any
fact. Only by thus using the theory of Forms can Plato meet the
Sophist’s objection that false statement cannot exist because there
is nothing for it to mean.
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We can now interpret the literal translation above given of the
Stranger’s first three speeches :

(I) 0 88 &) pevdic Erega vaw Syraw (Abys: nepl 0ob).
Whereas the false statement states about you things different
from the things that are ’.

In the illustration the * different thing ’ is the meaning of the word
‘ flies’, viz. the Form, Flying, which is different from the Form
Sitting. Sitting is a ‘ thing that is * and can be truly stated about
Theaetetus, because the existing fact contains an element which
‘ partakes * of it—what we might call an *instance * of Sitting.

(2) Ta ui) S° Bpa dg dvra Adyse.
“ And accordingly states things that are-not as beng.’

Here a result established in the section on the combination of Forms
isinvoked : 1t was shown that every Form * is not * 1n the sense that
it is not (1s dufferent f:rom) any other Form.! So we can substitute
‘ things tha.t are not ’ (v p3) 8vra) for the phrase in the previous
speech * things different from the things that are ’ (frspa vé» Svraw).
Flying is a thing that isnot (is different from) Sitting, but 1s none the
less real. Thlnwehavefoundasahsfactorymmmgtor that
which is not * mtheexpuswn speaking that which is not ’, used
as the equivalent of ‘saying what 1s false’. And we have found
this meaning by mnvoking the Forms and using the results of the
section on combination.

(3) "Ovraw 8¢ ye &vva &vega mepl 00b. moAdd pdv ydp Epapey
Svra nepl Exactov elval mov, oAdd 3¢ odx ra.
‘ Yes, but things that exsst, different from things that exsst m
your case. For we said that in the case of everything there are
many things that are, and also many that are not."

The first sentence points out that the phrase just used, ‘ things
that are not ’, does not mean ‘ things that do not exist ’ (but only
‘ different things '). Flying is a thing that really ss, and is different
from another thing that really is, viz. Sitting.* Both Forms are real.
That Plato is thinking of Forms here is evident from the second
sentence. This refers to two earlier statements about Forms: (1)

1 This parbcular result was expressly recalled by the Stranger at the
begmunung of the present discussion . * We saw that ** not-being ** (s.s. Differ-
m)mmgusmmmgmm dispersed over the whole field of realities *
( things that are’, &ra), 2601
'hmmmmhwudhmmpm
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256E, ‘ In the case of every Form there is much that it is, and an
indefinite number of things that it isnot *; (2) 2598, ‘ Existence 15
not myriads upon myriads of things, and all the other Kinds in
the same way, whether taken severally or all together, in many
respects are and m many respects are not. So when we speak
now of Flymng as that which is not Sitting (or any other Form),
we can use this negative description without implying non-
existence.

In his concluding speeches the Stranger emphasises once more
that the false statement, Theacietus fises, is a statement, not ‘ about
nothing * but about the Theaetetus who exists here and now, and
who 1s equally the subject of the true statement, Theactetus sits.
The name Theaetetus stands for a * thing that 1s’ i the sense of
an element of exusting fact, no less than flies means a ‘ thing that is’
in the other sense—a Form. Finally, the false statement 1s defined
as a combination of verbs and names stating about its subject ‘ what
lsdlﬁeuntasthesameorwhatlsnotaswhatis’ This rather

exprmonmsmmttoreca]lthemmephonofhlse
udgment mn the Theactetus as some kind of * misjudgment '—mus-
taking one thing for another. In the attempt to imagine how this
could happen, the empiricist apparatus was enlarged until we
reached the notion of h preces of knowledge ’. 2 But
this theory broke down, because, on the empincist assumptions
we were then working with, a ‘ piece of knowledge ’ could be nothing
but an old record stored in the memory.® Now that the Sophsst
has brought the Forms into the account, a ‘ piece of knowledge *
can mean a Form which we know. Hence the notion of ‘ thinking
that one thing is another ’ or ‘ mistaking one thing for another ’
can be revived with a new meaning. The  things * we mterchange
are not old memory 1mages, but eternally real objects of thought.
So at 253D it belongs to dialectic ‘ not to take the same Form for
another or another for the same . With this correction, the descrip-
tion of the hunt for birds in the aviary is, perhaps, meant to be
accepted as a rough mechanical image of what happens in our minds
when we mistake objects of knowledge.

It is certainly surprising that Plato should be content with a
statement of his solution so brief and ambiguous. Presumably the
fact that Forms are involved and the relevance of all the earlier
discussion of their combination was so clear to his mind that he
took the reader’s understanding of these pomts for granted.

1 Thoast 199C (p 136)
* It will be remembered that our knowledge of numbers was so described
at Theast 1964 (p. 128).
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263D-2648. ]udgmaw being simﬂy wwpolm statement, false yudg-
ment and falss ‘ appearing ’ are possible

The final step in the argument is now taken by identifying judg-
ment (3dfa) with unspoken statement. From ths it follows that
false jndgment must be ju.st as posaible as false statement. The
meaning of 3d¢a, ‘ judgment ’, as here defined must not be oanfnsed
with Plato’s use of the word for ‘ Opinion ’ id
having a different class of objects (dofaord) from those of knowhdge
(ypword). Judgment differs from knowledge in that it can be true
or false, but its objects may be entirely Forms and their relations,
which the Republic classed as objects of knowledge, not of opimion.
The final definition of false statements above given covers false
statements about Forms,

263D. STR. And next, what of thinking and judgment and appear-
ing ? Is it not now clear that all these things occur in our
minds both as false and as true?
THEAET. How so?
STr. You will see more easily if you begin by letting me
give you an account of their nature and how each differs

E. from the others.

THEAET. Let me have it.
StR. Well, thinkmg and discourse?! are the same thing,
except that what we call thinking is, precisely, the inward
dialogue carried on by the mind with 1tself without spoken
sound.
THEAET. Certainly.
STR. Whereas the stream which flows from the mind
through the lips with sound is called discourse.
TrEAET. True.
STR. And further there is a thing * which we know occurs
in discourse.
THEAET. Namely ?
STR. Assertion and denial.?
THEAET. Yes.

1 Thinking (8dvoia) and discourse (Myos) are both used in the wide sense
which includes, not on.ly ,udgmnc (84¢a) and statement (Abyos) which must
be true or false, but all forms of thminng and speech, questions, commands,
etc. mmuntolmunumpoknwnmntThut 189z (p 118)
-ndMD(y 155), is here briefly repeated.

, BT Tetaned : ‘a thing (presently to be mentioned) ’.
L. adrd at Theaet. 207D (Campbell).
3 ¢dong and dwédacws cover (1) afirmation and negation, which appear
the afirmative or negative form of the spoken statement, and (z) the mental
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FALSE JUDGMENT AND ‘ APPEARING’
264. STR. Then when this occurs in the mind in the course of
sﬂ-tthmlnng can you call it anything but judgment ?
THEAET.

STR. Andsuypose dj occurs, not ind dently, but
bymmsoipermphon,theonlynghtnamefvrsuchastate

STR. Well then, since we have seen that there is true and
false statement, and of these mental processes we have found
thinking to be a dialogue of the mind with 1tself, and judg-
ment to be the conclusion of thinking, and what we mean
by ‘1t appears’ a blend of perception and judgment, it
follows that these also, being of the same nature as state-
ment, must be, some of them and on some occasions, false.
TueAET. Of course.

Str. You see, then, that we have discovered the nature
of false judgment and false statement sooner than we
expected just now when we feared there would be no end
to the task we were setting ourselves in the search for them.
‘l‘nsm I do.

‘A ) is briefly d d because the process
meantbythetermherehasbund:scnsudatlmgthmtheﬂ-m
tetus. It 1snot * imagination ’, the faculty which pnctuma.nahsent
or imagmary object not pereewed at the moment. It is that

of p and j which, as the Theactetus
described, oocunwh-lseeanmdxsﬁnctﬁgxreand nghﬂyor
wrongly, judge 1t to be someone I know.* ‘It appears to me’ to
acts of assent and dissent—eaying * yes * and ‘ no '—to questions which the
mind puts to atself, as described at Theaet 190A, ddaxovea Kal o ddoxovoa
(p. 118) Judgment was there defined as the mind’s final decision when all
doubt and debate 13 over

1 Gavracla here, as at Theaet 152C (p 32), 13 amply the substantive
eqmvﬂenttomvetb‘«lwdu lnhnnm-pou:hmsmngermhht\lm

" & Myopey, * what we mean by “1t appears "’

* Theaet. 1938 ff. (p 124) and xosn.nb-}wddmrphlm(p 128).

This ted 1 Mlebus ‘passage




SOPHIST 2648-D
be so-and-so. Thu judgmmt nghﬂy or wmgly mterpretmg a
present is all eans here. It is the
one kind of ]udgment that may “be false whu;h the psychological
apparatus of the Theaetetus was adequate to describe. The Stranger
here notes that we are now fully justified in asserting that such false
judgments (like others) have a meaning and can exist.

264B-D. Transstion, commecting these yesulls with the interrupted
Divisson of Image-making

Far back (at 236) the art of Image-making, which we had divined

to contain the essential charactenstic of the Sophist, was divided

into the making of hikenesses (elxagtw) and the making of sem-

blems of unreal and false : how can such
things have any sort of existence ? We have since explained how
false statement, at any rate, can exist, and the Stranger now points
out that we are justified in resuming the interrupted Division.

2648. STR. Then let us not lose courage for what remains to be
c. done. Now that these matters are cleared up, let us recall
our earlier divisions by forms
TrEAET. Which do you mean ?
Str. We distingmshed two forms of Image-making . the
making of likenesses and the making of semblances.
Yes.

THEAET.

STR. Andwesmdwewetepvuuledtotel]underwhmh of

these two we should place the Sophist.

Taeaer. We did.

STR. And to increase our perplexity we were plunged in a

whirl of ion by the of an that

called in question all these terms and disputed the very

existence of any copy or image or semblance, on the ground
D. that falsity never has any sort of existence anywhere.

THEAET. True.

STR. But now that we have brought to light the existence

of false statement and of false judgment, 1t is possible that

there should be imitations of real things and that this con-

dition of mind (false judgment) should account for the exist-

ence of an art of deception.

THEAET. Yes, it 1s.

STR. And we agreed earlier that the Sophist does come

under one or other of the two kinds mentioned.

THEAET. Yes.
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CONNECTION WITH IMAGE-MAKING

between * ing * just mno
dmm’bedutheblmdofmpﬂmand]udmmt mdtheut
of creating ) under which
nshnﬂﬂmtheSopMntobehmdmtheuﬂwdﬂmpﬁon
of this art.? Thesculptorwhodd:bentelydumruthzmuﬂpto-
pomansofhxsongmalmordahmﬁeh:sstatue appear ’ correct,
) such as are rife in painting and
ﬁ.neartgmmlly Hempousonusfa]sewd@nmtsbymansof
our senses (pavvacla). Similarly the Sophist creates in us false
beliefs in his wisdom on all subjects.

This, however, is the only sort of ‘ appearing * explained in this
dialogue. It is not what we mean by * appearance ’ when we speak
of a world of appearance, as opposed to reality. ‘Appearance ’
there suggests some sort of unreality in the object ; whereas when
“ it appears to me ’ that a distant figure is a friend, that judgment
maybetme,and,lfitisﬁlse,thueisnothingwmngmththe
object : the falsity lies wholly in my judgment. Hence, all that
has been said about ‘ appearing throwsnohghtonwhatmaybe
called the problem of the eidoloms, which the Stranger seemed
raise where the Division was interrupted. He spoke of two
problems : (1) ‘ this appearing or seeming without really being ’ *
and (2) ‘ saymng something which yet is not true’. We have solved
the second, but what has become of the first ? The words naturally
mean : How can there be something which seems real without bemng
real ? This is the problem of appearances, as opposed to reahty.
Later, moreover, an eidolon was defined as something that is not
wholly real ($rax &v) but yet has some sort of existence (& was).
Then followed the long discussion of theories of the * perfectly real *,
a&uwh:chweupectedsomemmtofhowtwarldohmpufecﬂy
rea.lthmg!—theobjectsofaense—wuldenst Bntthuhopem
disappointed. The whole of the
ofFormswaseonﬁnedtothewrldofpufectmhty and has told
us nothing about the status of imperfectiy real things. That prob-
lem remains where it was.

Burnet,? indeed, takes Plato as meaning that the of
“ not-being * as * difference * has solved the sidolon problem. ‘In
the course of the foregoing discussion ’ [2588], he writes, ‘the
remark was thrown out that we have found the Not-being which
was necessary to justify our account of the Sophist. This is not
explained further, but the point is quite simple. We called him an

1At 2352 ff. (p 197).

* 2368, 76 $alweodas Todro xal 79 Soxely, elras 34 pf. Here 1t is the object that
appears but 18 not real.

3Gk Phl, p 286.

P.T.K. 331 Y




SOPHIST 264B-D

image-maker, and he replied that there was no such thing as an
image, since an image is really not real. We now see that there is
nothing in this objection ; for the art of image-making, like all other
arts, includes a part of Being and a part of Not-being.? The image
is not the reality, indeed, and the reality is not the image, but that
involves no difficulty. We are dealing with a particular art, that
of Image-making, and in it “ not real” has a perfectly definite
and pasitive signification. The “ not real ” is not the unreal, but
just the image, which és quite as much as that of which it is the

It is hard to be satisfied with this, as a solution of the sidolon
problem. It amounts to saying: ‘ When I say an image is not
perfectly real, and yet has a sort of existence, all I mean is that
an image is not the same thing as its original, but 1s just as real.”
Bmztappeustothmkthntthsnsthestﬂuhon.farhenyshtcr
(P 349) : * Plato laid the ghost of the two-world theory which had
haunted Greek philosophy since the time of Parmenides, and that
is what he meant by saying that the sensible world was ** the image
of the intelligible ”. He had shown already in the Sophsst that to
be an image 1s not to be nothing. An appearance is an appearance,
and is only unreal if we take it for what it is not.” Burnet seems to
mean that Plato, in lus matunty, no longer held that the sensible
world is partly unreal (as he had said in the Republsc) or any less
real than the intelligible world. The unreality or falsity of * appear-
ance ’ lies wholly in our thoughts about the world, not in the objects
themselves. They are only unreal if we take them for what they
are not,

But if Plato came to hold that objects of perception are merely
different from intelligible objects, but just as real, what ground
remains for denying that sense-perception is knowledge in the full
sense ? The Theacetetus admitted that perception was infallible ; it
was not knowledge because it lacked the other mark of knowledge :
itsobjectsare not real. If we now say that the objects are just as real
as Forms, perception has every claim to be knowledge. This cannot
berewnuledthhthe?‘mx Alsoitwouldbemngelfawn-
clusion i ism should not even be
stated alpllcltly bntléttobemfmedkomthe apparently very
different statement that an image is not the same as its original, but
none the less exists. The whole question is, what sort of existence
the image has, for it has been defined as ‘not really real’. A

1 This obscure statement scems to be based on the use of knowledge and
its species as an illustration at 257¢ (p. 290). But this was a mere illustration,
:duslblmo'smuymtmym'mdndulwtdm“dzwt
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DIVISION VII COMPLETED

ghost is a ghost, and is not the same thing as the tangible body it
resembles : anyone will admit that; but it does not settle the
question what kind or degree of reality a ghost has.

Our conclusion must be that the eidolon problem is not yet solved ;
nor shall we find a solution later in this dialogue. The reason may
be that Plato could not solve it or that the problem was reserved
for another occasion (perhaps, for the Philosopher). In the Sophist
he is justified in shelving it because the only eidola we are now con-
cerned with are those which the Sophist is accused of creating. The
Sophist does not create the world of sensible objects; these are
the work of that divine image-making which will presently be
dlshng\mhedﬁmthehummmﬂg&mlﬂngofﬁnemmdwphw

try. The eidola created by the Sophist are false beliefs in our minds.
Hence it was said at 260c, and is repeated here, that the existence of
images and semblances depends on the existence of deception, and
deception depends on the existence of false belief. We were only
boundtopmvethatfn]sebehdeouldemst and that has been done.
The ical status of * ’ in any other sense lies
beyond our scope. The exphnatxon if it is to be found anywhere,
mustbesonghtmthel‘m I suspect that, when Plato had
finished the Statesmas, he found himself unable to carry out his
intention of continuing the present conversation in the Phlosopher
and there gathering up the loose threads. So he abandoned his
scheme and started another trilogy—Timaeus, Critias, Hermocrates
—in which all that he had to say about the sidolon problem could be
cast into the form of a myth.

264D-268p. Division VII. The Sophist as a species of Image-
maker

That Plato was consciously shelving the eidolow problem appears
in the coming section. If he had thought it was already solved, he
would have taken up the Dmsmn of Imng&ma.hng atthepamt
where it was dropped and p ded to
(parvacrea]). Butweﬁndthesuangernowgmngbuk.behmd
the art of Image-making, to the most general conception, Art,
precisely in order that the divine creation of images—the world
ofnppurm—maybeaetmdeasnotrdemttothedzﬁnmonof

. In fact, the shelving of the unsolved problem is openly
effected here, in terms evidently meant to recall the contrast of
reality and appearance as set forth in the Republic. These terms
would be extremely misleading, if Plato had really abandoned his
old doctrine of the partial unreality of sense objects.
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SOPHIST 2684p~268D

The final Table of Division is as follows :
Art

—

Acqusitive Productive

of originals of originals
Dlvin:l of mmages Hmmn—l of u‘m‘“

lihen;-el ssmblall.nou

by tools (Painting, éu!ptnre, Music) by mumicry

with ledge 1gnorant
(Acting)
- 1
simple-minded insincere
The DEMAGOGUE The SopmisT

264D. STR. Now, then, let us set to work again and, as we divide
E. the Kind proposed m two, keep to the rght-hand section
at each stage. Holding fast to the characters of which the
Sophist partakes until we have stripped off all that he has

in common with others and left only the nature that is
peculiar to him, let us so make that nature plam, in the

265. first place to ourselves, and secondly to others whose

ds a procedure of this sort
THEAET. Very good.
STr. Well, we began by dividing Art into Productive and
Acquisitive.
THEAET. Yes.

STR. And under the head of the Acquisitive we had glimpses

of the Sophist in the asts of hunting, contention, trafficking,

and other kinds of that sort.*
tmmwmﬁwmuﬁwmmammmwm

18 sigmificant only provided * glmpses* or indistinct of varions
types called sophusts, not the essential [ero
used of the figure seen at a distance, Phslebus 38

It gave ns no ghmpse of the Sophst
324



PRODUCTION, DIVINE AND HUMAN

265. THEAET. Certainly.

Str. But now that he has been included under an art of

Imitation, clearly we must start by dividing into two the

B. Productive branch of Art. For Imitation is surely a kind
of production, though it be only a production of images, as
we say, not of originals of every sort. Is that not so?
THEAET.

Str. Let us begm then, by recognising two kinds of
Production.

THEAET. What are they ?

Str. The one Divine, the other Human.

TeEAET. I don’t understand yet.

STR. Production—to recall what we said at the outset—we
defined as any power that can bring into existence what did
not exist before.!

THEAET. I remember.

c. STrR. Now take all mortal animals and also all things that
grow *—plants that grow above the earth from seeds and
roots, and hfeless bodies compacted beneath the earth,
‘whether fusible or not fusible. Must we not attribute the
comung into being of these things out of not-being to divine
craftsmanship and nothing else ?  Or are we to fall in with
the behef that is commonly expressed ?

THEAET. What belief do you mean ?

Str. That Nature gives birth to them as a result of some
cause that without intelligence. Or

shauwesaymttheyoomefrmnmusewhlch working

with reason and art, is divine and proceeds from divinity ? 3

1 Production, so defined at 2198, included agriculture, manufacture, and
fine art The definttion 1s not intended to suggest creation owt of mothing,
wnthnopn@xun‘mtmﬂ

‘M(d 2338, ‘you and me and all other creatures’, ¢urd) covers all

that come to be by a natural process, mncluding metals (fusible) and
minerals, the regulas nameablo compounds of eloments Tho elements (4 dv
=y 2668) (as1n the Tymaeus) ,
mtntummmemsmumu—mdumm The only
question here 13 whether the compound  creatures ’ grow out of the elements

by divine craftsmanahip
* The constraction of felas is ambiguous. (1) If it 18 taken with dewarfuns,
i $bow yoris remamns as the main verb; but the contrast 1s between

* knowledge * be said to * come from divinity * (dwd Beod yyvoudrys) ? (2) By
hhnchhmthlwd-hhmdunood.wegnamawuu-ﬁmw

might be sad to ' come from divimty ’ and 18 contrasted with causation of
spontaneous origin dn,dqu.r Pby: 196‘ 24), a8 perd Myou 7« xal dwiorf-
e is contrasted with dvev diavolas. AS verb drfoouer ylyveofes will then bo
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SOPHIST 264p-268D

THEAET. Perhaps because I am young, I often shift from
one belief to the other ; but at this moment, looking at your
ﬁcesndbelmvmgyvutoholdthatthmthmgshvea
divine origin, I too am convinced.

STR. Well said, Theaetetus. If I thought you were the
sort of person that might believe otherwise in the future, I
should now try by force of persuasion to make you accept
that account. But I can see clearly that, without any

. arguments of mine, your nature will come of itself to the

conclusion which you tell me attracts you at this moment.
So I will let that pass: I should be wasting time. I will
only lay it down that the products of Nature, as they are
called, are works of divine art, as things made out of them
by man are works of human art. Accordingly there will
be two kinds of Production, one human, the other divine.
TeEAET. Good.
StrR. Once more, then, divide each of these two into two
parts.
THEAET. How?
STR. As you have just divided the whole extent of Produc-
tion horizontally, now divide it vertically.
THEAET. Be 1t so.
STR. The result is four parts in all: two on our side,
human ; two on the side of the gods, divine.
THEAET. Yes.
STR. And taking the divisions made in the first way
(horizontally : dwmeandhuman) onesecuonofeachpart
will be the prod of Is, and the
sechonsmllbebestdmbedaspmdnchonohmlges. So
we have a second division of Production on that principle
(originals and images).
TaeAer. Explain once more how each of the two parts
(divine and human) is divided.
Str. Ourselves, I take it, and all other living creatures
and the elements of natural things—fire, water, and their
kindred—are all originals, the offspring, as we are well
assured, of divine workmanship.* Is it not so?

Yes.

nppuadmtheptwmawh as by Campbell, whose punctuation may
!Intm.phnnthammphmdgmﬁon w)-.ndoimm

(dwapyaopéva) are combined, as at Tsmasus 28¢C, ‘the

ﬂﬂmﬂfwddﬂm and Symp. 2094, poets (' makers’) and



ORIGINALS AND IMAGES

266B, STR. And every one of these products is attended by images
which are not the actual thing, and which also owe therr
existence to divine contrivance.
Taeaer. You mean——7
STR. Dream images, and in daylight all those mtllnlly
produwdmbhncuwhchwuea]l“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 view.*

“l‘nhuMywa ond pdv . Aol 3. The Lexica do not seem to
reflection u.moﬂm\o& bnt:tunhudlymoemth‘&
Isaving the refiechion nameless Are we to understand irdobv ddvraopa, *

duplicate 1mage * ?

In the ¢ diroct view * ({umpooBer = in front, opposite) the two
lights or ' fires * which coalesce are the visual ray or stream of fire from the
eye and the fire outsde, s ¢ either sunlight reflected from the body looked at
or, when the body 18 self-luminous, its own light In reflection from a murror,
the ray of light from my eye (olxeiov $ds = 76 drds dudw xdp, Tim 458)
mdmm:wmmgmmomm(mmm g the light which comes
from the real face of another person I see 1n the murror, cf wupl {wder dMorploy,
Tim. 43C, 1) coalesce on the surface of the mirror, and the umited ray 1s then
thrown back

on Timasus 464)  The reversal of the 1mage 15 best explained by a diagram -

A Dirgct Vision B RsruscTion
of person facing the of person facing a mirror.
observer's eye.
Pesson t e
" i Surface of
Right Left mirror
Combued Combined Light from
rays et Yoo person
Lett Right Left Right
Eye Eye

In (A) Drrect Vision the hght from th
o reach the left sude of my eye. 1n(mmmmcmmmujmd-
of the person's face 18 suppossd to reach the left mde of my eye (There is
1o sign that Plato thought of all the rays from the object as entering the eye
at the centre of the lens and spreading out again on the retina, or knew
anything of lens and retma )
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SOPHIST 284p-268D

266c. THEAET. There are, indeed, these two products of divine
wnrkunnslnp’ '.hamgmnlandthnimgethatmevuy
case accompanies it.}
STR. And what of our human art ? Must we not say that
in building it produces an actual house, and in painting a
house of a different sort, as it were a man-made dream for
lengeys?

Certainly.
STR. Andnmuﬂm.nﬁndmummmnpmdneh
of our own productive activity in pairs—one an actual thing,
the other an image.
THEAET. I understand better now, and I recognise two
forms of production, each of them twofold: divine and
human according to one division, and according to the other
a production of actual things and of some sort of likenesses.

Atthupdntwehavegothckﬁothehnmuntoflm-ge—mahng
now clearly di from divine prod of natural objects
and from the useful crafts, like building. Image-making includes
all the fine arts, with political rhetoric and sophistry. The chief
object of the further subdivision is to place the demagogue and the
Sophist in the lowest class. First the subdivision already made
(ebxagtinf and gavvacrex) is declared to be now justified.

266D, STR. Let us remind ourselves, then, that of this production
of images there were to be two kinds, one producing like-
E. messes, the other semblances, provided that falsity should
be shown to be a thing that really is false and of such a
nature as to have a place among existing things.
THEAET. Yes, it was to be so.
STR. Andt.hthasnwbeenshm’loonth:tgmmd

267. STR. Onczm,thm let us divide in two the kind that

1 These originals and 1mages make up the contents of the visible world
(dpard or 3ofacrd of Rep vi.wh-nthaymdembadmdmduurms,sw:\),
They are the work of the divine craftsman of the Tsmasus, who fashions the
vﬁNevwlddwﬂlopntmoith.Fm The Forms themselves, which

here.

or images of the Forms, They are those sidols whose ambiguous existence
still remains a problem. 8



MIMICRY

STR. There is the semblance produced by means of tools,

and another sort where the producer of the semblance takes

his own person as an instrument.

TeEAET. How do you mean ?

StR. When someone uses his own person or voice to counter-

feit your traits or speech, the proper name for creating such

a semblance is, I take it, Mimicry.2

THEAET. Yes.

STR. Let us reserve that section, then, under the name of

mimicry, and indulge ourselves so far as to leave all the

rest for someone else to collect into a unity and give it an

appropriate name,

THEAET. So be 1t.

STR. Bntthaemshﬂngundfurthmhngthatmmu’y>

is of two sorts. Let me put 1t before you.

TrEAET. Do. ’.

STR. Some mtmmknowﬂuthmgtheymimpermaﬂng

others do not ; and could we find a more important distinc-

twnthantlmt of knowing from not knowing ?

THEAET. No.

STR. And the mimicry we have just mentioned goes with

knowledge ; for to impersonate you, one must be acquainted

with you and your traits.

THEAET. Of course.

STR. And what of the traits of Justice and of virtue

generally ?  Are there not many who, having no knowledge

of virtue but only some sort of opinion about it, zealously

set about making it appear that they embody virtue as they
it, mimi it as ively as they can in their

words and actions ?

Tueaer. Only too many.

STR. And are they always unsuccessful in appearing to be

virtuous when they are not really virtuous at all ? Do they

not rather succeed perfectly ?

THEAET. They do.

STR. Wemust then, distinguish the ignorant mimic from

the other, who has knowledge.

THEAET. Yes.

STR. Where, then, must we look for a suitable name for

each? No doubt 1t is hard to find one, because the ancients,

1Cf. Crat. 4238  Should we read Srav 13 odv oxfiud nis 79 davrod (sc -x‘n-n)
m,<m>-wmqwm $alveobas woif, * When a

man produces a mﬂmdm&uubyunghummﬂu body
or his voice like yours’?
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267D. it wonld seem, suffered from a certain laziness and lack of
discrimination with regard to the division of Kinds by forms,
and not one of them even tried to make such divisions, with
the result that there is a serious shortage of names. How-
ever, though the expression may seem daring, fotpurposcs
of distinction let us call mimicry guided by opinion ‘ con-

E. ceit-mimicry ', and the sort that is guided by knowledge

‘ mimicry by acquaintance ’.
THEAET. So be it.
Str. It is the former, then, that concerns us; for the
Sophutmnotlmngthnsewhohavekmwledge but he
has a place among mimics.
THEAET.

Certainly.

STR. Thmletustnhthueoneelt-mxmwandseenfhu

metal rings sound or there is still a crack in it somewhere.

THEAET. Let us do so.

StR. Well, there is a gaping crack. There is the simple-
268. minded type who imagines that what he believes is know-

ledge, and an opposite type who is versed in discussion, so

that his attitude betrays no httle misgiving and suspicion

that the knowledge he has the air of possessing in the eyes

of the world is really ignorance.

THEAET. Certa.mlyboththetypuyundm‘beemt

STR. We may, then, set down one of these mimics as sincere,

the other as msincere.

THEAET. So it appears.

STR. And the insincere—is he of two kinds or only one ?

THEAET. That is for you to consider.

B. STR. Iwill; and I can clearly make out a pair of them. I
see one who can keep up his dissimulation publicly in long
speeches to a large assembly. The other uses short argu-
mntsinprivate and forces others to contradict themselves

in conversation.

THEAET. Very true.

STR, Andmthwhomsh&ﬂwexdenﬁ!ythemmlong-
winded type—with the or with the

TeEAET. The

demagogue.
STR. And what shall we call the other—wise man or
?

Sophist

THEAET. We cannot surely call him wise, because we set
c. him down as ignorant ; but as a mimic of the wise man he
13 cf. 2233, Sofowaid education 1n the conceit of virtue,

Philebus 49D, BofoxaMla, Sofooopla, the conceit of beauty and wisdom.
 Cf. the subdivision of Disputation at 2258 (p. 176).
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THE SOPHIST DEFINED

268¢. will clearly assume a title derived from his, and I now see
that here at last is the man who must be truly described as
the real and genuine Sophist.
STR. Shall we, then, as before collect all the elements of
his description, from the end to the beginning,! and draw
our threads together in a kmot ?
THEAET. By all means.
StrR. The art of contradiction-making, descended from an
insincere kind of conceited mimicry, of the semblance-making
breed, derived from image-making, distinguished as a por-

D. tion, not divine but human, of production, that presents a

shadow-play of words—such is the blood and lineage which
can, with perfect truth, be assigned to the authentic Sophist.
THEAET. I entirely agree.

1 The construction of the final definition 13 obscured by the effort to frame

1t 80 as to mention all the specific differences 1 order * from the end to the
* (productive art) At 226A there 13 another summary mn this

reverse order (rd xpmpariarucdy yévos, dpiaructs 3r ., Tis drrdopucts, Tis
dusuoprryructs, av) where the genttives are used as i a gemealogy: ‘ A the
san of B, the son of C,’ etc



ADDENDUM

Sorm. 263C. & davepov &) Adyor elpnxa mepl aof, mey
& Oy dpwdusha ¥l mor Kot Adyos, dvayxaibvarov atrdy &a
@v Ppagvvdran shvai.

The superlative dvayraidraroy throws a quite
emphasis on the obvious fact that ‘ Theaetetus flies * is a statement
of the shortest poss\hle type. adrdy, moreover, seems superfluous ;
most tnnslators ignore it. I suspea thnt Plato _wrote uyog

ding to our defini

mont” (cf. Rep. 369D, ﬂdvaynmw&mm‘h:) Itwas,mhct
@ Abyow & mpdrds te xal ouixpbravog that was defined above
(262c), rather than statement in general. adrdy must then con-
ceal the main verb, perhaps garéor, as at 2638, z.




added to true belief, 142
meamngs of, 142
combination of names, 144

Animal, Form of, 271

Antisthenes :
alleged author of Socrates’
‘dream ’, 144

on predication, 254, 257

held * every statement 1s true *, 312
* Appearing * (¢avraoia) .

Protagoras’ use of, 32, 116
problem of appearances, 200 ff
as blend of perception and judg-

ment, 319

wwnnc of Platonusm, 9
logic, contrasted with m.w-. 268

defimtion
Atomism, 231, 247

Battle of Gods and Giants, 228 fi.
Belief, see Judgment

falsely 80 called, 106, 274 f.
Aristotle's, 275
Cathartic Method, 177 .
Change, two kinds of, 95

C]Aulﬁutwn. by Drvision, 171

g Division, 170
Divisions of Sophsst as substitute
for, 187
Collection and Division *
Division illustrated, 170 ff
Seven Divisions of Sophist, 172 ff.

55

of letters compared to Forms, 260

of words 1n statement, 304
Common terms

1 Theaetstus, 105

1m every statement,
Compatibility, tatements of, 278
Cratylus, doctrine of, 99
Cyrenaacs, 48

Definition (Logos)
of individual thing, impossible, 162
as object of Collection and Divi-

sion, 184
Socratic, 185
Democnitus, 231

Dialectic

procedure, 30

analogy wnth ‘weaving, xas

science of, described, 262

not Formal Logic, 264
Dsalesers, 191



INDEX

Esdolon :
#vdola of Cave, 195, 201
definition of, 209 ff
problem of, 7, 199 ff.
, 248
not solved, 321
consciously shelved in Sophsst, 323
Element (ovoyelov), applied to phy-
mcal elements, 143
Epistls V11, on Forms, 9
Eristic, , 175
Existence (see Reality), as very m-
portaat Form, 273 ff.
Faluty, sto Judgment, False, Stato-
ment, False

Forms :
separate existence of, 2 ff, 105
known by Recollection, 5
6ff

Imagination, described 1n Phslebus,
319

Immortality, in Memo and Phaedo,
aff

Incompatibility, statements of, 256,

a7
Indivisible Species
as objective in Division, 185, 267 ff
as complex whole, 370
Induction, Socratic method of, 184
Tsocrates, 177, 181

Judgment (36fa) :
about future facts, 81, go ff
heomplax 116
as unspoken statement, 118, 318
jml;mm Falsc (sco Statement,

denltd by Protagon-. 71. 73, 115

extent of, 8
as meanings of common names, 9,

259
relations of, to one another, 11
mentioned in Theaststus, 83, 85, 86,

Combanation of, 252 ff

Friends of Forms, 239 ff.
Herucleiteanism :
Flux doctrine, 36
Extreme, refuted, 92 ff.
tes :
wepl riyes, 209
On Ancient Msdscwne, 235
ds natura Rommss, 235

Idealists:
1n Battle of Gods and Giants, 228 ff.

umnhngomzhmguum
umnhummm 114
[

Jud;mcnt. Tm- seo Statement, True
to be knowledge, 109
h Dot knowledge, 140 ff.

Leucippus, 231
Likeness (dlxdv), defined, 196, 198

of Aristotle, contrasted with
Plato's, 268
Formal, not = Dualectic, 264
Logos, see Account, Defimstion, State-
ment

Materialists :

1n Theastetus, 46, 48

in Battle of Gods and Gisnts,
228 ff.

as Form in Plato, 159

of common or proper names, 307,
314

logarians :

affiliation to Eleatics, 169

as Eristics, 176
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Memory :
introduced, 64
as Wax Tablet, 120 ff
as Avmry 130, 317

Meno
doctrine of Anammasis, 2
parallel with Theastetus, 27
account of grounds of true
143, 158
defimition of Figure, 185

belief,

Name, as constituent of statement,
304
Negative, signifying ‘ the different *,

290
Negative statement .

memory impnats of, l’li. 129
Opinion, see Judgment

Parmenides.
meeting with Socrates, 1, 101, 166
criticises theory of Forms, 6 ff

One Being criticised,
denial of plurahty and bewmhc.
22y
as Idealist, 229
armemdes :

position 1n series of Dialogues, 1

theory of Forms criticised 1n, 6 ff

separate Forms in, 105, 243

onrelation of Forms to oneanother,
185, 252

Participation .

problem of, 6 ff, 1o ff

of individual 1 Forms, 253, 256,
278, 297

of Forms in one another, 256

Phaedrus, on Division,
170, 186, 267

Philistion, 236

Phulosopher, projected dialogue, 168,
183, 215, 248, 323

s on alleged Platonic °cate-

gories ', 274

Power (Dynamss) :

of acting or being acted on, 46, 49

as mark of reality, 234 ff
Pre-Socratics

criticised, 216 f.

m Battle of Gods and Guants,

229
Production, divine and human, 325

denes posuibility of false judgment,
71,73
as

Sophust, 72
dnctnne of judgments criticised,
ddenco of, refuted, 89 ff.

Controverswas, 19t

Pythagoreans
doctnine of Numbcn 9
as Idealists, 2:

Quabity, term mtroduced, 97

) -
and Appesarance, 202 ff
the totally unreal, 203 f , 295
the perfectly real, 216 ff.
¢ power * a8 mark of, 232 ff.



INDEX

Resltty (Emstence). meaning of

272
vd‘lznamhd‘mtyo( vd &, 289, 292
s00

Statement, True, defined, 309
Statesman, posttion in series of

Theastetus, death of, 15
"heaststus :

T]
position 1n geries of Dhlogn- 1
scope of, 7, 13, 28
date, 15
as internal dialogue, 118,
318

Relative terms :

in Phaedo, 44

11 Plato and Aristotle, 282 ff.
Rost as very important Form, 272 ff.

a8 all-pervading Form, 279 ff.

verbal ambiguity of radrév, 202
Semblance (gdrraopa) defined, 197
Semblance-

definition of, 311

Th view of nght, 82

onFormolAmmnl a7t
pnume«nddam. m
on murror 1mages,
Truth, sec ]nd‘mnnt ‘n'ne State-
ment, Truoe

Unity, defined, 223

Verb :
Forms 279
__as constituent of -hmmmt 304 .

process of, 47,
oﬁmnvruu‘u, 124, 337

Weaving
symbol of statesman's art, 182
of Forms, 300

equivalent to * Sum * and *all the
JE e
"
12

complex Form as, 262, 267
‘Word, defimtion of, 305 ff.

Zeno :
Muvdthswn— T

not
else, 312

dilemmas, x77. z&s. 297
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