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360 BC
THEAETETUS
by Plato
transl ated by Benjanin Jowett
THEAETETUS

PERSONS OF THE DI ALOGUE: SOCRATES; THEODORUS; THEAETETUS
Euclid and Terpsion nmeet in front of Euclid' s house in Megara; they
enter the house, and the dialogue is read to them by a servant.

Euclid. Have you only just arrived fromthe country, Terpsion?

Terpsion. No, | canme sonme tinme ago: and | have been in the Agora
| ooki ng for you, and wondering that | could not find you

Euc. But | was not in the city.

Terp. Were then?

Euc. As | was going down to the harbour, | nmet Theaetetus-he was
being carried up to Athens fromthe arny at Corinth.

Terp. Was he alive or dead?

Euc. He was scarcely alive, for he has been badly wounded; but he
was suffering even nore fromthe sickness which has broken out in
the arny.

Terp. The dysentery, you nean?

Euc. Yes.

Terp. Alas! what a loss he will bel

Euc. Yes, Terpsion, he is a noble fellow, only to-day | heard sone
peopl e highly praising his behaviour in this very battle.

Terp. No wonder; | should rather be surprised at hearing anything
el se of him But why did he go on, instead of stopping at Megara?

Euc. He wanted to get hone: although | entreated and advi sed him
to remain he would not listen to nme; so | set himon his way, and
turned back, and then | renmenbered what Socrates had said of him
and thought how renmarkably this, like all his predictions, had been
fulfilled. | believe that he had seen hima little before his own
deat h, when Theaetetus was a youth, and he had a nenorabl e
conversation with him which he repeated to nme when | cane to
At hens; he was full of admiration of his genius, and said that he
woul d nost certainly be a great nman, if he lived.

Terp. The prophecy has certainly been fulfilled; but what was the
conversation? can you tell nme?

Euc. No, indeed, not offhand; but | took notes of it as soon as
got hone; these | filled up fromnmenory, witing themout at
| ei sure; and whenever | went to Athens, | asked Socrates about any
poi nt which | had forgotten, and on ny return | made corrections; thus
| have nearly the whol e conversation witten down.

Terp. | renmenber-you told nme; and | have always been intending to
ask you to show nme the writing, but have put off doing so; and now,
why should we not read it through?-having just cone fromthe
country, | should greatly like to rest.

Euc. | too shall be very glad of a rest, for | went with
Theaetetus as far as Erineum Let us go in, then, and, while we are
reposi ng, the servant shall read to us.

Terp. Very good.

Euc. Here is the roll, Terpsion; | may observe that | have
i ntroduced Socrates, not as narrating to ne, but as actually
conversing with the persons whom he nentioned-these were, Theodorus
the geonetrician (of Cyrene), and Theaetetus. | have onmitted, for
t he sake of convenience, the interlocutory words "I said," "I
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remarked," which he used when he spoke of hinself, and again, "he
agreed," or "disagreed," in the answer, lest the repetition of them
shoul d be troubl esone.

Terp. Qite right, Euclid.

Euc. And now, boy, you may take the roll and read.

Euclid's servant reads.

Socrates. If | cared enough about the Cyrenians, Theodorus, |
woul d ask you whether there are any rising geonetricians or
phil osophers in that part of the world. But | amnore interested in
our own Athenian youth, and | would rather know who anong them are
likely to do well. | observe themas far as | can nyself, and
enqui re of any one whomthey follow, and | see that a great many of
them foll ow you, in which they are quite right, considering your
em nence in geonetry and in other ways. Tell me then, if you have
met with any one who is good for anything.

Theodorus. Yes, Socrates, | have becone acquainted with one very
remar kabl e At heni an youth, whom | conmend to you as well worthy of
your attention. If he had been a beauty |I shoul d have been afraid to
prai se him |est you should suppose that | was in love with hin but
he is no beauty, and you nust not be offended if | say that he is very
like you; for he has a snub nose and projecting eyes, although these
features are less marked in himthan in you. Seeing, then, that he has
no personal attractions, | may freely say, that in all ny
acquai ntance, which is very large, | never knew anyone who was his
equal in natural gifts: for he has a qui ckness of apprehensi on which
is alnost unrivalled, and he is exceedingly gentle, and also the
nost courageous of nen; there is a union of qualities in himsuch as
have never seen in any other, and should scarcely have thought
possi bl e; for those who, |ike him have quick and ready and
retentive wits, have generally also quick tenpers; they are ships
wi t hout ballast, and go darting about, and are nad rather than
cour ageous; and the steadier sort, when they have to face study, prove
stupi d and cannot remenber. Whereas he noves surely and snoothly and
successfully in the path of know edge and enquiry; and he is full of
gentl eness, flowing on silently like a river of oil; at his age, it is
wonder f ul .

Soc. That is good news; whose son is he?

Theod. The name of his father | have forgotten, but the youth
hinself is the m ddle one of those who are approachi ng us; he and
hi s conpani ons have been anointing thenselves in the outer court,
and now they seemto have finished, and are towards us. Look and see
whet her you know hi m

Soc. | know the youth, but I do not know his nane; he is the son
of Euphronius the Sunian, who was hinmself an eninent man, and such
anot her as his son is, according to your account of him | believe
that he left a considerable fortune.

Theod. Theaetetus, Socrates, is his nane; but | rather think that
the property disappeared in the hands of trustees; notw thstandi ng
which he is wonderfully Iiberal

Soc. He nmust be a fine fellow, tell himto conme and sit by ne.

Theod. | will. Conme hither, Theaetetus, and sit by Socrates.

Soc. By all means, Theaetetus, in order that | may see the
reflection of nyself in your face, for Theodorus says that we are
alike; and yet if each of us held in his hands a lyre, and he said
that they were, tuned alike, should we at once take his word, or
shoul d we ask whether he who said so was or was not a nusician?

Theaetetus. We shoul d ask.

Soc. And if we found that he was, we should take his word; and if



not, not?

Theaet. True.

Soc. And if this supposed, l|ikeness of our faces is a matter of
any interest to us we should enquire whether he who says that we are
alike is a painter or not?

Theaet. Certainly we shoul d.

Soc. And is Theodorus a painter?

Theaet. | never heard that he was.

Soc. |Is he a geonetrician?

Theaet. O course he is, Socrates.

Soc. And is he an astrononmer and cal cul ator and nusician, and in
general an educated nman?

Theaet. | think so.

Soc. If, then, he remarks on a similarity in our persons, either
by way of praise or blane, there is no particular reason why we shoul d
attend to him

Theaet. | should say not.

Soc. But if he praises the virtue or wi sdom which are the nental
endowrents of either of us, then he who hears the praises wll
naturally desire to exanine himwho is praised: and he again should be
willing to exhibit hinself.

Theaet. Very true, Socrates.

Soc. Then nowis the time, ny dear Theaetetus, for ne to exanine
and for you to exhibit; since although Theodorus has praised nmany a
citizen and stranger in nmy hearing, never did | hear himpraise any
one as he has been praising you

Theaet. | amglad to hear it, Socrates; but what if he was only in
jest?

Soc. Nay, Theodorus is not given to jesting; and | cannot allow
you to retract your consent on any such pretence as that. If you do,
he will have to swear to his words; and we are perfectly sure that
no one will be found to inmpugn him Do not be shy then, but stand to

your word
Theaet. | suppose | must, if you wish it.
Soc. In the first place, | should like to ask what you | earn of

Theodorus: sonething of geonetry, perhaps?

Theaet. Yes.

Soc. And astronony and harnony and cal cul ati on?

Theaet. | do ny best.

Soc. Yes, my boy, and so do I: and ny desire is to learn of him
or of anybody who seens to understand these things. And | get on
pretty well in general; but there is alittle difficulty which
want you and the conpany to aid ne in investigating. WIIl you answer
me a question: "Is not |earning growi ng wi ser about that which you
| earn?"

Theaet. O course.

Soc. And by wi sdomthe wi se are wi se?

Theaet. Yes.

Soc. And is that different in any way from know edge?

Theaet. What ?

Soc. Wsdom are not men wise in that which they know?

Theaet. Certainly they are.

Soc. Then wi sdom and know edge are the sane?

Theaet. Yes.

Soc. Herein lies the difficulty which I can never solve to ny
satisfaction-What is know edge? Can we answer that question? \What
say you? which of us will speak first? whoever nisses shall sit
down, as at a ganme of ball, and shall be donkey, as the boys say; he
who lasts out his conpetitors in the gane without nissing, shall be
our king, and shall have the right of putting to us any questions



which he pleases. .. Wiy is there no reply? |I hope, Theodorus, that
I am not betrayed into rudeness by nmy |love of conversation? | only
want to nake us talk and be friendly and soci abl e.

Theod. The reverse of rudeness, Socrates: but | would rather that
you woul d ask one of the young fellows; for the truth is, that | am
unused to your game of question and answer, and | amtoo old to |learn

the young will be nore suitable, and they will inprove nore than
shall, for youth is always able to inprove. And so having nade a
begi nning with Theaetetus, | would advise you to go on with himand

not let himoff.

Soc. Do you hear, Theaetetus, what Theodorus says? The
phi | osopher, whom you would not |ike to di sobey, and whose word
ought to be a command to a young nan, bids ne interrogate you. Take
courage, then, and nobly say what you think that know edge is.

Theaet. Well, Socrates, | will answer as you and he bid me; and if
make a m stake, you will doubtless correct ne.

Soc. W will, if we can.

Theaet. Then, | think that the sciences which | learn from

Theodor us-geonetry, and those which you just now nentioned-are
know edge; and | would include the art of the cobbler and other
craftsnen; these, each and all of, them are know edge.

Soc. Too much, Theaetetus, too nmuch; the nobility and liberality
of your nature make you give many and diverse things, when | am asking
for one sinple thing.

Theaet. What do you nean, Socrates?

Soc. Perhaps nothing. | will endeavour, however, to explain what
believe to be ny nmeani ng: When you speak of cobbling, you nmean the art
or science of making shoes?

Theaet. Just so.

Soc. And when you speak of carpentering, you nean the art of
maki ng wooden i npl enent s?

Theaet. | do.

Soc. In both cases you define the subject matter of each of the
two arts?

Theaet. True.

Soc. But that, Theaetetus, was not the point of ny question: we
wanted to know not the subjects, nor yet the nunber of the arts or
sci ences, for we were not going to count them but we wanted to know
the nature of know edge in the abstract. Am | not right?

Theaet. Perfectly right.

Soc. Let ne offer an illustration: Suppose that a person were to ask
about some very trivial and obvious thing-for exanple, Wat is clay?
and we were to reply, that there is a clay of potters, there is a clay
of oven-mekers, there is a clay of brick-makers; would not the
answer be ridicul ous?

Theaet. Truly.

Soc. In the first place, there would be an absurdity in assuning
that he who asked the question would understand from our answer the
nature of "clay," nerely because we added "of the image-makers," or of
any other workers. How can a man understand the nane of anything, when
he does not know the nature of it?

Theaet. He cannot.

Soc. Then he who does not know what science or know edge is, has
no know edge of the art or science of making shoes?

Theaet. None.

Soc. Nor of any other science?

Theaet. No.

Soc. And when a man is asked what science or know edge is, to give
in answer the nanme of some art or science is ridiculous; for the
-question is, "Wuat is know edge?" and he replies, "A know edge of



this or that."

Theaet. True.

Soc. Moreover, he nmight answer shortly and sinply, but he nakes an
enornmous circuit. For exanple, when asked about the day, he night have
said sinply, that clay is npoistened earth-what sort of clay is not
to the point.

Theaet. Yes, Socrates, there is no difficulty as you put the
qguestion. You nean, if | amnot mistaken, something |ike what occurred
to ne and to ny friend here, your nanesake Socrates, in a recent
di scussi on.

Soc. What was that, Theaetetus?

Theaet. Theodorus was writing out for us sonething about roots, such
as the roots of three or five, showing that they are incommensurabl e
by the unit: he selected other exanples up to seventeen-there he
stopped. Now as there are innunerable roots, the notion occurred to us
of attenpting to include themall under one nane or cl ass.

Soc. And did you find such a class?

Theaet. | think that we did; but | should |ike to have your opinion

Soc. Let nme hear.

Theaet. We divided all nunbers into two classes: those which are
made up of equal factors nultiplying into one another, which we
conpared to square figures and called square or equilatera
nunmbers; -that was one cl ass.

Soc. Very good.

Theaet. The internedi ate nunbers, such as three and five, and
every ot her nunber which is nmade up of unequal factors, either of a
greater multiplied by a less, or of a less nultiplied by a greater
and when regarded as a figure, is contained in unequal sides;-al
these we conpared to oblong figures, and called them obl ong nunbers.

Soc. Capital; and what followed?

Theaet. The lines, or sides, which have for their squares the
equi l ateral plane nunbers, were called by us |engths or nagnitudes;
and the lines which are the roots of (or whose squares are equal to)
t he obl ong nunbers, were called powers or roots; the reason of this
| atter name being, that they are commensurable with the forner
[i.e., with the so-called I engths or magnitudes] not in linear
nmeasurenent, but in the value of the superficial content of their
squares; and the sane about solids.

Soc. Excellent, ny boys; | think that you fully justify the
prai ses of Theodorus, and that he will not be found guilty of false
W t ness.

Theaet. But | amunable, Socrates, to give you a sinilar answer
about knowl edge, which is what you appear to want; and therefore
Theodorus is a deceiver after all.

Soc. Well, but if sone one were to praise you for running, and to
say that he never met your equal anong boys, and afterwards you were
beaten in a race by a grown-up nman, who was a great runner-would the
prai se be any the | ess true?

Theaet. Certainly not.

Soc. And is the discovery of the nature of know edge so snall a
matter, as just now said? Is it not one which would task the powers of
men perfect in every way?

Theaet. By heaven, they should be the top of all perfection

Soc. Well, then, be of good cheer; do not say that Theodorus was
m st aken about you, but do your best to ascertain the true nature of
know edge, as well as of other things.

Theaet. | am eager enough, Socrates, if that would bring to |ight
the truth.

Soc. Cone, you made a good begi nning just now, |et your own answer
about roots be your nodel, and as you conprehended themall in one



class, try and bring the nmany sorts of know edge under one definition
Theaet. | can assure you, Socrates, that | have tried very often
when the report of questions asked by you was brought to me; but | can
nei t her persuade nyself that | have a satisfactory answer to give, nor
hear of any one who answers as you would have him and | cannot
shake off a feeling of anxiety.
Soc. These are the pangs of | abour, my dear Theaetetus; you have
sonet hing within you which you are bringing to the birth.
Theaet. | do not know, Socrates; | only say what | feel
Soc. And have you never heard, sinpleton, that | amthe son of a
m dwi fe, brave and burly, whose nane was Phaenarete?
Theaet. Yes, | have.
Soc. And that | nyself practise mdw fery?
Theaet. No, never
Soc. Let ne tell you that | do though, my friend: but you rust not
reveal the secret, as the world in general have not found nme out;
and therefore they only say of nme, that | amthe strangest of
nortals and drive nen to their wits' end. Did you ever hear that too?
Theaet. Yes.
Soc. Shall | tell you the reason?
Theaet. By all neans.
Soc. Bear in nmind the whol e business of the mid-wi ves, and then
you will see ny neaning better:-No wonan, as you are probably aware,

who is still able to conceive and bear, attends ot her wonen, but
only those who are past bearing.
Theaet. Yes; | know.

Soc. The reason of this is said to be that Artenis-the goddess of
childbirth-is not a nother, and she honours those who are I|ike
hersel f; but she could not allow the barren to be mi d-w ves, because
human nature cannot know the mystery of an art w thout experience; and
therefore she assigned this office to those who are too old to bear

Theaet. | dare say.

Soc. And | dare say too, or rather | amabsolutely certain, that the
m d-wi ves know better than others who is pregnant and who is not?

Theaet. Very true.

Soc. And by the use of potions and incantations they are able to
arouse the pangs and to soothe themat will; they can nake those
bear who have a difficulty in bearing, and if they think fit they
can snot her the enbryo in the wonb

Theaet. They can

Soc. Did you ever remark that they are al so nost cunning
mat chmakers, and have a thorough know edge of what unions are likely
to produce a brave brood?

Theaet. No, never

Soc. Then let ne tell you that this is their greatest pride, nore
than cutting the umbilical cord. And if you reflect, you will see that
the sane art which cultivates and gathers in the fruits of the
earth, will be nost likely to know in what soils the several plants or
seeds shoul d be deposited.

Theaet. Yes, the sanme art.

Soc. And do you suppose that with wonmen the case is otherw se?

Theaet. | shoul d think not.

Soc. Certainly not; but md-wives are respectable wonmen who have a
character to lose, and they avoid this departnment of their profession
because they are afraid of being called procuresses, which is a nane
given to those who join together nan and wonan in an unl awful and
unscientific way; and yet the true midwife is also the true and only
mat chmaker .

Theaet. Cearly.

Soc. Such are the mid-wi ves, whose task is a very inportant one



but not so inportant as nine; for wonmen do not bring into the world at
one tine real children, and at another time counterfeits which are
with difficulty distinguished fromthem if they did, then the,
di scernnent of the true and false birth would be the crowning
achi evenent of the art of midw fery-you would think so?

Theaet. Indeed | shoul d.

Soc. Well, ny art of midwifery is in nost respects |like theirs;
but differs, in that | attend men and not wonen; and | ook after
their souls when they are in |abour, and not after their bodies: and
the triunph of nmy art is in thoroughly exam ni ng whether the thought
which the mind of the young man brings forth is a false idol or a
noble and true birth. And like the nmid-wives, | ambarren, and the
reproach which is often made agai nst nme, that | ask questions of
others and have not the wit to answer themnyself, is very just-the
reason is, that the god conpels-nme to be a mdw fe, but does not all ow
me to bring forth. And therefore | amnot nyself at all w se, nor have
| anything to show which is the invention or birth of my own soul, but
t hose who converse with me profit. Sone of them appear dull enough
at first, but afterwards, as our acquaintance ripens, if the god is
gracious to them they all nmake astoni shing progress; and this in
the opinion of others as well as in their owm. It is quite dear that
they never |earned anything fromne; the nany fine discoveries to
which they cling are of their own naking. But to me and the god they
owe their delivery. And the proof of ny words is, that nmany of themin
their ignorance, either in their self-conceit despising me, or falling
under the influence of others, have gone away too soon; and have not
only lost the children of whom | had previously delivered themby an
ill bringing up, but have stifled whatever else they had in them by
evil conmuni cations, being fonder of lies and shans than of the truth;
and they have at |ast ended by seeing thenselves, as others see
them to be great fools. Aristeides, the son of Lysinmachus, is one
of them and there are many others. The truants often return to ne,
and beg that | would consort with them again-they are ready to go to
me on their knees and then, if ny fanmliar allows, which is not always
the case, | receive them and they begin to grow again. Dire are the
pangs which ny art is able to arouse and to allay in those who consort
with ne, just like the pangs of wonen in childbirth; night and day
they are full of perplexity and travail which is even worse than
that of the wonen. So nmuch for them And there are -others,
Theaet et us, who conme to ne apparently having nothing in them and as
know that they have no need of ny art, | coax theminto marrying
sone one, and by the grace of God | can generally tell who is likely
to do them good. Many of them | have given away to Prodi cus, and
many to other inspired sages. | tell you this long story, friend
Theaet et us, because | suspect, as indeed you seemto think yourself,
that you are in | abour-great with sonme conception. Cone then to ne,
who ama nmidwi fe's son and nmyself a mdwi fe, and do your best to
answer the questions which I will ask you. And if | abstract and
expose your first-born, because | discover upon inspection that the
conception which you have formed is a vain shadow, do not quarrel with
me on that account, as the nanner of wonen is when their first
children are taken fromthem For | have actually known sonme who
were ready to bite me when | deprived themof a darling folly; they
did not perceive that | acted fromgood will, not know ng that no
god is the eneny of man-that was not within the range of their
i deas; neither am| their enenmy in all this, but it would be wong for
nme to adnit fal sehood, or to stifle the truth. Once nore, then
Theaetetus, | repeat ny old question, "What is know edge?"-and do
not say that you cannot tell; but quit yourself like a man, and by the
hel p of God you will be able to tell.



Theaet. At any rate, Socrates, after such an exhortation | should be
ashaned of not trying to do nmy best. Now he who knows perceives what
he knows, and, as far as | can see at present, know edge is
percepti on.

Soc. Bravely said, boy; that is the way in which you should
express your opinion. And now, |et us exani ne together this conception
of yours, and see whether it is a true birth or a nere,
wi nd- egg: - You say that know edge is perception?

Theaet. Yes.

Soc. Well, you have delivered yourself of a very inportant
doctri ne about know edge; it is indeed the opinion of Protagoras,
who has anot her way of expressing it, Man, he says, is the nmeasure
of all things, of the existence of things that are, and of the
non- exi stence of things that are not:-You have read hinf?

Theaet. O yes, again and again.

Soc. Does he not say that things are to you such as they appear to
you, and to me such as they appear to ne, and that you and | are nen?

Theaet. Yes, he says so.

Soc. Awise man is not likely to talk nonsense. Let us try to
understand him the same wind is blowi ng, and yet one of us nmay be
cold and the other not, or one may be slightly and the other very
col d?

Theaet. Quite true.

Soc. Now is the wind, regarded not in relation to us but absolutely,
cold or not; or are we to say, with Protagoras, that the wind is
cold to himwho is cold, and not to himwho is not?

Theaet. | suppose the |ast.

Soc. Then it nust appear so to each of then?

Theaet. Yes.

Soc. And "appears to hinm nmeans the sane as "he perceives."

Theaet. True.

Soc. Then appearing and perceiving coincide in the case of hot and
cold, and in sinmlar instances; for things appear, or nay be
supposed to be, to each one such as he perceives thenf?

Theaet. Yes.

Soc. Then perception is always of existence, and being the sane as
know edge is unerring?

Theaet. Cearly.

Soc. In the nane of the Graces, what an al mighty wi se nman Protagoras
nmust have been! He spoke these things in a parable to the conmon herd,
like you and ne, but told the truth, his Truth, in secret to his own

di sci pl es.

Theaet. What do you nean, Socrates?

Soc. | am about to speak of a high argunent, in which all things are
said to be relative; you cannot rightly call anything by any nane,
such as great or snall, heavy or light, for the great will be snall

and the heavy light-there is no single thing or quality, but out of
noti on and change and adni xture all things are beconming relatively

to one anot her, which "beconming" is by us incorrectly called being,

but is really becoming, for nothing ever is, but all things are

becom ng. Summon all phil osophers- Protagoras, Heracleitus, Enpedocles,
and the rest of them one after another, and with the exception of
Parmeni des they will agree with you in this. Summon the great

masters of either kind of poetry-Epicharnmus, the prince of Conedy, and
Homer of Tragedy; when the latter sings of

Ccean whence sprang the gods, and nother Tet hys,

does he not nmean that all things are the offspring, of flux and
noti on?



Theaet. | think so.

Soc. And who could take up arms agai nst such a great armny having
Homer for its general, and not appear ridicul ous?

Theaet. Who indeed, Socrates?

Soc. Yes, Theaetetus; and there are plenty of other proofs which
will show that nmotion is the source of what is called being and
becom ng, and inactivity of not-being and destruction; for fire and
war nt h, which are supposed to be the parent and guardi an of al
other things, are born of novenent and friction, which is a kind of
notion;-is not this the origin of fire?

Theaet. It is.

Soc. And the race of animals is generated in the same way?

Theaet. Certainly.

Soc. And is not the bodily habit spoiled by rest and idl eness, but
preserved for a long tine by notion and exercise?

Theaet. True.

Soc. And what of the mental habit? Is not the soul informed, and
i mproved, and preserved by study and attention, which are notions; but
when at rest, which in the soul only neans want of attention and
study, is uninforned, and speedily forgets whatever she has | earned?

Theaet. True.

Soc. Then motion is a good, and rest an evil, to the soul as well as
to the body?

Theaet. Cearly.

Soc. | may add, that breathless calm stillness and the |ike waste
and inmpair, while wind and storm preserve; and the pal mary argunent of
all, which | strongly urge, is the golden chain in Homer, by which
he nmeans the sun, thereby indicating that so long as the sun and the
heavens go round in their orbits, all things human and divine are
and are preserved, but if they were chained up and their notions
ceased, then all things would be destroyed, and, as the saying is,
turned upsi de down.

Theaet. | believe, Socrates, that you have truly explained his
neani ng.

Soc. Then now apply his doctrine to perception, my good friend,
and first of all to vision; that which you call white colour is not in
your eyes, and is not a distinct thing which exists out of them And
you must not assign any place to it: for if it had position it would
be, and be at rest, and there would be no process of beconing

Theaet. Then what is col our?

Soc. Let us carry the principle which has just been affirned, that
nothing is self-existent, and then we shall see that white, black, and
every other colour, arises out of the eye neeting the appropriate
notion, and that what we call a colour is in each case neither the
active nor the passive elenment, but sonething which passes between
them and is peculiar to each percipient; are you quite certain that
the several colours appear to a dog or to any ani nmal whatever as
t hey appear to you?

Theaet. Far fromit.

Soc. O that anything appears the sane to you as to another man? Are
you so profoundly convinced of this? Rather would it not be true
that it never appears exactly the sanme to you, because you are never
exactly the sane?

Theaet. The latter.

Soc. And if that with which | conpare nyself in size, or which
apprehend by touch, were great or white or hot, it could not becone
different by nere contact with another unless it actually changed; nor
again, if the conparing or apprehendi ng subject were great or white or
hot, could this, when unchanged fromw thin become changed by any
approxi mati on or affection of any other thing. The fact is that in our



ordinary way of speaking we allow ourselves to be driven into nost
ridi cul ous and wonderful contradictions, as Protagoras and all who
take his line of argunent would remark

Theaet. How? and of what sort do you nean?

Soc. Alittle instance will sufficiently explain nmy nmeaning: Here
are six dice, which are nore by a half when conpared with four, and
fewer by a half than twelve-they are nore and also fewer. How can
you or any one nmintain the contrary?

Theaet. Very true.

Soc. Well, then, suppose that Protagoras or sone one asks whet her
anyt hi ng can becone greater or nore if not by increasing, how would
you answer him Theaetetus?

Theaet. | should say "No," Socrates, if | were to speak ny nmind in
reference to this last question, and if | were not afraid of
contradicting ny forner answer.

Soc. Capital excellent! spoken Iike an oracle, ny boy! And if you
reply "Yes," there will be a case for Euripides; for our tongue wll
be unconvi nced, but not our nind

Theaet. Very true.

Soc. The thoroughbred Sophists, who know all that can be known about
the m nd, and argue only out of the superfluity of their wits, would
have had a regul ar sparring-match over this, and woul d -have knocked
their argunments together finely. But you and I, who have no
prof essional ains, only desire to see what is the nmutual relation of
t hese principl es-whether they are consistent with each or not.

Theaet. Yes, that would be ny desire.

Soc. And mine too. But since this is our feeling, and there is
plenty of tinme, why should we not calmy and patiently revi ew our
own t houghts, and thoroughly exam ne and see what these appearances in
us really are? If I amnot nistaken, they will be described by us as
follows:-first, that nothing can becone greater or less, either in
nunber or nmagnitude, while remaining equal to itself-you would agree?

Theaet. Yes.

Soc. Secondly, that wi thout addition or subtraction there is no
i ncrease or dimnution of anything, but only equality.

Theaet. Quite true.

Soc. Thirdly, that what was not before cannot be afterwards, without
becom ng and havi ng becone.

Theaet. Yes, truly.

Soc. These three axions, if | amnot nistaken, are fighting with one
another in our mnds in the case of the dice, or, again, in such a
case as this-if | were to say that I, who amof a certain height and
taller than you, may within a year, without gaining or losing in
hei ght, be not so tall-not that | should have |ost, but that you would
have increased. In such a case, | amafterwards what | once was not,
and yet | have not becone; for | could not have beconme wi thout
beconi ng, neither could | have becone | ess wi thout |osing somewhat
of my height; and | could give you ten thousand exanpl es of sinilar
contradictions, if we admit themat all. | believe that you follow ne,
Theaetetus; for | suspect that you have thought of these questions
bef ore now.

Theaet. Yes, Socrates, and | am anazed when | think of them by
the Gods I aml and | want to know what on earth they nean; and there
are tinmes when ny head quite swims with the contenplation of them

Soc. | see, ny dear Theaetetus, that Theodorus had a true insight
into your nature when he said that you were a phil osopher, for
wonder is the feeling of a philosopher, and phil osophy begins in
wonder. He was not a bad geneal ogi st who said that Iris (the messenger
of heaven) is the child of Thaumas (wonder). But do you begin to see
what is the explanation of this perplexity on the hypothesis which



we attribute to Protagoras?

Theaet. Not as yet.

Soc. Then you will be obliged to ne if | help you to unearth the
hi dden "truth" of a fanmous man or school

Theaet. To be sure, | shall be very nuch obli ged.

Soc. Take a | ook round, then, and see that none of the uninitiated
are listening. Now by the uninitiated I nmean: the people who believe
i n nothing but what they can grasp in their hands, and who will not
all ow that action or generation or anything invisible can have rea
exi st ence.

Theaet. Yes, indeed, Socrates, they are very hard and inpenetrable
nortals.

Soc. Yes, my boy, outer barbarians. Far nore ingenious are the
brethren whose nysteries | am about to reveal to you. Their first
principle is, that all is nmotion, and upon this all the affections
of which we were just now speaking, are supposed to depend: there is
not hi ng but notion, which has two fornms, one active and the other
passive, both in endl ess nunmber; and out of the union and friction
of themthere is generated a progeny endl ess in nunber, having two
forms, sense and the object of sense, which are ever breaking forth
and conming to the birth at the same nonent. The senses are variously
named hearing, seeing, snelling; there is the sense of heat, cold,
pl easure, pain, desire, fear, and many nore whi ch have nanes, as
wel | as innunerable others which are without them each has its
ki ndred object each variety of colour has a corresponding variety of
sight, and so with sound and hearing, and with the rest of the
senses and the objects akin to them Do you see, Theaetetus, the
bearings of this tale on the precedi ng argunent?

Theaet. Indeed | do not.

Soc. Then attend, and | will try to finish the story. The purport is
that all these things are in notion, as | was saying, and that this
motion is of two kinds, a slower and a quicker; and the slower
el ements have their notions in the same place and with reference to
things near them and so they beget; but what is begotten is
swifter, for it is carried to fro, and noves from place to place
Apply this to sense:-Wen the eye and the appropriate object neet
together and give birth to whiteness and the sensation connatural wth
it, which could not have been given by either of them going el sewhere,
then, while the sight: is flowing fromthe eye, whiteness proceeds
fromthe object which conbines in producing the colour; and so the eye
is fulfilled with sight, and really sees, and becones, not sight,
but a seeing eye; and the object which conbined to formthe col our
is fulfilled with whiteness, and beconmes not whiteness but a white
t hi ng, whether wood or stone or whatever the object may be which
happens to be colour,ed white. And this is true of all sensible
objects, hard, warm and the like, which are sinilarly to be regarded,
as | was saying before, not as having any absol ute exi stence, but as
being all of them of whatever kind. generated by notion in their
intercourse with one another; for of the agent and patient, as
existing in separation, no trustworthy conception, as they say, can be
formed, for the agent has no existence until united; with the patient,
and the patient has no existence until united with the agent; and that
which by uniting with sonethi ng becomes an agent, by neeting with sone
other thing is converted into a patient. And fromall these
considerations, as | said at first, there arises a general reflection
that there is no one self-existent thing, but everything is beconing
and in relation; and being nust be altogether abolished, although from
habit and ignorance we are conpelled even in this discussion to retain
the use of the term But great philosophers tell us that we are not to
all ow either the word "sonething," or "belonging to sonething," or "to



me," or "this," or "that," or any other detaining nane to be used,
in the | anguage of nature all things are being created and
destroyed, conming into being and passing into new forns; nor can any
name fix or detain them he who attenpts to fix themis easily
refuted. And this should be the way of speaking, not only of
particul ars but of aggregates such aggregates as are expressed in
the word "man," or "stone," or any nane of animal or of a class. O
Theaet etus, are not these specul ati ons sweet as honey? And do you
not like the taste of themin the nouth?

Theaet. | do not know what to say, Socrates, for, indeed, | cannot
make out whether you are giving your own opinion or only wanting to
draw nme out.

Soc. You forget, ny friend, that | neither know, nor profess to
know, anything of! these matters; you are the person who is in |abour
I amthe barren nidwife; and this is why | soothe you, and offer you
one good thing after another, that you may taste them And | hope that
I may at last help to bring your own opinion into the light of day:
when this has been acconplished, then we will deterni ne whether what
you have brought forth is only a wind-egg or a real and genuine birth.
Therefore, keep up your spirits, and answer like a man what you think

Theaet. Ask ne.

Soc. Then once nore: |Is it your opinion that nothing is but what

becones? the good and the noble, as well; as all the other things
whi ch we were just now nmentioning?
Theaet. When | hear you discoursing in this style, | think that

there is a great deal in what you say, and | amvery ready to

assent. Soc. Let us not |eave the argunent unfinished, then; for there
still remains to be considered an objection which may be raised

about dreams and di seases, in particular about nmadness, and the
various illusions of hearing and sight, or of other senses. For you
know that in all these cases the esse-percipi theory appears to be
unmi st akably refuted, since in dreans and illusions we certainly

have fal se perceptions; and far fromsaying that everything is which
appears, we should rather say that nothing is which appears.

Theaet. Very true, Socrates.

Soc. But then, ny boy, how can any one contend that know edge is
perception, or that to every man what appears is?

Theaet. | amafraid to say, Socrates, that | have nothing to answer,
because you rebuked ne just now for naking this excuse; but |
certainly cannot undertake to argue that nadmen or dreaners think
truly, when they inmagine, some of themthat they are gods, and
others that they can fly, and are flying in their sleep

Soc. Do you see anot her question which can be rai sed about these
phenonena, notably about dream ng and waki ng?

Theaet. What question?

Soc. A question which I think that you nust often have heard persons
ask: - How can you determ ne whether at this noment we are sleeping, and
all our thoughts are a dream or whether we are awake, and talking
to one another in the waking state?

Theaet. |ndeed, Socrates, | do not know how to prove the one any
nore than the other, for in both cases the facts precisely
correspond; -and there is no difficulty in supposing that during al
this discussion we have been talking to one another in a dreany and
when in a dream we seemto be narrating dreans, the resenbl ance of the
two states is quite astonishing.

Soc. You see, then, that a doubt about the reality of sense is
easily raised, since there may even be a doubt whether we are awake or
in adream And as our time is equally divided between sl eeping and
waki ng, in either sphere of existence the soul contends that the
t houghts which are present to our nminds at the tine are true; and



during one half of our lives we affirmthe truth of the one, and,
during the other half, of the other; and are equally confident of
bot h.

Theaet. Mbst true.

Soc. And may not the same be said of madness and ot her disorders?
the difference is only that the tinmes are not equal

Theaet. Certainly.

Soc. And is truth or falsehood to be determined by duration of tine?

Theaet. That would be in many ways ridi cul ous.

Soc. But can you certainly deternine: by any other means which of
these opinions is true?

Theaet. | do not think that | can

Soc. Listen, then to a statement of the other side of the
argument, which is nmade by the chanpi ons of appearance. They woul d
say, as | imagine-can that which is wholly other than sonething,
have the same quality as that fromwhich it differs? and observe
- Theaetetus, that the word "other" means not "partially," but
"whol |y ot her."

Theaet. Certainly, putting the question as you do, that which is
whol Iy ot her cannot either potentially or in any other way be the
sane.

Soc. And nust therefore be adnmitted to be unlike?

Theaet. True.

Soc. |f, then, anything happens to becone like or unlike itself or
anot her, when it becones like we call it the sanme-when unlike, other?

Theaet. Certainly.

Soc. Were we not saying that there. are agents many and infinite,
and patients many and infinite?

Theaet. Yes.

Soc. And al so that different conmbinations will produce results which
are not the sane, but different?

Theaet. Certainly.

Soc. Let us take you and me, or anything as an exanple:-There is
Socrates in health, and Socrates sick-Are they like or unlike?

Theaet. You nmean to, conpare Socrates in health as a whole, and
Socrates in sickness as a whol e?

Soc. Exactly; that is ny neaning.

Theaet. | answer, they are unlike.

Soc. And if unlike, they are other?

Theaet. Certainly.

Soc. And woul d you not say the same of Socrates sleeping and waking,
or in any of the states which we were nentioni ng?

Theaet. | shoul d.

Soc. Al agents have a different patient in Socrates, accordingly as
he is well or ill.

Theaet. O course.

Soc. And | who amthe patient, and that which is the agent, wll
produce sonething different in each of the two cases?

Theaet. Certainly.

Soc. The wine which | drink when | amin health, appears sweet and
pl easant to ne?

Theaet. True.

Soc. For, as has been al ready acknow edged, the patient and agent
neet together and produce sweetness and a perception of sweetness,
which are in simltaneous notion, and the perception which cones
fromthe patient nmakes the tongue percipient, and the quality of
sweet ness which arises out of and is noving about the wi ne, makes
the wine, both to be and to appear sweet to the healthy tongue.

Theaet. Certainly; that has been al ready acknow edged.

Soc. But when | amsick, the wine really acts upon another and a



di fferent person?

Theaet. Yes.

Soc. The conbi nation of the draught of wi ne, and the Socrates who is
sick, produces quite another result; which is the sensation of
bitterness in the tongue, and the, notion and creation of bitterness
in and about the w ne, which becones not bitterness but sonething
bitter; as | nyself become not but percipient?

Theaet. True.

Soc. There is no, other object of which | shall ever have the sane
perception, for another object would give another perception, and
woul d make the perception other and different; nor can that object
which affects nme, neeting another, subject, produce, the sanme, or
beconme simlar, for that too would produce another result from another
subj ect, and becone different.

Theaet. True.

Soc. Neither can by mnyself, have this sensation, nor the object by
itself, this quality.

Theaet. Certainly not.

Soc. Wien | perceive | must becone percipient of sonething-there can
be no such thing as perceiving and perceiving nothing; the object,
whet her it beconme sweet, bitter, or of any other quality, must have
relation to a percipient; nothing can becone sweet which is sweet to
no one.

Theaet. Certainly not.

Soc. Then the inference is, that we [the agent and patient] are or
becone in relation to one another; there is a | aw which binds us one
to the other, but not to any other existence, nor each of us to
hi nsel f; and therefore we can only be bound to one another; so that
whet her a person says that a thing is or becones, he must say that
it is or becones to or of or in relation to sonething el se; but he
nmust not say or allow any one else to say that anything is or
beconmes absol utely: -such is our conclusion

Theaet. Very true, Socrates.

Soc. Then, if that which acts upon ne has relation to ne and to no
other, | and no other amthe percipient of it?

Theaet. O course.

Soc. Then ny perception is true to me, being inseparable fromny own
bei ng; and, as Protagoras says, to nyself | amjudge of what is
and-what is not to ne.

Theaet. | suppose so.

Soc. How then, if | never err, and if ny mind never trips in the
conception of being or becomng, can | fail of knowi ng that which I
percei ve?

Theaet. You cannot.

Soc. Then you were quite right in affirmng that know edge is only
perception; and the neaning turns out to be the sanme, whether with
Homer and Heracleitus, and all that conpany, you say that all is
nmotion and flux, or with the great sage Protagoras, that man is the
measure of all things; or with Theaetetus, that, given these prenises,
perception is know edge. Am | not right, Theaetetus, and is not this
your newborn child, of which | have delivered you? What say you?

Theaet. | cannot but agree, Socrates.

Soc. Then this is the child, however he may turn out, which you
and | have with difficulty brought into the world. And now t hat he
is born, we nust run round the hearth with him and see whether he
is worth rearing, or is only a wind-egg and a sham Is he to be reared
in any case, and not exposed? or will you bear to see himrejected,
and not get into a passion if |I take away your first-born?

Theod. Theaetetus will not be angry, for he is very good- natured.
But tell nme, Socrates, in heaven's name, is this, after all, not the



truth?

Soc. You, Theodorus, are a lover of theories, and now you innocently
fancy that | ama bag full of them and can easily pull one out
which will overthrow its predecessor. But you do not see that in
reality none of these theories come fromnme; they all conme fromhim
who talks with me. | only know just enough to extract themfromthe
wi sdom of another, and to receive themin a spirit of fairness. And
now | shall say nothing nyself, but shall endeavour to elicit
sonet hing fromour young friend.

Theod. Do as you say, Socrates; you are quite right.

Soc. Shall | tell you, Theodorus, what anmazes ne in your
acquai nt ance Protagoras?

Theod. What is it?

Soc. | amcharnmed with his doctrine, that what appears is to each
one, but | wonder that he did not begin his book on Truth with a
declaration that a pig or a dog-faced baboon, or sone other yet
stranger nonster which has sensation, is the measure of all things;
then he might have shown a magnificent contenpt for our opinion of him
by inform ng us at the outset that while we were reverencing him
like a God for his wi sdom he was no better than a tadpole, not to
speak of his fellow nen-would not this have produced an
over-powering effect? For if truth is only sensation, and no nan can
di scern another's feelings better than he, or has any superior right
to determ ne whether his opinion is true or false, but each, as we
have several tines repeated, is to hinmself the sole judge, and
everything that he judges is true and right, why, ny friend, should
Prot agoras be preferred to the place of wi sdomand instruction, and
deserve to be well paid, and we poor ignoranuses have to go to him if
each one is the neasure of his own w sdon? Must he not be talking ad
captandumin all this? | say nothing of the ridicul ous predicanent
in which my owmn nidwifery and the whole art of dialectic is placed;
for the attenpt to supervise or refute the notions or opinions of
others woul d be a tedious and enornous piece of folly, if to each
man his own are right; and this nust be the case if Protagoras Truth
is the real truth, and the philosopher is not nmerely anusing hinself
by giving oracles out of the shrine of his book

Theod. He was a friend of nmine, Socrates, as you were saying, and
therefore | cannot have himrefuted by nmy lips, nor can | oppose you
when | agree with you; please, then, to take Theaetetus again; he
seened to answer very nicely.

Soc. If you were to go into a Lacedaenoni an pal estra, Theodorus,
woul d you have a right to | ook on at the naked wrestlers, sone of them
maki ng a poor figure, if you did not strip and give them an
opportunity of judging of your own person?

Theod. Wiy not, Socrates, if they would allow nme, as | think you

will in consideration of nmy age and stiffness; let some nore supple
youth try a fall with you, and do not drag nme into the gymasi um
Soc. Your will is ny will, Theodorus, as the proverbial philosophers

say, and therefore | will return to the sage Theaetetus: Tell ne,
Theaetetus, in reference to what | was saying, are you not lost in
wonder, |ike nyself, when you find that all of a sudden you are raised
to the level of the wi sest of nen, or indeed of the gods?-for you
woul d assune the nmeasure of Protagoras to apply to the gods as well as
men?

Theaet. Certainly | should, and | confess to you that | amlost in

wonder. At first hearing, | was quite satisfied with the doctrine,
t hat whatever appears is to each one, but now the face of things has
changed.

Soc. Wiy, my dear boy, you are young, and therefore your ear is
qui ckly caught and your nind influenced by popul ar argunents.



Pr ot agoras, or some one speaking on his behalf, will doubtless say
in reply, good people, young and old, you neet and harangue, and bring
in the gods, whose existence of non-existence | banish fromwiting
and speech, or you talk about the reason of man bei ng degraded to
the level of the brutes, which is a telling argument with the

mul titude, but not one word of proof or denonstration do you offer
Al is probability with you, and yet surely you and Theodorus had
better reflect whether you are disposed to adnit of probability and
figures of speech in matters of such inportance. He or any other
mat hemat i ci an who argued from probabilities and Iikelihoods in
georetry, would not be worth an ace.

Theaet. But neither you nor we, Socrates, would be satisfied with
such argunents.

Soc. Then you and Theodorus nean to say that we nust | ook at the
matter in sone other way?

Theaet. Yes, in quite another way.

Soc. And the way will be to ask whether perception is or is not
the sanme as know edge; for this was the real point of our argunent,
and with a viewto this we raised (did we not?) those nany strange
guesti ons.

Theaet. Certainly.

Soc. Shall we say that we know every thing which we see and hear?
for exanple, shall we say that not having | earned, we do not hear
t he | anguage of foreigners when they speak to us? or shall we say that
we not only hear, but know what they are saying? O again, if we see
letters which we do not understand, shall we say that we do not see
then? or shall we aver that, seeing them we nust know thenf

Theaet. W shall say, Socrates, that we know what we actually see
and hear of themthat is to say, we see and know the figure and col our
of the letters, and we hear and know the el evation or depression of
the sound of them but we do not perceive by sight and hearing, or
know, that which granmarians and interpreters teach about them

Soc. Capital, Theaetetus; and about this there shall be no
di spute, because | want you to grow, but there is another difficulty
com ng, which you will also have to repul se

Theaet. What is it?

Soc. Sone one will say, Can a nman who has ever known anything, and
still has and preserves a nenory of that which he knows, not know t hat
whi ch he remenbers at the tine when he renenbers? | have, | fear, a
tedi ous way of putting a sinple question, which is only, whether a man
who has | earned, and renmenbers, can fail to know?

Theaet. Inpossible, Socrates; the supposition is nonstrous.

Soc. Am | tal king nonsense, then? Think: is not seeing perceiving,
and is not sight perception?

Theaet. True.

Soc. And if our recent definition holds, every man knows t hat
whi ch he has seen?

Theaet. Yes.

Soc. And you would adnmit that there is such a thing as nmenory?

Theaet. Yes.

Soc. And is nenory of something or of nothing?

Theaet. O sonething, surely.

Soc. O things | earned and perceived, that is?

Theaet. Certainly.

Soc. Often a man renenbers that which he has seen?

Theaet. True.

Soc. And if he closed his eyes, would he forget?

Theaet. Who, Socrates, would dare to say so?

Soc. But we nust say so, if the previous argunment is to be
mai nt ai ned.



Theaet. What do you nmean? | amnot quite sure that | understand you
though | have a strong suspicion that you are right.

Soc. As thus: he who sees knows, as we say, that which he sees;
for perception and sight and know edge are adnitted to be the sane.

Theaet. Certainly.

Soc. But he who saw, and has know edge of that which he saw,
remenbers, when he closes his eyes, that which he no | onger sees.

Theaet. True.

Soc. And seeing is knowing, and therefore not-seeing is not-know ng?

Theaet. Very true.

Soc. Then the inference is, that a nman nmay have attained the
know edge, of sonething, which he may renmenber and yet not know,
because he does not see; and this has been affirmed by us to be a
nonstrous supposition.

Theaet. Mbst true.

Soc. Thus, then, the assertion that knowl edge and perception are
one, involves a manifest inpossibility?

Theaet. Yes.

Soc. Then they must be distingui shed?

Theaet. | suppose that they nust.

Soc. Once nore we shall have to begin, and ask "Wat is
know edge?" and yet, Theaetetus, what are we going to do?

Theaet. About what?

Soc. Like a good-for-nothing cock, w thout having won the victory,
we wal k away fromthe argunent and crow.

Theaet. How do you nean?

Soc. After the manner of disputers, we were satisfied with nere
verbal consistency, and were well pleased if in this way we could gain
an advant age. Although professing not to be nmere Eristics, but

phi | osophers, | suspect that we have unconsciously fallen into the
error of that ingenious class of persons.
Theaet. | do not as yet understand you.

Soc. Then | will try to explain nyself: just now we asked the
guestion, whether a nan who had | earned and renenbered could fail to
know, and we showed that a person who had seen night renenber when
he had his eyes shut and could not see, and then he would at the
sane tinme remenber and not know. But this was an inpossibility. And so
t he Protagorean fable cane to nought, and yours al so, who naintained
that know edge is the sane as perception

Theaet. True.

Soc. And yet, ny friend, | rather suspect that the result woul d have
been different if Protagoras, who was the father of the first of the
two-brats, had been alive; he would have had a great deal to say on
their behalf. But he is dead, and we insult over his orphan child; and
even the guardi ans whom he left, and of whom our friend Theodorus is
one, are unwilling to give any help, and therefore | suppose that nust
take up his cause nyself, and see justice done?

Theod. Not |, Socrates, but rather Callias, the son of Hi pponicus,
is guardian of his orphans. | was too soon diverted fromthe
abstractions of dialectic to geonetry. Nevertheless, | shall be

grateful to you if you assist him

Soc. Very good, Theodorus; you shall see how !l will conme to the
rescue. If a person does not attend to the nmeaning of terns as they
are comonly used in argunment, he nmay be involved even in greater

paradoxes than these. Shall | explain this matter to you or to
Theaet et us?
Theod. To both of us, and let the younger answer; he will incur |ess

disgrace if he is disconfited.
Soc. Then now | et ne ask the awful question, which is this:-Can a
man know and al so not know that which he knows?



Theod. How shall we answer, Theaetetus?

Theaet. He cannot, | should say.
Soc. He can, if you maintain that seeing is knowi ng. Wen you are
imprisoned in a well, as the saying is, and the self-assured adversary

cl oses one of your eyes with his hand, and asks whether you can see
his cloak with the eye which he has closed, how will you answer the
i nevitabl e man?

Theaet. | should answer, "Not with that eye but with the other."

Soc. Then you see and do not see the same thing at the sanme tine.

Theaet. Yes, in a certain sense.

Soc. None of that, he will reply; | do not ask or bid you answer
i n what sense you know, but only whet her you know that which you do
not know. You have been proved to see that which you do not see; and
you have already adnitted that seeing is know ng, and that
not-seeing is not-knowing: | |eave you to draw the inference.

Theaet. Yes, the inference is the contradictory of mny assertion

Soc. Yes, ny marvel, and there nmight have been yet worse things in
store for you, if an opponent had gone on to ask whether you can
have a sharp and also a dull know edge, and whet her you can know near
but not at a distance, or know the same thing with nore or |ess
intensity, and so on w thout end. Such questions night have been put
to you by a light-armed nercenary, who argued for pay. He woul d have
lain in wait for you, and when you took up the position, that sense is
know edge, he woul d have nmade an assault upon hearing, snelling, and
t he ot her senses;-he would have shown you no nercy; and while you were
lost in envy and adniration of his wisdom he would have got you
into his net, out of which you woul d not have escaped until you had
conme to an understandi ng about the sumto be paid for your rel ease.
Well, you ask, and how will Protagoras reinforce his position? Shall
answer for hin®

Theaet. By all neans.

Soc. He will repeat all those things which we have been urging on
his behalf, and then he will close with us in disdain, and say:-The
wort hy Socrates asked a little boy, whether the sane man coul d
renmenber and not know the sane thing, and the boy said No, because
he was frightened, and could not see what was coning, and then
Socrates made fun of poor ne. The truth is, Oslatternly Socrates,
that when you ask questions about any assertion of mnmine, and the
person asked is found tripping, if he has answered as | shoul d have
answered, then | amrefuted, but if he answers sonething el se, then he
is refuted and not |I. For do you really suppose that any one woul d
admt the menory which a nan has of an inpression which has passed
away to be the sane with that which he experienced at the tine?
Assuredly not. O would he hesitate to acknow edge that the same man
may know and not know the sanme thing? O, if he is afraid of making
this admi ssion, would he ever grant that one who has becone unlike
is the same as before he becanme unlike? O would he admit that a man
is one at all, and not rather many and infinite as the changes which
take place in hin? | speak by the card in order to avoid entangl enents
of words. But, O ny good sir, he would say, cone to the argunment in
a nore generous spirit; and either show, if you can, that our
sensations are not relative and individual, or, if you adnit themto
be so, prove that this does not involve the consequence that the
appear ance becones, or, if you will have the word, is, to the
i ndi vidual only. As to your talk about pigs and baboons, you are
yoursel f behaving like a pig, and you teach your hearers to make sport
of ny witings in the same ignorant manner; but this is not to your
credit. For | declare that the truth is as | have witten, and that
each of us is a nmeasure of existence and of non-existence. Yet one man
may be a thousand tines better than another in proportion as different



things are and appear to him

And | am far from saying that wi sdom and the wi se man have no
exi stence; but | say that the wise man is he who nmakes the evils which
appear and are to a man, into goods which are and appear to him And
woul d beg you not to ny words in the letter, but to take the neaning
of themas | will explain them Renenber what has been already
said,-that to the sick man his food appears to be and is bitter, and
to the man in health the opposite of bitter. Now | cannot conceive
that one of these nmen can be or ought to be nade w ser than the other
nor can you assert that the sick nan because he has one inpression
is foolish, and the healthy nan because he has another is w se; but
the one state requires to be changed into the other, the worse into
the better. As in education, a change of state has to be effected, and
t he sophi st acconplishes by words the change which the physician works
by the aid of drugs. Not that any one ever made another think truly,
who previously thought falsely. For no one can think what is not, or
think anything different fromthat which he feels; and this is
always true. But as the inferior habit of mind has thoughts of kindred
nature, so | conceive that a good mnd causes nen to have good

t houghts; and t hese which the inexperienced call true, | maintain to
be only better, and not truer than others. And, O ny dear Socrates,
I do not call wi se nen tadpoles: far fromit; | say that they are

t he physicians of the human body, and the husbandnen of plants-for the
husbandnen al so take away the evil and di sordered sensations of

pl ants, and infuse into them good and heal t hy sensations-aye and

true ones; and the wi se and good rhetoricians nmake the good instead of
the evil to seemjust to states; for whatever appears to a state to be
just and fair, so long as it is regarded as such, is just and fair
toit; but the teacher of wi sdom causes the good to take the place

of the evil, both in appearance and in reality. And in |Iike manner the
Sophist who is able to train his pupils in this spirit is a w se

man, and deserves to be well paid by them And so one man is w ser
than anot her; and no one thinks falsely, and you, whether you wll

or not, must endure to be a nmeasure. On these foundations the argunent
stands firm which you, Socrates, may, if you please, overthrow by

an opposite argument, or if you like you may put questions to ne-a

nmet hod to which no intelligent person will object, quite the

reverse. But | nust beg you to put fair questions: for there is

great inconsistency in saying that you have a zeal for virtue, and
then al ways behaving unfairly in argunent. The unfairness of which
conplain is that you do not distinguish between nere disputation and
dialectic: the disputer may trip up his opponent as often as he |ikes,
and make fun; but the dialectician will be in earnest, and only
correct his adversary when necessary, telling himthe errors into

whi ch he has fallen through his own fault, or that of the conpany

whi ch he has previously kept. If you do so, your adversary will |ay
the bl ame of his own confusion and perplexity on hinmself, and not on
you; will follow and | ove you, and will hate hinmself, and escape
fromhinmself into philosophy, in order that he may becone different
fromwhat he was. But the other node of arguing, which is practised by
the many, will have just the opposite effect upon him and as he grows
ol der, instead of turning philosopher, he will cone to hate

phi | osophy. | would reconmend you, therefore, as | said before, not to
encourage yourself in this polenical and controversial tenper, but

to find out, in a friendly and congenial spirit, what we really nean
when we say that all things are in notion, and that to every

i ndi vidual and state what appears, is. In this nmanner you wll

consi der whet her knowl edge and sensation are the sane or different,

but you will not argue, as you were just now doing, fromthe customary
use of names and words, which the vulgar pervert in all sorts of ways



causing infinite perplexity to one another. Such, Theodorus, is the
very slight help which | amable to offer to your old friend; had he
been living, he would have hel ped hinmself in a far nore gloriose
style.

Theod. You are jesting, Socrates; indeed, your defence of him has
been nost val or ous.

Soc. Thank you, friend; and | hope that you observed Protagoras
bi ddi ng us be serious, as the text, "Man is the neasure of al
things," was a sol enm one; and he reproached us w th naking a boy
t he medi um of di scourse, and said that the boy's timdity was nade
to tell against his argunent; he al so declared that we nade a joke
of him

Theod. How could |I fail to observe all that, Socrates?

Soc. Well, and shall we do as he says?

Theod. By all neans.

Soc. But if his wishes are to be regarded, you and | nust take up
the argunent, and in all seriousness, and ask and answer one
anot her, for you see that the rest of us are nothing but boys. In no
other way can we escape the inmputation, that in our fresh analysis
of his thesis we are making fun with boys.

Theod. Well, but is not Theaetetus better able to follow a
phi | osophi cal enquiry than a great nmany nen who have | ong beards?

Soc. Yes, Theodorus, but not better than you; and therefore please
not to imagine that | amto defend by every neans in ny power your
departed friend; and that you are to defend nothing and nobody. At any
rate, my good man, do not sheer off until we know whether you are a
true neasure of diagranms, or whether all nen are equal ly neasures
and sufficient for thenselves in astronony and geonetry, and the other
branches of know edge in which you are supposed to excel them

Theod. He who is sitting by you, Socrates, will not easily avoid
bei ng drawn into an argunent; and when | said just now that you
woul d excuse ne, and not, |ike the Lacedaenoni ans, conpel ne to
strip and fight, | was tal king nonsense-1 should rather conpare you to
Scirrhon, who threw travellers fromthe rocks; for the Lacedaenoni an
rule is "strip or depart," but you seemto go about your work nore
after the fashion of Antaeus: you will not allow any one who
approaches you to depart until you have stripped him and he has
been conpelled to try a fall with you in argunent.

Soc. There, Theodorus, you have hit off precisely the nature of ny
conpl aint; but | ameven nore pugnaci ous than the giants of old, for |
have net with no end of heroes; many a Heracles, nmany a Theseus,

m ghty in words, has broken ny head; nevertheless | am al ways at
this rough exercise, which inspires me |like a passion. Please, then
totry a fall with ne, whereby you will do yourself good as well as
ne.

Theod. | consent; lead nme whither you will, for | know that you
are |like destiny; no man can escape from any argunment which you nmay
weave for him But | am not disposed to go further than you suggest.

Soc. Once will be enough; and now take particular care that we do
not again unwittingly expose ourselves to the reproach of talking
chil di shly.

Theod. | will do my best to avoid that error

Soc. In the first place, let us return to our old objection, and see
whet her we were right in blanm ng and taking offence at Protagoras on
the ground that he assunmed all to be equal and sufficient in wi sdom
al t hough he adnmitted that there was a better and worse, and that in
respect of this, some who as he said were the wi se excelled others.

Theod. Very true

Soc. Had Protagoras been living and answered for hinself, instead of
our answering for him there would have been no need of our



reviewing or reinforcing the argument. But as he is not here, and sone
one may accuse us of speaking without authority on his behal f, had

we not better cone to a clearer agreenent about his neaning, for a
great deal may be at stake?

Theod. True.

Soc. Then let us obtain, not through any third person, but from
his own statenent and in the fewest words possible, the basis of
agr eenent .

Theod. | n what way?

Soc. In this way:-H s words are, "Wat seens to a man, is to him"

Theod. Yes, so he says.

Soc. And are not we, Protagoras, uttering the opinion of man, or
rather of all mankind, when we say that every one thinks hinself w ser
than other nen in some things, and their inferior in others? In the
hour of danger, when they are in perils of war, or of the sea, or of
si ckness, do they not look up to their conmanders as if they were
gods, and expect salvation fromthem only because they excel them
in know edge? |Is not the world full of nmen in their severa
enpl oynents, who are |ooking for teachers and rulers of thensel ves and
of the animals? and there are plenty who think that they are able to
teach and able to rule. Now, in all this is inplied that ignorance and
wi sdom exi st anong them least in their own opinion

Theod. Certainly.

Soc. And wi sdomis assuned by themto be true thought, and ignorance
to be fal se opinion.

Theod. Exactly.

Soc. How then, Protagoras, would you have us treat the argunent?
Shall we say that the opinions of nen are always true, or sometinmes
true and sonetinmes false? In either case, the result is the sane
and their opinions are not always true, but sonetines true and
sonetinmes false. For tell nme, Theodorus, do you suppose that you
yoursel f, or any other follower of Protagoras, would contend that no
one deens anot her ignorant or mistaken in his opinion?

Theod. The thing is incredible, Socrates.

Soc. And yet that absurdity is necessarily involved in the thesis
whi ch declares man to be the measure of all things.

Theod. How so?

Soc. Wiy, suppose that you determine in your own nind sonething to
be true, and declare your opinion to ne; let us assune, as he
argues, that this is true to you. Now, if so, you nust either say that
the rest of us are not the judges of this opinion or judgnment of
yours, or that we judge you always to have a true opinion: But are
there not thousands upon thousands who, whenever you forma
judgnent, take up arns agai nst you and are of an opposite judgnent and
opi nion, deening that you judge falsely?

Theod. Yes, indeed, Socrates, thousands and tens of thousands, as
Homer says, who give ne a world of trouble.

Soc. Well, but are we to assert that what you think is true to you
and false to the ten thousand ot hers?

Theod. No other inference seens to be possible.

Soc. And how about Protagoras hinmself? If neither he nor the
mul titude thought, as indeed they do not think, that man is the
nmeasure of all things, nust it not follow that the truth of which
Protagoras wote would be true to no one? But if you suppose that he
hi msel f thought this, and that the nultitude does not agree with
him you rmust begin by allowi ng that in whatever proportion the many
are nore than one, in that proportion his truth is nore untrue than
true.

Theod. That would follow if the truth is supposed to vary with
i ndi vi dual opi ni on



Soc. And the best of the joke is, that he acknow edges the truth
of their opinion who believe his own opinion to be false; for he
admts that the opinions of all men are true.

Theod. Certainly.

Soc. And does he not allow that his own opinion is false, if he
admts that the opinion of those who think himfalse is true?

Theod. O course.

Soc. Whereas the other side do not adnmit that they speak falsely?

Theod. They do not.

Soc. And he, as may be inferred fromhis witings, agrees that
this opinion is also true.

Theod. Cearly.

Soc. Then all nankind, beginning with Protagoras, will contend, or
rather, | should say that he will allow, when he concedes that his
adversary has a true opinion-Protagoras, | say, will hinmself allow
that neither a dog nor any ordinary man is the nmeasure of anything
whi ch he has not |earned-am| not right?

Theod. Yes.

Soc. And the truth of Protagoras being doubted by all, will be
true neither to hinmself to any one el se?

Theod. | think, Socrates, that we are running nmy old friend too
har d.

Soc. But do not know that we are going beyond the truth.
Doubt | ess, as he is older, he may be expected to be wiser than we are.
And if he could only just get his head out of the world bel ow, he
woul d have overthrown both of us again and again, me for talking
nonsense and you for assenting to nme, and have been off and
underground in a trice. But as he is not within call, we nust make the
best use of our own faculties, such as they are, and speak out what
appears to us to be true. And one thing which no one will deny is,
that there are great differences in the understandi ngs of nen

Theod. In that opinion | quite agree.

Soc. And is there not nost likely to be firmground in the
di stinction which we were indicating on behalf of Protagoras, viz.

that nost things, and all inmedi ate sensations, such as hot, dry,
sweet, are only such as they appear; if however difference of
opinion is to be allowed at all, surely we nust allow it in respect of

health or disease? for every wonan, child, or living creature has
not such a know edge of what conduces to health as to enable themto
cure themnsel ves

Theod. | quite agree.

Soc. O again, in politics, while affirmng that just and unjust,
honour abl e and di sgraceful, holy and unholy, are in reality to each
state such as the state thinks and makes | awful, and that in
determining these matters no individual or state is w ser than
anot her, still the followers of Protagoras will not deny that in
determining what is or is not expedient for the community one state is
wi ser and one counsel l or better that another-they will scarcely
venture to naintain, that what a city enacts in the belief that it
is expedient will always be really expedient. But in the other case,
mean when they speak of justice and injustice, piety and inpiety, they
are confident that in nature these have no existence or essence of
their owmn-the truth is that which is agreed on at the tinme of the
agreenment, and as long as the agreenent lasts; and this is the
phi | osophy of many who do not altogether go along with Protagoras.
Here arises a new question, Theodorus, which threatens to be nore
serious than the |ast.

Theod. Well, Socrates, we have plenty of |eisure.

Soc. That is true, and your renark recalls to ny mind an observation
which | have often made, that those who have passed their days in



the pursuit of philosophy are ridiculously at fault when they have
to appear and speak in court. How natural is this!

Theod. What do you nean?

Soc. | nean to say, that those who have been trained in phil osophy
and liberal pursuits are as unlike those who fromtheir youth
upwar ds have been knocking about in the courts and such places, as a
freeman is in breeding unlike a slave.

Theod. In what is the difference seen?

Soc. In the leisure spoken of by you, which a freeman can al ways
command: he has his talk, out in peace, and, |ike ourselves, he
wanders at will from one subject to another, and froma second to a
third,-if the fancy takes himhe begins again, as we are doing now,
caring not whether his words are many or few, his only aimis to
attain the truth. But the lawer is always in a hurry; there is the
wat er of the clepsydra driving himon, and not allowing himto
expatiate at will: and there is his adversary standi ng over him
enforcing his rights; the indictnment, which in their phraseology is
termed the affidavit, is recited at the time: and fromthis he nust
not deviate. He is a servant, and is continually disputing about a
fell ow servant before his master, who is seated, and has the cause
in his hands; the trial is never about some indifferent matter, but
al ways concerns hinself; and often the race is for his life. The
consequence has been, that he has becone keen and shrewd; he has
| earned how to flatter his master in word and indul ge himin deed; but
his soul is small and unrighteous. Hi s condition, which has been
that of a slave fromhis youth upwards, has deprived himof growth and
upri ght ness and i ndependence; dangers and fears, which were too nuch
for his truth and honesty, cane upon himin early years, when the
tenderness of youth was unequal to them and he has been driven into
crooked ways; fromthe first he has practised deception and
retaliation, and has becone stunted and warped. And so he has passed
out of youth into manhood, having no soundness in him and is now,
as he thinks, a master in wisdom Such is the |awer, Theodorus.

W1l you have the compani on picture of the phil osopher, who is of
our brotherhood; or shall we return to the argunment? Do not |et us
abuse the freedom of digression which we claim

Theod. Nay, Socrates, not until we have finished what we are
about; for you truly said that we belong to a brotherhood which is
free, and are not the servants of the argunent; but the argunent is
our servant, and rmust wait our leisure. Who is our judge? O where
is the spectator having any right to censure or control us, as he
m ght the poets?

Soc. Then, as this is your wish, | will describe the |eaders; for
there is no use in talking about the inferior sort. In the first
pl ace, the lords of philosophy have never, fromtheir youth upwards,
known their way to the Agora, or the dicastery, or the council, or any
other political assenbly; they neither see nor hear the |aws or
decrees, as they are called, of the state witten or recited; the
eagerness of political societies in the attai nment of office-clubs,
and banquets, and revels, and singing-nai dens,-do not enter even
into their dreans. Wether any event has turned out well or ill in the
city, what disgrace nay have descended to any one fromhis
ancestors, male or fermale, are matters of which the phil osopher no
nore knows than he can tell, as they say, how many pints are contai ned
in the ocean. Neither is he conscious of his ignorance. For he does
not hold aloof in order; that he may gain a reputation; but the
truth is, that the outer formof himonly is in the city: his nind,

di sdaining the littlenesses and not hi ngnesses of human things, is
"flying all abroad" as Pindar says, measuring earth and heaven and the
t hi ngs which are under and on the earth and above the heaven



interrogating the whole nature of each and all in their entirety,
but not condescending to anything which is within reach
Theod. What do you nean, Socrates?

Soc. | will illustrate my meaning, Theodorus, by the jest which
the clever witty Thracian handnmaid is said to have made about
Thal es, when he fell into a well as he was | ooking up at the stars.

She said, that he was so eager to know what was going on in heaven
that he could not see what was before his feet. This is a jest which
is equally applicable to all philosophers. For the philosopher is
whol Iy unacquai nted with his next-door neighbour; he is ignorant,
not only of what he is doing, but he hardly knows whether he is a
man or an animal; he is searching into the essence of man, and busy in
enqui ri ng what belongs to such a nature to do or suffer different from
any other;-1 think that you understand nme, Theodorus?

Theod. | do, and what you say is true.

Soc. And thus, ny friend, on every occasion, private as well as
public, as | said at first, when he appears in a lawcourt, or in
any place in which he has to speak of things which are at his feet and
before his eyes, he is the jest, not only of Thracian handmai ds but of
the general herd, tunbling into wells and every sort of disaster
t hrough his inexperience. Hs awkwardness is fearful, and gives the
i mpression of inbecility. Wien he is reviled, he has nothing
personal to say in answer to the civilities of his adversaries, for he
knows no scandal s of any one, and they do not interest hiny and
therefore he is laughed at for his sheepi shness; and when others are
being praised and glorified, in the sinplicity of his heart he
cannot help going into fits of laughter, so that he seens to be a
downright idiot. Wien he hears a tyrant or king eul ogi zed, he
fancies that he is listening to the praises of sonme keeper of cattle-a
swi neherd, or shepherd, or perhaps a cowherd, who is congratul ated
on the quantity of mlk which he squeezes fromthem and he remarks
that the creature whomthey tend, and out of whomthey squeeze the
wealth, is of a less traitable and nore insidious nature. Then, again,

he observes that the great nman is of necessity as ill-mannered and
uneducat ed as any shepherd-for he has no leisure, and he is surrounded
by a wall, which is his nountain-pen. Hearing of enornous |anded

proprietors of ten thousand acres and nore, our philosopher deens this
to be a trifle, because he has been accustonmed to think of the whole
earth; and when they sing the, praises of fanmly, and say that soneone
is a gentleman because he can show seven generations of wealthy
ancestors, he thinks that their sentinments only betray a dull and
narrow vision in those who utter them and who are not educated enough
to look at the whole, nor to consider that every man has had thousands
and ten thousands of progenitors, and anong them have been rich and
poor, kings and sl aves, Hellenes and barbarians, innunerable. And when
peopl e pride thensel ves on having a pedigree of twenty-five ancestors,
whi ch goes back to Heracles, the son of Amphitryon, he cannot
understand their poverty of ideas. Wiy are they unable to calculate
that Anphitryon had a twenty-fifth ancestor, who ni ght have been
anybody, and was such as fortune nade himand he had a fiftieth, and
so on? He anuses hinmself with the notion that they cannot count, and
thinks that a little arithmetic would have got rid of their
sensel ess vanity. Now, in all these cases our philosopher is derided
by the vulgar, partly because he is thought to despise them and
al so because he is ignorant of what is before him and always at a
| oss.

Theod. That is very true, Socrates.

Soc. But, Ony friend, when he draws the other into upper air, and
gets himout of his pleas and rejoinders into the contenplation of
justice and injustice in their own nature and in their difference from



one anot her and fromall other things; or fromthe comonpl aces
about the happiness of a king or of a rich nan to the consideration of
governnent, and of human happi ness and nisery in general -what they
are, and how a man is to attain the one and avoi d the other-when
that narrow, keen, little legal mnd is called to account about al
this, he gives the phil osopher his revenge; for dizzied by the
hei ght at which he is hangi ng, whence he | ooks down into space,
which is a strange experience to him he being dismayed, and |ost, and
stamering broken words, is |aughed at, not by Thraci an handnei dens or
any ot her uneducated persons, for they have no eye for the
situation, but by every man who has not been brought up a sl ave.
Such are the two characters, Theodorus: the one of the freeman, who
has becones trained in liberty and | eisure, whomyou call the
phi | osopher-hi m we cannot bl ame because he appears sinple and of no
account when he has to perform sonme nenial task, such as packing up
bed-cl othes, or flavouring a sauce or fawning speech; the other
character is that of the man who is able to do all this kind of
service smartly and neatly, but knows not how to wear his cloak like a
gentl eman; still less with the nusic of discourse can he hymm the true
life aright which is lived by inmortals or nen bl essed of heaven

Theod. If you could only persuade everybody, Socrates, as you do ne,
of the truth of your words, there would be nore peace and fewer
evils anong nen

Soc. Evils, Theodorus, can never pass away; for there nust always
remai n somet hi ng which is antagonistic to good. Having no pl ace
anong the gods in heaven, of necessity they hover around the norta
nature, and this earthly sphere. Wherefore we ought to fly away from
earth to heaven as quickly as we can; and to fly away is to becone
like God, as far as this is possible; and to becone like him is to
beconme holy, just, and wise. But, Ony friend, you cannot easily
convi nce manki nd that they should pursue virtue or avoid vice, not
merely in order that a nan may seemto be good, which is the reason
given by the world, and in ny judgnent is only a repetition of an
old wives fable. Wiereas, the truth is that God is never in any way
unri ght eous-he is perfect righteousness; and he of us who is the
nost righteous is nost like him Herein is seen the true cl everness of
a man, and al so his nothingness and want of manhood. For to know
this is true wisdomand virtue, and ignorance of this is manifest
folly and vice. Al other kinds of wi sdomor cleverness, which seem
only, such as the wi sdom of politicians, or the wi sdomof the arts,
are coarse and vul gar. The unrighteous man, or the sayer and doer of
unholy things, had far better not be encouraged in the illusion that
his roguery is clever; for nen glory in their shame -they fancy that
they hear others saying of them "These are not nere good-for
not hi ng persons, mnere burdens of the earth, but such as nen should
be who nean to dwell safely in a state.” Let us tell themthat they
are all the nore truly what they do not think they are because they do
not know it; for they do not know the penalty of injustice, which
above all things they ought to know not stripes and death, as they
suppose, which evil-doers often escape, but a penalty which cannot
be escaped.

Theod. What is that?

Soc. There are two patterns eternally set before them the one
bl essed and divine, the other godl ess and wetched: but they do not
see them or perceive that in their utter folly and infatuation they
are growing like the one and unlike the other, by reason of their evi
deeds; and the penalty is, that they lead a |life answering to the
pattern which they are growing like. And if we tell them that
unl ess they depart fromtheir cunning, the place of innocence will not
receive themafter death; and that here on earth, they will live



ever in the likeness of their own evil selves, and with evi
friends-when they hear this they in their superior cunning will seem
to be listening to the talk of idiots.

Theod. Very true, Socrates.

Soc. Too true, nmy friend, as | well know, there is, however, one
peculiarity in their case: when they begin to reason in private
about their dislike of philosophy, if they have the courage to hear
the argunent out and do not run away, they grow at |ast strangely
di scontented with thenselves; their rhetoric fades away, and they
becone hel pl ess as children. These however are digressions from
whi ch we nmust now desist, or they will overflow, and drown the
original argument; to which, if you please, we will now return

Theod. For ny part, Socrates, | would rather have the digressions,
for at my age | find themeasier to follow, but if you wish, let us go
back to the argunent.

Soc. Had we not reached the point at which the partisans of the
perpetual flux, who say that things are as they seemto each one, were
confidently maintaining that the ordi nances which the state
commanded 2nd thought just, were just to the state which inposed them
while they were in force; this was especially asserted of justice; but
as to the good, no one had any | onger the hardi hood to contend of
any ordi nances which the state thought and enacted to be good that
these, while they were in force, were really good;-he who said so
woul d be playing with the nane "good," and woul d, not touch the rea
guestion-it would be a nockery, would it not?

Theod. Certainly it woul d.

Soc. He ought not to speak of the name, but of the thing which is
contenpl at ed under the nane.

Theod. Right.

Soc. Whatever be the termused, the good or expedient is the aim
of legislation, and as far as she has an opinion, the state inposes
all laws with a viewto the greatest expediency; can |egislation
have any other ain?

Theod. Certainly not.

Soc. But is the aimattained al ways? do not nistakes often happen?

Theod. Yes, | think that there are ni stakes.

Soc. The possibility of error will be nore distinctly recognized, if
we put the question in reference to the whole class under which the
good or expedient fall That whole class has to do with the future, and
| aws are passed under the idea that they will be useful in after-tine;
which, in other words, is the future

Theod. Very true

Soc. Suppose now, that we ask Protagoras, or one of his disciples, a
gquestion:-O Protagoras, we will say to him Mn is, as you declare,
the nmeasure of all things-white, heavy, light: of all such things he
is the judge; for he has the criterion of themin hinself, and when he
thi nks that things are such as he experiences themto be, he thinks
what is and is true to himself. Is it not so?

Theod. Yes.

Soc. And do you extend your doctrine, Protagoras (as we shal
further say), to the future as well as to the present; and has he
the criterion not only of what in his opinion is but of what wll
be, and do things always happen to himas he expected? For exanpl e,
take the case of heat:-Wen an ordinary man thinks that he is going to
have a fever, and that this kind of heat is conming on, and anot her
person, who is a physician, thinks the contrary, whose opinion is
likely to prove right? Or are they both right?-he will have a heat and
fever in his own judgnent, and not have a fever in the physician's
j udgnent ?

Theod. How | udi crous!



Soc. And the vinegrower, if | amnot mnistaken, is a better judge
of the sweetness or dryness of the vintage which is not yet gathered
t han the harp-pl ayer?

Theod. Certainly.

Soc. And in nusical conposition-the nusician will know better than
the training naster what the training master hinself will hereafter
t hi nk harnoni ous or the reverse?

Theod. O course.

Soc. And the cook will be a better judge than the guest, who is
not a cook, of the pleasure to be derived fromthe dinner which is
in preparation; for of present or past pleasure we are not as yet
argui ng; but can we say that every one will be to hinmself the best
judge of the pleasure which will seemto be and will be to himin
the future?-nay, would not you, Protagoras, better guess which
argunents in a court would convince any one of us than the ordinary
man?

Theod. Certainly, Socrates, he used to profess in the strongest
manner that he was the superior of all nen in this respect.

Soc. To be sure, friend: who woul d have paid a large sumfor the
privilege of talking to him if he had really persuaded his visitors
that neither a prophet nor any other nan was better able to judge what
will be and seemto be in the future than every one could for hinself?

Theod. Who i ndeed?

Soc. And | egislation and expediency are all concerned with the
future; and every one will admt that states, in passing |aws, nust
often fail of their highest interests?

Theod. Quite true.

Soc. Then we may fairly argue agai nst your naster, that he nust
adnmit one man to be w ser than another, and that the wiser is a
nmeasure: but |, who know nothing, amnot at all obliged to accept
t he honour which the advocate of Protagoras was just now forcing
upon e, whether | would or not, of being a neasure of anything.

Theod. That is the best refutation of him Socrates; although he
is al so caught when he ascribes truth to the opinions of others, who
give the lie direct to his own opinion

Soc. There are many ways, Theodorus, in which the doctrine that
every opinion of: every man is true may be refuted; but there is
nmore difficulty, in proving that states of feeling, which are
present to a man, and out of which arise sensations and opinions in
accordance with them are also untrue. And very likely | have been
tal ki ng nonsense about them for they may be unassail able, and those
who say that there is clear evidence of them and that they are
matters of know edge, may probably be right; in which case our
friend Theaetetus was not so far fromthe mark when he identified
perception and know edge. And therefore let us draw nearer, as the
advocate of Protagoras desires; and the truth of the universal flux
aring: is the theory sound or not? at any rate, no small war is
ragi ng about it, and there are conbination not a few.

Theod. No small, war, indeed, for in nost the sect nakes rapid
strides, the disciples of Heracleitus are nost energetic. uphol ders of
t he doctri ne.

Soc. Then we are the nore bound, ny dear Theodorus, to exam ne the
question fromthe foundation as it is set forth by thensel ves.

Theod. Certainly we are. About these specul ations of Heracleitus,
whi ch, as you say, are as old as Homer, or even older still, the
Ephesi ans thensel ves, who profess to know them are downright nmad, and
you cannot talk with them on the subject. For, in accordance with
their text-books, they are always in notion; but as for dwelling
upon an argunent or a question, and quietly asking and answering in
turn, they can no nore do so than they can fly; or rather, the



determination of these fellows not to have a particle of rest in
themis nore than the utnost powers of negation can express. If you
ask any of thema question, he will produce, as froma quiver, sayings
brief and dark, and shoot them at you; and if you inquire the reason
of what he has said, you will be hit by some ot her newfangl ed word,
and will make no way with any of them nor they with one another

their great care is, not to allow of any settled principle either in
their argunents or in their minds, conceiving, as | inagine, that

any such principle would be stationary; for they are at war with the
stationary, and do what they can to drive it out everywhere.

Soc. | suppose, Theodorus, that you have only seen them when they
were fighting, and have never stayed with themin tine of peace, for
they are no friends of yours; and their peace doctrines are only
communi cated by themat leisure, as | inmagine, to those disciples of
theirs whomthey want to nmake |ike thensel ves

Theod. Disciples! nmy good sir, they have none; men of their sort are
not one another's disciples, but they grow up at their own sweet wll,
and get their inspiration anywhere, each of them saying of his
nei ghbour that he knows nothing. Fro these nen, then, as | was going
to remark, you will never get a reason, whether with their will or
without their will; we nust take the question out of their hands,
and nake the anal ysis ourselves, as if we were doing geonetrica
probl em

Soc. Quite right too; but as touching the aforesaid problem have we
not heard from the ancients, who conceal ed their wi sdomfromthe
many in poetical figures, that OCceanus and Tethys, the origin of al
things, are streans, and that nothing is at rest? And now t he noderns,
in their superior wisdom have declared the sane openly, that the
cobbler too may hear and |l earn of them and no | onger foolishly
i magi ne that sone things are at rest and others in notion-having
| earned that all is notion, he will duly honour his teachers. | had
al rost forgotten the opposite doctrine, Theodorus,

Al one Bei ng renmai ns unnoved, which is the nanme for the all.

This is the | anguage of Parnenides, Melissus, and their followers, who
stoutly maintain that all being is one and sel f-contained, and has

no place which to nove. Wat shall we do, friend, with all these
peopl e; for, advancing step by step, we have inperceptibly got between
the conbatants, and, unless we can protect our retreat, we shall pay
the penalty of our rashness-like the players in the pal aestra who

are caught upon the line, and are dragged different ways by the two
parties. Therefore |I think that we had better begin by considering

t hose whom we first accosted, "the river-gods," and, if we find any
truth in them we will help themto pull us over, and try to get

away fromthe others. But if the partisans of "the whole" appear to
speak nore truly, we will fly off fromthe party which woul d nove

the imovable, to them And if | find that neither of them have
anyt hi ng reasonable to say, we shall be in a ridiculous position
havi ng so great a conceit of our own poor opinion and rejecting that
of ancient and fanmous nen. O Theodorus, do you think that there is any
use in proceedi ng when the danger is so great?

Theod. Nay, Socrates, not to exanine thoroughly what the two parties
have to say would be quite intol erable.

Soc. Then exanmi ne we rust, since you, who were so reluctant. to
begin, are so eager to proceed. The nature of notion appears to be the
question with which we begin. What do they nean when they say that al
things are in notion? Is there only one kind of notion, or, as
rather incline to think, two? should like to have your opinion upon
this point in addition to my own, that | may err, if | nmust err, in



your conpany; tell me, then, when a thing changes fromone place to
anot her, or goes round in the sanme place, is not that what is called
noti on?

Theod. Yes.

Soc. Here then we have one kind of notion. But when a thing,
remai ni ng on the sanme spot, grows old, or becones black from being
white, or hard frombeing soft, or undergoes any other change, may not
this be properly called notion of another Kkind?

Theod. | think so.

Soc. Say rather that it nmust be so. O notion then there are these
two kinds, "change," and "notion in place."

Theod. You are right.

Soc. And now, having nmade this distinction, |let us address ourselves
to those who say that all is notion, and ask them whether all things
according to them have the two kinds of notion, and are changed as
well as nove in place, or is one thing noved in both ways, and anot her
in one only?

Theod. |ndeed, | do not know what to answer; but | think they
woul d say that all things are noved in both ways.

Soc. Yes, conrade; for, if not, they would have to say that the sane
things are in notion and at rest, and there would be no nore truth
in saying that all things are in notion, than that all things are at
rest.

Theod. To be sure.

Soc. And if they are to be in notion, and nothing is to be devoid of
nmotion, all things nmust always have every sort of notion?

Theod. Most true.

Soc. Consider a further point: did we not understand themto explain
the generation of heat, whiteness, or anything else, in sone such
manner as the follow ng:-were they not saying that each of themis
nmovi ng between the agent and the patient, together with a
perception, and that the patient ceases to be a perceiving power and
beconmes a percipient, and the agent a quale instead of a quality?
suspect that quality nmay appear a strange and uncouth termto you, and
that you do not understand the abstract expression. Then | wll take
concrete instances: | nean to say that the produci ng power or agent
becones neither heat nor whiteness but hot and white, and the like
of other things. For | mnust repeat what | said before, that neither
the agent nor patient have any absol ute exi stence, but when they
conme together and generate sensations and their objects, the one
beconmes a thing a certain quality, and the other a percipient. You
remenber ?

Theod. O course.

Soc. W rmay | eave the details of their theory unexani ned, but we
must not forget to ask themthe only question with which we are
concerned: Are all things in notion and flux?

Theod. Yes, they will reply.

Soc. And they are nmoved in both those ways which we distingui shed,
that is to Wy, they nmove in place and are al so changed?

Theod. O course, if the notion is to be perfect.

Soc. If they only noved in place and were not changed, we shoul d
be able to say what is the nature of the things which are in notion
and fl ux.

Theod. Exactly.

Soc. But now, since not even white continues to flow white, and
whiteness itself is a flux or change which is passing into another
colour, and is never to be caught standing still, can the name of
any colour be rightly used at all?

Theod. How is that possible, Socrates, either in the case of this or
of any other quality-if while we are using the word the object is



escaping in the flux?

Soc. And what woul d you say of perceptions, such as sight and
hearing, or any other kind of perception? Is there any stopping in the
act of seeing and hearing?

Theod. Certainly not, if all things are in notion

Soc. Then we nust not speak of seeing any nore than of not-seeing,
nor of any other perception nore than of any non-perception, if al
t hi ngs partake of every kind of notion?

Theod. Certainly not.

Soc. Yet perception is know edge: so at |east Theaetetus and
wer e sayi ng.

Theod. Very true

Soc. Then when we were asked what is know edge, we no nore
answered what is know edge than what is not know edge?

Theod. | suppose not.

Soc. Here, then, is a fine result: we corrected our first answer
in our eagerness to prove that nothing is at rest. But if nothing is
at rest, every answer upon whatever subject is equally right: you
may say that a thing is or is not thus; or, if you prefer, "becones"
thus; and if we say "becones,"” we shall not then hanmper themwi th
wor ds expressive of rest.

Theod. Quite true.

Soc. Yes, Theodorus, except in saying "thus" and "not thus." But you
ought not to use the word "thus," for there is no notion in "thus"
or in "not thus." The nmaintainers of the doctrine have as yet no words
in which to express thensel ves, and nust get a new | anguage. | know of
no word that will suit them except perhaps "no how, " which is
perfectly indefinite.

Theod. Yes, that is a manner of speaking in which they will be quite
at hone.

Soc. And so, Theodorus, we have got rid of your friend w thout
assenting to his doctrine, that every nman is the neasure of al
things-a wise nman only is a neasure; neither can we allow that
know edge is perception, certainly not on the hypothesis of a
perpetual flux, unless perchance our friend Theaetetus is able to
convince us that it is.

Theod. Very good, Socrates; and now that the argunment about the
doctrine of Protagoras has been conpleted, | am absolved from
answering; for this was the agreenent.

Theaet. Not, Theodorus, until you and Socrates have discussed the
doctrine of those who say that all things are at rest, as you were
pr oposi ng.

Theod. You, Theaetetus, who are a young rogue, nust not instigate
your elders to a breach of faith, but should prepare to answer
Socrates in the remai nder of the argunent.

Theaet. Yes, if he wi shes; but | would rather have heard about the
doctrine of rest.

Theod. Invite Socrates to an argunent-invite horsenen to the open
pl ai n; do but ask him and he will answer.

Soc. Neverthel ess, Theodorus, | amafraid that | shall not be able
to conply with the request of Theaet et us.

Theod. Not conply! for what reason?

Soc. My reason is that | have a kind of reverence; not so rmuch for
Mel i ssus and the others, who say that "All is one and at rest," as for
the great |eader hinself, Parnenides, venerable and awful, as in
Hormeri c | anguage he may be called;-him| should be ashaned to approach
inaspirit unworthy of him | net himwhen he was an old nman, and
was a nmere youth, and he appeared to ne to have a glorious depth of
mnd. And | amafraid that we may not understand his words, and may be
still further from understandi ng his meani ng; above all | fear that



the nature of know edge, which is the main subject of our

di scussion, nmay be thrust out of sight by the unbidden guests who will
conme pouring in upon our feast of discourse, if we let them

i n-besi des, the question which is now stirring is of imense extent,
and will be treated unfairly if only considered by the way; or if
treated adequately and at length, will put into the shade the other
qguestion of know edge. Neither the one nor the other can be all owed,
but I rmust try by ny art of midwifery to deliver Theaetetus of his
conceptions about know edge.

Theaet. Very well; do so if you will.

Soc. Then now, Theaetetus, take another view of the subject: you
answered that knowl edge is perception?

Theaet. | did.

Soc. And if any one were to ask you: Wth what does a nan see
bl ack and white col ours? and with what does he hear high and | ow
sounds?-you would say, if | amnot mstaken, "Wth the eyes and with
the ears."

Theaet. | shoul d.

Soc. The free use of words and phrases, rather than minute
precision, is generally characteristic of a liberal education, and the
opposite is pedantic; but sonetimes precision. is necessary, and
bel i eve that the answer which you have just given is open to the
charge of incorrectness; for which is nore correct, to say that we see
or hear with the eyes and with the ears, or through the eyes and
t hrough the ears.

Theaet. | should say "through," Socrates, rather than "with."

Soc. Yes, my boy, for no one can suppose that in each of us, as in a
sort of Trojan horse, there are perched a number of unconnected
senses, which do not all neet in sone one nature, the mind, or

what ever we please to call it, of which they are the instrunents,
and with which through them we perceive objects of sense.
Theaet. | agree with you in that opinion

Soc. The reason why | amthus precise is, because | want to know
whet her, when we perceive black and white through the eyes, and again,
other qualities through other organs, we do not perceive themwth one
and the sane part of ourselves, and, if you were asked, you night
refer all such perceptions to the body. Perhaps, however, | had better
all ow you to answer for yourself and not interfere; Tell me, then, are
not the organs through which you perceive warm and hard and |i ght
and sweet, organs of the body?

Theaet. O the body, certainly.

Soc. And you would adnmit that what you perceive through one
faculty you cannot perceive through another; the objects of hearing,
for exanple, cannot be perceived through sight, or the objects of
si ght through hearing?

Theaet. O course not.

Soc. |If you have any thought about both of them this comon
perception cannot cone to you, either through the one or the other
organ?

Theaet. It cannot.

Soc. How about sounds and colours: in the first place you would
admt that they both exist?

Theaet. Yes.

Soc. And that either of themis different fromthe other, and the
sane with itsel f?

Theaet. Certainly.

Soc. And that both are two and each of them one?

Theaet. Yes.

Soc. You can further observe whether they are |like or unlike one
anot her ?



Theaet. | dare say.

Soc. But through what do you perceive all this about then? for
nei t her through hearing nor yet through seeing can you apprehend
that which they have in common. Let nme give you an illustration of the
point at issue:-I1f there were any neani ng i n aski ng whet her sounds and
colours are saline or not, you would be able to tell ne what faculty
woul d consi der the question. It would not be sight or hearing, but
sone ot her.

Theaet. Certainly; the faculty of taste.

Soc. Very good; and now tell nme what is the power which discerns,
not only in sensible objects, but in all things, universal notions,
such as those which are called being and not-being, and those others
about which we were just asking-what organs will you assign for the
perception of these notions?

Theaet. You are thinking of being and not being, |ikeness and
unl i keness, saneness and difference, and also of unity and ot her
nunbers which are applied to objects of sense; and you nmean to ask
t hrough what bodily organ the soul perceives odd and even nunbers
and other arithnetical conceptions.

Soc. You follow nme excellently, Theaetetus; that is precisely what |
am aski ng.

Theaet. Indeed, Socrates, | cannot answer; ny only notion is, that
these, unlike objects of sense, have no separate organ, but that the
m nd, by a power of her own, contenplates the universals in al
t hi ngs.

Soc. You are a beauty, Theaetetus, and not ugly, as Theodorus was
saying; for he who utters the beautiful is himself beautiful and good.
And besi des being beautiful, you have done ne a kindness in
releasing me froma very long discussion, if you are clear that the
soul views sonme things by herself and others through the bodily
organs. For that was my own opinion, and | wanted you to agree with
ne.

Theaet. | amquite clear.

Soc. And to which class would you refer being or essence; for
this, of all our notions, is the nost universal?

Theaet. | should say, to that class which the soul aspires to know
of hersel f.

Soc. And woul d you say this also of Iike and unlike, same and other?

Theaet. Yes.

Soc. And woul d you say the sanme of the noble and base, and of good
and evil?

Theaet. These | conceive to be notions which are essentially
relative, and which the soul also perceives by conmparing in herself
thi ngs past and present with the future.

Soc. And does she not perceive the hardness of that which is hard by
the touch, and the softness of that which is soft equally by the
t ouch?

Theaet. Yes.

Soc. But their essence and what they are, and their opposition to
one anot her, and the essential nature of this opposition, the sou
hersel f endeavours to decide for us by the review and conpari son of
t hen??

Theaet. Certainly.

Soc. The sinple sensations which reach the soul through the body are
given at birth to men and animals by nature, but their reflections
on the being and use of themare slowy and hardly gained, if they are
ever gained, by education and | ong experience.

Theaet. Assuredly.

Soc. And can a man attain truth who fails of attaining being?

Theaet. | npossible.



Soc. And can he who misses the truth of anything, have a know edge
of that thing?

Theaet. He cannot.

Soc. Then know edge does not consist in inpressions of sense, but in
reasoni ng about them in that only, and not in the nere inpression
truth and bei ng can be attained?

Theaet. Cearly.

Soc. And would you call the two processes by the sane nane, when
there is so great difference between then?

Theaet. That would certainly not be right.

Soc. And what nanme woul d you give to seeing, hearing, snelling,
bei ng cold and bei ng hot?

Theaet. | should call all of them perceiving-what other nane coul d
be given to then?

Soc. Perception would be the collective nane of then?

Theaet. Certainly.

Soc. Wiich, as we say, has no part in the attainnent of truth any
nore of being?

Theaet. Certainly not.

Soc. And therefore not in. science or know edge?

Theaet. No.

Soc. Then perception, Theaetetus, can never be the same as know edge
or science?

Theaet. Cearly not, Socrates; and know edge has now been nost
distinctly proved to be different from perception

Soc. But the original aimof our discussion was to find out rather
what know edge is than what it is not; at the sane tinme we have nade
sone progress, for we no |longer seek for know edge, in perception at
all, but in that other process, however called, in which the mind is
al one and engaged wi th being.

Theaet. You nean, Socrates, if | amnot nistaken, what is called
t hi nki ng or opi ni ng.

Soc. You conceive truly. And now, ny friend, Please to begin again
at this point; and having w ped out of your menory all that has
preceded, see if you have arrived at any clearer view, and once nore
say what is know edge.

Theaet. | cannot say, Socrates, that all opinion is know edge,
because there may be a fal se opinion; but I will venture to assert,
that know edge is true opinion: let this then be ny reply; and if this
is hereafter disproved, | nust try to find another

Soc. That is the way in which you ought to answer, Theaetetus, and
not in your forner hesitating strain, for if we are bold we shall gain
one of two advantages; either we shall find what we seek, or we
shall be less likely to think that we know what we do not knowin
ei ther case we shall be richly rewarded. And now, what are you
saying?-Are there two sorts of opinion, one true and the other
fal se; and do you define know edge to be the true?

Theaet. Yes, according to nmy present view

Soc. Is it still worth our while to resunme the discussion touching
opi ni on?

Theaet. To what are you all udi ng?

Soc. There is a point which often troubles nme, and is a great
perplexity to me, both in regard to nyself and others. | cannot make
out the nature or origin of the mental experience to which | refer

Theaet. Pray what is it?

Soc. How there can be-false opinion-that difficulty still troubles
the eye of ny nind; and I amuncertain whether | shall |eave the
guestion, or over again in a new way.

Theaet. Begin again, Socrates,-at least if you think that there is
the slightest necessity for doing so. Were not you and Theodor us



just now remarking very truly, that in discussions of this kind we may
take our own tine?

Soc. You are quite right, and perhaps there will be no harmin
retraci ng our steps and begi nning again. Better a little which is well
done, than a great deal inperfectly.

Theaet. Certainly.

Soc. Well, and what is the difficulty? Do we not speak of false
opi ni on, and say that one nan holds a false and another a true
opi nion, as though there were some natural distinction between then?

Theaet. W certainly say so.

Soc. Al things and everything are either known or not known.
| eave out of view the internediate conceptions of |earning and
forgetting, because they have nothing to do with our present question

Theaet. There can be no doubt, Socrates, if you exclude these,
that there is no other alternative but knowi ng or not know ng a thing.

Soc. That point bei ng now determni ned, nust we not say that he who
has an opi ni on, must have an opi ni on about sonething whi ch he knows or
does not know?

Theaet. He nust.

Soc. He who knows, cannot but know, and he who does not know, cannot
know?

Theaet. O course.

Soc. What shall we say then? Wien a man has a fal se opinion does
he think that which he knows to be sonme other thing which he knows,
and knowi ng both, is he at the sane tine ignorant of both?

Theaet. That, Socrates, is inpossible.

Soc. But perhaps he thinks of something which he does not know as
sone ot her thing which he does not know, for exanple, he knows neither
Theaet etus nor Socrates, and yet he fancies that Theaetetus is
Socrates, or Socrates Theaetetus?

Theaet. How can he?

Soc. But surely he cannot suppose what he knows to be what he does
not know, or what he does not know to be what he knows?

Theaet. That woul d be nonstrous.

Soc. Where, then, is false opinion? For if all things are either
known or unknown, there can be no opinion which is not conprehended
under this alternative, and so fal se opinion is excluded.

Theaes. Mbst true.

Soc. Suppose that we renmpve the question out of the sphere of
knowi ng or not knowi ng, into that of being and not-being.

Theaet. What do you nean?

Soc. May we not suspect the sinple truth to be that he who thinks
about anything, that which. is not, will necessarily think what is
fal se, whatever in other respects may be the state of his m nd?

Theaet. That, again, is not unlikely, Socrates.

Soc. Then suppose sone one to say to us, Theaetetus:-Is it
possi ble for any man to think that which is not, either as a
sel f-exi stent substance or as a predicate of something el se? And
suppose that we answer, "Yes, he can, when he thinks what is not
true."-That will be our answer?

Theaet. Yes.

Soc. But is there any parallel to this?

Theaet. What do you nean?

Soc. Can a man see sonething and yet see not hing?

Theaet. | npossible.

Soc. But if he sees any one thing, he sees sonmething that exists. Do
you suppose that what is one is ever to be found anbng nonexi sting
t hi ngs?

Theaet. | do not.

Soc. He then who sees some one thing, sees sonething which is?



Theaet. Cearly.

Soc. And he who hears anything, hears sone one thing, and hears that
whi ch is?

Theaet. Yes.

Soc. And he who touches anything, touches sonething which is one and
therefore is?

Theaet. That again is true.

Soc. And does not he who thinks, think some one thing?

Theaet. Certainly.

Soc. And does not he who thinks sone one thing, think somnething
whi ch is?

Theaet. | agree.

Soc. Then he who thinks of that which is not, thinks of nothing?

Theaet. Cearly.

Soc. And he who thinks of nothing, does not think at all?

Theaet. Cbviously.

Soc. Then no one can think that which is not, either as a
sel f-exi stent substance or as a predicate of sonething else?

Theaet. Cearly not.

Soc. Then to think falsely is different fromthinking that which
is not?

Theaet. It would seem so.

Soc. Then fal se opinion has no existence in us, either in the sphere
of being or of know edge?

Theaet. Certainly not.

Soc. But may not the followi ng be the description of what we express
by this nane?

Theaet. What ?

Soc. May we not suppose that fal se opinion or thought is a sort of
het er odoxy; a person may nmake an exchange in his nind, and say that
one real object is another real object. For thus he always thinks that
which is, but he puts one thing in place of another; and m ssing the
aimof his thoughts, he may be truly said to have fal se opinion

Theaet. Now you appear to me to have spoken the exact truth: when
a man puts the base in the place of the noble, or the noble in the
pl ace of the base, then he has truly false opinion

Soc. | see, Theaetetus, that your fear has di sappeared, and that you
are begi nning to despise ne.

Theaet. What nmakes you say so0?

Soc. You think, if | amnot nistaken, that your "truly false" is
safe fromcensure, and that | shall never ask whether there can be a
swift which is slow, or a heavy which is light, or any other
self-contradictory thing, which works, not according to its own
nature, but according to that of its opposite. But | will not insist
upon this, for I do not wi sh needlessly to discourage you. And so
you are satisfied that fal se opinion is heterodoxy, or the thought
of sonething el se?

Theaet. | am

Soc. It is possible then upon your view for the mnd to conceive
of one thing as anot her?

Theaet. True.

Soc. But must not the mind, or thinking power, which msplaces them
have a conception either of both objects or of one of then?

Theaet. Certainly.

Soc. Either together or in succession?

Theaet. Very good.

Soc. And do you mean by conceiving, the same which | nean?

Theaet. What is that?

Soc. | nean the conversation which the soul holds with herself in
considering of anything. | speak of what | scarcely understand; but



t he soul when thinking appears to nme to be just tal king-asking

questions of herself and answering them affirm ng and denying. And
when she has arrived at a decision, either gradually or by a sudden
i mpul se, and has at |ast agreed, and does not doubt, this is called

her opinion. | say, then, that to forman opinion is to speak, and
opinion is a word spoken,-I nmean, to oneself and in silence, not al oud
or to another: Wat think you?

Theaet. | agree.

Soc. Then when any one thinks of one thing as another, he is
saying to hinself that one thing is another?

Theaet. Yes.

Soc. But do you ever remenber saying to yourself that the noble is
certainly base, or the unjust just; or, best of all-have you ever
attenpted to convince yourself that one thing is another? Nay, not
even in sleep, did you ever venture to say to yourself that odd is
even, or anything of the kind?

Theaet. Never

Soc. And do you suppose that any other man, either in his senses
or out of them ever seriously tried to persuade hinself that an ox is
a horse, or that two are one?

Theaet. Certainly not.

Soc. But if thinking is talking to oneself, no one speaking and
t hi nki ng of two objects, and apprehendi ng them both in his soul
will say and think that the one is the other of them and | nust
add, that even you, lover of dispute as you are, had better let the

word "other" alone [i.e., not insist that "one" and "other" are the
sane]. | nean to say, that no one thinks the noble to be base, or
anyt hi ng of the kind.

Theaet. | will give up the word "other," Socrates; and | agree to
what you say.

Soc. If a man has both of themin his thoughts, he cannot think that
the one of themis the other?

Theat. True.

Soc. Neither, if he has one of themonly in his mnd and not the
other, can he think that one is the other?

Theaet. True; for we should have to suppose that he apprehends
that which is not in his thoughts at all

Soc. Then no one who has either both or only one of the two
objects in his nmind can think that the one is the other. And
therefore, he who maintains that false opinion is heterodoxy is
tal ki ng nonsense; for neither in this, any nore than in the previous
way, can false opinion exist in us.

Theaet. No.

Soc. But if, Theaetetus, this is not adnitted, we shall be driven
into many absurdities.

Theaet. What are they?

Soc. | will not tell you until | have endeavoured to consider the
matter fromevery point of view For | should be ashamed of us if we
were driven in our perplexity to admit the absurd consequences of
which | speak. But if we find the solution, and get away fromthem we
may regard themonly as the difficulties of others, and the ridicule
will not attach to us. On the other hand, if we utterly fail,
suppose that we rust be hunble, and allow the argument to tranple us
under foot, as the sea-sick passenger is tranpled upon by the
sailor, and to do anything to us. Listen, then, while | tell you how
hope to find a way out of our difficulty.

Theaet. Let ne hear.

Soc. | think that we were wong in denying that a man could think
what he knew to be what he did not know, and that there is a way in
whi ch such a deception is possible.



Theaet. You nmean to say, as | suspected at the tinme, that | may know
Socrates, and at a distance see sone one who is unknown to ne, and
whom | mistake for himthemthe deception will occur?

Soc. But has not that position been relinquished by us, because
i nvol ving the absurdity that we should know and not know the things
whi ch we know?

Theaet. True.

Soc. Let us make the assertion in another form which nmay or may not
have a favourable issue; but as we are in a great strait, every
argunent should be turned over and tested. Tell ne, then, whether | am
right in saying that you may learn a thing which at one tinme you did
not know?

Theaet. Certainly you may.

Soc. And another and anot her?

Theaet. Yes.

Soc. | would have you imagi ne, then, that there exists in the nind
of man a bl ock of wax, which is of different sizes in different nen;
harder, noister, and having nore or less of purity in one than
another, and in sone of an internediate quality.

Theaet. | see.

Soc. Let us say that this tablet is a gift of Menory, the nother
of the Mises; and that when we wi sh to remenber anything which we have
seen, or heard, or thought in our own mnds, we hold the wax to the
perceptions and thoughts, and in that material receive the
i mpression of themas fromthe seal of a ring; and that we remenber
and know what is inprinted as long as the inmage |asts; but when the
imge is effaced, or cannot be taken, then we forget and do not know

Theaet. Very good.

Soc. Now, when a person has this know edge, and is considering
sonet hi ng which he sees or hears, nmay not false opinion arise in the
fol | owi ng manner?

Theaet. |In what manner?

Soc. When he thinks what he knows, sonetinmes to be what he knows,
and sonetines to be what he does not know. W were wrong before in
denying the possibility of this.

Theaet. And how woul d you anend the fornmer statenent?

Soc. | should begin by making a list of the inpossible cases which
nmust be excluded. (1) No one can think one thing to be another when he
does not perceive either of them but has the nenorial or seal of both
of themin his nmind; nor can any nistaking of one thing for another
occur, when he only knows one, and does not know, and has no
i mpression of the other; nor can he think that one thing which he does
not know i s another thing which he does not know, or that what he does
not know i s what he knows; nor (2) that one thing which he perceives
i s another thing which he perceives, or that sonething which he
perceives is sonething which he does not perceive; or that sonething
whi ch he does not perceive is sonething el se which he does not
perceive; or that sonething which he does not perceive is sonething
whi ch he perceives; nor again (3) can he think that something which he
knows and perceives, and of which he has the inpression coinciding
with sense, is sonething el se which he knows and perceives, and of
whi ch he has the inpression coinciding with sense;-this |ast case,
if possible, is still nore inconceivable than the others; nor (4)
can he think that something which he knows and perceives, and of which
he has the nenorial coinciding with sense, is sonething el se which
he knows; nor so long as these agree, can he think that a thing
whi ch he knows and perceives is another thing which he perceives; or
that a thing which he does not know and does not perceive, is the sane
as anot her thing which he does not know and does not perceive;-nor
agai n, can he suppose that a thing which he does not know and does not



perceive is the same as another thing which he does not know, or
that a thing which he does not know and does not perceive is another
t hi ng whi ch he does not perceive:-All these utterly and absolutely
exclude the possibility of false opinion. The only cases, if any,
whi ch remain, are the follow ng.

Theaet. What are they? If you tell nme, | may perhaps understand
you better; but at present | amunable to follow you

Soc. A person may think that some things which he knows, or which he
percei ves and does not know, are sone other things which he knows
and perceives; or that sone things which he knows and perceives, are
ot her things which he knows and perceives.

Theaet. | understand you | ess than ever now.

Soc. Hear ne once nore, then:-I, know ng Theodorus, and
remenbering in ny own nmind what sort of person he is, and al so what
sort of person Theaetetus is, at one tinme see them and at another
time do not see them and sonetinmes | touch them and at another
time not, or at one tinme | may hear them or perceive themin sone
ot her way, and at another tinme not perceive them but still | renenber
them and know themin nmy own nind

Theaet. Very true.

Soc. Then, first of all, | want you to understand that a man nmay
or may not perceive sensibly that which he knows.

Theaet. True.

Soc. And that which he does not know will sonetinmes not be perceived
by himand sonetinmes will be perceived and only perceived?

Theaet. That is also true.

Soc. See whet her you can follow me better now Socrates can
recogni ze Theodorus and Theaetetus, but he sees neither of them nor
does he perceive themin any other way; he cannot then by any
possibility imagine in his own nind that Theaetetus is Theodorus. Am|
not right?

Theaet. You are quite right.

Soc. Then that was the first case of which | spoke.

Theaet. Yes.

Soc. The second case was, that |, knowi ng one of you and not know ng
the other, and perceiving neither, can never think himwhom| know
to be himwhom| do not know.

Theaet. True.

Soc. In the third case, not know ng and not perceiving either of
you, | cannot think that one of you whom | do not know is the other
whom | do not know. | need not again go over the catal ogue of excl uded
cases, in which | cannot forma fal se opinion about you and Theodor us,
ei ther when | know both or when | amin ignorance of both, or when
know one and not the other. And the sane of perceiving: do you
under stand ne?

Theaet. | do.

Soc. The only possibility of erroneous opinion is, when know ng
you and Theodorus, and having on the waxen bl ock the inpression of
both of you given as by a seal, but seeing you inperfectly and at a
distance, | try to assign the right inpression of nmenory to the
right visual inpression, and to fit this intoits own print: if |
succeed, recognition will take place; but if |I fad and transpose them
putting the foot into the wong shoe-that is to say, putting the
vision of either of you on to the wong inpression, or if ny mind
like the sight in a mirror, which is transferred fromright to left,
err by reason of sonme sinmilar affection, then "heterodoxy" and false
opi ni on ensues.

Theaet. Yes, Socrates, you have described the nature of opinion with
wonder f ul exact ness.

Soc. O again, when | know both of you, and perceive as well as know



one of you, but not the other, and ny know edge of hi m does not accord
wi th perception-that was the case put by nme just now which you did not
under st and

Theaet. No, | did not.

Soc. | neant to say, that when a person knows and perceives one of
you, his know edge coincides with his perception, he will never
think himto be sone ot her person, whom he knows and perceives, and
t he know edge of whom coincides with his perception-for that also
was a case supposed.

Theaet. True.

Soc. But there was an onission of the further case, in which, as
we now say, false opinion may arise, when know ng both, and seeing, or
havi ng sonme other sensible perception of both, |I fail in holding the
seal over against the correspondi ng sensation; like a bad archer, |
nmss and fall wi de of the mark-and this is called fal sehood.

Theaet. Yes; it is rightly so called.

Soc. Wien, therefore, perception is present to one of the seals or
i mpressions but not to the other, and the nmind fits the seal of the
absent perception on the one which is present, in any case of this
sort the mind is deceived; in a word, if our viewis sound, there
can be no error or deception about things which a man does not know
and has never perceived, but only in things which are known and
perceived; in these alone opinion turns and tw sts about, and
becones alternately true and fal se;-true when the seals and
i mpressions of sense neet straight and opposite-fal se when they go
awy and crooked.

Theaet. And is not that, Socrates, nobly said?

Soc. Nobly! yes; but wait a little and hear the explanation, and
then you will say so with nore reason; for to think truly is noble and
to be deceived is base.

Theaet. Undoubt edly.

Soc. And the origin of truth and error is as foll ows:-Wen the wax
in the soul of any one is deep and abundant, and snooth and
perfectly tenpered, then the inpressions which pass through the senses
and sink into the heart of the soul, as Homer says in a parable,
nmeaning to indicate the |ikeness of the soul to wax (Kerh Kerhos);
these, | say, being pure and clear, and having a sufficient depth of
wax, are also lasting, and minds, such as these, easily learn and
easily retain, and are not liable to confusion, but have true
t houghts, for they have plenty of room and having clear inpressions
of things, as we termthem quickly distribute theminto their
proper places on the block. And such nmen are called wise. Do you
agree?

Theaet. Entirely.

Soc. But when the heart of any one is shaggy-a quality which the
all -wi se poet comends, or nuddy and of inpure wax, or very soft, or
very hard, then there is a corresponding defect in the mnd -the
soft are good at |earning, but apt to forget; and the hard are the
reverse; the shaggy and rugged and gritty, or those who have an
admi xture of earth or dung in their conposition, have the
i mpressions indistinct, as also the hard, for there is no depth in
them and the soft too are indistinct, for their inpressions are
easily confused and effaced. Yet greater is the indistinctness when
they are all jostled together in a little soul, which has no room
These are the natures which have fal se opinion; for when they see or
hear or think of anything, they are slow in assigning the right
objects to the right inpressions-in their stupidity they confuse them
and are apt to see and hear and think am ss-and such nmen are said to
be deceived in their know edge of objects, and ignorant.

Theaet. No nan, Socrates, can say anything truer than that.



Soc. Then now we may adnit the existence of false opinion in us?

Theaet. Certainly.

Soc. And of true opinion also?

Theaet. Yes.

Soc. W have at length satisfactorily proven beyond a doubt there
are these two sorts of opinion?

Theaet. Undoubt edly.

Soc. Al as, Theaetetus, what a tiresonme creature is a man who is fond
of talking!

Theaet. What nmakes you say so0?

Soc. Because | am disheartened at ny own stupidity and tiresone
garrulity; for what other termw || describe the habit of a man who is
al ways arguing on all sides of a question; whose dul ness cannot be

convinced, and who will never |eave off?
Theaet. But what puts you out of heart?
Soc. | amnot only out of heart, but in positive despair; for | do

not know what to answer if any one were to ask me:-O Socrates, have
you i ndeed di scovered that fal se opinion arises neither in the
conpari son of perceptions with one another nor yet in thought, but

in union of thought and perception? Yes, | shall say, with the
conpl acence of one who thinks that he has nade a nobl e di scovery.
Theaet. | see no reason why we shoul d be ashaned of our

denonstration, Socrates.

Soc. He will say: You nean to argue that the man whom we only
thi nk of and do not see, cannot be confused with the horse which we do
not see or touch, but only think of and do not perceive? That |

believe to be nmy nmeaning, | shall reply.
Theaet. Quite right.
Soc. Well, then, he will say, according to that argunent, the nunber

el even, which is only thought, never be m staken for twelve, which
is only thought: How would you answer hin?

Theaet. | should say that a nistake may very likely arise between
the eleven or twelve which are seen or handl ed, but that no sinilar
n stake can arise between the eleven and twel ve which are in the nind.

Soc. Well, but do you think that no one ever put before his own nind
five and seven, -1 do not nmean five or seven nen or horses, but five
or seven in the abstract, which, as we say, are recorded on the
waxen bl ock, and in which false opinion is held to be inpossible;

did no man ever ask hinself how many these nunmbers nake when added
toget her, and answer that they are el even, while another thinks that
they are twelve, or would all agree in thinking and saying that they
are twel ve?

Theaet. Certainly not; many would think that they are eleven, and in
t he hi gher nunbers the chance of error is greater still; for |
assune you to be speaking of nunmbers in general

Soc. Exactly; and | want you to consider whether this does not inply
that the twelve in the waxen bl ock are supposed to be el even?

Theaet. Yes, that seens to be the case.

Soc. Then do we not cone back to the old difficulty? For he who
makes such a ni stake does think one thing which he knows to be another
t hi ng whi ch he knows; but this, as we said, was inpossible, and
afforded an irresistible proof of the non-existence of false
opi ni on, because otherw se the sane person would inevitably know and
not know the sane thing at the sane tine.

Theaet. Mbst true.

Soc. Then fal se opinion cannot be explai ned as a confusion of
t hought and sense, for in that case we could not have been ni staken
about pure conceptions of thought; and thus we are obliged to say,
ei ther that fal se opinion does not exist, or that a man may not know
that which he knows;-which alternative do you prefer?



Theaet. It is hard to determ ne, Socrates.

Soc. And yet the argunment will scarcely adnmit of both. But, as we
are at our wits' end, suppose that we do a shanel ess thing?

Theaet. What is it?

Soc. Let us attenpt to explain the verb "to know. "

Theaet. And why shoul d that be shanel ess?

Soc. You seemnot to be aware that the whole of our discussion
fromthe very beginning has been a search after know edge, of which we
are assumed not to know the nature.

Theaet. Nay, but | amwell aware.

Soc. And is it not shanel ess when we do not know what know edge
is, to be explaining the verb "to know'? The truth is, Theaet et us,
that we have long been infected with logical inpurity. Thousands of
ti mes have we repeated the words "we know, " and "do not know, " and "we
have or have not science or know edge," as if we could understand what
we are saying to one another, so long as we remain ignorant about
know edge; and at this nonment we are using the words "we
understand,” "we are ignorant," as though we could still enploy them
when deprived of know edge or science.

Theaet. But if you avoid these expressions, Socrates, howw |l you
ever argue at all?

Soc. | could not, being the man | am The case would be different if
| were a true hero of dialectic: and O that such an one were
present! for he would have told us to avoid the use of these terms; at
the sane tine he would not have spared in you and ne the faults
which | have noted. But, seeing that we are no great wits, shall
venture to say what knowing is? for | think that the attenpt nay be
wor t h maki ng.

Theaet. Then by all neans venture, and no one shall find fault
with you for using the forbidden terns.

Soc. You have heard the common expl anation of the verb "to know'?

Theaet. | think so, but | do not renmenber it at the nmonent.

Soc. They explain the word "to know' as neaning "to have know edge."

Theaet. True.

Soc. | should like to nake a slight change, and say "to possess"”
know edge.

Theaet. How do the two expressions differ?

Soc. Perhaps there may be no difference; but still | should like you
to hear ny view, that you may help nme to test it.

Theaet. | will, if I can.

Soc. | should distinguish "having" from"possessing": for exanple, a

man may buy and keep under his control a garment which he does not
wear; and then we should say, not that he has, but that he possesses
t he garnment.

Theaet. It would be the correct expression

Soc. Well, may not a man "possess" and yet not "have" know edge in
the sense of which | am speaking? As you nay suppose a man to have
caught wild birds -doves or any other birds-and to be keeping them
in an aviary which he has constructed at honme; we night say of him
in one sense, that he always has them because he possesses them night
we not?

Theaet. Yes.

Soc. And yet, in another sense, he has none of them but they are in
his power, and he has got them under his hand in an enclosure of his
own, and can take and have them whenever he |ikes;-he can catch any
which he likes, and let the bird go again, and he nmay do so as often
as he pl eases.

Theaet. True.

Soc. Once nore, then, as in what preceded we made a sort of waxen
fignent in the mind, so |let us now suppose that in the mnd of each



man there is an aviary of all sorts of birds-sone flocking together
apart fromthe rest, others in small groups, others solitary, flying
anywhere and everywhere

Theaet. Let us imagi ne such an aviary-and what is to follow?

Soc. W may suppose that the birds are kinds of know edge, and
that when we were children, this receptacle was enpty; whenever a
man has gotten and detained in the enclosure a kind of know edge, he
may be said to have | earned or discovered the thing which is the
subj ect of the know edge: and this is to know

Theaet. G anted.

Soc. And further, when any one wi shes to catch any of these
know edges or sciences, and having taken, to hold it, and again to |et
them go, how will he express hinself?-will he describe the
"catching" of themand the original "possession"” in the same words?

I will make ny neaning clearer by an exanple:-You adnit that there
is an art of arithnetic?

Theaet. To be sure.

Soc. Conceive this under the formof a hunt after the science of odd
and even in general

Theaet. | follow.

Soc. Having the use of the art, the arithnetician, if | am not
m st aken, has the conceptions of nunmber under his hand, and can
transmit themto another.

Theaet. Yes.

Soc. And when transmitting themhe may be said to teach them and
when receiving to learn them and when receiving to learn them and
when having themin possession in the aforesaid aviary he may be
said to know t hem

Theaet. Exactly.

Soc. Attend to what follows: nust not the perfect arithnetician know
all nunbers, for he has the science of all nunbers in his mnd?

Theaet. True.

Soc. And he can reckon abstract nunbers in his head, or things about
hi m whi ch are numer abl e?

Theaet. O course he can

Soc. And to reckon is sinply to consider how nuch such and such a
nunmber anounts to?

Theaet. Very true.

Soc. And so he appears to be searching into sonething which he
knows, as if he did not knowit, for we have already adnitted that
he knows all nunbers;-you have heard these perpl exi ng questions
rai sed?

Theaet. | have.

Soc. May we not pursue the inmage of the doves, and say that the
chase after know edge is of two kinds? one kind is prior to possession
and for the sake of possession, and the other for the sake of taking
and holding in the hands that which is possessed al ready. And thus,
when a man has | earned and known sonet hing | ong ago, he may resunme and
get hold of the know edge which he has | ong possessed, but has not
at hand in his mnd.

Theaet. True.

Soc. That was ny reason for asking how we ought to speak when an
arithmetician sets about nunbering, or a grammari an about reading?
Shal | we say, that although he knows, he cones back to hinmself to
| earn what he al ready knows?

Theaet. It would be too absurd, Socrates.

Soc. Shall we say then that he is going to read or nunber what he
does not know, although we have adnmitted that he knows all letters and
all nunbers?

Theaet. That, again, would be an absurdity.



Soc. Then shall we say that about nanmes we care nothi ng?-any one nay
twist and turn the words "knowi ng" and "learning" in any way which
he |ikes, but since we have determ ned that the possession of
know edge is not the having or using it, we do assert that a man
cannot not possess that which he possesses; and, therefore, in no case
can a man not know that which he knows, but he may get a fal se opinion
about it; for he may have the know edge, not of this particular thing,
but of some other;-when the various nunbers and forns of know edge are
flying about in the aviary, and wishing to capture a certain sort of
know edge out of the general store, he takes the wong one by m st ake,
that is to say, when he thought el even to be twelve, he got hold of
the ringdove which he had in his nmind, when he wanted the pigeon

Theaet. A very rational explanation

Soc. But when he catches the one which he wants, then he is not
decei ved, and has an opinion of what is, and thus false and true
opi nion may exist, and the difficulties which were previously raised
di sappear. | dare say that you agree with nme, do you not?

Theaet. Yes.

Soc. And so we are rid of the difficulty of a nan's not know ng what
he knows, for we are not driven to the inference that he does not
possess what he possesses, whether he be or be not deceived. And yet |
fear that a greater difficulty is looking in at the w ndow.

Theaet. What is it?

Soc. How can the exchange of one know edge for another ever becone
fal se opi ni on?

Theaet. What do you nean?

Soc. In the first place, how can a man who has the know edge of
anyt hi ng be ignorant of that which he knows, not by reason of
i gnorance, but by reason of his own know edge? And, again, is it not
an extrenme absurdity that he shoul d suppose another thing to be
this, and this to be another thing;-that, having know edge present
with himin his nind, he should still know nothing and be i gnorant
of all things?-you nmight as well argue that ignorance nay nake a nan
know, and blindness make himsee, as that know edge can make him
i gnor ant .

Theaet. Perhaps, Socrates, we nmay have been wong in naking only
forms of know edge our birds: whereas there ought to have been forns
of ignorance as well, flying about together in the mnd, and then he
who sought to take one of them mi ght sonetinmes catch a form of
know edge, and sonetinmes a form of ignorance; and thus he woul d have a
fal se opinion fromignorance, but a true one from know edge, about the
sane thing

Soc. | cannot hel p praising you, Theaetetus, and yet | rnust beg
you to reconsider your words. Let us grant what you say-then
according to you, he who takes ignorance will have a fal se
opi nion-am |1 right?

Theaet. Yes.

Soc. He will certainly not think that he has a fal se opinion?

Theaet. O course not.

Soc. He will think that his opinion is true, and he will fancy
that he knows the things about which he has been decei ved?

Theaet. Certainly.

Soc. Then he will think that he has captured know edge and not
i gnor ance?

Theaet. Cearly.

Soc. And thus, after going a long way round, we are once nore face
to face with our original difficulty. The hero of dialectic wll
retort upon us:-"O ny excellent friends, he will say, laughing, if a
man knows the form of ignorance and the form of know edge, can he
think that one of them which he knows is the other which he knows? or



if he knows neither of them can he think that the one which he

knows not is another which he knows not? or, if he knows one and not
the other, can he think the one which he knows to be the one which

he does not know? or the one which he does not know to be the one

whi ch he knows? or will you tell nme that there are other forns of

know edge whi ch distinguish the right and wong birds, and which the
owner keeps in sone other aviaries or graven on waxen bl ocks according
to your foolish images, and which he nay be said to know whil e he
possesses them even though he have them not at hand in his nind?

And thus, in a perpetual circle, you will be conpelled to go round and
round, and you will nake no progress."” Wat are we to say in reply,
Theaet et us?

Theaet. Indeed, Socrates, | do not know what we are to say.

Soc. Are not his reproaches just, and does not the argunent truly
show that we are wong in seeking for false opinion until we know what
know edge is; that nust be first ascertained; then, the nature of
fal se opi ni on?

Theaet. | cannot but agree with you, Socrates, so far as we have yet
gone.

Soc. Then, once nore, what shall we say that know edge is?-for we
are not going to |l ose heart as yet.

Theaet. Certainly, | shall not |ose heart, if you do not.
Soc. What definition will be nost consistent with our forner views?
Theaet. | cannot think of any but our old one, Socrates.

Soc. What was it?

Theaet. Knowl edge was said by us to be true opinion; and true
opinion is surely unerring, and the results which follow fromit are
all nobl e and good.

Soc. He who led the way into the river, Theaetetus, said "The
experinment will show'; and perhaps if we go forward in the search
we may stunble upon the thing which we are | ooking for; but if we stay
where we are, nothing will cone to light.

Theaet. Very true; let us go forward and try.

Soc. The trail soon cones to an end, for a whole profession is
agai nst us.

Theaet. How is that, and what profession do you nean?

Soc. The profession of the great wi se ones who are called orators
and | awyers; for these persuade nen by their art and nake themthink
what ever they like, but they do not teach them Do you inagine that
there are any teachers in the world so clever as to be able to
convince others of the truth about acts of robbery or violence, of
whi ch they were not eyewi tnesses, while a little water is flowing in
t he cl epsydra?

Theaet. Certainly not, they can only persuade them

Soc. And woul d you not say that persuading themis naking them
have an opi ni on?

Theaet. To be sure.

Soc. Wien, therefore, judges are justly persuaded about matters
whi ch you can know only by seeing them and not in any other way,
and when thus judging of themfromreport they attain a true opinion
about them they judge w thout know edge and yet are rightly
persuaded, if they have judged well.

Theaet. Certainly.

Soc. And yet, Ony friend, if true opinion in |aw courts and
know edge are the sane, the perfect judge could not have judged
rightly w thout know edge; and therefore | nust infer that they are
not the sane.

Theaet. That is a distinction, Socrates, which | have heard made
by sone one else, but | had forgotten it. He said that true opinion
conbi ned with reason, was know edge, but that the opinion which had no



reason was out of the sphere of know edge; and that things of which
there is no rational account are not knowabl e-such was the singul ar
expression which he used-and that things which have a reason or

expl anati on are knowabl e.

Soc. Excellent; but then, how did he distinguish between things
which are and are not "knowable"? | wi sh that you woul d repeat to ne
what he said, and then | shall know whether you and | have heard the
sane tale.

Theaet. | do not know whether | can recall it; but if another person
would tell me, | think that | could follow him

Soc. Let ne give you, then, a dreamin return for a dream - Met hought
that | too had a dream and | heard in nmy dreamthat the prinmeva
letters or elenments out of which you and | and all other things are
conmpounded, have no reason or explanation; you can only name them but
no predicate can be either affirmed or denied of them for in the
one case existence, in the other non-existence is already inplied,
neit her of which nmust be added, if you nean to speak of this or that
thing by itself alone. It should not be called itself, or that, or
each, or alone, or this, or the like; for these go about everywhere
and are applied to all things, but are distinct fromthem whereas, if
the first elenents could be described, and had a definition of their
own, they would be spoken of apart fromall else. But none of these
primeval elenents can be defined; they can only be named, for they
have nothing but a nanme, and the things which are conpounded of
them as they are conplex, are expressed by a conbi nati on of nanes,
for the conmbination of nanes is the essence of a definition. Thus,
then, the elenments or letters are only objects of perception, and
cannot be defined or known; but the syllables or conbinations of
them are known and expressed, and are apprehended by true opinion
Wien, therefore, any one forms the true opinion of anything wthout
rational explanation, you may say that his mind is truly exercised,
but has no know edge; for he who cannot give and receive a reason
for a thing, has no know edge of that thing; but when he adds rationa
expl anation, then, he is perfected in know edge and may be all that
| have been denying of him Was that the formin which the dream
appeared to you?

Theaet. Precisely.

Soc. And you allow and maintain that true opinion, conbined with
definition or rational explanation, is know edge?

Theaet. Exactly.

Soc. Then may we assune, Theaetetus, that to-day, and in this casua
manner, we have found a truth which in former times nmany wi se nen have
grown old and have not found?

Theaet. At any rate, Socrates, | amsatisfied with the present
st at enent .

Soc. Wiich is probably correct-for how can there be know edge
apart fromdefinition and true opinion? And yet there is one point
i n what has been said which does not quite satisfy ne.

Theaet. What was it?

Soc. What might seemto be the npst ingenious notion of all:-That
the elements or letters are unknown, but the conbination or
syl |l abl es known.

Theaet. And was that wong?

Soc. W shall soon know, for we have as hostages the instances which
the aut hor of the argunent hinself used.

Theaet. What host ages?

Soc. The letters, which are the clenents; and the syllables, which
are the conbinations;-he reasoned, did he not, fromthe letters of the
al phabet ?

Theaet. Yes; he did.



Soc. Let us take themand put themto the test, or rather, test
oursel ves: -What was the way in which we learned letters? and, first of

all, are we right in saying that syllables have a definition, but that
letters have no definition?

Theaet. | think so.

Soc. | think so too; for, suppose that some one asks you to spel

the first syllable of ny nane:-Theaetetus, he says, what is SO?
Theaet. | should reply S and O
Soc. That is the definition which you would give of the syllable?
Theaet. | shoul d.

Soc. | wish that you would give me a sinmilar definition of the S.
Theaet. But how can any one, Socrates, tell the elenments of an
elenment? | can only reply, that Sis a consonant, a nmere noise, as
of the tongue hissing; B, and nbst other letters, again, are neither
vowel - sounds nor noises. Thus letters may be nost truly said to be
undefined; for even the nost distinct of them which are the seven

vowel s, have a sound only, but no definition at all

Soc. Then, | suppose, ny friend, that we have been so far right in
our idea about know edge?

Theaet. Yes; | think that we have.

Soc. Well, but have we been right in maintaining that the
syl l abl es can be known, but not the letters?

Theaet. | think so.

Soc. And do we nean by a syllable two letters, or if there are nore,
all of them or a single idea which arises out of the conbination of
t hen??

Theaet. | should say that we nean all the letters.

Soc. Take the case of the two letters S and O which formthe
first syllable of ny own name; mnmust not he who knows the syllable,
know both of then?

Theaet. Certainly.

Soc. He knows, that is, the S and O?

Theaet. Yes.

Soc. But can he be ignorant of either singly and yet know both
t oget her ?

Theaet. Such a supposition, Socrates, is nonstrous and unmeani ng.

Soc. But if he cannot know both wi thout knowi ng each, then if he
is ever to know the syllable, he nust know the letters first; and thus
the fine theory has again taken wi ngs and departed.

Theaet. Yes, with wonderful celerity.

Soc. Yes, we did not keep watch properly. Perhaps we ought to have
mai ntai ned that a syllable is not the letters, but rather one single
i dea framed out of them having a separate formdistinct fromthem

Theaet. Very true; and a nore likely notion than the other

Soc. Take care; let us not be cowards and betray a great and
i mposi ng theory.

Theaet. No, indeed.

Soc. Let us assume then, as we now say, that the syllable is a
sinple formarising out of the several conbinations of harnonious
el ements-of letters or of any other elenents.

Theaet. Very good.

Soc. And it nust have no parts.

Theaet. Why?

Soc. Because that which has parts nust be a whole of all the
parts. O would you say that a whole, although formed out of the
parts, is a single notion different fromall the parts?

Theaet. | shoul d.

Soc. And woul d you say that all and the whole are the sane, or
different?

Theaet. | amnot certain; but, as you like nme to answer at once,



shal |l hazard the reply, that they are different.

Soc. | approve of your readi ness, Theaetetus, but | nust take tine
to think whether | equally approve of your answer.

Theaet. Yes; the answer is the point.

Soc. According to this new view, the whole is supposed to differ
fromall?

Theaet. Yes.

Soc. Well, but is there any difference between all [in the plural]
and the all [in the singular]? Take the case of nunber:-Wen we say

one, two, three, four, five, six; or when we say twice three, or three

times two, or four and two, or three and two and one, are we
speaki ng of the same or of different nunbers?

Theaet. O the sane.

Soc. That is of six?

Theaet. Yes.

Soc. And in each form of expression we spoke of all the six?

Theaet. True.

Soc. Again, in speaking of all [in the plural] is there not one
t hi ng whi ch we express?

Theaet. O course there is.

Soc. And that is six?

Theaet. Yes.

Soc. Then in predicating the word "all" of things neasured by
nunber, we predicate at the sanme time a singular and a plural ?

Theaet. Cdearly we do.

Soc. Again, the nunmber of the acre and the acre are the sane; are
t hey not?

Theaet. Yes.

Soc. And the nunber of the stadiumin |like manner is the stadiun®

Theaet. Yes.

Soc. And the arny is the nunber of the arny; and in all simlar
cases, the entire nunber of anything is the entire thing?

Theaet. True.

Soc. And the nunmber of each is the parts of each?

Theaet. Exactly.

Soc. Then as many things as have parts are nade up of parts?

Theaet. Cearly.

Soc. But all the parts are admitted to be the all, if the entire
nunber is the all?

Theaet. True.

Soc. Then the whole is not nmade up of parts, for it would be the
all, if consisting of all the parts?

Theaet. That is the inference.

Soc. But is a part a part of anything but the whol e?

Theaet. Yes, of the all.

Soc. You meke a valiant defence, Theaetetus. And yet is not the
all that of which nothing is wanting?

Theaet. Certainly.

Soc. And is not a whole |ikew se that from which nothing is
absent? but that fromwhich anything is absent is neither a whole

nor all;-if wanting in anything, both equally lose their entirety of
nat ure.

Theaet. | now think that there is no difference between a whole
and al | .

Soc. But were we not saying that when a thing has parts, all the
parts will be a whole and all?

Theaet. Certainly.

Soc. Then, as | was saying before, nust not the alternative be
that either the syllable is not the letters, and then the letters
are not parts of the syllable, or that the syllable will be the sane



with the letters, and will therefore be equally known w th then?

Theaet. You are right.

Soc. And, in order to avoid this, we suppose it to be different from
t hen??

Theaet. Yes.

Soc. But if letters are not parts of syllables, can you tell nme of
any other parts of syllables, which are not letters?

Theaet. No, indeed, Socrates; for if | admt the existence of
parts in a syllable, it would be ridiculous in ne to give up letters
and seek for other parts.

Soc. Quite true, Theaetetus, and therefore, according to our present
view, a syllable must surely be sone indivisible fornf

Theaet. True.

Soc. But do you renenber, ny friend, that only a little while ago we
adm tted and approved the statement, that of the first el ements out of
whi ch all other things are conpounded there could be no definition
because each of them when taken by itself is unconpounded; nor can one
rightly attribute to themthe words "being" or "this," because they
are alien and inappropriate words, and for this reason the letters
or clenents were indefinable and unknown?

Theaet. | renmenber.

Soc. And is not this also the reason why they are sinple and
i ndivisible? | can see no other

Theaet. No other reason can be given

Soc. Then is not the syllable in the same case as the el enments or
letters, if it has no parts and is one fornf

Theaet. To be sure.

Soc. If, then, a syllable is a whole, and has nany parts or letters,
the letters as well as the syllable nust be intelligible and
expressible, since all the parts are acknow edged to be the same as
t he whol e?

Theaet. True.

Soc. But if it be one and indivisible, then the syllables and the
letters are alike undefined and unknown, and for the sane reason?

Theaet. | cannot deny that.

Soc. W cannot, therefore, agree in the opinion of himwho says that
the syllable can be known and expressed, but not the letters.

Theaet. Certainly not; if we may trust the argunent.

Soc. Well, but will you not be equally inclined to, disagree with
him when you renenber your own experience in |learning to read?

Theaet. What experience?

Soc. Wiy, that in learning you were kept trying to distinguish the
separate letters both by the eye and by the car, in order that, when
you heard them spoken or saw themwitten, you m ght not be confused
by their position.

Theaet. Very true.

Soc. And is the education of the harp-player conplete unless he
can tell what string answers to a particular note; the notes, as every
one would allow, are the elements or letters of nusic?

Theaet. Exactly.

Soc. Then, if we argue fromthe letters and syllables which we
know t o ot her sinples and conpounds, we shall say that the letters
or sinple clenments as a class are nuch nore certainly known than the
syl l abl es, and much nore indi spensable to a perfect know edge of any
subject; and if some one says that the syllable is known and the
| etter unknown, we shall consider that either intentionally or
uni ntentionally he is tal ki ng nonsense?

Theaet. Exactly.

Soc. And there night be given other proofs of this belief, if |I am
not nistaken. But do not let us in looking for themlose sight of



the question before us, which is the neaning of the statenent, that
right opinion with rational definition or explanation is the nost
perfect form of know edge.

Theaet. W nust not.

Soc. Well, and what is the neaning of the term "explanation"?
think that we have a choice of three neanings.

Theaet. What are they?

Soc. In the first place, the nmeaning may be, manifesting one's
t hought by the voice with verbs and nouns, imaging an opinion in the
stream which flows fromthe lips, as in a mrror or water. Does not
expl anati on appear to be of this nature?

Theaet. Certainly; he who so manifests his thought, is said to
expl ai n hinsel f.

Soc. And every one who is not born deaf or dumb is able sooner or
later to manifest what he thinks of anything; and if so, all those who
have a right opinion about anything will also have right
expl anation; nor will right opinion be anywhere found to exist apart
from know edge

Theaet. True.

Soc. Let us not, therefore, hastily charge hi mwho gave this account
of know edge with uttering an unmeani ng word; for perhaps he only
i ntended to say, that when a person was asked what was the nature of
anyt hi ng, he should be able to answer his questioner by giving the
clenents of the thing.

Theaet. As for exanple, Socrates...?

Soc. As, for exanple, when Hesiod says that a waggon is nmade up of a
hundred pl anks. Now, neither you nor | could describe all of them
i ndividually; but if any one asked what is a waggon, we should be
content to answer, that a waggon consists of wheels, axle, body, rins,
yoke.

Theaet. Certainly.

Soc. And our opponent will probably laugh at us, just as he would if
we professed to be grammarians and to give a grammati cal account of
the nane of Theaetetus, and yet could only tell the syllables and
not the letters of your name-that woul d be true opinion, and not
know edge; for know edge, as has been already remarked, is not
attained until, conbined with true opinion, there is an enuneration of
the el ements out of which is conposed.

Theaet. Yes.

Soc. In the sane general way, we night also have true opinion
about a waggon; but he who can describe its essence by an
enuneration of the hundred planks, adds rational explanation to true
opi nion, and instead of opinion has art and knowl edge of the nature of
a waggon, in that he attains to the whole through the el ements.

Theaet. And do. you not agree in that view, Socrates?

Soc. If you do, ny friend; but I want to know first, whether you
admt the resolution of all things into their elenents to be a
rati onal explanation of them and the consideration of themin
syl lables or larger conbinations of themto be irrational-is this your
Vi ew?

Theaet. Precisely.

Soc. Well, and do you conceive that a nman has know edge of any
el ement who at one tinme affirnms and at another time denies that
cl ement of sonething, or thinks that. the same thing is conposed of
different elements at different tines?

Theaet. Assuredly not.

Soc. And do you not renenber that in your case and in of others this
often occurred in the process of learning to read?

Theaet. You nmean that | mistook the letters and misspelt the
syl | abl es?



Soc. Yes.

Theaet. To be sure; | perfectly renmenber, and | amvery far from
supposi ng that they who are in this condition, have know edge.

Soc. Wien a person, at the time of learning wites the nanme of
Theaet etus, and thinks that he ought to wite and does wite Th and e;
but, again nmeaning to wite the name of Theododorus, thinks that he
ought to wite and does wite T and e-can we suppose that he knows the
first syllables of your two names?

Theaet. W have already adnitted that such a one has not yet
attai ned know edge.

Soc. And in like manner be may enunerate w thout knowi ng them the
second and third and fourth syllables of your nane?

Theaet. He nay.

Soc. And in that case, when he knows the order of the letters and
can wite themout correctly, he has right opinion?

Theaet. Cearly.

Soc. But although we adnit that he has right opinion, he wll
still be wi thout know edge?

Theaet. Yes.

Soc. And yet he will have explanations, as well as right opinion
for he knew the order of the letters when he wote; and this we
adnmit be explanati on.

Theaet. True.

Soc. Then, ny friend, there is such a thing as right opinion
united with definition or explanation, which does not as yet attain to
t he exactness of know edge.

Theaet. It would seem so.

Soc. And what we fancied to be a perfect definition of know edge
is a dreamonly. But perhaps we had better not say so as yet, for were
there not three explanations of know edge, one of which nust, as we
sai d, be adopted by hi mwho maintains know edge to be true opinion
conbined with rational explanation? And very likely there nmay be found
sonme one who will not prefer this but the third.

Theaet. You are quite right; there is still one renmaining. The first
was the inmage or expression of the mind in speech; the second, which
has just been mentioned, is a way of reaching the whole by an
enuneration of the elenents. But what is; the third definition?

Soc. There is, further, the popular notion of telling the mark or
sign of difference which distinguishes the thing in question from
all others.

Theaet. Can you give ne any exanple of such a definition?

Soc. As, for exanple, in the case of the sun, | think that you would
be contented with the statenent that the sun is, the brightest of
t he heavenly bodi es which revol ve about the earth.

Theaet. Certainly.

Soc. Understand why:-the reason is, as | was just now saying, that
if you get at the difference and distinguishing characteristic of each
thing, then, as nmany persons affirm you will get at the definition or
expl anation of it; but while you lay hold only of the conmon and not
of the characteristic notion, you will only have the definition of
those things to which this conmon quality bel ongs.

Theaet. | understand you, and your account of definitionis in ny
j udgment correct.

Soc. But he, who having right opinion about anything, can find out
the difference which distinguishes it fromother things will know that
of which before he had only an opinion

Theaet. Yes; that is what we are naintaining.

Soc. Neverthel ess, Theaetetus, on a nearer view, | find nyself quite
di sappoi nted; the picture, which at a distance was not so bad, has now
becone al together unintelligible.



Theaet. What do you nean?

Soc. | will endeavour to explain: |I will suppose nyself to have true
opi nion of you, and if to this | add your definition, then | have
know edge, but if not, opinion only.

Theaet. Yes.

Soc. The definition was assunmed to be the interpretation of your
di f ference.

Theaet. True.

Soc. But when | had only opinion, |I had no conception of your
di stingui shing characteristics.
Theaet. | suppose not.

Soc. Then | nust have concei ved of some general or common nature
whi ch no nore belonged to you than to anot her

Theaet. True.

Soc. Tell ne, nowHow in that case could | have formed a judgnment of
you any nore than of any one el se? Suppose that | imagi ne Theaet et us
to be a man who has nose, eyes, and nouth, and every other menber
conpl ete; how would that enable me to distinguish Theaetetus from
Theodorus, or from sone outer barbarian?

Theaet. How could it?

Soc. O if | had further conceived of you, not only as having nose
and eyes, but as having a snub nose and proni nent eyes, should
have any nore notion of you than of nyself and others who resenble ne?

Theaet. Certainly not.

Soc. Surely | can have no conception of Theaetetus until your
snub- nosedness has left an inpression on ny nind different fromthe
snub- nosedness of all others whom | have ever seen, and until your
other peculiarities have a like distinctness; and so when | neet you
tonorrow the right opinion will be re-called?

Theaet. Mbst true.

Soc. Then right opinion inplies the perception of differences?

Theaet. Cearly.

Soc. What, then, shall we say of adding reason or explanation to
right opinion? If the nmeaning is, that we should form an opini on of
the way in which sonething differs from another thing, the proposal is
ridi cul ous.

Theaet. How so?

Soc. W are supposed to acquire a right opinion of the differences
whi ch di stinguish one thing from another when we have already a
ri ght opinion of them and so we go round and round:-the revol ution of
the scytal, or pestle, or any other rotatory nachine, in the sane
circles, is as nothing conpared with such a requirenent; and we nay be
truly described as the blind directing the blind; for to add those
t hi ngs which we already have, in order that we may |earn what we
already think, is like a soul utterly benighted.

Theaet. Tell me; what were you going to say just now, when you asked
t he question?

Soc. If, my boy, the argument, in speaking of adding the definition
had used the word to "know, " and not nerely "have an opinion" of the
difference, this which is the nost pronmising of all the definitions of
know edge woul d have cone to a pretty end, for to knowis surely to
acqui re know edge.

Theaet. True.

Soc. And so, when the question is asked, What is know edge? this
fair argunent will answer "Right opinion with know edge, "-know edge
that is, of difference, for this, as the said argument maintains, is
addi ng the definition.

Theaet. That seens to be true.

Soc. But how utterly foolish, when we are asking what is
know edge, that the reply should only be, right opinion with know edge



of difference or of anything! And so, Theaetetus, know edge is neither
sensation nor true opinion, nor yet definition and expl anation
acconpanyi ng and added to true opinion?

Theaet. | suppose not.

Soc. And are you still in labour and travail, ny dear friend, or
have you brought all that you have to say about know edge to the
birth?

Theaet. | am sure, Socrates, that you have elicited fromne a good
deal nore than ever was in ne.

Soc. And does not my art show that you have brought forth wind,
and that the offspring of your brain are not worth bringing up?

Theaet. Very true.

Soc. But if, Theaetetus, you should ever conceive afresh, you wll
be all the better for the present investigation, and if not, you
wi |l be soberer and hunbler and gentler to other nen, and will be
too nodest to fancy that you know what you do not know. These are
the linmts of ny art; | can no further go, nor do I know aught of
the things which great and fanous men know or have known in this or
former ages. The office of a midwife I, like ny nother, have
recei ved from God; she delivered wonen, | deliver nmen; but they nust
be young and noble and fair.

And now | have to go to the porch of the King Archon, where | am
to meet Meletus and his indictnment. To-norrow norning, Theodorus, |
shal |l hope to see you again at this place.

- THE END-
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