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1. THE ILLUSION OF REASON

1.1. Cratylus

PERSONS OF THE DIALOGUE: Socrates, Hermogenes,
Cratylus.

HERMOGENES: Suppose that we make Socrates a party to
the argument?

CRATYLUS: If you please.
HERMOGENES: I should explain to you, Socrates, that our

friend Cratylus has been arguing about names; he says that
they are natural and not conventional; not a portion of the hu-
man voice which men agree to use; but that there is a truth
or correctness in them, which is the same for Hellenes as for
barbarians. Whereupon I ask him, whether his own name of
Cratylus is a true name or not, and he answers ’Yes.’ And
Socrates? ’Yes.’ Then every man’s name, as I tell him, is that
which he is called. To this he replies–’If all the world were
to call you Hermogenes, that would not be your name.’ And
when I am anxious to have a further explanation he is ironi-
cal and mysterious, and seems to imply that he has a notion
of his own about the matter, if he would only tell, and could
entirely convince me, if he chose to be intelligible. Tell me,
Socrates, what this oracle means; or rather tell me, if you will
be so good, what is your own view of the truth or correctness
of names, which I would far sooner hear.

SOCRATES: Son of Hipponicus, there is an ancient saying,
that ’hard is the knowledge of the good.’ And the knowledge
of names is a great part of knowledge. If I had not been poor, I
might have heard the fifty-drachma course of the great Prodi-
cus, which is a complete education in grammar and language–
these are his own words–and then I should have been at once
able to answer your question about the correctness of names.
But, indeed, I have only heard the single-drachma course, and
therefore, I do not know the truth about such matters; I will,
however, gladly assist you and Cratylus in the investigation of
them. When he declares that your name is not really Hermo-
genes, I suspect that he is only making fun of you;–he means

to say that you are no true son of Hermes, because you are
always looking after a fortune and never in luck. But, as I was
saying, there is a good deal of difficulty in this sort of knowl-
edge, and therefore we had better leave the question open until
we have heard both sides.

HERMOGENES: I have often talked over this matter, both
with Cratylus and others, and cannot convince myself that
there is any principle of correctness in names other than con-
vention and agreement; any name which you give, in my opin-
ion, is the right one, and if you change that and give another,
the new name is as correct as the old–we frequently change
the names of our slaves, and the newly-imposed name is as
good as the old: for there is no name given to anything by
nature; all is convention and habit of the users;–such is my
view. But if I am mistaken I shall be happy to hear and learn
of Cratylus, or of any one else.

SOCRATES: I dare say that you may be right, Hermogenes:
let us see;–Your meaning is, that the name of each thing is
only that which anybody agrees to call it?

HERMOGENES: That is my notion.
SOCRATES: Whether the giver of the name be an individual

or a city?
HERMOGENES: Yes.
SOCRATES: Well, now, let me take an instance;–suppose

that I call a man a horse or a horse a man, you mean to say
that a man will be rightly called a horse by me individually,
and rightly called a man by the rest of the world; and a horse
again would be rightly called a man by me and a horse by the
world:–that is your meaning?

HERMOGENES: He would, according to my view.
SOCRATES: But how about truth, then? you would ac-

knowledge that there is in words a true and a false?
HERMOGENES: Certainly.
SOCRATES: And there are true and false propositions?
HERMOGENES: To be sure.
SOCRATES: And a true proposition says that which is, and

a false proposition says that which is not?
HERMOGENES: Yes; what other answer is possible?
SOCRATES: Then in a proposition there is a true and false?
HERMOGENES: Certainly.
SOCRATES: But is a proposition true as a whole only, and

are the parts untrue?
HERMOGENES: No; the parts are true as well as the whole.
SOCRATES: Would you say the large parts and not the

smaller ones, or every part?
HERMOGENES: I should say that every part is true.
SOCRATES: Is a proposition resolvable into any part

smaller than a name?
HERMOGENES: No; that is the smallest.
SOCRATES: Then the name is a part of the true proposition?
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HERMOGENES: Yes.
SOCRATES: Yes, and a true part, as you say.
HERMOGENES: Yes.
SOCRATES: And is not the part of a falsehood also a false-

hood?
HERMOGENES: Yes.
SOCRATES: Then, if propositions may be true and false,

names may be true and false?
HERMOGENES: So we must infer.
SOCRATES: And the name of anything is that which any

one affirms to be the name?
HERMOGENES: Yes.
SOCRATES: And will there be so many names of each thing

as everybody says that there are? and will they be true names
at the time of uttering them?

HERMOGENES: Yes, Socrates, I can conceive no correct-
ness of names other than this; you give one name, and I an-
other; and in different cities and countries there are different
names for the same things; Hellenes differ from barbarians in
their use of names, and the several Hellenic tribes from one
another.

SOCRATES: But would you say, Hermogenes, that the
things differ as the names differ? and are they relative to in-
dividuals, as Protagoras tells us? For he says that man is the
measure of all things, and that things are to me as they appear
to me, and that they are to you as they appear to you. Do you
agree with him, or would you say that things have a permanent
essence of their own?

HERMOGENES: There have been times, Socrates, when I
have been driven in my perplexity to take refuge with Pro-
tagoras; not that I agree with him at all.

SOCRATES: What! have you ever been driven to admit that
there was no such thing as a bad man?

HERMOGENES: No, indeed; but I have often had reason to
think that there are very bad men, and a good many of them.

SOCRATES: Well, and have you ever found any very good
ones?

HERMOGENES: Not many.
SOCRATES: Still you have found them?
HERMOGENES: Yes.
SOCRATES: And would you hold that the very good were

the very wise, and the very evil very foolish? Would that be
your view?

HERMOGENES: It would.
SOCRATES: But if Protagoras is right, and the truth is that

things are as they appear to any one, how can some of us be
wise and some of us foolish?

HERMOGENES: Impossible.
SOCRATES: And if, on the other hand, wisdom and folly are

really distinguishable, you will allow, I think, that the asser-
tion of Protagoras can hardly be correct. For if what appears
to each man is true to him, one man cannot in reality be wiser
than another.

HERMOGENES: He cannot.
SOCRATES: Nor will you be disposed to say with Euthy-

demus, that all things equally belong to all men at the same
moment and always; for neither on his view can there be some

good and others bad, if virtue and vice are always equally to
be attributed to all.

HERMOGENES: There cannot.
SOCRATES: But if neither is right, and things are not rel-

ative to individuals, and all things do not equally belong to
all at the same moment and always, they must be supposed
to have their own proper and permanent essence: they are not
in relation to us, or influenced by us, fluctuating according to
our fancy, but they are independent, and maintain to their own
essence the relation prescribed by nature.

HERMOGENES: I think, Socrates, that you have said the
truth.

SOCRATES: Does what I am saying apply only to the things
themselves, or equally to the actions which proceed from
them? Are not actions also a class of being?

HERMOGENES: Yes, the actions are real as well as the
things.

SOCRATES: Then the actions also are done according to
their proper nature, and not according to our opinion of them?
In cutting, for example, we do not cut as we please, and with
any chance instrument; but we cut with the proper instrument
only, and according to the natural process of cutting; and the
natural process is right and will succeed, but any other will
fail and be of no use at all.

HERMOGENES: I should say that the natural way is the
right way.

SOCRATES: Again, in burning, not every way is the right
way; but the right way is the natural way, and the right instru-
ment the natural instrument.

HERMOGENES: True.
SOCRATES: And this holds good of all actions?
HERMOGENES: Yes.
SOCRATES: And speech is a kind of action?
HERMOGENES: True.
SOCRATES: And will a man speak correctly who speaks as

he pleases? Will not the successful speaker rather be he who
speaks in the natural way of speaking, and as things ought to
be spoken, and with the natural instrument? Any other mode
of speaking will result in error and failure.

HERMOGENES: I quite agree with you.
SOCRATES: And is not naming a part of speaking? for in

giving names men speak.
HERMOGENES: That is true.
SOCRATES: And if speaking is a sort of action and has a

relation to acts, is not naming also a sort of action?
HERMOGENES: True.
SOCRATES: And we saw that actions were not relative to

ourselves, but had a special nature of their own?
HERMOGENES: Precisely.
SOCRATES: Then the argument would lead us to infer that

names ought to be given according to a natural process, and
with a proper instrument, and not at our pleasure: in this and
no other way shall we name with success.

HERMOGENES: I agree.
SOCRATES: But again, that which has to be cut has to be

cut with something?
HERMOGENES: Yes.
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SOCRATES: And that which has to be woven or pierced has
to be woven or pierced with something?

HERMOGENES: Certainly.
SOCRATES: And that which has to be named has to be

named with something?
HERMOGENES: True.
SOCRATES: What is that with which we pierce?
HERMOGENES: An awl.
SOCRATES: And with which we weave?
HERMOGENES: A shuttle.
SOCRATES: And with which we name?
HERMOGENES: A name.
SOCRATES: Very good: then a name is an instrument?
HERMOGENES: Certainly.
SOCRATES: Suppose that I ask, ’What sort of instrument is

a shuttle?’ And you answer, ’A weaving instrument.’
HERMOGENES: Well.
SOCRATES: And I ask again, ’What do we do when we

weave?’–The answer is, that we separate or disengage the
warp from the woof.

HERMOGENES: Very true.
SOCRATES: And may not a similar description be given of

an awl, and of instruments in general?
HERMOGENES: To be sure.
SOCRATES: And now suppose that I ask a similar question

about names: will you answer me? Regarding the name as an
instrument, what do we do when we name?

HERMOGENES: I cannot say.
SOCRATES: Do we not give information to one another, and

distinguish things according to their natures?
HERMOGENES: Certainly we do.
SOCRATES: Then a name is an instrument of teaching and

of distinguishing natures, as the shuttle is of distinguishing the
threads of the web.

HERMOGENES: Yes.
SOCRATES: And the shuttle is the instrument of the

weaver?
HERMOGENES: Assuredly.
SOCRATES: Then the weaver will use the shuttle well–and

well means like a weaver? and the teacher will use the name
well–and well means like a teacher?

HERMOGENES: Yes.
SOCRATES: And when the weaver uses the shuttle, whose

work will he be using well?
HERMOGENES: That of the carpenter.
SOCRATES: And is every man a carpenter, or the skilled

only?
HERMOGENES: Only the skilled.
SOCRATES: And when the piercer uses the awl, whose

work will he be using well?
HERMOGENES: That of the smith.
SOCRATES: And is every man a smith, or only the skilled?
HERMOGENES: The skilled only.
SOCRATES: And when the teacher uses the name, whose

work will he be using?
HERMOGENES: There again I am puzzled.
SOCRATES: Cannot you at least say who gives us the names

which we use?

HERMOGENES: Indeed I cannot.
SOCRATES: Does not the law seem to you to give us them?
HERMOGENES: Yes, I suppose so.
SOCRATES: Then the teacher, when he gives us a name,

uses the work of the legislator?
HERMOGENES: I agree.
SOCRATES: And is every man a legislator, or the skilled

only?
HERMOGENES: The skilled only.
SOCRATES: Then, Hermogenes, not every man is able to

give a name, but only a maker of names; and this is the legis-
lator, who of all skilled artisans in the world is the rarest.

HERMOGENES: True.
SOCRATES: And how does the legislator make names? and

to what does he look? Consider this in the light of the previ-
ous instances: to what does the carpenter look in making the
shuttle? Does he not look to that which is naturally fitted to
act as a shuttle?

HERMOGENES: Certainly.
SOCRATES: And suppose the shuttle to be broken in mak-

ing, will he make another, looking to the broken one? or will
he look to the form according to which he made the other?

HERMOGENES: To the latter, I should imagine.
SOCRATES: Might not that be justly called the true or ideal

shuttle?
HERMOGENES: I think so.
SOCRATES: And whatever shuttles are wanted, for the

manufacture of garments, thin or thick, of flaxen, woollen, or
other material, ought all of them to have the true form of the
shuttle; and whatever is the shuttle best adapted to each kind
of work, that ought to be the form which the maker produces
in each case.

HERMOGENES: Yes.
SOCRATES: And the same holds of other instruments:

when a man has discovered the instrument which is naturally
adapted to each work, he must express this natural form, and
not others which he fancies, in the material, whatever it may
be, which he employs; for example, he ought to know how
to put into iron the forms of awls adapted by nature to their
several uses?

HERMOGENES: Certainly.
SOCRATES: And how to put into wood forms of shuttles

adapted by nature to their uses?
HERMOGENES: True.
SOCRATES: For the several forms of shuttles naturally an-

swer to the several kinds of webs; and this is true of instru-
ments in general.

HERMOGENES: Yes.
SOCRATES: Then, as to names: ought not our legislator

also to know how to put the true natural name of each thing
into sounds and syllables, and to make and give all names
with a view to the ideal name, if he is to be a namer in any
true sense? And we must remember that different legislators
will not use the same syllables. For neither does every smith,
although he may be making the same instrument for the same
purpose, make them all of the same iron. The form must be the
same, but the material may vary, and still the instrument may
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be equally good of whatever iron made, whether in Hellas or
in a foreign country;–there is no difference.

HERMOGENES: Very true.
SOCRATES: And the legislator, whether he be Hellene or

barbarian, is not therefore to be deemed by you a worse legis-
lator, provided he gives the true and proper form of the name
in whatever syllables; this or that country makes no matter.

HERMOGENES: Quite true.
SOCRATES: But who then is to determine whether the

proper form is given to the shuttle, whatever sort of wood may
be used? the carpenter who makes, or the weaver who is to use
them?

HERMOGENES: I should say, he who is to use them,
Socrates.

SOCRATES: And who uses the work of the lyre-maker?
Will not he be the man who knows how to direct what is being
done, and who will know also whether the work is being well
done or not?

HERMOGENES: Certainly.
SOCRATES: And who is he?
HERMOGENES: The player of the lyre.
SOCRATES: And who will direct the shipwright?
HERMOGENES: The pilot.
SOCRATES: And who will be best able to direct the legisla-

tor in his work, and will know whether the work is well done,
in this or any other country? Will not the user be the man?

HERMOGENES: Yes.
SOCRATES: And this is he who knows how to ask ques-

tions?
HERMOGENES: Yes.
SOCRATES: And how to answer them?
HERMOGENES: Yes.
SOCRATES: And him who knows how to ask and answer

you would call a dialectician?
HERMOGENES: Yes; that would be his name.
SOCRATES: Then the work of the carpenter is to make a

rudder, and the pilot has to direct him, if the rudder is to be
well made.

HERMOGENES: True.
SOCRATES: And the work of the legislator is to give names,

and the dialectician must be his director if the names are to be
rightly given?

HERMOGENES: That is true.
SOCRATES: Then, Hermogenes, I should say that this giv-

ing of names can be no such light matter as you fancy, or the
work of light or chance persons; and Cratylus is right in say-
ing that things have names by nature, and that not every man
is an artificer of names, but he only who looks to the name
which each thing by nature has, and is able to express the true
forms of things in letters and syllables.

HERMOGENES: I cannot answer you, Socrates; but I find a
difficulty in changing my opinion all in a moment, and I think
that I should be more readily persuaded, if you would show
me what this is which you term the natural fitness of names.

SOCRATES: My good Hermogenes, I have none to show.
Was I not telling you just now (but you have forgotten), that
I knew nothing, and proposing to share the enquiry with you?
But now that you and I have talked over the matter, a step

has been gained; for we have discovered that names have by
nature a truth, and that not every man knows how to give a
thing a name.

HERMOGENES: Very good.
SOCRATES: And what is the nature of this truth or correct-

ness of names? That, if you care to know, is the next question.
HERMOGENES: Certainly, I care to know.
SOCRATES: Then reflect.
HERMOGENES: How shall I reflect?
SOCRATES: The true way is to have the assistance of those

who know, and you must pay them well both in money and in
thanks; these are the Sophists, of whom your brother, Callias,
has–rather dearly–bought the reputation of wisdom. But you
have not yet come into your inheritance, and therefore you had
better go to him, and beg and entreat him to tell you what he
has learnt from Protagoras about the fitness of names.

HERMOGENES: But how inconsistent should I be, if, whilst
repudiating Protagoras and his truth (’Truth’ was the title of
the book of Protagoras; compare Theaet.), I were to attach any
value to what he and his book affirm!

SOCRATES: Then if you despise him, you must learn of
Homer and the poets.

HERMOGENES: And where does Homer say anything
about names, and what does he say?

SOCRATES: He often speaks of them; notably and nobly in
the places where he distinguishes the different names which
Gods and men give to the same things. Does he not in these
passages make a remarkable statement about the correctness
of names? For the Gods must clearly be supposed to call
things by their right and natural names; do you not think so?

HERMOGENES: Why, of course they call them rightly, if
they call them at all. But to what are you referring?

SOCRATES: Do you not know what he says about the river
in Troy who had a single combat with Hephaestus?

’Whom,’ as he says, ’the Gods call Xanthus, and men call
Scamander.’

HERMOGENES: I remember.
SOCRATES: Well, and about this river–to know that he

ought to be called Xanthus and not Scamander–is not that a
solemn lesson? Or about the bird which, as he says,

’The Gods call Chalcis, and men Cymindis:’

to be taught how much more correct the name Chalcis is than
the name Cymindis–do you deem that a light matter? Or about
Batieia and Myrina? (Compare Il. ’The hill which men call
Batieia and the immortals the tomb of the sportive Myrina.’)
And there are many other observations of the same kind in
Homer and other poets. Now, I think that this is beyond the
understanding of you and me; but the names of Scamandrius
and Astyanax, which he affirms to have been the names of
Hector’s son, are more within the range of human faculties, as
I am disposed to think; and what the poet means by correct-
ness may be more readily apprehended in that instance: you
will remember I dare say the lines to which I refer? (Il.)

HERMOGENES: I do.
SOCRATES: Let me ask you, then, which did Homer think

the more correct of the names given to Hector’s son–Astyanax
or Scamandrius?
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HERMOGENES: I do not know.
SOCRATES: How would you answer, if you were asked

whether the wise or the unwise are more likely to give cor-
rect names?

HERMOGENES: I should say the wise, of course.
SOCRATES: And are the men or the women of a city, taken

as a class, the wiser?
HERMOGENES: I should say, the men.
SOCRATES: And Homer, as you know, says that the Trojan

men called him Astyanax (king of the city); but if the men
called him Astyanax, the other name of Scamandrius could
only have been given to him by the women.

HERMOGENES: That may be inferred.
SOCRATES: And must not Homer have imagined the Tro-

jans to be wiser than their wives?
HERMOGENES: To be sure.
SOCRATES: Then he must have thought Astyanax to be a

more correct name for the boy than Scamandrius?
HERMOGENES: Clearly.
SOCRATES: And what is the reason of this? Let us

consider:–does he not himself suggest a very good reason,
when he says,

’For he alone defended their city and long
walls’?

This appears to be a good reason for calling the son of the
saviour king of the city which his father was saving, as Homer
observes.

HERMOGENES: I see.
SOCRATES: Why, Hermogenes, I do not as yet see myself;

and do you?
HERMOGENES: No, indeed; not I.
SOCRATES: But tell me, friend, did not Homer himself also

give Hector his name?
HERMOGENES: What of that?
SOCRATES: The name appears to me to be very nearly the

same as the name of Astyanax–both are Hellenic; and a king
(anax) and a holder (ektor) have nearly the same meaning, and
are both descriptive of a king; for a man is clearly the holder
of that of which he is king; he rules, and owns, and holds it.
But, perhaps, you may think that I am talking nonsense; and
indeed I believe that I myself did not know what I meant when
I imagined that I had found some indication of the opinion of
Homer about the correctness of names.

HERMOGENES: I assure you that I think otherwise, and I
believe you to be on the right track.

SOCRATES: There is reason, I think, in calling the lion’s
whelp a lion, and the foal of a horse a horse; I am speaking
only of the ordinary course of nature, when an animal pro-
duces after his kind, and not of extraordinary births;–if con-
trary to nature a horse have a calf, then I should not call that a
foal but a calf; nor do I call any inhuman birth a man, but only
a natural birth. And the same may be said of trees and other
things. Do you agree with me?

HERMOGENES: Yes, I agree.
SOCRATES: Very good. But you had better watch me and

see that I do not play tricks with you. For on the same prin-
ciple the son of a king is to be called a king. And whether

the syllables of the name are the same or not the same, makes
no difference, provided the meaning is retained; nor does the
addition or subtraction of a letter make any difference so long
as the essence of the thing remains in possession of the name
and appears in it.

HERMOGENES: What do you mean?
SOCRATES: A very simple matter. I may illustrate my

meaning by the names of letters, which you know are not
the same as the letters themselves with the exception of the
four epsilon, upsilon, omicron, omega; the names of the rest,
whether vowels or consonants, are made up of other letters
which we add to them; but so long as we introduce the mean-
ing, and there can be no mistake, the name of the letter is quite
correct. Take, for example, the letter beta–the addition of eta,
tau, alpha, gives no offence, and does not prevent the whole
name from having the value which the legislator intended–so
well did he know how to give the letters names.

HERMOGENES: I believe you are right.
SOCRATES: And may not the same be said of a king? a king

will often be the son of a king, the good son or the noble son of
a good or noble sire; and similarly the offspring of every kind,
in the regular course of nature, is like the parent, and there-
fore has the same name. Yet the syllables may be disguised
until they appear different to the ignorant person, and he may
not recognize them, although they are the same, just as any
one of us would not recognize the same drugs under different
disguises of colour and smell, although to the physician, who
regards the power of them, they are the same, and he is not
put out by the addition; and in like manner the etymologist is
not put out by the addition or transposition or subtraction of a
letter or two, or indeed by the change of all the letters, for this
need not interfere with the meaning. As was just now said,
the names of Hector and Astyanax have only one letter alike,
which is tau, and yet they have the same meaning. And how
little in common with the letters of their names has Archep-
olis (ruler of the city)–and yet the meaning is the same. And
there are many other names which just mean ’king.’ Again,
there are several names for a general, as, for example, Agis
(leader) and Polemarchus (chief in war) and Eupolemus (good
warrior); and others which denote a physician, as Iatrocles (fa-
mous healer) and Acesimbrotus (curer of mortals); and there
are many others which might be cited, differing in their sylla-
bles and letters, but having the same meaning. Would you not
say so?

HERMOGENES: Yes.
SOCRATES: The same names, then, ought to be assigned to

those who follow in the course of nature?
HERMOGENES: Yes.
SOCRATES: And what of those who follow out of the

course of nature, and are prodigies? for example, when a good
and religious man has an irreligious son, he ought to bear the
name not of his father, but of the class to which he belongs,
just as in the case which was before supposed of a horse foal-
ing a calf.

HERMOGENES: Quite true.
SOCRATES: Then the irreligious son of a religious father

should be called irreligious?
HERMOGENES: Certainly.
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SOCRATES: He should not be called Theophilus (beloved
of God) or Mnesitheus (mindful of God), or any of these
names: if names are correctly given, his should have an op-
posite meaning.

HERMOGENES: Certainly, Socrates.
SOCRATES: Again, Hermogenes, there is Orestes (the man

of the mountains) who appears to be rightly called; whether
chance gave the name, or perhaps some poet who meant to
express the brutality and fierceness and mountain wildness of
his hero’s nature.

HERMOGENES: That is very likely, Socrates.
SOCRATES: And his father’s name is also according to na-

ture.
HERMOGENES: Clearly.
SOCRATES: Yes, for as his name, so also is his nature;

Agamemnon (admirable for remaining) is one who is patient
and persevering in the accomplishment of his resolves, and by
his virtue crowns them; and his continuance at Troy with all
the vast army is a proof of that admirable endurance in him
which is signified by the name Agamemnon. I also think that
Atreus is rightly called; for his murder of Chrysippus and his
exceeding cruelty to Thyestes are damaging and destructive
to his reputation–the name is a little altered and disguised so
as not to be intelligible to every one, but to the etymologist
there is no difficulty in seeing the meaning, for whether you
think of him as ateires the stubborn, or as atrestos the fearless,
or as ateros the destructive one, the name is perfectly correct
in every point of view. And I think that Pelops is also named
appropriately; for, as the name implies, he is rightly called
Pelops who sees what is near only (o ta pelas oron).

HERMOGENES: How so?
SOCRATES: Because, according to the tradition, he had no

forethought or foresight of all the evil which the murder of
Myrtilus would entail upon his whole race in remote ages; he
saw only what was at hand and immediate, –or in other words,
pelas (near), in his eagerness to win Hippodamia by all means
for his bride. Every one would agree that the name of Tantalus
is rightly given and in accordance with nature, if the traditions
about him are true.

HERMOGENES: And what are the traditions?
SOCRATES: Many terrible misfortunes are said to have hap-

pened to him in his life–last of all, came the utter ruin of his
country; and after his death he had the stone suspended (ta-
lanteia) over his head in the world below–all this agrees won-
derfully well with his name. You might imagine that some
person who wanted to call him Talantatos (the most weighted
down by misfortune), disguised the name by altering it into
Tantalus; and into this form, by some accident of tradition, it
has actually been transmuted. The name of Zeus, who is his
alleged father, has also an excellent meaning, although hard
to be understood, because really like a sentence, which is di-
vided into two parts, for some call him Zena, and use the one
half, and others who use the other half call him Dia; the two
together signify the nature of the God, and the business of a
name, as we were saying, is to express the nature. For there
is none who is more the author of life to us and to all, than
the lord and king of all. Wherefore we are right in calling him
Zena and Dia, which are one name, although divided, mean-

ing the God through whom all creatures always have life (di
on zen aei pasi tois zosin uparchei). There is an irreverence,
at first sight, in calling him son of Cronos (who is a proverb
for stupidity), and we might rather expect Zeus to be the child
of a mighty intellect. Which is the fact; for this is the meaning
of his father’s name: Kronos quasi Koros (Choreo, to sweep),
not in the sense of a youth, but signifying to chatharon chai
acheraton tou nou, the pure and garnished mind (sc. apo tou
chorein). He, as we are informed by tradition, was begotten of
Uranus, rightly so called (apo tou oran ta ano) from looking
upwards; which, as philosophers tell us, is the way to have
a pure mind, and the name Uranus is therefore correct. If I
could remember the genealogy of Hesiod, I would have gone
on and tried more conclusions of the same sort on the remoter
ancestors of the Gods,–then I might have seen whether this
wisdom, which has come to me all in an instant, I know not
whence, will or will not hold good to the end.

HERMOGENES: You seem to me, Socrates, to be quite like
a prophet newly inspired, and to be uttering oracles.

SOCRATES: Yes, Hermogenes, and I believe that I caught
the inspiration from the great Euthyphro of the Prospaltian
deme, who gave me a long lecture which commenced at dawn:
he talked and I listened, and his wisdom and enchanting rav-
ishment has not only filled my ears but taken possession of
my soul,and to-day I shall let his superhuman power work and
finish the investigation of names–that will be the way; but to-
morrow, if you are so disposed, we will conjure him away, and
make a purgation of him, if we can only find some priest or
sophist who is skilled in purifications of this sort.

HERMOGENES: With all my heart; for am very curious to
hear the rest of the enquiry about names.

SOCRATES: Then let us proceed; and where would you
have us begin, now that we have got a sort of outline of the
enquiry? Are there any names which witness of themselves
that they are not given arbitrarily, but have a natural fitness?
The names of heroes and of men in general are apt to be decep-
tive because they are often called after ancestors with whose
names, as we were saying, they may have no business; or they
are the expression of a wish like Eutychides (the son of good
fortune), or Sosias (the Saviour), or Theophilus (the beloved
of God), and others. But I think that we had better leave these,
for there will be more chance of finding correctness in the
names of immutable essences;–there ought to have been more
care taken about them when they were named, and perhaps
there may have been some more than human power at work
occasionally in giving them names.

HERMOGENES: I think so, Socrates.
SOCRATES: Ought we not to begin with the consideration

of the Gods, and show that they are rightly named Gods?
HERMOGENES: Yes, that will be well.
SOCRATES: My notion would be something of this sort:–I

suspect that the sun, moon, earth, stars, and heaven, which are
still the Gods of many barbarians, were the only Gods known
to the aboriginal Hellenes. Seeing that they were always mov-
ing and running, from their running nature they were called
Gods or runners (Theous, Theontas); and when men became
acquainted with the other Gods, they proceeded to apply the
same name to them all. Do you think that likely?
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HERMOGENES: I think it very likely indeed.
SOCRATES: What shall follow the Gods?
HERMOGENES: Must not demons and heroes and men

come next?
SOCRATES: Demons! And what do you consider to be the

meaning of this word? Tell me if my view is right.
HERMOGENES: Let me hear.
SOCRATES: You know how Hesiod uses the word?
HERMOGENES: I do not.
SOCRATES: Do you not remember that he speaks of a

golden race of men who came first?
HERMOGENES: Yes, I do.
SOCRATES: He says of them–

’But now that fate has closed over this race
They are holy demons upon the earth, Beneficent,
averters of ills, guardians of mortal men.’ (Hes-
iod, Works and Days.)

HERMOGENES: What is the inference?
SOCRATES: What is the inference! Why, I suppose that he

means by the golden men, not men literally made of gold, but
good and noble; and I am convinced of this, because he further
says that we are the iron race.

HERMOGENES: That is true.
SOCRATES: And do you not suppose that good men of our

own day would by him be said to be of golden race?
HERMOGENES: Very likely.
SOCRATES: And are not the good wise?
HERMOGENES: Yes, they are wise.
SOCRATES: And therefore I have the most entire convic-

tion that he called them demons, because they were daemones
(knowing or wise), and in our older Attic dialect the word it-
self occurs. Now he and other poets say truly, that when a
good man dies he has honour and a mighty portion among the
dead, and becomes a demon; which is a name given to him
signifying wisdom. And I say too, that every wise man who
happens to be a good man is more than human (daimonion)
both in life and death, and is rightly called a demon.

HERMOGENES: Then I rather think that I am of one mind
with you; but what is the meaning of the word ’hero’? (Eros
with an eta, in the old writing eros with an epsilon.)

SOCRATES: I think that there is no difficulty in explaining,
for the name is not much altered, and signifies that they were
born of love.

HERMOGENES: What do you mean?
SOCRATES: Do you not know that the heroes are

demigods?
HERMOGENES: What then?
SOCRATES: All of them sprang either from the love of a

God for a mortal woman, or of a mortal man for a Goddess;
think of the word in the old Attic, and you will see better that
the name heros is only a slight alteration of Eros, from whom
the heroes sprang: either this is the meaning, or, if not this,
then they must have been skilful as rhetoricians and dialecti-
cians, and able to put the question (erotan), for eirein is equiv-
alent to legein. And therefore, as I was saying, in the Attic
dialect the heroes turn out to be rhetoricians and questioners.
All this is easy enough; the noble breed of heroes are a tribe of

sophists and rhetors. But can you tell me why men are called
anthropoi?–that is more difficult.

HERMOGENES: No, I cannot; and I would not try even if I
could, because I think that you are the more likely to succeed.

SOCRATES: That is to say, you trust to the inspiration of
Euthyphro.

HERMOGENES: Of course.
SOCRATES: Your faith is not vain; for at this very moment a

new and ingenious thought strikes me, and, if I am not careful,
before to-morrow’s dawn I shall be wiser than I ought to be.
Now, attend to me; and first, remember that we often put in
and pull out letters in words, and give names as we please and
change the accents. Take, for example, the word Dii Philos;
in order to convert this from a sentence into a noun, we omit
one of the iotas and sound the middle syllable grave instead of
acute; as, on the other hand, letters are sometimes inserted in
words instead of being omitted, and the acute takes the place
of the grave.

HERMOGENES: That is true.
SOCRATES: The name anthropos, which was once a sen-

tence, and is now a noun, appears to be a case just of this sort,
for one letter, which is the alpha, has been omitted, and the
acute on the last syllable has been changed to a grave.

HERMOGENES: What do you mean?
SOCRATES: I mean to say that the word ’man’ implies that

other animals never examine, or consider, or look up at what
they see, but that man not only sees (opope) but considers
and looks up at that which he sees, and hence he alone of all
animals is rightly anthropos, meaning anathron a opopen.

HERMOGENES: May I ask you to examine another word
about which I am curious?

SOCRATES: Certainly.
HERMOGENES: I will take that which appears to me to fol-

low next in order. You know the distinction of soul and body?
SOCRATES: Of course.
HERMOGENES: Let us endeavour to analyze them like the

previous words.
SOCRATES: You want me first of all to examine the natural

fitness of the word psuche (soul), and then of the word soma
(body)?

HERMOGENES: Yes.
SOCRATES: If I am to say what occurs to me at the moment,

I should imagine that those who first used the name psuche
meant to express that the soul when in the body is the source of
life, and gives the power of breath and revival (anapsuchon),
and when this reviving power fails then the body perishes and
dies, and this, if I am not mistaken, they called psyche. But
please stay a moment; I fancy that I can discover something
which will be more acceptable to the disciples of Euthyphro,
for I am afraid that they will scorn this explanation. What do
you say to another?

HERMOGENES: Let me hear.
SOCRATES: What is that which holds and carries and gives

life and motion to the entire nature of the body? What else but
the soul?

HERMOGENES: Just that.
SOCRATES: And do you not believe with Anaxagoras, that

mind or soul is the ordering and containing principle of all
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things?
HERMOGENES: Yes; I do.
SOCRATES: Then you may well call that power phuseche

which carries and holds nature (e phusin okei, kai ekei), and
this may be refined away into psuche.

HERMOGENES: Certainly; and this derivation is, I think,
more scientific than the other.

SOCRATES: It is so; but I cannot help laughing, if I am to
suppose that this was the true meaning of the name.

HERMOGENES: But what shall we say of the next word?
SOCRATES: You mean soma (the body).
HERMOGENES: Yes.
SOCRATES: That may be variously interpreted; and yet

more variously if a little permutation is allowed. For some
say that the body is the grave (sema) of the soul which may
be thought to be buried in our present life; or again the index
of the soul, because the soul gives indications to (semainei)
the body; probably the Orphic poets were the inventors of the
name, and they were under the impression that the soul is suf-
fering the punishment of sin, and that the body is an enclosure
or prison in which the soul is incarcerated, kept safe (soma,
sozetai), as the name soma implies, until the penalty is paid;
according to this view, not even a letter of the word need be
changed.

HERMOGENES: I think, Socrates, that we have said enough
of this class of words. But have we any more explanations
of the names of the Gods, like that which you were giving of
Zeus? I should like to know whether any similar principle of
correctness is to be applied to them.

SOCRATES: Yes, indeed, Hermogenes; and there is
one excellent principle which, as men of sense, we must
acknowledge,–that of the Gods we know nothing, either of
their natures or of the names which they give themselves; but
we are sure that the names by which they call themselves,
whatever they may be, are true. And this is the best of all prin-
ciples; and the next best is to say, as in prayers, that we will
call them by any sort or kind of names or patronymics which
they like, because we do not know of any other. That also, I
think, is a very good custom, and one which I should much
wish to observe. Let us, then, if you please, in the first place
announce to them that we are not enquiring about them; we
do not presume that we are able to do so; but we are enquiring
about the meaning of men in giving them these names,–in this
there can be small blame.

HERMOGENES: I think, Socrates, that you are quite right,
and I would like to do as you say.

SOCRATES: Shall we begin, then, with Hestia, according to
custom?

HERMOGENES: Yes, that will be very proper.
SOCRATES: What may we suppose him to have meant who

gave the name Hestia?
HERMOGENES: That is another and certainly a most diffi-

cult question.
SOCRATES: My dear Hermogenes, the first imposers of

names must surely have been considerable persons; they were
philosophers, and had a good deal to say.

HERMOGENES: Well, and what of them?

SOCRATES: They are the men to whom I should attribute
the imposition of names. Even in foreign names, if you an-
alyze them, a meaning is still discernible. For example, that
which we term ousia is by some called esia, and by others
again osia. Now that the essence of things should be called
estia, which is akin to the first of these (esia = estia), is ra-
tional enough. And there is reason in the Athenians calling
that estia which participates in ousia. For in ancient times we
too seem to have said esia for ousia, and this you may note
to have been the idea of those who appointed that sacrifices
should be first offered to estia, which was natural enough if
they meant that estia was the essence of things. Those again
who read osia seem to have inclined to the opinion of Hera-
cleitus, that all things flow and nothing stands; with them the
pushing principle (othoun) is the cause and ruling power of
all things, and is therefore rightly called osia. Enough of this,
which is all that we who know nothing can affirm. Next in
order after Hestia we ought to consider Rhea and Cronos, al-
though the name of Cronos has been already discussed. But I
dare say that I am talking great nonsense.

HERMOGENES: Why, Socrates?
SOCRATES: My good friend, I have discovered a hive of

wisdom.
HERMOGENES: Of what nature?
SOCRATES: Well, rather ridiculous, and yet plausible.
HERMOGENES: How plausible?
SOCRATES: I fancy to myself Heracleitus repeating wise

traditions of antiquity as old as the days of Cronos and Rhea,
and of which Homer also spoke.

HERMOGENES: How do you mean?
SOCRATES: Heracleitus is supposed to say that all things

are in motion and nothing at rest; he compares them to the
stream of a river, and says that you cannot go into the same
water twice.

HERMOGENES: That is true.
SOCRATES: Well, then, how can we avoid inferring that he

who gave the names of Cronos and Rhea to the ancestors of
the Gods, agreed pretty much in the doctrine of Heracleitus?
Is the giving of the names of streams to both of them purely
accidental? Compare the line in which Homer, and, as I be-
lieve, Hesiod also, tells of

’Ocean, the origin of Gods, and mother
Tethys.’

And again, Orpheus says, that

’The fair river of Ocean was the first to marry,
and he espoused his sister Tethys, who was his
mother’s daughter.’

You see that this is a remarkable coincidence, and all in the
direction of Heracleitus.

HERMOGENES: I think that there is something in what you
say, Socrates; but I do not understand the meaning of the name
Tethys.

SOCRATES: Well, that is almost self-explained, being
only the name of a spring, a little disguised; for that which
is strained and filtered (diattomenon, ethoumenon) may be
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likened to a spring, and the name Tethys is made up of these
two words.

HERMOGENES: The idea is ingenious, Socrates.
SOCRATES: To be sure. But what comes next?–of Zeus we

have spoken.
HERMOGENES: Yes.
SOCRATES: Then let us next take his two brothers, Posei-

don and Pluto, whether the latter is called by that or by his
other name.

HERMOGENES: By all means.
SOCRATES: Poseidon is Posidesmos, the chain of the feet;

the original inventor of the name had been stopped by the wa-
tery element in his walks, and not allowed to go on, and there-
fore he called the ruler of this element Poseidon; the epsilon
was probably inserted as an ornament. Yet, perhaps, not so;
but the name may have been originally written with a double
lamda and not with a sigma, meaning that the God knew many
things (Polla eidos). And perhaps also he being the shaker
of the earth, has been named from shaking (seiein), and then
pi and delta have been added. Pluto gives wealth (Ploutos),
and his name means the giver of wealth, which comes out of
the earth beneath. People in general appear to imagine that
the term Hades is connected with the invisible (aeides) and so
they are led by their fears to call the God Pluto instead.

HERMOGENES: And what is the true derivation?
SOCRATES: In spite of the mistakes which are made about

the power of this deity, and the foolish fears which people
have of him, such as the fear of always being with him after
death, and of the soul denuded of the body going to him (com-
pare Rep.), my belief is that all is quite consistent, and that the
office and name of the God really correspond.

HERMOGENES: Why, how is that?
SOCRATES: I will tell you my own opinion; but first, I

should like to ask you which chain does any animal feel to
be the stronger? and which confines him more to the same
spot,–desire or necessity?

HERMOGENES: Desire, Socrates, is stronger far.
SOCRATES: And do you not think that many a one would

escape from Hades, if he did not bind those who depart to him
by the strongest of chains?

HERMOGENES: Assuredly they would.
SOCRATES: And if by the greatest of chains, then by some

desire, as I should certainly infer, and not by necessity?
HERMOGENES: That is clear.
SOCRATES: And there are many desires?
HERMOGENES: Yes.
SOCRATES: And therefore by the greatest desire, if the

chain is to be the greatest?
HERMOGENES: Yes.
SOCRATES: And is any desire stronger than the thought that

you will be made better by associating with another?
HERMOGENES: Certainly not.
SOCRATES: And is not that the reason, Hermogenes, why

no one, who has been to him, is willing to come back to us?
Even the Sirens, like all the rest of the world, have been laid
under his spells. Such a charm, as I imagine, is the God able
to infuse into his words. And, according to this view, he is the
perfect and accomplished Sophist, and the great benefactor

of the inhabitants of the other world; and even to us who are
upon earth he sends from below exceeding blessings. For he
has much more than he wants down there; wherefore he is
called Pluto (or the rich). Note also, that he will have nothing
to do with men while they are in the body, but only when the
soul is liberated from the desires and evils of the body. Now
there is a great deal of philosophy and reflection in that; for in
their liberated state he can bind them with the desire of virtue,
but while they are flustered and maddened by the body, not
even father Cronos himself would suffice to keep them with
him in his own far-famed chains.

HERMOGENES: There is a deal of truth in what you say.
SOCRATES: Yes, Hermogenes, and the legislator called him

Hades, not from the unseen (aeides)–far otherwise, but from
his knowledge (eidenai) of all noble things.

HERMOGENES: Very good; and what do we say of Deme-
ter, and Here, and Apollo, and Athene, and Hephaestus, and
Ares, and the other deities?

SOCRATES: Demeter is e didousa meter, who gives food
like a mother; Here is the lovely one (erate)–for Zeus, accord-
ing to tradition, loved and married her; possibly also the name
may have been given when the legislator was thinking of the
heavens, and may be only a disguise of the air (aer), putting
the end in the place of the beginning. You will recognize the
truth of this if you repeat the letters of Here several times over.
People dread the name of Pherephatta as they dread the name
of Apollo,–and with as little reason; the fear, if I am not mis-
taken, only arises from their ignorance of the nature of names.
But they go changing the name into Phersephone, and they
are terrified at this; whereas the new name means only that the
Goddess is wise (sophe); for seeing that all things in the world
are in motion (pheromenon), that principle which embraces
and touches and is able to follow them, is wisdom. And there-
fore the Goddess may be truly called Pherepaphe (Pherepa-
pha), or some name like it, because she touches that which
is in motion (tou pheromenon ephaptomene), herein showing
her wisdom. And Hades, who is wise, consorts with her, be-
cause she is wise. They alter her name into Pherephatta now-
a-days, because the present generation care for euphony more
than truth. There is the other name, Apollo, which, as I was
saying, is generally supposed to have some terrible significa-
tion. Have you remarked this fact?

HERMOGENES: To be sure I have, and what you say is true.
SOCRATES: But the name, in my opinion, is really most

expressive of the power of the God.
HERMOGENES: How so?
SOCRATES: I will endeavour to explain, for I do not believe

that any single name could have been better adapted to express
the attributes of the God, embracing and in a manner signify-
ing all four of them,–music, and prophecy, and medicine, and
archery.

HERMOGENES: That must be a strange name, and I should
like to hear the explanation.

SOCRATES: Say rather an harmonious name, as beseems
the God of Harmony. In the first place, the purgations and pu-
rifications which doctors and diviners use, and their fumiga-
tions with drugs magical or medicinal, as well as their wash-
ings and lustral sprinklings, have all one and the same object,
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which is to make a man pure both in body and soul.
HERMOGENES: Very true.
SOCRATES: And is not Apollo the purifier, and the washer,

and the absolver from all impurities?
HERMOGENES: Very true.
SOCRATES: Then in reference to his ablutions and abso-

lutions, as being the physician who orders them, he may be
rightly called Apolouon (purifier); or in respect of his powers
of divination, and his truth and sincerity, which is the same
as truth, he may be most fitly called Aplos, from aplous (sin-
cere), as in the Thessalian dialect, for all the Thessalians call
him Aplos; also he is aei Ballon (always shooting), because
he is a master archer who never misses; or again, the name
may refer to his musical attributes, and then, as in akolouthos,
and akoitis, and in many other words the alpha is supposed to
mean ’together,’ so the meaning of the name Apollo will be
’moving together,’ whether in the poles of heaven as they are
called, or in the harmony of song, which is termed concord,
because he moves all together by an harmonious power, as as-
tronomers and musicians ingeniously declare. And he is the
God who presides over harmony, and makes all things move
together, both among Gods and among men. And as in the
words akolouthos and akoitis the alpha is substituted for an
omicron, so the name Apollon is equivalent to omopolon; only
the second lambda is added in order to avoid the ill-omened
sound of destruction (apolon). Now the suspicion of this de-
structive power still haunts the minds of some who do not
consider the true value of the name, which, as I was saying
just now, has reference to all the powers of the God, who
is the single one, the everdarting, the purifier, the mover to-
gether (aplous, aei Ballon, apolouon, omopolon). The name
of the Muses and of music would seem to be derived from
their making philosophical enquiries (mosthai); and Leto is
called by this name, because she is such a gentle Goddess, and
so willing (ethelemon) to grant our requests; or her name may
be Letho, as she is often called by strangers–they seem to im-
ply by it her amiability, and her smooth and easy-going way
of behaving. Artemis is named from her healthy (artemes),
well-ordered nature, and because of her love of virginity, per-
haps because she is a proficient in virtue (arete), and perhaps
also as hating intercourse of the sexes (ton aroton misesasa).
He who gave the Goddess her name may have had any or all
of these reasons.

HERMOGENES: What is the meaning of Dionysus and
Aphrodite?

SOCRATES: Son of Hipponicus, you ask a solemn question;
there is a serious and also a facetious explanation of both these
names; the serious explanation is not to be had from me, but
there is no objection to your hearing the facetious one; for
the Gods too love a joke. Dionusos is simply didous oinon
(giver of wine), Didoinusos, as he might be called in fun,–
and oinos is properly oionous, because wine makes those who
drink, think (oiesthai) that they have a mind (noun) when they
have none. The derivation of Aphrodite, born of the foam
(aphros), may be fairly accepted on the authority of Hesiod.

HERMOGENES: Still there remains Athene, whom you,
Socrates, as an Athenian, will surely not forget; there are also
Hephaestus and Ares.

SOCRATES: I am not likely to forget them.
HERMOGENES: No, indeed.
SOCRATES: There is no difficulty in explaining the other

appellation of Athene.
HERMOGENES: What other appellation?
SOCRATES: We call her Pallas.
HERMOGENES: To be sure.
SOCRATES: And we cannot be wrong in supposing that this

is derived from armed dances. For the elevation of oneself or
anything else above the earth, or by the use of the hands, we
call shaking (pallein), or dancing.

HERMOGENES: That is quite true.
SOCRATES: Then that is the explanation of the name Pal-

las?
HERMOGENES: Yes; but what do you say of the other

name?
SOCRATES: Athene?
HERMOGENES: Yes.
SOCRATES: That is a graver matter, and there, my friend,

the modern interpreters of Homer may, I think, assist in ex-
plaining the view of the ancients. For most of these in their ex-
planations of the poet, assert that he meant by Athene ’mind’
(nous) and ’intelligence’ (dianoia), and the maker of names
appears to have had a singular notion about her; and indeed
calls her by a still higher title, ’divine intelligence’ (Thou noe-
sis), as though he would say: This is she who has the mind
of God (Theonoa);–using alpha as a dialectical variety for eta,
and taking away iota and sigma (There seems to be some error
in the MSS. The meaning is that the word theonoa = theounoa
is a curtailed form of theou noesis, but the omitted letters do
not agree.). Perhaps, however, the name Theonoe may mean
’she who knows divine things’ (Theia noousa) better than oth-
ers. Nor shall we be far wrong in supposing that the author
of it wished to identify this Goddess with moral intelligence
(en ethei noesin), and therefore gave her the name ethonoe;
which, however, either he or his successors have altered into
what they thought a nicer form, and called her Athene.

HERMOGENES: But what do you say of Hephaestus?
SOCRATES: Speak you of the princely lord of light (Phaeos

istora)?
HERMOGENES: Surely.
SOCRATES: Ephaistos is Phaistos, and has added the eta by

attraction; that is obvious to anybody.
HERMOGENES: That is very probable, until some more

probable notion gets into your head.
SOCRATES: To prevent that, you had better ask what is the

derivation of Ares.
HERMOGENES: What is Ares?
SOCRATES: Ares may be called, if you will, from his man-

hood (arren) and manliness, or if you please, from his hard
and unchangeable nature, which is the meaning of arratos: the
latter is a derivation in every way appropriate to the God of
war.

HERMOGENES: Very true.
SOCRATES: And now, by the Gods, let us have no more

of the Gods, for I am afraid of them; ask about anything but
them, and thou shalt see how the steeds of Euthyphro can
prance.
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HERMOGENES: Only one more God! I should like to know
about Hermes, of whom I am said not to be a true son. Let
us make him out, and then I shall know whether there is any
meaning in what Cratylus says.

SOCRATES: I should imagine that the name Hermes has
to do with speech, and signifies that he is the interpreter
(ermeneus), or messenger, or thief, or liar, or bargainer; all
that sort of thing has a great deal to do with language; as I
was telling you, the word eirein is expressive of the use of
speech, and there is an often-recurring Homeric word eme-
sato, which means ’he contrived’–out of these two words,
eirein and mesasthai, the legislator formed the name of the
God who invented language and speech; and we may imagine
him dictating to us the use of this name: ’O my friends,’ says
he to us, ’seeing that he is the contriver of tales or speeches,
you may rightly call him Eirhemes.’ And this has been im-
proved by us, as we think, into Hermes. Iris also appears to
have been called from the verb ’to tell’ (eirein), because she
was a messenger.

HERMOGENES: Then I am very sure that Cratylus was
quite right in saying that I was no true son of Hermes (Er-
mogenes), for I am not a good hand at speeches.

SOCRATES: There is also reason, my friend, in Pan being
the double-formed son of Hermes.

HERMOGENES: How do you make that out?
SOCRATES: You are aware that speech signifies all things

(pan), and is always turning them round and round, and has
two forms, true and false?

HERMOGENES: Certainly.
SOCRATES: Is not the truth that is in him the smooth or

sacred form which dwells above among the Gods, whereas
falsehood dwells among men below, and is rough like the goat
of tragedy; for tales and falsehoods have generally to do with
the tragic or goatish life, and tragedy is the place of them?

HERMOGENES: Very true.
SOCRATES: Then surely Pan, who is the declarer of all

things (pan) and the perpetual mover (aei polon) of all things,
is rightly called aipolos (goat- herd), he being the two-formed
son of Hermes, smooth in his upper part, and rough and goat-
like in his lower regions. And, as the son of Hermes, he is
speech or the brother of speech, and that brother should be
like brother is no marvel. But, as I was saying, my dear Her-
mogenes, let us get away from the Gods.

HERMOGENES: From these sort of Gods, by all means,
Socrates. But why should we not discuss another kind of
Gods–the sun, moon, stars, earth, aether, air, fire, water, the
seasons, and the year?

SOCRATES: You impose a great many tasks upon me. Still,
if you wish, I will not refuse.

HERMOGENES: You will oblige me.
SOCRATES: How would you have me begin? Shall I take

first of all him whom you mentioned first–the sun?
HERMOGENES: Very good.
SOCRATES: The origin of the sun will probably be clearer

in the Doric form, for the Dorians call him alios, and this
name is given to him because when he rises he gathers (ali-
zoi) men together or because he is always rolling in his course
(aei eilein ion) about the earth; or from aiolein, of which the

meaning is the same as poikillein (to variegate), because he
variegates the productions of the earth.

HERMOGENES: But what is selene (the moon)?
SOCRATES: That name is rather unfortunate for Anaxago-

ras.
HERMOGENES: How so?
SOCRATES: The word seems to forestall his recent discov-

ery, that the moon receives her light from the sun.
HERMOGENES: Why do you say so?
SOCRATES: The two words selas (brightness) and phos

(light) have much the same meaning?
HERMOGENES: Yes.
SOCRATES: This light about the moon is always new (neon)

and always old (enon), if the disciples of Anaxagoras say truly.
For the sun in his revolution always adds new light, and there
is the old light of the previous month.

HERMOGENES: Very true.
SOCRATES: The moon is not unfrequently called selanaia.
HERMOGENES: True.
SOCRATES: And as she has a light which is always old

and always new (enon neon aei) she may very properly have
the name selaenoneoaeia; and this when hammered into shape
becomes selanaia.

HERMOGENES: A real dithyrambic sort of name that,
Socrates. But what do you say of the month and the stars?

SOCRATES: Meis (month) is called from meiousthai (to
lessen), because suffering diminution; the name of astra
(stars) seems to be derived from astrape, which is an improve-
ment on anastrope, signifying the upsetting of the eyes (anas-
trephein opa).

HERMOGENES: What do you say of pur (fire) and udor
(water)?

SOCRATES: I am at a loss how to explain pur; either the
muse of Euthyphro has deserted me, or there is some very
great difficulty in the word. Please, however, to note the con-
trivance which I adopt whenever I am in a difficulty of this
sort.

HERMOGENES: What is it?
SOCRATES: I will tell you; but I should like to know first

whether you can tell me what is the meaning of the pur?
HERMOGENES: Indeed I cannot.
SOCRATES: Shall I tell you what I suspect to be the true

explanation of this and several other words?–My belief is that
they are of foreign origin. For the Hellenes, especially those
who were under the dominion of the barbarians, often bor-
rowed from them.

HERMOGENES: What is the inference?
SOCRATES: Why, you know that any one who seeks to

demonstrate the fitness of these names according to the Hel-
lenic language, and not according to the language from which
the words are derived, is rather likely to be at fault.

HERMOGENES: Yes, certainly.
SOCRATES: Well then, consider whether this pur is not for-

eign; for the word is not easily brought into relation with the
Hellenic tongue, and the Phrygians may be observed to have
the same word slightly changed, just as they have udor (water)
and kunes (dogs), and many other words.

HERMOGENES: That is true.
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SOCRATES: Any violent interpretations of the words
should be avoided; for something to say about them may eas-
ily be found. And thus I get rid of pur and udor. Aer (air),
Hermogenes, may be explained as the element which raises
(airei) things from the earth, or as ever flowing (aei rei), or be-
cause the flux of the air is wind, and the poets call the winds
’air- blasts,’ (aetai); he who uses the term may mean, so to
speak, air-flux (aetorroun), in the sense of wind-flux (pneuma-
torroun); and because this moving wind may be expressed by
either term he employs the word air (aer = aetes rheo). Aither
(aether) I should interpret as aeitheer; this may be correctly
said, because this element is always running in a flux about
the air (aei thei peri tou aera reon). The meaning of the word
ge (earth) comes out better when in the form of gaia, for the
earth may be truly called ’mother’ (gaia, genneteira), as in the
language of Homer (Od.) gegaasi means gegennesthai.

HERMOGENES: Good.
SOCRATES: What shall we take next?
HERMOGENES: There are orai (the seasons), and the two

names of the year, eniautos and etos.
SOCRATES: The orai should be spelt in the old Attic way,

if you desire to know the probable truth about them; they are
rightly called the orai because they divide (orizousin) the sum-
mers and winters and winds and the fruits of the earth. The
words eniautos and etos appear to be the same,– ’that which
brings to light the plants and growths of the earth in their turn,
and passes them in review within itself (en eauto exetazei)’:
this is broken up into two words, eniautos from en eauto, and
etos from etazei, just as the original name of Zeus was divided
into Zena and Dia; and the whole proposition means that his
power of reviewing from within is one, but has two names,
two words etos and eniautos being thus formed out of a single
proposition.

HERMOGENES: Indeed, Socrates, you make surprising
progress.

SOCRATES: I am run away with.
HERMOGENES: Very true.
SOCRATES: But am not yet at my utmost speed.
HERMOGENES: I should like very much to know, in the

next place, how you would explain the virtues. What princi-
ple of correctness is there in those charming words–wisdom,
understanding, justice, and the rest of them?

SOCRATES: That is a tremendous class of names which you
are disinterring; still, as I have put on the lion’s skin, I must not
be faint of heart; and I suppose that I must consider the mean-
ing of wisdom (phronesis) and understanding (sunesis), and
judgment (gnome), and knowledge (episteme), and all those
other charming words, as you call them?

HERMOGENES: Surely, we must not leave off until we find
out their meaning.

SOCRATES: By the dog of Egypt I have a not bad notion
which came into my head only this moment: I believe that
the primeval givers of names were undoubtedly like too many
of our modern philosophers, who, in their search after the na-
ture of things, are always getting dizzy from constantly going
round and round, and then they imagine that the world is going
round and round and moving in all directions; and this appear-
ance, which arises out of their own internal condition, they

suppose to be a reality of nature; they think that there is noth-
ing stable or permanent, but only flux and motion, and that the
world is always full of every sort of motion and change. The
consideration of the names which I mentioned has led me into
making this reflection.

HERMOGENES: How is that, Socrates?
SOCRATES: Perhaps you did not observe that in the names

which have been just cited, the motion or flux or generation of
things is most surely indicated.

HERMOGENES: No, indeed, I never thought of it.
SOCRATES: Take the first of those which you mentioned;

clearly that is a name indicative of motion.
HERMOGENES: What was the name?
SOCRATES: Phronesis (wisdom), which may signify

phoras kai rhou noesis (perception of motion and flux), or
perhaps phoras onesis (the blessing of motion), but is at
any rate connected with pheresthai (motion); gnome (judg-
ment), again, certainly implies the ponderation or consider-
ation (nomesis) of generation, for to ponder is the same as
to consider; or, if you would rather, here is noesis, the very
word just now mentioned, which is neou esis (the desire of
the new); the word neos implies that the world is always in
process of creation. The giver of the name wanted to express
this longing of the soul, for the original name was neoesis,
and not noesis; but eta took the place of a double epsilon.
The word sophrosune is the salvation (soteria) of that wisdom
(phronesis) which we were just now considering. Epioteme
(knowledge) is akin to this, and indicates that the soul which
is good for anything follows (epetai) the motion of things, nei-
ther anticipating them nor falling behind them; wherefore the
word should rather be read as epistemene, inserting epsilon
nu. Sunesis (understanding) may be regarded in like manner
as a kind of conclusion; the word is derived from sunienai (to
go along with), and, like epistasthai (to know), implies the
progression of the soul in company with the nature of things.
Sophia (wisdom) is very dark, and appears not to be of na-
tive growth; the meaning is, touching the motion or stream of
things. You must remember that the poets, when they speak
of the commencement of any rapid motion, often use the word
esuthe (he rushed); and there was a famous Lacedaemonian
who was named Sous (Rush), for by this word the Lacedae-
monians signify rapid motion, and the touching (epaphe) of
motion is expressed by sophia, for all things are supposed to
be in motion. Good (agathon) is the name which is given
to the admirable (agasto) in nature; for, although all things
move, still there are degrees of motion; some are swifter, some
slower; but there are some things which are admirable for their
swiftness, and this admirable part of nature is called agathon.
Dikaiosune (justice) is clearly dikaiou sunesis (understanding
of the just); but the actual word dikaion is more difficult: men
are only agreed to a certain extent about justice, and then they
begin to disagree. For those who suppose all things to be in
motion conceive the greater part of nature to be a mere re-
ceptacle; and they say that there is a penetrating power which
passes through all this, and is the instrument of creation in all,
and is the subtlest and swiftest element; for if it were not the
subtlest, and a power which none can keep out, and also the
swiftest, passing by other things as if they were standing still,
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it could not penetrate through the moving universe. And this
element, which superintends all things and pierces (diaion) all,
is rightly called dikaion; the letter k is only added for the sake
of euphony. Thus far, as I was saying, there is a general agree-
ment about the nature of justice; but I, Hermogenes, being an
enthusiastic disciple, have been told in a mystery that the jus-
tice of which I am speaking is also the cause of the world:
now a cause is that because of which anything is created; and
some one comes and whispers in my ear that justice is rightly
so called because partaking of the nature of the cause, and I
begin, after hearing what he has said, to interrogate him gen-
tly: ’Well, my excellent friend,’ say I, ’but if all this be true, I
still want to know what is justice.’ Thereupon they think that I
ask tiresome questions, and am leaping over the barriers, and
have been already sufficiently answered, and they try to sat-
isfy me with one derivation after another, and at length they
quarrel. For one of them says that justice is the sun, and that
he only is the piercing (diaionta) and burning (kaonta) element
which is the guardian of nature. And when I joyfully repeat
this beautiful notion, I am answered by the satirical remark,
’What, is there no justice in the world when the sun is down?’
And when I earnestly beg my questioner to tell me his own
honest opinion, he says, ’Fire in the abstract’; but this is not
very intelligible. Another says, ’No, not fire in the abstract,
but the abstraction of heat in the fire.’ Another man professes
to laugh at all this, and says, as Anaxagoras says, that jus-
tice is mind, for mind, as they say, has absolute power, and
mixes with nothing, and orders all things, and passes through
all things. At last, my friend, I find myself in far greater per-
plexity about the nature of justice than I was before I began to
learn. But still I am of opinion that the name, which has led
me into this digression, was given to justice for the reasons
which I have mentioned.

HERMOGENES: I think, Socrates, that you are not impro-
vising now; you must have heard this from some one else.

SOCRATES: And not the rest?
HERMOGENES: Hardly.
SOCRATES: Well, then, let me go on in the hope of making

you believe in the originality of the rest. What remains after
justice? I do not think that we have as yet discussed courage
(andreia),–injustice (adikia), which is obviously nothing more
than a hindrance to the penetrating principle (diaiontos), need
not be considered. Well, then, the name of andreia seems to
imply a battle;–this battle is in the world of existence, and ac-
cording to the doctrine of flux is only the counterflux (enantia
rhon): if you extract the delta from andreia, the name at once
signifies the thing, and you may clearly understand that an-
dreia is not the stream opposed to every stream, but only to
that which is contrary to justice, for otherwise courage would
not have been praised. The words arren (male) and aner (man)
also contain a similar allusion to the same principle of the up-
ward flux (te ano rhon). Gune (woman) I suspect to be the
same word as goun (birth): thelu (female) appears to be partly
derived from thele (the teat), because the teat is like rain, and
makes things flourish (tethelenai).

HERMOGENES: That is surely probable.
SOCRATES: Yes; and the very word thallein (to flourish)

seems to figure the growth of youth, which is swift and sud-

den ever. And this is expressed by the legislator in the name,
which is a compound of thein (running), and allesthai (leap-
ing). Pray observe how I gallop away when I get on smooth
ground. There are a good many names generally thought to be
of importance, which have still to be explained.

HERMOGENES: True.
SOCRATES: There is the meaning of the word techne (art),

for example.
HERMOGENES: Very true.
SOCRATES: That may be identified with echonoe, and ex-

presses the possession of mind: you have only to take away
the tau and insert two omichrons, one between the chi and nu,
and another between the nu and eta.

HERMOGENES: That is a very shabby etymology.
SOCRATES: Yes, my dear friend; but then you know that

the original names have been long ago buried and disguised by
people sticking on and stripping off letters for the sake of eu-
phony, and twisting and bedizening them in all sorts of ways:
and time too may have had a share in the change. Take, for
example, the word katoptron; why is the letter rho inserted?
This must surely be the addition of some one who cares noth-
ing about the truth, but thinks only of putting the mouth into
shape. And the additions are often such that at last no human
being can possibly make out the original meaning of the word.
Another example is the word sphigx, sphiggos, which ought
properly to be phigx, phiggos, and there are other examples.

HERMOGENES: That is quite true, Socrates.
SOCRATES: And yet, if you are permitted to put in and

pull out any letters which you please, names will be too easily
made, and any name may be adapted to any object.

HERMOGENES: True.
SOCRATES: Yes, that is true. And therefore a wise dicta-

tor, like yourself, should observe the laws of moderation and
probability.

HERMOGENES: Such is my desire.
SOCRATES: And mine, too, Hermogenes. But do not be too

much of a precisian, or ’you will unnerve me of my strength
(Iliad.).’ When you have allowed me to add mechane (con-
trivance) to techne (art) I shall be at the top of my bent, for
I conceive mechane to be a sign of great accomplishment –
anein; for mekos has the meaning of greatness, and these two,
mekos and anein, make up the word mechane. But, as I was
saying, being now at the top of my bent, I should like to con-
sider the meaning of the two words arete (virtue) and kakia
(vice); arete I do not as yet understand, but kakia is trans-
parent, and agrees with the principles which preceded, for
all things being in a flux (ionton), kakia is kakos ion (going
badly); and this evil motion when existing in the soul has the
general name of kakia, or vice, specially appropriated to it.
The meaning of kakos ienai may be further illustrated by the
use of deilia (cowardice), which ought to have come after an-
dreia, but was forgotten, and, as I fear, is not the only word
which has been passed over. Deilia signifies that the soul is
bound with a strong chain (desmos), for lian means strength,
and therefore deilia expresses the greatest and strongest bond
of the soul; and aporia (difficulty) is an evil of the same na-
ture (from a (alpha) not, and poreuesthai to go), like anything
else which is an impediment to motion and movement. Then
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the word kakia appears to mean kakos ienai, or going badly,
or limping and halting; of which the consequence is, that the
soul becomes filled with vice. And if kakia is the name of
this sort of thing, arete will be the opposite of it, signifying in
the first place ease of motion, then that the stream of the good
soul is unimpeded, and has therefore the attribute of ever flow-
ing without let or hindrance, and is therefore called arete, or,
more correctly, aeireite (ever-flowing), and may perhaps have
had another form, airete (eligible), indicating that nothing is
more eligible than virtue, and this has been hammered into
arete. I daresay that you will deem this to be another inven-
tion of mine, but I think that if the previous word kakia was
right, then arete is also right.

HERMOGENES: But what is the meaning of kakon, which
has played so great a part in your previous discourse?

SOCRATES: That is a very singular word about which I can
hardly form an opinion, and therefore I must have recourse to
my ingenious device.

HERMOGENES: What device?
SOCRATES: The device of a foreign origin, which I shall

give to this word also.
HERMOGENES: Very likely you are right; but suppose that

we leave these words and endeavour to see the rationale of
kalon and aischron.

SOCRATES: The meaning of aischron is evident, being only
aei ischon roes (always preventing from flowing), and this is
in accordance with our former derivations. For the name-giver
was a great enemy to stagnation of all sorts, and hence he
gave the name aeischoroun to that which hindered the flux (aei
ischon roun), and that is now beaten together into aischron.

HERMOGENES: But what do you say of kalon?
SOCRATES: That is more obscure; yet the form is only due

to the quantity, and has been changed by altering omicron up-
silon into omicron.

HERMOGENES: What do you mean?
SOCRATES: This name appears to denote mind.
HERMOGENES: How so?
SOCRATES: Let me ask you what is the cause why anything

has a name; is not the principle which imposes the name the
cause?

HERMOGENES: Certainly.
SOCRATES: And must not this be the mind of Gods, or of

men, or of both?
HERMOGENES: Yes.
SOCRATES: Is not mind that which called (kalesan) things

by their names, and is not mind the beautiful (kalon)?
HERMOGENES: That is evident.
SOCRATES: And are not the works of intelligence and mind

worthy of praise, and are not other works worthy of blame?
HERMOGENES: Certainly.
SOCRATES: Physic does the work of a physician, and car-

pentering does the works of a carpenter?
HERMOGENES: Exactly.
SOCRATES: And the principle of beauty does the works of

beauty?
HERMOGENES: Of course.
SOCRATES: And that principle we affirm to be mind?
HERMOGENES: Very true.

SOCRATES: Then mind is rightly called beauty because she
does the works which we recognize and speak of as the beau-
tiful?

HERMOGENES: That is evident.
SOCRATES: What more names remain to us?
HERMOGENES: There are the words which are connected

with agathon and kalon, such as sumpheron and lusiteloun,
ophelimon, kerdaleon, and their opposites.

SOCRATES: The meaning of sumpheron (expedient) I think
that you may discover for yourself by the light of the previous
examples,–for it is a sister word to episteme, meaning just the
motion (pora) of the soul accompanying the world, and things
which are done upon this principle are called sumphora or
sumpheronta, because they are carried round with the world.

HERMOGENES: That is probable.
SOCRATES: Again, cherdaleon (gainful) is called from

cherdos (gain), but you must alter the delta into nu if you want
to get at the meaning; for this word also signifies good, but in
another way; he who gave the name intended to express the
power of admixture (kerannumenon) and universal penetra-
tion in the good; in forming the word, however, he inserted a
delta instead of a nu, and so made kerdos.

HERMOGENES: Well, but what is lusiteloun (profitable)?
SOCRATES: I suppose, Hermogenes, that people do not

mean by the profitable the gainful or that which pays (luei) the
retailer, but they use the word in the sense of swift. You regard
the profitable (lusiteloun), as that which being the swiftest
thing in existence, allows of no stay in things and no pause or
end of motion, but always, if there begins to be any end, lets
things go again (luei), and makes motion immortal and un-
ceasing: and in this point of view, as appears to me, the good
is happily denominated lusiteloun–being that which looses
(luon) the end (telos) of motion. Ophelimon (the advanta-
geous) is derived from ophellein, meaning that which creates
and increases; this latter is a common Homeric word, and has
a foreign character.

HERMOGENES: And what do you say of their opposites?
SOCRATES: Of such as are mere negatives I hardly think

that I need speak.
HERMOGENES: Which are they?
SOCRATES: The words axumphoron (inexpedient),

anopheles (unprofitable), alusiteles (unadvantageous), ak-
erdes (ungainful).

HERMOGENES: True.
SOCRATES: I would rather take the words blaberon (harm-

ful), zemiodes (hurtful).
HERMOGENES: Good.
SOCRATES: The word blaberon is that which is said

to hinder or harm (blaptein) the stream (roun); blapton is
boulomenon aptein (seeking to hold or bind); for aptein is
the same as dein, and dein is always a term of censure;
boulomenon aptein roun (wanting to bind the stream) would
properly be boulapteroun, and this, as I imagine, is improved
into blaberon.

HERMOGENES: You bring out curious results, Socrates, in
the use of names; and when I hear the word boulapteroun I
cannot help imagining that you are making your mouth into a
flute, and puffing away at some prelude to Athene.
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SOCRATES: That is the fault of the makers of the name,
Hermogenes; not mine.

HERMOGENES: Very true; but what is the derivation of
zemiodes?

SOCRATES: What is the meaning of zemiodes?–let me
remark, Hermogenes, how right I was in saying that great
changes are made in the meaning of words by putting in and
pulling out letters; even a very slight permutation will some-
times give an entirely opposite sense; I may instance the word
deon, which occurs to me at the moment, and reminds me
of what I was going to say to you, that the fine fashionable
language of modern times has twisted and disguised and en-
tirely altered the original meaning both of deon, and also of
zemiodes, which in the old language is clearly indicated.

HERMOGENES: What do you mean?
SOCRATES: I will try to explain. You are aware that our

forefathers loved the sounds iota and delta, especially the
women, who are most conservative of the ancient language,
but now they change iota into eta or epsilon, and delta into
zeta; this is supposed to increase the grandeur of the sound.

HERMOGENES: How do you mean?
SOCRATES: For example, in very ancient times they called

the day either imera or emera (short e), which is called by us
emera (long e).

HERMOGENES: That is true.
SOCRATES: Do you observe that only the ancient form

shows the intention of the giver of the name? of which the rea-
son is, that men long for (imeirousi) and love the light which
comes after the darkness, and is therefore called imera, from
imeros, desire.

HERMOGENES: Clearly.
SOCRATES: But now the name is so travestied that you can-

not tell the meaning, although there are some who imagine the
day to be called emera because it makes things gentle (emera
different accents).

HERMOGENES: Such is my view.
SOCRATES: And do you know that the ancients said duo-

gon and not zugon?
HERMOGENES: They did so.
SOCRATES: And zugon (yoke) has no meaning,–it ought

to be duogon, which word expresses the binding of two to-
gether (duein agoge) for the purpose of drawing;–this has been
changed into zugon, and there are many other examples of
similar changes.

HERMOGENES: There are.
SOCRATES: Proceeding in the same train of thought I may

remark that the word deon (obligation) has a meaning which
is the opposite of all the other appellations of good; for deon
is here a species of good, and is, nevertheless, the chain
(desmos) or hinderer of motion, and therefore own brother of
blaberon.

HERMOGENES: Yes, Socrates; that is quite plain.
SOCRATES: Not if you restore the ancient form, which is

more likely to be the correct one, and read dion instead of
deon; if you convert the epsilon into an iota after the old
fashion, this word will then agree with other words meaning
good; for dion, not deon, signifies the good, and is a term

of praise; and the author of names has not contradicted him-
self, but in all these various appellations, deon (obligatory),
ophelimon (advantageous), lusiteloun (profitable), kerdaleon
(gainful), agathon (good), sumpheron (expedient), euporon
(plenteous), the same conception is implied of the ordering or
all-pervading principle which is praised, and the restraining
and binding principle which is censured. And this is further
illustrated by the word zemiodes (hurtful), which if the zeta is
only changed into delta as in the ancient language, becomes
demiodes; and this name, as you will perceive, is given to that
which binds motion (dounti ion).

HERMOGENES: What do you say of edone (pleasure), lupe
(pain), epithumia (desire), and the like, Socrates?

SOCRATES: I do not think, Hermogenes, that there is any
great difficulty about them–edone is e (eta) onesis, the action
which tends to advantage; and the original form may be sup-
posed to have been eone, but this has been altered by the in-
sertion of the delta. Lupe appears to be derived from the re-
laxation (luein) which the body feels when in sorrow; ania
(trouble) is the hindrance of motion (alpha and ienai); alge-
don (distress), if I am not mistaken, is a foreign word, which
is derived from aleinos (grievous); odune (grief) is called from
the putting on (endusis) sorrow; in achthedon (vexation) ’the
word too labours,’ as any one may see; chara (joy) is the very
expression of the fluency and diffusion of the soul (cheo);
terpsis (delight) is so called from the pleasure creeping (erpon)
through the soul, which may be likened to a breath (pnoe) and
is properly erpnoun, but has been altered by time into terp-
non; eupherosune (cheerfulness) and epithumia explain them-
selves; the former, which ought to be eupherosune and has
been changed euphrosune, is named, as every one may see,
from the soul moving (pheresthai) in harmony with nature;
epithumia is really e epi ton thumon iousa dunamis, the power
which enters into the soul; thumos (passion) is called from
the rushing (thuseos) and boiling of the soul; imeros (desire)
denotes the stream (rous) which most draws the soul dia ten
esin tes roes– because flowing with desire (iemenos), and ex-
presses a longing after things and violent attraction of the soul
to them, and is termed imeros from possessing this power;
pothos (longing) is expressive of the desire of that which is not
present but absent, and in another place (pou); this is the rea-
son why the name pothos is applied to things absent, as imeros
is to things present; eros (love) is so called because flowing in
(esron) from without; the stream is not inherent, but is an in-
fluence introduced through the eyes, and from flowing in was
called esros (influx) in the old time when they used omicron
for omega, and is called eros, now that omega is substituted
for omicron. But why do you not give me another word?

HERMOGENES: What do you think of doxa (opinion), and
that class of words?

SOCRATES: Doxa is either derived from dioxis (pursuit),
and expresses the march of the soul in the pursuit of knowl-
edge, or from the shooting of a bow (toxon); the latter is more
likely, and is confirmed by oiesis (thinking), which is only
oisis (moving), and implies the movement of the soul to the
essential nature of each thing–just as boule (counsel) has to
do with shooting (bole); and boulesthai (to wish) combines
the notion of aiming and deliberating–all these words seem



16

to follow doxa, and all involve the idea of shooting, just as
aboulia, absence of counsel, on the other hand, is a mishap,
or missing, or mistaking of the mark, or aim, or proposal, or
object.

HERMOGENES: You are quickening your pace now,
Socrates.

SOCRATES: Why yes, the end I now dedicate to God, not,
however, until I have explained anagke (necessity), which
ought to come next, and ekousion (the voluntary). Ekou-
sion is certainly the yielding (eikon) and unresisting–the no-
tion implied is yielding and not opposing, yielding, as I was
just now saying, to that motion which is in accordance with
our will; but the necessary and resistant being contrary to our
will, implies error and ignorance; the idea is taken from walk-
ing through a ravine which is impassable, and rugged, and
overgrown, and impedes motion–and this is the derivation of
the word anagkaion (necessary) an agke ion, going through
a ravine. But while my strength lasts let us persevere, and I
hope that you will persevere with your questions.

HERMOGENES: Well, then, let me ask about the greatest
and noblest, such as aletheia (truth) and pseudos (falsehood)
and on (being), not forgetting to enquire why the word onoma
(name), which is the theme of our discussion, has this name
of onoma.

SOCRATES: You know the word maiesthai (to seek)?
HERMOGENES: Yes;–meaning the same as zetein (to en-

quire).
SOCRATES: The word onoma seems to be a compressed

sentence, signifying on ou zetema (being for which there is
a search); as is still more obvious in onomaston (notable),
which states in so many words that real existence is that for
which there is a seeking (on ou masma); aletheia is also an
agglomeration of theia ale (divine wandering), implying the
divine motion of existence; pseudos (falsehood) is the oppo-
site of motion; here is another ill name given by the legislator
to stagnation and forced inaction, which he compares to sleep
(eudein); but the original meaning of the word is disguised by
the addition of psi; on and ousia are ion with an iota broken
off; this agrees with the true principle, for being (on) is also
moving (ion), and the same may be said of not being, which
is likewise called not going (oukion or ouki on = ouk ion).

HERMOGENES: You have hammered away at them man-
fully; but suppose that some one were to say to you, what is
the word ion, and what are reon and doun?– show me their
fitness.

SOCRATES: You mean to say, how should I answer him?
HERMOGENES: Yes.
SOCRATES: One way of giving the appearance of an answer

has been already suggested.
HERMOGENES: What way?
SOCRATES: To say that names which we do not understand

are of foreign origin; and this is very likely the right answer,
and something of this kind may be true of them; but also the
original forms of words may have been lost in the lapse of
ages; names have been so twisted in all manner of ways, that
I should not be surprised if the old language when compared
with that now in use would appear to us to be a barbarous
tongue.

HERMOGENES: Very likely.
SOCRATES: Yes, very likely. But still the enquiry demands

our earnest attention and we must not flinch. For we should
remember, that if a person go on analysing names into words,
and enquiring also into the elements out of which the words
are formed, and keeps on always repeating this process, he
who has to answer him must at last give up the enquiry in
despair.

HERMOGENES: Very true.
SOCRATES: And at what point ought he to lose heart and

give up the enquiry? Must he not stop when he comes to
the names which are the elements of all other names and sen-
tences; for these cannot be supposed to be made up of other
names? The word agathon (good), for example, is, as we were
saying, a compound of agastos (admirable) and thoos (swift).
And probably thoos is made up of other elements, and these
again of others. But if we take a word which is incapable of
further resolution, then we shall be right in saying that we have
at last reached a primary element, which need not be resolved
any further.

HERMOGENES: I believe you to be in the right.
SOCRATES: And suppose the names about which you are

now asking should turn out to be primary elements, must
not their truth or law be examined according to some new
method?

HERMOGENES: Very likely.
SOCRATES: Quite so, Hermogenes; all that has preceded

would lead to this conclusion. And if, as I think, the conclu-
sion is true, then I shall again say to you, come and help me,
that I may not fall into some absurdity in stating the principle
of primary names.

HERMOGENES: Let me hear, and I will do my best to assist
you.

SOCRATES: I think that you will acknowledge with me,
that one principle is applicable to all names, primary as well
as secondary–when they are regarded simply as names, there
is no difference in them.

HERMOGENES: Certainly not.
SOCRATES: All the names that we have been explaining

were intended to indicate the nature of things.
HERMOGENES: Of course.
SOCRATES: And that this is true of the primary quite as

much as of the secondary names, is implied in their being
names.

HERMOGENES: Surely.
SOCRATES: But the secondary, as I conceive, derive their

significance from the primary.
HERMOGENES: That is evident.
SOCRATES: Very good; but then how do the primary names

which precede analysis show the natures of things, as far as
they can be shown; which they must do, if they are to be real
names? And here I will ask you a question: Suppose that we
had no voice or tongue, and wanted to communicate with one
another, should we not, like the deaf and dumb, make signs
with the hands and head and the rest of the body?

HERMOGENES: There would be no choice, Socrates.
SOCRATES: We should imitate the nature of the thing; the

elevation of our hands to heaven would mean lightness and up-
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wardness; heaviness and downwardness would be expressed
by letting them drop to the ground; if we were describing the
running of a horse, or any other animal, we should make our
bodies and their gestures as like as we could to them.

HERMOGENES: I do not see that we could do anything else.
SOCRATES: We could not; for by bodily imitation only can

the body ever express anything.
HERMOGENES: Very true.
SOCRATES: And when we want to express ourselves, either

with the voice, or tongue, or mouth, the expression is simply
their imitation of that which we want to express.

HERMOGENES: It must be so, I think.
SOCRATES: Then a name is a vocal imitation of that which

the vocal imitator names or imitates?
HERMOGENES: I think so.
SOCRATES: Nay, my friend, I am disposed to think that we

have not reached the truth as yet.
HERMOGENES: Why not?
SOCRATES: Because if we have we shall be obliged to ad-

mit that the people who imitate sheep, or cocks, or other ani-
mals, name that which they imitate.

HERMOGENES: Quite true.
SOCRATES: Then could I have been right in what I was

saying?
HERMOGENES: In my opinion, no. But I wish that you

would tell me, Socrates, what sort of an imitation is a name?
SOCRATES: In the first place, I should reply, not a musical

imitation, although that is also vocal; nor, again, an imitation
of what music imitates; these, in my judgment, would not be
naming. Let me put the matter as follows: All objects have
sound and figure, and many have colour?

HERMOGENES: Certainly.
SOCRATES: But the art of naming appears not to be con-

cerned with imitations of this kind; the arts which have to do
with them are music and drawing?

HERMOGENES: True.
SOCRATES: Again, is there not an essence of each thing,

just as there is a colour, or sound? And is there not an essence
of colour and sound as well as of anything else which may be
said to have an essence?

HERMOGENES: I should think so.
SOCRATES: Well, and if any one could express the essence

of each thing in letters and syllables, would he not express the
nature of each thing?

HERMOGENES: Quite so.
SOCRATES: The musician and the painter were the two

names which you gave to the two other imitators. What will
this imitator be called?

HERMOGENES: I imagine, Socrates, that he must be the
namer, or name-giver, of whom we are in search.

SOCRATES: If this is true, then I think that we are in a
condition to consider the names ron (stream), ienai (to go),
schesis (retention), about which you were asking; and we may
see whether the namer has grasped the nature of them in letters
and syllables in such a manner as to imitate the essence or not.

HERMOGENES: Very good.
SOCRATES: But are these the only primary names, or are

there others?

HERMOGENES: There must be others.
SOCRATES: So I should expect. But how shall we further

analyse them, and where does the imitator begin? Imitation
of the essence is made by syllables and letters; ought we not,
therefore, first to separate the letters, just as those who are
beginning rhythm first distinguish the powers of elementary,
and then of compound sounds, and when they have done so,
but not before, they proceed to the consideration of rhythms?

HERMOGENES: Yes.
SOCRATES: Must we not begin in the same way with let-

ters; first separating the vowels, and then the consonants and
mutes (letters which are neither vowels nor semivowels), into
classes, according to the received distinctions of the learned;
also the semivowels, which are neither vowels, nor yet mutes;
and distinguishing into classes the vowels themselves? And
when we have perfected the classification of things, we shall
give them names, and see whether, as in the case of letters,
there are any classes to which they may be all referred (cf.
Phaedrus); and hence we shall see their natures, and see, too,
whether they have in them classes as there are in the letters;
and when we have well considered all this, we shall know
how to apply them to what they resemble–whether one let-
ter is used to denote one thing, or whether there is to be an
admixture of several of them; just, as in painting, the painter
who wants to depict anything sometimes uses purple only, or
any other colour, and sometimes mixes up several colours, as
his method is when he has to paint flesh colour or anything of
that kind–he uses his colours as his figures appear to require
them; and so, too, we shall apply letters to the expression of
objects, either single letters when required, or several letters;
and so we shall form syllables, as they are called, and from
syllables make nouns and verbs; and thus, at last, from the
combinations of nouns and verbs arrive at language, large and
fair and whole; and as the painter made a figure, even so shall
we make speech by the art of the namer or the rhetorician,
or by some other art. Not that I am literally speaking of our-
selves, but I was carried away– meaning to say that this was
the way in which (not we but) the ancients formed language,
and what they put together we must take to pieces in like man-
ner, if we are to attain a scientific view of the whole subject,
and we must see whether the primary, and also whether the
secondary elements are rightly given or not, for if they are
not, the composition of them, my dear Hermogenes, will be a
sorry piece of work, and in the wrong direction.

HERMOGENES: That, Socrates, I can quite believe.
SOCRATES: Well, but do you suppose that you will be able

to analyse them in this way? for I am certain that I should not.
HERMOGENES: Much less am I likely to be able.
SOCRATES: Shall we leave them, then? or shall we seek

to discover, if we can, something about them, according to
the measure of our ability, saying by way of preface, as I said
before of the Gods, that of the truth about them we know noth-
ing, and do but entertain human notions of them. And in this
present enquiry, let us say to ourselves, before we proceed,
that the higher method is the one which we or others who
would analyse language to any good purpose must follow; but
under the circumstances, as men say, we must do as well as
we can. What do you think?
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HERMOGENES: I very much approve.
SOCRATES: That objects should be imitated in letters and

syllables, and so find expression, may appear ridiculous, Her-
mogenes, but it cannot be avoided–there is no better principle
to which we can look for the truth of first names. Deprived
of this, we must have recourse to divine help, like the tragic
poets, who in any perplexity have their gods waiting in the
air; and must get out of our difficulty in like fashion, by say-
ing that ’the Gods gave the first names, and therefore they are
right.’ This will be the best contrivance, or perhaps that other
notion may be even better still, of deriving them from some
barbarous people, for the barbarians are older than we are; or
we may say that antiquity has cast a veil over them, which is
the same sort of excuse as the last; for all these are not reasons
but only ingenious excuses for having no reasons concerning
the truth of words. And yet any sort of ignorance of first or
primitive names involves an ignorance of secondary words;
for they can only be explained by the primary. Clearly then
the professor of languages should be able to give a very lucid
explanation of first names, or let him be assured he will only
talk nonsense about the rest. Do you not suppose this to be
true?

HERMOGENES: Certainly, Socrates.
SOCRATES: My first notions of original names are truly

wild and ridiculous, though I have no objection to impart them
to you if you desire, and I hope that you will communicate to
me in return anything better which you may have.

HERMOGENES: Fear not; I will do my best.
SOCRATES: In the first place, the letter rho appears to me

to be the general instrument expressing all motion (kinesis).
But I have not yet explained the meaning of this latter word,
which is just iesis (going); for the letter eta was not in use
among the ancients, who only employed epsilon; and the root
is kiein, which is a foreign form, the same as ienai. And
the old word kinesis will be correctly given as iesis in cor-
responding modern letters. Assuming this foreign root kiein,
and allowing for the change of the eta and the insertion of the
nu, we have kinesis, which should have been kieinsis or ei-
sis; and stasis is the negative of ienai (or eisis), and has been
improved into stasis. Now the letter rho, as I was saying, ap-
peared to the imposer of names an excellent instrument for
the expression of motion; and he frequently uses the letter for
this purpose: for example, in the actual words rein and roe
he represents motion by rho; also in the words tromos (trem-
bling), trachus (rugged); and again, in words such as krouein
(strike), thrauein (crush), ereikein (bruise), thruptein (break),
kermatixein (crumble), rumbein (whirl): of all these sorts of
movements he generally finds an expression in the letter R,
because, as I imagine, he had observed that the tongue was
most agitated and least at rest in the pronunciation of this let-
ter, which he therefore used in order to express motion, just
as by the letter iota he expresses the subtle elements which
pass through all things. This is why he uses the letter iota as
imitative of motion, ienai, iesthai. And there is another class
of letters, phi, psi, sigma, and xi, of which the pronunciation
is accompanied by great expenditure of breath; these are used
in the imitation of such notions as psuchron (shivering), xeon
(seething), seiesthai, (to be shaken), seismos (shock), and are

always introduced by the giver of names when he wants to
imitate what is phusodes (windy). He seems to have thought
that the closing and pressure of the tongue in the utterance of
delta and tau was expressive of binding and rest in a place: he
further observed the liquid movement of lambda, in the pro-
nunciation of which the tongue slips, and in this he found the
expression of smoothness, as in leios (level), and in the word
oliothanein (to slip) itself, liparon (sleek), in the word kol-
lodes (gluey), and the like: the heavier sound of gamma de-
tained the slipping tongue, and the union of the two gave the
notion of a glutinous clammy nature, as in glischros, glukus,
gloiodes. The nu he observed to be sounded from within, and
therefore to have a notion of inwardness; hence he introduced
the sound in endos and entos: alpha he assigned to the ex-
pression of size, and nu of length, because they are great let-
ters: omicron was the sign of roundness, and therefore there
is plenty of omicron mixed up in the word goggulon (round).
Thus did the legislator, reducing all things into letters and syl-
lables, and impressing on them names and signs, and out of
them by imitation compounding other signs. That is my view,
Hermogenes, of the truth of names; but I should like to hear
what Cratylus has more to say.

HERMOGENES: But, Socrates, as I was telling you before,
Cratylus mystifies me; he says that there is a fitness of names,
but he never explains what is this fitness, so that I cannot tell
whether his obscurity is intended or not. Tell me now, Craty-
lus, here in the presence of Socrates, do you agree in what
Socrates has been saying about names, or have you something
better of your own? and if you have, tell me what your view
is, and then you will either learn of Socrates, or Socrates and
I will learn of you.

CRATYLUS: Well, but surely, Hermogenes, you do not sup-
pose that you can learn, or I explain, any subject of importance
all in a moment; at any rate, not such a subject as language,
which is, perhaps, the very greatest of all.

HERMOGENES: No, indeed; but, as Hesiod says, and I
agree with him, ’to add little to little’ is worth while. And,
therefore, if you think that you can add anything at all, how-
ever small, to our knowledge, take a little trouble and oblige
Socrates, and me too, who certainly have a claim upon you.

SOCRATES: I am by no means positive, Cratylus, in the
view which Hermogenes and myself have worked out; and
therefore do not hesitate to say what you think, which if it be
better than my own view I shall gladly accept. And I should
not be at all surprized to find that you have found some better
notion. For you have evidently reflected on these matters and
have had teachers, and if you have really a better theory of
the truth of names, you may count me in the number of your
disciples.

CRATYLUS: You are right, Socrates, in saying that I have
made a study of these matters, and I might possibly convert
you into a disciple. But I fear that the opposite is more prob-
able, and I already find myself moved to say to you what
Achilles in the ’Prayers’ says to Ajax,–

’Illustrious Ajax, son of Telamon, lord of the
people, You appear to have spoken in all things
much to my mind.’
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And you, Socrates, appear to me to be an oracle, and to give
answers much to my mind, whether you are inspired by Eu-
thyphro, or whether some Muse may have long been an inhab-
itant of your breast, unconsciously to yourself.

SOCRATES: Excellent Cratylus, I have long been wonder-
ing at my own wisdom; I cannot trust myself. And I think
that I ought to stop and ask myself What am I saying? for
there is nothing worse than self-deception–when the deceiver
is always at home and always with you–it is quite terrible, and
therefore I ought often to retrace my steps and endeavour to
’look fore and aft,’ in the words of the aforesaid Homer. And
now let me see; where are we? Have we not been saying that
the correct name indicates the nature of the thing:–has this
proposition been sufficiently proven?

CRATYLUS: Yes, Socrates, what you say, as I am disposed
to think, is quite true.

SOCRATES: Names, then, are given in order to instruct?
CRATYLUS: Certainly.
SOCRATES: And naming is an art, and has artificers?
CRATYLUS: Yes.
SOCRATES: And who are they?
CRATYLUS: The legislators, of whom you spoke at first.
SOCRATES: And does this art grow up among men like

other arts? Let me explain what I mean: of painters, some are
better and some worse?

CRATYLUS: Yes.
SOCRATES: The better painters execute their works, I mean

their figures, better, and the worse execute them worse; and of
builders also, the better sort build fairer houses, and the worse
build them worse.

CRATYLUS: True.
SOCRATES: And among legislators, there are some who do

their work better and some worse?
CRATYLUS: No; there I do not agree with you.
SOCRATES: Then you do not think that some laws are better

and others worse?
CRATYLUS: No, indeed.
SOCRATES: Or that one name is better than another?
CRATYLUS: Certainly not.
SOCRATES: Then all names are rightly imposed?
CRATYLUS: Yes, if they are names at all.
SOCRATES: Well, what do you say to the name of our friend

Hermogenes, which was mentioned before:–assuming that he
has nothing of the nature of Hermes in him, shall we say that
this is a wrong name, or not his name at all?

CRATYLUS: I should reply that Hermogenes is not his
name at all, but only appears to be his, and is really the name
of somebody else, who has the nature which corresponds to it.

SOCRATES: And if a man were to call him Hermogenes,
would he not be even speaking falsely? For there may be a
doubt whether you can call him Hermogenes, if he is not.

CRATYLUS: What do you mean?
SOCRATES: Are you maintaining that falsehood is impos-

sible? For if this is your meaning I should answer, that there
have been plenty of liars in all ages.

CRATYLUS: Why, Socrates, how can a man say that which
is not?–say something and yet say nothing? For is not false-
hood saying the thing which is not?

SOCRATES: Your argument, friend, is too subtle for a man
of my age. But I should like to know whether you are one of
those philosophers who think that falsehood may be spoken
but not said?

CRATYLUS: Neither spoken nor said.
SOCRATES: Nor uttered nor addressed? For example: If a

person, saluting you in a foreign country, were to take your
hand and say: ’Hail, Athenian stranger, Hermogenes, son of
Smicrion’–these words, whether spoken, said, uttered, or ad-
dressed, would have no application to you but only to our
friend Hermogenes, or perhaps to nobody at all?

CRATYLUS: In my opinion, Socrates, the speaker would
only be talking nonsense.

SOCRATES: Well, but that will be quite enough for me, if
you will tell me whether the nonsense would be true or false,
or partly true and partly false:–which is all that I want to know.

CRATYLUS: I should say that he would be putting himself
in motion to no purpose; and that his words would be an un-
meaning sound like the noise of hammering at a brazen pot.

SOCRATES: But let us see, Cratylus, whether we cannot
find a meeting- point, for you would admit that the name is
not the same with the thing named?

CRATYLUS: I should.
SOCRATES: And would you further acknowledge that the

name is an imitation of the thing?
CRATYLUS: Certainly.
SOCRATES: And you would say that pictures are also imi-

tations of things, but in another way?
CRATYLUS: Yes.
SOCRATES: I believe you may be right, but I do not rightly

understand you. Please to say, then, whether both sorts of
imitation (I mean both pictures or words) are not equally at-
tributable and applicable to the things of which they are the
imitation.

CRATYLUS: They are.
SOCRATES: First look at the matter thus: you may attribute

the likeness of the man to the man, and of the woman to the
woman; and so on?

CRATYLUS: Certainly.
SOCRATES: And conversely you may attribute the likeness

of the man to the woman, and of the woman to the man?
CRATYLUS: Very true.
SOCRATES: And are both modes of assigning them right,

or only the first?
CRATYLUS: Only the first.
SOCRATES: That is to say, the mode of assignment which

attributes to each that which belongs to them and is like them?
CRATYLUS: That is my view.
SOCRATES: Now then, as I am desirous that we being

friends should have a good understanding about the argument,
let me state my view to you: the first mode of assignment,
whether applied to figures or to names, I call right, and when
applied to names only, true as well as right; and the other
mode of giving and assigning the name which is unlike, I call
wrong, and in the case of names, false as well as wrong.

CRATYLUS: That may be true, Socrates, in the case of pic-
tures; they may be wrongly assigned; but not in the case of
names–they must be always right.
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SOCRATES: Why, what is the difference? May I not go to
a man and say to him, ’This is your picture,’ showing him his
own likeness, or perhaps the likeness of a woman; and when I
say ’show,’ I mean bring before the sense of sight.

CRATYLUS: Certainly.
SOCRATES: And may I not go to him again, and say, ’This

is your name’?– for the name, like the picture, is an imitation.
May I not say to him– ’This is your name’? and may I not then
bring to his sense of hearing the imitation of himself, when I
say, ’This is a man’; or of a female of the human species, when
I say, ’This is a woman,’ as the case may be? Is not all that
quite possible?

CRATYLUS: I would fain agree with you, Socrates; and
therefore I say, Granted.

SOCRATES: That is very good of you, if I am right, which
need hardly be disputed at present. But if I can assign names
as well as pictures to objects, the right assignment of them we
may call truth, and the wrong assignment of them falsehood.
Now if there be such a wrong assignment of names, there may
also be a wrong or inappropriate assignment of verbs; and if
of names and verbs then of the sentences, which are made up
of them. What do you say, Cratylus?

CRATYLUS: I agree; and think that what you say is very
true.

SOCRATES: And further, primitive nouns may be compared
to pictures, and in pictures you may either give all the appro-
priate colours and figures, or you may not give them all–some
may be wanting; or there may be too many or too much of
them–may there not?

CRATYLUS: Very true.
SOCRATES: And he who gives all gives a perfect picture or

figure; and he who takes away or adds also gives a picture or
figure, but not a good one.

CRATYLUS: Yes.
SOCRATES: In like manner, he who by syllables and letters

imitates the nature of things, if he gives all that is appropriate
will produce a good image, or in other words a name; but if he
subtracts or perhaps adds a little, he will make an image but
not a good one; whence I infer that some names are well and
others ill made.

CRATYLUS: That is true.
SOCRATES: Then the artist of names may be sometimes

good, or he may be bad?
CRATYLUS: Yes.
SOCRATES: And this artist of names is called the legislator?
CRATYLUS: Yes.
SOCRATES: Then like other artists the legislator may be

good or he may be bad; it must surely be so if our former
admissions hold good?

CRATYLUS: Very true, Socrates; but the case of language,
you see, is different; for when by the help of grammar we
assign the letters alpha or beta, or any other letters to a certain
name, then, if we add, or subtract, or misplace a letter, the
name which is written is not only written wrongly, but not
written at all; and in any of these cases becomes other than a
name.

SOCRATES: But I doubt whether your view is altogether
correct, Cratylus.

CRATYLUS: How so?
SOCRATES: I believe that what you say may be true about

numbers, which must be just what they are, or not be at all;
for example, the number ten at once becomes other than ten if
a unit be added or subtracted, and so of any other number: but
this does not apply to that which is qualitative or to anything
which is represented under an image. I should say rather that
the image, if expressing in every point the entire reality, would
no longer be an image. Let us suppose the existence of two
objects: one of them shall be Cratylus, and the other the im-
age of Cratylus; and we will suppose, further, that some God
makes not only a representation such as a painter would make
of your outward form and colour, but also creates an inward
organization like yours, having the same warmth and softness;
and into this infuses motion, and soul, and mind, such as you
have, and in a word copies all your qualities, and places them
by you in another form; would you say that this was Cratylus
and the image of Cratylus, or that there were two Cratyluses?

CRATYLUS: I should say that there were two Cratyluses.
SOCRATES: Then you see, my friend, that we must find

some other principle of truth in images, and also in names; and
not insist that an image is no longer an image when something
is added or subtracted. Do you not perceive that images are
very far from having qualities which are the exact counterpart
of the realities which they represent?

CRATYLUS: Yes, I see.
SOCRATES: But then how ridiculous would be the effect

of names on things, if they were exactly the same with them!
For they would be the doubles of them, and no one would be
able to determine which were the names and which were the
realities.

CRATYLUS: Quite true.
SOCRATES: Then fear not, but have the courage to admit

that one name may be correctly and another incorrectly given;
and do not insist that the name shall be exactly the same with
the thing; but allow the occasional substitution of a wrong
letter, and if of a letter also of a noun in a sentence, and if of a
noun in a sentence also of a sentence which is not appropriate
to the matter, and acknowledge that the thing may be named,
and described, so long as the general character of the thing
which you are describing is retained; and this, as you will
remember, was remarked by Hermogenes and myself in the
particular instance of the names of the letters.

CRATYLUS: Yes, I remember.
SOCRATES: Good; and when the general character is pre-

served, even if some of the proper letters are wanting, still the
thing is signified;–well, if all the letters are given; not well,
when only a few of them are given. I think that we had bet-
ter admit this, lest we be punished like travellers in Aegina
who wander about the street late at night: and be likewise told
by truth herself that we have arrived too late; or if not, you
must find out some new notion of correctness of names, and
no longer maintain that a name is the expression of a thing in
letters or syllables; for if you say both, you will be inconsis-
tent with yourself.

CRATYLUS: I quite acknowledge, Socrates, what you say
to be very reasonable.

SOCRATES: Then as we are agreed thus far, let us ask our-



21

selves whether a name rightly imposed ought not to have the
proper letters.

CRATYLUS: Yes.
SOCRATES: And the proper letters are those which are like

the things?
CRATYLUS: Yes.
SOCRATES: Enough then of names which are rightly given.

And in names which are incorrectly given, the greater part
may be supposed to be made up of proper and similar letters,
or there would be no likeness; but there will be likewise a part
which is improper and spoils the beauty and formation of the
word: you would admit that?

CRATYLUS: There would be no use, Socrates, in my quar-
relling with you, since I cannot be satisfied that a name which
is incorrectly given is a name at all.

SOCRATES: Do you admit a name to be the representation
of a thing?

CRATYLUS: Yes, I do.
SOCRATES: But do you not allow that some nouns are

primitive, and some derived?
CRATYLUS: Yes, I do.
SOCRATES: Then if you admit that primitive or first nouns

are representations of things, is there any better way of fram-
ing representations than by assimilating them to the objects as
much as you can; or do you prefer the notion of Hermogenes
and of many others, who say that names are conventional, and
have a meaning to those who have agreed about them, and
who have previous knowledge of the things intended by them,
and that convention is the only principle; and whether you
abide by our present convention, or make a new and oppo-
site one, according to which you call small great and great
small–that, they would say, makes no difference, if you are
only agreed. Which of these two notions do you prefer?

CRATYLUS: Representation by likeness, Socrates, is in-
finitely better than representation by any chance sign.

SOCRATES: Very good: but if the name is to be like the
thing, the letters out of which the first names are composed
must also be like things. Returning to the image of the picture,
I would ask, How could any one ever compose a picture which
would be like anything at all, if there were not pigments in
nature which resembled the things imitated, and out of which
the picture is composed?

CRATYLUS: Impossible.
SOCRATES: No more could names ever resemble any actu-

ally existing thing, unless the original elements of which they
are compounded bore some degree of resemblance to the ob-
jects of which the names are the imitation: And the original
elements are letters?

CRATYLUS: Yes.
SOCRATES: Let me now invite you to consider what Her-

mogenes and I were saying about sounds. Do you agree with
me that the letter rho is expressive of rapidity, motion, and
hardness? Were we right or wrong in saying so?

CRATYLUS: I should say that you were right.
SOCRATES: And that lamda was expressive of smoothness,

and softness, and the like?
CRATYLUS: There again you were right.

SOCRATES: And yet, as you are aware, that which is called
by us sklerotes, is by the Eretrians called skleroter.

CRATYLUS: Very true.
SOCRATES: But are the letters rho and sigma equivalents;

and is there the same significance to them in the termination
rho, which there is to us in sigma, or is there no significance
to one of us?

CRATYLUS: Nay, surely there is a significance to both of
us.

SOCRATES: In as far as they are like, or in as far as they are
unlike?

CRATYLUS: In as far as they are like.
SOCRATES: Are they altogether alike?
CRATYLUS: Yes; for the purpose of expressing motion.
SOCRATES: And what do you say of the insertion of the

lamda? for that is expressive not of hardness but of softness.
CRATYLUS: Why, perhaps the letter lamda is wrongly in-

serted, Socrates, and should be altered into rho, as you were
saying to Hermogenes and in my opinion rightly, when you
spoke of adding and subtracting letters upon occasion.

SOCRATES: Good. But still the word is intelligible to both
of us; when I say skleros (hard), you know what I mean.

CRATYLUS: Yes, my dear friend, and the explanation of
that is custom.

SOCRATES: And what is custom but convention? I utter a
sound which I understand, and you know that I understand the
meaning of the sound: this is what you are saying?

CRATYLUS: Yes.
SOCRATES: And if when I speak you know my meaning,

there is an indication given by me to you?
CRATYLUS: Yes.
SOCRATES: This indication of my meaning may proceed

from unlike as well as from like, for example in the lamda
of sklerotes. But if this is true, then you have made a con-
vention with yourself, and the correctness of a name turns out
to be convention, since letters which are unlike are indicative
equally with those which are like, if they are sanctioned by
custom and convention. And even supposing that you distin-
guish custom from convention ever so much, still you must
say that the signification of words is given by custom and not
by likeness, for custom may indicate by the unlike as well
as by the like. But as we are agreed thus far, Cratylus (for
I shall assume that your silence gives consent), then custom
and convention must be supposed to contribute to the indica-
tion of our thoughts; for suppose we take the instance of num-
ber, how can you ever imagine, my good friend, that you will
find names resembling every individual number, unless you
allow that which you term convention and agreement to have
authority in determining the correctness of names? I quite
agree with you that words should as far as possible resem-
ble things; but I fear that this dragging in of resemblance, as
Hermogenes says, is a shabby thing, which has to be supple-
mented by the mechanical aid of convention with a view to
correctness; for I believe that if we could always, or almost
always, use likenesses, which are perfectly appropriate, this
would be the most perfect state of language; as the opposite is
the most imperfect. But let me ask you, what is the force of
names, and what is the use of them?
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CRATYLUS: The use of names, Socrates, as I should imag-
ine, is to inform: the simple truth is, that he who knows names
knows also the things which are expressed by them.

SOCRATES: I suppose you mean to say, Cratylus, that as
the name is, so also is the thing; and that he who knows the
one will also know the other, because they are similars, and all
similars fall under the same art or science; and therefore you
would say that he who knows names will also know things.

CRATYLUS: That is precisely what I mean.
SOCRATES: But let us consider what is the nature of this

information about things which, according to you, is given us
by names. Is it the best sort of information? or is there any
other? What do you say?

CRATYLUS: I believe that to be both the only and the best
sort of information about them; there can be no other.

SOCRATES: But do you believe that in the discovery of
them, he who discovers the names discovers also the things;
or is this only the method of instruction, and is there some
other method of enquiry and discovery.

CRATYLUS: I certainly believe that the methods of enquiry
and discovery are of the same nature as instruction.

SOCRATES: Well, but do you not see, Cratylus, that he who
follows names in the search after things, and analyses their
meaning, is in great danger of being deceived?

CRATYLUS: How so?
SOCRATES: Why clearly he who first gave names gave

them according to his conception of the things which they
signified–did he not?

CRATYLUS: True.
SOCRATES: And if his conception was erroneous, and he

gave names according to his conception, in what position shall
we who are his followers find ourselves? Shall we not be de-
ceived by him?

CRATYLUS: But, Socrates, am I not right in thinking that
he must surely have known; or else, as I was saying, his names
would not be names at all? And you have a clear proof that he
has not missed the truth, and the proof is–that he is perfectly
consistent. Did you ever observe in speaking that all the words
which you utter have a common character and purpose?

SOCRATES: But that, friend Cratylus, is no answer. For
if he did begin in error, he may have forced the remainder
into agreement with the original error and with himself; there
would be nothing strange in this, any more than in geometrical
diagrams, which have often a slight and invisible flaw in the
first part of the process, and are consistently mistaken in the
long deductions which follow. And this is the reason why ev-
ery man should expend his chief thought and attention on the
consideration of his first principles:–are they or are they not
rightly laid down? and when he has duly sifted them, all the
rest will follow. Now I should be astonished to find that names
are really consistent. And here let us revert to our former dis-
cussion: Were we not saying that all things are in motion and
progress and flux, and that this idea of motion is expressed by
names? Do you not conceive that to be the meaning of them?

CRATYLUS: Yes; that is assuredly their meaning, and the
true meaning.

SOCRATES: Let us revert to episteme (knowledge) and ob-
serve how ambiguous this word is, seeming rather to signify

stopping the soul at things than going round with them; and
therefore we should leave the beginning as at present, and
not reject the epsilon, but make an insertion of an iota in-
stead of an epsilon (not pioteme, but epiisteme). Take an-
other example: bebaion (sure) is clearly the expression of sta-
tion and position, and not of motion. Again, the word isto-
ria (enquiry) bears upon the face of it the stopping (istanai)
of the stream; and the word piston (faithful) certainly indi-
cates cessation of motion; then, again, mneme (memory), as
any one may see, expresses rest in the soul, and not motion.
Moreover, words such as amartia and sumphora, which have a
bad sense, viewed in the light of their etymologies will be the
same as sunesis and episteme and other words which have a
good sense (compare omartein, sunienai, epesthai, sumpher-
esthai); and much the same may be said of amathia and akola-
sia, for amathia may be explained as e ama theo iontos poreia,
and akolasia as e akolouthia tois pragmasin. Thus the names
which in these instances we find to have the worst sense, will
turn out to be framed on the same principle as those which
have the best. And any one I believe who would take the
trouble might find many other examples in which the giver
of names indicates, not that things are in motion or progress,
but that they are at rest; which is the opposite of motion.

CRATYLUS: Yes, Socrates, but observe; the greater number
express motion.

SOCRATES: What of that, Cratylus? Are we to count them
like votes? and is correctness of names the voice of the ma-
jority? Are we to say of whichever sort there are most, those
are the true ones?

CRATYLUS: No; that is not reasonable.
SOCRATES: Certainly not. But let us have done with this

question and proceed to another, about which I should like
to know whether you think with me. Were we not lately
acknowledging that the first givers of names in states, both
Hellenic and barbarous, were the legislators, and that the art
which gave names was the art of the legislator?

CRATYLUS: Quite true.
SOCRATES: Tell me, then, did the first legislators, who

were the givers of the first names, know or not know the things
which they named?

CRATYLUS: They must have known, Socrates.
SOCRATES: Why, yes, friend Cratylus, they could hardly

have been ignorant.
CRATYLUS: I should say not.
SOCRATES: Let us return to the point from which we di-

gressed. You were saying, if you remember, that he who gave
names must have known the things which he named; are you
still of that opinion?

CRATYLUS: I am.
SOCRATES: And would you say that the giver of the first

names had also a knowledge of the things which he named?
CRATYLUS: I should.
SOCRATES: But how could he have learned or discovered

things from names if the primitive names were not yet given?
For, if we are correct in our view, the only way of learning and
discovering things, is either to discover names for ourselves or
to learn them from others.
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CRATYLUS: I think that there is a good deal in what you
say, Socrates.

SOCRATES: But if things are only to be known through
names, how can we suppose that the givers of names had
knowledge, or were legislators before there were names at all,
and therefore before they could have known them?

CRATYLUS: I believe, Socrates, the true account of the
matter to be, that a power more than human gave things their
first names, and that the names which are thus given are nec-
essarily their true names.

SOCRATES: Then how came the giver of the names, if he
was an inspired being or God, to contradict himself? For were
we not saying just now that he made some names expressive
of rest and others of motion? Were we mistaken?

CRATYLUS: But I suppose one of the two not to be names
at all.

SOCRATES: And which, then, did he make, my good friend;
those which are expressive of rest, or those which are expres-
sive of motion? This is a point which, as I said before, cannot
be determined by counting them.

CRATYLUS: No; not in that way, Socrates.
SOCRATES: But if this is a battle of names, some of them

asserting that they are like the truth, others contending that
THEY are, how or by what criterion are we to decide between
them? For there are no other names to which appeal can be
made, but obviously recourse must be had to another standard
which, without employing names, will make clear which of
the two are right; and this must be a standard which shows the
truth of things.

CRATYLUS: I agree.
SOCRATES: But if that is true, Cratylus, then I suppose that

things may be known without names?
CRATYLUS: Clearly.
SOCRATES: But how would you expect to know them?

What other way can there be of knowing them, except the
true and natural way, through their affinities, when they are
akin to each other, and through themselves? For that which
is other and different from them must signify something other
and different from them.

CRATYLUS: What you are saying is, I think, true.
SOCRATES: Well, but reflect; have we not several times

acknowledged that names rightly given are the likenesses and
images of the things which they name?

CRATYLUS: Yes.
SOCRATES: Let us suppose that to any extent you please

you can learn things through the medium of names, and sup-
pose also that you can learn them from the things themselves–
which is likely to be the nobler and clearer way; to learn of
the image, whether the image and the truth of which the im-
age is the expression have been rightly conceived, or to learn
of the truth whether the truth and the image of it have been
duly executed?

CRATYLUS: I should say that we must learn of the truth.
SOCRATES: How real existence is to be studied or discov-

ered is, I suspect, beyond you and me. But we may admit so
much, that the knowledge of things is not to be derived from
names. No; they must be studied and investigated in them-
selves.

CRATYLUS: Clearly, Socrates.
SOCRATES: There is another point. I should not like us

to be imposed upon by the appearance of such a multitude of
names, all tending in the same direction. I myself do not deny
that the givers of names did really give them under the idea
that all things were in motion and flux; which was their sincere
but, I think, mistaken opinion. And having fallen into a kind
of whirlpool themselves, they are carried round, and want to
drag us in after them. There is a matter, master Cratylus, about
which I often dream, and should like to ask your opinion: Tell
me, whether there is or is not any absolute beauty or good, or
any other absolute existence?

CRATYLUS: Certainly, Socrates, I think so.
SOCRATES: Then let us seek the true beauty: not asking

whether a face is fair, or anything of that sort, for all such
things appear to be in a flux; but let us ask whether the true
beauty is not always beautiful.

CRATYLUS: Certainly.
SOCRATES: And can we rightly speak of a beauty which is

always passing away, and is first this and then that; must not
the same thing be born and retire and vanish while the word is
in our mouths?

CRATYLUS: Undoubtedly.
SOCRATES: Then how can that be a real thing which is

never in the same state? for obviously things which are the
same cannot change while they remain the same; and if they
are always the same and in the same state, and never depart
from their original form, they can never change or be moved.

CRATYLUS: Certainly they cannot.
SOCRATES: Nor yet can they be known by any one; for at

the moment that the observer approaches, then they become
other and of another nature, so that you cannot get any fur-
ther in knowing their nature or state, for you cannot know that
which has no state.

CRATYLUS: True.
SOCRATES: Nor can we reasonably say, Cratylus, that there

is knowledge at all, if everything is in a state of transition and
there is nothing abiding; for knowledge too cannot continue
to be knowledge unless continuing always to abide and exist.
But if the very nature of knowledge changes, at the time when
the change occurs there will be no knowledge; and if the tran-
sition is always going on, there will always be no knowledge,
and, according to this view, there will be no one to know and
nothing to be known: but if that which knows and that which
is known exists ever, and the beautiful and the good and ev-
ery other thing also exist, then I do not think that they can
resemble a process or flux, as we were just now supposing.
Whether there is this eternal nature in things, or whether the
truth is what Heracleitus and his followers and many others
say, is a question hard to determine; and no man of sense will
like to put himself or the education of his mind in the power
of names: neither will he so far trust names or the givers of
names as to be confident in any knowledge which condemns
himself and other existences to an unhealthy state of unreality;
he will not believe that all things leak like a pot, or imagine
that the world is a man who has a running at the nose. This
may be true, Cratylus, but is also very likely to be untrue; and
therefore I would not have you be too easily persuaded of it.
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Reflect well and like a man, and do not easily accept such a
doctrine; for you are young and of an age to learn. And when
you have found the truth, come and tell me.

CRATYLUS: I will do as you say, though I can assure you,
Socrates, that I have been considering the matter already, and
the result of a great deal of trouble and consideration is that I
incline to Heracleitus.

SOCRATES: Then, another day, my friend, when you come
back, you shall give me a lesson; but at present, go into the
country, as you are intending, and Hermogenes shall set you
on your way.

CRATYLUS: Very good, Socrates; I hope, however, that you
will continue to think about these things yourself.

1.2. Ion

PERSONS OF THE DIALOGUE: Socrates, Ion.
SOCRATES: Welcome, Ion. Are you from your native city

of Ephesus?
ION: No, Socrates; but from Epidaurus, where I attended

the festival of Asclepius.
SOCRATES: And do the Epidaurians have contests of rhap-

sodes at the festival?
ION: O yes; and of all sorts of musical performers.
SOCRATES: And were you one of the competitors–and did

you succeed?
ION: I obtained the first prize of all, Socrates.
SOCRATES: Well done; and I hope that you will do the

same for us at the Panathenaea.
ION: And I will, please heaven.
SOCRATES: I often envy the profession of a rhapsode, Ion;

for you have always to wear fine clothes, and to look as beau-
tiful as you can is a part of your art. Then, again, you are
obliged to be continually in the company of many good poets;
and especially of Homer, who is the best and most divine of
them; and to understand him, and not merely learn his words
by rote, is a thing greatly to be envied. And no man can be
a rhapsode who does not understand the meaning of the poet.
For the rhapsode ought to interpret the mind of the poet to his
hearers, but how can he interpret him well unless he knows
what he means? All this is greatly to be envied.

ION: Very true, Socrates; interpretation has certainly been
the most laborious part of my art; and I believe myself able
to speak about Homer better than any man; and that neither
Metrodorus of Lampsacus, nor Stesimbrotus of Thasos, nor
Glaucon, nor any one else who ever was, had as good ideas
about Homer as I have, or as many.

SOCRATES: I am glad to hear you say so, Ion; I see that
you will not refuse to acquaint me with them.

ION: Certainly, Socrates; and you really ought to hear how
exquisitely I render Homer. I think that the Homeridae should
give me a golden crown.

SOCRATES: I shall take an opportunity of hearing your em-
bellishments of him at some other time. But just now I should
like to ask you a question: Does your art extend to Hesiod and
Archilochus, or to Homer only?

ION: To Homer only; he is in himself quite enough.

SOCRATES: Are there any things about which Homer and
Hesiod agree?

ION: Yes; in my opinion there are a good many.
SOCRATES: And can you interpret better what Homer says,

or what Hesiod says, about these matters in which they agree?
ION: I can interpret them equally well, Socrates, where they

agree.
SOCRATES: But what about matters in which they do not

agree?–for example, about divination, of which both Homer
and Hesiod have something to say,–

ION: Very true:
SOCRATES: Would you or a good prophet be a better inter-

preter of what these two poets say about divination, not only
when they agree, but when they disagree?

ION: A prophet.
SOCRATES: And if you were a prophet, would you not be

able to interpret them when they disagree as well as when they
agree?

ION: Clearly.
SOCRATES: But how did you come to have this skill about

Homer only, and not about Hesiod or the other poets? Does
not Homer speak of the same themes which all other poets
handle? Is not war his great argument? and does he not
speak of human society and of intercourse of men, good and
bad, skilled and unskilled, and of the gods conversing with
one another and with mankind, and about what happens in
heaven and in the world below, and the generations of gods
and heroes? Are not these the themes of which Homer sings?

ION: Very true, Socrates.
SOCRATES: And do not the other poets sing of the same?
ION: Yes, Socrates; but not in the same way as Homer.
SOCRATES: What, in a worse way?
ION: Yes, in a far worse.
SOCRATES: And Homer in a better way?
ION: He is incomparably better.
SOCRATES: And yet surely, my dear friend Ion, in a discus-

sion about arithmetic, where many people are speaking, and
one speaks better than the rest, there is somebody who can
judge which of them is the good speaker?

ION: Yes.
SOCRATES: And he who judges of the good will be the

same as he who judges of the bad speakers?
ION: The same.
SOCRATES: And he will be the arithmetician?
ION: Yes.
SOCRATES: Well, and in discussions about the wholesome-

ness of food, when many persons are speaking, and one speaks
better than the rest, will he who recognizes the better speaker
be a different person from him who recognizes the worse, or
the same?

ION: Clearly the same.
SOCRATES: And who is he, and what is his name?
ION: The physician.
SOCRATES: And speaking generally, in all discussions in

which the subject is the same and many men are speaking,
will not he who knows the good know the bad speaker also?
For if he does not know the bad, neither will he know the good
when the same topic is being discussed.



25

ION: True.
SOCRATES: Is not the same person skilful in both?
ION: Yes.
SOCRATES: And you say that Homer and the other poets,

such as Hesiod and Archilochus, speak of the same things,
although not in the same way; but the one speaks well and the
other not so well?

ION: Yes; and I am right in saying so.
SOCRATES: And if you knew the good speaker, you would

also know the inferior speakers to be inferior?
ION: That is true.
SOCRATES: Then, my dear friend, can I be mistaken in

saying that Ion is equally skilled in Homer and in other poets,
since he himself acknowledges that the same person will be a
good judge of all those who speak of the same things; and that
almost all poets do speak of the same things?

ION: Why then, Socrates, do I lose attention and go to sleep
and have absolutely no ideas of the least value, when any one
speaks of any other poet; but when Homer is mentioned, I
wake up at once and am all attention and have plenty to say?

SOCRATES: The reason, my friend, is obvious. No one can
fail to see that you speak of Homer without any art or knowl-
edge. If you were able to speak of him by rules of art, you
would have been able to speak of all other poets; for poetry is
a whole.

ION: Yes.
SOCRATES: And when any one acquires any other art as a

whole, the same may be said of them. Would you like me to
explain my meaning, Ion?

ION: Yes, indeed, Socrates; I very much wish that you
would: for I love to hear you wise men talk.

SOCRATES: O that we were wise, Ion, and that you could
truly call us so; but you rhapsodes and actors, and the poets
whose verses you sing, are wise; whereas I am a common
man, who only speak the truth. For consider what a very com-
monplace and trivial thing is this which I have said–a thing
which any man might say: that when a man has acquired a
knowledge of a whole art, the enquiry into good and bad is
one and the same. Let us consider this matter; is not the art of
painting a whole?

ION: Yes.
SOCRATES: And there are and have been many painters

good and bad?
ION: Yes.
SOCRATES: And did you ever know any one who was skil-

ful in pointing out the excellences and defects of Polygno-
tus the son of Aglaophon, but incapable of criticizing other
painters; and when the work of any other painter was pro-
duced, went to sleep and was at a loss, and had no ideas; but
when he had to give his opinion about Polygnotus, or who-
ever the painter might be, and about him only, woke up and
was attentive and had plenty to say?

ION: No indeed, I have never known such a person.
SOCRATES: Or did you ever know of any one in sculpture,

who was skilful in expounding the merits of Daedalus the son
of Metion, or of Epeius the son of Panopeus, or of Theodorus
the Samian, or of any individual sculptor; but when the works

of sculptors in general were produced, was at a loss and went
to sleep and had nothing to say?

ION: No indeed; no more than the other.
SOCRATES: And if I am not mistaken, you never met with

any one among flute-players or harp-players or singers to the
harp or rhapsodes who was able to discourse of Olympus or
Thamyras or Orpheus, or Phemius the rhapsode of Ithaca, but
was at a loss when he came to speak of Ion of Ephesus, and
had no notion of his merits or defects?

ION: I cannot deny what you say, Socrates. Nevertheless I
am conscious in my own self, and the world agrees with me
in thinking that I do speak better and have more to say about
Homer than any other man. But I do not speak equally well
about others–tell me the reason of this.

SOCRATES: I perceive, Ion; and I will proceed to explain to
you what I imagine to be the reason of this. The gift which you
possess of speaking excellently about Homer is not an art, but,
as I was just saying, an inspiration; there is a divinity moving
you, like that contained in the stone which Euripides calls a
magnet, but which is commonly known as the stone of Hera-
clea. This stone not only attracts iron rings, but also imparts to
them a similar power of attracting other rings; and sometimes
you may see a number of pieces of iron and rings suspended
from one another so as to form quite a long chain: and all of
them derive their power of suspension from the original stone.
In like manner the Muse first of all inspires men herself; and
from these inspired persons a chain of other persons is sus-
pended, who take the inspiration. For all good poets, epic as
well as lyric, compose their beautiful poems not by art, but be-
cause they are inspired and possessed. And as the Corybantian
revellers when they dance are not in their right mind, so the
lyric poets are not in their right mind when they are compos-
ing their beautiful strains: but when falling under the power of
music and metre they are inspired and possessed; like Bacchic
maidens who draw milk and honey from the rivers when they
are under the influence of Dionysus but not when they are in
their right mind. And the soul of the lyric poet does the same,
as they themselves say; for they tell us that they bring songs
from honeyed fountains, culling them out of the gardens and
dells of the Muses; they, like the bees, winging their way from
flower to flower. And this is true. For the poet is a light and
winged and holy thing, and there is no invention in him until
he has been inspired and is out of his senses, and the mind
is no longer in him: when he has not attained to this state,
he is powerless and is unable to utter his oracles. Many are
the noble words in which poets speak concerning the actions
of men; but like yourself when speaking about Homer, they
do not speak of them by any rules of art: they are simply in-
spired to utter that to which the Muse impels them, and that
only; and when inspired, one of them will make dithyrambs,
another hymns of praise, another choral strains, another epic
or iambic verses–and he who is good at one is not good at any
other kind of verse: for not by art does the poet sing, but by
power divine. Had he learned by rules of art, he would have
known how to speak not of one theme only, but of all; and
therefore God takes away the minds of poets, and uses them
as his ministers, as he also uses diviners and holy prophets, in
order that we who hear them may know them to be speaking
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not of themselves who utter these priceless words in a state
of unconsciousness, but that God himself is the speaker, and
that through them he is conversing with us. And Tynnichus
the Chalcidian affords a striking instance of what I am saying:
he wrote nothing that any one would care to remember but the
famous paean which is in every one’s mouth, one of the finest
poems ever written, simply an invention of the Muses, as he
himself says. For in this way the God would seem to indicate
to us and not allow us to doubt that these beautiful poems are
not human, or the work of man, but divine and the work of
God; and that the poets are only the interpreters of the Gods
by whom they are severally possessed. Was not this the les-
son which the God intended to teach when by the mouth of
the worst of poets he sang the best of songs? Am I not right,
Ion?

ION: Yes, indeed, Socrates, I feel that you are; for your
words touch my soul, and I am persuaded that good poets by
a divine inspiration interpret the things of the Gods to us.

SOCRATES: And you rhapsodists are the interpreters of the
poets?

ION: There again you are right.
SOCRATES: Then you are the interpreters of interpreters?
ION: Precisely.
SOCRATES: I wish you would frankly tell me, Ion, what I

am going to ask of you: When you produce the greatest effect
upon the audience in the recitation of some striking passage,
such as the apparition of Odysseus leaping forth on the floor,
recognized by the suitors and casting his arrows at his feet, or
the description of Achilles rushing at Hector, or the sorrows of
Andromache, Hecuba, or Priam,–are you in your right mind?
Are you not carried out of yourself, and does not your soul in
an ecstasy seem to be among the persons or places of which
you are speaking, whether they are in Ithaca or in Troy or
whatever may be the scene of the poem?

ION: That proof strikes home to me, Socrates. For I must
frankly confess that at the tale of pity my eyes are filled with
tears, and when I speak of horrors, my hair stands on end and
my heart throbs.

SOCRATES: Well, Ion, and what are we to say of a man who
at a sacrifice or festival, when he is dressed in holiday attire,
and has golden crowns upon his head, of which nobody has
robbed him, appears weeping or panic-stricken in the presence
of more than twenty thousand friendly faces, when there is no
one despoiling or wronging him;–is he in his right mind or is
he not?

ION: No indeed, Socrates, I must say that, strictly speaking,
he is not in his right mind.

SOCRATES: And are you aware that you produce similar
effects on most of the spectators?

ION: Only too well; for I look down upon them from the
stage, and behold the various emotions of pity, wonder, stern-
ness, stamped upon their countenances when I am speaking:
and I am obliged to give my very best attention to them; for
if I make them cry I myself shall laugh, and if I make them
laugh I myself shall cry when the time of payment arrives.

SOCRATES: Do you know that the spectator is the last of the
rings which, as I am saying, receive the power of the original
magnet from one another? The rhapsode like yourself and the

actor are intermediate links, and the poet himself is the first
of them. Through all these the God sways the souls of men
in any direction which he pleases, and makes one man hang
down from another. Thus there is a vast chain of dancers and
masters and under- masters of choruses, who are suspended,
as if from the stone, at the side of the rings which hang down
from the Muse. And every poet has some Muse from whom he
is suspended, and by whom he is said to be possessed, which
is nearly the same thing; for he is taken hold of. And from
these first rings, which are the poets, depend others, some de-
riving their inspiration from Orpheus, others from Musaeus;
but the greater number are possessed and held by Homer. Of
whom, Ion, you are one, and are possessed by Homer; and
when any one repeats the words of another poet you go to
sleep, and know not what to say; but when any one recites
a strain of Homer you wake up in a moment, and your soul
leaps within you, and you have plenty to say; for not by art
or knowledge about Homer do you say what you say, but by
divine inspiration and by possession; just as the Corybantian
revellers too have a quick perception of that strain only which
is appropriated to the God by whom they are possessed, and
have plenty of dances and words for that, but take no heed of
any other. And you, Ion, when the name of Homer is men-
tioned have plenty to say, and have nothing to say of others.
You ask, ’Why is this?’ The answer is that you praise Homer
not by art but by divine inspiration.

ION: That is good, Socrates; and yet I doubt whether you
will ever have eloquence enough to persuade me that I praise
Homer only when I am mad and possessed; and if you could
hear me speak of him I am sure you would never think this to
be the case.

SOCRATES: I should like very much to hear you, but not
until you have answered a question which I have to ask. On
what part of Homer do you speak well?–not surely about every
part.

ION: There is no part, Socrates, about which I do not speak
well: of that I can assure you.

SOCRATES: Surely not about things in Homer of which you
have no knowledge?

ION: And what is there in Homer of which I have no knowl-
edge?

SOCRATES: Why, does not Homer speak in many passages
about arts? For example, about driving; if I can only remem-
ber the lines I will repeat them.

ION: I remember, and will repeat them.
SOCRATES: Tell me then, what Nestor says to Antilochus,

his son, where he bids him be careful of the turn at the horser-
ace in honour of Patroclus.

ION: ’Bend gently,’ he says, ’in the polished chariot to the
left of them, and urge the horse on the right hand with whip
and voice; and slacken the rein. And when you are at the goal,
let the left horse draw near, yet so that the nave of the well-
wrought wheel may not even seem to touch the extremity; and
avoid catching the stone (Il.).’

SOCRATES: Enough. Now, Ion, will the charioteer or the
physician be the better judge of the propriety of these lines?

ION: The charioteer, clearly.
SOCRATES: And will the reason be that this is his art, or
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will there be any other reason?
ION: No, that will be the reason.
SOCRATES: And every art is appointed by God to have

knowledge of a certain work; for that which we know by the
art of the pilot we do not know by the art of medicine?

ION: Certainly not.
SOCRATES: Nor do we know by the art of the carpenter that

which we know by the art of medicine?
ION: Certainly not.
SOCRATES: And this is true of all the arts;–that which we

know with one art we do not know with the other? But let me
ask a prior question: You admit that there are differences of
arts?

ION: Yes.
SOCRATES: You would argue, as I should, that when one

art is of one kind of knowledge and another of another, they
are different?

ION: Yes.
SOCRATES: Yes, surely; for if the subject of knowledge

were the same, there would be no meaning in saying that the
arts were different,–if they both gave the same knowledge. For
example, I know that here are five fingers, and you know the
same. And if I were to ask whether I and you became ac-
quainted with this fact by the help of the same art of arith-
metic, you would acknowledge that we did?

ION: Yes.
SOCRATES: Tell me, then, what I was intending to ask

you,–whether this holds universally? Must the same art have
the same subject of knowledge, and different arts other sub-
jects of knowledge?

ION: That is my opinion, Socrates.
SOCRATES: Then he who has no knowledge of a particular

art will have no right judgment of the sayings and doings of
that art?

ION: Very true.
SOCRATES: Then which will be a better judge of the lines

which you were reciting from Homer, you or the charioteer?
ION: The charioteer.
SOCRATES: Why, yes, because you are a rhapsode and not

a charioteer.
ION: Yes.
SOCRATES: And the art of the rhapsode is different from

that of the charioteer?
ION: Yes.
SOCRATES: And if a different knowledge, then a knowl-

edge of different matters?
ION: True.
SOCRATES: You know the passage in which Hecamede, the

concubine of Nestor, is described as giving to the wounded
Machaon a posset, as he says,

’Made with Pramnian wine; and she grated cheese of goat’s
milk with a grater of bronze, and at his side placed an onion
which gives a relish to drink (Il.).’

Now would you say that the art of the rhapsode or the art
of medicine was better able to judge of the propriety of these
lines?

ION: The art of medicine.
SOCRATES: And when Homer says,

’And she descended into the deep like a leaden plummet,
which, set in the horn of ox that ranges in the fields, rushes
along carrying death among the ravenous fishes (Il.),’–

will the art of the fisherman or of the rhapsode be better
able to judge whether these lines are rightly expressed or not?

ION: Clearly, Socrates, the art of the fisherman.
SOCRATES: Come now, suppose that you were to say to

me: ’Since you, Socrates, are able to assign different passages
in Homer to their corresponding arts, I wish that you would
tell me what are the passages of which the excellence ought to
be judged by the prophet and prophetic art’; and you will see
how readily and truly I shall answer you. For there are many
such passages, particularly in the Odyssee; as, for example,
the passage in which Theoclymenus the prophet of the house
of Melampus says to the suitors:–

’Wretched men! what is happening to you?
Your heads and your faces and your limbs un-
derneath are shrouded in night; and the voice of
lamentation bursts forth, and your cheeks are wet
with tears. And the vestibule is full, and the court
is full, of ghosts descending into the darkness of
Erebus, and the sun has perished out of heaven,
and an evil mist is spread abroad (Od.).’

And there are many such passages in the Iliad also; as for ex-
ample in the description of the battle near the rampart, where
he says:–

’As they were eager to pass the ditch, there
came to them an omen: a soaring eagle, holding
back the people on the left, bore a huge bloody
dragon in his talons, still living and panting; nor
had he yet resigned the strife, for he bent back
and smote the bird which carried him on the
breast by the neck, and he in pain let him fall from
him to the ground into the midst of the multitude.
And the eagle, with a cry, was borne afar on the
wings of the wind (Il.).’

These are the sort of things which I should say that the prophet
ought to consider and determine.

ION: And you are quite right, Socrates, in saying so.
SOCRATES: Yes, Ion, and you are right also. And as I have

selected from the Iliad and Odyssee for you passages which
describe the office of the prophet and the physician and the
fisherman, do you, who know Homer so much better than I do,
Ion, select for me passages which relate to the rhapsode and
the rhapsode’s art, and which the rhapsode ought to examine
and judge of better than other men.

ION: All passages, I should say, Socrates.
SOCRATES: Not all, Ion, surely. Have you already forgot-

ten what you were saying? A rhapsode ought to have a better
memory.

ION: Why, what am I forgetting?
SOCRATES: Do you not remember that you declared the art

of the rhapsode to be different from the art of the charioteer?
ION: Yes, I remember.
SOCRATES: And you admitted that being different they

would have different subjects of knowledge?
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ION: Yes.
SOCRATES: Then upon your own showing the rhapsode,

and the art of the rhapsode, will not know everything?
ION: I should exclude certain things, Socrates.
SOCRATES: You mean to say that you would exclude pretty

much the subjects of the other arts. As he does not know all
of them, which of them will he know?

ION: He will know what a man and what a woman ought
to say, and what a freeman and what a slave ought to say, and
what a ruler and what a subject.

SOCRATES: Do you mean that a rhapsode will know better
than the pilot what the ruler of a sea-tossed vessel ought to
say?

ION: No; the pilot will know best.
SOCRATES: Or will the rhapsode know better than the

physician what the ruler of a sick man ought to say?
ION: He will not.
SOCRATES: But he will know what a slave ought to say?
ION: Yes.
SOCRATES: Suppose the slave to be a cowherd; the rhap-

sode will know better than the cowherd what he ought to say
in order to soothe the infuriated cows?

ION: No, he will not.
SOCRATES: But he will know what a spinning-woman

ought to say about the working of wool?
ION: No.
SOCRATES: At any rate he will know what a general ought

to say when exhorting his soldiers?
ION: Yes, that is the sort of thing which the rhapsode will

be sure to know.
SOCRATES: Well, but is the art of the rhapsode the art of

the general?
ION: I am sure that I should know what a general ought to

say.
SOCRATES: Why, yes, Ion, because you may possibly have

a knowledge of the art of the general as well as of the rhap-
sode; and you may also have a knowledge of horsemanship
as well as of the lyre: and then you would know when horses
were well or ill managed. But suppose I were to ask you: By
the help of which art, Ion, do you know whether horses are
well managed, by your skill as a horseman or as a performer
on the lyre–what would you answer?

ION: I should reply, by my skill as a horseman.
SOCRATES: And if you judged of performers on the lyre,

you would admit that you judged of them as a performer on
the lyre, and not as a horseman?

ION: Yes.
SOCRATES: And in judging of the general’s art, do you

judge of it as a general or a rhapsode?
ION: To me there appears to be no difference between them.
SOCRATES: What do you mean? Do you mean to say that

the art of the rhapsode and of the general is the same?
ION: Yes, one and the same.
SOCRATES: Then he who is a good rhapsode is also a good

general?
ION: Certainly, Socrates.
SOCRATES: And he who is a good general is also a good

rhapsode?

ION: No; I do not say that.
SOCRATES: But you do say that he who is a good rhapsode

is also a good general.
ION: Certainly.
SOCRATES: And you are the best of Hellenic rhapsodes?
ION: Far the best, Socrates.
SOCRATES: And are you the best general, Ion?
ION: To be sure, Socrates; and Homer was my master.
SOCRATES: But then, Ion, what in the name of goodness

can be the reason why you, who are the best of generals as
well as the best of rhapsodes in all Hellas, go about as a rhap-
sode when you might be a general? Do you think that the
Hellenes want a rhapsode with his golden crown, and do not
want a general?

ION: Why, Socrates, the reason is, that my countrymen, the
Ephesians, are the servants and soldiers of Athens, and do not
need a general; and you and Sparta are not likely to have me,
for you think that you have enough generals of your own.

SOCRATES: My good Ion, did you never hear of Apol-
lodorus of Cyzicus?

ION: Who may he be?
SOCRATES: One who, though a foreigner, has often been

chosen their general by the Athenians: and there is Phanos-
thenes of Andros, and Heraclides of Clazomenae, whom they
have also appointed to the command of their armies and to
other offices, although aliens, after they had shown their merit.
And will they not choose Ion the Ephesian to be their gen-
eral, and honour him, if he prove himself worthy? Were not
the Ephesians originally Athenians, and Ephesus is no mean
city? But, indeed, Ion, if you are correct in saying that by art
and knowledge you are able to praise Homer, you do not deal
fairly with me, and after all your professions of knowing many
glorious things about Homer, and promises that you would ex-
hibit them, you are only a deceiver, and so far from exhibiting
the art of which you are a master, will not, even after my re-
peated entreaties, explain to me the nature of it. You have lit-
erally as many forms as Proteus; and now you go all manner
of ways, twisting and turning, and, like Proteus, become all
manner of people at once, and at last slip away from me in the
disguise of a general, in order that you may escape exhibiting
your Homeric lore. And if you have art, then, as I was say-
ing, in falsifying your promise that you would exhibit Homer,
you are not dealing fairly with me. But if, as I believe, you
have no art, but speak all these beautiful words about Homer
unconsciously under his inspiring influence, then I acquit you
of dishonesty, and shall only say that you are inspired. Which
do you prefer to be thought, dishonest or inspired?

ION: There is a great difference, Socrates, between the two
alternatives; and inspiration is by far the nobler.

SOCRATES: Then, Ion, I shall assume the nobler alterna-
tive; and attribute to you in your praises of Homer inspiration,
and not art.

1.3. Euthydemus

PERSONS OF THE DIALOGUE: Socrates, who is the
narrator of the Dialogue. Crito, Cleinias, Euthydemus,
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Dionysodorus, Ctesippus.
SCENE: The Lyceum.
CRITO: Who was the person, Socrates, with whom you

were talking yesterday at the Lyceum? There was such a
crowd around you that I could not get within hearing, but I
caught a sight of him over their heads, and I made out, as I
thought, that he was a stranger with whom you were talking:
who was he?

SOCRATES: There were two, Crito; which of them do you
mean?

CRITO: The one whom I mean was seated second from you
on the right-hand side. In the middle was Cleinias the young
son of Axiochus, who has wonderfully grown; he is only about
the age of my own Critobulus, but he is much forwarder and
very good-looking: the other is thin and looks younger than
he is.

SOCRATES: He whom you mean, Crito, is Euthydemus;
and on my left hand there was his brother Dionysodorus, who
also took part in the conversation.

CRITO: Neither of them are known to me, Socrates; they
are a new importation of Sophists, as I should imagine. Of
what country are they, and what is their line of wisdom?

SOCRATES: As to their origin, I believe that they are na-
tives of this part of the world, and have migrated from Chios
to Thurii; they were driven out of Thurii, and have been liv-
ing for many years past in these regions. As to their wisdom,
about which you ask, Crito, they are wonderful– consummate!
I never knew what the true pancratiast was before; they are
simply made up of fighting, not like the two Acarnanian broth-
ers who fight with their bodies only, but this pair of heroes,
besides being perfect in the use of their bodies, are invinci-
ble in every sort of warfare; for they are capital at fighting
in armour, and will teach the art to any one who pays them;
and also they are most skilful in legal warfare; they will plead
themselves and teach others to speak and to compose speeches
which will have an effect upon the courts. And this was only
the beginning of their wisdom, but they have at last carried
out the pancratiastic art to the very end, and have mastered
the only mode of fighting which had been hitherto neglected
by them; and now no one dares even to stand up against them:
such is their skill in the war of words, that they can refute any
proposition whether true or false. Now I am thinking, Crito,
of placing myself in their hands; for they say that in a short
time they can impart their skill to any one.

CRITO: But, Socrates, are you not too old? there may be
reason to fear that.

SOCRATES: Certainly not, Crito; as I will prove to you, for
I have the consolation of knowing that they began this art of
disputation which I covet, quite, as I may say, in old age; last
year, or the year before, they had none of their new wisdom. I
am only apprehensive that I may bring the two strangers into
disrepute, as I have done Connus the son of Metrobius, the
harp-player, who is still my music-master; for when the boys
who go to him see me going with them, they laugh at me
and call him grandpapa’s master. Now I should not like the
strangers to experience similar treatment; the fear of ridicule
may make them unwilling to receive me; and therefore, Crito,
I shall try and persuade some old men to accompany me to

them, as I persuaded them to go with me to Connus, and I
hope that you will make one: and perhaps we had better take
your sons as a bait; they will want to have them as pupils, and
for the sake of them willing to receive us.

CRITO: I see no objection, Socrates, if you like; but first I
wish that you would give me a description of their wisdom,
that I may know beforehand what we are going to learn.

SOCRATES: In less than no time you shall hear; for I can-
not say that I did not attend–I paid great attention to them,
and I remember and will endeavour to repeat the whole story.
Providentially I was sitting alone in the dressing-room of the
Lyceum where you saw me, and was about to depart; when I
was getting up I recognized the familiar divine sign: so I sat
down again, and in a little while the two brothers Euthyde-
mus and Dionysodorus came in, and several others with them,
whom I believe to be their disciples, and they walked about in
the covered court; they had not taken more than two or three
turns when Cleinias entered, who, as you truly say, is very
much improved: he was followed by a host of lovers, one of
whom was Ctesippus the Paeanian, a well-bred youth, but also
having the wildness of youth. Cleinias saw me from the en-
trance as I was sitting alone, and at once came and sat down on
the right hand of me, as you describe; and Dionysodorus and
Euthydemus, when they saw him, at first stopped and talked
with one another, now and then glancing at us, for I particu-
larly watched them; and then Euthydemus came and sat down
by the youth, and the other by me on the left hand; the rest
anywhere. I saluted the brothers, whom I had not seen for a
long time; and then I said to Cleinias: Here are two wise men,
Euthydemus and Dionysodorus, Cleinias, wise not in a small
but in a large way of wisdom, for they know all about war,–all
that a good general ought to know about the array and com-
mand of an army, and the whole art of fighting in armour: and
they know about law too, and can teach a man how to use the
weapons of the courts when he is injured.

They heard me say this, but only despised me. I observed
that they looked at one another, and both of them laughed; and
then Euthydemus said: Those, Socrates, are matters which we
no longer pursue seriously; to us they are secondary occupa-
tions.

Indeed, I said, if such occupations are regarded by you as
secondary, what must the principal one be; tell me, I beseech
you, what that noble study is?

The teaching of virtue, Socrates, he replied, is our principal
occupation; and we believe that we can impart it better and
quicker than any man.

My God! I said, and where did you learn that? I always
thought, as I was saying just now, that your chief accomplish-
ment was the art of fighting in armour; and I used to say as
much of you, for I remember that you professed this when you
were here before. But now if you really have the other knowl-
edge, O forgive me: I address you as I would superior beings,
and ask you to pardon the impiety of my former expressions.
But are you quite sure about this, Dionysodorus and Euthyde-
mus? the promise is so vast, that a feeling of incredulity steals
over me.

You may take our word, Socrates, for the fact.
Then I think you happier in having such a treasure than the
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great king is in the possession of his kingdom. And please to
tell me whether you intend to exhibit your wisdom; or what
will you do?

That is why we have come hither, Socrates; and our purpose
is not only to exhibit, but also to teach any one who likes to
learn.

But I can promise you, I said, that every unvirtuous per-
son will want to learn. I shall be the first; and there is the
youth Cleinias, and Ctesippus: and here are several others, I
said, pointing to the lovers of Cleinias, who were beginning to
gather round us. Now Ctesippus was sitting at some distance
from Cleinias; and when Euthydemus leaned forward in talk-
ing with me, he was prevented from seeing Cleinias, who was
between us; and so, partly because he wanted to look at his
love, and also because he was interested, he jumped up and
stood opposite to us: and all the other admirers of Cleinias,
as well as the disciples of Euthydemus and Dionysodorus,
followed his example. And these were the persons whom I
showed to Euthydemus, telling him that they were all eager to
learn: to which Ctesippus and all of them with one voice vehe-
mently assented, and bid him exhibit the power of his wisdom.
Then I said: O Euthydemus and Dionysodorus, I earnestly re-
quest you to do myself and the company the favour to exhibit.
There may be some trouble in giving the whole exhibition; but
tell me one thing,–can you make a good man of him only who
is already convinced that he ought to learn of you, or of him
also who is not convinced, either because he imagines that
virtue is a thing which cannot be taught at all, or that you are
not the teachers of it? Has your art power to persuade him,
who is of the latter temper of mind, that virtue can be taught;
and that you are the men from whom he will best learn it?

Certainly, Socrates, said Dionysodorus; our art will do both.
And you and your brother, Dionysodorus, I said, of all men

who are now living are the most likely to stimulate him to
philosophy and to the study of virtue?

Yes, Socrates, I rather think that we are.
Then I wish that you would be so good as to defer the

other part of the exhibition, and only try to persuade the youth
whom you see here that he ought to be a philosopher and study
virtue. Exhibit that, and you will confer a great favour on me
and on every one present; for the fact is I and all of us are ex-
tremely anxious that he should become truly good. His name
is Cleinias, and he is the son of Axiochus, and grandson of
the old Alcibiades, cousin of the Alcibiades that now is. He
is quite young, and we are naturally afraid that some one may
get the start of us, and turn his mind in a wrong direction, and
he may be ruined. Your visit, therefore, is most happily timed;
and I hope that you will make a trial of the young man, and
converse with him in our presence, if you have no objection.

These were pretty nearly the expressions which I used; and
Euthydemus, in a manly and at the same time encouraging
tone, replied: There can be no objection, Socrates, if the
young man is only willing to answer questions.

He is quite accustomed to do so, I replied; for his friends
often come and ask him questions and argue with him; and
therefore he is quite at home in answering.

What followed, Crito, how can I rightly narrate? For not
slight is the task of rehearsing infinite wisdom, and therefore,

like the poets, I ought to commence my relation with an in-
vocation to Memory and the Muses. Now Euthydemus, if I
remember rightly, began nearly as follows: O Cleinias, are
those who learn the wise or the ignorant?

The youth, overpowered by the question blushed, and in his
perplexity looked at me for help; and I, knowing that he was
disconcerted, said: Take courage, Cleinias, and answer like a
man whichever you think; for my belief is that you will derive
the greatest benefit from their questions.

Whichever he answers, said Dionysodorus, leaning forward
so as to catch my ear, his face beaming with laughter, I proph-
esy that he will be refuted, Socrates.

While he was speaking to me, Cleinias gave his answer:
and therefore I had no time to warn him of the predicament in
which he was placed, and he answered that those who learned
were the wise.

Euthydemus proceeded: There are some whom you would
call teachers, are there not?

The boy assented.
And they are the teachers of those who learn–the grammar-

master and the lyre-master used to teach you and other boys;
and you were the learners?

Yes.
And when you were learners you did not as yet know the

things which you were learning?
No, he said.
And were you wise then?
No, indeed, he said.
But if you were not wise you were unlearned?
Certainly.
You then, learning what you did not know, were unlearned

when you were learning?
The youth nodded assent.
Then the unlearned learn, and not the wise, Cleinias, as you

imagine.
At these words the followers of Euthydemus, of whom I

spoke, like a chorus at the bidding of their director, laughed
and cheered. Then, before the youth had time to recover his
breath, Dionysodorus cleverly took him in hand, and said:
Yes, Cleinias; and when the grammar-master dictated any-
thing to you, were they the wise boys or the unlearned who
learned the dictation?

The wise, replied Cleinias.
Then after all the wise are the learners and not the un-

learned; and your last answer to Euthydemus was wrong.
Then once more the admirers of the two heroes, in an ec-

stasy at their wisdom, gave vent to another peal of laughter,
while the rest of us were silent and amazed. Euthydemus, ob-
serving this, determined to persevere with the youth; and in
order to heighten the effect went on asking another similar
question, which might be compared to the double turn of an
expert dancer. Do those, said he, who learn, learn what they
know, or what they do not know?

Again Dionysodorus whispered to me: That, Socrates, is
just another of the same sort.

Good heavens, I said; and your last question was so good!
Like all our other questions, Socrates, he replied–

inevitable.
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I see the reason, I said, why you are in such reputation
among your disciples.

Meanwhile Cleinias had answered Euthydemus that those
who learned learn what they do not know; and he put him
through a series of questions the same as before.

Do you not know letters?
He assented.
All letters?
Yes.
But when the teacher dictates to you, does he not dictate

letters?
To this also he assented.
Then if you know all letters, he dictates that which you

know?
This again was admitted by him.
Then, said the other, you do not learn that which he dictates;

but he only who does not know letters learns?
Nay, said Cleinias; but I do learn.
Then, said he, you learn what you know, if you know all the

letters?
He admitted that.
Then, he said, you were wrong in your answer.
The word was hardly out of his mouth when Dionysodorus

took up the argument, like a ball which he caught, and had
another throw at the youth. Cleinias, he said, Euthydemus
is deceiving you. For tell me now, is not learning acquiring
knowledge of that which one learns?

Cleinias assented.
And knowing is having knowledge at the time?
He agreed.
And not knowing is not having knowledge at the time?
He admitted that.
And are those who acquire those who have or have not a

thing?
Those who have not.
And have you not admitted that those who do not know are

of the number of those who have not?
He nodded assent.
Then those who learn are of the class of those who acquire,

and not of those who have?
He agreed.
Then, Cleinias, he said, those who do not know learn, and

not those who know.
Euthydemus was proceeding to give the youth a third fall;

but I knew that he was in deep water, and therefore, as I
wanted to give him a respite lest he should be disheartened, I
said to him consolingly: You must not be surprised, Cleinias,
at the singularity of their mode of speech: this I say because
you may not understand what the two strangers are doing with
you; they are only initiating you after the manner of the Cory-
bantes in the mysteries; and this answers to the enthronement,
which, if you have ever been initiated, is, as you will know,
accompanied by dancing and sport; and now they are just
prancing and dancing about you, and will next proceed to ini-
tiate you; imagine then that you have gone through the first
part of the sophistical ritual, which, as Prodicus says, begins
with initiation into the correct use of terms. The two foreign

gentlemen, perceiving that you did not know, wanted to ex-
plain to you that the word ’to learn’ has two meanings, and is
used, first, in the sense of acquiring knowledge of some matter
of which you previously have no knowledge, and also, when
you have the knowledge, in the sense of reviewing this matter,
whether something done or spoken by the light of this newly-
acquired knowledge; the latter is generally called ’knowing’
rather than ’learning,’ but the word ’learning’ is also used; and
you did not see, as they explained to you, that the term is em-
ployed of two opposite sorts of men, of those who know, and
of those who do not know. There was a similar trick in the sec-
ond question, when they asked you whether men learn what
they know or what they do not know. These parts of learn-
ing are not serious, and therefore I say that the gentlemen are
not serious, but are only playing with you. For if a man had all
that sort of knowledge that ever was, he would not be at all the
wiser; he would only be able to play with men, tripping them
up and oversetting them with distinctions of words. He would
be like a person who pulls away a stool from some one when
he is about to sit down, and then laughs and makes merry at
the sight of his friend overturned and laid on his back. And
you must regard all that has hitherto passed between you and
them as merely play. But in what is to follow I am certain that
they will exhibit to you their serious purpose, and keep their
promise (I will show them how); for they promised to give me
a sample of the hortatory philosophy, but I suppose that they
wanted to have a game with you first. And now, Euthydemus
and Dionysodorus, I think that we have had enough of this.
Will you let me see you explaining to the young man how he
is to apply himself to the study of virtue and wisdom? And
I will first show you what I conceive to be the nature of the
task, and what sort of a discourse I desire to hear; and if I do
this in a very inartistic and ridiculous manner, do not laugh at
me, for I only venture to improvise before you because I am
eager to hear your wisdom: and I must therefore ask you and
your disciples to refrain from laughing. And now, O son of
Axiochus, let me put a question to you: Do not all men desire
happiness? And yet, perhaps, this is one of those ridiculous
questions which I am afraid to ask, and which ought not to be
asked by a sensible man: for what human being is there who
does not desire happiness?

There is no one, said Cleinias, who does not.
Well, then, I said, since we all of us desire happiness, how

can we be happy?–that is the next question. Shall we not be
happy if we have many good things? And this, perhaps, is
even a more simple question than the first, for there can be no
doubt of the answer.

He assented.
And what things do we esteem good? No solemn sage is

required to tell us this, which may be easily answered; for
every one will say that wealth is a good.

Certainly, he said.
And are not health and beauty goods, and other personal

gifts?
He agreed.
Can there be any doubt that good birth, and power, and hon-

ours in one’s own land, are goods?
He assented.
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And what other goods are there? I said. What do you say
of temperance, justice, courage: do you not verily and indeed
think, Cleinias, that we shall be more right in ranking them as
goods than in not ranking them as goods? For a dispute might
possibly arise about this. What then do you say?

They are goods, said Cleinias.
Very well, I said; and where in the company shall we find a

place for wisdom–among the goods or not?
Among the goods.
And now, I said, think whether we have left out any consid-

erable goods.
I do not think that we have, said Cleinias.
Upon recollection, I said, indeed I am afraid that we have

left out the greatest of them all.
What is that? he asked.
Fortune, Cleinias, I replied; which all, even the most fool-

ish, admit to be the greatest of goods.
True, he said.
On second thoughts, I added, how narrowly, O son of Ax-

iochus, have you and I escaped making a laughing-stock of
ourselves to the strangers.

Why do you say so?
Why, because we have already spoken of good-fortune, and

are but repeating ourselves.
What do you mean?
I mean that there is something ridiculous in again putting

forward good- fortune, which has a place in the list already,
and saying the same thing twice over.

He asked what was the meaning of this, and I replied:
Surely wisdom is good-fortune; even a child may know that.

The simple-minded youth was amazed; and, observing his
surprise, I said to him: Do you not know, Cleinias, that flute-
players are most fortunate and successful in performing on the
flute?

He assented.
And are not the scribes most fortunate in writing and read-

ing letters?
Certainly.
Amid the dangers of the sea, again, are any more fortunate

on the whole than wise pilots?
None, certainly.
And if you were engaged in war, in whose company would

you rather take the risk–in company with a wise general, or
with a foolish one?

With a wise one.
And if you were ill, whom would you rather have as a com-

panion in a dangerous illness–a wise physician, or an ignorant
one?

A wise one.
You think, I said, that to act with a wise man is more fortu-

nate than to act with an ignorant one?
He assented.
Then wisdom always makes men fortunate: for by wisdom

no man would ever err, and therefore he must act rightly and
succeed, or his wisdom would be wisdom no longer.

We contrived at last, somehow or other, to agree in a gen-
eral conclusion, that he who had wisdom had no need of for-
tune. I then recalled to his mind the previous state of the ques-

tion. You remember, I said, our making the admission that
we should be happy and fortunate if many good things were
present with us?

He assented.
And should we be happy by reason of the presence of good

things, if they profited us not, or if they profited us?
If they profited us, he said.
And would they profit us, if we only had them and did not

use them? For example, if we had a great deal of food and did
not eat, or a great deal of drink and did not drink, should we
be profited?

Certainly not, he said.
Or would an artisan, who had all the implements necessary

for his work, and did not use them, be any the better for the
possession of them? For example, would a carpenter be any
the better for having all his tools and plenty of wood, if he
never worked?

Certainly not, he said.
And if a person had wealth and all the goods of which we

were just now speaking, and did not use them, would he be
happy because he possessed them?

No indeed, Socrates.
Then, I said, a man who would be happy must not only

have the good things, but he must also use them; there is no
advantage in merely having them?

True.
Well, Cleinias, but if you have the use as well as the pos-

session of good things, is that sufficient to confer happiness?
Yes, in my opinion.
And may a person use them either rightly or wrongly?
He must use them rightly.
That is quite true, I said. And the wrong use of a thing is far

worse than the non-use; for the one is an evil, and the other is
neither a good nor an evil. You admit that?

He assented.
Now in the working and use of wood, is not that which gives

the right use simply the knowledge of the carpenter?
Nothing else, he said.
And surely, in the manufacture of vessels, knowledge is that

which gives the right way of making them?
He agreed.
And in the use of the goods of which we spoke at first–

wealth and health and beauty, is not knowledge that which
directs us to the right use of them, and regulates our practice
about them?

He assented.
Then in every possession and every use of a thing, knowl-

edge is that which gives a man not only good-fortune but suc-
cess?

He again assented.
And tell me, I said, O tell me, what do possessions profit

a man, if he have neither good sense nor wisdom? Would a
man be better off, having and doing many things without wis-
dom, or a few things with wisdom? Look at the matter thus: If
he did fewer things would he not make fewer mistakes? if he
made fewer mistakes would he not have fewer misfortunes?
and if he had fewer misfortunes would he not be less miser-
able?
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Certainly, he said.
And who would do least–a poor man or a rich man?
A poor man.
A weak man or a strong man?
A weak man.
A noble man or a mean man?
A mean man.
And a coward would do less than a courageous and temper-

ate man?
Yes.
And an indolent man less than an active man?
He assented.
And a slow man less than a quick; and one who had dull

perceptions of seeing and hearing less than one who had keen
ones?

All this was mutually allowed by us.
Then, I said, Cleinias, the sum of the matter appears to be

that the goods of which we spoke before are not to be regarded
as goods in themselves, but the degree of good and evil in
them depends on whether they are or are not under the guid-
ance of knowledge: under the guidance of ignorance, they are
greater evils than their opposites, inasmuch as they are more
able to minister to the evil principle which rules them; and
when under the guidance of wisdom and prudence, they are
greater goods: but in themselves they are nothing?

That, he replied, is obvious.
What then is the result of what has been said? Is not this

the result– that other things are indifferent, and that wisdom
is the only good, and ignorance the only evil?

He assented.
Let us consider a further point, I said: Seeing that all men

desire happiness, and happiness, as has been shown, is gained
by a use, and a right use, of the things of life, and the right
use of them, and good- fortune in the use of them, is given
by knowledge,–the inference is that everybody ought by all
means to try and make himself as wise as he can?

Yes, he said.
And when a man thinks that he ought to obtain this treasure,

far more than money, from a father or a guardian or a friend
or a suitor, whether citizen or stranger–the eager desire and
prayer to them that they would impart wisdom to you, is not
at all dishonourable, Cleinias; nor is any one to be blamed
for doing any honourable service or ministration to any man,
whether a lover or not, if his aim is to get wisdom. Do you
agree? I said.

Yes, he said, I quite agree, and think that you are right.
Yes, I said, Cleinias, if only wisdom can be taught, and does

not come to man spontaneously; for this is a point which has
still to be considered, and is not yet agreed upon by you and
me–

But I think, Socrates, that wisdom can be taught, he said.
Best of men, I said, I am delighted to hear you say so; and

I am also grateful to you for having saved me from a long and
tiresome investigation as to whether wisdom can be taught or
not. But now, as you think that wisdom can be taught, and that
wisdom only can make a man happy and fortunate, will you
not acknowledge that all of us ought to love wisdom, and you
individually will try to love her?

Certainly, Socrates, he said; I will do my best.
I was pleased at hearing this; and I turned to Dionysodorus

and Euthydemus and said: That is an example, clumsy and
tedious I admit, of the sort of exhortations which I would have
you give; and I hope that one of you will set forth what I
have been saying in a more artistic style: or at least take up
the enquiry where I left off, and proceed to show the youth
whether he should have all knowledge; or whether there is one
sort of knowledge only which will make him good and happy,
and what that is. For, as I was saying at first, the improvement
of this young man in virtue and wisdom is a matter which we
have very much at heart.

Thus I spoke, Crito, and was all attention to what was
coming. I wanted to see how they would approach the
question, and where they would start in their exhortation to
the young man that he should practise wisdom and virtue.
Dionysodorus, who was the elder, spoke first. Everybody’s
eyes were directed towards him, perceiving that something
wonderful might shortly be expected. And certainly they were
not far wrong; for the man, Crito, began a remarkable dis-
course well worth hearing, and wonderfully persuasive re-
garded as an exhortation to virtue.

Tell me, he said, Socrates and the rest of you who say that
you want this young man to become wise, are you in jest or in
real earnest?

I was led by this to imagine that they fancied us to have
been jesting when we asked them to converse with the youth,
and that this made them jest and play, and being under this
impression, I was the more decided in saying that we were in
profound earnest. Dionysodorus said:

Reflect, Socrates; you may have to deny your words.
I have reflected, I said; and I shall never deny my words.
Well, said he, and so you say that you wish Cleinias to be-

come wise?
Undoubtedly.
And he is not wise as yet?
At least his modesty will not allow him to say that he is.
You wish him, he said, to become wise and not, to be igno-

rant?
That we do.
You wish him to be what he is not, and no longer to be what

he is?
I was thrown into consternation at this.
Taking advantage of my consternation he added: You wish

him no longer to be what he is, which can only mean that you
wish him to perish. Pretty lovers and friends they must be who
want their favourite not to be, or to perish!

When Ctesippus heard this he got very angry (as a lover
well might) and said: Stranger of Thurii–if politeness would
allow me I should say, A plague upon you! What can make
you tell such a lie about me and the others, which I hardly like
to repeat, as that I wish Cleinias to perish?

Euthydemus replied: And do you think, Ctesippus, that it is
possible to tell a lie?

Yes, said Ctesippus; I should be mad to say anything else.
And in telling a lie, do you tell the thing of which you speak

or not?
You tell the thing of which you speak.
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And he who tells, tells that thing which he tells, and no
other?

Yes, said Ctesippus.
And that is a distinct thing apart from other things?
Certainly.
And he who says that thing says that which is?
Yes.
And he who says that which is, says the truth. And therefore

Dionysodorus, if he says that which is, says the truth of you
and no lie.

Yes, Euthydemus, said Ctesippus; but in saying this, he says
what is not.

Euthydemus answered: And that which is not is not?
True.
And that which is not is nowhere?
Nowhere.
And can any one do anything about that which has no exis-

tence, or do to Cleinias that which is not and is nowhere?
I think not, said Ctesippus.
Well, but do rhetoricians, when they speak in the assembly,

do nothing?
Nay, he said, they do something.
And doing is making?
Yes.
And speaking is doing and making?
He agreed.
Then no one says that which is not, for in saying what is

not he would be doing something; and you have already ac-
knowledged that no one can do what is not. And therefore,
upon your own showing, no one says what is false; but if
Dionysodorus says anything, he says what is true and what
is.

Yes, Euthydemus, said Ctesippus; but he speaks of things
in a certain way and manner, and not as they really are.

Why, Ctesippus, said Dionysodorus, do you mean to say
that any one speaks of things as they are?

Yes, he said–all gentlemen and truth-speaking persons.
And are not good things good, and evil things evil?
He assented.
And you say that gentlemen speak of things as they are?
Yes.
Then the good speak evil of evil things, if they speak of

them as they are?
Yes, indeed, he said; and they speak evil of evil men. And

if I may give you a piece of advice, you had better take care
that they do not speak evil of you, since I can tell you that the
good speak evil of the evil.

And do they speak great things of the great, rejoined Euthy-
demus, and warm things of the warm?

To be sure they do, said Ctesippus; and they speak coldly
of the insipid and cold dialectician.

You are abusive, Ctesippus, said Dionysodorus, you are
abusive!

Indeed, I am not, Dionysodorus, he replied; for I love you
and am giving you friendly advice, and, if I could, would per-
suade you not like a boor to say in my presence that I desire
my beloved, whom I value above all men, to perish.

I saw that they were getting exasperated with one another,
so I made a joke with him and said: O Ctesippus, I think that
we must allow the strangers to use language in their own way,
and not quarrel with them about words, but be thankful for
what they give us. If they know how to destroy men in such a
way as to make good and sensible men out of bad and foolish
ones– whether this is a discovery of their own, or whether they
have learned from some one else this new sort of death and de-
struction which enables them to get rid of a bad man and turn
him into a good one–if they know this (and they do know this–
at any rate they said just now that this was the secret of their
newly-discovered art)–let them, in their phraseology, destroy
the youth and make him wise, and all of us with him. But
if you young men do not like to trust yourselves with them,
then fiat experimentum in corpore senis; I will be the Carian
on whom they shall operate. And here I offer my old person
to Dionysodorus; he may put me into the pot, like Medea the
Colchian, kill me, boil me, if he will only make me good.

Ctesippus said: And I, Socrates, am ready to commit myself
to the strangers; they may skin me alive, if they please (and
I am pretty well skinned by them already), if only my skin is
made at last, not like that of Marsyas, into a leathern bottle, but
into a piece of virtue. And here is Dionysodorus fancying that
I am angry with him, when really I am not angry at all; I do
but contradict him when I think that he is speaking improperly
to me: and you must not confound abuse and contradiction, O
illustrious Dionysodorus; for they are quite different things.

Contradiction! said Dionysodorus; why, there never was
such a thing.

Certainly there is, he replied; there can be no question of
that. Do you, Dionysodorus, maintain that there is not?

You will never prove to me, he said, that you have heard
any one contradicting any one else.

Indeed, said Ctesippus; then now you may hear me contra-
dicting Dionysodorus.

Are you prepared to make that good?
Certainly, he said.
Well, have not all things words expressive of them?
Yes.
Of their existence or of their non-existence?
Of their existence.
Yes, Ctesippus, and we just now proved, as you may re-

member, that no man could affirm a negative; for no one could
affirm that which is not.

And what does that signify? said Ctesippus; you and I may
contradict all the same for that.

But can we contradict one another, said Dionysodorus,
when both of us are describing the same thing? Then we must
surely be speaking the same thing?

He assented.
Or when neither of us is speaking of the same thing? For

then neither of us says a word about the thing at all?
He granted that proposition also.
But when I describe something and you describe another

thing, or I say something and you say nothing–is there any
contradiction? How can he who speaks contradict him who
speaks not?
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Here Ctesippus was silent; and I in my astonishment said:
What do you mean, Dionysodorus? I have often heard, and
have been amazed to hear, this thesis of yours, which is main-
tained and employed by the disciples of Protagoras, and others
before them, and which to me appears to be quite wonderful,
and suicidal as well as destructive, and I think that I am most
likely to hear the truth about it from you. The dictum is that
there is no such thing as falsehood; a man must either say what
is true or say nothing. Is not that your position?

He assented.
But if he cannot speak falsely, may he not think falsely?
No, he cannot, he said.
Then there is no such thing as false opinion?
No, he said.
Then there is no such thing as ignorance, or men who are

ignorant; for is not ignorance, if there be such a thing, a mis-
take of fact?

Certainly, he said.
And that is impossible?
Impossible, he replied.
Are you saying this as a paradox, Dionysodorus; or do you

seriously maintain no man to be ignorant?
Refute me, he said.
But how can I refute you, if, as you say, to tell a falsehood

is impossible?
Very true, said Euthydemus.
Neither did I tell you just now to refute me, said

Dionysodorus; for how can I tell you to do that which is not?
O Euthydemus, I said, I have but a dull conception of these

subtleties and excellent devices of wisdom; I am afraid that I
hardly understand them, and you must forgive me therefore if
I ask a very stupid question: if there be no falsehood or false
opinion or ignorance, there can be no such thing as erroneous
action, for a man cannot fail of acting as he is acting–that is
what you mean?

Yes, he replied.
And now, I said, I will ask my stupid question: If there is

no such thing as error in deed, word, or thought, then what,
in the name of goodness, do you come hither to teach? And
were you not just now saying that you could teach virtue best
of all men, to any one who was willing to learn?

And are you such an old fool, Socrates, rejoined
Dionysodorus, that you bring up now what I said at first–and
if I had said anything last year, I suppose that you would bring
that up too–but are non-plussed at the words which I have just
uttered?

Why, I said, they are not easy to answer; for they are the
words of wise men: and indeed I know not what to make
of this word ’nonplussed,’ which you used last: what do you
mean by it, Dionysodorus? You must mean that I cannot re-
fute your argument. Tell me if the words have any other sense.

No, he replied, they mean what you say. And now answer.
What, before you, Dionysodorus? I said.
Answer, said he.
And is that fair?
Yes, quite fair, he said.
Upon what principle? I said. I can only suppose that you are

a very wise man who comes to us in the character of a great

logician, and who knows when to answer and when not to
answer–and now you will not open your mouth at all, because
you know that you ought not.

You prate, he said, instead of answering. But if, my good
sir, you admit that I am wise, answer as I tell you.

I suppose that I must obey, for you are master. Put the ques-
tion.

Are the things which have sense alive or lifeless?
They are alive.
And do you know of any word which is alive?
I cannot say that I do.
Then why did you ask me what sense my words had?
Why, because I was stupid and made a mistake. And yet,

perhaps, I was right after all in saying that words have a
sense;–what do you say, wise man? If I was not in error,
even you will not refute me, and all your wisdom will be non-
plussed; but if I did fall into error, then again you are wrong
in saying that there is no error,–and this remark was made by
you not quite a year ago. I am inclined to think, however,
Dionysodorus and Euthydemus, that this argument lies where
it was and is not very likely to advance: even your skill in the
subtleties of logic, which is really amazing, has not found out
the way of throwing another and not falling yourself, now any
more than of old.

Ctesippus said: Men of Chios, Thurii, or however and what-
ever you call yourselves, I wonder at you, for you seem to have
no objection to talking nonsense.

Fearing that there would be high words, I again endeav-
oured to soothe Ctesippus, and said to him: To you, Ctesippus,
I must repeat what I said before to Cleinias–that you do not
understand the ways of these philosophers from abroad. They
are not serious, but, like the Egyptian wizard, Proteus, they
take different forms and deceive us by their enchantments:
and let us, like Menelaus, refuse to let them go until they show
themselves to us in earnest. When they begin to be in earnest
their full beauty will appear: let us then beg and entreat and
beseech them to shine forth. And I think that I had better once
more exhibit the form in which I pray to behold them; it might
be a guide to them. I will go on therefore where I left off, as
well as I can, in the hope that I may touch their hearts and
move them to pity, and that when they see me deeply seri-
ous and interested, they also may be serious. You, Cleinias,
I said, shall remind me at what point we left off. Did we not
agree that philosophy should be studied? and was not that our
conclusion?

Yes, he replied.
And philosophy is the acquisition of knowledge?
Yes, he said.
And what knowledge ought we to acquire? May we not an-

swer with absolute truth–A knowledge which will do us good?
Certainly, he said.
And should we be any the better if we went about having

a knowledge of the places where most gold was hidden in the
earth?

Perhaps we should, he said.
But have we not already proved, I said, that we should be

none the better off, even if without trouble and digging all the
gold which there is in the earth were ours? And if we knew
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how to convert stones into gold, the knowledge would be of
no value to us, unless we also knew how to use the gold? Do
you not remember? I said.

I quite remember, he said.
Nor would any other knowledge, whether of money-

making, or of medicine, or of any other art which knows only
how to make a thing, and not to use it when made, be of any
good to us. Am I not right?

He agreed.
And if there were a knowledge which was able to make

men immortal, without giving them the knowledge of the way
to use the immortality, neither would there be any use in that,
if we may argue from the analogy of the previous instances?

To all this he agreed.
Then, my dear boy, I said, the knowledge which we want is

one that uses as well as makes?
True, he said.
And our desire is not to be skilful lyre-makers, or artists of

that sort– far otherwise; for with them the art which makes is
one, and the art which uses is another. Although they have to
do with the same, they are divided: for the art which makes
and the art which plays on the lyre differ widely from one
another. Am I not right?

He agreed.
And clearly we do not want the art of the flute-maker; this

is only another of the same sort?
He assented.
But suppose, I said, that we were to learn the art of making

speeches– would that be the art which would make us happy?
I should say, no, rejoined Cleinias.
And why should you say so? I asked.
I see, he replied, that there are some composers of speeches

who do not know how to use the speeches which they make,
just as the makers of lyres do not know how to use the lyres;
and also some who are of themselves unable to compose
speeches, but are able to use the speeches which the others
make for them; and this proves that the art of making speeches
is not the same as the art of using them.

Yes, I said; and I take your words to be a sufficient proof
that the art of making speeches is not one which will make a
man happy. And yet I did think that the art which we have so
long been seeking might be discovered in that direction; for
the composers of speeches, whenever I meet them, always ap-
pear to me to be very extraordinary men, Cleinias, and their
art is lofty and divine, and no wonder. For their art is a part
of the great art of enchantment, and hardly, if at all, inferior to
it: and whereas the art of the enchanter is a mode of charm-
ing snakes and spiders and scorpions, and other monsters and
pests, this art of their’s acts upon dicasts and ecclesiasts and
bodies of men, for the charming and pacifying of them. Do
you agree with me?

Yes, he said, I think that you are quite right.
Whither then shall we go, I said, and to what art shall we

have recourse?
I do not see my way, he said.
But I think that I do, I replied.
And what is your notion? asked Cleinias.

I think that the art of the general is above all others the one
of which the possession is most likely to make a man happy.

I do not think so, he said.
Why not? I said.
The art of the general is surely an art of hunting mankind.
What of that? I said.
Why, he said, no art of hunting extends beyond hunting and

capturing; and when the prey is taken the huntsman or fish-
erman cannot use it; but they hand it over to the cook, and
the geometricians and astronomers and calculators (who all
belong to the hunting class, for they do not make their dia-
grams, but only find out that which was previously contained
in them)–they, I say, not being able to use but only to catch
their prey, hand over their inventions to the dialectician to be
applied by him, if they have any sense in them.

Good, I said, fairest and wisest Cleinias. And is this true?
Certainly, he said; just as a general when he takes a city or

a camp hands over his new acquisition to the statesman, for he
does not know how to use them himself; or as the quail-taker
transfers the quails to the keeper of them. If we are looking
for the art which is to make us blessed, and which is able to
use that which it makes or takes, the art of the general is not
the one, and some other must be found.

CRITO: And do you mean, Socrates, that the youngster said
all this?

SOCRATES: Are you incredulous, Crito?
CRITO: Indeed, I am; for if he did say so, then in my opin-

ion he needs neither Euthydemus nor any one else to be his
instructor.

SOCRATES: Perhaps I may have forgotten, and Ctesippus
was the real answerer.

CRITO: Ctesippus! nonsense.
SOCRATES: All I know is that I heard these words, and that

they were not spoken either by Euthydemus or Dionysodorus.
I dare say, my good Crito, that they may have been spoken by
some superior person: that I heard them I am certain.

CRITO: Yes, indeed, Socrates, by some one a good deal
superior, as I should be disposed to think. But did you carry
the search any further, and did you find the art which you were
seeking?

SOCRATES: Find! my dear sir, no indeed. And we cut
a poor figure; we were like children after larks, always on
the point of catching the art, which was always getting away
from us. But why should I repeat the whole story? At last
we came to the kingly art, and enquired whether that gave
and caused happiness, and then we got into a labyrinth, and
when we thought we were at the end, came out again at the
beginning, having still to seek as much as ever.

CRITO: How did that happen, Socrates?
SOCRATES: I will tell you; the kingly art was identified by

us with the political.
CRITO: Well, and what came of that?
SOCRATES: To this royal or political art all the arts, includ-

ing the art of the general, seemed to render up the supremacy,
that being the only one which knew how to use what they
produce. Here obviously was the very art which we were
seeking–the art which is the source of good government, and
which may be described, in the language of Aeschylus, as
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alone sitting at the helm of the vessel of state, piloting and
governing all things, and utilizing them.

CRITO: And were you not right, Socrates?
SOCRATES: You shall judge, Crito, if you are willing to

hear what followed; for we resumed the enquiry, and a ques-
tion of this sort was asked: Does the kingly art, having this
supreme authority, do anything for us? To be sure, was the
answer. And would not you, Crito, say the same?

CRITO: Yes, I should.
SOCRATES: And what would you say that the kingly art

does? If medicine were supposed to have supreme authority
over the subordinate arts, and I were to ask you a similar ques-
tion about that, you would say–it produces health?

CRITO: I should.
SOCRATES: And what of your own art of husbandry, sup-

posing that to have supreme authority over the subject arts–
what does that do? Does it not supply us with the fruits of the
earth?

CRITO: Yes.
SOCRATES: And what does the kingly art do when invested

with supreme power? Perhaps you may not be ready with an
answer?

CRITO: Indeed I am not, Socrates.
SOCRATES: No more were we, Crito. But at any rate you

know that if this is the art which we were seeking, it ought to
be useful.

CRITO: Certainly.
SOCRATES: And surely it ought to do us some good?
CRITO: Certainly, Socrates.
SOCRATES: And Cleinias and I had arrived at the conclu-

sion that knowledge of some kind is the only good.
CRITO: Yes, that was what you were saying.
SOCRATES: All the other results of politics, and they are

many, as for example, wealth, freedom, tranquillity, were nei-
ther good nor evil in themselves; but the political science
ought to make us wise, and impart knowledge to us, if that is
the science which is likely to do us good, and make us happy.

CRITO: Yes; that was the conclusion at which you had ar-
rived, according to your report of the conversation.

SOCRATES: And does the kingly art make men wise and
good?

CRITO: Why not, Socrates?
SOCRATES: What, all men, and in every respect? and teach

them all the arts,–carpentering, and cobbling, and the rest of
them?

CRITO: I think not, Socrates.
SOCRATES: But then what is this knowledge, and what are

we to do with it? For it is not the source of any works which
are neither good nor evil, and gives no knowledge, but the
knowledge of itself; what then can it be, and what are we to
do with it? Shall we say, Crito, that it is the knowledge by
which we are to make other men good?

CRITO: By all means.
SOCRATES: And in what will they be good and useful?

Shall we repeat that they will make others good, and that these
others will make others again, without ever determining in
what they are to be good; for we have put aside the results
of politics, as they are called. This is the old, old song over

again; and we are just as far as ever, if not farther, from the
knowledge of the art or science of happiness.

CRITO: Indeed, Socrates, you do appear to have got into a
great perplexity.

SOCRATES: Thereupon, Crito, seeing that I was on the
point of shipwreck, I lifted up my voice, and earnestly en-
treated and called upon the strangers to save me and the youth
from the whirlpool of the argument; they were our Castor and
Pollux, I said, and they should be serious, and show us in
sober earnest what that knowledge was which would enable
us to pass the rest of our lives in happiness.

CRITO: And did Euthydemus show you this knowledge?
SOCRATES: Yes, indeed; he proceeded in a lofty strain to

the following effect: Would you rather, Socrates, said he, that
I should show you this knowledge about which you have been
doubting, or shall I prove that you already have it?

What, I said, are you blessed with such a power as this?
Indeed I am.
Then I would much rather that you should prove me to have

such a knowledge; at my time of life that will be more agree-
able than having to learn.

Then tell me, he said, do you know anything?
Yes, I said, I know many things, but not anything of much

importance.
That will do, he said: And would you admit that anything

is what it is, and at the same time is not what it is?
Certainly not.
And did you not say that you knew something?
I did.
If you know, you are knowing.
Certainly, of the knowledge which I have.
That makes no difference;–and must you not, if you are

knowing, know all things?
Certainly not, I said, for there are many other things which

I do not know.
And if you do not know, you are not knowing.
Yes, friend, of that which I do not know.
Still you are not knowing, and you said just now that you

were knowing; and therefore you are and are not at the same
time, and in reference to the same things.

A pretty clatter, as men say, Euthydemus, this of yours! and
will you explain how I possess that knowledge for which we
were seeking? Do you mean to say that the same thing cannot
be and also not be; and therefore, since I know one thing,
that I know all, for I cannot be knowing and not knowing at
the same time, and if I know all things, then I must have the
knowledge for which we are seeking–May I assume this to be
your ingenious notion?

Out of your own mouth, Socrates, you are convicted, he
said.

Well, but, Euthydemus, I said, has that never happened to
you? for if I am only in the same case with you and our
beloved Dionysodorus, I cannot complain. Tell me, then, you
two, do you not know some things, and not know others?

Certainly not, Socrates, said Dionysodorus.
What do you mean, I said; do you know nothing?
Nay, he replied, we do know something.
Then, I said, you know all things, if you know anything?
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Yes, all things, he said; and that is as true of you as of us.
O, indeed, I said, what a wonderful thing, and what a great

blessing! And do all other men know all things or nothing?
Certainly, he replied; they cannot know some things, and

not know others, and be at the same time knowing and not
knowing.

Then what is the inference? I said.
They all know all things, he replied, if they know one thing.
O heavens, Dionysodorus, I said, I see now that you are in

earnest; hardly have I got you to that point. And do you really
and truly know all things, including carpentering and leather-
cutting?

Certainly, he said.
And do you know stitching?
Yes, by the gods, we do, and cobbling, too.
And do you know things such as the numbers of the stars

and of the sand?
Certainly; did you think we should say No to that?
By Zeus, said Ctesippus, interrupting, I only wish that you

would give me some proof which would enable me to know
whether you speak truly.

What proof shall I give you? he said.
Will you tell me how many teeth Euthydemus has? and

Euthydemus shall tell how many teeth you have.
Will you not take our word that we know all things?
Certainly not, said Ctesippus: you must further tell us this

one thing, and then we shall know that you are speak the truth;
if you tell us the number, and we count them, and you are
found to be right, we will believe the rest. They fancied that
Ctesippus was making game of them, and they refused, and
they would only say in answer to each of his questions, that
they knew all things. For at last Ctesippus began to throw
off all restraint; no question in fact was too bad for him; he
would ask them if they knew the foulest things, and they,
like wild boars, came rushing on his blows, and fearlessly
replied that they did. At last, Crito, I too was carried away by
my incredulity, and asked Euthydemus whether Dionysodorus
could dance.

Certainly, he replied.
And can he vault among swords, and turn upon a wheel, at

his age? has he got to such a height of skill as that?
He can do anything, he said.
And did you always know this?
Always, he said.
When you were children, and at your birth?
They both said that they did.
This we could not believe. And Euthydemus said: You are

incredulous, Socrates.
Yes, I said, and I might well be incredulous, if I did not

know you to be wise men.
But if you will answer, he said, I will make you confess to

similar marvels.
Well, I said, there is nothing that I should like better than to

be self- convicted of this, for if I am really a wise man, which
I never knew before, and you will prove to me that I know
and have always known all things, nothing in life would be a
greater gain to me.

Answer then, he said.

Ask, I said, and I will answer.
Do you know something, Socrates, or nothing?
Something, I said.
And do you know with what you know, or with something

else?
With what I know; and I suppose that you mean with my

soul?
Are you not ashamed, Socrates, of asking a question when

you are asked one?
Well, I said; but then what am I to do? for I will do whatever

you bid; when I do not know what you are asking, you tell me
to answer nevertheless, and not to ask again.

Why, you surely have some notion of my meaning, he said.
Yes, I replied.
Well, then, answer according to your notion of my meaning.
Yes, I said; but if the question which you ask in one sense

is understood and answered by me in another, will that please
you–if I answer what is not to the point?

That will please me very well; but will not please you
equally well, as I imagine.

I certainly will not answer unless I understand you, I said.
You will not answer, he said, according to your view of the

meaning, because you will be prating, and are an ancient.
Now I saw that he was getting angry with me for drawing

distinctions, when he wanted to catch me in his springes of
words. And I remembered that Connus was always angry with
me when I opposed him, and then he neglected me, because
he thought that I was stupid; and as I was intending to go to
Euthydemus as a pupil, I reflected that I had better let him
have his way, as he might think me a blockhead, and refuse
to take me. So I said: You are a far better dialectician than
myself, Euthydemus, for I have never made a profession of
the art, and therefore do as you say; ask your questions once
more, and I will answer.

Answer then, he said, again, whether you know what you
know with something, or with nothing.

Yes, I said; I know with my soul.
The man will answer more than the question; for I did not

ask you, he said, with what you know, but whether you know
with something.

Again I replied, Through ignorance I have answered too
much, but I hope that you will forgive me. And now I will an-
swer simply that I always know what I know with something.

And is that something, he rejoined, always the same, or
sometimes one thing, and sometimes another thing?

Always, I replied, when I know, I know with this.
Will you not cease adding to your answers?
My fear is that this word ’always’ may get us into trouble.
You, perhaps, but certainly not us. And now answer: Do

you always know with this?
Always; since I am required to withdraw the words ’when

I know.’
You always know with this, or, always knowing, do you

know some things with this, and some things with something
else, or do you know all things with this?

All that I know, I replied, I know with this.
There again, Socrates, he said, the addition is superfluous.
Well, then, I said, I will take away the words ’that I know.’
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Nay, take nothing away; I desire no favours of you; but let
me ask: Would you be able to know all things, if you did not
know all things?

Quite impossible.
And now, he said, you may add on whatever you like, for

you confess that you know all things.
I suppose that is true, I said, if my qualification implied in

the words ’that I know’ is not allowed to stand; and so I do
know all things.

And have you not admitted that you always know all things
with that which you know, whether you make the addition of
’when you know them’ or not? for you have acknowledged
that you have always and at once known all things, that is
to say, when you were a child, and at your birth, and when
you were growing up, and before you were born, and before
the heaven and earth existed, you knew all things, if you al-
ways know them; and I swear that you shall always continue
to know all things, if I am of the mind to make you.

But I hope that you will be of that mind, reverend Euthy-
demus, I said, if you are really speaking the truth, and yet I a
little doubt your power to make good your words unless you
have the help of your brother Dionysodorus; then you may do
it. Tell me now, both of you, for although in the main I cannot
doubt that I really do know all things, when I am told so by
men of your prodigious wisdom–how can I say that I know
such things, Euthydemus, as that the good are unjust; come,
do I know that or not?

Certainly, you know that.
What do I know?
That the good are not unjust.
Quite true, I said; and that I have always known; but the

question is, where did I learn that the good are unjust?
Nowhere, said Dionysodorus.
Then, I said, I do not know this.
You are ruining the argument, said Euthydemus to

Dionysodorus; he will be proved not to know, and then after
all he will be knowing and not knowing at the same time.

Dionysodorus blushed.
I turned to the other, and said, What do you think, Euthyde-

mus? Does not your omniscient brother appear to you to have
made a mistake?

What, replied Dionysodorus in a moment; am I the brother
of Euthydemus?

Thereupon I said, Please not to interrupt, my good friend,
or prevent Euthydemus from proving to me that I know the
good to be unjust; such a lesson you might at least allow me
to learn.

You are running away, Socrates, said Dionysodorus, and
refusing to answer.

No wonder, I said, for I am not a match for one of you,
and a fortiori I must run away from two. I am no Heracles;
and even Heracles could not fight against the Hydra, who was
a she-Sophist, and had the wit to shoot up many new heads
when one of them was cut off; especially when he saw a
second monster of a sea-crab, who was also a Sophist, and
appeared to have newly arrived from a sea-voyage, bearing
down upon him from the left, opening his mouth and biting.
When the monster was growing troublesome he called Iolaus,

his nephew, to his help, who ably succoured him; but if my Io-
laus, who is my brother Patrocles (the statuary), were to come,
he would only make a bad business worse.

And now that you have delivered yourself of this strain,
said Dionysodorus, will you inform me whether Iolaus was
the nephew of Heracles any more than he is yours?

I suppose that I had best answer you, Dionysodorus, I said,
for you will insist on asking–that I pretty well know–out of
envy, in order to prevent me from learning the wisdom of Eu-
thydemus.

Then answer me, he said.
Well then, I said, I can only reply that Iolaus was not my

nephew at all, but the nephew of Heracles; and his father was
not my brother Patrocles, but Iphicles, who has a name rather
like his, and was the brother of Heracles.

And is Patrocles, he said, your brother?
Yes, I said, he is my half-brother, the son of my mother, but

not of my father.
Then he is and is not your brother.
Not by the same father, my good man, I said, for Chaerede-

mus was his father, and mine was Sophroniscus.
And was Sophroniscus a father, and Chaeredemus also?
Yes, I said; the former was my father, and the latter his.
Then, he said, Chaeredemus is not a father.
He is not my father, I said.
But can a father be other than a father? or are you the same

as a stone?
I certainly do not think that I am a stone, I said, though I

am afraid that you may prove me to be one.
Are you not other than a stone?
I am.
And being other than a stone, you are not a stone; and being

other than gold, you are not gold?
Very true.
And so Chaeredemus, he said, being other than a father, is

not a father?
I suppose that he is not a father, I replied.
For if, said Euthydemus, taking up the argument, Chaerede-

mus is a father, then Sophroniscus, being other than a father,
is not a father; and you, Socrates, are without a father.

Ctesippus, here taking up the argument, said: And is not
your father in the same case, for he is other than my father?

Assuredly not, said Euthydemus.
Then he is the same?
He is the same.
I cannot say that I like the connection; but is he only my

father, Euthydemus, or is he the father of all other men?
Of all other men, he replied. Do you suppose the same

person to be a father and not a father?
Certainly, I did so imagine, said Ctesippus.
And do you suppose that gold is not gold, or that a man is

not a man?
They are not ’in pari materia,’ Euthydemus, said Ctesippus,

and you had better take care, for it is monstrous to suppose
that your father is the father of all.

But he is, he replied.
What, of men only, said Ctesippus, or of horses and of all

other animals?
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Of all, he said.
And your mother, too, is the mother of all?
Yes, our mother too.
Yes; and your mother has a progeny of sea-urchins then?
Yes; and yours, he said.
And gudgeons and puppies and pigs are your brothers?
And yours too.
And your papa is a dog?
And so is yours, he said.
If you will answer my questions, said Dionysodorus, I will

soon extract the same admissions from you, Ctesippus. You
say that you have a dog.

Yes, a villain of a one, said Ctesippus.
And he has puppies?
Yes, and they are very like himself.
And the dog is the father of them?
Yes, he said, I certainly saw him and the mother of the pup-

pies come together.
And is he not yours?
To be sure he is.
Then he is a father, and he is yours; ergo, he is your father,

and the puppies are your brothers.
Let me ask you one little question more, said Dionysodorus,

quickly interposing, in order that Ctesippus might not get in
his word: You beat this dog?

Ctesippus said, laughing, Indeed I do; and I only wish that
I could beat you instead of him.

Then you beat your father, he said.
I should have far more reason to beat yours, said Ctesippus;

what could he have been thinking of when he begat such wise
sons? much good has this father of you and your brethren the
puppies got out of this wisdom of yours.

But neither he nor you, Ctesippus, have any need of much
good.

And have you no need, Euthydemus? he said.
Neither I nor any other man; for tell me now, Ctesippus,

if you think it good or evil for a man who is sick to drink
medicine when he wants it; or to go to war armed rather than
unarmed.

Good, I say. And yet I know that I am going to be caught in
one of your charming puzzles.

That, he replied, you will discover, if you answer; since you
admit medicine to be good for a man to drink, when wanted,
must it not be good for him to drink as much as possible; when
he takes his medicine, a cartload of hellebore will not be too
much for him?

Ctesippus said: Quite so, Euthydemus, that is to say, if he
who drinks is as big as the statue of Delphi.

And seeing that in war to have arms is a good thing, he
ought to have as many spears and shields as possible?

Very true, said Ctesippus; and do you think, Euthydemus,
that he ought to have one shield only, and one spear?

I do.
And would you arm Geryon and Briareus in that way?

Considering that you and your companion fight in armour, I
thought that you would have known better...Here Euthydemus
held his peace, but Dionysodorus returned to the previous an-
swer of Ctesippus and said:–

Do you not think that the possession of gold is a good thing?
Yes, said Ctesippus, and the more the better.
And to have money everywhere and always is a good?
Certainly, a great good, he said.
And you admit gold to be a good?
Certainly, he replied.
And ought not a man then to have gold everywhere and

always, and as much as possible in himself, and may he not
be deemed the happiest of men who has three talents of gold
in his belly, and a talent in his pate, and a stater of gold in
either eye?

Yes, Euthydemus, said Ctesippus; and the Scythians reckon
those who have gold in their own skulls to be the happiest and
bravest of men (that is only another instance of your manner
of speaking about the dog and father), and what is still more
extraordinary, they drink out of their own skulls gilt, and see
the inside of them, and hold their own head in their hands.

And do the Scythians and others see that which has the
quality of vision, or that which has not? said Euthydemus.

That which has the quality of vision clearly.
And you also see that which has the quality of vision? he

said. (Note: the ambiguity of (Greek), ’things visible and able
to see,’ (Greek), ’the speaking of the silent,’ the silent denoting
either the speaker or the subject of the speech, cannot be per-
fectly rendered in English. Compare Aristot. Soph. Elenchi
(Poste’s translation):–

’Of ambiguous propositions the following are instances:–
’I hope that you the enemy may slay.
’Whom one knows, he knows. Either the person knowing

or the person known is here affirmed to know.
’What one sees, that one sees: one sees a pillar: ergo, that

one pillar sees.
’What you ARE holding, that you are: you are holding a

stone: ergo, a stone you are.
’Is a speaking of the silent possible? “The silent” denotes

either the speaker are the subject of speech.
’There are three kinds of ambiguity of term or proposition.

The first is when there is an equal linguistic propriety in sev-
eral interpretations; the second when one is improper but cus-
tomary; the third when the ambiguity arises in the combina-
tion of elements that are in themselves unambiguous, as in
“knowing letters.” “Knowing” and “letters” are perhaps sepa-
rately unambiguous, but in combination may imply either that
the letters are known, or that they themselves have knowledge.
Such are the modes in which propositions and terms may be
ambiguous.’

Yes, I do.
Then do you see our garments?
Yes.
Then our garments have the quality of vision.
They can see to any extent, said Ctesippus.
What can they see?
Nothing; but you, my sweet man, may perhaps imagine that

they do not see; and certainly, Euthydemus, you do seem to
me to have been caught napping when you were not asleep,
and that if it be possible to speak and say nothing–you are
doing so.
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And may there not be a silence of the speaker? said
Dionysodorus.

Impossible, said Ctesippus.
Or a speaking of the silent?
That is still more impossible, he said.
But when you speak of stones, wood, iron bars, do you not

speak of the silent?
Not when I pass a smithy; for then the iron bars make a

tremendous noise and outcry if they are touched: so that here
your wisdom is strangely mistaken; please, however, to tell me
how you can be silent when speaking (I thought that Ctesippus
was put upon his mettle because Cleinias was present).

When you are silent, said Euthydemus, is there not a silence
of all things?

Yes, he said.
But if speaking things are included in all things, then the

speaking are silent.
What, said Ctesippus; then all things are not silent?
Certainly not, said Euthydemus.
Then, my good friend, do they all speak?
Yes; those which speak.
Nay, said Ctesippus, but the question which I ask is whether

all things are silent or speak?
Neither and both, said Dionysodorus, quickly interposing;

I am sure that you will be ’non-plussed’ at that answer.
Here Ctesippus, as his manner was, burst into a roar of

laughter; he said, That brother of yours, Euthydemus, has got
into a dilemma; all is over with him. This delighted Cleinias,
whose laughter made Ctesippus ten times as uproarious; but I
cannot help thinking that the rogue must have picked up this
answer from them; for there has been no wisdom like theirs in
our time. Why do you laugh, Cleinias, I said, at such solemn
and beautiful things?

Why, Socrates, said Dionysodorus, did you ever see a beau-
tiful thing?

Yes, Dionysodorus, I replied, I have seen many.
Were they other than the beautiful, or the same as the beau-

tiful?
Now I was in a great quandary at having to answer this

question, and I thought that I was rightly served for having
opened my mouth at all: I said however, They are not the same
as absolute beauty, but they have beauty present with each of
them.

And are you an ox because an ox is present with you, or
are you Dionysodorus, because Dionysodorus is present with
you?

God forbid, I replied.
But how, he said, by reason of one thing being present with

another, will one thing be another?
Is that your difficulty? I said. For I was beginning to imitate

their skill, on which my heart was set.
Of course, he replied, I and all the world are in a difficulty

about the non-existent.
What do you mean, Dionysodorus? I said. Is not the hon-

ourable honourable and the base base?
That, he said, is as I please.
And do you please?
Yes, he said.

And you will admit that the same is the same, and the other
other; for surely the other is not the same; I should imagine
that even a child will hardly deny the other to be other. But I
think, Dionysodorus, that you must have intentionally missed
the last question; for in general you and your brother seem to
me to be good workmen in your own department, and to do
the dialectician’s business excellently well.

What, said he, is the business of a good workman? tell me,
in the first place, whose business is hammering?

The smith’s.
And whose the making of pots?
The potter’s.
And who has to kill and skin and mince and boil and roast?
The cook, I said.
And if a man does his business he does rightly?
Certainly.
And the business of the cook is to cut up and skin; you have

admitted that?
Yes, I have admitted that, but you must not be too hard upon

me.
Then if some one were to kill, mince, boil, roast the cook,

he would do his business, and if he were to hammer the smith,
and make a pot of the potter, he would do their business.

Poseidon, I said, this is the crown of wisdom; can I ever
hope to have such wisdom of my own?

And would you be able, Socrates, to recognize this wisdom
when it has become your own?

Certainly, I said, if you will allow me.
What, he said, do you think that you know what is your

own?
Yes, I do, subject to your correction; for you are the bottom,

and Euthydemus is the top, of all my wisdom.
Is not that which you would deem your own, he said, that

which you have in your own power, and which you are able to
use as you would desire, for example, an ox or a sheep–would
you not think that which you could sell and give and sacrifice
to any god whom you pleased, to be your own, and that which
you could not give or sell or sacrifice you would think not to
be in your own power?

Yes, I said (for I was certain that something good would
come out of the questions, which I was impatient to hear);
yes, such things, and such things only are mine.

Yes, he said, and you would mean by animals living beings?
Yes, I said.
You agree then, that those animals only are yours with

which you have the power to do all these things which I was
just naming?

I agree.
Then, after a pause, in which he seemed to be lost in the

contemplation of something great, he said: Tell me, Socrates,
have you an ancestral Zeus? Here, anticipating the final move,
like a person caught in a net, who gives a desperate twist that
he may get away, I said: No, Dionysodorus, I have not.

What a miserable man you must be then, he said; you are
not an Athenian at all if you have no ancestral gods or temples,
or any other mark of gentility.

Nay, Dionysodorus, I said, do not be rough; good words, if
you please; in the way of religion I have altars and temples,
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domestic and ancestral, and all that other Athenians have.
And have not other Athenians, he said, an ancestral Zeus?
That name, I said, is not to be found among the Ionians,

whether colonists or citizens of Athens; an ancestral Apollo
there is, who is the father of Ion, and a family Zeus, and a
Zeus guardian of the phratry, and an Athene guardian of the
phratry. But the name of ancestral Zeus is unknown to us.

No matter, said Dionysodorus, for you admit that you have
Apollo, Zeus, and Athene.

Certainly, I said.
And they are your gods, he said.
Yes, I said, my lords and ancestors.
At any rate they are yours, he said, did you not admit that?
I did, I said; what is going to happen to me?
And are not these gods animals? for you admit that all

things which have life are animals; and have not these gods
life?

They have life, I said.
Then are they not animals?
They are animals, I said.
And you admitted that of animals those are yours which you

could give away or sell or offer in sacrifice, as you pleased?
I did admit that, Euthydemus, and I have no way of escape.
Well then, said he, if you admit that Zeus and the other gods

are yours, can you sell them or give them away or do what you
will with them, as you would with other animals?

At this I was quite struck dumb, Crito, and lay prostrate.
Ctesippus came to the rescue.

Bravo, Heracles, brave words, said he.
Bravo Heracles, or is Heracles a Bravo? said Dionysodorus.
Poseidon, said Ctesippus, what awful distinctions. I will

have no more of them; the pair are invincible.
Then, my dear Crito, there was universal applause of the

speakers and their words, and what with laughing and clap-
ping of hands and rejoicings the two men were quite overpow-
ered; for hitherto their partisans only had cheered at each suc-
cessive hit, but now the whole company shouted with delight
until the columns of the Lyceum returned the sound, seeming
to sympathize in their joy. To such a pitch was I affected my-
self, that I made a speech, in which I acknowledged that I had
never seen the like of their wisdom; I was their devoted ser-
vant, and fell to praising and admiring of them. What marvel-
lous dexterity of wit, I said, enabled you to acquire this great
perfection in such a short time? There is much, indeed, to ad-
mire in your words, Euthydemus and Dionysodorus, but there
is nothing that I admire more than your magnanimous disre-
gard of any opinion–whether of the many, or of the grave and
reverend seigniors–you regard only those who are like your-
selves. And I do verily believe that there are few who are like
you, and who would approve of such arguments; the major-
ity of mankind are so ignorant of their value, that they would
be more ashamed of employing them in the refutation of oth-
ers than of being refuted by them. I must further express my
approval of your kind and public-spirited denial of all differ-
ences, whether of good and evil, white or black, or any other;
the result of which is that, as you say, every mouth is sewn
up, not excepting your own, which graciously follows the ex-
ample of others; and thus all ground of offence is taken away.

But what appears to me to be more than all is, that this art and
invention of yours has been so admirably contrived by you,
that in a very short time it can be imparted to any one. I ob-
served that Ctesippus learned to imitate you in no time. Now
this quickness of attainment is an excellent thing; but at the
same time I would advise you not to have any more public en-
tertainments; there is a danger that men may undervalue an art
which they have so easy an opportunity of acquiring; the exhi-
bition would be best of all, if the discussion were confined to
your two selves; but if there must be an audience, let him only
be present who is willing to pay a handsome fee;–you should
be careful of this;–and if you are wise, you will also bid your
disciples discourse with no man but you and themselves. For
only what is rare is valuable; and ’water,’ which, as Pindar
says, is the ’best of all things,’ is also the cheapest. And now
I have only to request that you will receive Cleinias and me
among your pupils.

Such was the discussion, Crito; and after a few more words
had passed between us we went away. I hope that you will
come to them with me, since they say that they are able to
teach any one who will give them money; no age or want of
capacity is an impediment. And I must repeat one thing which
they said, for your especial benefit,–that the learning of their
art did not at all interfere with the business of money-making.

CRITO: Truly, Socrates, though I am curious and ready to
learn, yet I fear that I am not like-minded with Euthydemus,
but one of the other sort, who, as you were saying, would
rather be refuted by such arguments than use them in refuta-
tion of others. And though I may appear ridiculous in ventur-
ing to advise you, I think that you may as well hear what was
said to me by a man of very considerable pretensions–he was
a professor of legal oratory– who came away from you while
I was walking up and down. ’Crito,’ said he to me, ’are you
giving no attention to these wise men?’ ’No, indeed,’ I said to
him; ’I could not get within hearing of them–there was such
a crowd.’ ’You would have heard something worth hearing if
you had.’ ’What was that?’ I said. ’You would have heard the
greatest masters of the art of rhetoric discoursing.’ ’And what
did you think of them?’ I said. ’What did I think of them?’ he
said:–’theirs was the sort of discourse which anybody might
hear from men who were playing the fool, and making much
ado about nothing.’ That was the expression which he used.
’Surely,’ I said, ’philosophy is a charming thing.’ ’Charming!’
he said; ’what simplicity! philosophy is nought; and I think
that if you had been present you would have been ashamed of
your friend–his conduct was so very strange in placing him-
self at the mercy of men who care not what they say, and fas-
ten upon every word. And these, as I was telling you, are
supposed to be the most eminent professors of their time. But
the truth is, Crito, that the study itself and the men themselves
are utterly mean and ridiculous.’ Now censure of the pursuit,
Socrates, whether coming from him or from others, appears
to me to be undeserved; but as to the impropriety of holding a
public discussion with such men, there, I confess that, in my
opinion, he was in the right.

SOCRATES: O Crito, they are marvellous men; but what
was I going to say? First of all let me know;–What manner
of man was he who came up to you and censured philosophy;
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was he an orator who himself practises in the courts, or an
instructor of orators, who makes the speeches with which they
do battle?

CRITO: He was certainly not an orator, and I doubt whether
he had ever been into court; but they say that he knows
the business, and is a clever man, and composes wonderful
speeches.

SOCRATES: Now I understand, Crito; he is one of an am-
phibious class, whom I was on the point of mentioning–one
of those whom Prodicus describes as on the border-ground
between philosophers and statesmen–they think that they are
the wisest of all men, and that they are generally esteemed the
wisest; nothing but the rivalry of the philosophers stands in
their way; and they are of the opinion that if they can prove the
philosophers to be good for nothing, no one will dispute their
title to the palm of wisdom, for that they are themselves really
the wisest, although they are apt to be mauled by Euthydemus
and his friends, when they get hold of them in conversation.
This opinion which they entertain of their own wisdom is very
natural; for they have a certain amount of philosophy, and a
certain amount of political wisdom; there is reason in what
they say, for they argue that they have just enough of both,
and so they keep out of the way of all risks and conflicts and
reap the fruits of their wisdom.

CRITO: What do you say of them, Socrates? There is cer-
tainly something specious in that notion of theirs.

SOCRATES: Yes, Crito, there is more speciousness than
truth; they cannot be made to understand the nature of inter-
mediates. For all persons or things, which are intermediate
between two other things, and participate in both of them–if
one of these two things is good and the other evil, are better
than the one and worse than the other; but if they are in a mean
between two good things which do not tend to the same end,
they fall short of either of their component elements in the
attainment of their ends. Only in the case when the two com-
ponent elements which do not tend to the same end are evil
is the participant better than either. Now, if philosophy and
political action are both good, but tend to different ends, and
they participate in both, and are in a mean between them, then
they are talking nonsense, for they are worse than either; or, if
the one be good and the other evil, they are better than the one
and worse than the other; only on the supposition that they
are both evil could there be any truth in what they say. I do
not think that they will admit that their two pursuits are either
wholly or partly evil; but the truth is, that these philosopher-
politicians who aim at both fall short of both in the attain-
ment of their respective ends, and are really third, although
they would like to stand first. There is no need, however, to
be angry at this ambition of theirs– which may be forgiven;
for every man ought to be loved who says and manfully pur-
sues and works out anything which is at all like wisdom: at
the same time we shall do well to see them as they really are.

CRITO: I have often told you, Socrates, that I am in a con-
stant difficulty about my two sons. What am I to do with
them? There is no hurry about the younger one, who is only a
child; but the other, Critobulus, is getting on, and needs some
one who will improve him. I cannot help thinking, when I
hear you talk, that there is a sort of madness in many of our

anxieties about our children:–in the first place, about marrying
a wife of good family to be the mother of them, and then about
heaping up money for them– and yet taking no care about their
education. But then again, when I contemplate any of those
who pretend to educate others, I am amazed. To me, if I am
to confess the truth, they all seem to be such outrageous be-
ings: so that I do not know how I can advise the youth to study
philosophy.

SOCRATES: Dear Crito, do you not know that in every pro-
fession the inferior sort are numerous and good for nothing,
and the good are few and beyond all price: for example, are
not gymnastic and rhetoric and money- making and the art of
the general, noble arts?

CRITO: Certainly they are, in my judgment.
SOCRATES: Well, and do you not see that in each of these

arts the many are ridiculous performers?
CRITO: Yes, indeed, that is very true.
SOCRATES: And will you on this account shun all these

pursuits yourself and refuse to allow them to your son?
CRITO: That would not be reasonable, Socrates.
SOCRATES: Do you then be reasonable, Crito, and do not

mind whether the teachers of philosophy are good or bad, but
think only of philosophy herself. Try and examine her well
and truly, and if she be evil seek to turn away all men from
her, and not your sons only; but if she be what I believe that
she is, then follow her and serve her, you and your house, as
the saying is, and be of good cheer.

1.4. Menexenus

PERSONS OF THE DIALOGUE: Socrates and Menexenus.
SOCRATES: Whence come you, Menexenus? Are you from

the Agora?
MENEXENUS: Yes, Socrates; I have been at the Council.
SOCRATES: And what might you be doing at the Council?

And yet I need hardly ask, for I see that you, believing your-
self to have arrived at the end of education and of philosophy,
and to have had enough of them, are mounting upwards to
things higher still, and, though rather young for the post, are
intending to govern us elder men, like the rest of your family,
which has always provided some one who kindly took care of
us.

MENEXENUS: Yes, Socrates, I shall be ready to hold office,
if you allow and advise that I should, but not if you think oth-
erwise. I went to the council chamber because I heard that the
Council was about to choose some one who was to speak over
the dead. For you know that there is to be a public funeral?

SOCRATES: Yes, I know. And whom did they choose?
MENEXENUS: No one; they delayed the election until to-

morrow, but I believe that either Archinus or Dion will be cho-
sen.

SOCRATES: O Menexenus! Death in battle is certainly in
many respects a noble thing. The dead man gets a fine and
costly funeral, although he may have been poor, and an elab-
orate speech is made over him by a wise man who has long
ago prepared what he has to say, although he who is praised
may not have been good for much. The speakers praise him
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for what he has done and for what he has not done–that is
the beauty of them–and they steal away our souls with their
embellished words; in every conceivable form they praise the
city; and they praise those who died in war, and all our ances-
tors who went before us; and they praise ourselves also who
are still alive, until I feel quite elevated by their laudations,
and I stand listening to their words, Menexenus, and become
enchanted by them, and all in a moment I imagine myself to
have become a greater and nobler and finer man than I was
before. And if, as often happens, there are any foreigners who
accompany me to the speech, I become suddenly conscious of
having a sort of triumph over them, and they seem to experi-
ence a corresponding feeling of admiration at me, and at the
greatness of the city, which appears to them, when they are
under the influence of the speaker, more wonderful than ever.
This consciousness of dignity lasts me more than three days,
and not until the fourth or fifth day do I come to my senses
and know where I am; in the meantime I have been living in
the Islands of the Blest. Such is the art of our rhetoricians, and
in such manner does the sound of their words keep ringing in
my ears.

MENEXENUS: You are always making fun of the rhetori-
cians, Socrates; this time, however, I am inclined to think that
the speaker who is chosen will not have much to say, for he
has been called upon to speak at a moment’s notice, and he
will be compelled almost to improvise.

SOCRATES: But why, my friend, should he not have plenty
to say? Every rhetorician has speeches ready made; nor is
there any difficulty in improvising that sort of stuff. Had the
orator to praise Athenians among Peloponnesians, or Pelo-
ponnesians among Athenians, he must be a good rhetorician
who could succeed and gain credit. But there is no difficulty
in a man’s winning applause when he is contending for fame
among the persons whom he is praising.

MENEXENUS: Do you think not, Socrates?
SOCRATES: Certainly ’not.’
MENEXENUS: Do you think that you could speak your-

self if there should be a necessity, and if the Council were to
choose you?

SOCRATES: That I should be able to speak is no great
wonder, Menexenus, considering that I have an excellent mis-
tress in the art of rhetoric,–she who has made so many good
speakers, and one who was the best among all the Hellenes–
Pericles, the son of Xanthippus.

MENEXENUS: And who is she? I suppose that you mean
Aspasia.

SOCRATES: Yes, I do; and besides her I had Connus, the
son of Metrobius, as a master, and he was my master in mu-
sic, as she was in rhetoric. No wonder that a man who has
received such an education should be a finished speaker; even
the pupil of very inferior masters, say, for example, one who
had learned music of Lamprus, and rhetoric of Antiphon the
Rhamnusian, might make a figure if he were to praise the
Athenians among the Athenians.

MENEXENUS: And what would you be able to say if you
had to speak?

SOCRATES: Of my own wit, most likely nothing; but yes-
terday I heard Aspasia composing a funeral oration about

these very dead. For she had been told, as you were say-
ing, that the Athenians were going to choose a speaker, and
she repeated to me the sort of speech which he should de-
liver, partly improvising and partly from previous thought,
putting together fragments of the funeral oration which Per-
icles spoke, but which, as I believe, she composed.

MENEXENUS: And can you remember what Aspasia said?
SOCRATES: I ought to be able, for she taught me, and she

was ready to strike me because I was always forgetting.
MENEXENUS: Then why will you not rehearse what she

said?
SOCRATES: Because I am afraid that my mistress may be

angry with me if I publish her speech.
MENEXENUS: Nay, Socrates, let us have the speech,

whether Aspasia’s or any one else’s, no matter. I hope that
you will oblige me.

SOCRATES: But I am afraid that you will laugh at me if I
continue the games of youth in old age.

MENEXENUS: Far otherwise, Socrates; let us by all means
have the speech.

SOCRATES: Truly I have such a disposition to oblige you,
that if you bid me dance naked I should not like to refuse,
since we are alone. Listen then: If I remember rightly, she
began as follows, with the mention of the dead:– (Thucyd.)

There is a tribute of deeds and of words. The departed have
already had the first, when going forth on their destined jour-
ney they were attended on their way by the state and by their
friends; the tribute of words remains to be given to them, as
is meet and by law ordained. For noble words are a memo-
rial and a crown of noble actions, which are given to the
doers of them by the hearers. A word is needed which will
duly praise the dead and gently admonish the living, exhort-
ing the brethren and descendants of the departed to imitate
their virtue, and consoling their fathers and mothers and the
survivors, if any, who may chance to be alive of the previous
generation. What sort of a word will this be, and how shall we
rightly begin the praises of these brave men? In their life they
rejoiced their own friends with their valour, and their death
they gave in exchange for the salvation of the living. And I
think that we should praise them in the order in which na-
ture made them good, for they were good because they were
sprung from good fathers. Wherefore let us first of all praise
the goodness of their birth; secondly, their nurture and edu-
cation; and then let us set forth how noble their actions were,
and how worthy of the education which they had received.

And first as to their birth. Their ancestors were not
strangers, nor are these their descendants sojourners only,
whose fathers have come from another country; but they are
the children of the soil, dwelling and living in their own land.
And the country which brought them up is not like other coun-
tries, a stepmother to her children, but their own true mother;
she bore them and nourished them and received them, and
in her bosom they now repose. It is meet and right, there-
fore, that we should begin by praising the land which is their
mother, and that will be a way of praising their noble birth.

The country is worthy to be praised, not only by us, but by
all mankind; first, and above all, as being dear to the Gods.
This is proved by the strife and contention of the Gods re-
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specting her. And ought not the country which the Gods praise
to be praised by all mankind? The second praise which may
be fairly claimed by her, is that at the time when the whole
earth was sending forth and creating diverse animals, tame
and wild, she our mother was free and pure from savage mon-
sters, and out of all animals selected and brought forth man,
who is superior to the rest in understanding, and alone has jus-
tice and religion. And a great proof that she brought forth the
common ancestors of us and of the departed, is that she pro-
vided the means of support for her offspring. For as a woman
proves her motherhood by giving milk to her young ones (and
she who has no fountain of milk is not a mother), so did this
our land prove that she was the mother of men, for in those
days she alone and first of all brought forth wheat and barley
for human food, which is the best and noblest sustenance for
man, whom she regarded as her true offspring. And these are
truer proofs of motherhood in a country than in a woman, for
the woman in her conception and generation is but the imi-
tation of the earth, and not the earth of the woman. And of
the fruit of the earth she gave a plenteous supply, not only
to her own, but to others also; and afterwards she made the
olive to spring up to be a boon to her children, and to help
them in their toils. And when she had herself nursed them and
brought them up to manhood, she gave them Gods to be their
rulers and teachers, whose names are well known, and need
not now be repeated. They are the Gods who first ordered our
lives, and instructed us in the arts for the supply of our daily
needs, and taught us the acquisition and use of arms for the
defence of the country.

Thus born into the world and thus educated, the ancestors of
the departed lived and made themselves a government, which
I ought briefly to commemorate. For government is the nur-
ture of man, and the government of good men is good, and of
bad men bad. And I must show that our ancestors were trained
under a good government, and for this reason they were good,
and our contemporaries are also good, among whom our de-
parted friends are to be reckoned. Then as now, and indeed
always, from that time to this, speaking generally, our govern-
ment was an aristocracy–a form of government which receives
various names, according to the fancies of men, and is some-
times called democracy, but is really an aristocracy or gov-
ernment of the best which has the approval of the many. For
kings we have always had, first hereditary and then elected,
and authority is mostly in the hands of the people, who dis-
pense offices and power to those who appear to be most de-
serving of them. Neither is a man rejected from weakness or
poverty or obscurity of origin, nor honoured by reason of the
opposite, as in other states, but there is one principle–he who
appears to be wise and good is a governor and ruler. The ba-
sis of this our government is equality of birth; for other states
are made up of all sorts and unequal conditions of men, and
therefore their governments are unequal; there are tyrannies
and there are oligarchies, in which the one party are slaves
and the others masters. But we and our citizens are brethren,
the children all of one mother, and we do not think it right to
be one another’s masters or servants; but the natural equality
of birth compels us to seek for legal equality, and to recognize
no superiority except in the reputation of virtue and wisdom.

And so their and our fathers, and these, too, our brethren,
being nobly born and having been brought up in all freedom,
did both in their public and private capacity many noble deeds
famous over the whole world. They were the deeds of men
who thought that they ought to fight both against Hellenes for
the sake of Hellenes on behalf of freedom, and against bar-
barians in the common interest of Hellas. Time would fail me
to tell of their defence of their country against the invasion
of Eumolpus and the Amazons, or of their defence of the Ar-
gives against the Cadmeians, or of the Heracleids against the
Argives; besides, the poets have already declared in song to
all mankind their glory, and therefore any commemoration of
their deeds in prose which we might attempt would hold a sec-
ond place. They already have their reward, and I say no more
of them; but there are other worthy deeds of which no poet has
worthily sung, and which are still wooing the poet’s muse. Of
these I am bound to make honourable mention, and shall in-
voke others to sing of them also in lyric and other strains, in
a manner becoming the actors. And first I will tell how the
Persians, lords of Asia, were enslaving Europe, and how the
children of this land, who were our fathers, held them back.
Of these I will speak first, and praise their valour, as is meet
and fitting. He who would rightly estimate them should place
himself in thought at that time, when the whole of Asia was
subject to the third king of Persia. The first king, Cyrus, by
his valour freed the Persians, who were his countrymen, and
subjected the Medes, who were their lords, and he ruled over
the rest of Asia, as far as Egypt; and after him came his son,
who ruled all the accessible part of Egypt and Libya; the third
king was Darius, who extended the land boundaries of the em-
pire to Scythia, and with his fleet held the sea and the islands.
None presumed to be his equal; the minds of all men were
enthralled by him–so many and mighty and warlike nations
had the power of Persia subdued. Now Darius had a quarrel
against us and the Eretrians, because, as he said, we had con-
spired against Sardis, and he sent 500,000 men in transports
and vessels of war, and 300 ships, and Datis as commander,
telling him to bring the Eretrians and Athenians to the king, if
he wished to keep his head on his shoulders. He sailed against
the Eretrians, who were reputed to be amongst the noblest
and most warlike of the Hellenes of that day, and they were
numerous, but he conquered them all in three days; and when
he had conquered them, in order that no one might escape,
he searched the whole country after this manner: his soldiers,
coming to the borders of Eretria and spreading from sea to
sea, joined hands and passed through the whole country, in
order that they might be able to tell the king that no one had
escaped them. And from Eretria they went to Marathon with
a like intention, expecting to bind the Athenians in the same
yoke of necessity in which they had bound the Eretrians. Hav-
ing effected one-half of their purpose, they were in the act of
attempting the other, and none of the Hellenes dared to assist
either the Eretrians or the Athenians, except the Lacedaemoni-
ans, and they arrived a day too late for the battle; but the rest
were panic-stricken and kept quiet, too happy in having es-
caped for a time. He who has present to his mind that conflict
will know what manner of men they were who received the
onset of the barbarians at Marathon, and chastened the pride
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of the whole of Asia, and by the victory which they gained
over the barbarians first taught other men that the power of
the Persians was not invincible, but that hosts of men and the
multitude of riches alike yield to valour. And I assert that
those men are the fathers not only of ourselves, but of our lib-
erties and of the liberties of all who are on the continent, for
that was the action to which the Hellenes looked back when
they ventured to fight for their own safety in the battles which
ensued: they became disciples of the men of Marathon. To
them, therefore, I assign in my speech the first place, and the
second to those who fought and conquered in the sea fights
at Salamis and Artemisium; for of them, too, one might have
many things to say–of the assaults which they endured by sea
and land, and how they repelled them. I will mention only that
act of theirs which appears to me to be the noblest, and which
followed that of Marathon and came nearest to it; for the men
of Marathon only showed the Hellenes that it was possible
to ward off the barbarians by land, the many by the few; but
there was no proof that they could be defeated by ships, and
at sea the Persians retained the reputation of being invinci-
ble in numbers and wealth and skill and strength. This is the
glory of the men who fought at sea, that they dispelled the sec-
ond terror which had hitherto possessed the Hellenes, and so
made the fear of numbers, whether of ships or men, to cease
among them. And so the soldiers of Marathon and the sailors
of Salamis became the schoolmasters of Hellas; the one teach-
ing and habituating the Hellenes not to fear the barbarians at
sea, and the others not to fear them by land. Third in order,
for the number and valour of the combatants, and third in the
salvation of Hellas, I place the battle of Plataea. And now
the Lacedaemonians as well as the Athenians took part in the
struggle; they were all united in this greatest and most terri-
ble conflict of all; wherefore their virtues will be celebrated in
times to come, as they are now celebrated by us. But at a later
period many Hellenic tribes were still on the side of the bar-
barians, and there was a report that the great king was going
to make a new attempt upon the Hellenes, and therefore jus-
tice requires that we should also make mention of those who
crowned the previous work of our salvation, and drove and
purged away all barbarians from the sea. These were the men
who fought by sea at the river Eurymedon, and who went on
the expedition to Cyprus, and who sailed to Egypt and divers
other places; and they should be gratefully remembered by us,
because they compelled the king in fear for himself to look to
his own safety instead of plotting the destruction of Hellas.

And so the war against the barbarians was fought out to the
end by the whole city on their own behalf, and on behalf of
their countrymen. There was peace, and our city was held in
honour; and then, as prosperity makes men jealous, there suc-
ceeded a jealousy of her, and jealousy begat envy, and so she
became engaged against her will in a war with the Hellenes.
On the breaking out of war, our citizens met the Lacedaemo-
nians at Tanagra, and fought for the freedom of the Boeotians;
the issue was doubtful, and was decided by the engagement
which followed. For when the Lacedaemonians had gone on
their way, leaving the Boeotians, whom they were aiding, on
the third day after the battle of Tanagra, our countrymen con-
quered at Oenophyta, and righteously restored those who had

been unrighteously exiled. And they were the first after the
Persian war who fought on behalf of liberty in aid of Hellenes
against Hellenes; they were brave men, and freed those whom
they aided, and were the first too who were honourably in-
terred in this sepulchre by the state. Afterwards there was a
mighty war, in which all the Hellenes joined, and devastated
our country, which was very ungrateful of them; and our coun-
trymen, after defeating them in a naval engagement and taking
their leaders, the Spartans, at Sphagia, when they might have
destroyed them, spared their lives, and gave them back, and
made peace, considering that they should war with the fellow-
countrymen only until they gained a victory over them, and
not because of the private anger of the state destroy the com-
mon interest of Hellas; but that with barbarians they should
war to the death. Worthy of praise are they also who waged
this war, and are here interred; for they proved, if any one
doubted the superior prowess of the Athenians in the former
war with the barbarians, that their doubts had no foundation–
showing by their victory in the civil war with Hellas, in which
they subdued the other chief state of the Hellenes, that they
could conquer single-handed those with whom they had been
allied in the war against the barbarians. After the peace there
followed a third war, which was of a terrible and desperate
nature, and in this many brave men who are here interred lost
their lives–many of them had won victories in Sicily, whither
they had gone over the seas to fight for the liberties of the
Leontines, to whom they were bound by oaths; but, owing to
the distance, the city was unable to help them, and they lost
heart and came to misfortune, their very enemies and oppo-
nents winning more renown for valour and temperance than
the friends of others. Many also fell in naval engagements
at the Hellespont, after having in one day taken all the ships
of the enemy, and defeated them in other naval engagements.
And what I call the terrible and desperate nature of the war, is
that the other Hellenes, in their extreme animosity towards the
city, should have entered into negotiations with their bitterest
enemy, the king of Persia, whom they, together with us, had
expelled;–him, without us, they again brought back, barbar-
ian against Hellenes, and all the hosts, both of Hellenes and
barbarians, were united against Athens. And then shone forth
the power and valour of our city. Her enemies had supposed
that she was exhausted by the war, and our ships were block-
aded at Mitylene. But the citizens themselves embarked, and
came to the rescue with sixty other ships, and their valour was
confessed of all men, for they conquered their enemies and de-
livered their friends. And yet by some evil fortune they were
left to perish at sea, and therefore are not interred here. Ever
to be remembered and honoured are they, for by their valour
not only that sea- fight was won for us, but the entire war was
decided by them, and through them the city gained the reputa-
tion of being invincible, even though attacked by all mankind.
And that reputation was a true one, for the defeat which came
upon us was our own doing. We were never conquered by
others, and to this day we are still unconquered by them; but
we were our own conquerors, and received defeat at our own
hands. Afterwards there was quiet and peace abroad, but there
sprang up war at home; and, if men are destined to have civil
war, no one could have desired that his city should take the
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disorder in a milder form. How joyful and natural was the
reconciliation of those who came from the Piraeus and those
who came from the city; with what moderation did they order
the war against the tyrants in Eleusis, and in a manner how
unlike what the other Hellenes expected! And the reason of
this gentleness was the veritable tie of blood, which created
among them a friendship as of kinsmen, faithful not in word
only, but in deed. And we ought also to remember those who
then fell by one another’s hands, and on such occasions as
these to reconcile them with sacrifices and prayers, praying to
those who have power over them, that they may be reconciled
even as we are reconciled. For they did not attack one another
out of malice or enmity, but they were unfortunate. And that
such was the fact we ourselves are witnesses, who are of the
same race with them, and have mutually received and granted
forgiveness of what we have done and suffered. After this
there was perfect peace, and the city had rest; and her feeling
was that she forgave the barbarians, who had severely suffered
at her hands and severely retaliated, but that she was indig-
nant at the ingratitude of the Hellenes, when she remembered
how they had received good from her and returned evil, having
made common cause with the barbarians, depriving her of the
ships which had once been their salvation, and dismantling
our walls, which had preserved their own from falling. She
thought that she would no longer defend the Hellenes, when
enslaved either by one another or by the barbarians, and did
accordingly. This was our feeling, while the Lacedaemoni-
ans were thinking that we who were the champions of liberty
had fallen, and that their business was to subject the remain-
ing Hellenes. And why should I say more? for the events of
which I am speaking happened not long ago and we can all
of us remember how the chief peoples of Hellas, Argives and
Boeotians and Corinthians, came to feel the need of us, and,
what is the greatest miracle of all, the Persian king himself
was driven to such extremity as to come round to the opinion,
that from this city, of which he was the destroyer, and from no
other, his salvation would proceed.

And if a person desired to bring a deserved accusation
against our city, he would find only one charge which he could
justly urge–that she was too compassionate and too favourable
to the weaker side. And in this instance she was not able to
hold out or keep her resolution of refusing aid to her injurers
when they were being enslaved, but she was softened, and did
in fact send out aid, and delivered the Hellenes from slavery,
and they were free until they afterwards enslaved themselves.
Whereas, to the great king she refused to give the assistance of
the state, for she could not forget the trophies of Marathon and
Salamis and Plataea; but she allowed exiles and volunteers to
assist him, and they were his salvation. And she herself, when
she was compelled, entered into the war, and built walls and
ships, and fought with the Lacedaemonians on behalf of the
Parians. Now the king fearing this city and wanting to stand
aloof, when he saw the Lacedaemonians growing weary of
the war at sea, asked of us, as the price of his alliance with
us and the other allies, to give up the Hellenes in Asia, whom
the Lacedaemonians had previously handed over to him, he
thinking that we should refuse, and that then he might have
a pretence for withdrawing from us. About the other allies

he was mistaken, for the Corinthians and Argives and Boeo-
tians, and the other states, were quite willing to let them go,
and swore and covenanted, that, if he would pay them money,
they would make over to him the Hellenes of the continent,
and we alone refused to give them up and swear. Such was
the natural nobility of this city, so sound and healthy was the
spirit of freedom among us, and the instinctive dislike of the
barbarian, because we are pure Hellenes, having no admixture
of barbarism in us. For we are not like many others, descen-
dants of Pelops or Cadmus or Egyptus or Danaus, who are
by nature barbarians, and yet pass for Hellenes, and dwell in
the midst of us; but we are pure Hellenes, uncontaminated by
any foreign element, and therefore the hatred of the foreigner
has passed unadulterated into the life-blood of the city. And
so, notwithstanding our noble sentiments, we were again iso-
lated, because we were unwilling to be guilty of the base and
unholy act of giving up Hellenes to barbarians. And we were
in the same case as when we were subdued before; but, by the
favour of Heaven, we managed better, for we ended the war
without the loss of our ships or walls or colonies; the enemy
was only too glad to be quit of us. Yet in this war we lost
many brave men, such as were those who fell owing to the
ruggedness of the ground at the battle of Corinth, or by trea-
son at Lechaeum. Brave men, too, were those who delivered
the Persian king, and drove the Lacedaemonians from the sea.
I remind you of them, and you must celebrate them together
with me, and do honour to their memories.

Such were the actions of the men who are here interred,
and of others who have died on behalf of their country; many
and glorious things I have spoken of them, and there are yet
many more and more glorious things remaining to be told–
many days and nights would not suffice to tell of them. Let
them not be forgotten, and let every man remind their descen-
dants that they also are soldiers who must not desert the ranks
of their ancestors, or from cowardice fall behind. Even as I
exhort you this day, and in all future time, whenever I meet
with any of you, shall continue to remind and exhort you, O
ye sons of heroes, that you strive to be the bravest of men. And
I think that I ought now to repeat what your fathers desired to
have said to you who are their survivors, when they went out
to battle, in case anything happened to them. I will tell you
what I heard them say, and what, if they had only speech, they
would fain be saying, judging from what they then said. And
you must imagine that you hear them saying what I now repeat
to you:–

’Sons, the event proves that your fathers were brave men;
for we might have lived dishonourably, but have preferred to
die honourably rather than bring you and your children into
disgrace, and rather than dishonour our own fathers and fore-
fathers; considering that life is not life to one who is a dishon-
our to his race, and that to such a one neither men nor Gods
are friendly, either while he is on the earth or after death in
the world below. Remember our words, then, and whatever is
your aim let virtue be the condition of the attainment of your
aim, and know that without this all possessions and pursuits
are dishonourable and evil. For neither does wealth bring hon-
our to the owner, if he be a coward; of such a one the wealth
belongs to another, and not to himself. Nor does beauty and
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strength of body, when dwelling in a base and cowardly man,
appear comely, but the reverse of comely, making the posses-
sor more conspicuous, and manifesting forth his cowardice.
And all knowledge, when separated from justice and virtue, is
seen to be cunning and not wisdom; wherefore make this your
first and last and constant and all-absorbing aim, to exceed, if
possible, not only us but all your ancestors in virtue; and know
that to excel you in virtue only brings us shame, but that to be
excelled by you is a source of happiness to us. And we shall
most likely be defeated, and you will most likely be victors in
the contest, if you learn so to order your lives as not to abuse
or waste the reputation of your ancestors, knowing that to a
man who has any self-respect, nothing is more dishonourable
than to be honoured, not for his own sake, but on account of
the reputation of his ancestors. The honour of parents is a
fair and noble treasure to their posterity, but to have the use
of a treasure of wealth and honour, and to leave none to your
successors, because you have neither money nor reputation of
your own, is alike base and dishonourable. And if you follow
our precepts you will be received by us as friends, when the
hour of destiny brings you hither; but if you neglect our words
and are disgraced in your lives, no one will welcome or re-
ceive you. This is the message which is to be delivered to our
children.

’Some of us have fathers and mothers still living, and we
would urge them, if, as is likely, we shall die, to bear the
calamity as lightly as possible, and not to condole with one
another; for they have sorrows enough, and will not need any
one to stir them up. While we gently heal their wounds, let us
remind them that the Gods have heard the chief part of their
prayers; for they prayed, not that their children might live for
ever, but that they might be brave and renowned. And this,
which is the greatest good, they have attained. A mortal man
cannot expect to have everything in his own life turning out
according to his will; and they, if they bear their misfortunes
bravely, will be truly deemed brave fathers of the brave. But
if they give way to their sorrows, either they will be suspected
of not being our parents, or we of not being such as our pane-
gyrists declare. Let not either of the two alternatives happen,
but rather let them be our chief and true panegyrists, who show
in their lives that they are true men, and had men for their
sons. Of old the saying, “Nothing too much,” appeared to be,
and really was, well said. For he whose happiness rests with
himself, if possible, wholly, and if not, as far as is possible,–
who is not hanging in suspense on other men, or changing
with the vicissitude of their fortune,–has his life ordered for
the best. He is the temperate and valiant and wise; and when
his riches come and go, when his children are given and taken
away, he will remember the proverb– “Neither rejoicing over-
much nor grieving overmuch,” for he relies upon himself. And
such we would have our parents to be–that is our word and
wish, and as such we now offer ourselves, neither lamenting
overmuch, nor fearing overmuch, if we are to die at this time.
And we entreat our fathers and mothers to retain these feel-
ings throughout their future life, and to be assured that they
will not please us by sorrowing and lamenting over us. But, if
the dead have any knowledge of the living, they will displease
us most by making themselves miserable and by taking their

misfortunes too much to heart, and they will please us best if
they bear their loss lightly and temperately. For our life will
have the noblest end which is vouchsafed to man, and should
be glorified rather than lamented. And if they will direct their
minds to the care and nurture of our wives and children, they
will soonest forget their misfortunes, and live in a better and
nobler way, and be dearer to us.

’This is all that we have to say to our families: and to the
state we would say–Take care of our parents and of our sons:
let her worthily cherish the old age of our parents, and bring
up our sons in the right way. But we know that she will of her
own accord take care of them, and does not need any exhorta-
tion of ours.’

This, O ye children and parents of the dead, is the message
which they bid us deliver to you, and which I do deliver with
the utmost seriousness. And in their name I beseech you, the
children, to imitate your fathers, and you, parents, to be of
good cheer about yourselves; for we will nourish your age,
and take care of you both publicly and privately in any place
in which one of us may meet one of you who are the parents
of the dead. And the care of you which the city shows, you
know yourselves; for she has made provision by law concern-
ing the parents and children of those who die in war; the high-
est authority is specially entrusted with the duty of watching
over them above all other citizens, and they will see that your
fathers and mothers have no wrong done to them. The city
herself shares in the education of the children, desiring as far
as it is possible that their orphanhood may not be felt by them;
while they are children she is a parent to them, and when they
have arrived at man’s estate she sends them to their several
duties, in full armour clad; and bringing freshly to their minds
the ways of their fathers, she places in their hands the instru-
ments of their fathers’ virtues; for the sake of the omen, she
would have them from the first begin to rule over their own
houses arrayed in the strength and arms of their fathers. And
as for the dead, she never ceases honouring them, celebrating
in common for all rites which become the property of each;
and in addition to this, holding gymnastic and equestrian con-
tests, and musical festivals of every sort. She is to the dead in
the place of a son and heir, and to their sons in the place of a
father, and to their parents and elder kindred in the place of a
guardian–ever and always caring for them. Considering this,
you ought to bear your calamity the more gently; for thus you
will be most endeared to the dead and to the living, and your
sorrows will heal and be healed. And now do you and all,
having lamented the dead in common according to the law, go
your ways.

You have heard, Menexenus, the oration of Aspasia the
Milesian.

MENEXENUS: Truly, Socrates, I marvel that Aspasia, who
is only a woman, should be able to compose such a speech;
she must be a rare one.

SOCRATES: Well, if you are incredulous, you may come
with me and hear her.

MENEXENUS: I have often met Aspasia, Socrates, and
know what she is like.

SOCRATES: Well, and do you not admire her, and are you
not grateful for her speech?
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MENEXENUS: Yes, Socrates, I am very grateful to her or to
him who told you, and still more to you who have told me.

SOCRATES: Very good. But you must take care not to tell
of me, and then at some future time I will repeat to you many
other excellent political speeches of hers.

MENEXENUS: Fear not, only let me hear them, and I will
keep the secret.

SOCRATES: Then I will keep my promise.

2. ON CREATIVE REASON

2.1. Parmenides

PERSONS OF THE DIALOGUE: Cephalus, Adeimantus,
Glaucon, Antiphon, Pythodorus, Socrates, Zeno, Parmenides,
Aristoteles.

Cephalus rehearses a dialogue which is supposed to have
been narrated in his presence by Antiphon, the half-brother of
Adeimantus and Glaucon, to certain Clazomenians.

We had come from our home at Clazomenae to Athens,
and met Adeimantus and Glaucon in the Agora. Welcome,
Cephalus, said Adeimantus, taking me by the hand; is there
anything which we can do for you in Athens?

Yes; that is why I am here; I wish to ask a favour of you.
What may that be? he said.
I want you to tell me the name of your half brother, which

I have forgotten; he was a mere child when I last came hither
from Clazomenae, but that was a long time ago; his father’s
name, if I remember rightly, was Pyrilampes?

Yes, he said, and the name of our brother, Antiphon; but
why do you ask?

Let me introduce some countrymen of mine, I said; they
are lovers of philosophy, and have heard that Antiphon was
intimate with a certain Pythodorus, a friend of Zeno, and re-
members a conversation which took place between Socrates,
Zeno, and Parmenides many years ago, Pythodorus having of-
ten recited it to him.

Quite true.
And could we hear it? I asked.
Nothing easier, he replied; when he was a youth he made

a careful study of the piece; at present his thoughts run in
another direction; like his grandfather Antiphon he is devoted
to horses. But, if that is what you want, let us go and look for
him; he dwells at Melita, which is quite near, and he has only
just left us to go home.

Accordingly we went to look for him; he was at home, and
in the act of giving a bridle to a smith to be fitted. When he
had done with the smith, his brothers told him the purpose
of our visit; and he saluted me as an acquaintance whom he
remembered from my former visit, and we asked him to re-
peat the dialogue. At first he was not very willing, and com-
plained of the trouble, but at length he consented. He told us
that Pythodorus had described to him the appearance of Par-
menides and Zeno; they came to Athens, as he said, at the
great Panathenaea; the former was, at the time of his visit,
about 65 years old, very white with age, but well favoured.
Zeno was nearly 40 years of age, tall and fair to look upon;

in the days of his youth he was reported to have been beloved
by Parmenides. He said that they lodged with Pythodorus in
the Ceramicus, outside the wall, whither Socrates, then a very
young man, came to see them, and many others with him; they
wanted to hear the writings of Zeno, which had been brought
to Athens for the first time on the occasion of their visit. These
Zeno himself read to them in the absence of Parmenides, and
had very nearly finished when Pythodorus entered, and with
him Parmenides and Aristoteles who was afterwards one of
the Thirty, and heard the little that remained of the dialogue.
Pythodorus had heard Zeno repeat them before.

When the recitation was completed, Socrates requested that
the first thesis of the first argument might be read over again,
and this having been done, he said: What is your meaning,
Zeno? Do you maintain that if being is many, it must be both
like and unlike, and that this is impossible, for neither can the
like be unlike, nor the unlike like–is that your position?

Just so, said Zeno.
And if the unlike cannot be like, or the like unlike, then

according to you, being could not be many; for this would
involve an impossibility. In all that you say have you any other
purpose except to disprove the being of the many? and is not
each division of your treatise intended to furnish a separate
proof of this, there being in all as many proofs of the not-
being of the many as you have composed arguments? Is that
your meaning, or have I misunderstood you?

No, said Zeno; you have correctly understood my general
purpose.

I see, Parmenides, said Socrates, that Zeno would like to
be not only one with you in friendship but your second self
in his writings too; he puts what you say in another way, and
would fain make believe that he is telling us something which
is new. For you, in your poems, say The All is one, and of this
you adduce excellent proofs; and he on the other hand says
There is no many; and on behalf of this he offers overwhelm-
ing evidence. You affirm unity, he denies plurality. And so
you deceive the world into believing that you are saying dif-
ferent things when really you are saying much the same. This
is a strain of art beyond the reach of most of us.

Yes, Socrates, said Zeno. But although you are as keen as
a Spartan hound in pursuing the track, you do not fully appre-
hend the true motive of the composition, which is not really
such an artificial work as you imagine; for what you speak of
was an accident; there was no pretence of a great purpose; nor
any serious intention of deceiving the world. The truth is, that
these writings of mine were meant to protect the arguments
of Parmenides against those who make fun of him and seek
to show the many ridiculous and contradictory results which
they suppose to follow from the affirmation of the one. My
answer is addressed to the partisans of the many, whose at-
tack I return with interest by retorting upon them that their
hypothesis of the being of many, if carried out, appears to be
still more ridiculous than the hypothesis of the being of one.
Zeal for my master led me to write the book in the days of
my youth, but some one stole the copy; and therefore I had
no choice whether it should be published or not; the motive,
however, of writing, was not the ambition of an elder man,
but the pugnacity of a young one. This you do not seem to
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see, Socrates; though in other respects, as I was saying, your
notion is a very just one.

I understand, said Socrates, and quite accept your account.
But tell me, Zeno, do you not further think that there is an idea
of likeness in itself, and another idea of unlikeness, which is
the opposite of likeness, and that in these two, you and I and
all other things to which we apply the term many, participate–
things which participate in likeness become in that degree and
manner like; and so far as they participate in unlikeness be-
come in that degree unlike, or both like and unlike in the
degree in which they participate in both? And may not all
things partake of both opposites, and be both like and unlike,
by reason of this participation?–Where is the wonder? Now
if a person could prove the absolute like to become unlike, or
the absolute unlike to become like, that, in my opinion, would
indeed be a wonder; but there is nothing extraordinary, Zeno,
in showing that the things which only partake of likeness and
unlikeness experience both. Nor, again, if a person were to
show that all is one by partaking of one, and at the same time
many by partaking of many, would that be very astonishing.
But if he were to show me that the absolute one was many,
or the absolute many one, I should be truly amazed. And so
of all the rest: I should be surprised to hear that the natures
or ideas themselves had these opposite qualities; but not if a
person wanted to prove of me that I was many and also one.
When he wanted to show that I was many he would say that
I have a right and a left side, and a front and a back, and an
upper and a lower half, for I cannot deny that I partake of mul-
titude; when, on the other hand, he wants to prove that I am
one, he will say, that we who are here assembled are seven,
and that I am one and partake of the one. In both instances he
proves his case. So again, if a person shows that such things
as wood, stones, and the like, being many are also one, we
admit that he shows the coexistence of the one and many, but
he does not show that the many are one or the one many; he
is uttering not a paradox but a truism. If however, as I just
now suggested, some one were to abstract simple notions of
like, unlike, one, many, rest, motion, and similar ideas, and
then to show that these admit of admixture and separation in
themselves, I should be very much astonished. This part of the
argument appears to be treated by you, Zeno, in a very spirited
manner; but, as I was saying, I should be far more amazed if
any one found in the ideas themselves which are apprehended
by reason, the same puzzle and entanglement which you have
shown to exist in visible objects.

While Socrates was speaking, Pythodorus thought that Par-
menides and Zeno were not altogether pleased at the succes-
sive steps of the argument; but still they gave the closest atten-
tion, and often looked at one another, and smiled as if in ad-
miration of him. When he had finished, Parmenides expressed
their feelings in the following words:–

Socrates, he said, I admire the bent of your mind towards
philosophy; tell me now, was this your own distinction be-
tween ideas in themselves and the things which partake of
them? and do you think that there is an idea of likeness apart
from the likeness which we possess, and of the one and many,
and of the other things which Zeno mentioned?

I think that there are such ideas, said Socrates.

Parmenides proceeded: And would you also make absolute
ideas of the just and the beautiful and the good, and of all that
class?

Yes, he said, I should.
And would you make an idea of man apart from us and from

all other human creatures, or of fire and water?
I am often undecided, Parmenides, as to whether I ought to

include them or not.
And would you feel equally undecided, Socrates, about

things of which the mention may provoke a smile?–I mean
such things as hair, mud, dirt, or anything else which is vile
and paltry; would you suppose that each of these has an idea
distinct from the actual objects with which we come into con-
tact, or not?

Certainly not, said Socrates; visible things like these are
such as they appear to us, and I am afraid that there would be
an absurdity in assuming any idea of them, although I some-
times get disturbed, and begin to think that there is nothing
without an idea; but then again, when I have taken up this po-
sition, I run away, because I am afraid that I may fall into a
bottomless pit of nonsense, and perish; and so I return to the
ideas of which I was just now speaking, and occupy myself
with them.

Yes, Socrates, said Parmenides; that is because you are still
young; the time will come, if I am not mistaken, when phi-
losophy will have a firmer grasp of you, and then you will
not despise even the meanest things; at your age, you are too
much disposed to regard the opinions of men. But I should
like to know whether you mean that there are certain ideas
of which all other things partake, and from which they de-
rive their names; that similars, for example, become similar,
because they partake of similarity; and great things become
great, because they partake of greatness; and that just and
beautiful things become just and beautiful, because they par-
take of justice and beauty?

Yes, certainly, said Socrates that is my meaning.
Then each individual partakes either of the whole of the

idea or else of a part of the idea? Can there be any other mode
of participation?

There cannot be, he said.
Then do you think that the whole idea is one, and yet, being

one, is in each one of the many?
Why not, Parmenides? said Socrates.
Because one and the same thing will exist as a whole at the

same time in many separate individuals, and will therefore be
in a state of separation from itself.

Nay, but the idea may be like the day which is one and the
same in many places at once, and yet continuous with itself;
in this way each idea may be one and the same in all at the
same time.

I like your way, Socrates, of making one in many places at
once. You mean to say, that if I were to spread out a sail and
cover a number of men, there would be one whole including
many–is not that your meaning?

I think so.
And would you say that the whole sail includes each man,

or a part of it only, and different parts different men?
The latter.
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Then, Socrates, the ideas themselves will be divisible, and
things which participate in them will have a part of them only
and not the whole idea existing in each of them?

That seems to follow.
Then would you like to say, Socrates, that the one idea is

really divisible and yet remains one?
Certainly not, he said.
Suppose that you divide absolute greatness, and that of the

many great things, each one is great in virtue of a portion of
greatness less than absolute greatness–is that conceivable?

No.
Or will each equal thing, if possessing some small portion

of equality less than absolute equality, be equal to some other
thing by virtue of that portion only?

Impossible.
Or suppose one of us to have a portion of smallness; this

is but a part of the small, and therefore the absolutely small
is greater; if the absolutely small be greater, that to which the
part of the small is added will be smaller and not greater than
before.

How absurd!
Then in what way, Socrates, will all things participate in the

ideas, if they are unable to participate in them either as parts
or wholes?

Indeed, he said, you have asked a question which is not
easily answered.

Well, said Parmenides, and what do you say of another
question?

What question?
I imagine that the way in which you are led to assume one

idea of each kind is as follows:–You see a number of great
objects, and when you look at them there seems to you to
be one and the same idea (or nature) in them all; hence you
conceive of greatness as one.

Very true, said Socrates.
And if you go on and allow your mind in like manner to

embrace in one view the idea of greatness and of great things
which are not the idea, and to compare them, will not another
greatness arise, which will appear to be the source of all these?

It would seem so.
Then another idea of greatness now comes into view over

and above absolute greatness, and the individuals which par-
take of it; and then another, over and above all these, by virtue
of which they will all be great, and so each idea instead of
being one will be infinitely multiplied.

But may not the ideas, asked Socrates, be thoughts only,
and have no proper existence except in our minds, Par-
menides? For in that case each idea may still be one, and
not experience this infinite multiplication.

And can there be individual thoughts which are thoughts of
nothing?

Impossible, he said.
The thought must be of something?
Yes.
Of something which is or which is not?
Of something which is.
Must it not be of a single something, which the thought

recognizes as attaching to all, being a single form or nature?

Yes.
And will not the something which is apprehended as one

and the same in all, be an idea?
From that, again, there is no escape.
Then, said Parmenides, if you say that everything else par-

ticipates in the ideas, must you not say either that everything
is made up of thoughts, and that all things think; or that they
are thoughts but have no thought?

The latter view, Parmenides, is no more rational than the
previous one. In my opinion, the ideas are, as it were, patterns
fixed in nature, and other things are like them, and resem-
blances of them–what is meant by the participation of other
things in the ideas, is really assimilation to them.

But if, said he, the individual is like the idea, must not the
idea also be like the individual, in so far as the individual is a
resemblance of the idea? That which is like, cannot be con-
ceived of as other than the like of like.

Impossible.
And when two things are alike, must they not partake of the

same idea?
They must.
And will not that of which the two partake, and which

makes them alike, be the idea itself?
Certainly.
Then the idea cannot be like the individual, or the individual

like the idea; for if they are alike, some further idea of likeness
will always be coming to light, and if that be like anything
else, another; and new ideas will be always arising, if the idea
resembles that which partakes of it?

Quite true.
The theory, then, that other things participate in the ideas

by resemblance, has to be given up, and some other mode of
participation devised?

It would seem so.
Do you see then, Socrates, how great is the difficulty of

affirming the ideas to be absolute?
Yes, indeed.
And, further, let me say that as yet you only understand a

small part of the difficulty which is involved if you make of
each thing a single idea, parting it off from other things.

What difficulty? he said.
There are many, but the greatest of all is this:–If an oppo-

nent argues that these ideas, being such as we say they ought
to be, must remain unknown, no one can prove to him that
he is wrong, unless he who denies their existence be a man
of great ability and knowledge, and is willing to follow a long
and laborious demonstration; he will remain unconvinced, and
still insist that they cannot be known.

What do you mean, Parmenides? said Socrates.
In the first place, I think, Socrates, that you, or any one who

maintains the existence of absolute essences, will admit that
they cannot exist in us.

No, said Socrates; for then they would be no longer abso-
lute.

True, he said; and therefore when ideas are what they are
in relation to one another, their essence is determined by a
relation among themselves, and has nothing to do with the
resemblances, or whatever they are to be termed, which are
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in our sphere, and from which we receive this or that name
when we partake of them. And the things which are within
our sphere and have the same names with them, are likewise
only relative to one another, and not to the ideas which have
the same names with them, but belong to themselves and not
to them.

What do you mean? said Socrates.
I may illustrate my meaning in this way, said Parmenides:–

A master has a slave; now there is nothing absolute in the
relation between them, which is simply a relation of one man
to another. But there is also an idea of mastership in the ab-
stract, which is relative to the idea of slavery in the abstract.
These natures have nothing to do with us, nor we with them;
they

are concerned with themselves only, and we with ourselves.
Do you see my meaning?

Yes, said Socrates, I quite see your meaning.
And will not knowledge–I mean absolute knowledge–

answer to absolute truth?
Certainly.
And each kind of absolute knowledge will answer to each

kind of absolute being?
Yes.
But the knowledge which we have, will answer to the truth

which we have; and again, each kind of knowledge which we
have, will be a knowledge of each kind of being which we
have?

Certainly.
But the ideas themselves, as you admit, we have not, and

cannot have?
No, we cannot.
And the absolute natures or kinds are known severally by

the absolute idea of knowledge?
Yes.
And we have not got the idea of knowledge?
No.
Then none of the ideas are known to us, because we have

no share in absolute knowledge?
I suppose not.
Then the nature of the beautiful in itself, and of the good in

itself, and all other ideas which we suppose to exist absolutely,
are unknown to us?

It would seem so.
I think that there is a stranger consequence still.
What is it?
Would you, or would you not say, that absolute knowledge,

if there is such a thing, must be a far more exact knowledge
than our knowledge; and the same of beauty and of the rest?

Yes.
And if there be such a thing as participation in absolute

knowledge, no one is more likely than God to have this most
exact knowledge?

Certainly.
But then, will God, having absolute knowledge, have a

knowledge of human things?
Why not?
Because, Socrates, said Parmenides, we have admitted that

the ideas are not valid in relation to human things; nor human

things in relation to them; the relations of either are limited to
their respective spheres.

Yes, that has been admitted.
And if God has this perfect authority, and perfect knowl-

edge, his authority cannot rule us, nor his knowledge know us,
or any human thing; just as our authority does not extend to
the gods, nor our knowledge know anything which is divine,
so by parity of reason they, being gods, are not our masters,
neither do they know the things of men.

Yet, surely, said Socrates, to deprive God of knowledge is
monstrous.

These, Socrates, said Parmenides, are a few, and only a few
of the difficulties in which we are involved if ideas really are
and we determine each one of them to be an absolute unity.
He who hears what may be said against them will deny the
very existence of them–and even if they do exist, he will say
that they must of necessity be unknown to man; and he will
seem to have reason on his side, and as we were remarking
just now, will be very difficult to convince; a man must be
gifted with very considerable ability before he can learn that
everything has a class and an absolute essence; and still more
remarkable will he be who discovers all these things for him-
self, and having thoroughly investigated them is able to teach
them to others.

I agree with you, Parmenides, said Socrates; and what you
say is very much to my mind.

And yet, Socrates, said Parmenides, if a man, fixing his at-
tention on these and the like difficulties, does away with ideas
of things and will not admit that every individual thing has its
own determinate idea which is always one and the same, he
will have nothing on which his mind can rest; and so he will
utterly destroy the power of reasoning, as you seem to me to
have particularly noted.

Very true, he said.
But, then, what is to become of philosophy? Whither shall

we turn, if the ideas are unknown?
I certainly do not see my way at present.
Yes, said Parmenides; and I think that this arises, Socrates,

out of your attempting to define the beautiful, the just, the
good, and the ideas generally, without sufficient previous
training. I noticed your deficiency, when I heard you talking
here with your friend Aristoteles, the day before yesterday.
The impulse that carries you towards philosophy is assuredly
noble and divine; but there is an art which is called by the
vulgar idle talking, and which is often imagined to be useless;
in that you must train and exercise yourself, now that you are
young, or truth will elude your grasp.

And what is the nature of this exercise, Parmenides, which
you would recommend?

That which you heard Zeno practising; at the same time, I
give you credit for saying to him that you did not care to ex-
amine the perplexity in reference to visible things, or to con-
sider the question that way; but only in reference to objects of
thought, and to what may be called ideas.

Why, yes, he said, there appears to me to be no difficulty in
showing by this method that visible things are like and unlike
and may experience anything.

Quite true, said Parmenides; but I think that you should go
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a step further, and consider not only the consequences which
flow from a given hypothesis, but also the consequences
which flow from denying the hypothesis; and that will be still
better training for you.

What do you mean? he said.
I mean, for example, that in the case of this very hypoth-

esis of Zeno’s about the many, you should inquire not only
what will be the consequences to the many in relation to them-
selves and to the one, and to the one in relation to itself and
the many, on the hypothesis of the being of the many, but also
what will be the consequences to the one and the many in their
relation to themselves and to each other, on the opposite hy-
pothesis. Or, again, if likeness is or is not, what will be the
consequences in either of these cases to the subjects of the
hypothesis, and to other things, in relation both to themselves
and to one another, and so of unlikeness; and the same holds
good of motion and rest, of generation and destruction, and
even of being and not-being. In a word, when you suppose
anything to be or not to be, or to be in any way affected, you
must look at the consequences in relation to the thing itself,
and to any other things which you choose,–to each of them
singly, to more than one, and to all; and so of other things,
you must look at them in relation to themselves and to any-
thing else which you suppose either to be or not to be, if you
would train yourself perfectly and see the real truth.

That, Parmenides, is a tremendous business of which you
speak, and I do not quite understand you; will you take some
hypothesis and go through the steps?–then I shall apprehend
you better.

That, Socrates, is a serious task to impose on a man of my
years.

Then will you, Zeno? said Socrates.
Zeno answered with a smile:–Let us make our petition to

Parmenides himself, who is quite right in saying that you are
hardly aware of the extent of the task which you are imposing
on him; and if there were more of us I should not ask him,
for these are not subjects which any one, especially at his age,
can well speak of before a large audience; most people are not
aware that this roundabout progress through all things is the
only way in which the mind can attain truth and wisdom. And
therefore, Parmenides, I join in the request of Socrates, that I
may hear the process again which I have not heard for a long
time.

When Zeno had thus spoken, Pythodorus, according to An-
tiphon’s report of him, said, that he himself and Aristoteles
and the whole company entreated Parmenides to give an ex-
ample of the process. I cannot refuse, said Parmenides; and
yet I feel rather like Ibycus, who, when in his old age, against
his will, he fell in love, compared himself to an old racehorse,
who was about to run in a chariot race, shaking with fear at the
course he knew so well–this was his simile of himself. And
I also experience a trembling when I remember through what
an ocean of words I have to wade at my time of life. But I
must indulge you, as Zeno says that I ought, and we are alone.
Where shall I begin? And what shall be our first hypothesis,
if I am to attempt this laborious pastime? Shall I begin with
myself, and take my own hypothesis the one? and consider
the consequences which follow on the supposition either of

the being or of the not-being of one?
By all means, said Zeno.
And who will answer me? he said. Shall I propose the

youngest? He will not make difficulties and will be the most
likely to say what he thinks; and his answers will give me time
to breathe.

I am the one whom you mean, Parmenides, said Aristoteles;
for I am the youngest and at your service. Ask, and I will
answer.

Parmenides proceeded: 1.a. If one is, he said, the one can-
not be many?

Impossible.
Then the one cannot have parts, and cannot be a whole?
Why not?
Because every part is part of a whole; is it not?
Yes.
And what is a whole? would not that of which no part is

wanting be a whole?
Certainly.
Then, in either case, the one would be made up of parts;

both as being a whole, and also as having parts?
To be sure.
And in either case, the one would be many, and not one?
True.
But, surely, it ought to be one and not many?
It ought.
Then, if the one is to remain one, it will not be a whole, and

will not have parts?
No.
But if it has no parts, it will have neither beginning, middle,

nor end; for these would of course be parts of it.
Right.
But then, again, a beginning and an end are the limits of

everything?
Certainly.
Then the one, having neither beginning nor end, is unlim-

ited?
Yes, unlimited.
And therefore formless; for it cannot partake either of round

or straight.
But why?
Why, because the round is that of which all the extreme

points are equidistant from the centre?
Yes.
And the straight is that of which the centre intercepts the

view of the extremes?
True.
Then the one would have parts and would be many, if it

partook either of a straight or of a circular form?
Assuredly.
But having no parts, it will be neither straight nor round?
Right.
And, being of such a nature, it cannot be in any place, for it

cannot be either in another or in itself.
How so?
Because if it were in another, it would be encircled by that

in which it was, and would touch it at many places and with
many parts; but that which is one and indivisible, and does
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not partake of a circular nature, cannot be touched all round
in many places.

Certainly not.
But if, on the other hand, one were in itself, it would also

be contained by nothing else but itself; that is to say, if it were
really in itself; for nothing can be in anything which does not
contain it.

Impossible.
But then, that which contains must be other than that which

is contained? for the same whole cannot do and suffer both at
once; and if so, one will be no longer one, but two?

True.
Then one cannot be anywhere, either in itself or in another?
No.
Further consider, whether that which is of such a nature can

have either rest or motion.
Why not?
Why, because the one, if it were moved, would be either

moved in place or changed in nature; for these are the only
kinds of motion.

Yes.
And the one, when it changes and ceases to be itself, cannot

be any longer one.
It cannot.
It cannot therefore experience the sort of motion which is

change of nature?
Clearly not.
Then can the motion of the one be in place?
Perhaps.
But if the one moved in place, must it not either move round

and round in the same place, or from one place to another?
It must.
And that which moves in a circle must rest upon a cen-

tre; and that which goes round upon a centre must have parts
which are different from the centre; but that which has no cen-
tre and no parts cannot possibly be carried round upon a cen-
tre?

Impossible.
But perhaps the motion of the one consists in change of

place?
Perhaps so, if it moves at all.
And have we not already shown that it cannot be in any-

thing?
Yes.
Then its coming into being in anything is still more impos-

sible; is it not?
I do not see why.
Why, because anything which comes into being in anything,

can neither as yet be in that other thing while still coming into
being, nor be altogether out of it, if already coming into being
in it.

Certainly not.
And therefore whatever comes into being in another must

have parts, and then one part may be in, and another part out
of that other; but that which has no parts can never be at one
and the same time neither wholly within nor wholly without
anything.

True.

And is there not a still greater impossibility in that which
has no parts, and is not a whole, coming into being anywhere,
since it cannot come into being either as a part or as a whole?

Clearly.
Then it does not change place by revolving in the same spot,

nor by going somewhere and coming into being in something;
nor again, by change in itself?

Very true.
Then in respect of any kind of motion the one is immove-

able?
Immoveable.
But neither can the one be in anything, as we affirm?
Yes, we said so.
Then it is never in the same?
Why not?
Because if it were in the same it would be in something.
Certainly.
And we said that it could not be in itself, and could not be

in other?
True.
Then one is never in the same place?
It would seem not.
But that which is never in the same place is never quiet or

at rest?
Never.
One then, as would seem, is neither at rest nor in motion?
It certainly appears so.
Neither will it be the same with itself or other; nor again,

other than itself or other.
How is that?
If other than itself it would be other than one, and would

not be one.
True.
And if the same with other, it would be that other, and not

itself; so that upon this supposition too, it would not have the
nature of one, but would be other than one?

It would.
Then it will not be the same with other, or other than itself?
It will not.
Neither will it be other than other, while it remains one; for

not one, but only other, can be other than other, and nothing
else.

True.
Then not by virtue of being one will it be other?
Certainly not.
But if not by virtue of being one, not by virtue of itself; and

if not by virtue of itself, not itself, and itself not being other at
all, will not be other than anything?

Right.
Neither will one be the same with itself.
How not?
Surely the nature of the one is not the nature of the same.
Why not?
It is not when anything becomes the same with anything

that it becomes one.
What of that?
Anything which becomes the same with the many, neces-

sarily becomes many and not one.
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True.
But, if there were no difference between the one and the

same, when a thing became the same, it would always become
one; and when it became one, the same?

Certainly.
And, therefore, if one be the same with itself, it is not one

with itself, and will therefore be one and also not one.
Surely that is impossible.
And therefore the one can neither be other than other, nor

the same with itself.
Impossible.
And thus the one can neither be the same, nor other, either

in relation to itself or other?
No.
Neither will the one be like anything or unlike itself or

other.
Why not?
Because likeness is sameness of affections.
Yes.
And sameness has been shown to be of a nature distinct

from oneness?
That has been shown.
But if the one had any other affection than that of being

one, it would be affected in such a way as to be more than
one; which is impossible.

True.
Then the one can never be so affected as to be the same

either with another or with itself?
Clearly not.
Then it cannot be like another, or like itself?
No.
Nor can it be affected so as to be other, for then it would be

affected in such a way as to be more than one.
It would.
That which is affected otherwise than itself or another, will

be unlike itself or another, for sameness of affections is like-
ness.

True.
But the one, as appears, never being affected otherwise, is

never unlike itself or other?
Never.
Then the one will never be either like or unlike itself or

other?
Plainly not.
Again, being of this nature, it can neither be equal nor un-

equal either to itself or to other.
How is that?
Why, because the one if equal must be of the same measures

as that to which it is equal.
True.
And if greater or less than things which are commensurable

with it, the one will have more measures than that which is
less, and fewer than that which is greater?

Yes.
And so of things which are not commensurate with it, the

one will have greater measures than that which is less and
smaller than that which is greater.

Certainly.

But how can that which does not partake of sameness, have
either the same measures or have anything else the same?

Impossible.
And not having the same measures, the one cannot be equal

either with itself or with another?
It appears so.
But again, whether it have fewer or more measures, it will

have as many parts as it has measures; and thus again the one
will be no longer one but will have as many parts as measures.

Right.
And if it were of one measure, it would be equal to that

measure; yet it has been shown to be incapable of equality.
It has.
Then it will neither partake of one measure, nor of many,

nor of few, nor of the same at all, nor be equal to itself or
another; nor be greater or less than itself, or other?

Certainly.
Well, and do we suppose that one can be older, or younger

than anything, or of the same age with it?
Why not?
Why, because that which is of the same age with itself or

other, must partake of equality or likeness of time; and we said
that the one did not partake either of equality or of likeness?

We did say so.
And we also said, that it did not partake of inequality or

unlikeness.
Very true.
How then can one, being of this nature, be either older or

younger than anything, or have the same age with it?
In no way.
Then one cannot be older or younger, or of the same age,

either with itself or with another?
Clearly not.
Then the one, being of this nature, cannot be in time at all;

for must not that which is in time, be always growing older
than itself?

Certainly.
And that which is older, must always be older than some-

thing which is younger?
True.
Then, that which becomes older than itself, also becomes at

the same time younger than itself, if it is to have something to
become older than.

What do you mean?
I mean this:–A thing does not need to become different

from another thing which is already different; it IS different,
and if its different has become, it has become different; if its
different will be, it will be different; but of that which is be-
coming different, there cannot have been, or be about to be, or
yet be, a different–the only different possible is one which is
becoming.

That is inevitable.
But, surely, the elder is a difference relative to the younger,

and to nothing else.
True.
Then that which becomes older than itself must also, at the

same time, become younger than itself?
Yes.
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But again, it is true that it cannot become for a longer or for
a shorter time than itself, but it must become, and be, and have
become, and be about to be, for the same time with itself?

That again is inevitable.
Then things which are in time, and partake of time, must in

every case, I suppose, be of the same age with themselves; and
must also become at once older and younger than themselves?

Yes.
But the one did not partake of those affections?
Not at all.
Then it does not partake of time, and is not in any time?
So the argument shows.
Well, but do not the expressions ’was,’ and ’has become,’

and ’was becoming,’ signify a participation of past time?
Certainly.
And do not ’will be,’ ’will become,’ ’will have become,’

signify a participation of future time?
Yes.
And ’is,’ or ’becomes,’ signifies a participation of present

time?
Certainly.
And if the one is absolutely without participation in time,

it never had become, or was becoming, or was at any time, or
is now become or is becoming, or is, or will become, or will
have become, or will be, hereafter.

Most true.
But are there any modes of partaking of being other than

these?
There are none.
Then the one cannot possibly partake of being?
That is the inference.
Then the one is not at all?
Clearly not.
Then the one does not exist in such way as to be one; for

if it were and partook of being, it would already be; but if the
argument is to be trusted, the one neither is nor is one?

True.
But that which is not admits of no attribute or relation?
Of course not.
Then there is no name, nor expression, nor perception, nor

opinion, nor knowledge of it?
Clearly not.
Then it is neither named, nor expressed, nor opined, nor

known, nor does anything that is perceive it.
So we must infer.
But can all this be true about the one?
I think not.
1.b. Suppose, now, that we return once more to the original

hypothesis; let us see whether, on a further review, any new
aspect of the question appears.

I shall be very happy to do so.
We say that we have to work out together all the conse-

quences, whatever they may be, which follow, if the one is?
Yes.
Then we will begin at the beginning:–If one is, can one be,

and not partake of being?
Impossible.

Then the one will have being, but its being will not be the
same with the one; for if the same, it would not be the being
of the one; nor would the one have participated in being, for
the proposition that one is would have been identical with the
proposition that one is one; but our hypothesis is not if one is
one, what will follow, but if one is:–am I not right?

Quite right.
We mean to say, that being has not the same significance as

one?
Of course.
And when we put them together shortly, and say ’One is,’

that is equivalent to saying, ’partakes of being’?
Quite true.
Once more then let us ask, if one is what will follow. Does

not this hypothesis necessarily imply that one is of such a na-
ture as to have parts?

How so?
In this way:–If being is predicated of the one, if the one is,

and one of being, if being is one; and if being and one are not
the same; and since the one, which we have assumed, is, must
not the whole, if it is one, itself be, and have for its parts, one
and being?

Certainly.
And is each of these parts–one and being–to be simply

called a part, or must the word ’part’ be relative to the word
’whole’?

The latter.
Then that which is one is both a whole and has a part?
Certainly.
Again, of the parts of the one, if it is–I mean being and

one–does either fail to imply the other? is the one wanting to
being, or being to the one?

Impossible.
Thus, each of the parts also has in turn both one and being,

and is at the least made up of two parts; and the same principle
goes on for ever, and every part whatever has always these two
parts; for being always involves one, and one being; so that
one is always disappearing, and becoming two.

Certainly.
And so the one, if it is, must be infinite in multiplicity?
Clearly.
Let us take another direction.
What direction?
We say that the one partakes of being and therefore it is?
Yes.
And in this way, the one, if it has being, has turned out to

be many?
True.
But now, let us abstract the one which, as we say, partakes

of being, and try to imagine it apart from that of which, as we
say, it partakes–will this abstract one be one only or many?

One, I think.
Let us see:–Must not the being of one be other than one?

for the one is not being, but, considered as one, only partook
of being?

Certainly.
If being and the one be two different things, it is not because

the one is one that it is other than being; nor because being is
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being that it is other than the one; but they differ from one
another in virtue of otherness and difference.

Certainly.
So that the other is not the same–either with the one or with

being?
Certainly not.
And therefore whether we take being and the other, or being

and the one, or the one and the other, in every such case we
take two things, which may be rightly called both.

How so.
In this way–you may speak of being?
Yes.
And also of one?
Yes.
Then now we have spoken of either of them?
Yes.
Well, and when I speak of being and one, I speak of them

both?
Certainly.
And if I speak of being and the other, or of the one and the

other,–in any such case do I not speak of both?
Yes.
And must not that which is correctly called both, be also

two?
Undoubtedly.
And of two things how can either by any possibility not be

one?
It cannot.
Then, if the individuals of the pair are together two, they

must be severally one?
Clearly.
And if each of them is one, then by the addition of any one

to any pair, the whole becomes three?
Yes.
And three are odd, and two are even?
Of course.
And if there are two there must also be twice, and if there

are three there must be thrice; that is, if twice one makes two,
and thrice one three?

Certainly.
There are two, and twice, and therefore there must be twice

two; and there are three, and there is thrice, and therefore there
must be thrice three?

Of course.
If there are three and twice, there is twice three; and if there

are two and thrice, there is thrice two?
Undoubtedly.
Here, then, we have even taken even times, and odd taken

odd times, and even taken odd times, and odd taken even
times.

True.
And if this is so, does any number remain which has no

necessity to be?
None whatever.
Then if one is, number must also be?
It must.

But if there is number, there must also be many, and infinite
multiplicity of being; for number is infinite in multiplicity, and
partakes also of being: am I not right?

Certainly.
And if all number participates in being, every part of num-

ber will also participate?
Yes.
Then being is distributed over the whole multitude of

things, and nothing that is, however small or however great,
is devoid of it? And, indeed, the very supposition of this is
absurd, for how can that which is, be devoid of being?

In no way.
And it is divided into the greatest and into the smallest, and

into being of all sizes, and is broken up more than all things;
the divisions of it have no limit.

True.
Then it has the greatest number of parts?
Yes, the greatest number.
Is there any of these which is a part of being, and yet no

part?
Impossible.
But if it is at all and so long as it is, it must be one, and

cannot be none?
Certainly.
Then the one attaches to every single part of being, and does

not fail in any part, whether great or small, or whatever may
be the size of it?

True.
But reflect:–Can one, in its entirety, be in many places at

the same time?
No; I see the impossibility of that.
And if not in its entirety, then it is divided; for it cannot be

present with all the parts of being, unless divided.
True.
And that which has parts will be as many as the parts are?
Certainly.
Then we were wrong in saying just now, that being was

distributed into the greatest number of parts. For it is not dis-
tributed into parts more than the one, into parts equal to the
one; the one is never wanting to being, or being to the one, but
being two they are co-equal and co-extensive.

Certainly that is true.
The one itself, then, having been broken up into parts by

being, is many and infinite?
True.
Then not only the one which has being is many, but the one

itself distributed by being, must also be many?
Certainly.
Further, inasmuch as the parts are parts of a whole, the one,

as a whole, will be limited; for are not the parts contained by
the whole?

Certainly.
And that which contains, is a limit?
Of course.
Then the one if it has being is one and many, whole and

parts, having limits and yet unlimited in number?
Clearly.
And because having limits, also having extremes?
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Certainly.
And if a whole, having beginning and middle and end. For

can anything be a whole without these three? And if any
one of them is wanting to anything, will that any longer be
a whole?

No.
Then the one, as appears, will have beginning, middle, and

end.
It will.
But, again, the middle will be equidistant from the ex-

tremes; or it would not be in the middle?
Yes.
Then the one will partake of figure, either rectilinear or

round, or a union of the two?
True.
And if this is the case, it will be both in itself and in another

too.
How?
Every part is in the whole, and none is outside the whole.
True.
And all the parts are contained by the whole?
Yes.
And the one is all its parts, and neither more nor less than

all?
No.
And the one is the whole?
Of course.
But if all the parts are in the whole, and the one is all of

them and the whole, and they are all contained by the whole,
the one will be contained by the one; and thus the one will be
in itself.

That is true.
But then, again, the whole is not in the parts–neither in all

the parts, nor in some one of them. For if it is in all, it must be
in one; for if there were any one in which it was not, it could
not be in all the parts; for the part in which it is wanting is one
of all, and if the whole is not in this, how can it be in them all?

It cannot.
Nor can the whole be in some of the parts; for if the whole

were in some of the parts, the greater would be in the less,
which is impossible.

Yes, impossible.
But if the whole is neither in one, nor in more than one, nor

in all of the parts, it must be in something else, or cease to be
anywhere at all?

Certainly.
If it were nowhere, it would be nothing; but being a whole,

and not being in itself, it must be in another.
Very true.
The one then, regarded as a whole, is in another, but re-

garded as being all its parts, is in itself; and therefore the one
must be itself in itself and also in another.

Certainly.
The one then, being of this nature, is of necessity both at

rest and in motion?
How?
The one is at rest since it is in itself, for being in one, and

not passing out of this, it is in the same, which is itself.

True.
And that which is ever in the same, must be ever at rest?
Certainly.
Well, and must not that, on the contrary, which is ever in

other, never be in the same; and if never in the same, never at
rest, and if not at rest, in motion?

True.
Then the one being always itself in itself and other, must

always be both at rest and in motion?
Clearly.
And must be the same with itself, and other than itself; and

also the same with the others, and other than the others; this
follows from its previous affections.

How so?
Everything in relation to every other thing, is either the

same or other; or if neither the same nor other, then in the
relation of a part to a whole, or of a whole to a part.

Clearly.
And is the one a part of itself?
Certainly not.
Since it is not a part in relation to itself it cannot be related

to itself as whole to part?
It cannot.
But is the one other than one?
No.
And therefore not other than itself?
Certainly not.
If then it be neither other, nor a whole, nor a part in relation

to itself, must it not be the same with itself?
Certainly.
But then, again, a thing which is in another place from ’it-

self,’ if this ’itself’ remains in the same place with itself, must
be other than ’itself,’ for it will be in another place?

True.
Then the one has been shown to be at once in itself and in

another?
Yes.
Thus, then, as appears, the one will be other than itself?
True.
Well, then, if anything be other than anything, will it not be

other than that which is other?
Certainly.
And will not all things that are not one, be other than the

one, and the one other than the not-one?
Of course.
Then the one will be other than the others?
True.
But, consider:–Are not the absolute same, and the absolute

other, opposites to one another?
Of course.
Then will the same ever be in the other, or the other in the

same?
They will not.
If then the other is never in the same, there is nothing in

which the other is during any space of time; for during that
space of time, however small, the other would be in the same.
Is not that true?

Yes.
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And since the other is never in the same, it can never be in
anything that is.

True.
Then the other will never be either in the not-one, or in the

one?
Certainly not.
Then not by reason of otherness is the one other than the

not-one, or the not-one other than the one.
No.
Nor by reason of themselves will they be other than one

another, if not partaking of the other.
How can they be?
But if they are not other, either by reason of themselves or

of the other, will they not altogether escape being other than
one another?

They will.
Again, the not-one cannot partake of the one; otherwise it

would not have been not-one, but would have been in some
way one.

True.
Nor can the not-one be number; for having number, it

would not have been not-one at all.
It would not.
Again, is the not-one part of the one; or rather, would it not

in that case partake of the one?
It would.
If then, in every point of view, the one and the not-one are

distinct, then neither is the one part or whole of the not-one,
nor is the not-one part or whole of the one?

No.
But we said that things which are neither parts nor wholes

of one another, nor other than one another, will be the same
with one another:–so we said?

Yes.
Then shall we say that the one, being in this relation to the

not-one, is the same with it?
Let us say so.
Then it is the same with itself and the others, and also other

than itself and the others.
That appears to be the inference.
And it will also be like and unlike itself and the others?
Perhaps.
Since the one was shown to be other than the others, the

others will also be other than the one.
Yes.
And the one is other than the others in the same degree that

the others are other than it, and neither more nor less?
True.
And if neither more nor less, then in a like degree?
Yes.
In virtue of the affection by which the one is other than

others and others in like manner other than it, the one will be
affected like the others and the others like the one.

How do you mean?
I may take as an illustration the case of names: You give a

name to a thing?
Yes.
And you may say the name once or oftener?

Yes.
And when you say it once, you mention that of which it

is the name? and when more than once, is it something else
which you mention? or must it always be the same thing of
which you speak, whether you utter the name once or more
than once?

Of course it is the same.
And is not ’other’ a name given to a thing?
Certainly.
Whenever, then, you use the word ’other,’ whether once or

oftener, you name that of which it is the name, and to no other
do you give the name?

True.
Then when we say that the others are other than the one, and

the one other than the others, in repeating the word ’other’ we
speak of that nature to which the name is applied, and of no
other?

Quite true.
Then the one which is other than others, and the other which

is other than the one, in that the word ’other’ is applied to both,
will be in the same condition; and that which is in the same
condition is like?

Yes.
Then in virtue of the affection by which the one is other

than the others, every thing will be like every thing, for every
thing is other than every thing.

True.
Again, the like is opposed to the unlike?
Yes.
And the other to the same?
True again.
And the one was also shown to be the same with the others?
Yes.
And to be the same with the others is the opposite of being

other than the others?
Certainly.
And in that it was other it was shown to be like?
Yes.
But in that it was the same it will be unlike by virtue of the

opposite affection to that which made it like; and this was the
affection of otherness.

Yes.
The same then will make it unlike; otherwise it will not be

the opposite of the other.
True.
Then the one will be both like and unlike the others; like in

so far as it is other, and unlike in so far as it is the same.
Yes, that argument may be used.
And there is another argument.
What?
In so far as it is affected in the same way it is not affected

otherwise, and not being affected otherwise is not unlike, and
not being unlike, is like; but in so far as it is affected by other
it is otherwise, and being otherwise affected is unlike.

True.
Then because the one is the same with the others and other

than the others, on either of these two grounds, or on both of
them, it will be both like and unlike the others?
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Certainly.
And in the same way as being other than itself and the same

with itself, on either of these two grounds and on both of them,
it will be like and unlike itself?

Of course.
Again, how far can the one touch or not touch itself and

others?–consider.
I am considering.
The one was shown to be in itself which was a whole?
True.
And also in other things?
Yes.
In so far as it is in other things it would touch other things,

but in so far as it is in itself it would be debarred from touching
them, and would touch itself only.

Clearly.
Then the inference is that it would touch both?
It would.
But what do you say to a new point of view? Must not that

which is to touch another be next to that which it is to touch,
and occupy the place nearest to that in which what it touches
is situated?

True.
Then the one, if it is to touch itself, ought to be situated next

to itself, and occupy the place next to that in which itself is?
It ought.
And that would require that the one should be two, and be in

two places at once, and this, while it is one, will never happen.
No.
Then the one cannot touch itself any more than it can be

two?
It cannot.
Neither can it touch others.
Why not?
The reason is, that whatever is to touch another must be in

separation from, and next to, that which it is to touch, and no
third thing can be between them.

True.
Two things, then, at the least are necessary to make contact

possible?
They are.
And if to the two a third be added in due order, the number

of terms will be three, and the contacts two?
Yes.
And every additional term makes one additional contact,

whence it follows that the contacts are one less in number than
the terms; the first two terms exceeded the number of contacts
by one, and the whole number of terms exceeds the whole
number of contacts by one in like manner; and for every one
which is afterwards added to the number of terms, one contact
is added to the contacts.

True.
Whatever is the whole number of things, the contacts will

be always one less.
True.
But if there be only one, and not two, there will be no con-

tact?
How can there be?

And do we not say that the others being other than the one
are not one and have no part in the one?

True.
Then they have no number, if they have no one in them?
Of course not.
Then the others are neither one nor two, nor are they called

by the name of any number?
No.
One, then, alone is one, and two do not exist?
Clearly not.
And if there are not two, there is no contact?
There is not.
Then neither does the one touch the others, nor the others

the one, if there is no contact?
Certainly not.
For all which reasons the one touches and does not touch

itself and the others?
True.
Further–is the one equal and unequal to itself and others?
How do you mean?
If the one were greater or less than the others, or the others

greater or less than the one, they would not be greater or less
than each other in virtue of their being the one and the oth-
ers; but, if in addition to their being what they are they had
equality, they would be equal to one another, or if the one had
smallness and the others greatness, or the one had greatness
and the others smallness–whichever kind had greatness would
be greater, and whichever had smallness would be smaller?

Certainly.
Then there are two such ideas as greatness and smallness;

for if they were not they could not be opposed to each other
and be present in that which is.

How could they?
If, then, smallness is present in the one it will be present

either in the whole or in a part of the whole?
Certainly.
Suppose the first; it will be either co-equal and co-extensive

with the whole one, or will contain the one?
Clearly.
If it be co-extensive with the one it will be co-equal with the

one, or if containing the one it will be greater than the one?
Of course.
But can smallness be equal to anything or greater than any-

thing, and have the functions of greatness and equality and not
its own functions?

Impossible.
Then smallness cannot be in the whole of one, but, if at all,

in a part only?
Yes.
And surely not in all of a part, for then the difficulty of the

whole will recur; it will be equal to or greater than any part in
which it is.

Certainly.
Then smallness will not be in anything, whether in a whole

or in a part; nor will there be anything small but actual small-
ness.

True.
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Neither will greatness be in the one, for if greatness be in
anything there will be something greater other and besides
greatness itself, namely, that in which greatness is; and this
too when the small itself is not there, which the one, if it is
great, must exceed; this, however, is impossible, seeing that
smallness is wholly absent.

True.
But absolute greatness is only greater than absolute small-

ness, and smallness is only smaller than absolute greatness.
Very true.
Then other things not greater or less than the one, if they

have neither greatness nor smallness; nor have greatness or
smallness any power of exceeding or being exceeded in rela-
tion to the one, but only in relation to one another; nor will
the one be greater or less than them or others, if it has neither
greatness nor smallness.

Clearly not.
Then if the one is neither greater nor less than the others, it

cannot either exceed or be exceeded by them?
Certainly not.
And that which neither exceeds nor is exceeded, must be on

an equality; and being on an equality, must be equal.
Of course.
And this will be true also of the relation of the one to itself;

having neither greatness nor smallness in itself, it will neither
exceed nor be exceeded by itself, but will be on an equality
with and equal to itself.

Certainly.
Then the one will be equal both to itself and the others?
Clearly so.
And yet the one, being itself in itself, will also surround and

be without itself; and, as containing itself, will be greater than
itself; and, as contained in itself, will be less; and will thus be
greater and less than itself.

It will.
Now there cannot possibly be anything which is not in-

cluded in the one and the others?
Of course not.
But, surely, that which is must always be somewhere?
Yes.
But that which is in anything will be less, and that in which

it is will be greater; in no other way can one thing be in an-
other.

True.
And since there is nothing other or besides the one and the

others, and they must be in something, must they not be in one
another, the one in the others and the others in the one, if they
are to be anywhere?

That is clear.
But inasmuch as the one is in the others, the others will be

greater than the one, because they contain the one, which will
be less than the others, because it is contained in them; and
inasmuch as the others are in the one, the one on the same
principle will be greater than the others, and the others less
than the one.

True.
The one, then, will be equal to and greater and less than

itself and the others?

Clearly.
And if it be greater and less and equal, it will be of equal

and more and less measures or divisions than itself and the
others, and if of measures, also of parts?

Of course.
And if of equal and more and less measures or divisions, it

will be in number more or less than itself and the others, and
likewise equal in number to itself and to the others?

How is that?
It will be of more measures than those things which it ex-

ceeds, and of as many parts as measures; and so with that to
which it is equal, and that than which it is less.

True.
And being greater and less than itself, and equal to itself, it

will be of equal measures with itself and of more and fewer
measures than itself; and if of measures then also of parts?

It will.
And being of equal parts with itself, it will be numerically

equal to itself; and being of more parts, more, and being of
less, less than itself?

Certainly.
And the same will hold of its relation to other things; inas-

much as it is greater than them, it will be more in number than
them; and inasmuch as it is smaller, it will be less in number;
and inasmuch as it is equal in size to other things, it will be
equal to them in number.

Certainly.
Once more, then, as would appear, the one will be in num-

ber both equal to and more and less than both itself and all
other things.

It will.
Does the one also partake of time? And is it and does it

become older and younger than itself and others, and again,
neither younger nor older than itself and others, by virtue of
participation in time?

How do you mean?
If one is, being must be predicated of it?
Yes.
But to be (einai) is only participation of being in present

time, and to have been is the participation of being at a past
time, and to be about to be is the participation of being at a
future time?

Very true.
Then the one, since it partakes of being, partakes of time?
Certainly.
And is not time always moving forward?
Yes.
Then the one is always becoming older than itself, since it

moves forward in time?
Certainly.
And do you remember that the older becomes older than

that which becomes younger?
I remember.
Then since the one becomes older than itself, it becomes

younger at the same time?
Certainly.
Thus, then, the one becomes older as well as younger than

itself?
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Yes.
And it is older (is it not?) when in becoming, it gets to the

point of time between ’was’ and ’will be,’ which is ’now’: for
surely in going from the past to the future, it cannot skip the
present?

No.
And when it arrives at the present it stops from becoming

older, and no longer becomes, but is older, for if it went on it
would never be reached by the present, for it is the nature of
that which goes on, to touch both the present and the future,
letting go the present and seizing the future, while in process
of becoming between them.

True.
But that which is becoming cannot skip the present; when it

reaches the present it ceases to become, and is then whatever
it may happen to be becoming.

Clearly.
And so the one, when in becoming older it reaches the

present, ceases to become, and is then older.
Certainly.
And it is older than that than which it was becoming older,

and it was becoming older than itself.
Yes.
And that which is older is older than that which is younger?
True.
Then the one is younger than itself, when in becoming older

it reaches the present?
Certainly.
But the present is always present with the one during all its

being; for whenever it is it is always now.
Certainly.
Then the one always both is and becomes older and younger

than itself?
Truly.
And is it or does it become a longer time than itself or an

equal time with itself?
An equal time.
But if it becomes or is for an equal time with itself, it is of

the same age with itself?
Of course.
And that which is of the same age, is neither older nor

younger?
No.
The one, then, becoming and being the same time with it-

self, neither is nor becomes older or younger than itself?
I should say not.
And what are its relations to other things? Is it or does it

become older or younger than they?
I cannot tell you.
You can at least tell me that others than the one are more

than the one– other would have been one, but the others have
multitude, and are more than one?

They will have multitude.
And a multitude implies a number larger than one?
Of course.
And shall we say that the lesser or the greater is the first to

come or to have come into existence?
The lesser.

Then the least is the first? And that is the one?
Yes.
Then the one of all things that have number is the first to

come into being; but all other things have also number, being
plural and not singular.

They have.
And since it came into being first it must be supposed to

have come into being prior to the others, and the others later;
and the things which came into being later, are younger than
that which preceded them? And so the other things will be
younger than the one, and the one older than other things?

True.
What would you say of another question? Can the one have

come into being contrary to its own nature, or is that impossi-
ble?

Impossible.
And yet, surely, the one was shown to have parts; and if

parts, then a beginning, middle and end?
Yes.
And a beginning, both of the one itself and of all other

things, comes into being first of all; and after the beginning,
the others follow, until you reach the end?

Certainly.
And all these others we shall affirm to be parts of the whole

and of the one, which, as soon as the end is reached, has be-
come whole and one?

Yes; that is what we shall say.
But the end comes last, and the one is of such a nature as to

come into being with the last; and, since the one cannot come
into being except in accordance with its own nature, its nature
will require that it should come into being after the others,
simultaneously with the end.

Clearly.
Then the one is younger than the others and the others older

than the one.
That also is clear in my judgment.
Well, and must not a beginning or any other part of the one

or of anything, if it be a part and not parts, being a part, be
also of necessity one?

Certainly.
And will not the one come into being together with each

part–together with the first part when that comes into being,
and together with the second part and with all the rest, and will
not be wanting to any part, which is added to any other part
until it has reached the last and become one whole; it will be
wanting neither to the middle, nor to the first, nor to the last,
nor to any of them, while the process of becoming is going
on?

True.
Then the one is of the same age with all the others, so that

if the one itself does not contradict its own nature, it will be
neither prior nor posterior to the others, but simultaneous; and
according to this argument the one will be neither older nor
younger than the others, nor the others than the one, but ac-
cording to the previous argument the one will be older and
younger than the others and the others than the one.

Certainly.
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After this manner then the one is and has become. But as
to its becoming older and younger than the others, and the
others than the one, and neither older nor younger, what shall
we say? Shall we say as of being so also of becoming, or
otherwise?

I cannot answer.
But I can venture to say, that even if one thing were older

or younger than another, it could not become older or younger
in a greater degree than it was at first; for equals added to
unequals, whether to periods of time or to anything else, leave
the difference between them the same as at first.

Of course.
Then that which is, cannot become older or younger than

that which is, since the difference of age is always the same;
the one is and has become older and the other younger; but
they are no longer becoming so.

True.
And the one which is does not therefore become either older

or younger than the others which are.
No.
But consider whether they may not become older and

younger in another way.
In what way?
Just as the one was proven to be older than the others and

the others than the one.
And what of that?
If the one is older than the others, has come into being a

longer time than the others.
Yes.
But consider again; if we add equal time to a greater and a

less time, will the greater differ from the less time by an equal
or by a smaller portion than before?

By a smaller portion.
Then the difference between the age of the one and the age

of the others will not be afterwards so great as at first, but if an
equal time be added to both of them they will differ less and
less in age?

Yes.
And that which differs in age from some other less than

formerly, from being older will become younger in relation to
that other than which it was older?

Yes, younger.
And if the one becomes younger the others aforesaid will

become older than they were before, in relation to the one.
Certainly.
Then that which had become younger becomes older rela-

tively to that which previously had become and was older; it
never really is older, but is always becoming, for the one is
always growing on the side of youth and the other on the side
of age. And in like manner the older is always in process of
becoming younger than the younger; for as they are always
going in opposite directions they become in ways the oppo-
site to one another, the younger older than the older, and the
older younger than the younger. They cannot, however, have
become; for if they had already become they would be and
not merely become. But that is impossible; for they are al-
ways becoming both older and younger than one another: the
one becomes younger than the others because it was seen to

be older and prior, and the others become older than the one
because they came into being later; and in the same way the
others are in the same relation to the one, because they were
seen to be older, and prior to the one.

That is clear.
Inasmuch then, one thing does not become older or younger

than another, in that they always differ from each other by an
equal number, the one cannot become older or younger than
the others, nor the others than the one; but inasmuch as that
which came into being earlier and that which came into being
later must continually differ from each other by a different
portion –in this point of view the others must become older
and younger than the one, and the one than the others.

Certainly.
For all these reasons, then, the one is and becomes older and

younger than itself and the others, and neither is nor becomes
older or younger than itself or the others.

Certainly.
But since the one partakes of time, and partakes of becom-

ing older and younger, must it not also partake of the past, the
present, and the future?

Of course it must.
Then the one was and is and will be, and was becoming and

is becoming and will become?
Certainly.
And there is and was and will be something which is in

relation to it and belongs to it?
True.
And since we have at this moment opinion and knowledge

and perception of the one, there is opinion and knowledge and
perception of it?

Quite right.
Then there is name and expression for it, and it is named

and expressed, and everything of this kind which appertains
to other things appertains to the one.

Certainly, that is true.
Yet once more and for the third time, let us consider: If the

one is both one and many, as we have described, and is neither
one nor many, and participates in time, must it not, in as far
as it is one, at times partake of being, and in as far as it is not
one, at times not partake of being?

Certainly.
But can it partake of being when not partaking of being, or

not partake of being when partaking of being?
Impossible.
Then the one partakes and does not partake of being at dif-

ferent times, for that is the only way in which it can partake
and not partake of the same.

True.
And is there not also a time at which it assumes being and

relinquishes being–for how can it have and not have the same
thing unless it receives and also gives it up at some time?

Impossible.
And the assuming of being is what you would call becom-

ing?
I should.
And the relinquishing of being you would call destruction?
I should.
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The one then, as would appear, becomes and is destroyed
by taking and giving up being.

Certainly.
And being one and many and in process of becoming and

being destroyed, when it becomes one it ceases to be many,
and when many, it ceases to be one?

Certainly.
And as it becomes one and many, must it not inevitably

experience separation and aggregation?
Inevitably.
And whenever it becomes like and unlike it must be assim-

ilated and dissimilated?
Yes.
And when it becomes greater or less or equal it must grow

or diminish or be equalized?
True.
And when being in motion it rests, and when being at rest

it changes to motion, it can surely be in no time at all?
How can it?
But that a thing which is previously at rest should be af-

terwards in motion, or previously in motion and afterwards at
rest, without experiencing change, is impossible.

Impossible.
And surely there cannot be a time in which a thing can be

at once neither in motion nor at rest?
There cannot.
But neither can it change without changing.
True.
When then does it change; for it cannot change either when

at rest, or when in motion, or when in time?
It cannot.
And does this strange thing in which it is at the time of

changing really exist?
What thing?
The moment. For the moment seems to imply a something

out of which change takes place into either of two states; for
the change is not from the state of rest as such, nor from the
state of motion as such; but there is this curious nature which
we call the moment lying between rest and motion, not being
in any time; and into this and out of this what is in motion
changes into rest, and what is at rest into motion.

So it appears.
And the one then, since it is at rest and also in motion, will

change to either, for only in this way can it be in both. And in
changing it changes in a moment, and when it is changing it
will be in no time, and will not then be either in motion or at
rest.

It will not.
And it will be in the same case in relation to the other

changes, when it passes from being into cessation of being,
or from not-being into becoming –then it passes between cer-
tain states of motion and rest, and neither is nor is not, nor
becomes nor is destroyed.

Very true.
And on the same principle, in the passage from one to many

and from many to one, the one is neither one nor many, nei-
ther separated nor aggregated; and in the passage from like to
unlike, and from unlike to like, it is neither like nor unlike,

neither in a state of assimilation nor of dissimilation; and in
the passage from small to great and equal and back again, it
will be neither small nor great, nor equal, nor in a state of
increase, or diminution, or equalization.

True.
All these, then, are the affections of the one, if the one has

being.
Of course.
1.aa. But if one is, what will happen to the others–is not

that also to be considered?
Yes.
Let us show then, if one is, what will be the affections of

the others than the one.
Let us do so.
Inasmuch as there are things other than the one, the others

are not the one; for if they were they could not be other than
the one.

Very true.
Nor are the others altogether without the one, but in a cer-

tain way they participate in the one.
In what way?
Because the others are other than the one inasmuch as they

have parts; for if they had no parts they would be simply one.
Right.
And parts, as we affirm, have relation to a whole?
So we say.
And a whole must necessarily be one made up of many; and

the parts will be parts of the one, for each of the parts is not a
part of many, but of a whole.

How do you mean?
If anything were a part of many, being itself one of them, it

will surely be a part of itself, which is impossible, and it will
be a part of each one of the other parts, if of all; for if not a
part of some one, it will be a part of all the others but this one,
and thus will not be a part of each one; and if not a part of
each, one it will not be a part of any one of the many; and not
being a part of any one, it cannot be a part or anything else of
all those things of none of which it is anything.

Clearly not.
Then the part is not a part of the many, nor of all, but is of a

certain single form, which we call a whole, being one perfect
unity framed out of all–of this the part will be a part.

Certainly.
If, then, the others have parts, they will participate in the

whole and in the one.
True.
Then the others than the one must be one perfect whole,

having parts.
Certainly.
And the same argument holds of each part, for the part must

participate in the one; for if each of the parts is a part, this
means, I suppose, that it is one separate from the rest and self-
related; otherwise it is not each.

True.
But when we speak of the part participating in the one, it

must clearly be other than one; for if not, it would not merely
have participated, but would have been one; whereas only the
itself can be one.
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Very true.
Both the whole and the part must participate in the one; for

the whole will be one whole, of which the parts will be parts;
and each part will be one part of the whole which is the whole
of the part.

True.
And will not the things which participate in the one, be

other than it?
Of course.
And the things which are other than the one will be many;

for if the things which are other than the one were neither one
nor more than one, they would be nothing.

True.
But, seeing that the things which participate in the one as a

part, and in the one as a whole, are more than one, must not
those very things which participate in the one be infinite in
number?

How so?
Let us look at the matter thus:–Is it not a fact that in partak-

ing of the one they are not one, and do not partake of the one
at the very time when they are partaking of it?

Clearly.
They do so then as multitudes in which the one is not

present?
Very true.
And if we were to abstract from them in idea the very small-

est fraction, must not that least fraction, if it does not partake
of the one, be a multitude and not one?

It must.
And if we continue to look at the other side of their nature,

regarded simply, and in itself, will not they, as far as we see
them, be unlimited in number?

Certainly.
And yet, when each several part becomes a part, then the

parts have a limit in relation to the whole and to each other,
and the whole in relation to the parts.

Just so.
The result to the others than the one is that the union of

themselves and the one appears to create a new element in
them which gives to them limitation in relation to one another;
whereas in their own nature they have no limit.

That is clear.
Then the others than the one, both as whole and parts, are

infinite, and also partake of limit.
Certainly.
Then they are both like and unlike one another and them-

selves.
How is that?
Inasmuch as they are unlimited in their own nature, they are

all affected in the same way.
True.
And inasmuch as they all partake of limit, they are all af-

fected in the same way.
Of course.
But inasmuch as their state is both limited and unlimited,

they are affected in opposite ways.
Yes.
And opposites are the most unlike of things.

Certainly.
Considered, then, in regard to either one of their affections,

they will be like themselves and one another; considered in
reference to both of them together, most opposed and most
unlike.

That appears to be true.
Then the others are both like and unlike themselves and one

another?
True.
And they are the same and also different from one another,

and in motion and at rest, and experience every sort of op-
posite affection, as may be proved without difficulty of them,
since they have been shown to have experienced the affections
aforesaid?

True.
1.bb. Suppose, now, that we leave the further discussion of

these matters as evident, and consider again upon the hypoth-
esis that the one is, whether opposite of all this is or is not
equally true of the others.

By all means.
Then let us begin again, and ask, If one is, what must be the

affections of the others?
Let us ask that question.
Must not the one be distinct from the others, and the others

from the one?
Why so?
Why, because there is nothing else beside them which is

distinct from both of them; for the expression ’one and the
others’ includes all things.

Yes, all things.
Then we cannot suppose that there is anything different

from them in which both the one and the others might exist?
There is nothing.
Then the one and the others are never in the same?
True.
Then they are separated from each other?
Yes.
And we surely cannot say that what is truly one has parts?
Impossible.
Then the one will not be in the others as a whole, nor as

part, if it be separated from the others, and has no parts?
Impossible.
Then there is no way in which the others can partake of the

one, if they do not partake either in whole or in part?
It would seem not.
Then there is no way in which the others are one, or have in

themselves any unity?
There is not.
Nor are the others many; for if they were many, each part

of them would be a part of the whole; but now the others, not
partaking in any way of the one, are neither one nor many, nor
whole, nor part.

True.
Then the others neither are nor contain two or three, if en-

tirely deprived of the one?
True.
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Then the others are neither like nor unlike the one, nor is
likeness and unlikeness in them; for if they were like and un-
like, or had in them likeness and unlikeness, they would have
two natures in them opposite to one another.

That is clear.
But for that which partakes of nothing to partake of two

things was held by us to be impossible?
Impossible.
Then the others are neither like nor unlike nor both, for if

they were like or unlike they would partake of one of those
two natures, which would be one thing, and if they were both
they would partake of opposites which would be two things,
and this has been shown to be impossible.

True.
Therefore they are neither the same, nor other, nor in mo-

tion, nor at rest, nor in a state of becoming, nor of being de-
stroyed, nor greater, nor less, nor equal, nor have they expe-
rienced anything else of the sort; for, if they are capable of
experiencing any such affection, they will participate in one
and two and three, and odd and even, and in these, as has been
proved, they do not participate, seeing that they are altogether
and in every way devoid of the one.

Very true.
Therefore if one is, the one is all things, and also nothing,

both in relation to itself and to other things.
Certainly.
2.a. Well, and ought we not to consider next what will be

the consequence if the one is not?
Yes; we ought.
What is the meaning of the hypothesis–If the one is not;

is there any difference between this and the hypothesis–If the
not one is not?

There is a difference, certainly.
Is there a difference only, or rather are not the two

expressions–if the one is not, and if the not one is not, entirely
opposed?

They are entirely opposed.
And suppose a person to say:–If greatness is not, if small-

ness is not, or anything of that sort, does he not mean, when-
ever he uses such an expression, that ’what is not’ is other than
other things?

To be sure.
And so when he says ’If one is not’ he clearly means, that

what ’is not’ is other than all others; we know what he means–
do we not?

Yes, we do.
When he says ’one,’ he says something which is known;

and secondly something which is other than all other things;
it makes no difference whether he predicate of one being or
not-being, for that which is said ’not to be’ is known to be
something all the same, and is distinguished from other things.

Certainly.
Then I will begin again, and ask: If one is not, what are the

consequences? In the first place, as would appear, there is a
knowledge of it, or the very meaning of the words, ’if one is
not,’ would not be known.

True.

Secondly, the others differ from it, or it could not be de-
scribed as different from the others?

Certainly.
Difference, then, belongs to it as well as knowledge; for in

speaking of the one as different from the others, we do not
speak of a difference in the others, but in the one.

Clearly so.
Moreover, the one that is not is something and partakes of

relation to ’that,’ and ’this,’ and ’these,’ and the like, and is an
attribute of ’this’; for the one, or the others than the one, could
not have been spoken of, nor could any attribute or relative of
the one that is not have been or been spoken of, nor could it
have been said to be anything, if it did not partake of ’some,’
or of the other relations just now mentioned.

True.
Being, then, cannot be ascribed to the one, since it is not;

but the one that is not may or rather must participate in many
things, if it and nothing else is not; if, however, neither the
one nor the one that is not is supposed not to be, and we are
speaking of something of a different nature, we can predicate
nothing of it. But supposing that the one that is not and noth-
ing else is not, then it must participate in the predicate ’that,’
and in many others.

Certainly.
And it will have unlikeness in relation to the others, for the

others being different from the one will be of a different kind.
Certainly.
And are not things of a different kind also other in kind?
Of course.
And are not things other in kind unlike?
They are unlike.
And if they are unlike the one, that which they are unlike

will clearly be unlike them?
Clearly so.
Then the one will have unlikeness in respect of which the

others are unlike it?
That would seem to be true.
And if unlikeness to other things is attributed to it, it must

have likeness to itself.
How so?
If the one have unlikeness to one, something else must be

meant; nor will the hypothesis relate to one; but it will relate
to something other than one?

Quite so.
But that cannot be.
No.
Then the one must have likeness to itself?
It must.
Again, it is not equal to the others; for if it were equal, then

it would at once be and be like them in virtue of the equality;
but if one has no being, then it can neither be nor be like?

It cannot.
But since it is not equal to the others, neither can the others

be equal to it?
Certainly not.
And things that are not equal are unequal?
True.
And they are unequal to an unequal?
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Of course.
Then the one partakes of inequality, and in respect of this

the others are unequal to it?
Very true.
And inequality implies greatness and smallness?
Yes.
Then the one, if of such a nature, has greatness and small-

ness?
That appears to be true.
And greatness and smallness always stand apart?
True.
Then there is always something between them?
There is.
And can you think of anything else which is between them

other than equality?
No, it is equality which lies between them.
Then that which has greatness and smallness also has equal-

ity, which lies between them?
That is clear.
Then the one, which is not, partakes, as would appear, of

greatness and smallness and equality?
Clearly.
Further, it must surely in a sort partake of being?
How so?
It must be so, for if not, then we should not speak the truth

in saying that the one is not. But if we speak the truth, clearly
we must say what is. Am I not right?

Yes.
And since we affirm that we speak truly, we must also af-

firm that we say what is?
Certainly.
Then, as would appear, the one, when it is not, is; for if it

were not to be when it is not, but (Or, ’to remit something of
existence in relation to not-being.’) were to relinquish some-
thing of being, so as to become not- being, it would at once
be.

Quite true.
Then the one which is not, if it is to maintain itself, must

have the being of not-being as the bond of not-being, just as
being must have as a bond the not-being of not-being in order
to perfect its own being; for the truest assertion of the being
of being and of the not-being of not-being is when being par-
takes of the being of being, and not of the being of not- being–
that is, the perfection of being; and when not-being does not
partake of the not-being of not-being but of the being of not-
being–that is the perfection of not-being.

Most true.
Since then what is partakes of not-being, and what is not of

being, must not the one also partake of being in order not to
be?

Certainly.
Then the one, if it is not, clearly has being?
Clearly.
And has not-being also, if it is not?
Of course.
But can anything which is in a certain state not be in that

state without changing?
Impossible.

Then everything which is and is not in a certain state, im-
plies change?

Certainly.
And change is motion–we may say that?
Yes, motion.
And the one has been proved both to be and not to be?
Yes.
And therefore is and is not in the same state?
Yes.
Thus the one that is not has been shown to have motion

also, because it changes from being to not-being?
That appears to be true.
But surely if it is nowhere among what is, as is the fact,

since it is not, it cannot change from one place to another?
Impossible.
Then it cannot move by changing place?
No.
Nor can it turn on the same spot, for it nowhere touches the

same, for the same is, and that which is not cannot be reckoned
among things that are?

It cannot.
Then the one, if it is not, cannot turn in that in which it is

not?
No.
Neither can the one, whether it is or is not, be altered into

other than itself, for if it altered and became different from
itself, then we could not be still speaking of the one, but of
something else?

True.
But if the one neither suffers alteration, nor turns round in

the same place, nor changes place, can it still be capable of
motion?

Impossible.
Now that which is unmoved must surely be at rest, and that

which is at rest must stand still?
Certainly.
Then the one that is not, stands still, and is also in motion?
That seems to be true.
But if it be in motion it must necessarily undergo alteration,

for anything which is moved, in so far as it is moved, is no
longer in the same state, but in another?

Yes.
Then the one, being moved, is altered?
Yes.
And, further, if not moved in any way, it will not be altered

in any way?
No.
Then, in so far as the one that is not is moved, it is altered,

but in so far as it is not moved, it is not altered?
Right.
Then the one that is not is altered and is not altered?
That is clear.
And must not that which is altered become other than it

previously was, and lose its former state and be destroyed; but
that which is not altered can neither come into being nor be
destroyed?

Very true.
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And the one that is not, being altered, becomes and is de-
stroyed; and not being altered, neither becomes nor is de-
stroyed; and so the one that is not becomes and is destroyed,
and neither becomes nor is destroyed?

True.
2.b. And now, let us go back once more to the beginning,

and see whether these or some other consequences will follow.
Let us do as you say.
If one is not, we ask what will happen in respect of one?

That is the question.
Yes.
Do not the words ’is not’ signify absence of being in that to

which we apply them?
Just so.
And when we say that a thing is not, do we mean that it is

not in one way but is in another? or do we mean, absolutely,
that what is not has in no sort or way or kind participation of
being?

Quite absolutely.
Then, that which is not cannot be, or in any way participate

in being?
It cannot.
And did we not mean by becoming, and being destroyed,

the assumption of being and the loss of being?
Nothing else.
And can that which has no participation in being, either

assume or lose being?
Impossible.
The one then, since it in no way is, cannot have or lose or

assume being in any way?
True.
Then the one that is not, since it in no way partakes of being,

neither perishes nor becomes?
No.
Then it is not altered at all; for if it were it would become

and be destroyed?
True.
But if it be not altered it cannot be moved?
Certainly not.
Nor can we say that it stands, if it is nowhere; for that which

stands must always be in one and the same spot?
Of course.
Then we must say that the one which is not never stands

still and never moves?
Neither.
Nor is there any existing thing which can be attributed to it;

for if there had been, it would partake of being?
That is clear.
And therefore neither smallness, nor greatness, nor equal-

ity, can be attributed to it?
No.
Nor yet likeness nor difference, either in relation to itself or

to others?
Clearly not.
Well, and if nothing should be attributed to it, can other

things be attributed to it?
Certainly not.

And therefore other things can neither be like or unlike, the
same, or different in relation to it?

They cannot.
Nor can what is not, be anything, or be this thing, or be

related to or the attribute of this or that or other, or be past,
present, or future. Nor can knowledge, or opinion, or percep-
tion, or expression, or name, or any other thing that is, have
any concern with it?

No.
Then the one that is not has no condition of any kind?
Such appears to be the conclusion.
2.aa. Yet once more; if one is not, what becomes of the

others? Let us determine that.
Yes; let us determine that.
The others must surely be; for if they, like the one, were

not, we could not be now speaking of them.
True.
But to speak of the others implies difference–the terms

’other’ and ’different’ are synonymous?
True.
Other means other than other, and different, different from

the different?
Yes.
Then, if there are to be others, there is something than

which they will be other?
Certainly.
And what can that be?–for if the one is not, they will not be

other than the one.
They will not.
Then they will be other than each other; for the only re-

maining alternative is that they are other than nothing.
True.
And they are each other than one another, as being plural

and not singular; for if one is not, they cannot be singular,
but every particle of them is infinite in number; and even if
a person takes that which appears to be the smallest fraction,
this, which seemed one, in a moment evanesces into many, as
in a dream, and from being the smallest becomes very great,
in comparison with the fractions into which it is split up?

Very true.
And in such particles the others will be other than one an-

other, if others are, and the one is not?
Exactly.
And will there not be many particles, each appearing to be

one, but not being one, if one is not?
True.
And it would seem that number can be predicated of them

if each of them appears to be one, though it is really many?
It can.
And there will seem to be odd and even among them, which

will also have no reality, if one is not?
Yes.
And there will appear to be a least among them; and even

this will seem large and manifold in comparison with the
many small fractions which are contained in it?

Certainly.
And each particle will be imagined to be equal to the many

and little; for it could not have appeared to pass from the
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greater to the less without having appeared to arrive at the
middle; and thus would arise the appearance of equality.

Yes.
And having neither beginning, middle, nor end, each sepa-

rate particle yet appears to have a limit in relation to itself and
other.

How so?
Because, when a person conceives of any one of these as

such, prior to the beginning another beginning appears, and
there is another end, remaining after the end, and in the mid-
dle truer middles within but smaller, because no unity can be
conceived of any of them, since the one is not.

Very true.
And so all being, whatever we think of, must be broken

up into fractions, for a particle will have to be conceived of
without unity?

Certainly.
And such being when seen indistinctly and at a distance,

appears to be one; but when seen near and with keen intellect,
every single thing appears to be infinite, since it is deprived of
the one, which is not?

Nothing more certain.
Then each of the others must appear to be infinite and finite,

and one and many, if others than the one exist and not the one.
They must.
Then will they not appear to be like and unlike?
In what way?
Just as in a picture things appear to be all one to a person

standing at a distance, and to be in the same state and alike?
True.
But when you approach them, they appear to be many and

different; and because of the appearance of the difference, dif-
ferent in kind from, and unlike, themselves?

True.
And so must the particles appear to be like and unlike them-

selves and each other.
Certainly.
And must they not be the same and yet different from one

another, and in contact with themselves, although they are
separated, and having every sort of motion, and every sort of
rest, and becoming and being destroyed, and in neither state,
and the like, all which things may be easily enumerated, if the
one is not and the many are?

Most true.
2.bb. Once more, let us go back to the beginning, and ask if

the one is not, and the others of the one are, what will follow.
Let us ask that question.
In the first place, the others will not be one?
Impossible.
Nor will they be many; for if they were many one would be

contained in them. But if no one of them is one, all of them
are nought, and therefore they will not be many.

True.
If there be no one in the others, the others are neither many

nor one.
They are not.
Nor do they appear either as one or many.
Why not?

Because the others have no sort or manner or way of com-
munion with any sort of not-being, nor can anything which is
not, be connected with any of the others; for that which is not
has no parts.

True.
Nor is there an opinion or any appearance of not-being in

connexion with the others, nor is not-being ever in any way
attributed to the others.

No.
Then if one is not, there is no conception of any of the oth-

ers either as one or many; for you cannot conceive the many
without the one.

You cannot.
Then if one is not, the others neither are, nor can be con-

ceived to be either one or many?
It would seem not.
Nor as like or unlike?
No.
Nor as the same or different, nor in contact or separation,

nor in any of those states which we enumerated as appearing
to be;–the others neither are nor appear to be any of these, if
one is not?

True.
Then may we not sum up the argument in a word and say

truly: If one is not, then nothing is?
Certainly.
Let thus much be said; and further let us affirm what seems

to be the truth, that, whether one is or is not, one and the others
in relation to themselves and one another, all of them, in every
way, are and are not, and appear to be and appear not to be.

Most true.

2.2. Theaetetus

PERSONS OF THE DIALOGUE: Socrates, Theodorus,
Theaetetus.

Euclid and Terpsion meet 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 from the country, Terp-
sion?

TERPSION: No, I came some time ago: and I have been in
the Agora looking for you, and wondering that I could not find
you.

EUCLID: But I was not in the city.
TERPSION: Where then?
EUCLID: As I was going down to the harbour, I met

Theaetetus–he was being carried up to Athens from the army
at Corinth.

TERPSION: Was he alive or dead?
EUCLID: He was scarcely alive, for he has been badly

wounded; but he was suffering even more from the sickness
which has broken out in the army.

TERPSION: The dysentery, you mean?
EUCLID: Yes.
TERPSION: Alas! what a loss he will be!
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EUCLID: Yes, Terpsion, he is a noble fellow; only to-day I
heard some people highly praising his behaviour in this very
battle.

TERPSION: No wonder; I should rather be surprised at
hearing anything else of him. But why did he go on, instead
of stopping at Megara?

EUCLID: He wanted to get home: although I entreated and
advised him to remain, he would not listen to me; so I set
him on his way, and turned back, and then I remembered what
Socrates had said of him, and thought how remarkably this,
like all his predictions, had been fulfilled. I believe that he
had seen him a little before his own death, when Theaetetus
was a youth, and he had a memorable conversation with him,
which he repeated to me when I came to Athens; he was full of
admiration of his genius, and said that he would most certainly
be a great man, if he lived.

TERPSION: The prophecy has certainly been fulfilled; but
what was the conversation? can you tell me?

EUCLID: No, indeed, not offhand; but I took notes of it as
soon as I got home; these I filled up from memory, writing
them out at leisure; and whenever I went to Athens, I asked
Socrates about any point which I had forgotten, and on my
return I made corrections; thus I have nearly the whole con-
versation written down.

TERPSION: I remember–you told me; and I have always
been intending to ask you to show me the writing, but have put
off doing so; and now, why should we not read it through?–
having just come from the country, I should greatly like to
rest.

EUCLID: I too shall be very glad of a rest, for I went with
Theaetetus as far as Erineum. Let us go in, then, and, while
we are reposing, the servant shall read to us.

TERPSION: Very good.
EUCLID: Here is the roll, Terpsion; I may observe that I

have introduced Socrates, not as narrating to me, but as ac-
tually conversing with the persons whom he mentioned–these
were, Theodorus the geometrician (of Cyrene), and Theaete-
tus. I have omitted, for the sake of convenience, the inter-
locutory words ’I said,’ ’I remarked,’ which he used when he
spoke of himself, and again, ’he agreed,’ or ’disagreed,’ in the
answer, lest the repetition of them should be troublesome.

TERPSION: Quite right, Euclid.
EUCLID: And now, boy, you may take the roll and read.
Euclid’s servant reads.
SOCRATES: If I cared enough about the Cyrenians,

Theodorus, I would ask you whether there are any rising ge-
ometricians or philosophers in that part of the world. But I
am more interested in our own Athenian youth, and I would
rather know who among them are likely to do well. I observe
them as far as I can myself, and I enquire of any one whom
they follow, and I see that a great many of them follow you, in
which they are quite right, considering your eminence in ge-
ometry and in other ways. Tell me then, if you have met with
any one who is good for anything.

THEODORUS: Yes, Socrates, I have become acquainted
with one very remarkable Athenian youth, whom I commend
to you as well worthy of your attention. If he had been a
beauty I should have been afraid to praise him, lest you should

suppose that I was in love with him; but he is no beauty, and
you must not be offended if I say that he is very like you; for
he has a snub nose and projecting eyes, although these fea-
tures are less marked in him than in you. Seeing, then, that
he has no personal attractions, I may freely say, that in all my
acquaintance, which is very large, I never knew any one who
was his equal in natural gifts: for he has a quickness of ap-
prehension which is almost unrivalled, and he is exceedingly
gentle, and also the most courageous of men; there is a union
of qualities in him such as I have never seen in any other,
and should scarcely have thought possible; for those who, like
him, have quick and ready and retentive wits, have generally
also quick tempers; they are ships without ballast, and go dart-
ing about, and are mad rather than courageous; and the stead-
ier sort, when they have to face study, prove stupid and cannot
remember. Whereas he moves surely and smoothly and suc-
cessfully in the path of knowledge and enquiry; and he is full
of gentleness, flowing on silently like a river of oil; at his age,
it is wonderful.

SOCRATES: That is good news; whose son is he?
THEODORUS: The name of his father I have forgotten, but

the youth himself is the middle one of those who are approach-
ing us; he and his companions have been anointing themselves
in the outer court, and now they seem to have finished, and are
coming towards us. Look and see whether you know him.

SOCRATES: I know the youth, but I do not know his name;
he is the son of Euphronius the Sunian, who was himself an
eminent man, and such another as his son is, according to your
account of him; I believe that he left a considerable fortune.

THEODORUS: Theaetetus, Socrates, is his name; but I
rather think that the property disappeared in the hands of
trustees; notwithstanding which he is wonderfully liberal.

SOCRATES: He must be a fine fellow; tell him to come and
sit by me.

THEODORUS: I will. Come hither, Theaetetus, and sit by
Socrates.

SOCRATES: By all means, Theaetetus, in order that I may
see the reflection of myself 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 should we ask whether he who said so was or was
not a musician?

THEAETETUS: We should ask.
SOCRATES: And if we found that he was, we should take

his word; and if not, not?
THEAETETUS: True.
SOCRATES: And if this supposed likeness 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?

THEAETETUS: Certainly we should.
SOCRATES: And is Theodorus a painter?
THEAETETUS: I never heard that he was.
SOCRATES: Is he a geometrician?
THEAETETUS: Of course he is, Socrates.
SOCRATES: And is he an astronomer and calculator and

musician, and in general an educated man?
THEAETETUS: I think so.
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SOCRATES: If, then, he remarks on a similarity in our per-
sons, either by way of praise or blame, there is no particular
reason why we should attend to him.

THEAETETUS: I should say not.
SOCRATES: But if he praises the virtue or wisdom which

are the mental endowments of either of us, then he who
hears the praises will naturally desire to examine him who is
praised: and he again should be willing to exhibit himself.

THEAETETUS: Very true, Socrates.
SOCRATES: Then now is the time, my dear Theaetetus,

for me to examine, and for you to exhibit; since although
Theodorus has praised many a citizen and stranger in my hear-
ing, never did I hear him praise any one as he has been praising
you.

THEAETETUS: I am glad to hear it, Socrates; but what if he
was only in jest?

SOCRATES: Nay, Theodorus is not given to jesting; and I
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 impugn him.
Do not be shy then, but stand to your word.

THEAETETUS: I suppose I must, if you wish it.
SOCRATES: In the first place, I should like to ask what you

learn of Theodorus: something of geometry, perhaps?
THEAETETUS: Yes.
SOCRATES: And astronomy and harmony and calculation?
THEAETETUS: I do my best.
SOCRATES: Yes, my boy, and so do I; and my desire is to

learn of him, or of anybody who seems to understand these
things. And I get on pretty well in general; but there is a
little difficulty which I want you and the company to aid me in
investigating. Will you answer me a question: ’Is not learning
growing wiser about that which you learn?’

THEAETETUS: Of course.
SOCRATES: And by wisdom the wise are wise?
THEAETETUS: Yes.
SOCRATES: And is that different in any way from knowl-

edge?
THEAETETUS: What?
SOCRATES: Wisdom; are not men wise in that which they

know?
THEAETETUS: Certainly they are.
SOCRATES: Then wisdom and knowledge are the same?
THEAETETUS: Yes.
SOCRATES: Herein lies the difficulty which I can never

solve to my satisfaction–What is knowledge? Can we answer
that question? What say you? which of us will speak first?
whoever misses shall sit down, as at a game of ball, and shall
be donkey, as the boys say; he who lasts out his competitors in
the game without missing, shall be our king, and shall have the
right of putting to us any questions which he pleases...Why is
there no reply? I hope, Theodorus, that I am not betrayed into
rudeness by my love of conversation? I only want to make us
talk and be friendly and sociable.

THEODORUS: The reverse of rudeness, Socrates: but I
would rather that you would ask one of the young fellows;
for the truth is, that I am unused to your game of question
and answer, and I am too old to learn; the young will be more

suitable, and they will improve more than I shall, for youth is
always able to improve. And so having made a beginning with
Theaetetus, I would advise you to go on with him and not let
him off.

SOCRATES: Do you hear, Theaetetus, what Theodorus
says? The philosopher, whom you would not like to disobey,
and whose word ought to be a command to a young man, bids
me interrogate you. Take courage, then, and nobly say what
you think that knowledge is.

THEAETETUS: Well, Socrates, I will answer as you and he
bid me; and if I make a mistake, you will doubtless correct
me.

SOCRATES: We will, if we can.
THEAETETUS: Then, I think that the sciences which I learn

from Theodorus– geometry, and those which you just now
mentioned–are knowledge; and I would include the art of the
cobbler and other craftsmen; these, each and all of, them, are
knowledge.

SOCRATES: Too much, Theaetetus, too much; the nobility
and liberality of your nature make you give many and diverse
things, when I am asking for one simple thing.

THEAETETUS: What do you mean, Socrates?
SOCRATES: Perhaps nothing. I will endeavour, however, to

explain what I believe to be my meaning: When you speak of
cobbling, you mean the art or science of making shoes?

THEAETETUS: Just so.
SOCRATES: And when you speak of carpentering, you

mean the art of making wooden implements?
THEAETETUS: I do.
SOCRATES: In both cases you define the subject matter of

each of the two arts?
THEAETETUS: True.
SOCRATES: But that, Theaetetus, was not the point of my

question: we wanted to know not the subjects, nor yet the
number of the arts or sciences, for we were not going to count
them, but we wanted to know the nature of knowledge in the
abstract. Am I not right?

THEAETETUS: Perfectly right.
SOCRATES: Let me offer an illustration: Suppose that a

person were to ask about some very trivial and obvious thing–
for example, What is clay? and we were to reply, that there
is a clay of potters, there is a clay of oven- makers, there is a
clay of brick-makers; would not the answer be ridiculous?

THEAETETUS: Truly.
SOCRATES: In the first place, there would be an absurdity

in assuming that he who asked the question would understand
from our answer the nature of ’clay,’ merely because we added
’of the image-makers,’ or of any other workers. How can a
man understand the name of anything, when he does not know
the nature of it?

THEAETETUS: He cannot.
SOCRATES: Then he who does not know what science or

knowledge is, has no knowledge of the art or science of mak-
ing shoes?

THEAETETUS: None.
SOCRATES: Nor of any other science?
THEAETETUS: No.
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SOCRATES: And when a man is asked what science or
knowledge is, to give in answer the name of some art or sci-
ence is ridiculous; for the question is, ’What is knowledge?’
and he replies, ’A knowledge of this or that.’

THEAETETUS: True.
SOCRATES: Moreover, he might answer shortly and sim-

ply, but he makes an enormous circuit. For example, when
asked about the clay, he might have said simply, that clay is
moistened earth–what sort of clay is not to the point.

THEAETETUS: Yes, Socrates, there is no difficulty as you
put the question. You mean, if I am not mistaken, something
like what occurred to me and to my friend here, your name-
sake Socrates, in a recent discussion.

SOCRATES: What was that, Theaetetus?
THEAETETUS: Theodorus was writing out for us some-

thing about roots, such as the roots of three or five, showing
that they are incommensurable by the unit: he selected other
examples up to seventeen –there he stopped. Now as there are
innumerable roots, the notion occurred to us of attempting to
include them all under one name or class.

SOCRATES: And did you find such a class?
THEAETETUS: I think that we did; but I should like to have

your opinion.
SOCRATES: Let me hear.
THEAETETUS: We divided all numbers into two classes:

those which are made up of equal factors multiplying into
one another, which we compared to square figures and called
square or equilateral numbers;–that was one class.

SOCRATES: Very good.
THEAETETUS: The intermediate numbers, such as three

and five, and every other number which is made up of un-
equal factors, either of a greater multiplied by a less, or of a
less multiplied by a greater, and when regarded as a figure, is
contained in unequal sides;–all these we compared to oblong
figures, and called them oblong numbers.

SOCRATES: Capital; and what followed?
THEAETETUS: The lines, or sides, which have for their

squares the equilateral plane numbers, were called by us
lengths or magnitudes; and the lines which are the roots of (or
whose squares are equal to) the oblong numbers, were called
powers or roots; the reason of this latter name being, that they
are commensurable with the former [i.e., with the so-called
lengths or magnitudes] not in linear measurement, but in the
value of the superficial content of their squares; and the same
about solids.

SOCRATES: Excellent, my boys; I think that you fully jus-
tify the praises of Theodorus, and that he will not be found
guilty of false witness.

THEAETETUS: But I am unable, Socrates, to give you a
similar answer about knowledge, which is what you appear to
want; and therefore Theodorus is a deceiver after all.

SOCRATES: Well, but if some one were to praise you for
running, and to say that he never met your equal among boys,
and afterwards you were beaten in a race by a grown-up man,
who was a great runner–would the praise be any the less true?

THEAETETUS: Certainly not.
SOCRATES: And is the discovery of the nature of knowl-

edge so small a matter, as just now said? Is it not one which

would task the powers of men perfect in every way?
THEAETETUS: By heaven, they should be the top of all

perfection!
SOCRATES: Well, then, be of good cheer; do not say that

Theodorus was mistaken about you, but do your best to ascer-
tain the true nature of knowledge, as well as of other things.

THEAETETUS: I am eager enough, Socrates, if that would
bring to light the truth.

SOCRATES: Come, you made a good beginning just now;
let your own answer about roots be your model, and as you
comprehended them all in one class, try and bring the many
sorts of knowledge under one definition.

THEAETETUS: I can assure you, Socrates, that I have tried
very often, when the report of questions asked by you was
brought to me; but I can neither persuade myself that I have a
satisfactory answer to give, nor hear of any one who answers
as you would have him; and I cannot shake off a feeling of
anxiety.

SOCRATES: These are the pangs of labour, my dear
Theaetetus; you have something within you which you are
bringing to the birth.

THEAETETUS: I do not know, Socrates; I only say what I
feel.

SOCRATES: And have you never heard, simpleton, that I
am the son of a midwife, brave and burly, whose name was
Phaenarete?

THEAETETUS: Yes, I have.
SOCRATES: And that I myself practise midwifery?
THEAETETUS: No, never.
SOCRATES: Let me tell you that I do though, my friend: but

you must not reveal the secret, as the world in general have not
found me out; and therefore they only say of me, that I am the
strangest of mortals and drive men to their wits’ end. Did you
ever hear that too?

THEAETETUS: Yes.
SOCRATES: Shall I tell you the reason?
THEAETETUS: By all means.
SOCRATES: Bear in mind the whole business of the mid-

wives, and then you will see my meaning better:–No woman,
as you are probably aware, who is still able to conceive and
bear, attends other women, but only those who are past bear-
ing.

THEAETETUS: Yes, I know.
SOCRATES: The reason of this is said to be that Artemis–

the goddess of childbirth–is not a mother, and she honours
those who are like herself; but she could not allow the barren
to be midwives, because human nature cannot know the mys-
tery of an art without experience; and therefore she assigned
this office to those who are too old to bear.

THEAETETUS: I dare say.
SOCRATES: And I dare say too, or rather I am absolutely

certain, that the midwives know better than others who is preg-
nant and who is not?

THEAETETUS: Very true.
SOCRATES: And by the use of potions and incantations

they are able to arouse the pangs and to soothe them at will;
they can make those bear who have a difficulty in bearing, and
if they think fit they can smother the embryo in the womb.
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THEAETETUS: They can.
SOCRATES: Did you ever remark that they are also most

cunning matchmakers, and have a thorough knowledge of
what unions are likely to produce a brave brood?

THEAETETUS: No, never.
SOCRATES: Then let me tell you that this is their greatest

pride, more than cutting the umbilical cord. And if you reflect,
you will see that the same art which cultivates and gathers in
the fruits of the earth, will be most likely to know in what soils
the several plants or seeds should be deposited.

THEAETETUS: Yes, the same art.
SOCRATES: And do you suppose that with women the case

is otherwise?
THEAETETUS: I should think not.
SOCRATES: Certainly not; but midwives are respectable

women who have a character to lose, and they avoid this de-
partment of their profession, because they are afraid of being
called procuresses, which is a name given to those who join
together man and woman in an unlawful and unscientific way;
and yet the true midwife is also the true and only matchmaker.

THEAETETUS: Clearly.
SOCRATES: Such are the midwives, whose task is a very

important one, but not so important as mine; for women do
not bring into the world at one time real children, and at an-
other time counterfeits which are with difficulty distinguished
from them; if they did, then the discernment of the true and
false birth would be the crowning achievement of the art of
midwifery–you would think so?

THEAETETUS: Indeed I should.
SOCRATES: Well, my art of midwifery is in most respects

like theirs; but differs, in that I attend men and not women;
and look after their souls when they are in labour, and not af-
ter their bodies: and the triumph of my art is in thoroughly
examining 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 midwives, I am barren, and the reproach which is of-
ten made against me, that I ask questions of others and have
not the wit to answer them myself, is very just–the reason is,
that the god compels me to be a midwife, but does not allow
me to bring forth. And therefore I am not myself at all wise,
nor have I anything to show which is the invention or birth of
my own soul, but those who converse with me profit. Some
of them appear dull enough at first, but afterwards, as our ac-
quaintance ripens, if the god is gracious to them, they all make
astonishing progress; and this in the opinion of others as well
as in their own. It is quite dear that they never learned any-
thing from me; the many fine discoveries to which they cling
are of their own making. But to me and the god they owe
their delivery. And the proof of my words is, that many of
them in 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 I had
previously delivered them by an ill bringing up, but have sti-
fled whatever else they had in them by evil communications,
being fonder of lies and shams than of the truth; and they have
at last ended by seeing themselves, as others see them, to be
great fools. Aristeides, the son of Lysimachus, is one of them,
and there are many others. The truants often return to me, and

beg that I would consort with them again–they are ready to go
to me on their knees–and then, if my familiar allows, which
is not always the case, I receive them, and they begin to grow
again. Dire are the pangs which my art is able to arouse and
to allay in those who consort with me, just like the pangs of
women in childbirth; night and day they are full of perplex-
ity and travail which is even worse than that of the women.
So much for them. And there are others, Theaetetus, who
come to me apparently having nothing in them; and as I know
that they have no need of my art, I coax them into marrying
some one, and by the grace of God I can generally tell who
is likely to do them good. Many of them I have given away
to Prodicus, and many to other inspired sages. I tell you this
long story, friend Theaetetus, because I suspect, as indeed you
seem to think yourself, that you are in labour–great with some
conception. Come then to me, who am a midwife’s son and
myself a midwife, and do your best to answer the questions
which I will ask you. And if I abstract and expose your first-
born, because I discover upon inspection that the conception
which you have formed is a vain shadow, do not quarrel with
me on that account, as the manner of women is when their
first children are taken from them. For I have actually known
some who were ready to bite me when I deprived them of a
darling folly; they did not perceive that I acted from goodwill,
not knowing that no god is the enemy of man–that was not
within the range of their ideas; neither am I their enemy in all
this, but it would be wrong for me to admit falsehood, or to
stifle the truth. Once more, then, Theaetetus, I repeat my old
question, ’What is knowledge?’–and do not say that you can-
not tell; but quit yourself like a man, and by the help of God
you will be able to tell.

THEAETETUS: At any rate, Socrates, after such an exhor-
tation I should be ashamed of not trying to do my best. Now
he who knows perceives what he knows, and, as far as I can
see at present, knowledge is perception.

SOCRATES: Bravely said, boy; that is the way in which
you should express your opinion. And now, let us examine
together this conception of yours, and see whether it is a true
birth or a mere wind-egg:–You say that knowledge is percep-
tion?

THEAETETUS: Yes.
SOCRATES: Well, you have delivered yourself of a very

important doctrine about knowledge; it is indeed the opinion
of Protagoras, who has another way of expressing it. Man, he
says, is the measure of all things, of the existence of things
that are, and of the non-existence of things that are not:–You
have read him?

THEAETETUS: O yes, again and again.
SOCRATES: Does he not say that things are to you such as

they appear to you, and to me such as they appear to me, and
that you and I are men?

THEAETETUS: Yes, he says so.
SOCRATES: A wise man is not likely to talk nonsense. Let

us try to understand him: the same wind is blowing, and yet
one of us may be cold and the other not, or one may be slightly
and the other very cold?

THEAETETUS: Quite true.
SOCRATES: Now is the wind, regarded not in relation to us
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but absolutely, cold or not; or are we to say, with Protagoras,
that the wind is cold to him who is cold, and not to him who
is not?

THEAETETUS: I suppose the last.
SOCRATES: Then it must appear so to each of them?
THEAETETUS: Yes.
SOCRATES: And ’appears to him’ means the same as ’he

perceives.’
THEAETETUS: True.
SOCRATES: Then appearing and perceiving coincide in the

case of hot and cold, and in similar instances; for things ap-
pear, or may be supposed to be, to each one such as he per-
ceives them?

THEAETETUS: Yes.
SOCRATES: Then perception is always of existence, and

being the same as knowledge is unerring?
THEAETETUS: Clearly.
SOCRATES: In the name of the Graces, what an almighty

wise man Protagoras must have been! He spoke these things
in a parable to the common herd, like you and me, but told the
truth, ’his Truth,’ (In allusion to a book of Protagoras’ which
bore this title.) in secret to his own disciples.

THEAETETUS: What do you mean, Socrates?
SOCRATES: I am about to speak of a high argument, in

which all things are said to be relative; you cannot rightly call
anything by any name, such as great or small, heavy or light,
for the great will be small and the heavy light–there is no sin-
gle thing or quality, but out of motion and change and admix-
ture all things are becoming relatively to one another, which
’becoming’ is by us incorrectly called being, but is really be-
coming, for nothing ever is, but all things are becoming. Sum-
mon all philosophers– Protagoras, Heracleitus, Empedocles,
and the rest of them, one after another, and with the exception
of Parmenides they will agree with you in this. Summon the
great masters of either kind of poetry–Epicharmus, the prince
of Comedy, and Homer of Tragedy; when the latter sings of

’Ocean whence sprang the gods, and mother Tethys,’
does he not mean that all things are the offspring, of flux

and motion?
THEAETETUS: I think so.
SOCRATES: And who could take up arms against such

a great army having Homer for its general, and not appear
ridiculous? (Compare Cratylus.)

THEAETETUS: Who indeed, Socrates?
SOCRATES: Yes, Theaetetus; and there are plenty of other

proofs which will show that motion is the source of what is
called being and becoming, and inactivity of not-being and
destruction; for fire and warmth, which are supposed to be the
parent and guardian of all other things, are born of movement
and of friction, which is a kind of motion;–is not this the origin
of fire?

THEAETETUS: It is.
SOCRATES: And the race of animals is generated in the

same way?
THEAETETUS: Certainly.
SOCRATES: And is not the bodily habit spoiled by rest and

idleness, but preserved for a long time by motion and exer-
cise?

THEAETETUS: True.
SOCRATES: And what of the mental habit? Is not the soul

informed, and improved, and preserved by study and atten-
tion, which are motions; but when at rest, which in the soul
only means want of attention and study, is uninformed, and
speedily forgets whatever she has learned?

THEAETETUS: True.
SOCRATES: Then motion is a good, and rest an evil, to the

soul as well as to the body?
THEAETETUS: Clearly.
SOCRATES: I may add, that breathless calm, stillness and

the like waste and impair, while wind and storm preserve;
and the palmary argument of all, which I strongly urge, is the
golden chain in Homer, by which he means 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 motions ceased, then all
things would be destroyed, and, as the saying is, turned upside
down.

THEAETETUS: I believe, Socrates, that you have truly ex-
plained his meaning.

SOCRATES: 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 becoming.

THEAETETUS: Then what is colour?
SOCRATES: Let us carry the principle which has just been

affirmed, that nothing is self-existent, and then we shall see
that white, black, and every other colour, arises out of the eye
meeting the appropriate motion, and that what we call a colour
is in each case neither the active nor the passive element, but
something 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 animal whatever as they appear to you?

THEAETETUS: Far from it.
SOCRATES: Or that anything appears the same 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
same to you, because you are never exactly the same?

THEAETETUS: The latter.
SOCRATES: And if that with which I compare myself in

size, or which I apprehend by touch, were great or white or
hot, it could not become different by mere contact with an-
other unless it actually changed; nor again, if the comparing
or apprehending subject were great or white or hot, could this,
when unchanged from within, become changed by any ap-
proximation or affection of any other thing. The fact is that in
our ordinary way of speaking we allow ourselves to be driven
into most ridiculous and wonderful contradictions, as Protago-
ras and all who take his line of argument would remark.

THEAETETUS: How? and of what sort do you mean?
SOCRATES: A little instance will sufficiently explain my

meaning: Here are six dice, which are more by a half when
compared with four, and fewer by a half than twelve–they are
more and also fewer. How can you or any one maintain the
contrary?
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THEAETETUS: Very true.
SOCRATES: Well, then, suppose that Protagoras or some

one asks whether anything can become greater or more if not
by increasing, how would you answer him, Theaetetus?

THEAETETUS: I should say ’No,’ Socrates, if I were to
speak my mind in reference to this last question, and if I were
not afraid of contradicting my former answer.

SOCRATES: Capital! excellent! spoken like an oracle, my
boy! And if you reply ’Yes,’ there will be a case for Euripides;
for our tongue will be unconvinced, but not our mind. (In
allusion to the well-known line of Euripides, Hippol.: e gloss
omomoch e de thren anomotos.)

THEAETETUS: Very true.
SOCRATES: The thoroughbred Sophists, who know all that

can be known about the mind, and argue only out of the super-
fluity of their wits, would have had a regular sparring-match
over this, and would have knocked their arguments together
finely. But you and I, who have no professional aims, only
desire to see what is the mutual relation of these principles,–
whether they are consistent with each or not.

THEAETETUS: Yes, that would be my desire.
SOCRATES: And mine too. But since this is our feeling,

and there is plenty of time, why should we not calmly and
patiently review our own thoughts, and thoroughly examine
and see what these appearances in us really are? If I am not
mistaken, they will be described by us as follows:–first, that
nothing can become greater or less, either in number or mag-
nitude, while remaining equal to itself–you would agree?

THEAETETUS: Yes.
SOCRATES: Secondly, that without addition or subtraction

there is no increase or diminution of anything, but only equal-
ity.

THEAETETUS: Quite true.
SOCRATES: Thirdly, that what was not before cannot be

afterwards, without becoming and having become.
THEAETETUS: Yes, truly.
SOCRATES: These three axioms, if I am not mistaken, are

fighting with one another in our minds in the case of the dice,
or, again, in such a case as this–if I were to say that I, who
am of a certain height and taller than you, may within a year,
without gaining or losing in height, be not so tall–not that I
should have lost, but that you would have increased. In such
a case, I am afterwards what I once was not, and yet I have
not become; for I could not have become without becoming,
neither could I have become less without losing somewhat of
my height; and I could give you ten thousand examples of
similar contradictions, if we admit them at all. I believe that
you follow me, Theaetetus; for I suspect that you have thought
of these questions before now.

THEAETETUS: Yes, Socrates, and I am amazed when I
think of them; by the Gods I am! and I want to know what
on earth they mean; and there are times when my head quite
swims with the contemplation of them.

SOCRATES: I see, my dear Theaetetus, that Theodorus had
a true insight into your nature when he said that you were a
philosopher, for wonder is the feeling of a philosopher, and
philosophy begins in wonder. He was not a bad genealogist
who said that Iris (the messenger of heaven) is the child of

Thaumas (wonder). But do you begin to see what is the expla-
nation of this perplexity on the hypothesis which we attribute
to Protagoras?

THEAETETUS: Not as yet.
SOCRATES: Then you will be obliged to me if I help you to

unearth the hidden ’truth’ of a famous man or school.
THEAETETUS: To be sure, I shall be very much obliged.
SOCRATES: Take a look round, then, and see that none of

the uninitiated are listening. Now by the uninitiated I mean
the people who believe in nothing but what they can grasp in
their hands, and who will not allow that action or generation
or anything invisible can have real existence.

THEAETETUS: Yes, indeed, Socrates, they are very hard
and impenetrable mortals.

SOCRATES: Yes, my boy, outer barbarians. Far more inge-
nious are the brethren whose mysteries I am about to reveal
to you. Their first principle is, that all is motion, and upon
this all the affections of which we were just now speaking are
supposed to depend: there is nothing but motion, which has
two forms, one active and the other passive, both in endless
number; and out of the union and friction of them there is gen-
erated a progeny endless in number, having two forms, sense
and the object of sense, which are ever breaking forth and
coming to the birth at the same moment. The senses are var-
iously named hearing, seeing, smelling; there is the sense of
heat, cold, pleasure, pain, desire, fear, and many more which
have names, as well as innumerable others which are with-
out them; each has its kindred 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
preceding argument?

THEAETETUS: Indeed I do not.
SOCRATES: Then attend, and I will try to finish the story.

The purport is that all these things are in motion, as I was
saying, and that this motion is of two kinds, a slower and a
quicker; and the slower elements have their motions 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 moves from place to place. Apply this to sense:–
When the eye and the appropriate object meet together and
give birth to whiteness and the sensation connatural with it,
which could not have been given by either of them going else-
where, then, while the sight is flowing from the eye, white-
ness proceeds from the object which combines in producing
the colour; and so the eye is fulfilled with sight, and really
sees, and becomes, not sight, but a seeing eye; and the object
which combined to form the colour is fulfilled with whiteness,
and becomes not whiteness but a white thing, whether wood
or stone or whatever the object may be which happens to be
coloured white. And this is true of all sensible objects, hard,
warm, and the like, which are similarly to be regarded, as I
was saying before, not as having any absolute existence, but
as being all of them of whatever kind generated by motion in
their intercourse with one another; for of the agent and pa-
tient, 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
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united with the agent; and that which by uniting with some-
thing becomes an agent, by meeting with some other thing is
converted into a patient. And from all these considerations, as
I said at first, there arises a general reflection, that there is no
one self-existent thing, but everything is becoming and in re-
lation; and being must be altogether abolished, although from
habit and ignorance we are compelled even in this discussion
to retain the use of the term. But great philosophers tell us that
we are not to allow either the word ’something,’ or ’belonging
to something,’ or ’to me,’ or ’this,’ or ’that,’ or any other de-
taining name to be used, in the language of nature all things
are being created and destroyed, coming into being and pass-
ing into new forms; nor can any name fix or detain them; he
who attempts to fix them is easily refuted. And this should be
the way of speaking, not only of particulars but of aggregates;
such aggregates as are expressed in the word ’man,’ or ’stone,’
or any name of an animal or of a class. O Theaetetus, are not
these speculations sweet as honey? And do you not like the
taste of them in the mouth?

THEAETETUS: I do not know what to say, Socrates; for,
indeed, I cannot make out whether you are giving your own
opinion or only wanting to draw me out.

SOCRATES: You forget, my friend, that I neither know, nor
profess to know, anything of these matters; you are the person
who is in labour, I am the barren midwife; and this is why I
soothe you, and offer you one good thing after another, that
you may taste them. And I hope that I may at last help to
bring your own opinion into the light of day: when this has
been accomplished, then we will determine 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.

THEAETETUS: Ask me.
SOCRATES: Then once more: Is it your opinion that noth-

ing is but what becomes?–the good and the noble, as well as
all the other things which we were just now mentioning?

THEAETETUS: When I hear you discoursing in this style, I
think that there is a great deal in what you say, and I am very
ready to assent.

SOCRATES: Let us not leave the argument unfinished, then;
for there still remains to be considered an objection which
may be raised about dreams and diseases, in particular about
madness, 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 unmistakably refuted, since in
dreams and illusions we certainly have false perceptions; and
far from saying that everything is which appears, we should
rather say that nothing is which appears.

THEAETETUS: Very true, Socrates.
SOCRATES: But then, my boy, how can any one contend

that knowledge is perception, or that to every man what ap-
pears is?

THEAETETUS: I am afraid to say, Socrates, that I have
nothing to answer, because you rebuked me just now for mak-
ing this excuse; but I certainly cannot undertake to argue that
madmen or dreamers think truly, when they imagine, some of
them that they are gods, and others that they can fly, and are
flying in their sleep.

SOCRATES: Do you see another question which can be
raised about these phenomena, notably about dreaming and
waking?

THEAETETUS: What question?
SOCRATES: A question which I think that you must often

have heard persons ask:–How can you determine whether at
this moment we are sleeping, and all our thoughts are a dream;
or whether we are awake, and talking to one another in the
waking state?

THEAETETUS: Indeed, Socrates, I do not know how to
prove the one any more than the other, for in both cases the
facts precisely correspond;–and there is no difficulty in sup-
posing that during all this discussion we have been talking to
one another in a dream; and when in a dream we seem to be
narrating dreams, the resemblance of the two states is quite
astonishing.

SOCRATES: 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 a dream. And as our time is equally divided
between sleeping and waking, in either sphere of existence the
soul contends that the thoughts which are present to our minds
at the time are true; and during one half of our lives we affirm
the truth of the one, and, during the other half, of the other;
and are equally confident of both.

THEAETETUS: Most true.
SOCRATES: And may not the same be said of madness and

other disorders? the difference is only that the times are not
equal.

THEAETETUS: Certainly.
SOCRATES: And is truth or falsehood to be determined by

duration of time?
THEAETETUS: That would be in many ways ridiculous.
SOCRATES: But can you certainly determine by any other

means which of these opinions is true?
THEAETETUS: I do not think that I can.
SOCRATES: Listen, then, to a statement of the other side of

the argument, which is made by the champions of appearance.
They would say, as I imagine–Can that which is wholly other
than something, have the same quality as that from which it
differs? and observe, Theaetetus, that the word ’other’ means
not ’partially,’ but ’wholly other.’

THEAETETUS: Certainly, putting the question as you do,
that which is wholly other cannot either potentially or in any
other way be the same.

SOCRATES: And must therefore be admitted to be unlike?
THEAETETUS: True.
SOCRATES: If, then, anything happens to become like or

unlike itself or another, when it becomes like we call it the
same–when unlike, other?

THEAETETUS: Certainly.
SOCRATES: Were we not saying that there are agents many

and infinite, and patients many and infinite?
THEAETETUS: Yes.
SOCRATES: And also that different combinations will pro-

duce results which are not the same, but different?
THEAETETUS: Certainly.
SOCRATES: Let us take you and me, or anything as an

example:–There is Socrates in health, and Socrates sick–Are
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they like or unlike?
THEAETETUS: You mean to compare Socrates in health as

a whole, and Socrates in sickness as a whole?
SOCRATES: Exactly; that is my meaning.
THEAETETUS: I answer, they are unlike.
SOCRATES: And if unlike, they are other?
THEAETETUS: Certainly.
SOCRATES: And would you not say the same of Socrates

sleeping and waking, or in any of the states which we were
mentioning?

THEAETETUS: I should.
SOCRATES: All agents have a different patient in Socrates,

accordingly as he is well or ill.
THEAETETUS: Of course.
SOCRATES: And I who am the patient, and that which is

the agent, will produce something different in each of the two
cases?

THEAETETUS: Certainly.
SOCRATES: The wine which I drink when I am in health,

appears sweet and pleasant to me?
THEAETETUS: True.
SOCRATES: For, as has been already acknowledged, the

patient and agent meet together and produce sweetness and a
perception of sweetness, which are in simultaneous motion,
and the perception which comes from the patient makes the
tongue percipient, and the quality of sweetness which arises
out of and is moving about the wine, makes the wine both to
be and to appear sweet to the healthy tongue.

THEAETETUS: Certainly; that has been already acknowl-
edged.

SOCRATES: But when I am sick, the wine really acts upon
another and a different person?

THEAETETUS: Yes.
SOCRATES: The combination of the draught of wine, and

the Socrates who is sick, produces quite another result; which
is the sensation of bitterness in the tongue, and the motion and
creation of bitterness in and about the wine, which becomes
not bitterness but something bitter; as I myself become not
perception but percipient?

THEAETETUS: True.
SOCRATES: There is no other object of which I shall ever

have the same perception, for another object would give an-
other perception, and would make the percipient other and
different; nor can that object which affects me, meeting an-
other subject, produce the same, or become similar, for that
too would produce another result from another subject, and
become different.

THEAETETUS: True.
SOCRATES: Neither can I by myself, have this sensation,

nor the object by itself, this quality.
THEAETETUS: Certainly not.
SOCRATES: When I perceive I must become percipient of

something–there can be no such thing as perceiving and per-
ceiving nothing; the object, whether it become sweet, bitter, or
of any other quality, must have relation to a percipient; noth-
ing can become sweet which is sweet to no one.

THEAETETUS: Certainly not.

SOCRATES: Then the inference is, that we (the agent and
patient) are or become in relation to one another; there is a law
which binds us one to the other, but not to any other existence,
nor each of us to himself; and therefore we can only be bound
to one another; so that whether a person says that a thing is
or becomes, he must say that it is or becomes to or of or in
relation to something else; but he must not say or allow any
one else to say that anything is or becomes absolutely:–such
is our conclusion.

THEAETETUS: Very true, Socrates.
SOCRATES: Then, if that which acts upon me has relation

to me and to no other, I and no other am the percipient of it?
THEAETETUS: Of course.
SOCRATES: Then my perception is true to me, being insep-

arable from my own being; and, as Protagoras says, to myself
I am judge of what is and what is not to me.

THEAETETUS: I suppose so.
SOCRATES: How then, if I never err, and if my mind never

trips in the conception of being or becoming, can I fail of
knowing that which I perceive?

THEAETETUS: You cannot.
SOCRATES: Then you were quite right in affirming that

knowledge is only perception; and the meaning turns out to
be the same, whether with Homer and Heracleitus, and all
that company, you say that all is motion and flux, or with the
great sage Protagoras, that man is the measure of all things;
or with Theaetetus, that, given these premises, perception is
knowledge. Am I not right, Theaetetus, and is not this your
new-born child, of which I have delivered you? What say
you?

THEAETETUS: I cannot but agree, Socrates.
SOCRATES: Then this is the child, however he may turn

out, which you and I have with difficulty brought into the
world. And now that he is born, we must 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 him rejected, and not get into
a passion if I take away your first-born?

THEODORUS: Theaetetus will not be angry, for he is very
good-natured. But tell me, Socrates, in heaven’s name, is this,
after all, not the truth?

SOCRATES: You, Theodorus, are a lover of theories, and
now you innocently fancy that I am a 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
from me; they all come from him who talks with me. I only
know just enough to extract them from the wisdom of another,
and to receive them in a spirit of fairness. And now I shall say
nothing myself, but shall endeavour to elicit something from
our young friend.

THEODORUS: Do as you say, Socrates; you are quite right.
SOCRATES: Shall I tell you, Theodorus, what amazes me

in your acquaintance Protagoras?
THEODORUS: What is it?
SOCRATES: I am charmed with his doctrine, that what ap-

pears is to each one, but I wonder that he did not begin his
book on Truth with a declaration that a pig or a dog-faced ba-
boon, or some other yet stranger monster which has sensation,
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is the measure of all things; then he might have shown a mag-
nificent contempt for our opinion of him by informing us at the
outset that while we were reverencing him like a God for his
wisdom he was no better than a tadpole, not to speak of his
fellow-men–would not this have produced an overpowering
effect? For if truth is only sensation, and no man can discern
another’s feelings better than he, or has any superior right to
determine whether his opinion is true or false, but each, as we
have several times repeated, is to himself the sole judge, and
everything that he judges is true and right, why, my friend,
should Protagoras be preferred to the place of wisdom and
instruction, and deserve to be well paid, and we poor igno-
ramuses have to go to him, if each one is the measure of his
own wisdom? Must he not be talking ’ad captandum’ in all
this? I say nothing of the ridiculous predicament in which
my own midwifery and the whole art of dialectic is placed;
for the attempt to supervise or refute the notions or opinions
of others would be a tedious and enormous piece of folly, if
to each man his own are right; and this must be the case if
Protagoras’ Truth is the real truth, and the philosopher is not
merely amusing himself by giving oracles out of the shrine of
his book.

THEODORUS: He was a friend of mine, Socrates, as you
were saying, and therefore I cannot have him refuted by my
lips, nor can I oppose you when I agree with you; please, then,
to take Theaetetus again; he seemed to answer very nicely.

SOCRATES: If you were to go into a Lacedaemonian
palestra, Theodorus, would you have a right to look on at the
naked wrestlers, some of them making a poor figure, if you
did not strip and give them an opportunity of judging of your
own person?

THEODORUS: Why not, Socrates, if they would allow me,
as I think you will, in consideration of my age and stiffness;
let some more supple youth try a fall with you, and do not
drag me into the gymnasium.

SOCRATES: Your will is my will, Theodorus, as the prover-
bial philosophers say, and therefore I will return to the sage
Theaetetus: Tell me, Theaetetus, in reference to what I was
saying, are you not lost in wonder, like myself, when you find
that all of a sudden you are raised to the level of the wisest of
men, or indeed of the gods?–for you would assume the mea-
sure of Protagoras to apply to the gods as well as men?

THEAETETUS: Certainly I should, and I confess to you that
I am lost in wonder. At first hearing, I was quite satisfied with
the doctrine, that whatever appears is to each one, but now the
face of things has changed.

SOCRATES: Why, my dear boy, you are young, and there-
fore your ear is quickly caught and your mind influenced by
popular arguments. Protagoras, or some one speaking on his
behalf, will doubtless say in reply,–Good people, young and
old, you meet and harangue, and bring in the gods, whose ex-
istence or non-existence I banish from writing and speech, or
you talk about the reason of man being degraded to the level
of the brutes, which is a telling argument with the multitude,
but not one word of proof or demonstration do you offer. All
is probability with you, and yet surely you and Theodorus had
better reflect whether you are disposed to admit of probability
and figures of speech in matters of such importance. He or

any other mathematician who argued from probabilities and
likelihoods in geometry, would not be worth an ace.

THEAETETUS: But neither you nor we, Socrates, would be
satisfied with such arguments.

SOCRATES: Then you and Theodorus mean to say that we
must look at the matter in some other way?

THEAETETUS: Yes, in quite another way.
SOCRATES: And the way will be to ask whether perception

is or is not the same as knowledge; for this was the real point
of our argument, and with a view to this we raised (did we
not?) those many strange questions.

THEAETETUS: Certainly.
SOCRATES: Shall we say that we know every thing which

we see and hear? for example, shall we say that not having
learned, we do not hear the language of foreigners when they
speak to us? or shall we say that we not only hear, but know
what they are saying? Or again, if we see letters which we do
not understand, shall we say that we do not see them? or shall
we aver that, seeing them, we must know them?

THEAETETUS: We shall say, Socrates, that we know what
we actually see and hear of them–that is to say, we see and
know the figure and colour of the letters, and we hear and
know the elevation or depression of the sound of them; but
we do not perceive by sight and hearing, or know, that which
grammarians and interpreters teach about them.

SOCRATES: Capital, Theaetetus; and about this there shall
be no dispute, because I want you to grow; but there is another
difficulty coming, which you will also have to repulse.

THEAETETUS: What is it?
SOCRATES: Some one will say, Can a man who has ever

known anything, and still has and preserves a memory of that
which he knows, not know that which he remembers at the
time when he remembers? I have, I fear, a tedious way of
putting a simple question, which is only, whether a man who
has learned, and remembers, can fail to know?

THEAETETUS: Impossible, Socrates; the supposition is
monstrous.

SOCRATES: Am I talking nonsense, then? Think: is not
seeing perceiving, and is not sight perception?

THEAETETUS: True.
SOCRATES: And if our recent definition holds, every man

knows that which he has seen?
THEAETETUS: Yes.
SOCRATES: And you would admit that there is such a thing

as memory?
THEAETETUS: Yes.
SOCRATES: And is memory of something or of nothing?
THEAETETUS: Of something, surely.
SOCRATES: Of things learned and perceived, that is?
THEAETETUS: Certainly.
SOCRATES: Often a man remembers that which he has

seen?
THEAETETUS: True.
SOCRATES: And if he closed his eyes, would he forget?
THEAETETUS: Who, Socrates, would dare to say so?
SOCRATES: But we must say so, if the previous argument

is to be maintained.
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THEAETETUS: What do you mean? I am not quite sure that
I understand you, though I have a strong suspicion that you are
right.

SOCRATES: As thus: he who sees knows, as we say, that
which he sees; for perception and sight and knowledge are
admitted to be the same.

THEAETETUS: Certainly.
SOCRATES: But he who saw, and has knowledge of that

which he saw, remembers, when he closes his eyes, that which
he no longer sees.

THEAETETUS: True.
SOCRATES: And seeing is knowing, and therefore not-

seeing is not-knowing?
THEAETETUS: Very true.
SOCRATES: Then the inference is, that a man may have at-

tained the knowledge of something, which he may remember
and yet not know, because he does not see; and this has been
affirmed by us to be a monstrous supposition.

THEAETETUS: Most true.
SOCRATES: Thus, then, the assertion that knowledge and

perception are one, involves a manifest impossibility?
THEAETETUS: Yes.
SOCRATES: Then they must be distinguished?
THEAETETUS: I suppose that they must.
SOCRATES: Once more we shall have to begin, and ask

’What is knowledge?’ and yet, Theaetetus, what are we going
to do?

THEAETETUS: About what?
SOCRATES: Like a good-for-nothing cock, without having

won the victory, we walk away from the argument and crow.
THEAETETUS: How do you mean?
SOCRATES: After the manner of disputers (Lys.; Phaedo;

Republic), we were satisfied with mere verbal consistency,
and were well pleased if in this way we could gain an advan-
tage. Although professing not to be mere Eristics, but philoso-
phers, I suspect that we have unconsciously fallen into the er-
ror of that ingenious class of persons.

THEAETETUS: I do not as yet understand you.
SOCRATES: Then I will try to explain myself: just now we

asked the question, whether a man who had learned and re-
membered could fail to know, and we showed that a person
who had seen might remember when he had his eyes shut and
could not see, and then he would at the same time remem-
ber and not know. But this was an impossibility. And so the
Protagorean fable came to nought, and yours also, who main-
tained that knowledge is the same as perception.

THEAETETUS: True.
SOCRATES: And yet, my friend, I rather suspect that the

result would 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 guardians
whom he left, and of whom our friend Theodorus is one, are
unwilling to give any help, and therefore I suppose that I must
take up his cause myself, and see justice done?

THEODORUS: Not I, Socrates, but rather Callias, the son
of Hipponicus, is guardian of his orphans. I was too soon

diverted from the abstractions of dialectic to geometry. Nev-
ertheless, I shall be grateful to you if you assist him.

SOCRATES: Very good, Theodorus; you shall see how I will
come to the rescue. If a person does not attend to the meaning
of terms as they are commonly used in argument, he may be
involved even in greater paradoxes than these. Shall I explain
this matter to you or to Theaetetus?

THEODORUS: To both of us, and let the younger answer;
he will incur less disgrace if he is discomfited.

SOCRATES: Then now let me ask the awful question, which
is this:–Can a man know and also not know that which he
knows?

THEODORUS: How shall we answer, Theaetetus?
THEAETETUS: He cannot, I should say.
SOCRATES: He can, if you maintain that seeing is knowing.

When you are imprisoned in a well, as the saying is, and the
self-assured adversary closes 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 inevitable man?

THEAETETUS: I should answer, ’Not with that eye but with
the other.’

SOCRATES: Then you see and do not see the same thing at
the same time.

THEAETETUS: Yes, in a certain sense.
SOCRATES: None of that, he will reply; I do not ask or bid

you answer in what sense you know, but only whether you
know that which you do not know. You have been proved to
see that which you do not see; and you have already admitted
that seeing is knowing, and that not-seeing is not-knowing: I
leave you to draw the inference.

THEAETETUS: Yes; the inference is the contradictory of
my assertion.

SOCRATES: Yes, my marvel, and there might 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 knowledge,
and whether you can know near, but not at a distance, or know
the same thing with more or less intensity, and so on without
end. Such questions might have been put to you by a light-
armed mercenary, who argued for pay. He would have lain in
wait for you, and when you took up the position, that sense
is knowledge, he would have made an assault upon hearing,
smelling, and the other senses;–he would have shown you no
mercy; and while you were lost in envy and admiration of his
wisdom, he would have got you into his net, out of which you
would not have escaped until you had come to an understand-
ing about the sum to be paid for your release. Well, you ask,
and how will Protagoras reinforce his position? Shall I answer
for him?

THEAETETUS: By all means.
SOCRATES: He will repeat all those things which we have

been urging on his behalf, and then he will close with us in dis-
dain, and say:–The worthy Socrates asked a little boy, whether
the same man could remember and not know the same thing,
and the boy said No, because he was frightened, and could
not see what was coming, and then Socrates made fun of poor
me. The truth is, O slatternly Socrates, that when you ask
questions about any assertion of mine, and the person asked is
found tripping, if he has answered as I should have answered,
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then I am refuted, but if he answers something else, then he
is refuted and not I. For do you really suppose that any one
would admit the memory which a man has of an impression
which has passed away to be the same with that which he ex-
perienced at the time? Assuredly not. Or would he hesitate
to acknowledge that the same man may know and not know
the same thing? Or, if he is afraid of making this admission,
would he ever grant that one who has become unlike is the
same as before he became unlike? Or would he admit that
a man is one at all, and not rather many and infinite as the
changes which take place in him? I speak by the card in order
to avoid entanglements of words. But, O my good sir, he will
say, come to the argument in a more generous spirit; and ei-
ther show, if you can, that our sensations are not relative and
individual, or, if you admit them to be so, prove that this does
not involve the consequence that the appearance becomes, or,
if you will have the word, is, to the individual only. As to your
talk about pigs and baboons, you are yourself behaving like a
pig, and you teach your hearers to make sport of my writings
in the same ignorant manner; but this is not to your credit. For
I declare that the truth is as I have written, and that each of
us is a measure of existence and of non-existence. Yet one
man may be a thousand times better than another in propor-
tion as different things are and appear to him. And I am far
from saying that wisdom and the wise man have no existence;
but I say that the wise man is he who makes the evils which
appear and are to a man, into goods which are and appear to
him. And I would beg you not to press my words in the letter,
but to take the meaning of them as I will explain them. Re-
member 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 I cannot conceive that one of these
men can be or ought to be made wiser than the other: nor
can you assert that the sick man because he has one impres-
sion is foolish, and the healthy man because he has another is
wise; 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 the sophist accomplishes 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 from that which he feels; and this is always
true. But as the inferior habit of mind has thoughts of kindred
nature, so I conceive that a good mind causes men to have
good thoughts; and these which the inexperienced call true, I
maintain to be only better, and not truer than others. And, O
my dear Socrates, I do not call wise men tadpoles: far from
it; I say that they are the physicians of the human body, and
the husbandmen of plants–for the husbandmen also take away
the evil and disordered sensations of plants, and infuse into
them good and healthy sensations–aye and true ones; and the
wise and good rhetoricians make the good instead of the evil
to seem just 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 to it;
but the teacher of wisdom causes the good to take the place of
the evil, both in appearance and in reality. And in like man-
ner the Sophist who is able to train his pupils in this spirit is
a wise man, and deserves to be well paid by them. And so

one man is wiser than another; and no one thinks falsely, and
you, whether you will or not, must endure to be a measure.
On these foundations the argument stands firm, which you,
Socrates, may, if you please, overthrow by an opposite argu-
ment, or if you like you may put questions to me–a method to
which no intelligent person will object, quite the reverse. But
I must beg you to put fair questions: for there is great incon-
sistency in saying that you have a zeal for virtue, and then al-
ways behaving unfairly in argument. The unfairness of which
I complain is that you do not distinguish between mere dispu-
tation and dialectic: the disputer may trip up his opponent as
often as he likes, and make fun; but the dialectician will be in
earnest, and only correct his adversary when necessary, telling
him the errors into which he has fallen through his own fault,
or that of the company which he has previously kept. If you
do so, your adversary will lay the blame of his own confusion
and perplexity on himself, and not on you. He will follow and
love you, and will hate himself, and escape from himself into
philosophy, in order that he may become different from what
he was. But the other mode of arguing, which is practised by
the many, will have just the opposite effect upon him; and as
he grows older, instead of turning philosopher, he will come to
hate philosophy. I would recommend you, therefore, as I said
before, not to encourage yourself in this polemical and con-
troversial temper, but to find out, in a friendly and congenial
spirit, what we really mean when we say that all things are in
motion, and that to every individual and state what appears,
is. In this manner you will consider whether knowledge and
sensation are the same or different, but you will not argue, as
you were just now doing, from the customary use of names
and words, which the vulgar pervert in all sorts of ways, caus-
ing infinite perplexity to one another. Such, Theodorus, is the
very slight help which I am able to offer to your old friend;
had he been living, he would have helped himself in a far more
gloriose style.

THEODORUS: You are jesting, Socrates; indeed, your de-
fence of him has been most valorous.

SOCRATES: Thank you, friend; and I hope that you ob-
served Protagoras bidding us be serious, as the text, ’Man
is the measure of all things,’ was a solemn one; and he re-
proached us with making a boy the medium of discourse, and
said that the boy’s timidity was made to tell against his argu-
ment; he also declared that we made a joke of him.

THEODORUS: How could I fail to observe all that,
Socrates?

SOCRATES: Well, and shall we do as he says?
THEODORUS: By all means.
SOCRATES: But if his wishes are to be regarded, you and I

must take up the argument, and in all seriousness, and ask and
answer one another, for you see that the rest of us are nothing
but boys. In no other way can we escape the imputation, that
in our fresh analysis of his thesis we are making fun with boys.

THEODORUS: Well, but is not Theaetetus better able to fol-
low a philosophical enquiry than a great many men who have
long beards?

SOCRATES: Yes, Theodorus, but not better than you; and
therefore please not to imagine that I am to defend by every
means in my power your departed friend; and that you are to
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defend nothing and nobody. At any rate, my good man, do
not sheer off until we know whether you are a true measure of
diagrams, or whether all men are equally measures and suffi-
cient for themselves in astronomy and geometry, and the other
branches of knowledge in which you are supposed to excel
them.

THEODORUS: He who is sitting by you, Socrates, will
not easily avoid being drawn into an argument; and when I
said just now that you would excuse me, and not, like the
Lacedaemonians, compel me to strip and fight, I was talk-
ing nonsense–I should rather compare you to Scirrhon, who
threw travellers from the rocks; for the Lacedaemonian rule
is ’strip or depart,’ but you seem to go about your work more
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 compelled to try a fall with you in argument.

SOCRATES: There, Theodorus, you have hit off precisely
the nature of my complaint; but I am even more pugnacious
than the giants of old, for I have met with no end of heroes;
many a Heracles, many a Theseus, mighty in words, has bro-
ken my head; nevertheless I am always at this rough exercise,
which inspires me like a passion. Please, then, to try a fall
with me, whereby you will do yourself good as well as me.

THEODORUS: I consent; lead me whither you will, for I
know that you are like destiny; no man can escape from any
argument which you may weave for him. But I am not dis-
posed to go further than you suggest.

SOCRATES: Once will be enough; and now take particular
care that we do not again unwittingly expose ourselves to the
reproach of talking childishly.

THEODORUS: I will do my best to avoid that error.
SOCRATES: In the first place, let us return to our old ob-

jection, and see whether we were right in blaming and taking
offence at Protagoras on the ground that he assumed all to
be equal and sufficient in wisdom; although he admitted that
there was a better and worse, and that in respect of this, some
who as he said were the wise excelled others.

THEODORUS: Very true.
SOCRATES: Had Protagoras been living and answered for

himself, 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 some one may accuse us of speaking
without authority on his behalf, had we not better come to a
clearer agreement about his meaning, for a great deal may be
at stake?

THEODORUS: True.
SOCRATES: Then let us obtain, not through any third per-

son, but from his own statement and in the fewest words pos-
sible, the basis of agreement.

THEODORUS: In what way?
SOCRATES: In this way:–His words are, ’What seems to a

man, is to him.’
THEODORUS: Yes, so he says.
SOCRATES: And are not we, Protagoras, uttering the opin-

ion of man, or rather of all mankind, when we say that every
one thinks himself wiser than other men 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 sickness, do they not look up

to their commanders as if they were gods, and expect salva-
tion from them, only because they excel them in knowledge?
Is not the world full of men in their several employments, who
are looking for teachers and rulers of themselves 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 implied that ig-
norance and wisdom exist among them, at least in their own
opinion.

THEODORUS: Certainly.
SOCRATES: And wisdom is assumed by them to be true

thought, and ignorance to be false opinion.
THEODORUS: Exactly.
SOCRATES: How then, Protagoras, would you have us treat

the argument? Shall we say that the opinions of men are al-
ways true, or sometimes true and sometimes false? In either
case, the result is the same, and their opinions are not always
true, but sometimes true and sometimes false. For tell me,
Theodorus, do you suppose that you yourself, or any other
follower of Protagoras, would contend that no one deems an-
other ignorant or mistaken in his opinion?

THEODORUS: The thing is incredible, Socrates.
SOCRATES: And yet that absurdity is necessarily involved

in the thesis which declares man to be the measure of all
things.

THEODORUS: How so?
SOCRATES: Why, suppose that you determine in your own

mind something to be true, and declare your opinion to me;
let us assume, as he argues, that this is true to you. Now, if
so, you must either say that the rest of us are not the judges
of this opinion or judgment of yours, or that we judge you
always to have a true opinion? But are there not thousands
upon thousands who, whenever you form a judgment, take up
arms against you and are of an opposite judgment and opinion,
deeming that you judge falsely?

THEODORUS: Yes, indeed, Socrates, thousands and tens of
thousands, as Homer says, who give me a world of trouble.

SOCRATES: Well, but are we to assert that what you think
is true to you and false to the ten thousand others?

THEODORUS: No other inference seems to be possible.
SOCRATES: And how about Protagoras himself? If neither

he nor the multitude thought, as indeed they do not think, that
man is the measure of all things, must it not follow that the
truth of which Protagoras wrote would be true to no one? But
if you suppose that he himself thought this, and that the mul-
titude does not agree with him, you must begin by allowing
that in whatever proportion the many are more than one, in
that proportion his truth is more untrue than true.

THEODORUS: That would follow if the truth is supposed to
vary with individual opinion.

SOCRATES: And the best of the joke is, that he acknowl-
edges the truth of their opinion who believe his own opinion
to be false; for he admits that the opinions of all men are true.

THEODORUS: Certainly.
SOCRATES: And does he not allow that his own opinion

is false, if he admits that the opinion of those who think him
false is true?

THEODORUS: Of course.
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SOCRATES: Whereas the other side do not admit that they
speak falsely?

THEODORUS: They do not.
SOCRATES: And he, as may be inferred from his writings,

agrees that this opinion is also true.
THEODORUS: Clearly.
SOCRATES: Then all mankind, beginning with Protagoras,

will contend, or rather, I should say that he will allow, when
he concedes that his adversary has a true opinion–Protagoras,
I say, will himself allow that neither a dog nor any ordinary
man is the measure of anything which he has not learned–am
I not right?

THEODORUS: Yes.
SOCRATES: And the truth of Protagoras being doubted by

all, will be true neither to himself to any one else?
THEODORUS: I think, Socrates, that we are running my old

friend too hard.
SOCRATES: But I do not know that we are going beyond the

truth. Doubtless, 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 below, he would have overthrown both of us again and
again, me for talking nonsense and you for assenting to me,
and have been off and underground in a trice. But as he is not
within call, we must 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 understandings of men.

THEODORUS: In that opinion I quite agree.
SOCRATES: And is there not most likely to be firm ground

in the distinction which we were indicating on behalf of Pro-
tagoras, viz. that most things, and all immediate sensations,
such as hot, dry, sweet, are only such as they appear; if how-
ever difference of opinion is to be allowed at all, surely we
must allow it in respect of health or disease? for every woman,
child, or living creature has not such a knowledge of what con-
duces to health as to enable them to cure themselves.

THEODORUS: I quite agree.
SOCRATES: Or again, in politics, while affirming that just

and unjust, honourable and disgraceful, holy and unholy, are
in reality to each state such as the state thinks and makes law-
ful, and that in determining these matters no individual or state
is wiser than another, still the followers of Protagoras will not
deny that in determining what is or is not expedient for the
community one state is wiser and one counsellor better than
another–they will scarcely venture to maintain, that what a
city enacts in the belief that it is expedient will always be re-
ally expedient. But in the other case, I mean when they speak
of justice and injustice, piety and impiety, they are confident
that in nature these have no existence or essence of their own–
the truth is that which is agreed on at the time of the agree-
ment, and as long as the agreement lasts; and this is the philos-
ophy of many who do not altogether go along with Protagoras.
Here arises a new question, Theodorus, which threatens to be
more serious than the last.

THEODORUS: Well, Socrates, we have plenty of leisure.
SOCRATES: That is true, and your remark recalls to my

mind an observation which I have often made, that those who
have passed their days in the pursuit of philosophy are ridicu-

lously at fault when they have to appear and speak in court.
How natural is this!

THEODORUS: What do you mean?
SOCRATES: I mean to say, that those who have been trained

in philosophy and liberal pursuits are as unlike those who
from their youth upwards have been knocking about in the
courts and such places, as a freeman is in breeding unlike a
slave.

THEODORUS: In what is the difference seen?
SOCRATES: In the leisure spoken of by you, which a free-

man can always command: he has his talk out in peace, and,
like ourselves, he wanders at will from one subject to another,
and from a second to a third,–if the fancy takes him, he be-
gins again, as we are doing now, caring not whether his words
are many or few; his only aim is to attain the truth. But the
lawyer is always in a hurry; there is the water of the clepsy-
dra driving him on, and not allowing him to expatiate at will:
and there is his adversary standing over him, enforcing his
rights; the indictment, which in their phraseology is termed
the affidavit, is recited at the time: and from this he must not
deviate. He is a servant, and is continually disputing about a
fellow-servant before his master, who is seated, and has the
cause in his hands; the trial is never about some indifferent
matter, but always concerns himself; and often the race is for
his life. The consequence has been, that he has become keen
and shrewd; he has learned how to flatter his master in word
and indulge him in deed; but his soul is small and unrighteous.
His condition, which has been that of a slave from his youth
upwards, has deprived him of growth and uprightness and in-
dependence; dangers and fears, which were too much for his
truth and honesty, came upon him in early years, when the ten-
derness of youth was unequal to them, and he has been driven
into crooked ways; from the first he has practised deception
and retaliation, and has become stunted and warped. And so
he has passed out of youth into manhood, having no sound-
ness in him; and is now, as he thinks, a master in wisdom.
Such is the lawyer, Theodorus. Will you have the companion
picture of the philosopher, who is of our brotherhood; or shall
we return to the argument? Do not let us abuse the freedom of
digression which we claim.

THEODORUS: 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 ar-
gument; but the argument is our servant, and must wait our
leisure. Who is our judge? Or where is the spectator having
any right to censure or control us, as he might the poets?

SOCRATES: Then, as this is your wish, I will describe the
leaders; for there is no use in talking about the inferior sort.
In the first place, the lords of philosophy have never, from
their youth upwards, known their way to the Agora, or the di-
castery, or the council, or any other political assembly; they
neither see nor hear the laws or decrees, as they are called,
of the state written or recited; the eagerness of political soci-
eties in the attainment of offices–clubs, and banquets, and rev-
els, and singing-maidens,–do not enter even into their dreams.
Whether any event has turned out well or ill in the city, what
disgrace may have descended to any one from his ancestors,
male or female, are matters of which the philosopher no more
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knows than he can tell, as they say, how many pints are con-
tained in the ocean. Neither is he conscious of his ignorance.
For he does not hold aloof in order that he may gain a reputa-
tion; but the truth is, that the outer form of him only is in the
city: his mind, disdaining the littlenesses and nothingnesses
of human things, is ’flying all abroad’ as Pindar says, measur-
ing earth and heaven and the things which are under and on
the earth and above the heaven, interrogating the whole na-
ture of each and all in their entirety, but not condescending to
anything which is within reach.

THEODORUS: What do you mean, Socrates?
SOCRATES: I will illustrate my meaning, Theodorus, by

the jest which the clever witty Thracian handmaid is said to
have made about Thales, when he fell into a well as he was
looking 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 wholly unacquainted
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 an-
imal; he is searching into the essence of man, and busy in en-
quiring what belongs to such a nature to do or suffer different
from any other;–I think that you understand me, Theodorus?

THEODORUS: I do, and what you say is true.
SOCRATES: And thus, my friend, on every occasion, pri-

vate as well as public, as I said at first, when he appears in a
law-court, 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 handmaids but of the general herd, tumbling
into wells and every sort of disaster through his inexperience.
His awkwardness is fearful, and gives the impression of im-
becility. When he is reviled, he has nothing personal to say
in answer to the civilities of his adversaries, for he knows no
scandals of any one, and they do not interest him; and there-
fore he is laughed at for his sheepishness; and when others are
being praised and glorified, in the simplicity of his heart he
cannot help going into fits of laughter, so that he seems to be
a downright idiot. When he hears a tyrant or king eulogized,
he fancies that he is listening to the praises of some keeper of
cattle–a swineherd, or shepherd, or perhaps a cowherd, who is
congratulated on the quantity of milk which he squeezes from
them; and he remarks that the creature whom they tend, and
out of whom they squeeze the wealth, is of a less tractable
and more insidious nature. Then, again, he observes that the
great man is of necessity as ill-mannered and uneducated as
any shepherd–for he has no leisure, and he is surrounded by a
wall, which is his mountain-pen. Hearing of enormous landed
proprietors of ten thousand acres and more, our philosopher
deems this to be a trifle, because he has been accustomed to
think of the whole earth; and when they sing the praises of
family, and say that some one is a gentleman because he can
show seven generations of wealthy ancestors, he thinks that
their sentiments 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 among them have been
rich and poor, kings and slaves, Hellenes and barbarians, innu-
merable. And when people pride themselves on having a pedi-

gree of twenty-five ancestors, which goes back to Heracles,
the son of Amphitryon, he cannot understand their poverty of
ideas. Why are they unable to calculate that Amphitryon had a
twenty-fifth ancestor, who might have been anybody, and was
such as fortune made him, and he had a fiftieth, and so on?
He amuses himself with the notion that they cannot count,
and thinks that a little arithmetic would have got rid of their
senseless vanity. Now, in all these cases our philosopher is
derided by the vulgar, partly because he is thought to despise
them, and also because he is ignorant of what is before him,
and always at a loss.

THEODORUS: That is very true, Socrates.
SOCRATES: But, O my friend, when he draws the other into

upper air, and gets him out of his pleas and rejoinders into the
contemplation of justice and injustice in their own nature and
in their difference from one another and from all other things;
or from the commonplaces about the happiness of a king or of
a rich man to the consideration of government, and of human
happiness and misery in general–what they are, and how a
man is to attain the one and avoid the other–when that narrow,
keen, little legal mind is called to account about all this, he
gives the philosopher his revenge; for dizzied by the height at
which he is hanging, whence he looks down into space, which
is a strange experience to him, he being dismayed, and lost,
and stammering broken words, is laughed at, not by Thracian
handmaidens or any other uneducated persons, for they have
no eye for the situation, but by every man who has not been
brought up a slave. Such are the two characters, Theodorus:
the one of the freeman, who has been trained in liberty and
leisure, whom you call the philosopher,–him we cannot blame
because he appears simple and of no account when he has to
perform some menial task, such as packing up bed-clothes,
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
gentleman; still less with the music of discourse can he hymn
the true life aright which is lived by immortals or men blessed
of heaven.

THEODORUS: If you could only persuade everybody,
Socrates, as you do me, of the truth of your words, there would
be more peace and fewer evils among men.

SOCRATES: Evils, Theodorus, can never pass away; for
there must always remain something which is antagonistic
to good. Having no place among the gods in heaven, of ne-
cessity they hover around the mortal 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 become like God,
as far as this is possible; and to become like him, is to be-
come holy, just, and wise. But, O my friend, you cannot eas-
ily convince mankind that they should pursue virtue or avoid
vice, not merely in order that a man may seem to be good,
which is the reason given by the world, and in my judgment is
only a repetition of an old wives’ fable. Whereas, the truth is
that God is never in any way unrighteous–he is perfect righ-
teousness; and he of us who is the most righteous is most like
him. Herein is seen the true cleverness of a man, and also his
nothingness and want of manhood. For to know this is true
wisdom and virtue, and ignorance of this is manifest folly and
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vice. All other kinds of wisdom or cleverness, which seem
only, such as the wisdom of politicians, or the wisdom of the
arts, are coarse and vulgar. 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 men glory in their
shame–they fancy that they hear others saying of them, ’These
are not mere good-for-nothing persons, mere burdens of the
earth, but such as men should be who mean to dwell safely
in a state.’ Let us tell them that they are all the more 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.

THEODORUS: What is that?
SOCRATES: There are two patterns eternally set before

them; the one blessed and divine, the other godless and
wretched: 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 evil 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 unless they depart
from their cunning, the place of innocence will not receive
them after death; and that here on earth, they will live ever
in the likeness of their own evil selves, and with evil friends–
when they hear this they in their superior cunning will seem
to be listening to the talk of idiots.

THEODORUS: Very true, Socrates.
SOCRATES: Too true, my friend, as I well know; there is,

however, one peculiarity in their case: when they begin to rea-
son in private about their dislike of philosophy, if they have
the courage to hear the argument out, and do not run away,
they grow at last strangely discontented with themselves; their
rhetoric fades away, and they become helpless as children.
These however are digressions from which we must now de-
sist, or they will overflow, and drown the original argument;
to which, if you please, we will now return.

THEODORUS: For my part, Socrates, I would rather have
the digressions, for at my age I find them easier to follow; but
if you wish, let us go back to the argument.

SOCRATES: Had we not reached the point at which the par-
tisans of the perpetual flux, who say that things are as they
seem to each one, were confidently maintaining that the ordi-
nances which the state commanded and thought just, were just
to the state which imposed them, while they were in force; this
was especially asserted of justice; but as to the good, no one
had any longer the hardihood to contend of any ordinances
which the state thought and enacted to be good that these,
while they were in force, were really good;–he who said so
would be playing with the name ’good,’ and would not touch
the real question–it would be a mockery, would it not?

THEODORUS: Certainly it would.
SOCRATES: He ought not to speak of the name, but of the

thing which is contemplated under the name.
THEODORUS: Right.
SOCRATES: Whatever be the term used, the good or expe-

dient is the aim of legislation, and as far as she has an opinion,
the state imposes all laws with a view to the greatest expedi-

ency; can legislation have any other aim?
THEODORUS: Certainly not.
SOCRATES: But is the aim attained always? do not mis-

takes often happen?
THEODORUS: Yes, I think that there are mistakes.
SOCRATES: The possibility of error will be more distinctly

recognised, if we put the question in reference to the whole
class under which the good or expedient falls. That whole
class has to do with the future, and laws are passed under
the idea that they will be useful in after-time; which, in other
words, is the future.

THEODORUS: Very true.
SOCRATES: Suppose now, that we ask Protagoras, or one

of his disciples, a question:–O, Protagoras, we will say to him,
Man is, as you declare, the measure of all things–white, heavy,
light: of all such things he is the judge; for he has the criterion
of them in himself, and when he thinks that things are such
as he experiences them to be, he thinks what is and is true to
himself. Is it not so?

THEODORUS: Yes.
SOCRATES: And do you extend your doctrine, Protagoras

(as we shall 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 will be, and do things always happen to him as
he expected? For example, take the case of heat:–When an
ordinary man thinks that he is going to have a fever, and that
this kind of heat is coming on, and another 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 judgment, and not have a fever in the physician’s
judgment?

THEODORUS: How ludicrous!
SOCRATES: And the vinegrower, if I am not mistaken, is a

better judge of the sweetness or dryness of the vintage which
is not yet gathered than the harp-player?

THEODORUS: Certainly.
SOCRATES: And in musical composition the musician will

know better than the training master what the training master
himself will hereafter think harmonious or the reverse?

THEODORUS: Of course.
SOCRATES: And the cook will be a better judge than the

guest, who is not a cook, of the pleasure to be derived from the
dinner which is in preparation; for of present or past pleasure
we are not as yet arguing; but can we say that every one will
be to himself the best judge of the pleasure which will seem
to be and will be to him in the future?–nay, would not you,
Protagoras, better guess which arguments in a court would
convince any one of us than the ordinary man?

THEODORUS: Certainly, Socrates, he used to profess in the
strongest manner that he was the superior of all men in this
respect.

SOCRATES: To be sure, friend: who would have paid a
large sum for the privilege of talking to him, if he had really
persuaded his visitors that neither a prophet nor any other man
was better able to judge what will be and seem to be in the
future than every one could for himself?

THEODORUS: Who indeed?
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SOCRATES: And legislation and expediency are all con-
cerned with the future; and every one will admit that states, in
passing laws, must often fail of their highest interests?

THEODORUS: Quite true.
SOCRATES: Then we may fairly argue against your master,

that he must admit one man to be wiser than another, and that
the wiser is a measure: but I, who know nothing, am not at all
obliged to accept the honour which the advocate of Protagoras
was just now forcing upon me, whether I would or not, of
being a measure of anything.

THEODORUS: That is the best refutation of him, Socrates;
although he is also caught when he ascribes truth to the opin-
ions of others, who give the lie direct to his own opinion.

SOCRATES: There are many ways, Theodorus, in which
the doctrine that every opinion of every man is true may be
refuted; but there is more 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 I have been talking nonsense about
them; for they may be unassailable, and those who say that
there is clear evidence of them, and that they are matters of
knowledge, may probably be right; in which case our friend
Theaetetus was not so far from the mark when he identified
perception and knowledge. And therefore let us draw nearer,
as the advocate of Protagoras desires; and give the truth of the
universal flux a ring: is the theory sound or not? at any rate,
no small war is raging about it, and there are combination not
a few.

THEODORUS: No small, war, indeed, for in Ionia the sect
makes rapid strides; the disciples of Heracleitus are most en-
ergetic upholders of the doctrine.

SOCRATES: Then we are the more bound, my dear
Theodorus, to examine the question from the foundation as
it is set forth by themselves.

THEODORUS: Certainly we are. About these speculations
of Heracleitus, which, as you say, are as old as Homer, or even
older still, the Ephesians themselves, who profess to know
them, are downright mad, and you cannot talk with them on
the subject. For, in accordance with their text-books, they are
always in motion; but as for dwelling upon an argument or a
question, and quietly asking and answering in turn, they can
no more do so than they can fly; or rather, the determination of
these fellows not to have a particle of rest in them is more than
the utmost powers of negation can express. If you ask any of
them a question, he will produce, as from a 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 other new-
fangled 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 arguments or in their minds,
conceiving, as I imagine, 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.

SOCRATES: I suppose, Theodorus, that you have only
seen them when they were fighting, and have never stayed
with them in time of peace, for they are no friends of yours;
and their peace doctrines are only communicated by them at
leisure, as I imagine, to those disciples of theirs whom they

want to make like themselves.
THEODORUS: Disciples! my good sir, they have none; men

of their sort are not one another’s disciples, but they grow up at
their own sweet will, and get their inspiration anywhere, each
of them saying of his neighbour that he knows nothing. From
these men, then, as I was going to remark, you will never get a
reason, whether with their will or without their will; we must
take the question out of their hands, and make the analysis
ourselves, as if we were doing geometrical problem.

SOCRATES: Quite right too; but as touching the aforesaid
problem, have we not heard from the ancients, who concealed
their wisdom from the many in poetical figures, that Oceanus
and Tethys, the origin of all things, are streams, and that noth-
ing is at rest? And now the moderns, in their superior wisdom,
have declared the same openly, that the cobbler too may hear
and learn of them, and no longer foolishly imagine that some
things are at rest and others in motion–having learned that all
is motion, he will duly honour his teachers. I had almost for-
gotten the opposite doctrine, Theodorus,

’Alone Being remains unmoved, which is the name for the
all.’

This is the language of Parmenides, Melissus, and their fol-
lowers, who stoutly maintain that all being is one and self-
contained, and has no place in which to move. What shall
we do, friend, with all these people; for, advancing step by
step, we have imperceptibly got between the combatants, and,
unless we can protect our retreat, we shall pay the penalty of
our rashness–like the players in the palaestra who are caught
upon the line, and are dragged different ways by the two par-
ties. Therefore I think that we had better begin by consid-
ering those whom we first accosted, ’the river-gods,’ and, if
we find any truth in them, we will help them to pull us over,
and try to get away from the others. But if the partisans of
’the whole’ appear to speak more truly, we will fly off from
the party which would move the immovable, to them. And
if I find that neither of them have anything reasonable to say,
we shall be in a ridiculous position, having so great a conceit
of our own poor opinion and rejecting that of ancient and fa-
mous men. O Theodorus, do you think that there is any use in
proceeding when the danger is so great?

THEODORUS: Nay, Socrates, not to examine thoroughly
what the two parties have to say would be quite intolerable.

SOCRATES: Then examine we must, since you, who were
so reluctant to begin, are so eager to proceed. The nature of
motion appears to be the question with which we begin. What
do they mean when they say that all things are in motion? Is
there only one kind of motion, or, as I rather incline to think,
two? I should like to have your opinion upon this point in
addition to my own, that I may err, if I must err, in your com-
pany; tell me, then, when a thing changes from one place to
another, or goes round in the same place, is not that what is
called motion?

THEODORUS: Yes.
SOCRATES: Here then we have one kind of motion. But

when a thing, remaining on the same spot, grows old, or be-
comes black from being white, or hard from being soft, or
undergoes any other change, may not this be properly called
motion of another kind?
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THEODORUS: I think so.
SOCRATES: Say rather that it must be so. Of motion then

there are these two kinds, ’change,’ and ’motion in place.’
THEODORUS: You are right.
SOCRATES: And now, having made this distinction, let us

address ourselves to those who say that all is motion, and ask
them whether all things according to them have the two kinds
of motion, and are changed as well as move in place, or is one
thing moved in both ways, and another in one only?

THEODORUS: Indeed, I do not know what to answer; but I
think they would say that all things are moved in both ways.

SOCRATES: Yes, comrade; for, if not, they would have to
say that the same things are in motion and at rest, and there
would be no more truth in saying that all things are in motion,
than that all things are at rest.

THEODORUS: To be sure.
SOCRATES: And if they are to be in motion, and nothing is

to be devoid of motion, all things must always have every sort
of motion?

THEODORUS: Most true.
SOCRATES: Consider a further point: did we not under-

stand them to explain the generation of heat, whiteness, or
anything else, in some such manner as the following:–were
they not saying that each of them is moving between the agent
and the patient, together with a perception, and that the patient
ceases to be a perceiving power and becomes a percipient, and
the agent a quale instead of a quality? I suspect that quality
may appear a strange and uncouth term to you, and that you
do not understand the abstract expression. Then I will take
concrete instances: I mean to say that the producing power or
agent becomes neither heat nor whiteness but hot and white,
and the like of other things. For I must repeat what I said
before, that neither the agent nor patient have any absolute
existence, but when they come together and generate sensa-
tions and their objects, the one becomes a thing of a certain
quality, and the other a percipient. You remember?

THEODORUS: Of course.
SOCRATES: We may leave the details of their theory unex-

amined, but we must not forget to ask them the only question
with which we are concerned: Are all things in motion and
flux?

THEODORUS: Yes, they will reply.
SOCRATES: And they are moved in both those ways which

we distinguished, that is to say, they move in place and are
also changed?

THEODORUS: Of course, if the motion is to be perfect.
SOCRATES: If they only moved in place and were not

changed, we should be able to say what is the nature of the
things which are in motion and flux?

THEODORUS: Exactly.
SOCRATES: 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?

THEODORUS: 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?

SOCRATES: And what would 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?

THEODORUS: Certainly not, if all things are in motion.
SOCRATES: Then we must not speak of seeing any more

than of not-seeing, nor of any other perception more than of
any non-perception, if all things partake of every kind of mo-
tion?

THEODORUS: Certainly not.
SOCRATES: Yet perception is knowledge: so at least

Theaetetus and I were saying.
THEODORUS: Very true.
SOCRATES: Then when we were asked what is knowledge,

we no more answered what is knowledge than what is not
knowledge?

THEODORUS: I suppose not.
SOCRATES: 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, ’becomes’ thus; and if we say ’becomes,’ we shall
not then hamper them with words expressive of rest.

THEODORUS: Quite true.
SOCRATES: Yes, Theodorus, except in saying ’thus’ and

’not thus.’ But you ought not to use the word ’thus,’ for there
is no motion in ’thus’ or in ’not thus.’ The maintainers of the
doctrine have as yet no words in which to express themselves,
and must get a new language. I know of no word that will suit
them, except perhaps ’no how,’ which is perfectly indefinite.

THEODORUS: Yes, that is a manner of speaking in which
they will be quite at home.

SOCRATES: And so, Theodorus, we have got rid of your
friend without assenting to his doctrine, that every man is the
measure of all things–a wise man only is a measure; neither
can we allow that knowledge is perception, certainly not on
the hypothesis of a perpetual flux, unless perchance our friend
Theaetetus is able to convince us that it is.

THEODORUS: Very good, Socrates; and now that the argu-
ment about the doctrine of Protagoras has been completed, I
am absolved from answering; for this was the agreement.

THEAETETUS: Not, Theodorus, until you and Socrates
have discussed the doctrine of those who say that all things
are at rest, as you were proposing.

THEODORUS: You, Theaetetus, who are a young rogue,
must not instigate your elders to a breach of faith, but should
prepare to answer Socrates in the remainder of the argument.

THEAETETUS: Yes, if he wishes; but I would rather have
heard about the doctrine of rest.

THEODORUS: Invite Socrates to an argument–invite horse-
men to the open plain; do but ask him, and he will answer.

SOCRATES: Nevertheless, Theodorus, I am afraid that I
shall not be able to comply with the request of Theaetetus.

THEODORUS: Not comply! for what reason?
SOCRATES: My reason is that I have a kind of reverence;

not so much for Melissus and the others, who say that ’All is
one and at rest,’ as for the great leader himself, Parmenides,
venerable and awful, as in Homeric language he may be



87

called;–him I should be ashamed to approach in a spirit un-
worthy of him. I met him when he was an old man, and I was
a mere youth, and he appeared to me to have a glorious depth
of mind. And I am afraid that we may not understand his
words, and may be still further from understanding his mean-
ing; above all I fear that the nature of knowledge, which is the
main subject of our discussion, may be thrust out of sight by
the unbidden guests who will come pouring in upon our feast
of discourse, if we let them in–besides, the question which is
now stirring is of immense 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 question of knowl-
edge. Neither the one nor the other can be allowed; but I must
try by my art of midwifery to deliver Theaetetus of his con-
ceptions about knowledge.

THEAETETUS: Very well; do so if you will.
SOCRATES: Then now, Theaetetus, take another view of

the subject: you answered that knowledge is perception?
THEAETETUS: I did.
SOCRATES: And if any one were to ask you: With what

does a man see black and white colours? and with what does
he hear high and low sounds?–you would say, if I am not mis-
taken, ’With the eyes and with the ears.’

THEAETETUS: I should.
SOCRATES: The free use of words and phrases, rather than

minute precision, is generally characteristic of a liberal edu-
cation, and the opposite is pedantic; but sometimes precision
is necessary, and I believe that the answer which you have just
given is open to the charge of incorrectness; for which is more
correct, to say that we see or hear with the eyes and with the
ears, or through the eyes and through the ears.

THEAETETUS: I should say ’through,’ Socrates, rather than
’with.’

SOCRATES: 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 meet in some
one nature, the mind, or whatever we please to call it, of which
they are the instruments, and with which through them we
perceive objects of sense.

THEAETETUS: I agree with you in that opinion.
SOCRATES: The reason why I am thus precise is, because

I want to know whether, when we perceive black and white
through the eyes, and again, other qualities through other or-
gans, we do not perceive them with one and the same part of
ourselves, and, if you were asked, you might refer all such
perceptions to the body. Perhaps, however, I had better allow
you to answer for yourself and not interfere. Tell me, then,
are not the organs through which you perceive warm and hard
and light and sweet, organs of the body?

THEAETETUS: Of the body, certainly.
SOCRATES: And you would admit that what you perceive

through one faculty you cannot perceive through another; the
objects of hearing, for example, cannot be perceived through
sight, or the objects of sight through hearing?

THEAETETUS: Of course not.
SOCRATES: If you have any thought about both of them,

this common perception cannot come to you, either through
the one or the other organ?

THEAETETUS: It cannot.
SOCRATES: How about sounds and colours: in the first

place you would admit that they both exist?
THEAETETUS: Yes.
SOCRATES: And that either of them is different from the

other, and the same with itself?
THEAETETUS: Certainly.
SOCRATES: And that both are two and each of them one?
THEAETETUS: Yes.
SOCRATES: You can further observe whether they are like

or unlike one another?
THEAETETUS: I dare say.
SOCRATES: But through what do you perceive all this about

them? for neither through hearing nor yet through seeing can
you apprehend that which they have in common. Let me give
you an illustration of the point at issue:–If there were any
meaning in asking whether sounds and colours are saline or
not, you would be able to tell me what faculty would consider
the question. It would not be sight or hearing, but some other.

THEAETETUS: Certainly; the faculty of taste.
SOCRATES: Very good; and now tell me 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 no-
tions?

THEAETETUS: You are thinking of being and not being,
likeness and unlikeness, sameness and difference, and also of
unity and other numbers which are applied to objects of sense;
and you mean to ask, through what bodily organ the soul per-
ceives odd and even numbers and other arithmetical concep-
tions.

SOCRATES: You follow me excellently, Theaetetus; that is
precisely what I am asking.

THEAETETUS: Indeed, Socrates, I cannot answer; my only
notion is, that these, unlike objects of sense, have no separate
organ, but that the mind, by a power of her own, contemplates
the universals in all things.

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

THEAETETUS: I am quite clear.
SOCRATES: And to which class would you refer being or

essence; for this, of all our notions, is the most universal?
THEAETETUS: I should say, to that class which the soul

aspires to know of herself.
SOCRATES: And would you say this also of like and unlike,

same and other?
THEAETETUS: Yes.
SOCRATES: And would you say the same of the noble and

base, and of good and evil?
THEAETETUS: These I conceive to be notions which are

essentially relative, and which the soul also perceives by com-
paring in herself things past and present with the future.
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SOCRATES: 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 touch?

THEAETETUS: Yes.
SOCRATES: But their essence and what they are, and their

opposition to one another, and the essential nature of this op-
position, the soul herself endeavours to decide for us by the
review and comparison of them?

THEAETETUS: Certainly.
SOCRATES: The simple 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 them are
slowly and hardly gained, if they are ever gained, by education
and long experience.

THEAETETUS: Assuredly.
SOCRATES: And can a man attain truth who fails of attain-

ing being?
THEAETETUS: Impossible.
SOCRATES: And can he who misses the truth of anything,

have a knowledge of that thing?
THEAETETUS: He cannot.
SOCRATES: Then knowledge does not consist in impres-

sions of sense, but in reasoning about them; in that only, and
not in the mere impression, truth and being can be attained?

THEAETETUS: Clearly.
SOCRATES: And would you call the two processes by the

same name, when there is so great a difference between them?
THEAETETUS: That would certainly not be right.
SOCRATES: And what name would you give to seeing,

hearing, smelling, being cold and being hot?
THEAETETUS: I should call all of them perceiving–what

other name could be given to them?
SOCRATES: Perception would be the collective name of

them?
THEAETETUS: Certainly.
SOCRATES: Which, as we say, has no part in the attainment

of truth any more than of being?
THEAETETUS: Certainly not.
SOCRATES: And therefore not in science or knowledge?
THEAETETUS: No.
SOCRATES: Then perception, Theaetetus, can never be the

same as knowledge or science?
THEAETETUS: Clearly not, Socrates; and knowledge has

now been most distinctly proved to be different from percep-
tion.

SOCRATES: But the original aim of our discussion was to
find out rather what knowledge is than what it is not; at the
same time we have made some progress, for we no longer seek
for knowledge in perception at all, but in that other process,
however called, in which the mind is alone and engaged with
being.

THEAETETUS: You mean, Socrates, if I am not mistaken,
what is called thinking or opining.

SOCRATES: You conceive truly. And now, my friend,
please to begin again at this point; and having wiped out of
your memory all that has preceded, see if you have arrived at
any clearer view, and once more say what is knowledge.

THEAETETUS: I cannot say, Socrates, that all opinion is
knowledge, because there may be a false opinion; but I will
venture to assert, that knowledge is true opinion: let this then
be my reply; and if this is hereafter disproved, I must try to
find another.

SOCRATES: That is the way in which you ought to answer,
Theaetetus, and not in your former 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 know–in either case we shall be richly
rewarded. And now, what are you saying?–Are there two sorts
of opinion, one true and the other false; and do you define
knowledge to be the true?

THEAETETUS: Yes, according to my present view.
SOCRATES: Is it still worth our while to resume the discus-

sion touching opinion?
THEAETETUS: To what are you alluding?
SOCRATES: There is a point which often troubles me, and is

a great perplexity to me, both in regard to myself and others. I
cannot make out the nature or origin of the mental experience
to which I refer.

THEAETETUS: Pray what is it?
SOCRATES: How there can be false opinion–that difficulty

still troubles the eye of my mind; and I am uncertain whether
I shall leave the question, or begin over again in a new way.

THEAETETUS: Begin again, Socrates,–at least if you think
that there is the slightest necessity for doing so. Were not you
and Theodorus just now remarking very truly, that in discus-
sions of this kind we may take our own time?

SOCRATES: You are quite right, and perhaps there will be
no harm in retracing our steps and beginning again. Better a
little which is well done, than a great deal imperfectly.

THEAETETUS: Certainly.
SOCRATES: Well, and what is the difficulty? Do we not

speak of false opinion, and say that one man holds a false
and another a true opinion, as though there were some natural
distinction between them?

THEAETETUS: We certainly say so.
SOCRATES: All things and everything are either known or

not known. I leave out of view the intermediate conceptions
of learning and forgetting, because they have nothing to do
with our present question.

THEAETETUS: There can be no doubt, Socrates, if you ex-
clude these, that there is no other alternative but knowing or
not knowing a thing.

SOCRATES: That point being now determined, must we not
say that he who has an opinion, must have an opinion about
something which he knows or does not know?

THEAETETUS: He must.
SOCRATES: He who knows, cannot but know; and he who

does not know, cannot
know?
THEAETETUS: Of course.
SOCRATES: What shall we say then? When a man has a

false opinion does he think that which he knows to be some
other thing which he knows, and knowing both, is he at the
same time ignorant of both?

THEAETETUS: That, Socrates, is impossible.
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SOCRATES: But perhaps he thinks of something which he
does not know as some other thing which he does not know;
for example, he knows neither Theaetetus nor Socrates, and
yet he fancies that Theaetetus is Socrates, or Socrates Theaete-
tus?

THEAETETUS: How can he?
SOCRATES: 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?

THEAETETUS: That would be monstrous.
SOCRATES: Where, then, is false opinion? For if all things

are either known or unknown, there can be no opinion which is
not comprehended under this alternative, and so false opinion
is excluded.

THEAETETUS: Most true.
SOCRATES: Suppose that we remove the question out of

the sphere of knowing or not knowing, into that of being and
not-being.

THEAETETUS: What do you mean?
SOCRATES: May we not suspect the simple truth to be that

he who thinks about anything, that which is not, will neces-
sarily think what is false, whatever in other respects may be
the state of his mind?

THEAETETUS: That, again, is not unlikely, Socrates.
SOCRATES: Then suppose some one to say to us,

Theaetetus:–Is it possible for any man to think that which
is not, either as a self-existent substance or as a predicate of
something else? And suppose that we answer, ’Yes, he can,
when he thinks what is not true.’–That will be our answer?

THEAETETUS: Yes.
SOCRATES: But is there any parallel to this?
THEAETETUS: What do you mean?
SOCRATES: Can a man see something and yet see nothing?
THEAETETUS: Impossible.
SOCRATES: But if he sees any one thing, he sees something

that exists. Do you suppose that what is one is ever to be found
among non-existing things?

THEAETETUS: I do not.
SOCRATES: He then who sees some one thing, sees some-

thing which is?
THEAETETUS: Clearly.
SOCRATES: And he who hears anything, hears some one

thing, and hears that which is?
THEAETETUS: Yes.
SOCRATES: And he who touches anything, touches some-

thing which is one and therefore is?
THEAETETUS: That again is true.
SOCRATES: And does not he who thinks, think some one

thing?
THEAETETUS: Certainly.
SOCRATES: And does not he who thinks some one thing,

think something which is?
THEAETETUS: I agree.
SOCRATES: Then he who thinks of that which is not, thinks

of nothing?
THEAETETUS: Clearly.
SOCRATES: And he who thinks of nothing, does not think

at all?

THEAETETUS: Obviously.
SOCRATES: Then no one can think that which is not, either

as a self- existent substance or as a predicate of something
else?

THEAETETUS: Clearly not.
SOCRATES: Then to think falsely is different from thinking

that which is not?
THEAETETUS: It would seem so.
SOCRATES: Then false opinion has no existence in us, ei-

ther in the sphere of being or of knowledge?
THEAETETUS: Certainly not.
SOCRATES: But may not the following be the description

of what we express by this name?
THEAETETUS: What?
SOCRATES: May we not suppose that false opinion or

thought is a sort of heterodoxy; a person may make an ex-
change in his mind, 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 missing the aim of his thoughts,
he may be truly said to have false opinion.

THEAETETUS: 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 place of the base, then he has truly false
opinion.

SOCRATES: I see, Theaetetus, that your fear has disap-
peared, and that you are beginning to despise me.

THEAETETUS: What makes you say so?
SOCRATES: You think, if I am not mistaken, that your ’truly

false’ is safe from censure, and that I 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 accord-
ing to its own nature, but according to that of its opposite. But
I will not insist upon this, for I do not wish needlessly to dis-
courage you. And so you are satisfied that false opinion is
heterodoxy, or the thought of something else?

THEAETETUS: I am.
SOCRATES: It is possible then upon your view for the mind

to conceive of one thing as another?
THEAETETUS: True.
SOCRATES: But must not the mind, or thinking power,

which misplaces them, have a conception either of both ob-
jects or of one of them?

THEAETETUS: Certainly.
SOCRATES: Either together or in succession?
THEAETETUS: Very good.
SOCRATES: And do you mean by conceiving, the same

which I mean?
THEAETETUS: What is that?
SOCRATES: I mean the conversation which the soul holds

with herself in considering of anything. I speak of what I
scarcely understand; but the soul when thinking appears to
me to be just talking–asking questions of herself and answer-
ing them, affirming and denying. And when she has arrived at
a decision, either gradually or by a sudden impulse, and has
at last agreed, and does not doubt, this is called her opinion. I
say, then, that to form an opinion is to speak, and opinion is a
word spoken,–I mean, to oneself and in silence, not aloud or
to another: What think you?
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THEAETETUS: I agree.
SOCRATES: Then when any one thinks of one thing as an-

other, he is saying to himself that one thing is another?
THEAETETUS: Yes.
SOCRATES: But do you ever remember saying to yourself

that the noble is certainly base, or the unjust just; or, best
of all–have you ever attempted 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?

THEAETETUS: Never.
SOCRATES: And do you suppose that any other man, either

in his senses or out of them, ever seriously tried to persuade
himself that an ox is a horse, or that two are one?

THEAETETUS: Certainly not.
SOCRATES: But if thinking is talking to oneself, no one

speaking and thinking of two objects, and apprehending them
both in his soul, will say and think that the one is the other
of them, and I must 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 same (Both words in Greek are
called eteron: compare Parmen.; Euthyd.)). I mean to say, that
no one thinks the noble to be base, or anything of the kind.

THEAETETUS: I will give up the word ’other,’ Socrates;
and I agree to what you say.

SOCRATES: If a man has both of them in his thoughts, he
cannot think that the one of them is the other?

THEAETETUS: True.
SOCRATES: Neither, if he has one of them only in his mind

and not the other, can he think that one is the other?
THEAETETUS: True; for we should have to suppose that he

apprehends that which is not in his thoughts at all.
SOCRATES: Then no one who has either both or only one

of the two objects in his mind can think that the one is the
other. And therefore, he who maintains that false opinion is
heterodoxy is talking nonsense; for neither in this, any more
than in the previous way, can false opinion exist in us.

THEAETETUS: No.
SOCRATES: But if, Theaetetus, this is not admitted, we

shall be driven into many absurdities.
THEAETETUS: What are they?
SOCRATES: I will not tell you until I have endeavoured to

consider the matter from every point of view. For I should be
ashamed of us if we were driven in our perplexity to admit
the absurd consequences of which I speak. But if we find the
solution, and get away from them, we may regard them only
as the difficulties of others, and the ridicule will not attach to
us. On the other hand, if we utterly fail, I suppose that we
must be humble, and allow the argument to trample us under
foot, as the sea-sick passenger is trampled upon by the sailor,
and to do anything to us. Listen, then, while I tell you how I
hope to find a way out of our difficulty.

THEAETETUS: Let me hear.
SOCRATES: I think that we were wrong in denying that a

man could think what he knew to be what he did not know;
and that there is a way in which such a deception is possible.

THEAETETUS: You mean to say, as I suspected at the time,
that I may know Socrates, and at a distance see some one who

is unknown to me, and whom I mistake for him–then the de-
ception will occur?

SOCRATES: But has not that position been relinquished by
us, because involving the absurdity that we should know and
not know the things which we know?

THEAETETUS: True.
SOCRATES: Let us make the assertion in another form,

which may or may not have a favourable issue; but as we are
in a great strait, every argument should be turned over and
tested. Tell me, then, whether I am right in saying that you
may learn a thing which at one time you did not know?

THEAETETUS: Certainly you may.
SOCRATES: And another and another?
THEAETETUS: Yes.
SOCRATES: I would have you imagine, then, that there ex-

ists in the mind of man a block of wax, which is of different
sizes in different men; harder, moister, and having more or less
of purity in one than another, and in some of an intermediate
quality.

THEAETETUS: I see.
SOCRATES: Let us say that this tablet is a gift of Memory,

the mother of the Muses; and that when we wish to remember
anything which we have seen, or heard, or thought in our own
minds, we hold the wax to the perceptions and thoughts, and
in that material receive the impression of them as from the seal
of a ring; and that we remember and know what is imprinted
as long as the image lasts; but when the image is effaced, or
cannot be taken, then we forget and do not know.

THEAETETUS: Very good.
SOCRATES: Now, when a person has this knowledge, and is

considering something which he sees or hears, may not false
opinion arise in the following manner?

THEAETETUS: In what manner?
SOCRATES: When he thinks what he knows, sometimes

to be what he knows, and sometimes to be what he does not
know. We were wrong before in denying the possibility of
this.

THEAETETUS: And how would you amend the former
statement?

SOCRATES: I should begin by making a list of the impossi-
ble cases which must be excluded. (1) No one can think one
thing to be another when he does not perceive either of them,
but has the memorial or seal of both of them in his mind; nor
can any mistaking of one thing for another occur, when he
only knows one, and does not know, and has no impression
of the other; nor can he think that one thing which he does
not know is another thing which he does not know, or that
what he does not know is what he knows; nor (2) that one
thing which he perceives is another thing which he perceives,
or that something which he perceives is something which he
does not perceive; or that something which he does not per-
ceive is something else which he does not perceive; or that
something which he does not perceive is something which he
perceives; nor again (3) can he think that something which
he knows and perceives, and of which he has the impression
coinciding with sense, is something else which he knows and
perceives, and of which he has the impression coinciding with
sense;–this last case, if possible, is still more inconceivable
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than the others; nor (4) can he think that something which he
knows and perceives, and of which he has the memorial coin-
ciding with sense, is something else which he knows; nor so
long as these agree, can he think that a thing which 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
same as another thing which he does not know and does not
perceive;–nor again, 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 thing which he does not
perceive:–All these utterly and absolutely exclude the possi-
bility of false opinion. The only cases, if any, which remain,
are the following.

THEAETETUS: What are they? If you tell me, I may per-
haps understand you better; but at present I am unable to fol-
low you.

SOCRATES: A person may think that some things which he
knows, or which he perceives and does not know, are some
other things which he knows and perceives; or that some
things which he knows and perceives, are other things which
he knows and perceives.

THEAETETUS: I understand you less than ever now.
SOCRATES: Hear me once more, then:–I, knowing

Theodorus, and remembering in my own mind what sort of
person he is, and also what sort of person Theaetetus is, at one
time see them, and at another time do not see them, and some-
times I touch them, and at another time not, or at one time I
may hear them or perceive them in some other way, and at an-
other time not perceive them, but still I remember them, and
know them in my own mind.

THEAETETUS: Very true.
SOCRATES: Then, first of all, I want you to understand that

a man may or may not perceive sensibly that which he knows.
THEAETETUS: True.
SOCRATES: And that which he does not know will some-

times not be perceived by him and sometimes will be per-
ceived and only perceived?

THEAETETUS: That is also true.
SOCRATES: See whether you can follow me better now:

Socrates can recognize Theodorus and Theaetetus, but he sees
neither of them, nor does he perceive them in any other way;
he cannot then by any possibility imagine in his own mind that
Theaetetus is Theodorus. Am I not right?

THEAETETUS: You are quite right.
SOCRATES: Then that was the first case of which I spoke.
THEAETETUS: Yes.
SOCRATES: The second case was, that I, knowing one of

you and not knowing the other, and perceiving neither, can
never think him whom I know to be him whom I do not know.

THEAETETUS: True.
SOCRATES: In the third case, not knowing and not perceiv-

ing either of you, I cannot think that one of you whom I do
not know is the other whom I do not know. I need not again
go over the catalogue of excluded cases, in which I cannot
form a false opinion about you and Theodorus, either when I
know both or when I am in ignorance of both, or when I know

one and not the other. And the same of perceiving: do you
understand me?

THEAETETUS: I do.
SOCRATES: The only possibility of erroneous opinion is,

when knowing you and Theodorus, and having on the waxen
block the impression of both of you given as by a seal, but
seeing you imperfectly and at a distance, I try to assign the
right impression of memory to the right visual impression, and
to fit this into its own print: if I succeed, recognition will take
place; but if I fail and transpose them, putting the foot into the
wrong shoe– that is to say, putting the vision of either of you
on to the wrong impression, or if my mind, like the sight in
a mirror, which is transferred from right to left, err by reason
of some similar affection, then ’heterodoxy’ and false opinion
ensues.

THEAETETUS: Yes, Socrates, you have described the na-
ture of opinion with wonderful exactness.

SOCRATES: Or again, when I know both of you, and per-
ceive as well as know one of you, but not the other, and my
knowledge of him does not accord with perception–that was
the case put by me just now which you did not understand.

THEAETETUS: No, I did not.
SOCRATES: I meant to say, that when a person knows and

perceives one of you, his knowledge coincides with his per-
ception, he will never think him to be some other person,
whom he knows and perceives, and the knowledge of whom
coincides with his perception–for that also was a case sup-
posed.

THEAETETUS: True.
SOCRATES: But there was an omission of the further case,

in which, as we now say, false opinion may arise, when know-
ing both, and seeing, or having some other sensible perception
of both, I fail in holding the seal over against the correspond-
ing sensation; like a bad archer, I miss and fall wide of the
mark–and this is called falsehood.

THEAETETUS: Yes; it is rightly so called.
SOCRATES: When, therefore, perception is present to one

of the seals or impressions but not to the other, and the mind
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 view is sound, there can be no error or deception
about things which a man does not know and has never per-
ceived, but only in things which are known and perceived; in
these alone opinion turns and twists about, and becomes alter-
nately true and false;–true when the seals and impressions of
sense meet straight and opposite–false when they go awry and
crooked.

THEAETETUS: And is not that, Socrates, nobly said?
SOCRATES: Nobly! yes; but wait a little and hear the ex-

planation, and then you will say so with more reason; for to
think truly is noble and to be deceived is base.

THEAETETUS: Undoubtedly.
SOCRATES: And the origin of truth and error is as follows:–

When the wax in the soul of any one is deep and abundant, and
smooth and perfectly tempered, then the impressions which
pass through the senses and sink into the heart of the soul, as
Homer says in a parable, meaning to indicate the likeness of
the soul to wax (Kerh Kerhos); these, I say, being pure and
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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 thoughts, for they have
plenty of room, and having clear impressions of things, as we
term them, quickly distribute them into their proper places on
the block. And such men are called wise. Do you agree?

THEAETETUS: Entirely.
SOCRATES: But when the heart of any one is shaggy–a

quality which the all-wise poet commends, or muddy and of
impure wax, or very soft, or very hard, then there is a cor-
responding defect in the mind–the soft are good at learning,
but apt to forget; and the hard are the reverse; the shaggy and
rugged and gritty, or those who have an admixture of earth or
dung in their composition, have the impressions indistinct, as
also the hard, for there is no depth in them; and the soft too
are indistinct, for their impressions are easily confused and
effaced. Yet greater is the indistinctness when they are all jos-
tled together in a little soul, which has no room. These are the
natures which have false opinion; for when they see or hear
or think of anything, they are slow in assigning the right ob-
jects to the right impressions–in their stupidity they confuse
them, and are apt to see and hear and think amiss–and such
men are said to be deceived in their knowledge of objects, and
ignorant.

THEAETETUS: No man, Socrates, can say anything truer
than that.

SOCRATES: Then now we may admit the existence of false
opinion in us?

THEAETETUS: Certainly.
SOCRATES: And of true opinion also?
THEAETETUS: Yes.
SOCRATES: We have at length satisfactorily proven beyond

a doubt there are these two sorts of opinion?
THEAETETUS: Undoubtedly.
SOCRATES: Alas, Theaetetus, what a tiresome creature is a

man who is fond of talking!
THEAETETUS: What makes you say so?
SOCRATES: Because I am disheartened at my own stupidity

and tiresome garrulity; for what other term will describe the
habit of a man who is always arguing on all sides of a question;
whose dulness cannot be convinced, and who will never leave
off?

THEAETETUS: But what puts you out of heart?
SOCRATES: I am not only out of heart, but in positive de-

spair; for I do not know what to answer if any one were to ask
me:–O Socrates, have you indeed discovered that false opin-
ion arises neither in the comparison of perceptions with one
another nor yet in thought, but in union of thought and per-
ception? Yes, I shall say, with the complacence of one who
thinks that he has made a noble discovery.

THEAETETUS: I see no reason why we should be ashamed
of our demonstration, Socrates.

SOCRATES: He will say: You mean to argue that the man
whom we only think 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 I believe to be my meaning, I shall
reply.

THEAETETUS: Quite right.

SOCRATES: Well, then, he will say, according to that argu-
ment, the number eleven, which is only thought, can never be
mistaken for twelve, which is only thought: How would you
answer him?

THEAETETUS: I should say that a mistake may very likely
arise between the eleven or twelve which are seen or handled,
but that no similar mistake can arise between the eleven and
twelve which are in the mind.

SOCRATES: Well, but do you think that no one ever put
before his own mind five and seven,–I do not mean five or
seven men or horses, but five or seven in the abstract, which,
as we say, are recorded on the waxen block, and in which
false opinion is held to be impossible; did no man ever ask
himself how many these numbers make when added together,
and answer that they are eleven, while another thinks that they
are twelve, or would all agree in thinking and saying that they
are twelve?

THEAETETUS: Certainly not; many would think that they
are eleven, and in the higher numbers the chance of error is
greater still; for I assume you to be speaking of numbers in
general.

SOCRATES: Exactly; and I want you to consider whether
this does not imply that the twelve in the waxen block are
supposed to be eleven?

THEAETETUS: Yes, that seems to be the case.
SOCRATES: Then do we not come back to the old diffi-

culty? For he who makes such a mistake does think one thing
which he knows to be another thing which he knows; but this,
as we said, was impossible, and afforded an irresistible proof
of the non-existence of false opinion, because otherwise the
same person would inevitably know and not know the same
thing at the same time.

THEAETETUS: Most true.
SOCRATES: Then false opinion cannot be explained as a

confusion of thought and sense, for in that case we could not
have been mistaken about pure conceptions of thought; and
thus we are obliged to say, either that false opinion does not
exist, or that a man may not know that which he knows;–
which alternative do you prefer?

THEAETETUS: It is hard to determine, Socrates.
SOCRATES: And yet the argument will scarcely admit of

both. But, as we are at our wits’ end, suppose that we do a
shameless thing?

THEAETETUS: What is it?
SOCRATES: Let us attempt to explain the verb ’to know.’
THEAETETUS: And why should that be shameless?
SOCRATES: You seem not to be aware that the whole of

our discussion from the very beginning has been a search after
knowledge, of which we are assumed not to know the nature.

THEAETETUS: Nay, but I am well aware.
SOCRATES: And is it not shameless when we do not know

what knowledge is, to be explaining the verb ’to know’? The
truth is, Theaetetus, that we have long been infected with log-
ical impurity. Thousands of times have we repeated the words
’we know,’ and ’do not know,’ and ’we have or have not sci-
ence or knowledge,’ as if we could understand what we are
saying to one another, so long as we remain ignorant about
knowledge; and at this moment we are using the words ’we
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understand,’ ’we are ignorant,’ as though we could still em-
ploy them when deprived of knowledge or science.

THEAETETUS: But if you avoid these expressions,
Socrates, how will you ever argue at all?

SOCRATES: I could not, being the man I am. The case
would be different if I 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 same time he would not
have spared in you and me the faults which I have noted. But,
seeing that we are no great wits, shall I venture to say what
knowing is? for I think that the attempt may be worth making.

THEAETETUS: Then by all means venture, and no one shall
find fault with you for using the forbidden terms.

SOCRATES: You have heard the common explanation of the
verb ’to know’?

THEAETETUS: I think so, but I do not remember it at the
moment.

SOCRATES: They explain the word ’to know’ as meaning
’to have knowledge.’

THEAETETUS: True.
SOCRATES: I should like to make a slight change, and say

’to possess’ knowledge.
THEAETETUS: How do the two expressions differ?
SOCRATES: Perhaps there may be no difference; but still I

should like you to hear my view, that you may help me to test
it.

THEAETETUS: I will, if I can.
SOCRATES: I should distinguish ’having’ from ’possess-

ing’: for example, 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 the garment.

THEAETETUS: It would be the correct expression.
SOCRATES: Well, may not a man ’possess’ and yet not

’have’ knowledge in the sense of which I am speaking? As
you may 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 home; we might say of him in one sense,
that he always has them because he possesses them, might we
not?

THEAETETUS: Yes.
SOCRATES: 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 when-
ever he likes;–he can catch any which he likes, and let the bird
go again, and he may do so as often as he pleases.

THEAETETUS: True.
SOCRATES: Once more, then, as in what preceded we made

a sort of waxen figment in the mind, so let us now suppose that
in the mind of each man there is an aviary of all sorts of birds–
some flocking together apart from the rest, others in small
groups, others solitary, flying anywhere and everywhere.

THEAETETUS: Let us imagine such an aviary–and what is
to follow?

SOCRATES: We may suppose that the birds are kinds of
knowledge, and that when we were children, this receptacle
was empty; whenever a man has gotten and detained in the
enclosure a kind of knowledge, he may be said to have learned

or discovered the thing which is the subject of the knowledge:
and this is to know.

THEAETETUS: Granted.
SOCRATES: And further, when any one wishes to catch any

of these knowledges or sciences, and having taken, to hold it,
and again to let them go, how will he express himself?–will he
describe the ’catching’ of them and the original ’possession’
in the same words? I will make my meaning clearer by an
example:–You admit that there is an art of arithmetic?

THEAETETUS: To be sure.
SOCRATES: Conceive this under the form of a hunt after

the science of odd and even in general.
THEAETETUS: I follow.
SOCRATES: Having the use of the art, the arithmetician, if

I am not mistaken, has the conceptions of number under his
hand, and can transmit them to another.

THEAETETUS: Yes.
SOCRATES: And when transmitting them he may be said

to teach them, and when receiving to learn them, and when
receiving to learn them, and when having them in possession
in the aforesaid aviary he may be said to know them.

THEAETETUS: Exactly.
SOCRATES: Attend to what follows: must not the perfect

arithmetician know all numbers, for he has the science of all
numbers in his mind?

THEAETETUS: True.
SOCRATES: And he can reckon abstract numbers in his

head, or things about him which are numerable?
THEAETETUS: Of course he can.
SOCRATES: And to reckon is simply to consider how much

such and such a number amounts to?
THEAETETUS: Very true.
SOCRATES: And so he appears to be searching into some-

thing which he knows, as if he did not know it, for we have
already admitted that he knows all numbers;–you have heard
these perplexing questions raised?

THEAETETUS: I have.
SOCRATES: May we not pursue the image of the doves,

and say that the chase after knowledge 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 already. And thus, when a man has learned
and known something long ago, he may resume and get hold
of the knowledge which he has long possessed, but has not at
hand in his mind.

THEAETETUS: True.
SOCRATES: That was my reason for asking how we ought

to speak when an arithmetician sets about numbering, or a
grammarian about reading? Shall we say, that although he
knows, he comes back to himself to learn what he already
knows?

THEAETETUS: It would be too absurd, Socrates.
SOCRATES: Shall we say then that he is going to read or

number what he does not know, although we have admitted
that he knows all letters and all numbers?

THEAETETUS: That, again, would be an absurdity.
SOCRATES: Then shall we say that about names we care

nothing?–any one may twist and turn the words ’knowing’



94

and ’learning’ in any way which he likes, but since we have
determined that the possession of knowledge 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 false opinion
about it; for he may have the knowledge, not of this particu-
lar thing, but of some other;–when the various numbers and
forms of knowledge are flying about in the aviary, and wish-
ing to capture a certain sort of knowledge out of the general
store, he takes the wrong one by mistake, that is to say, when
he thought eleven to be twelve, he got hold of the ring-dove
which he had in his mind, when he wanted the pigeon.

THEAETETUS: A very rational explanation.
SOCRATES: But when he catches the one which he wants,

then he is not deceived, and has an opinion of what is, and thus
false and true opinion may exist, and the difficulties which
were previously raised disappear. I dare say that you agree
with me, do you not?

THEAETETUS: Yes.
SOCRATES: And so we are rid of the difficulty of a man’s

not knowing what he knows, for we are not driven to the infer-
ence that he does not possess what he possesses, whether he
be or be not deceived. And yet I fear that a greater difficulty
is looking in at the window.

THEAETETUS: What is it?
SOCRATES: How can the exchange of one knowledge for

another ever become false opinion?
THEAETETUS: What do you mean?
SOCRATES: In the first place, how can a man who has the

knowledge of anything be ignorant of that which he knows,
not by reason of ignorance, but by reason of his own knowl-
edge? And, again, is it not an extreme absurdity that he
should suppose another thing to be this, and this to be another
thing;–that, having knowledge present with him in his mind,
he should still know nothing and be ignorant of all things?–
you might as well argue that ignorance may make a man know,
and blindness make him see, as that knowledge can make him
ignorant.

THEAETETUS: Perhaps, Socrates, we may have been
wrong in making only forms of knowledge our birds: whereas
there ought to have been forms of ignorance as well, flying
about together in the mind, and then he who sought to take
one of them might sometimes catch a form of knowledge, and
sometimes a form of ignorance; and thus he would have a false
opinion from ignorance, but a true one from knowledge, about
the same thing.

SOCRATES: I cannot help praising you, Theaetetus, and yet
I must beg you to reconsider your words. Let us grant what
you say–then, according to you, he who takes ignorance will
have a false opinion–am I right?

THEAETETUS: Yes.
SOCRATES: He will certainly not think that he has a false

opinion?
THEAETETUS: Of course not.
SOCRATES: He will think that his opinion is true, and he

will fancy that he knows the things about which he has been
deceived?

THEAETETUS: Certainly.

SOCRATES: Then he will think that he has captured knowl-
edge and not ignorance?

THEAETETUS: Clearly.
SOCRATES: And thus, after going a long way round, we are

once more face to face with our original difficulty. The hero of
dialectic will retort upon us:–’O my excellent friends, he will
say, laughing, if a man knows the form of ignorance and the
form of knowledge, 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 which he knows? or will you tell me that there are other
forms of knowledge which distinguish the right and wrong
birds, and which the owner keeps in some other aviaries or
graven on waxen blocks according to your foolish images, and
which he may be said to know while he possesses them, even
though he have them not at hand in his mind? And thus, in a
perpetual circle, you will be compelled to go round and round,
and you will make no progress.’ What are we to say in reply,
Theaetetus?

THEAETETUS: Indeed, Socrates, I do not know what we
are to say.

SOCRATES: Are not his reproaches just, and does not the
argument truly show that we are wrong in seeking for false
opinion until we know what knowledge is; that must be first
ascertained; then, the nature of false opinion?

THEAETETUS: I cannot but agree with you, Socrates, so far
as we have yet gone.

SOCRATES: Then, once more, what shall we say that
knowledge is?–for we are not going to lose heart as yet.

THEAETETUS: Certainly, I shall not lose heart, if you do
not.

SOCRATES: What definition will be most consistent with
our former views?

THEAETETUS: I cannot think of any but our old one,
Socrates.

SOCRATES: What was it?
THEAETETUS: Knowledge was said by us to be true opin-

ion; and true opinion is surely unerring, and the results which
follow from it are all noble and good.

SOCRATES: He who led the way into the river, Theaete-
tus, said ’The experiment will show;’ and perhaps if we go
forward in the search, we may stumble upon the thing which
we are looking for; but if we stay where we are, nothing will
come to light.

THEAETETUS: Very true; let us go forward and try.
SOCRATES: The trail soon comes to an end, for a whole

profession is against us.
THEAETETUS: How is that, and what profession do you

mean?
SOCRATES: The profession of the great wise ones who are

called orators and lawyers; for these persuade men by their
art and make them think whatever they like, but they do not
teach them. Do you imagine that there are any teachers in the
world so clever as to be able to convince others of the truth
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about acts of robbery or violence, of which they were not eye-
witnesses, while a little water is flowing in the clepsydra?

THEAETETUS: Certainly not, they can only persuade them.
SOCRATES: And would you not say that persuading them

is making them have an opinion?
THEAETETUS: To be sure.
SOCRATES: When, therefore, judges are justly persuaded

about matters which you can know only by seeing them, and
not in any other way, and when thus judging of them from re-
port they attain a true opinion about them, they judge without
knowledge, and yet are rightly persuaded, if they have judged
well.

THEAETETUS: Certainly.
SOCRATES: And yet, O my friend, if true opinion in law

courts and knowledge are the same, the perfect judge could
not have judged rightly without knowledge; and therefore I
must infer that they are not the same.

THEAETETUS: That is a distinction, Socrates, which I have
heard made by some one else, but I had forgotten it. He said
that true opinion, combined with reason, was knowledge, but
that the opinion which had no reason was out of the sphere
of knowledge; and that things of which there is no rational
account are not knowable–such was the singular expression
which he used–and that things which have a reason or expla-
nation are knowable.

SOCRATES: Excellent; but then, how did he distinguish be-
tween things which are and are not ’knowable’? I wish that
you would repeat to me what he said, and then I shall know
whether you and I have heard the same tale.

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

SOCRATES: Let me give you, then, a dream in return for a
dream:–Methought that I too had a dream, and I heard in my
dream that the primeval letters or elements out of which you
and I and all other things are compounded, 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 ex-
istence, in the other non-existence is already implied, neither
of which must be added, if you mean 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 ev-
erywhere and are applied to all things, but are distinct from
them; whereas, if the first elements could be described, and
had a definition of their own, they would be spoken of apart
from all else. But none of these primeval elements can be de-
fined; they can only be named, for they have nothing but a
name, and the things which are compounded of them, as they
are complex, are expressed by a combination of names, for
the combination of names is the essence of a definition. Thus,
then, the elements or letters are only objects of perception, and
cannot be defined or known; but the syllables or combinations
of them are known and expressed, and are apprehended by
true opinion. When, therefore, any one forms the true opinion
of anything without rational explanation, you may say that his
mind is truly exercised, but has no knowledge; for he who can-
not give and receive a reason for a thing, has no knowledge of
that thing; but when he adds rational explanation, then, he is
perfected in knowledge and may be all that I have been deny-

ing of him. Was that the form in which the dream appeared to
you?

THEAETETUS: Precisely.
SOCRATES: And you allow and maintain that true opinion,

combined with definition or rational explanation, is knowl-
edge?

THEAETETUS: Exactly.
SOCRATES: Then may we assume, Theaetetus, that to-day,

and in this casual manner, we have found a truth which in
former times many wise men have grown old and have not
found?

THEAETETUS: At any rate, Socrates, I am satisfied with the
present statement.

SOCRATES: Which is probably correct–for how can there
be knowledge apart from definition and true opinion? And yet
there is one point in what has been said which does not quite
satisfy me.

THEAETETUS: What was it?
SOCRATES: What might seem to be the most ingenious no-

tion of all:–That the elements or letters are unknown, but the
combination or syllables known.

THEAETETUS: And was that wrong?
SOCRATES: We shall soon know; for we have as hostages

the instances which the author of the argument himself used.
THEAETETUS: What hostages?
SOCRATES: The letters, which are the clements; and the

syllables, which are the combinations;–he reasoned, did he
not, from the letters of the alphabet?

THEAETETUS: Yes; he did.
SOCRATES: Let us take them and put them to the test, or

rather, test ourselves:–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?

THEAETETUS: I think so.
SOCRATES: I think so too; for, suppose that some one asks

you to spell the first syllable of my name:–Theaetetus, he says,
what is SO?

THEAETETUS: I should reply S and O.
SOCRATES: That is the definition which you would give of

the syllable?
THEAETETUS: I should.
SOCRATES: I wish that you would give me a similar defini-

tion of the S.
THEAETETUS: But how can any one, Socrates, tell the ele-

ments of an element? I can only reply, that S is a consonant, a
mere noise, as of the tongue hissing; B, and most other letters,
again, are neither vowel-sounds nor noises. Thus letters may
be most truly said to be undefined; for even the most distinct
of them, which are the seven vowels, have a sound only, but
no definition at all.

SOCRATES: Then, I suppose, my friend, that we have been
so far right in our idea about knowledge?

THEAETETUS: Yes; I think that we have.
SOCRATES: Well, but have we been right in maintaining

that the syllables can be known, but not the letters?
THEAETETUS: I think so.
SOCRATES: And do we mean by a syllable two letters, or

if there are more, all of them, or a single idea which arises out



96

of the combination of them?
THEAETETUS: I should say that we mean all the letters.
SOCRATES: Take the case of the two letters S and O, which

form the first syllable of my own name; must not he who
knows the syllable, know both of them?

THEAETETUS: Certainly.
SOCRATES: He knows, that is, the S and O?
THEAETETUS: Yes.
SOCRATES: But can he be ignorant of either singly and yet

know both together?
THEAETETUS: Such a supposition, Socrates, is monstrous

and unmeaning.
SOCRATES: But if he cannot know both without knowing

each, then if he is ever to know the syllable, he must know the
letters first; and thus the fine theory has again taken wings and
departed.

THEAETETUS: Yes, with wonderful celerity.
SOCRATES: Yes, we did not keep watch properly. Perhaps

we ought to have maintained that a syllable is not the letters,
but rather one single idea framed out of them, having a sepa-
rate form distinct from them.

THEAETETUS: Very true; and a more likely notion than the
other.

SOCRATES: Take care; let us not be cowards and betray a
great and imposing theory.

THEAETETUS: No, indeed.
SOCRATES: Let us assume then, as we now say, that the syl-

lable is a simple form arising out of the several combinations
of harmonious elements–of letters or of any other elements.

THEAETETUS: Very good.
SOCRATES: And it must have no parts.
THEAETETUS: Why?
SOCRATES: Because that which has parts must be a whole

of all the parts. Or would you say that a whole, although
formed out of the parts, is a single notion different from all
the parts?

THEAETETUS: I should.
SOCRATES: And would you say that all and the whole are

the same, or different?
THEAETETUS: I am not certain; but, as you like me to an-

swer at once, I shall hazard the reply, that they are different.
SOCRATES: I approve of your readiness, Theaetetus, but

I must take time to think whether I equally approve of your
answer.

THEAETETUS: Yes; the answer is the point.
SOCRATES: According to this new view, the whole is sup-

posed to differ from all?
THEAETETUS: Yes.
SOCRATES: Well, but is there any difference between all

(in the plural) and the all (in the singular)? Take the case
of number:–When 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 speaking of the same or of
different numbers?

THEAETETUS: Of the same.
SOCRATES: That is of six?
THEAETETUS: Yes.

SOCRATES: And in each form of expression we spoke of
all the six?

THEAETETUS: True.
SOCRATES: Again, in speaking of all (in the plural) is there

not one thing which we express?
THEAETETUS: Of course there is.
SOCRATES: And that is six?
THEAETETUS: Yes.
SOCRATES: Then in predicating the word ’all’ of things

measured by number, we predicate at the same time a singular
and a plural?

THEAETETUS: Clearly we do.
SOCRATES: Again, the number of the acre and the acre are

the same; are they not?
THEAETETUS: Yes.
SOCRATES: And the number of the stadium in like manner

is the stadium?
THEAETETUS: Yes.
SOCRATES: And the army is the number of the army; and

in all similar cases, the entire number of anything is the entire
thing?

THEAETETUS: True.
SOCRATES: And the number of each is the parts of each?
THEAETETUS: Exactly.
SOCRATES: Then as many things as have parts are made up

of parts?
THEAETETUS: Clearly.
SOCRATES: But all the parts are admitted to be the all, if

the entire number is the all?
THEAETETUS: True.
SOCRATES: Then the whole is not made up of parts, for it

would be the all, if consisting of all the parts?
THEAETETUS: That is the inference.
SOCRATES: But is a part a part of anything but the whole?
THEAETETUS: Yes, of the all.
SOCRATES: You make a valiant defence, Theaetetus. And

yet is not the all that of which nothing is wanting?
THEAETETUS: Certainly.
SOCRATES: And is not a whole likewise that from which

nothing is absent? but that from which anything is absent is
neither a whole nor all;–if wanting in anything, both equally
lose their entirety of nature.

THEAETETUS: I now think that there is no difference be-
tween a whole and all.

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

THEAETETUS: Certainly.
SOCRATES: Then, as I was saying before, must not the al-

ternative 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 same with the letters, and will therefore be equally
known with them?

THEAETETUS: You are right.
SOCRATES: And, in order to avoid this, we suppose it to be

different from them?
THEAETETUS: Yes.
SOCRATES: But if letters are not parts of syllables, can you

tell me of any other parts of syllables, which are not letters?
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THEAETETUS: No, indeed, Socrates; for if I admit the ex-
istence of parts in a syllable, it would be ridiculous in me to
give up letters and seek for other parts.

SOCRATES: Quite true, Theaetetus, and therefore, accord-
ing to our present view, a syllable must surely be some indi-
visible form?

THEAETETUS: True.
SOCRATES: But do you remember, my friend, that only a

little while ago we admitted and approved the statement, that
of the first elements out of which all other things are com-
pounded there could be no definition, because each of them
when taken by itself is uncompounded; nor can one rightly
attribute to them the words ’being’ or ’this,’ because they are
alien and inappropriate words, and for this reason the letters
or elements were indefinable and unknown?

THEAETETUS: I remember.
SOCRATES: And is not this also the reason why they are

simple and indivisible? I can see no other.
THEAETETUS: No other reason can be given.
SOCRATES: Then is not the syllable in the same case as the

elements or letters, if it has no parts and is one form?
THEAETETUS: To be sure.
SOCRATES: If, then, a syllable is a whole, and has many

parts or letters, the letters as well as the syllable must be intel-
ligible and expressible, since all the parts are acknowledged
to be the same as the whole?

THEAETETUS: True.
SOCRATES: But if it be one and indivisible, then the sylla-

bles and the letters are alike undefined and unknown, and for
the same reason?

THEAETETUS: I cannot deny that.
SOCRATES: We cannot, therefore, agree in the opinion of

him who says that the syllable can be known and expressed,
but not the letters.

THEAETETUS: Certainly not; if we may trust the argument.
SOCRATES: Well, but will you not be equally inclined to

disagree with him, when you remember your own experience
in learning to read?

THEAETETUS: What experience?
SOCRATES: Why, that in learning you were kept trying to

distinguish the separate letters both by the eye and by the ear,
in order that, when you heard them spoken or saw them writ-
ten, you might not be confused by their position.

THEAETETUS: Very true.
SOCRATES: And is the education of the harp-player com-

plete unless he can tell what string answers to a particular
note; the notes, as every one would allow, are the elements
or letters of music?

THEAETETUS: Exactly.
SOCRATES: Then, if we argue from the letters and syllables

which we know to other simples and compounds, we shall say
that the letters or simple elements as a class are much more
certainly known than the syllables, and much more indispens-
able to a perfect knowledge of any subject; and if some one
says that the syllable is known and the letter unknown, we
shall consider that either intentionally or unintentionally he is
talking nonsense?

THEAETETUS: Exactly.

SOCRATES: And there might be given other proofs of this
belief, if I am not mistaken. But do not let us in looking for
them lose sight of the question before us, which is the meaning
of the statement, that right opinion with rational definition or
explanation is the most perfect form of knowledge.

THEAETETUS: We must not.
SOCRATES: Well, and what is the meaning of the term ’ex-

planation’? I think that we have a choice of three meanings.
THEAETETUS: What are they?
SOCRATES: In the first place, the meaning may be, mani-

festing one’s thought by the voice with verbs and nouns, imag-
ing an opinion in the stream which flows from the lips, as in
a mirror or water. Does not explanation appear to be of this
nature?

THEAETETUS: Certainly; he who so manifests his thought,
is said to explain himself.

SOCRATES: 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 explanation; nor will right opinion be any-
where found to exist apart from knowledge.

THEAETETUS: True.
SOCRATES: Let us not, therefore, hastily charge him who

gave this account of knowledge with uttering an unmeaning
word; for perhaps he only intended to say, that when a person
was asked what was the nature of anything, he should be able
to answer his questioner by giving the elements of the thing.

THEAETETUS: As for example, Socrates...?
SOCRATES: As, for example, when Hesiod says that a wag-

gon is made up of a hundred planks. Now, neither you nor I
could describe all of them individually; but if any one asked
what is a waggon, we should be content to answer, that a wag-
gon consists of wheels, axle, body, rims, yoke.

THEAETETUS: Certainly.
SOCRATES: And our opponent will probably laugh at us,

just as he would if we professed to be grammarians and to
give a grammatical account of the name of Theaetetus, and
yet could only tell the syllables and not the letters of your
name–that would be true opinion, and not knowledge; for
knowledge, as has been already remarked, is not attained un-
til, combined with true opinion, there is an enumeration of the
elements out of which anything is composed.

THEAETETUS: Yes.
SOCRATES: In the same general way, we might also have

true opinion about a waggon; but he who can describe its
essence by an enumeration of the hundred planks, adds ra-
tional explanation to true opinion, and instead of opinion has
art and knowledge of the nature of a waggon, in that he attains
to the whole through the elements.

THEAETETUS: And do you not agree in that view,
Socrates?

SOCRATES: If you do, my friend; but I want to know first,
whether you admit the resolution of all things into their ele-
ments to be a rational explanation of them, and the considera-
tion of them in syllables or larger combinations of them to be
irrational–is this your view?

THEAETETUS: Precisely.
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SOCRATES: Well, and do you conceive that a man has
knowledge of any element who at one time affirms and at an-
other time denies that element of something, or thinks that
the same thing is composed of different elements at different
times?

THEAETETUS: Assuredly not.
SOCRATES: And do you not remember that in your case

and in that of others this often occurred in the process of learn-
ing to read?

THEAETETUS: You mean that I mistook the letters and mis-
spelt the syllables?

SOCRATES: Yes.
THEAETETUS: To be sure; I perfectly remember, and I am

very far from supposing that they who are in this condition
have knowledge.

SOCRATES: When a person at the time of learning writes
the name of Theaetetus, and thinks that he ought to write and
does write Th and e; but, again, meaning to write the name of
Theododorus, thinks that he ought to write and does write T
and e–can we suppose that he knows the first syllables of your
two names?

THEAETETUS: We have already admitted that such a one
has not yet attained knowledge.

SOCRATES: And in like manner be may enumerate without
knowing them the second and third and fourth syllables of
your name?

THEAETETUS: He may.
SOCRATES: And in that case, when he knows the order

of the letters and can write them out correctly, he has right
opinion?

THEAETETUS: Clearly.
SOCRATES: But although we admit that he has right opin-

ion, he will still be without knowledge?
THEAETETUS: Yes.
SOCRATES: And yet he will have explanation, as well as

right opinion, for he knew the order of the letters when he
wrote; and this we admit to be explanation.

THEAETETUS: True.
SOCRATES: Then, my friend, there is such a thing as right

opinion united with definition or explanation, which does not
as yet attain to the exactness of knowledge.

THEAETETUS: It would seem so.
SOCRATES: And what we fancied to be a perfect definition

of knowledge is a dream only. But perhaps we had better not
say so as yet, for were there not three explanations of knowl-
edge, one of which must, as we said, be adopted by him who
maintains knowledge to be true opinion combined with ratio-
nal explanation? And very likely there may be found some
one who will not prefer this but the third.

THEAETETUS: You are quite right; there is still one re-
maining. The first was the image or expression of the mind in
speech; the second, which has just been mentioned, is a way
of reaching the whole by an enumeration of the elements. But
what is the third definition?

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

THEAETETUS: Can you give me any example of such a
definition?

SOCRATES: As, for example, in the case of the sun, I think
that you would be contented with the statement that the sun is
the brightest of the heavenly bodies which revolve about the
earth.

THEAETETUS: Certainly.
SOCRATES: Understand why:–the reason is, as I was just

now saying, that if you get at the difference and distinguishing
characteristic of each thing, then, as many persons affirm, you
will get at the definition or explanation of it; but while you lay
hold only of the common and not of the characteristic notion,
you will only have the definition of those things to which this
common quality belongs.

THEAETETUS: I understand you, and your account of defi-
nition is in my judgment correct.

SOCRATES: But he, who having right opinion about any-
thing, can find out the difference which distinguishes it from
other things will know that of which before he had only an
opinion.

THEAETETUS: Yes; that is what we are maintaining.
SOCRATES: Nevertheless, Theaetetus, on a nearer view, I

find myself quite disappointed; the picture, which at a distance
was not so bad, has now become altogether unintelligible.

THEAETETUS: What do you mean?
SOCRATES: I will endeavour to explain: I will suppose my-

self to have true opinion of you, and if to this I add your defi-
nition, then I have knowledge, but if not, opinion only.

THEAETETUS: Yes.
SOCRATES: The definition was assumed to be the interpre-

tation of your difference.
THEAETETUS: True.
SOCRATES: But when I had only opinion, I had no concep-

tion of your distinguishing characteristics.
THEAETETUS: I suppose not.
SOCRATES: Then I must have conceived of some general

or common nature which no more belonged to you than to
another.

THEAETETUS: True.
SOCRATES: Tell me, now–How in that case could I have

formed a judgment of you any more than of any one else?
Suppose that I imagine Theaetetus to be a man who has
nose, eyes, and mouth, and every other member complete;
how would that enable me to distinguish Theaetetus from
Theodorus, or from some outer barbarian?

THEAETETUS: How could it?
SOCRATES: Or if I had further conceived of you, not only

as having nose and eyes, but as having a snub nose and promi-
nent eyes, should I have any more notion of you than of myself
and others who resemble me?

THEAETETUS: Certainly not.
SOCRATES: Surely I can have no conception of Theaetetus

until your snub- nosedness has left an impression on my mind
different from the snub- nosedness of all others whom I have
ever seen, and until your other peculiarities have a like dis-
tinctness; and so when I meet you to-morrow the right opinion
will be re-called?

THEAETETUS: Most true.
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SOCRATES: Then right opinion implies the perception of
differences?

THEAETETUS: Clearly.
SOCRATES: What, then, shall we say of adding reason or

explanation to right opinion? If the meaning is, that we should
form an opinion of the way in which something differs from
another thing, the proposal is ridiculous.

THEAETETUS: How so?
SOCRATES: We are supposed to acquire a right opinion

of the differences which distinguish one thing from another
when we have already a right opinion of them, and so we go
round and round:–the revolution of the scytal, or pestle, or any
other rotatory machine, in the same circles, is as nothing com-
pared with such a requirement; and we may be truly described
as the blind directing the blind; for to add those things which
we already have, in order that we may learn what we already
think, is like a soul utterly benighted.

THEAETETUS: Tell me; what were you going to say just
now, when you asked the question?

SOCRATES: If, my boy, the argument, in speaking of
adding the definition, had used the word to ’know,’ and not
merely ’have an opinion’ of the difference, this which is the
most promising of all the definitions of knowledge would have
come to a pretty end, for to know is surely to acquire knowl-
edge.

THEAETETUS: True.
SOCRATES: And so, when the question is asked, What is

knowledge? this fair argument will answer ’Right opinion
with knowledge,’–knowledge, that is, of difference, for this,
as the said argument maintains, is adding the definition.

THEAETETUS: That seems to be true.
SOCRATES: But how utterly foolish, when we are asking

what is knowledge, that the reply should only be, right opin-
ion with knowledge of difference or of anything! And so,
Theaetetus, knowledge is neither sensation nor true opinion,
nor yet definition and explanation accompanying and added to
true opinion?

THEAETETUS: I suppose not.
SOCRATES: And are you still in labour and travail, my dear

friend, or have you brought all that you have to say about
knowledge to the birth?

THEAETETUS: I am sure, Socrates, that you have elicited
from me a good deal more than ever was in me.

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

THEAETETUS: Very true.
SOCRATES: But if, Theaetetus, you should ever conceive

afresh, you will be all the better for the present investigation,
and if not, you will be soberer and humbler and gentler to
other men, and will be too modest to fancy that you know
what you do not know. These are the limits of my art; I can
no further go, nor do I know aught of the things which great
and famous men know or have known in this or former ages.
The office of a midwife I, like my mother, have received from
God; she delivered women, I deliver men; but they must be
young and noble and fair.

And now I have to go to the porch of the King Archon,
where I am to meet Meletus and his indictment. To-morrow
morning, Theodorus, I shall hope to see you again at this
place.

2.3. Sophist

PERSONS OF THE DIALOGUE: Theodorus, Theaetetus,
Socrates. An Eleatic Stranger, whom Theodorus and Theaete-
tus bring with them. The younger Socrates, who is a silent
auditor.

THEODORUS: Here we are, Socrates, true to our agreement
of yesterday; and we bring with us a stranger from Elea, who
is a disciple of Parmenides and Zeno, and a true philosopher.

SOCRATES: Is he not rather a god, Theodorus, who comes
to us in the disguise of a stranger? For Homer says that all
the gods, and especially the god of strangers, are companions
of the meek and just, and visit the good and evil among men.
And may not your companion be one of those higher powers, a
cross-examining deity, who has come to spy out our weakness
in argument, and to cross-examine us?

THEODORUS: Nay, Socrates, he is not one of the disputa-
tious sort–he is too good for that. And, in my opinion, he is
not a god at all; but divine he certainly is, for this is a title
which I should give to all philosophers.

SOCRATES: Capital, my friend! and I may add that they
are almost as hard to be discerned as the gods. For the true
philosophers, and such as are not merely made up for the oc-
casion, appear in various forms unrecognized by the ignorance
of men, and they ’hover about cities,’ as Homer declares, look-
ing from above upon human life; and some think nothing of
them, and others can never think enough; and sometimes they
appear as statesmen, and sometimes as sophists; and then,
again, to many they seem to be no better than madmen. I
should like to ask our Eleatic friend, if he would tell us, what
is thought about them in Italy, and to whom the terms are ap-
plied.

THEODORUS: What terms?
SOCRATES: Sophist, statesman, philosopher.
THEODORUS: What is your difficulty about them, and what

made you ask?
SOCRATES: I want to know whether by his countrymen

they are regarded as one or two; or do they, as the names
are three, distinguish also three kinds, and assign one to each
name?

THEODORUS: I dare say that the Stranger will not object to
discuss the question. What do you say, Stranger?

STRANGER: I am far from objecting, Theodorus, nor have I
any difficulty in replying that by us they are regarded as three.
But to define precisely the nature of each of them is by no
means a slight or easy task.

THEODORUS: You have happened to light, Socrates, almost
on the very question which we were asking our friend before
we came hither, and he excused himself to us, as he does now
to you; although he admitted that the matter had been fully
discussed, and that he remembered the answer.
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SOCRATES: Then do not, Stranger, deny us the first favour
which we ask of you: I am sure that you will not, and therefore
I shall only beg of you to say whether you like and are accus-
tomed to make a long oration on a subject which you want
to explain to another, or to proceed by the method of ques-
tion and answer. I remember hearing a very noble discussion
in which Parmenides employed the latter of the two methods,
when I was a young man, and he was far advanced in years.
(Compare Parm.)

STRANGER: I prefer to talk with another when he responds
pleasantly, and is light in hand; if not, I would rather have my
own say.

SOCRATES: Any one of the present company will respond
kindly to you, and you can choose whom you like of them;
I should recommend you to take a young person–Theaetetus,
for example–unless you have a preference for some one else.

STRANGER: I feel ashamed, Socrates, being a new-comer
into your society, instead of talking a little and hearing oth-
ers talk, to be spinning out a long soliloquy or address, as if
I wanted to show off. For the true answer will certainly be a
very long one, a great deal longer than might be expected from
such a short and simple question. At the same time, I fear that
I may seem rude and ungracious if I refuse your courteous re-
quest, especially after what you have said. For I certainly can-
not object to your proposal, that Theaetetus should respond,
having already conversed with him myself, and being recom-
mended by you to take him.

THEAETETUS: But are you sure, Stranger, that this will
be quite so acceptable to the rest of the company as Socrates
imagines?

STRANGER: You hear them applauding, Theaetetus; after
that, there is nothing more to be said. Well then, I am to argue
with you, and if you tire of the argument, you may complain
of your friends and not of me.

THEAETETUS: I do not think that I shall tire, and if I do,
I shall get my friend here, young Socrates, the namesake of
the elder Socrates, to help; he is about my own age, and my
partner at the gymnasium, and is constantly accustomed to
work with me.

STRANGER: Very good; you can decide about that for your-
self as we proceed. Meanwhile you and I will begin together
and enquire into the nature of the Sophist, first of the three: I
should like you to make out what he is and bring him to light
in a discussion; for at present we are only agreed about the
name, but of the thing to which we both apply the name pos-
sibly you have one notion and I another; whereas we ought
always to come to an understanding about the thing itself in
terms of a definition, and not merely about the name minus
the definition. Now the tribe of Sophists which we are investi-
gating is not easily caught or defined; and the world has long
ago agreed, that if great subjects are to be adequately treated,
they must be studied in the lesser and easier instances of them
before we proceed to the greatest of all. And as I know that
the tribe of Sophists is troublesome and hard to be caught,
I should recommend that we practise beforehand the method
which is to be applied to him on some simple and smaller
thing, unless you can suggest a better way.

THEAETETUS: Indeed I cannot.

STRANGER: Then suppose that we work out some lesser
example which will be a pattern of the greater?

THEAETETUS: Good.
STRANGER: What is there which is well known and not

great, and is yet as susceptible of definition as any larger
thing? Shall I say an angler? He is familiar to all of us, and
not a very interesting or important person.

THEAETETUS: He is not.
STRANGER: Yet I suspect that he will furnish us with the

sort of definition and line of enquiry which we want.
THEAETETUS: Very good.
STRANGER: Let us begin by asking whether he is a man

having art or not having art, but some other power.
THEAETETUS: He is clearly a man of art.
STRANGER: And of arts there are two kinds?
THEAETETUS: What are they?
STRANGER: There is agriculture, and the tending of mor-

tal creatures, and the art of constructing or moulding vessels,
and there is the art of imitation–all these may be appropriately
called by a single name.

THEAETETUS: What do you mean? And what is the name?
STRANGER: He who brings into existence something that

did not exist before is said to be a producer, and that which is
brought into existence is said to be produced.

THEAETETUS: True.
STRANGER: And all the arts which were just now men-

tioned are characterized by this power of producing?
THEAETETUS: They are.
STRANGER: Then let us sum them up under the name of

productive or creative art.
THEAETETUS: Very good.
STRANGER: Next follows the whole class of learning and

cognition; then comes trade, fighting, hunting. And since
none of these produces anything, but is only engaged in con-
quering by word or deed, or in preventing others from con-
quering, things which exist and have been already produced–
in each and all of these branches there appears to be an art
which may be called acquisitive.

THEAETETUS: Yes, that is the proper name.
STRANGER: Seeing, then, that all arts are either acquisitive

or creative, in which class shall we place the art of the angler?
THEAETETUS: Clearly in the acquisitive class.
STRANGER: And the acquisitive may be subdivided into

two parts: there is exchange, which is voluntary and is ef-
fected by gifts, hire, purchase; and the other part of acquis-
itive, which takes by force of word or deed, may be termed
conquest?

THEAETETUS: That is implied in what has been said.
STRANGER: And may not conquest be again subdivided?
THEAETETUS: How?
STRANGER: Open force may be called fighting, and secret

force may have the general name of hunting?
THEAETETUS: Yes.
STRANGER: And there is no reason why the art of hunting

should not be further divided.
THEAETETUS: How would you make the division?
STRANGER: Into the hunting of living and of lifeless prey.
THEAETETUS: Yes, if both kinds exist.
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STRANGER: Of course they exist; but the hunting after life-
less things having no special name, except some sorts of div-
ing, and other small matters, may be omitted; the hunting after
living things may be called animal hunting.

THEAETETUS: Yes.
STRANGER: And animal hunting may be truly said to have

two divisions, land-animal hunting, which has many kinds and
names, and water-animal hunting, or the hunting after animals
who swim?

THEAETETUS: True.
STRANGER: And of swimming animals, one class lives on

the wing and the other in the water?
THEAETETUS: Certainly.
STRANGER: Fowling is the general term under which the

hunting of all birds is included.
THEAETETUS: True.
STRANGER: The hunting of animals who live in the water

has the general name of fishing.
THEAETETUS: Yes.
STRANGER: And this sort of hunting may be further di-

vided also into two principal kinds?
THEAETETUS: What are they?
STRANGER: There is one kind which takes them in nets,

another which takes them by a blow.
THEAETETUS: What do you mean, and how do you distin-

guish them?
STRANGER: As to the first kind–all that surrounds and en-

closes anything to prevent egress, may be rightly called an
enclosure.

THEAETETUS: Very true.
STRANGER: For which reason twig baskets, casting-nets,

nooses, creels, and the like may all be termed ’enclosures’?
THEAETETUS: True.
STRANGER: And therefore this first kind of capture may

be called by us capture with enclosures, or something of that
sort?

THEAETETUS: Yes.
STRANGER: The other kind, which is practised by a blow

with hooks and three-pronged spears, when summed up under
one name, may be called striking, unless you, Theaetetus, can
find some better name?

THEAETETUS: Never mind the name–what you suggest
will do very well.

STRANGER: There is one mode of striking, which is done
at night, and by the light of a fire, and is by the hunters them-
selves called firing, or spearing by firelight.

THEAETETUS: True.
STRANGER: And the fishing by day is called by the general

name of barbing, because the spears, too, are barbed at the
point.

THEAETETUS: Yes, that is the term.
STRANGER: Of this barb-fishing, that which strikes the fish

who is below from above is called spearing, because this is the
way in which the three- pronged spears are mostly used.

THEAETETUS: Yes, it is often called so.
STRANGER: Then now there is only one kind remaining.
THEAETETUS: What is that?

STRANGER: When a hook is used, and the fish is not struck
in any chance part of his body, as he is with the spear, but only
about the head and mouth, and is then drawn out from below
upwards with reeds and rods:–What is the right name of that
mode of fishing, Theaetetus?

THEAETETUS: I suspect that we have now discovered the
object of our search.

STRANGER: Then now you and I have come to an un-
derstanding not only about the name of the angler’s art, but
about the definition of the thing itself. One half of all art was
acquisitive–half of the acquisitive art was conquest or taking
by force, half of this was hunting, and half of hunting was
hunting animals, half of this was hunting water animals–of
this again, the under half was fishing, half of fishing was strik-
ing; a part of striking was fishing with a barb, and one half of
this again, being the kind which strikes with a hook and draws
the fish from below upwards, is the art which we have been
seeking, and which from the nature of the operation is denoted
angling or drawing up (aspalieutike, anaspasthai).

THEAETETUS: The result has been quite satisfactorily
brought out.

STRANGER: And now, following this pattern, let us en-
deavour to find out what a Sophist is.

THEAETETUS: By all means.
STRANGER: The first question about the angler was,

whether he was a skilled artist or unskilled?
THEAETETUS: True.
STRANGER: And shall we call our new friend unskilled, or

a thorough master of his craft?
THEAETETUS: Certainly not unskilled, for his name, as,

indeed, you imply, must surely express his nature.
STRANGER: Then he must be supposed to have some art.
THEAETETUS: What art?
STRANGER: By heaven, they are cousins! it never occurred

to us.
THEAETETUS: Who are cousins?
STRANGER: The angler and the Sophist.
THEAETETUS: In what way are they related?
STRANGER: They both appear to me to be hunters.
THEAETETUS: How the Sophist? Of the other we have

spoken.
STRANGER: You remember our division of hunting, into

hunting after swimming animals and land animals?
THEAETETUS: Yes.
STRANGER: And you remember that we subdivided the

swimming and left the land animals, saying that there were
many kinds of them?

THEAETETUS: Certainly.
STRANGER: Thus far, then, the Sophist and the angler,

starting from the art of acquiring, take the same road?
THEAETETUS: So it would appear.
STRANGER: Their paths diverge when they reach the art

of animal hunting; the one going to the sea-shore, and to the
rivers and to the lakes, and angling for the animals which are
in them.

THEAETETUS: Very true.
STRANGER: While the other goes to land and water of an-

other sort–rivers of wealth and broad meadow-lands of gener-
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ous youth; and he also is intending to take the animals which
are in them.

THEAETETUS: What do you mean?
STRANGER: Of hunting on land there are two principal di-

visions.
THEAETETUS: What are they?
STRANGER: One is the hunting of tame, and the other of

wild animals.
THEAETETUS: But are tame animals ever hunted?
STRANGER: Yes, if you include man under tame animals.

But if you like you may say that there are no tame animals,
or that, if there are, man is not among them; or you may say
that man is a tame animal but is not hunted–you shall decide
which of these alternatives you prefer.

THEAETETUS: I should say, Stranger, that man is a tame
animal, and I admit that he is hunted.

STRANGER: Then let us divide the hunting of tame animals
into two parts.

THEAETETUS: How shall we make the division?
STRANGER: Let us define piracy, man-stealing, tyranny,

the whole military art, by one name, as hunting with violence.
THEAETETUS: Very good.
STRANGER: But the art of the lawyer, of the popular orator,

and the art of conversation may be called in one word the art
of persuasion.

THEAETETUS: True.
STRANGER: And of persuasion, there may be said to be

two kinds?
THEAETETUS: What are they?
STRANGER: One is private, and the other public.
THEAETETUS: Yes; each of them forms a class.
STRANGER: And of private hunting, one sort receives hire,

and the other brings gifts.
THEAETETUS: I do not understand you.
STRANGER: You seem never to have observed the manner

in which lovers hunt.
THEAETETUS: To what do you refer?
STRANGER: I mean that they lavish gifts on those whom

they hunt in addition to other inducements.
THEAETETUS: Most true.
STRANGER: Let us admit this, then, to be the amatory art.
THEAETETUS: Certainly.
STRANGER: But that sort of hireling whose conversation is

pleasing and who baits his hook only with pleasure and ex-
acts nothing but his maintenance in return, we should all, if I
am not mistaken, describe as possessing flattery or an art of
making things pleasant.

THEAETETUS: Certainly.
STRANGER: And that sort, which professes to form ac-

quaintances only for the sake of virtue, and demands a reward
in the shape of money, may be fairly called by another name?

THEAETETUS: To be sure.
STRANGER: And what is the name? Will you tell me?
THEAETETUS: It is obvious enough; for I believe that we

have discovered the Sophist: which is, as I conceive, the
proper name for the class described.

STRANGER: Then now, Theaetetus, his art may be traced
as a branch of the appropriative, acquisitive family–which

hunts animals,–living–land–tame animals; which hunts man,–
privately–for hire,–taking money in exchange– having the
semblance of education; and this is termed Sophistry, and is a
hunt after young men of wealth and rank–such is the conclu-
sion.

THEAETETUS: Just so.
STRANGER: Let us take another branch of his genealogy;

for he is a professor of a great and many-sided art; and if we
look back at what has preceded we see that he presents another
aspect, besides that of which we are speaking.

THEAETETUS: In what respect?
STRANGER: There were two sorts of acquisitive art; the

one concerned with hunting, the other with exchange.
THEAETETUS: There were.
STRANGER: And of the art of exchange there are two divi-

sions, the one of giving, and the other of selling.
THEAETETUS: Let us assume that.
STRANGER: Next, we will suppose the art of selling to be

divided into two parts.
THEAETETUS: How?
STRANGER: There is one part which is distinguished as

the sale of a man’s own productions; another, which is the
exchange of the works of others.

THEAETETUS: Certainly.
STRANGER: And is not that part of exchange which takes

place in the city, being about half of the whole, termed retail-
ing?

THEAETETUS: Yes.
STRANGER: And that which exchanges the goods of one

city for those of another by selling and buying is the exchange
of the merchant?

THEAETETUS: To be sure.
STRANGER: And you are aware that this exchange of the

merchant is of two kinds: it is partly concerned with food for
the use of the body, and partly with the food of the soul which
is bartered and received in exchange for money.

THEAETETUS: What do you mean?
STRANGER: You want to know what is the meaning of food

for the soul; the other kind you surely understand.
THEAETETUS: Yes.
STRANGER: Take music in general and painting and mari-

onette playing and many other things, which are purchased in
one city, and carried away and sold in another–wares of the
soul which are hawked about either for the sake of instruction
or amusement;–may not he who takes them about and sells
them be quite as truly called a merchant as he who sells meats
and drinks?

THEAETETUS: To be sure he may.
STRANGER: And would you not call by the same name

him who buys up knowledge and goes about from city to city
exchanging his wares for money?

THEAETETUS: Certainly I should.
STRANGER: Of this merchandise of the soul, may not one

part be fairly termed the art of display? And there is another
part which is certainly not less ridiculous, but being a trade in
learning must be called by some name germane to the matter?

THEAETETUS: Certainly.
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STRANGER: The latter should have two names,–one de-
scriptive of the sale of the knowledge of virtue, and the other
of the sale of other kinds of knowledge.

THEAETETUS: Of course.
STRANGER: The name of art-seller corresponds well

enough to the latter; but you must try and tell me the name
of the other.

THEAETETUS: He must be the Sophist, whom we are seek-
ing; no other name can possibly be right.

STRANGER: No other; and so this trader in virtue again
turns out to be our friend the Sophist, whose art may now
be traced from the art of acquisition through exchange, trade,
merchandise, to a merchandise of the soul which is concerned
with speech and the knowledge of virtue.

THEAETETUS: Quite true.
STRANGER: And there may be a third reappearance of

him;–for he may have settled down in a city, and may fab-
ricate as well as buy these same wares, intending to live by
selling them, and he would still be called a Sophist?

THEAETETUS: Certainly.
STRANGER: Then that part of the acquisitive art which ex-

changes, and of exchange which either sells a man’s own pro-
ductions or retails those of others, as the case may be, and
in either way sells the knowledge of virtue, you would again
term Sophistry?

THEAETETUS: I must, if I am to keep pace with the argu-
ment.

STRANGER: Let us consider once more whether there may
not be yet another aspect of sophistry.

THEAETETUS: What is it?
STRANGER: In the acquisitive there was a subdivision of

the combative or fighting art.
THEAETETUS: There was.
STRANGER: Perhaps we had better divide it.
THEAETETUS: What shall be the divisions?
STRANGER: There shall be one division of the competitive,

and another of the pugnacious.
THEAETETUS: Very good.
STRANGER: That part of the pugnacious which is a contest

of bodily strength may be properly called by some such name
as violent.

THEAETETUS: True.
STRANGER: And when the war is one of words, it may be

termed controversy?
THEAETETUS: Yes.
STRANGER: And controversy may be of two kinds.
THEAETETUS: What are they?
STRANGER: When long speeches are answered by long

speeches, and there is public discussion about the just and un-
just, that is forensic controversy.

THEAETETUS: Yes.
STRANGER: And there is a private sort of controversy,

which is cut up into questions and answers, and this is com-
monly called disputation?

THEAETETUS: Yes, that is the name.
STRANGER: And of disputation, that sort which is only a

discussion about contracts, and is carried on at random, and
without rules of art, is recognized by the reasoning faculty to

be a distinct class, but has hitherto had no distinctive name,
and does not deserve to receive one from us.

THEAETETUS: No; for the different sorts of it are too
minute and heterogeneous.

STRANGER: But that which proceeds by rules of art to dis-
pute about justice and injustice in their own nature, and about
things in general, we have been accustomed to call argumen-
tation (Eristic)?

THEAETETUS: Certainly.
STRANGER: And of argumentation, one sort wastes money,

and the other makes money.
THEAETETUS: Very true.
STRANGER: Suppose we try and give to each of these two

classes a name.
THEAETETUS: Let us do so.
STRANGER: I should say that the habit which leads a man

to neglect his own affairs for the pleasure of conversation, of
which the style is far from being agreeable to the majority
of his hearers, may be fairly termed loquacity: such is my
opinion.

THEAETETUS: That is the common name for it.
STRANGER: But now who the other is, who makes money

out of private disputation, it is your turn to say.
THEAETETUS: There is only one true answer: he is the

wonderful Sophist, of whom we are in pursuit, and who reap-
pears again for the fourth time.

STRANGER: Yes, and with a fresh pedigree, for he is the
money-making species of the Eristic, disputatious, controver-
sial, pugnacious, combative, acquisitive family, as the argu-
ment has already proven.

THEAETETUS: Certainly.
STRANGER: How true was the observation that he was a

many-sided animal, and not to be caught with one hand, as
they say!

THEAETETUS: Then you must catch him with two.
STRANGER: Yes, we must, if we can. And therefore let

us try another track in our pursuit of him: You are aware that
there are certain menial occupations which have names among
servants?

THEAETETUS: Yes, there are many such; which of them do
you mean?

STRANGER: I mean such as sifting, straining, winnowing,
threshing.

THEAETETUS: Certainly.
STRANGER: And besides these there are a great many

more, such as carding, spinning, adjusting the warp and the
woof; and thousands of similar expressions are used in the
arts.

THEAETETUS: Of what are they to be patterns, and what
are we going to do with them all?

STRANGER: I think that in all of these there is implied a
notion of division.

THEAETETUS: Yes.
STRANGER: Then if, as I was saying, there is one art which

includes all of them, ought not that art to have one name?
THEAETETUS: And what is the name of the art?
STRANGER: The art of discerning or discriminating.
THEAETETUS: Very good.
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STRANGER: Think whether you cannot divide this.
THEAETETUS: I should have to think a long while.
STRANGER: In all the previously named processes either

like has been separated from like or the better from the worse.
THEAETETUS: I see now what you mean.
STRANGER: There is no name for the first kind of sepa-

ration; of the second, which throws away the worse and pre-
serves the better, I do know a name.

THEAETETUS: What is it?
STRANGER: Every discernment or discrimination of that

kind, as I have observed, is called a purification.
THEAETETUS: Yes, that is the usual expression.
STRANGER: And any one may see that purification is of

two kinds.
THEAETETUS: Perhaps so, if he were allowed time to

think; but I do not see at this moment.
STRANGER: There are many purifications of bodies which

may with propriety be comprehended under a single name.
THEAETETUS: What are they, and what is their name?
STRANGER: There is the purification of living bodies in

their inward and in their outward parts, of which the former is
duly effected by medicine and gymnastic, the latter by the not
very dignified art of the bath-man; and there is the purifica-
tion of inanimate substances–to this the arts of fulling and of
furbishing in general attend in a number of minute particulars,
having a variety of names which are thought ridiculous.

THEAETETUS: Very true.
STRANGER: There can be no doubt that they are thought

ridiculous, Theaetetus; but then the dialectical art never con-
siders whether the benefit to be derived from the purge is
greater or less than that to be derived from the sponge, and
has not more interest in the one than in the other; her endeav-
our is to know what is and is not kindred in all arts, with a
view to the acquisition of intelligence; and having this in view,
she honours them all alike, and when she makes comparisons,
she counts one of them not a whit more ridiculous than an-
other; nor does she esteem him who adduces as his example
of hunting, the general’s art, at all more decorous than an-
other who cites that of the vermin-destroyer, but only as the
greater pretender of the two. And as to your question con-
cerning the name which was to comprehend all these arts of
purification, whether of animate or inanimate bodies, the art
of dialectic is in no wise particular about fine words, if she
may be only allowed to have a general name for all other pu-
rifications, binding them up together and separating them off
from the purification of the soul or intellect. For this is the
purification at which she wants to arrive, and this we should
understand to be her aim.

THEAETETUS: Yes, I understand; and I agree that there are
two sorts of purification, and that one of them is concerned
with the soul, and that there is another which is concerned
with the body.

STRANGER: Excellent; and now listen to what I am going
to say, and try to divide further the first of the two.

THEAETETUS: Whatever line of division you suggest, I
will endeavour to assist you.

STRANGER: Do we admit that virtue is distinct from vice
in the soul?

THEAETETUS: Certainly.
STRANGER: And purification was to leave the good and to

cast out whatever is bad?
THEAETETUS: True.
STRANGER: Then any taking away of evil from the soul

may be properly called purification?
THEAETETUS: Yes.
STRANGER: And in the soul there are two kinds of evil.
THEAETETUS: What are they?
STRANGER: The one may be compared to disease in the

body, the other to deformity.
THEAETETUS: I do not understand.
STRANGER: Perhaps you have never reflected that disease

and discord are the same.
THEAETETUS: To this, again, I know not what I should

reply.
STRANGER: Do you not conceive discord to be a dissolu-

tion of kindred elements, originating in some disagreement?
THEAETETUS: Just that.
STRANGER: And is deformity anything but the want of

measure, which is always unsightly?
THEAETETUS: Exactly.
STRANGER: And do we not see that opinion is opposed

to desire, pleasure to anger, reason to pain, and that all these
elements are opposed to one another in the souls of bad men?

THEAETETUS: Certainly.
STRANGER: And yet they must all be akin?
THEAETETUS: Of course.
STRANGER: Then we shall be right in calling vice a discord

and disease of the soul?
THEAETETUS: Most true.
STRANGER: And when things having motion, and aiming

at an appointed mark, continually miss their aim and glance
aside, shall we say that this is the effect of symmetry among
them, or of the want of symmetry?

THEAETETUS: Clearly of the want of symmetry.
STRANGER: But surely we know that no soul is voluntarily

ignorant of anything?
THEAETETUS: Certainly not.
STRANGER: And what is ignorance but the aberration of

a mind which is bent on truth, and in which the process of
understanding is perverted?

THEAETETUS: True.
STRANGER: Then we are to regard an unintelligent soul as

deformed and devoid of symmetry?
THEAETETUS: Very true.
STRANGER: Then there are these two kinds of evil in the

soul–the one which is generally called vice, and is obviously
a disease of the soul...

THEAETETUS: Yes.
STRANGER: And there is the other, which they call igno-

rance, and which, because existing only in the soul, they will
not allow to be vice.

THEAETETUS: I certainly admit what I at first disputed–
that there are two kinds of vice in the soul, and that we ought
to consider cowardice, intemperance, and injustice to be alike
forms of disease in the soul, and ignorance, of which there are
all sorts of varieties, to be deformity.



105

STRANGER: And in the case of the body are there not two
arts which have to do with the two bodily states?

THEAETETUS: What are they?
STRANGER: There is gymnastic, which has to do with de-

formity, and medicine, which has to do with disease.
THEAETETUS: True.
STRANGER: And where there is insolence and injustice and

cowardice, is not chastisement the art which is most required?
THEAETETUS: That certainly appears to be the opinion of

mankind.
STRANGER: Again, of the various kinds of ignorance, may

not instruction be rightly said to be the remedy?
THEAETETUS: True.
STRANGER: And of the art of instruction, shall we say that

there is one or many kinds? At any rate there are two principal
ones. Think.

THEAETETUS: I will.
STRANGER: I believe that I can see how we shall soonest

arrive at the answer to this question.
THEAETETUS: How?
STRANGER: If we can discover a line which divides igno-

rance into two halves. For a division of ignorance into two
parts will certainly imply that the art of instruction is also
twofold, answering to the two divisions of ignorance.

THEAETETUS: Well, and do you see what you are looking
for?

STRANGER: I do seem to myself to see one very large and
bad sort of ignorance which is quite separate, and may be
weighed in the scale against all other sorts of ignorance put
together.

THEAETETUS: What is it?
STRANGER: When a person supposes that he knows, and

does not know; this appears to be the great source of all the
errors of the intellect.

THEAETETUS: True.
STRANGER: And this, if I am not mistaken, is the kind of

ignorance which specially earns the title of stupidity.
THEAETETUS: True.
STRANGER: What name, then, shall be given to the sort of

instruction which gets rid of this?
THEAETETUS: The instruction which you mean, Stranger,

is, I should imagine, not the teaching of handicraft arts, but
what, thanks to us, has been termed education in this part the
world.

STRANGER: Yes, Theaetetus, and by nearly all Hellenes.
But we have still to consider whether education admits of any
further division.

THEAETETUS: We have.
STRANGER: I think that there is a point at which such a

division is possible.
THEAETETUS: Where?
STRANGER: Of education, one method appears to be

rougher, and another smoother.
THEAETETUS: How are we to distinguish the two?
STRANGER: There is the time-honoured mode which our

fathers commonly practised towards their sons, and which is
still adopted by many–either of roughly reproving their errors,

or of gently advising them; which varieties may be correctly
included under the general term of admonition.

THEAETETUS: True.
STRANGER: But whereas some appear to have arrived at

the conclusion that all ignorance is involuntary, and that no
one who thinks himself wise is willing to learn any of those
things in which he is conscious of his own cleverness, and
that the admonitory sort of instruction gives much trouble and
does little good–

THEAETETUS: There they are quite right.
STRANGER: Accordingly, they set to work to eradicate the

spirit of conceit in another way.
THEAETETUS: In what way?
STRANGER: They cross-examine a man’s words, when he

thinks that he is saying something and is really saying nothing,
and easily convict him of inconsistencies in his opinions; these
they then collect by the dialectical process, and placing them
side by side, show that they contradict one another about the
same things, in relation to the same things, and in the same
respect. He, seeing this, is angry with himself, and grows
gentle towards others, and thus is entirely delivered from great
prejudices and harsh notions, in a way which is most amusing
to the hearer, and produces the most lasting good effect on
the person who is the subject of the operation. For as the
physician considers that the body will receive no benefit from
taking food until the internal obstacles have been removed,
so the purifier of the soul is conscious that his patient will
receive no benefit from the application of knowledge until he
is refuted, and from refutation learns modesty; he must be
purged of his prejudices first and made to think that he knows
only what he knows, and no more.

THEAETETUS: That is certainly the best and wisest state of
mind.

STRANGER: For all these reasons, Theaetetus, we must ad-
mit that refutation is the greatest and chiefest of purifications,
and he who has not been refuted, though he be the Great King
himself, is in an awful state of impurity; he is uninstructed
and deformed in those things in which he who would be truly
blessed ought to be fairest and purest.

THEAETETUS: Very true.
STRANGER: And who are the ministers of this art? I am

afraid to say the Sophists.
THEAETETUS: Why?
STRANGER: Lest we should assign to them too high a pre-

rogative.
THEAETETUS: Yet the Sophist has a certain likeness to our

minister of purification.
STRANGER: Yes, the same sort of likeness which a wolf,

who is the fiercest of animals, has to a dog, who is the gen-
tlest. But he who would not be found tripping, ought to be
very careful in this matter of comparisons, for they are most
slippery things. Nevertheless, let us assume that the Sophists
are the men. I say this provisionally, for I think that the line
which divides them will be marked enough if proper care is
taken.

THEAETETUS: Likely enough.
STRANGER: Let us grant, then, that from the discerning

art comes purification, and from purification let there be sepa-
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rated off a part which is concerned with the soul; of this men-
tal purification instruction is a portion, and of instruction edu-
cation, and of education, that refutation of vain conceit which
has been discovered in the present argument; and let this be
called by you and me the nobly-descended art of Sophistry.

THEAETETUS: Very well; and yet, considering the number
of forms in which he has presented himself, I begin to doubt
how I can with any truth or confidence describe the real nature
of the Sophist.

STRANGER: You naturally feel perplexed; and yet I think
that he must be still more perplexed in his attempt to escape
us, for as the proverb says, when every way is blocked, there
is no escape; now, then, is the time of all others to set upon
him.

THEAETETUS: True.
STRANGER: First let us wait a moment and recover breath,

and while we are resting, we may reckon up in how many
forms he has appeared. In the first place, he was discovered to
be a paid hunter after wealth and youth.

THEAETETUS: Yes.
STRANGER: In the second place, he was a merchant in the

goods of the soul.
THEAETETUS: Certainly.
STRANGER: In the third place, he has turned out to be a

retailer of the same sort of wares.
THEAETETUS: Yes; and in the fourth place, he himself

manufactured the learned wares which he sold.
STRANGER: Quite right; I will try and remember the fifth

myself. He belonged to the fighting class, and was further
distinguished as a hero of debate, who professed the eristic
art.

THEAETETUS: True.
STRANGER: The sixth point was doubtful, and yet we at

last agreed that he was a purger of souls, who cleared away
notions obstructive to knowledge.

THEAETETUS: Very true.
STRANGER: Do you not see that when the professor of any

art has one name and many kinds of knowledge, there must be
something wrong? The multiplicity of names which is applied
to him shows that the common principle to which all these
branches of knowledge are tending, is not understood.

THEAETETUS: I should imagine this to be the case.
STRANGER: At any rate we will understand him, and no

indolence shall prevent us. Let us begin again, then, and re-
examine some of our statements concerning the Sophist; there
was one thing which appeared to me especially characteristic
of him.

THEAETETUS: To what are you referring?
STRANGER: We were saying of him, if I am not mistaken,

that he was a disputer?
THEAETETUS: We were.
STRANGER: And does he not also teach others the art of

disputation?
THEAETETUS: Certainly he does.
STRANGER: And about what does he profess that he

teaches men to dispute? To begin at the beginning–Does he
make them able to dispute about divine things, which are in-
visible to men in general?

THEAETETUS: At any rate, he is said to do so.
STRANGER: And what do you say of the visible things in

heaven and earth, and the like?
THEAETETUS: Certainly he disputes, and teaches to dis-

pute about them.
STRANGER: Then, again, in private conversation, when any

universal assertion is made about generation and essence, we
know that such persons are tremendous argufiers, and are able
to impart their own skill to others.

THEAETETUS: Undoubtedly.
STRANGER: And do they not profess to make men able to

dispute about law and about politics in general?
THEAETETUS: Why, no one would have anything to say to

them, if they did not make these professions.
STRANGER: In all and every art, what the craftsman ought

to say in answer to any question is written down in a popular
form, and he who likes may learn.

THEAETETUS: I suppose that you are referring to the pre-
cepts of Protagoras about wrestling and the other arts?

STRANGER: Yes, my friend, and about a good many other
things. In a word, is not the art of disputation a power of
disputing about all things?

THEAETETUS: Certainly; there does not seem to be much
which is left out.

STRANGER: But oh! my dear youth, do you suppose this
possible? for perhaps your young eyes may see things which
to our duller sight do not appear.

THEAETETUS: To what are you alluding? I do not think
that I understand your present question.

STRANGER: I ask whether anybody can understand all
things.

THEAETETUS: Happy would mankind be if such a thing
were possible!

SOCRATES: But how can any one who is ignorant dispute
in a rational manner against him who knows?

THEAETETUS: He cannot.
STRANGER: Then why has the sophistical art such a mys-

terious power?
THEAETETUS: To what do you refer?
STRANGER: How do the Sophists make young men believe

in their supreme and universal wisdom? For if they neither
disputed nor were thought to dispute rightly, or being thought
to do so were deemed no wiser for their controversial skill,
then, to quote your own observation, no one would give them
money or be willing to learn their art.

THEAETETUS: They certainly would not.
STRANGER: But they are willing.
THEAETETUS: Yes, they are.
STRANGER: Yes, and the reason, as I should imagine, is

that they are supposed to have knowledge of those things
about which they dispute?

THEAETETUS: Certainly.
STRANGER: And they dispute about all things?
THEAETETUS: True.
STRANGER: And therefore, to their disciples, they appear

to be all-wise?
THEAETETUS: Certainly.
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STRANGER: But they are not; for that was shown to be
impossible.

THEAETETUS: Impossible, of course.
STRANGER: Then the Sophist has been shown to have a

sort of conjectural or apparent knowledge only of all things,
which is not the truth?

THEAETETUS: Exactly; no better description of him could
be given.

STRANGER: Let us now take an illustration, which will still
more clearly explain his nature.

THEAETETUS: What is it?
STRANGER: I will tell you, and you shall answer me, giv-

ing your very closest attention. Suppose that a person were to
profess, not that he could speak or dispute, but that he knew
how to make and do all things, by a single art.

THEAETETUS: All things?
STRANGER: I see that you do not understand the first word

that I utter, for you do not understand the meaning of ’all.’
THEAETETUS: No, I do not.
STRANGER: Under all things, I include you and me, and

also animals and trees.
THEAETETUS: What do you mean?
STRANGER: Suppose a person to say that he will make you

and me, and all creatures.
THEAETETUS: What would he mean by ’making’? He can-

not be a husbandman;– for you said that he is a maker of ani-
mals.

STRANGER: Yes; and I say that he is also the maker of the
sea, and the earth, and the heavens, and the gods, and of all
other things; and, further, that he can make them in no time,
and sell them for a few pence.

THEAETETUS: That must be a jest.
STRANGER: And when a man says that he knows all things,

and can teach them to another at a small cost, and in a short
time, is not that a jest?

THEAETETUS: Certainly.
STRANGER: And is there any more artistic or graceful form

of jest than imitation?
THEAETETUS: Certainly not; and imitation is a very com-

prehensive term, which includes under one class the most di-
verse sorts of things.

STRANGER: We know, of course, that he who professes
by one art to make all things is really a painter, and by the
painter’s art makes resemblances of real things which have
the same name with them; and he can deceive the less intel-
ligent sort of young children, to whom he shows his pictures
at a distance, into the belief that he has the absolute power of
making whatever he likes.

THEAETETUS: Certainly.
STRANGER: And may there not be supposed to be an imita-

tive art of reasoning? Is it not possible to enchant the hearts of
young men by words poured through their ears, when they are
still at a distance from the truth of facts, by exhibiting to them
fictitious arguments, and making them think that they are true,
and that the speaker is the wisest of men in all things?

THEAETETUS: Yes; why should there not be another such
art?

STRANGER: But as time goes on, and their hearers advance
in years, and come into closer contact with realities, and have
learnt by sad experience to see and feel the truth of things, are
not the greater part of them compelled to change many opin-
ions which they formerly entertained, so that the great appears
small to them, and the easy difficult, and all their dreamy spec-
ulations are overturned by the facts of life?

THEAETETUS: That is my view, as far as I can judge, al-
though, at my age, I may be one of those who see things at a
distance only.

STRANGER: And the wish of all of us, who are your
friends, is and always will be to bring you as near to the truth
as we can without the sad reality. And now I should like you
to tell me, whether the Sophist is not visibly a magician and
imitator of true being; or are we still disposed to think that he
may have a true knowledge of the various matters about which
he disputes?

THEAETETUS: But how can he, Stranger? Is there any
doubt, after what has been said, that he is to be located in
one of the divisions of children’s play?

STRANGER: Then we must place him in the class of magi-
cians and mimics.

THEAETETUS: Certainly we must.
STRANGER: And now our business is not to let the animal

out, for we have got him in a sort of dialectical net, and there
is one thing which he decidedly will not escape.

THEAETETUS: What is that?
STRANGER: The inference that he is a juggler.
THEAETETUS: Precisely my own opinion of him.
STRANGER: Then, clearly, we ought as soon as possible to

divide the image- making art, and go down into the net, and, if
the Sophist does not run away from us, to seize him according
to orders and deliver him over to reason, who is the lord of the
hunt, and proclaim the capture of him; and if he creeps into
the recesses of the imitative art, and secretes himself in one
of them, to divide again and follow him up until in some sub-
section of imitation he is caught. For our method of tackling
each and all is one which neither he nor any other creature will
ever escape in triumph.

THEAETETUS: Well said; and let us do as you propose.
STRANGER: Well, then, pursuing the same analytic method

as before, I think that I can discern two divisions of the imi-
tative art, but I am not as yet able to see in which of them the
desired form is to be found.

THEAETETUS: Will you tell me first what are the two divi-
sions of which you are speaking?

STRANGER: One is the art of likeness-making;–generally
a likeness of anything is made by producing a copy which is
executed according to the proportions of the original, similar
in length and breadth and depth, each thing receiving also its
appropriate colour.

THEAETETUS: Is not this always the aim of imitation?
STRANGER: Not always; in works either of sculpture or of

painting, which are of any magnitude, there is a certain degree
of deception; for artists were to give the true proportions of
their fair works, the upper part, which is farther off, would
appear to be out of proportion in comparison with the lower,
which is nearer; and so they give up the truth in their images
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and make only the proportions which appear to be beautiful,
disregarding the real ones.

THEAETETUS: Quite true.
STRANGER: And that which being other is also like, may

we not fairly call a likeness or image?
THEAETETUS: Yes.
STRANGER: And may we not, as I did just now, call that

part of the imitative art which is concerned with making such
images the art of likeness-making?

THEAETETUS: Let that be the name.
STRANGER: And what shall we call those resemblances of

the beautiful, which appear such owing to the unfavourable
position of the spectator, whereas if a person had the power
of getting a correct view of works of such magnitude, they
would appear not even like that to which they profess to be
like? May we not call these ’appearances,’ since they appear
only and are not really like?

THEAETETUS: Certainly.
STRANGER: There is a great deal of this kind of thing in

painting, and in all imitation.
THEAETETUS: Of course.
STRANGER: And may we not fairly call the sort of art,

which produces an appearance and not an image, phantastic
art?

THEAETETUS: Most fairly.
STRANGER: These then are the two kinds of image-

making–the art of making likenesses, and phantastic or the
art of making appearances?

THEAETETUS: True.
STRANGER: I was doubtful before in which of them I

should place the Sophist, nor am I even now able to see
clearly; verily he is a wonderful and inscrutable creature. And
now in the cleverest manner he has got into an impossible
place.

THEAETETUS: Yes, he has.
STRANGER: Do you speak advisedly, or are you carried

away at the moment by the habit of assenting into giving a
hasty answer?

THEAETETUS: May I ask to what you are referring?
STRANGER: My dear friend, we are engaged in a very dif-

ficult speculation– there can be no doubt of that; for how a
thing can appear and seem, and not be, or how a man can say
a thing which is not true, has always been and still remains a
very perplexing question. Can any one say or think that false-
hood really exists, and avoid being caught in a contradiction?
Indeed, Theaetetus, the task is a difficult one.

THEAETETUS: Why?
STRANGER: He who says that falsehood exists has the au-

dacity to assert the being of not-being; for this is implied in
the possibility of falsehood. But, my boy, in the days when
I was a boy, the great Parmenides protested against this doc-
trine, and to the end of his life he continued to inculcate the
same lesson–always repeating both in verse and out of verse:

’Keep your mind from this way of enquiry, for never will
you show that not- being is.’

Such is his testimony, which is confirmed by the very ex-
pression when sifted a little. Would you object to begin with
the consideration of the words themselves?

THEAETETUS: Never mind about me; I am only desirous
that you should carry on the argument in the best way, and that
you should take me with you.

STRANGER: Very good; and now say, do we venture to
utter the forbidden word ’not-being’?

THEAETETUS: Certainly we do.
STRANGER: Let us be serious then, and consider the ques-

tion neither in strife nor play: suppose that one of the hearers
of Parmenides was asked, ’To what is the term “not-being” to
be applied?’–do you know what sort of object he would single
out in reply, and what answer he would make to the enquirer?

THEAETETUS: That is a difficult question, and one not to
be answered at all by a person like myself.

STRANGER: There is at any rate no difficulty in seeing that
the predicate ’not-being’ is not applicable to any being.

THEAETETUS: None, certainly.
STRANGER: And if not to being, then not to something.
THEAETETUS: Of course not.
STRANGER: It is also plain, that in speaking of something

we speak of being, for to speak of an abstract something naked
and isolated from all being is impossible.

THEAETETUS: Impossible.
STRANGER: You mean by assenting to imply that he who

says something must say some one thing?
THEAETETUS: Yes.
STRANGER: Some in the singular (ti) you would say is the

sign of one, some in the dual (tine) of two, some in the plural
(tines) of many?

THEAETETUS: Exactly.
STRANGER: Then he who says ’not something’ must say

absolutely nothing.
THEAETETUS: Most assuredly.
STRANGER: And as we cannot admit that a man speaks and

says nothing, he who says ’not-being’ does not speak at all.
THEAETETUS: The difficulty of the argument can no fur-

ther go.
STRANGER: Not yet, my friend, is the time for such a word;

for there still remains of all perplexities the first and greatest,
touching the very foundation of the matter.

THEAETETUS: What do you mean? Do not be afraid to
speak.

STRANGER: To that which is, may be attributed some other
thing which is?

THEAETETUS: Certainly.
STRANGER: But can anything which is, be attributed to that

which is not?
THEAETETUS: Impossible.
STRANGER: And all number is to be reckoned among

things which are?
THEAETETUS: Yes, surely number, if anything, has a real

existence.
STRANGER: Then we must not attempt to attribute to not-

being number either in the singular or plural?
THEAETETUS: The argument implies that we should be

wrong in doing so.
STRANGER: But how can a man either express in words or

even conceive in thought things which are not or a thing which
is not without number?
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THEAETETUS: How indeed?
STRANGER: When we speak of things which are not, are

we not attributing plurality to not-being?
THEAETETUS: Certainly.
STRANGER: But, on the other hand, when we say ’what is

not,’ do we not attribute unity?
THEAETETUS: Manifestly.
STRANGER: Nevertheless, we maintain that you may not

and ought not to attribute being to not-being?
THEAETETUS: Most true.
STRANGER: Do you see, then, that not-being in itself can

neither be spoken, uttered, or thought, but that it is unthink-
able, unutterable, unspeakable, indescribable?

THEAETETUS: Quite true.
STRANGER: But, if so, I was wrong in telling you just now

that the difficulty which was coming is the greatest of all.
THEAETETUS: What! is there a greater still behind?
STRANGER: Well, I am surprised, after what has been said

already, that you do not see the difficulty in which he who
would refute the notion of not- being is involved. For he is
compelled to contradict himself as soon as he makes the at-
tempt.

THEAETETUS: What do you mean? Speak more clearly.
STRANGER: Do not expect clearness from me. For I, who

maintain that not- being has no part either in the one or many,
just now spoke and am still speaking of not-being as one; for
I say ’not-being.’ Do you understand?

THEAETETUS: Yes.
STRANGER: And a little while ago I said that not-being is

unutterable, unspeakable, indescribable: do you follow?
THEAETETUS: I do after a fashion.
STRANGER: When I introduced the word ’is,’ did I not con-

tradict what I said before?
THEAETETUS: Clearly.
STRANGER: And in using the singular verb, did I not speak

of not-being as one?
THEAETETUS: Yes.
STRANGER: And when I spoke of not-being as indescrib-

able and unspeakable and unutterable, in using each of these
words in the singular, did I not refer to not-being as one?

THEAETETUS: Certainly.
STRANGER: And yet we say that, strictly speaking, it

should not be defined as one or many, and should not even
be called ’it,’ for the use of the word ’it’ would imply a form
of unity.

THEAETETUS: Quite true.
STRANGER: How, then, can any one put any faith in me?

For now, as always, I am unequal to the refutation of not-
being. And therefore, as I was saying, do not look to me for
the right way of speaking about not-being; but come, let us try
the experiment with you.

THEAETETUS: What do you mean?
STRANGER: Make a noble effort, as becomes youth, and

endeavour with all your might to speak of not-being in a right
manner, without introducing into it either existence or unity
or plurality.

THEAETETUS: It would be a strange boldness in me which
would attempt the task when I see you thus discomfited.

STRANGER: Say no more of ourselves; but until we find
some one or other who can speak of not-being without num-
ber, we must acknowledge that the Sophist is a clever rogue
who will not be got out of his hole.

THEAETETUS: Most true.
STRANGER: And if we say to him that he professes an

art of making appearances, he will grapple with us and re-
tort our argument upon ourselves; and when we call him an
image-maker he will say, ’Pray what do you mean at all by an
image?’–and I should like to know, Theaetetus, how we can
possibly answer the younker’s question?

THEAETETUS: We shall doubtless tell him of the images
which are reflected in water or in mirrors; also of sculptures,
pictures, and other duplicates.

STRANGER: I see, Theaetetus, that you have never made
the acquaintance of the Sophist.

THEAETETUS: Why do you think so?
STRANGER: He will make believe to have his eyes shut, or

to have none.
THEAETETUS: What do you mean?
STRANGER: When you tell him of something existing in a

mirror, or in sculpture, and address him as though he had eyes,
he will laugh you to scorn, and will pretend that he knows
nothing of mirrors and streams, or of sight at all; he will say
that he is asking about an idea.

THEAETETUS: What can he mean?
STRANGER: The common notion pervading all these ob-

jects, which you speak of as many, and yet call by the single
name of image, as though it were the unity under which they
were all included. How will you maintain your ground against
him?

THEAETETUS: How, Stranger, can I describe an image ex-
cept as something fashioned in the likeness of the true?

STRANGER: And do you mean this something to be some
other true thing, or what do you mean?

THEAETETUS: Certainly not another true thing, but only a
resemblance.

STRANGER: And you mean by true that which really is?
THEAETETUS: Yes.
STRANGER: And the not true is that which is the opposite

of the true?
THEAETETUS: Exactly.
STRANGER: A resemblance, then, is not really real, if, as

you say, not true?
THEAETETUS: Nay, but it is in a certain sense.
STRANGER: You mean to say, not in a true sense?
THEAETETUS: Yes; it is in reality only an image.
STRANGER: Then what we call an image is in reality really

unreal.
THEAETETUS: In what a strange complication of being and

not-being we are involved!
STRANGER: Strange! I should think so. See how, by his

reciprocation of opposites, the many-headed Sophist has com-
pelled us, quite against our will, to admit the existence of not-
being.

THEAETETUS: Yes, indeed, I see.
STRANGER: The difficulty is how to define his art without

falling into a contradiction.
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THEAETETUS: How do you mean? And where does the
danger lie?

STRANGER: When we say that he deceives us with an illu-
sion, and that his art is illusory, do we mean that our soul is
led by his art to think falsely, or what do we mean?

THEAETETUS: There is nothing else to be said.
STRANGER: Again, false opinion is that form of opinion

which thinks the opposite of the truth:–You would assent?
THEAETETUS: Certainly.
STRANGER: You mean to say that false opinion thinks what

is not?
THEAETETUS: Of course.
STRANGER: Does false opinion think that things which are

not are not, or that in a certain sense they are?
THEAETETUS: Things that are not must be imagined to ex-

ist in a certain sense, if any degree of falsehood is to be possi-
ble.

STRANGER: And does not false opinion also think that
things which most certainly exist do not exist at all?

THEAETETUS: Yes.
STRANGER: And here, again, is falsehood?
THEAETETUS: Falsehood–yes.
STRANGER: And in like manner, a false proposition will

be deemed to be one which asserts the non-existence of things
which are, and the existence of things which are not.

THEAETETUS: There is no other way in which a false
proposition can arise.

STRANGER: There is not; but the Sophist will deny these
statements. And indeed how can any rational man assent to
them, when the very expressions which we have just used
were before acknowledged by us to be unutterable, unspeak-
able, indescribable, unthinkable? Do you see his point,
Theaetetus?

THEAETETUS: Of course he will say that we are contra-
dicting ourselves when we hazard the assertion, that falsehood
exists in opinion and in words; for in maintaining this, we are
compelled over and over again to assert being of not-being,
which we admitted just now to be an utter impossibility.

STRANGER: How well you remember! And now it is high
time to hold a consultation as to what we ought to do about the
Sophist; for if we persist in looking for him in the class of false
workers and magicians, you see that the handles for objection
and the difficulties which will arise are very numerous and
obvious.

THEAETETUS: They are indeed.
STRANGER: We have gone through but a very small portion

of them, and they are really infinite.
THEAETETUS: If that is the case, we cannot possibly catch

the Sophist.
STRANGER: Shall we then be so faint-hearted as to give

him up?
THEAETETUS: Certainly not, I should say, if we can get the

slightest hold upon him.
STRANGER: Will you then forgive me, and, as your words

imply, not be altogether displeased if I flinch a little from the
grasp of such a sturdy argument?

THEAETETUS: To be sure I will.
STRANGER: I have a yet more urgent request to make.

THEAETETUS: Which is–?
STRANGER: That you will promise not to regard me as a

parricide.
THEAETETUS: And why?
STRANGER: Because, in self-defence, I must test the phi-

losophy of my father Parmenides, and try to prove by main
force that in a certain sense not-being is, and that being, on
the other hand, is not.

THEAETETUS: Some attempt of the kind is clearly needed.
STRANGER: Yes, a blind man, as they say, might see that,

and, unless these questions are decided in one way or another,
no one when he speaks of false words, or false opinion, or
idols, or images, or imitations, or appearances, or about the
arts which are concerned with them; can avoid falling into
ridiculous contradictions.

THEAETETUS: Most true.
STRANGER: And therefore I must venture to lay hands on

my father’s argument; for if I am to be over-scrupulous, I shall
have to give the matter up.

THEAETETUS: Nothing in the world should ever induce us
to do so.

STRANGER: I have a third little request which I wish to
make.

THEAETETUS: What is it?
STRANGER: You heard me say what I have always felt and

still feel–that I have no heart for this argument?
THEAETETUS: I did.
STRANGER: I tremble at the thought of what I have said,

and expect that you will deem me mad, when you hear of my
sudden changes and shiftings; let me therefore observe, that I
am examining the question entirely out of regard for you.

THEAETETUS: There is no reason for you to fear that I shall
impute any impropriety to you, if you attempt this refutation
and proof; take heart, therefore, and proceed.

STRANGER: And where shall I begin the perilous enter-
prise? I think that the road which I must take is–

THEAETETUS: Which?–Let me hear.
STRANGER: I think that we had better, first of all, consider

the points which at present are regarded as self-evident, lest
we may have fallen into some confusion, and be too ready to
assent to one another, fancying that we are quite clear about
them.

THEAETETUS: Say more distinctly what you mean.
STRANGER: I think that Parmenides, and all ever yet under-

took to determine the number and nature of existences, talked
to us in rather a light and easy strain.

THEAETETUS: How?
STRANGER: As if we had been children, to whom they re-

peated each his own mythus or story;–one said that there were
three principles, and that at one time there was war between
certain of them; and then again there was peace, and they were
married and begat children, and brought them up; and another
spoke of two principles,–a moist and a dry, or a hot and a cold,
and made them marry and cohabit. The Eleatics, however, in
our part of the world, say that all things are many in name, but
in nature one; this is their mythus, which goes back to Xeno-
phanes, and is even older. Then there are Ionian, and in more
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recent times Sicilian muses, who have arrived at the conclu-
sion that to unite the two principles is safer, and to say that
being is one and many, and that these are held together by en-
mity and friendship, ever parting, ever meeting, as the severer
Muses assert, while the gentler ones do not insist on the per-
petual strife and peace, but admit a relaxation and alternation
of them; peace and unity sometimes prevailing under the sway
of Aphrodite, and then again plurality and war, by reason of a
principle of strife. Whether any of them spoke the truth in all
this is hard to determine; besides, antiquity and famous men
should have reverence, and not be liable to accusations so se-
rious. Yet one thing may be said of them without offence–

THEAETETUS: What thing?
STRANGER: That they went on their several ways disdain-

ing to notice people like ourselves; they did not care whether
they took us with them, or left us behind them.

THEAETETUS: How do you mean?
STRANGER: I mean to say, that when they talk of one, two,

or more elements, which are or have become or are becom-
ing, or again of heat mingling with cold, assuming in some
other part of their works separations and mixtures,–tell me,
Theaetetus, do you understand what they mean by these ex-
pressions? When I was a younger man, I used to fancy that I
understood quite well what was meant by the term ’not-being,’
which is our present subject of dispute; and now you see in
what a fix we are about it.

THEAETETUS: I see.
STRANGER: And very likely we have been getting into the

same perplexity about ’being,’ and yet may fancy that when
anybody utters the word, we understand him quite easily, al-
though we do not know about not-being. But we may be;
equally ignorant of both.

THEAETETUS: I dare say.
STRANGER: And the same may be said of all the terms just

mentioned.
THEAETETUS: True.
STRANGER: The consideration of most of them may be

deferred; but we had better now discuss the chief captain and
leader of them.

THEAETETUS: Of what are you speaking? You clearly
think that we must first investigate what people mean by the
word ’being.’

STRANGER: You follow close at my heels, Theaetetus. For
the right method, I conceive, will be to call into our presence
the dualistic philosophers and to interrogate them. ’Come,’
we will say, ’Ye, who affirm that hot and cold or any other
two principles are the universe, what is this term which you
apply to both of them, and what do you mean when you say
that both and each of them “are”? How are we to understand
the word “are”? Upon your view, are we to suppose that there
is a third principle over and above the other two,–three in all,
and not two? For clearly you cannot say that one of the two
principles is being, and yet attribute being equally to both of
them; for, if you did, whichever of the two is identified with
being, will comprehend the other; and so they will be one and
not two.’

THEAETETUS: Very true.

STRANGER: But perhaps you mean to give the name of
’being’ to both of them together?

THEAETETUS: Quite likely.
STRANGER: ’Then, friends,’ we shall reply to them, ’the

answer is plainly that the two will still be resolved into one.’
THEAETETUS: Most true.
STRANGER: ’Since, then, we are in a difficulty, please to

tell us what you mean, when you speak of being; for there can
be no doubt that you always from the first understood your
own meaning, whereas we once thought that we understood
you, but now we are in a great strait. Please to begin by ex-
plaining this matter to us, and let us no longer fancy that we
understand you, when we entirely misunderstand you.’ There
will be no impropriety in our demanding an answer to this
question, either of the dualists or of the pluralists?

THEAETETUS: Certainly not.
STRANGER: And what about the assertors of the oneness

of the all–must we not endeavour to ascertain from them what
they mean by ’being’?

THEAETETUS: By all means.
STRANGER: Then let them answer this question: One, you

say, alone is? ’Yes,’ they will reply.
THEAETETUS: True.
STRANGER: And there is something which you call ’be-

ing’?
THEAETETUS: ’Yes.’
STRANGER: And is being the same as one, and do you

apply two names to the same thing?
THEAETETUS: What will be their answer, Stranger?
STRANGER: It is clear, Theaetetus, that he who asserts the

unity of being will find a difficulty in answering this or any
other question.

THEAETETUS: Why so?
STRANGER: To admit of two names, and to affirm that there

is nothing but unity, is surely ridiculous?
THEAETETUS: Certainly.
STRANGER: And equally irrational to admit that a name is

anything?
THEAETETUS: How so?
STRANGER: To distinguish the name from the thing, im-

plies duality.
THEAETETUS: Yes.
STRANGER: And yet he who identifies the name with the

thing will be compelled to say that it is the name of nothing,
or if he says that it is the name of something, even then the
name will only be the name of a name, and of nothing else.

THEAETETUS: True.
STRANGER: And the one will turn out to be only one of

one, and being absolute unity, will represent a mere name.
THEAETETUS: Certainly.
STRANGER: And would they say that the whole is other

than the one that is, or the same with it?
THEAETETUS: To be sure they would, and they actually

say so.
STRANGER: If being is a whole, as Parmenides sings,–
’Every way like unto the fullness of a well-rounded sphere,

Evenly balanced from the centre on every side, And must
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needs be neither greater nor less in any way, Neither on this
side nor on that–’

then being has a centre and extremes, and, having these,
must also have parts.

THEAETETUS: True.
STRANGER: Yet that which has parts may have the attribute

of unity in all the parts, and in this way being all and a whole,
may be one?

THEAETETUS: Certainly.
STRANGER: But that of which this is the condition cannot

be absolute unity?
THEAETETUS: Why not?
STRANGER: Because, according to right reason, that which

is truly one must be affirmed to be absolutely indivisible.
THEAETETUS: Certainly.
STRANGER: But this indivisible, if made up of many parts,

will contradict reason.
THEAETETUS: I understand.
STRANGER: Shall we say that being is one and a whole,

because it has the attribute of unity? Or shall we say that
being is not a whole at all?

THEAETETUS: That is a hard alternative to offer.
STRANGER: Most true; for being, having in a certain sense

the attribute of one, is yet proved not to be the same as one,
and the all is therefore more than one.

THEAETETUS: Yes.
STRANGER: And yet if being be not a whole, through hav-

ing the attribute of unity, and there be such a thing as an abso-
lute whole, being lacks something of its own nature?

THEAETETUS: Certainly.
STRANGER: Upon this view, again, being, having a defect

of being, will become not-being?
THEAETETUS: True.
STRANGER: And, again, the all becomes more than one,

for being and the whole will each have their separate nature.
THEAETETUS: Yes.
STRANGER: But if the whole does not exist at all, all the

previous difficulties remain the same, and there will be the fur-
ther difficulty, that besides having no being, being can never
have come into being.

THEAETETUS: Why so?
STRANGER: Because that which comes into being always

comes into being as a whole, so that he who does not give
whole a place among beings, cannot speak either of essence
or generation as existing.

THEAETETUS: Yes, that certainly appears to be true.
STRANGER: Again; how can that which is not a whole have

any quantity? For that which is of a certain quantity must
necessarily be the whole of that quantity.

THEAETETUS: Exactly.
STRANGER: And there will be innumerable other points,

each of them causing infinite trouble to him who says that
being is either one or two.

THEAETETUS: The difficulties which are dawning upon us
prove this; for one objection connects with another, and they
are always involving what has preceded in a greater and worse
perplexity.

STRANGER: We are far from having exhausted the more
exact thinkers who treat of being and not-being. But let us be
content to leave them, and proceed to view those who speak
less precisely; and we shall find as the result of all, that the
nature of being is quite as difficult to comprehend as that of
not-being.

THEAETETUS: Then now we will go to the others.
STRANGER: There appears to be a sort of war of Giants

and Gods going on amongst them; they are fighting with one
another about the nature of essence.

THEAETETUS: How is that?
STRANGER: Some of them are dragging down all things

from heaven and from the unseen to earth, and they literally
grasp in their hands rocks and oaks; of these they lay hold,
and obstinately maintain, that the things only which can be
touched or handled have being or essence, because they define
being and body as one, and if any one else says that what is
not a body exists they altogether despise him, and will hear of
nothing but body.

THEAETETUS: I have often met with such men, and terrible
fellows they are.

STRANGER: And that is the reason why their opponents
cautiously defend themselves from above, out of an unseen
world, mightily contending that true essence consists of cer-
tain intelligible and incorporeal ideas; the bodies of the ma-
terialists, which by them are maintained to be the very truth,
they break up into little bits by their arguments, and affirm
them to be, not essence, but generation and motion. Between
the two armies, Theaetetus, there is always an endless conflict
raging concerning these matters.

THEAETETUS: True.
STRANGER: Let us ask each party in turn, to give an ac-

count of that which they call essence.
THEAETETUS: How shall we get it out of them?
STRANGER: With those who make being to consist in

ideas, there will be less difficulty, for they are civil people
enough; but there will be very great difficulty, or rather an ab-
solute impossibility, in getting an opinion out of those who
drag everything down to matter. Shall I tell you what we must
do?

THEAETETUS: What?
STRANGER: Let us, if we can, really improve them; but if

this is not possible, let us imagine them to be better than they
are, and more willing to answer in accordance with the rules of
argument, and then their opinion will be more worth having;
for that which better men acknowledge has more weight than
that which is acknowledged by inferior men. Moreover we are
no respecters of persons, but seekers after truth.

THEAETETUS: Very good.
STRANGER: Then now, on the supposition that they are

improved, let us ask them to state their views, and do you
interpret them.

THEAETETUS: Agreed.
STRANGER: Let them say whether they would admit that

there is such a thing as a mortal animal.
THEAETETUS: Of course they would.
STRANGER: And do they not acknowledge this to be a body

having a soul?
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THEAETETUS: Certainly they do.
STRANGER: Meaning to say that the soul is something

which exists?
THEAETETUS: True.
STRANGER: And do they not say that one soul is just, and

another unjust, and that one soul is wise, and another foolish?
THEAETETUS: Certainly.
STRANGER: And that the just and wise soul becomes just

and wise by the possession of justice and wisdom, and the
opposite under opposite circumstances?

THEAETETUS: Yes, they do.
STRANGER: But surely that which may be present or may

be absent will be admitted by them to exist?
THEAETETUS: Certainly.
STRANGER: And, allowing that justice, wisdom, the other

virtues, and their opposites exist, as well as a soul in which
they inhere, do they affirm any of them to be visible and tan-
gible, or are they all invisible?

THEAETETUS: They would say that hardly any of them are
visible.

STRANGER: And would they say that they are corporeal?
THEAETETUS: They would distinguish: the soul would be

said by them to have a body; but as to the other qualities of
justice, wisdom, and the like, about which you asked, they
would not venture either to deny their existence, or to maintain
that they were all corporeal.

STRANGER: Verily, Theaetetus, I perceive a great improve-
ment in them; the real aborigines, children of the dragon’s
teeth, would have been deterred by no shame at all, but would
have obstinately asserted that nothing is which they are not
able to squeeze in their hands.

THEAETETUS: That is pretty much their notion.
STRANGER: Let us push the question; for if they will admit

that any, even the smallest particle of being, is incorporeal,
it is enough; they must then say what that nature is which
is common to both the corporeal and incorporeal, and which
they have in their mind’s eye when they say of both of them
that they ’are.’ Perhaps they may be in a difficulty; and if this
is the case, there is a possibility that they may accept a notion
of ours respecting the nature of being, having nothing of their
own to offer.

THEAETETUS: What is the notion? Tell me, and we shall
soon see.

STRANGER: My notion would be, that anything which pos-
sesses any sort of power to affect another, or to be affected
by another, if only for a single moment, however trifling the
cause and however slight the effect, has real existence; and I
hold that the definition of being is simply power.

THEAETETUS: They accept your suggestion, having noth-
ing better of their own to offer.

STRANGER: Very good; perhaps we, as well as they, may
one day change our minds; but, for the present, this may be
regarded as the understanding which is established with them.

THEAETETUS: Agreed.
STRANGER: Let us now go to the friends of ideas; of their

opinions, too, you shall be the interpreter.
THEAETETUS: I will.

STRANGER: To them we say–You would distinguish
essence from generation?

THEAETETUS: ’Yes,’ they reply.
STRANGER: And you would allow that we participate in

generation with the body, and through perception, but we par-
ticipate with the soul through thought in true essence; and
essence you would affirm to be always the same and im-
mutable, whereas generation or becoming varies?

THEAETETUS: Yes; that is what we should affirm.
STRANGER: Well, fair sirs, we say to them, what is this

participation, which you assert of both? Do you agree with
our recent definition?

THEAETETUS: What definition?
STRANGER: We said that being was an active or passive

energy, arising out of a certain power which proceeds from el-
ements meeting with one another. Perhaps your ears, Theaete-
tus, may fail to catch their answer, which I recognize because
I have been accustomed to hear it.

THEAETETUS: And what is their answer?
STRANGER: They deny the truth of what we were just now

saying to the aborigines about existence.
THEAETETUS: What was that?
STRANGER: Any power of doing or suffering in a degree

however slight was held by us to be a sufficient definition of
being?

THEAETETUS: True.
STRANGER: They deny this, and say that the power of

doing or suffering is confined to becoming, and that neither
power is applicable to being.

THEAETETUS: And is there not some truth in what they
say?

STRANGER: Yes; but our reply will be, that we want to as-
certain from them more distinctly, whether they further admit
that the soul knows, and that being or essence is known.

THEAETETUS: There can be no doubt that they say so.
STRANGER: And is knowing and being known doing or

suffering, or both, or is the one doing and the other suffering,
or has neither any share in either?

THEAETETUS: Clearly, neither has any share in either; for
if they say anything else, they will contradict themselves.

STRANGER: I understand; but they will allow that if to
know is active, then, of course, to be known is passive. And
on this view being, in so far as it is known, is acted upon by
knowledge, and is therefore in motion; for that which is in a
state of rest cannot be acted upon, as we affirm.

THEAETETUS: True.
STRANGER: And, O heavens, can we ever be made to be-

lieve that motion and life and soul and mind are not present
with perfect being? Can we imagine that being is devoid of
life and mind, and exists in awful unmeaningness an everlast-
ing fixture?

THEAETETUS: That would be a dreadful thing to admit,
Stranger.

STRANGER: But shall we say that has mind and not life?
THEAETETUS: How is that possible?
STRANGER: Or shall we say that both inhere in perfect be-

ing, but that it has no soul which contains them?
THEAETETUS: And in what other way can it contain them?
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STRANGER: Or that being has mind and life and soul, but
although endowed with soul remains absolutely unmoved?

THEAETETUS: All three suppositions appear to me to be
irrational.

STRANGER: Under being, then, we must include motion,
and that which is moved.

THEAETETUS: Certainly.
STRANGER: Then, Theaetetus, our inference is, that if

there is no motion, neither is there any mind anywhere, or
about anything or belonging to any one.

THEAETETUS: Quite true.
STRANGER: And yet this equally follows, if we grant that

all things are in motion–upon this view too mind has no exis-
tence.

THEAETETUS: How so?
STRANGER: Do you think that sameness of condition and

mode and subject could ever exist without a principle of rest?
THEAETETUS: Certainly not.
STRANGER: Can you see how without them mind could

exist, or come into existence anywhere?
THEAETETUS: No.
STRANGER: And surely contend we must in every possible

way against him who would annihilate knowledge and reason
and mind, and yet ventures to speak confidently about any-
thing.

THEAETETUS: Yes, with all our might.
STRANGER: Then the philosopher, who has the truest rev-

erence for these qualities, cannot possibly accept the notion
of those who say that the whole is at rest, either as unity or in
many forms: and he will be utterly deaf to those who assert
universal motion. As children say entreatingly ’Give us both,’
so he will include both the moveable and immoveable in his
definition of being and all.

THEAETETUS: Most true.
STRANGER: And now, do we seem to have gained a fair

notion of being?
THEAETETUS: Yes truly.
STRANGER: Alas, Theaetetus, methinks that we are now

only beginning to see the real difficulty of the enquiry into the
nature of it.

THEAETETUS: What do you mean?
STRANGER: O my friend, do you not see that nothing can

exceed our ignorance, and yet we fancy that we are saying
something good?

THEAETETUS: I certainly thought that we were; and I do
not at all understand how we never found out our desperate
case.

STRANGER: Reflect: after having made these admissions,
may we not be justly asked the same questions which we our-
selves were asking of those who said that all was hot and cold?

THEAETETUS: What were they? Will you recall them to
my mind?

STRANGER: To be sure I will, and I will remind you of
them, by putting the same questions to you which I did to
them, and then we shall get on.

THEAETETUS: True.
STRANGER: Would you not say that rest and motion are in

the most entire opposition to one another?

THEAETETUS: Of course.
STRANGER: And yet you would say that both and either of

them equally are?
THEAETETUS: I should.
STRANGER: And when you admit that both or either of

them are, do you mean to say that both or either of them are
in motion?

THEAETETUS: Certainly not.
STRANGER: Or do you wish to imply that they are both at

rest, when you say that they are?
THEAETETUS: Of course not.
STRANGER: Then you conceive of being as some third

and distinct nature, under which rest and motion are alike in-
cluded; and, observing that they both participate in being, you
declare that they are.

THEAETETUS: Truly we seem to have an intimation that
being is some third thing, when we say that rest and motion
are.

STRANGER: Then being is not the combination of rest and
motion, but something different from them.

THEAETETUS: So it would appear.
STRANGER: Being, then, according to its own nature, is

neither in motion nor at rest.
THEAETETUS: That is very much the truth.
STRANGER: Where, then, is a man to look for help who

would have any clear or fixed notion of being in his mind?
THEAETETUS: Where, indeed?
STRANGER: I scarcely think that he can look anywhere;

for that which is not in motion must be at rest, and again, that
which is not at rest must be in motion; but being is placed
outside of both these classes. Is this possible?

THEAETETUS: Utterly impossible.
STRANGER: Here, then, is another thing which we ought

to bear in mind.
THEAETETUS: What?
STRANGER: When we were asked to what we were to

assign the appellation of not-being, we were in the greatest
difficulty:–do you remember?

THEAETETUS: To be sure.
STRANGER: And are we not now in as great a difficulty

about being?
THEAETETUS: I should say, Stranger, that we are in one

which is, if possible, even greater.
STRANGER: Then let us acknowledge the difficulty; and as

being and not- being are involved in the same perplexity, there
is hope that when the one appears more or less distinctly, the
other will equally appear; and if we are able to see neither,
there may still be a chance of steering our way in between
them, without any great discredit.

THEAETETUS: Very good.
STRANGER: Let us enquire, then, how we come to predi-

cate many names of the same thing.
THEAETETUS: Give an example.
STRANGER: I mean that we speak of man, for example,

under many names–that we attribute to him colours and forms
and magnitudes and virtues and vices, in all of which in-
stances and in ten thousand others we not only speak of him
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as a man, but also as good, and having numberless other at-
tributes, and in the same way anything else which we orig-
inally supposed to be one is described by us as many, and
under many names.

THEAETETUS: That is true.
STRANGER: And thus we provide a rich feast for tyros,

whether young or old; for there is nothing easier than to argue
that the one cannot be many, or the many one; and great is their
delight in denying that a man is good; for man, they insist, is
man and good is good. I dare say that you have met with
persons who take an interest in such matters–they are often
elderly men, whose meagre sense is thrown into amazement
by these discoveries of theirs, which they believe to be the
height of wisdom.

THEAETETUS: Certainly, I have.
STRANGER: Then, not to exclude any one who has ever

speculated at all upon the nature of being, let us put our ques-
tions to them as well as to our former friends.

THEAETETUS: What questions?
STRANGER: Shall we refuse to attribute being to motion

and rest, or anything to anything, and assume that they do
not mingle, and are incapable of participating in one another?
Or shall we gather all into one class of things communica-
ble with one another? Or are some things communicable and
others not?–Which of these alternatives, Theaetetus, will they
prefer?

THEAETETUS: I have nothing to answer on their behalf.
Suppose that you take all these hypotheses in turn, and see
what are the consequences which follow from each of them.

STRANGER: Very good, and first let us assume them to
say that nothing is capable of participating in anything else in
any respect; in that case rest and motion cannot participate in
being at all.

THEAETETUS: They cannot.
STRANGER: But would either of them be if not participat-

ing in being?
THEAETETUS: No.
STRANGER: Then by this admission everything is instantly

overturned, as well the doctrine of universal motion as of uni-
versal rest, and also the doctrine of those who distribute being
into immutable and everlasting kinds; for all these add on a
notion of being, some affirming that things ’are’ truly in mo-
tion, and others that they ’are’ truly at rest.

THEAETETUS: Just so.
STRANGER: Again, those who would at one time com-

pound, and at another resolve all things, whether making them
into one and out of one creating infinity, or dividing them into
finite elements, and forming compounds out of these; whether
they suppose the processes of creation to be successive or con-
tinuous, would be talking nonsense in all this if there were no
admixture.

THEAETETUS: True.
STRANGER: Most ridiculous of all will the men themselves

be who want to carry out the argument and yet forbid us to
call anything, because participating in some affection from
another, by the name of that other.

THEAETETUS: Why so?

STRANGER: Why, because they are compelled to use the
words ’to be,’ ’apart,’ ’from others,’ ’in itself,’ and ten thou-
sand more, which they cannot give up, but must make the con-
necting links of discourse; and therefore they do not require to
be refuted by others, but their enemy, as the saying is, inhab-
its the same house with them; they are always carrying about
with them an adversary, like the wonderful ventriloquist, Eu-
rycles, who out of their own bellies audibly contradicts them.

THEAETETUS: Precisely so; a very true and exact illustra-
tion.

STRANGER: And now, if we suppose that all things have
the power of communion with one another–what will follow?

THEAETETUS: Even I can solve that riddle.
STRANGER: How?
THEAETETUS: Why, because motion itself would be at rest,

and rest again in motion, if they could be attributed to one
another.

STRANGER: But this is utterly impossible.
THEAETETUS: Of course.
STRANGER: Then only the third hypothesis remains.
THEAETETUS: True.
STRANGER: For, surely, either all things have communion

with all; or nothing with any other thing; or some things com-
municate with some things and others not.

THEAETETUS: Certainly.
STRANGER: And two out of these three suppositions have

been found to be impossible.
THEAETETUS: Yes.
STRANGER: Every one then, who desires to answer truly,

will adopt the third and remaining hypothesis of the commu-
nion of some with some.

THEAETETUS: Quite true.
STRANGER: This communion of some with some may be

illustrated by the case of letters; for some letters do not fit each
other, while others do.

THEAETETUS: Of course.
STRANGER: And the vowels, especially, are a sort of bond

which pervades all the other letters, so that without a vowel
one consonant cannot be joined to another.

THEAETETUS: True.
STRANGER: But does every one know what letters will

unite with what? Or is art required in order to do so?
THEAETETUS: Art is required.
STRANGER: What art?
THEAETETUS: The art of grammar.
STRANGER: And is not this also true of sounds high and

low?–Is not he who has the art to know what sounds mingle,
a musician, and he who is ignorant, not a musician?

THEAETETUS: Yes.
STRANGER: And we shall find this to be generally true of

art or the absence of art.
THEAETETUS: Of course.
STRANGER: And as classes are admitted by us in like man-

ner to be some of them capable and others incapable of inter-
mixture, must not he who would rightly show what kinds will
unite and what will not, proceed by the help of science in the
path of argument? And will he not ask if the connecting links
are universal, and so capable of intermixture with all things;
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and again, in divisions, whether there are not other universal
classes, which make them possible?

THEAETETUS: To be sure he will require science, and, if I
am not mistaken, the very greatest of all sciences.

STRANGER: How are we to call it? By Zeus, have we not
lighted unwittingly upon our free and noble science, and in
looking for the Sophist have we not entertained the philoso-
pher unawares?

THEAETETUS: What do you mean?
STRANGER: Should we not say that the division according

to classes, which neither makes the same other, nor makes
other the same, is the business of the dialectical science?

THEAETETUS: That is what we should say.
STRANGER: Then, surely, he who can divide rightly is able

to see clearly one form pervading a scattered multitude, and
many different forms contained under one higher form; and
again, one form knit together into a single whole and pervad-
ing many such wholes, and many forms, existing only in sep-
aration and isolation. This is the knowledge of classes which
determines where they can have communion with one another
and where not.

THEAETETUS: Quite true.
STRANGER: And the art of dialectic would be attributed by

you only to the philosopher pure and true?
THEAETETUS: Who but he can be worthy?
STRANGER: In this region we shall always discover the

philosopher, if we look for him; like the Sophist, he is not
easily discovered, but for a different reason.

THEAETETUS: For what reason?
STRANGER: Because the Sophist runs away into the dark-

ness of not-being, in which he has learned by habit to feel
about, and cannot be discovered because of the darkness of
the place. Is not that true?

THEAETETUS: It seems to be so.
STRANGER: And the philosopher, always holding converse

through reason with the idea of being, is also dark from ex-
cess of light; for the souls of the many have no eye which can
endure the vision of the divine.

THEAETETUS: Yes; that seems to be quite as true as the
other.

STRANGER: Well, the philosopher may hereafter be more
fully considered by us, if we are disposed; but the Sophist
must clearly not be allowed to escape until we have had a
good look at him.

THEAETETUS: Very good.
STRANGER: Since, then, we are agreed that some classes

have a communion with one another, and others not, and some
have communion with a few and others with many, and that
there is no reason why some should not have universal com-
munion with all, let us now pursue the enquiry, as the argu-
ment suggests, not in relation to all ideas, lest the multitude
of them should confuse us, but let us select a few of those
which are reckoned to be the principal ones, and consider their
several natures and their capacity of communion with one an-
other, in order that if we are not able to apprehend with per-
fect clearness the notions of being and not-being, we may at
least not fall short in the consideration of them, so far as they
come within the scope of the present enquiry, if peradventure

we may be allowed to assert the reality of not-being, and yet
escape unscathed.

THEAETETUS: We must do so.
STRANGER: The most important of all the genera are those

which we were just now mentioning–being and rest and mo-
tion.

THEAETETUS: Yes, by far.
STRANGER: And two of these are, as we affirm, incapable

of communion with one another.
THEAETETUS: Quite incapable.
STRANGER: Whereas being surely has communion with

both of them, for both of them are?
THEAETETUS: Of course.
STRANGER: That makes up three of them.
THEAETETUS: To be sure.
STRANGER: And each of them is other than the remaining

two, but the same with itself.
THEAETETUS: True.
STRANGER: But then, what is the meaning of these two

words, ’same’ and ’other’? Are they two new kinds other than
the three, and yet always of necessity intermingling with them,
and are we to have five kinds instead of three; or when we
speak of the same and other, are we unconsciously speaking
of one of the three first kinds?

THEAETETUS: Very likely we are.
STRANGER: But, surely, motion and rest are neither the

other nor the same.
THEAETETUS: How is that?
STRANGER: Whatever we attribute to motion and rest in

common, cannot be either of them.
THEAETETUS: Why not?
STRANGER: Because motion would be at rest and rest in

motion, for either of them, being predicated of both, will com-
pel the other to change into the opposite of its own nature,
because partaking of its opposite.

THEAETETUS: Quite true.
STRANGER: Yet they surely both partake of the same and

of the other?
THEAETETUS: Yes.
STRANGER: Then we must not assert that motion, any

more than rest, is either the same or the other.
THEAETETUS: No; we must not.
STRANGER: But are we to conceive that being and the same

are identical?
THEAETETUS: Possibly.
STRANGER: But if they are identical, then again in saying

that motion and rest have being, we should also be saying that
they are the same.

THEAETETUS: Which surely cannot be.
STRANGER: Then being and the same cannot be one.
THEAETETUS: Scarcely.
STRANGER: Then we may suppose the same to be a fourth

class, which is now to be added to the three others.
THEAETETUS: Quite true.
STRANGER: And shall we call the other a fifth class? Or

should we consider being and other to be two names of the
same class?

THEAETETUS: Very likely.
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STRANGER: But you would agree, if I am not mistaken,
that existences are relative as well as absolute?

THEAETETUS: Certainly.
STRANGER: And the other is always relative to other?
THEAETETUS: True.
STRANGER: But this would not be the case unless being

and the other entirely differed; for, if the other, like being,
were absolute as well as relative, then there would have been
a kind of other which was not other than other. And now we
find that what is other must of necessity be what it is in relation
to some other.

THEAETETUS: That is the true state of the case.
STRANGER: Then we must admit the other as the fifth of

our selected classes.
THEAETETUS: Yes.
STRANGER: And the fifth class pervades all classes, for

they all differ from one another, not by reason of their own
nature, but because they partake of the idea of the other.

THEAETETUS: Quite true.
STRANGER: Then let us now put the case with reference to

each of the five.
THEAETETUS: How?
STRANGER: First there is motion, which we affirm to be

absolutely ’other’ than rest: what else can we say?
THEAETETUS: It is so.
STRANGER: And therefore is not rest.
THEAETETUS: Certainly not.
STRANGER: And yet is, because partaking of being.
THEAETETUS: True.
STRANGER: Again, motion is other than the same?
THEAETETUS: Just so.
STRANGER: And is therefore not the same.
THEAETETUS: It is not.
STRANGER: Yet, surely, motion is the same, because all

things partake of the same.
THEAETETUS: Very true.
STRANGER: Then we must admit, and not object to say,

that motion is the same and is not the same, for we do not
apply the terms ’same’ and ’not the same,’ in the same sense;
but we call it the ’same,’ in relation to itself, because partaking
of the same; and not the same, because having communion
with the other, it is thereby severed from the same, and has
become not that but other, and is therefore rightly spoken of
as ’not the same.’

THEAETETUS: To be sure.
STRANGER: And if absolute motion in any point of view

partook of rest, there would be no absurdity in calling motion
stationary.

THEAETETUS: Quite right,–that is, on the supposition that
some classes mingle with one another, and others not.

STRANGER: That such a communion of kinds is according
to nature, we had already proved before we arrived at this part
of our discussion.

THEAETETUS: Certainly.
STRANGER: Let us proceed, then. May we not say that

motion is other than the other, having been also proved by us
to be other than the same and other than rest?

THEAETETUS: That is certain.

STRANGER: Then, according to this view, motion is other
and also not other?

THEAETETUS: True.
STRANGER: What is the next step? Shall we say that mo-

tion is other than the three and not other than the fourth,–for
we agreed that there are five classes about and in the sphere of
which we proposed to make enquiry?

THEAETETUS: Surely we cannot admit that the number is
less than it appeared to be just now.

STRANGER: Then we may without fear contend that mo-
tion is other than being?

THEAETETUS: Without the least fear.
STRANGER: The plain result is that motion, since it par-

takes of being, really is and also is not?
THEAETETUS: Nothing can be plainer.
STRANGER: Then not-being necessarily exists in the case

of motion and of every class; for the nature of the other enter-
ing into them all, makes each of them other than being, and so
non-existent; and therefore of all of them, in like manner, we
may truly say that they are not; and again, inasmuch as they
partake of being, that they are and are existent.

THEAETETUS: So we may assume.
STRANGER: Every class, then, has plurality of being and

infinity of not- being.
THEAETETUS: So we must infer.
STRANGER: And being itself may be said to be other than

the other kinds.
THEAETETUS: Certainly.
STRANGER: Then we may infer that being is not, in respect

of as many other things as there are; for not-being these it is
itself one, and is not the other things, which are infinite in
number.

THEAETETUS: That is not far from the truth.
STRANGER: And we must not quarrel with this result, since

it is of the nature of classes to have communion with one an-
other; and if any one denies our present statement [viz., that
being is not, etc.], let him first argue with our former conclu-
sion [i.e., respecting the communion of ideas], and then he
may proceed to argue with what follows.

THEAETETUS: Nothing can be fairer.
STRANGER: Let me ask you to consider a further question.
THEAETETUS: What question?
STRANGER: When we speak of not-being, we speak, I sup-

pose, not of something opposed to being, but only different.
THEAETETUS: What do you mean?
STRANGER: When we speak of something as not great,

does the expression seem to you to imply what is little any
more than what is equal?

THEAETETUS: Certainly not.
STRANGER: The negative particles, ou and me, when pre-

fixed to words, do not imply opposition, but only difference
from the words, or more correctly from the things represented
by the words, which follow them.

THEAETETUS: Quite true.
STRANGER: There is another point to be considered, if you

do not object.
THEAETETUS: What is it?
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STRANGER: The nature of the other appears to me to be
divided into fractions like knowledge.

THEAETETUS: How so?
STRANGER: Knowledge, like the other, is one; and yet

the various parts of knowledge have each of them their own
particular name, and hence there are many arts and kinds of
knowledge.

THEAETETUS: Quite true.
STRANGER: And is not the case the same with the parts of

the other, which is also one?
THEAETETUS: Very likely; but will you tell me how?
STRANGER: There is some part of the other which is op-

posed to the beautiful?
THEAETETUS: There is.
STRANGER: Shall we say that this has or has not a name?
THEAETETUS: It has; for whatever we call not-beautiful is

other than the beautiful, not than something else.
STRANGER: And now tell me another thing.
THEAETETUS: What?
STRANGER: Is the not-beautiful anything but this–an ex-

istence parted off from a certain kind of existence, and again
from another point of view opposed to an existing something?

THEAETETUS: True.
STRANGER: Then the not-beautiful turns out to be the op-

position of being to being?
THEAETETUS: Very true.
STRANGER: But upon this view, is the beautiful a more real

and the not- beautiful a less real existence?
THEAETETUS: Not at all.
STRANGER: And the not-great may be said to exist, equally

with the great?
THEAETETUS: Yes.
STRANGER: And, in the same way, the just must be placed

in the same category with the not-just–the one cannot be said
to have any more existence than the other.

THEAETETUS: True.
STRANGER: The same may be said of other things; seeing

that the nature of the other has a real existence, the parts of
this nature must equally be supposed to exist.

THEAETETUS: Of course.
STRANGER: Then, as would appear, the opposition of a

part of the other, and of a part of being, to one another, is, if
I may venture to say so, as truly essence as being itself, and
implies not the opposite of being, but only what is other than
being.

THEAETETUS: Beyond question.
STRANGER: What then shall we call it?
THEAETETUS: Clearly, not-being; and this is the very na-

ture for which the Sophist compelled us to search.
STRANGER: And has not this, as you were saying, as real

an existence as any other class? May I not say with confidence
that not-being has an assured existence, and a nature of its
own? Just as the great was found to be great and the beautiful
beautiful, and the not-great not-great, and the not-beautiful
not-beautiful, in the same manner not-being has been found
to be and is not-being, and is to be reckoned one among the
many classes of being. Do you, Theaetetus, still feel any doubt
of this?

THEAETETUS: None whatever.
STRANGER: Do you observe that our scepticism has carried

us beyond the range of Parmenides’ prohibition?
THEAETETUS: In what?
STRANGER: We have advanced to a further point, and

shown him more than he forbad us to investigate.
THEAETETUS: How is that?
STRANGER: Why, because he says–
’Not-being never is, and do thou keep thy thoughts from

this way of enquiry.’
THEAETETUS: Yes, he says so.
STRANGER: Whereas, we have not only proved that things

which are not are, but we have shown what form of being not-
being is; for we have shown that the nature of the other is, and
is distributed over all things in their relations to one another,
and whatever part of the other is contrasted with being, this is
precisely what we have ventured to call not-being.

THEAETETUS: And surely, Stranger, we were quite right.
STRANGER: Let not any one say, then, that while affirming

the opposition of not-being to being, we still assert the being
of not-being; for as to whether there is an opposite of being,
to that enquiry we have long said good-bye–it may or may
not be, and may or may not be capable of definition. But as
touching our present account of not-being, let a man either
convince us of error, or, so long as he cannot, he too must
say, as we are saying, that there is a communion of classes,
and that being, and difference or other, traverse all things and
mutually interpenetrate, so that the other partakes of being,
and by reason of this participation is, and yet is not that of
which it partakes, but other, and being other than being, it is
clearly a necessity that not-being should be. And again, being,
through partaking of the other, becomes a class other than the
remaining classes, and being other than all of them, is not
each one of them, and is not all the rest, so that undoubtedly
there are thousands upon thousands of cases in which being
is not, and all other things, whether regarded individually or
collectively, in many respects are, and in many respects are
not.

THEAETETUS: True.
STRANGER: And he who is sceptical of this contradiction,

must think how he can find something better to say; or if he
sees a puzzle, and his pleasure is to drag words this way and
that, the argument will prove to him, that he is not making
a worthy use of his faculties; for there is no charm in such
puzzles, and there is no difficulty in detecting them; but we
can tell him of something else the pursuit of which is noble
and also difficult.

THEAETETUS: What is it?
STRANGER: A thing of which I have already spoken;–

letting alone these puzzles as involving no difficulty, he should
be able to follow and criticize in detail every argument, and
when a man says that the same is in a manner other, or that
other is the same, to understand and refute him from his own
point of view, and in the same respect in which he asserts ei-
ther of these affections. But to show that somehow and in
some sense the same is other, or the other same, or the great
small, or the like unlike; and to delight in always bringing for-
ward such contradictions, is no real refutation, but is clearly
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the new-born babe of some one who is only beginning to ap-
proach the problem of being.

THEAETETUS: To be sure.
STRANGER: For certainly, my friend, the attempt to sepa-

rate all existences from one another is a barbarism and utterly
unworthy of an educated or philosophical mind.

THEAETETUS: Why so?
STRANGER: The attempt at universal separation is the final

annihilation of all reasoning; for only by the union of concep-
tions with one another do we attain to discourse of reason.

THEAETETUS: True.
STRANGER: And, observe that we were only just in time in

making a resistance to such separatists, and compelling them
to admit that one thing mingles with another.

THEAETETUS: Why so?
STRANGER: Why, that we might be able to assert dis-

course to be a kind of being; for if we could not, the worst
of all consequences would follow; we should have no philos-
ophy. Moreover, the necessity for determining the nature of
discourse presses upon us at this moment; if utterly deprived
of it, we could no more hold discourse; and deprived of it we
should be if we admitted that there was no admixture of na-
tures at all.

THEAETETUS: Very true. But I do not understand why at
this moment we must determine the nature of discourse.

STRANGER: Perhaps you will see more clearly by the help
of the following explanation.

THEAETETUS: What explanation?
STRANGER: Not-being has been acknowledged by us to be

one among many classes diffused over all being.
THEAETETUS: True.
STRANGER: And thence arises the question, whether not-

being mingles with opinion and language.
THEAETETUS: How so?
STRANGER: If not-being has no part in the proposition,

then all things must be true; but if not-being has a part, then
false opinion and false speech are possible, for to think or to
say what is not–is falsehood, which thus arises in the region
of thought and in speech.

THEAETETUS: That is quite true.
STRANGER: And where there is falsehood surely there

must be deceit.
THEAETETUS: Yes.
STRANGER: And if there is deceit, then all things must be

full of idols and images and fancies.
THEAETETUS: To be sure.
STRANGER: Into that region the Sophist, as we said, made

his escape, and, when he had got there, denied the very pos-
sibility of falsehood; no one, he argued, either conceived or
uttered falsehood, inasmuch as not-being did not in any way
partake of being.

THEAETETUS: True.
STRANGER: And now, not-being has been shown to partake

of being, and therefore he will not continue fighting in this di-
rection, but he will probably say that some ideas partake of
not-being, and some not, and that language and opinion are
of the non-partaking class; and he will still fight to the death
against the existence of the image-making and phantastic art,

in which we have placed him, because, as he will say, opin-
ion and language do not partake of not-being, and unless this
participation exists, there can be no such thing as falsehood.
And, with the view of meeting this evasion, we must begin by
enquiring into the nature of language, opinion, and imagina-
tion, in order that when we find them we may find also that
they have communion with not-being, and, having made out
the connexion of them, may thus prove that falsehood exists;
and therein we will imprison the Sophist, if he deserves it, or,
if not, we will let him go again and look for him in another
class.

THEAETETUS: Certainly, Stranger, there appears to be
truth in what was said about the Sophist at first, that he was of
a class not easily caught, for he seems to have abundance of
defences, which he throws up, and which must every one of
them be stormed before we can reach the man himself. And
even now, we have with difficulty got through his first defence,
which is the not-being of not-being, and lo! here is another;
for we have still to show that falsehood exists in the sphere of
language and opinion, and there will be another and another
line of defence without end.

STRANGER: Any one, Theaetetus, who is able to advance
even a little ought to be of good cheer, for what would he who
is dispirited at a little progress do, if he were making none
at all, or even undergoing a repulse? Such a faint heart, as
the proverb says, will never take a city: but now that we have
succeeded thus far, the citadel is ours, and what remains is
easier.

THEAETETUS: Very true.
STRANGER: Then, as I was saying, let us first of all obtain

a conception of language and opinion, in order that we may
have clearer grounds for determining, whether not-being has
any concern with them, or whether they are both always true,
and neither of them ever false.

THEAETETUS: True.
STRANGER: Then, now, let us speak of names, as before

we were speaking of ideas and letters; for that is the direction
in which the answer may be expected.

THEAETETUS: And what is the question at issue about
names?

STRANGER: The question at issue is whether all names
may be connected with one another, or none, or only some
of them.

THEAETETUS: Clearly the last is true.
STRANGER: I understand you to say that words which have

a meaning when in sequence may be connected, but that words
which have no meaning when in sequence cannot be con-
nected?

THEAETETUS: What are you saying?
STRANGER: What I thought that you intended when you

gave your assent; for there are two sorts of intimation of being
which are given by the voice.

THEAETETUS: What are they?
STRANGER: One of them is called nouns, and the other

verbs.
THEAETETUS: Describe them.
STRANGER: That which denotes action we call a verb.
THEAETETUS: True.
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STRANGER: And the other, which is an articulate mark set
on those who do the actions, we call a noun.

THEAETETUS: Quite true.
STRANGER: A succession of nouns only is not a sentence,

any more than of verbs without nouns.
THEAETETUS: I do not understand you.
STRANGER: I see that when you gave your assent you had

something else in your mind. But what I intended to say was,
that a mere succession of nouns or of verbs is not discourse.

THEAETETUS: What do you mean?
STRANGER: I mean that words like ’walks,’ ’runs,’ ’sleeps,’

or any other words which denote action, however many of
them you string together, do not make discourse.

THEAETETUS: How can they?
STRANGER: Or, again, when you say ’lion,’ ’stag,’ ’horse,’

or any other words which denote agents–neither in this way of
stringing words together do you attain to discourse; for there
is no expression of action or inaction, or of the existence of
existence or non-existence indicated by the sounds, until verbs
are mingled with nouns; then the words fit, and the smallest
combination of them forms language, and is the simplest and
least form of discourse.

THEAETETUS: Again I ask, What do you mean?
STRANGER: When any one says ’A man learns,’ should

you not call this the simplest and least of sentences?
THEAETETUS: Yes.
STRANGER: Yes, for he now arrives at the point of giving

an intimation about something which is, or is becoming, or
has become, or will be. And he not only names, but he does
something, by connecting verbs with nouns; and therefore we
say that he discourses, and to this connexion of words we give
the name of discourse.

THEAETETUS: True.
STRANGER: And as there are some things which fit one

another, and other things which do not fit, so there are some
vocal signs which do, and others which do not, combine and
form discourse.

THEAETETUS: Quite true.
STRANGER: There is another small matter.
THEAETETUS: What is it?
STRANGER: A sentence must and cannot help having a

subject.
THEAETETUS: True.
STRANGER: And must be of a certain quality.
THEAETETUS: Certainly.
STRANGER: And now let us mind what we are about.
THEAETETUS: We must do so.
STRANGER: I will repeat a sentence to you in which a thing

and an action are combined, by the help of a noun and a verb;
and you shall tell me of whom the sentence speaks.

THEAETETUS: I will, to the best of my power.
STRANGER: ’Theaetetus sits’–not a very long sentence.
THEAETETUS: Not very.
STRANGER: Of whom does the sentence speak, and who is

the subject? that is what you have to tell.
THEAETETUS: Of me; I am the subject.
STRANGER: Or this sentence, again–
THEAETETUS: What sentence?

STRANGER: ’Theaetetus, with whom I am now speaking,
is flying.’

THEAETETUS: That also is a sentence which will be admit-
ted by every one to speak of me, and to apply to me.

STRANGER: We agreed that every sentence must necessar-
ily have a certain quality.

THEAETETUS: Yes.
STRANGER: And what is the quality of each of these two

sentences?
THEAETETUS: The one, as I imagine, is false, and the other

true.
STRANGER: The true says what is true about you?
THEAETETUS: Yes.
STRANGER: And the false says what is other than true?
THEAETETUS: Yes.
STRANGER: And therefore speaks of things which are not

as if they were?
THEAETETUS: True.
STRANGER: And say that things are real of you which are

not; for, as we were saying, in regard to each thing or person,
there is much that is and much that is not.

THEAETETUS: Quite true.
STRANGER: The second of the two sentences which related

to you was first of all an example of the shortest form consis-
tent with our definition.

THEAETETUS: Yes, this was implied in recent admission.
STRANGER: And, in the second place, it related to a sub-

ject?
THEAETETUS: Yes.
STRANGER: Who must be you, and can be nobody else?
THEAETETUS: Unquestionably.
STRANGER: And it would be no sentence at all if there

were no subject, for, as we proved, a sentence which has no
subject is impossible.

THEAETETUS: Quite true.
STRANGER: When other, then, is asserted of you as the

same, and not-being as being, such a combination of nouns
and verbs is really and truly false discourse.

THEAETETUS: Most true.
STRANGER: And therefore thought, opinion, and imagina-

tion are now proved to exist in our minds both as true and
false.

THEAETETUS: How so?
STRANGER: You will know better if you first gain a knowl-

edge of what they are, and in what they severally differ from
one another.

THEAETETUS: Give me the knowledge which you would
wish me to gain.

STRANGER: Are not thought and speech the same, with this
exception, that what is called thought is the unuttered conver-
sation of the soul with herself?

THEAETETUS: Quite true.
STRANGER: But the stream of thought which flows through

the lips and is audible is called speech?
THEAETETUS: True.
STRANGER: And we know that there exists in speech...
THEAETETUS: What exists?
STRANGER: Affirmation.
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THEAETETUS: Yes, we know it.
STRANGER: When the affirmation or denial takes Place in

silence and in the mind only, have you any other name by
which to call it but opinion?

THEAETETUS: There can be no other name.
STRANGER: And when opinion is presented, not simply,

but in some form of sense, would you not call it imagination?
THEAETETUS: Certainly.
STRANGER: And seeing that language is true and false, and

that thought is the conversation of the soul with herself, and
opinion is the end of thinking, and imagination or phantasy is
the union of sense and opinion, the inference is that some of
them, since they are akin to language, should have an element
of falsehood as well as of truth?

THEAETETUS: Certainly.
STRANGER: Do you perceive, then, that false opinion and

speech have been discovered sooner than we expected?–For
just now we seemed to be undertaking a task which would
never be accomplished.

THEAETETUS: I perceive.
STRANGER: Then let us not be discouraged about the fu-

ture; but now having made this discovery, let us go back to our
previous classification.

THEAETETUS: What classification?
STRANGER: We divided image-making into two sorts; the

one likeness-making, the other imaginative or phantastic.
THEAETETUS: True.
STRANGER: And we said that we were uncertain in which

we should place the Sophist.
THEAETETUS: We did say so.
STRANGER: And our heads began to go round more and

more when it was asserted that there is no such thing as an
image or idol or appearance, because in no manner or time or
place can there ever be such a thing as falsehood.

THEAETETUS: True.
STRANGER: And now, since there has been shown to be

false speech and false opinion, there may be imitations of real
existences, and out of this condition of the mind an art of de-
ception may arise.

THEAETETUS: Quite possible.
STRANGER: And we have already admitted, in what pre-

ceded, that the Sophist was lurking in one of the divisions of
the likeness-making art?

THEAETETUS: Yes.
STRANGER: Let us, then, renew the attempt, and in divid-

ing any class, always take the part to the right, holding fast to
that which holds the Sophist, until we have stripped him of all
his common properties, and reached his difference or peculiar.
Then we may exhibit him in his true nature, first to ourselves
and then to kindred dialectical spirits.

THEAETETUS: Very good.
STRANGER: You may remember that all art was originally

divided by us into creative and acquisitive.
THEAETETUS: Yes.
STRANGER: And the Sophist was flitting before us in the

acquisitive class, in the subdivisions of hunting, contests, mer-
chandize, and the like.

THEAETETUS: Very true.

STRANGER: But now that the imitative art has enclosed
him, it is clear that we must begin by dividing the art of cre-
ation; for imitation is a kind of creation–of images, however,
as we affirm, and not of real things.

THEAETETUS: Quite true.
STRANGER: In the first place, there are two kinds of cre-

ation.
THEAETETUS: What are they?
STRANGER: One of them is human and the other divine.
THEAETETUS: I do not follow.
STRANGER: Every power, as you may remember our say-

ing originally, which causes things to exist, not previously ex-
isting, was defined by us as creative.

THEAETETUS: I remember.
STRANGER: Looking, now, at the world and all the ani-

mals and plants, at things which grow upon the earth from
seeds and roots, as well as at inanimate substances which are
formed within the earth, fusile or non- fusile, shall we say
that they come into existence–not having existed previously–
by the creation of God, or shall we agree with vulgar opinion
about them?

THEAETETUS: What is it?
STRANGER: The opinion that nature brings them into being

from some spontaneous and unintelligent cause. Or shall we
say that they are created by a divine reason and a knowledge
which comes from God?

THEAETETUS: I dare say that, owing to my youth, I may
often waver in my view, but now when I look at you and see
that you incline to refer them to God, I defer to your authority.

STRANGER: Nobly said, Theaetetus, and if I thought that
you were one of those who would hereafter change your mind,
I would have gently argued with you, and forced you to assent;
but as I perceive that you will come of yourself and without
any argument of mine, to that belief which, as you say, attracts
you, I will not forestall the work of time. Let me suppose,
then, that things which are said to be made by nature are the
work of divine art, and that things which are made by man out
of these are works of human art. And so there are two kinds of
making and production, the one human and the other divine.

THEAETETUS: True.
STRANGER: Then, now, subdivide each of the two sections

which we have already.
THEAETETUS: How do you mean?
STRANGER: I mean to say that you should make a vertical

division of production or invention, as you have already made
a lateral one.

THEAETETUS: I have done so.
STRANGER: Then, now, there are in all four parts or

segments–two of them have reference to us and are human,
and two of them have reference to the gods and are divine.

THEAETETUS: True.
STRANGER: And, again, in the division which was sup-

posed to be made in the other way, one part in each subdivi-
sion is the making of the things themselves, but the two re-
maining parts may be called the making of likenesses; and so
the productive art is again divided into two parts.

THEAETETUS: Tell me the divisions once more.
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STRANGER: I suppose that we, and the other animals, and
the elements out of which things are made–fire, water, and the
like–are known by us to be each and all the creation and work
of God.

THEAETETUS: True.
STRANGER: And there are images of them, which are not

them, but which correspond to them; and these are also the
creation of a wonderful skill.

THEAETETUS: What are they?
STRANGER: The appearances which spring up of them-

selves in sleep or by day, such as a shadow when darkness
arises in a fire, or the reflection which is produced when the
light in bright and smooth objects meets on their surface with
an external light, and creates a perception the opposite of our
ordinary sight.

THEAETETUS: Yes; and the images as well as the creation
are equally the work of a divine hand.

STRANGER: And what shall we say of human art? Do we
not make one house by the art of building, and another by the
art of drawing, which is a sort of dream created by man for
those who are awake?

THEAETETUS: Quite true.
STRANGER: And other products of human creation are also

twofold and go in pairs; there is the thing, with which the art
of making the thing is concerned, and the image, with which
imitation is concerned.

THEAETETUS: Now I begin to understand, and am ready to
acknowledge that there are two kinds of production, and each
of them twofold; in the lateral division there is both a divine
and a human production; in the vertical there are realities and
a creation of a kind of similitudes.

STRANGER: And let us not forget that of the imitative class
the one part was to have been likeness-making, and the other
phantastic, if it could be shown that falsehood is a reality and
belongs to the class of real being.

THEAETETUS: Yes.
STRANGER: And this appeared to be the case; and therefore

now, without hesitation, we shall number the different kinds
as two.

THEAETETUS: True.
STRANGER: Then, now, let us again divide the phantastic

art.
THEAETETUS: Where shall we make the division?
STRANGER: There is one kind which is produced by an

instrument, and another in which the creator of the appearance
is himself the instrument.

THEAETETUS: What do you mean?
STRANGER: When any one makes himself appear like an-

other in his figure or his voice, imitation is the name for this
part of the phantastic art.

THEAETETUS: Yes.
STRANGER: Let this, then, be named the art of mimicry,

and this the province assigned to it; as for the other division,
we are weary and will give that up, leaving to some one else
the duty of making the class and giving it a suitable name.

THEAETETUS: Let us do as you say–assign a sphere to the
one and leave the other.

STRANGER: There is a further distinction, Theaetetus,
which is worthy of our consideration, and for a reason which
I will tell you.

THEAETETUS: Let me hear.
STRANGER: There are some who imitate, knowing what

they imitate, and some who do not know. And what line of
distinction can there possibly be greater than that which di-
vides ignorance from knowledge?

THEAETETUS: There can be no greater.
STRANGER: Was not the sort of imitation of which we

spoke just now the imitation of those who know? For he who
would imitate you would surely know you and your figure?

THEAETETUS: Naturally.
STRANGER: And what would you say of the figure or form

of justice or of virtue in general? Are we not well aware that
many, having no knowledge of either, but only a sort of opin-
ion, do their best to show that this opinion is really entertained
by them, by expressing it, as far as they can, in word and deed?

THEAETETUS: Yes, that is very common.
STRANGER: And do they always fail in their attempt to be

thought just, when they are not? Or is not the very opposite
true?

THEAETETUS: The very opposite.
STRANGER: Such a one, then, should be described as an

imitator–to be distinguished from the other, as he who is ig-
norant is distinguished from him who knows?

THEAETETUS: True.
STRANGER: Can we find a suitable name for each of them?

This is clearly not an easy task; for among the ancients there
was some confusion of ideas, which prevented them from at-
tempting to divide genera into species; wherefore there is no
great abundance of names. Yet, for the sake of distinctness, I
will make bold to call the imitation which coexists with opin-
ion, the imitation of appearance–that which coexists with sci-
ence, a scientific or learned imitation.

THEAETETUS: Granted.
STRANGER: The former is our present concern, for the

Sophist was classed with imitators indeed, but not among
those who have knowledge.

THEAETETUS: Very true.
STRANGER: Let us, then, examine our imitator of appear-

ance, and see whether he is sound, like a piece of iron, or
whether there is still some crack in him.

THEAETETUS: Let us examine him.
STRANGER: Indeed there is a very considerable crack; for

if you look, you find that one of the two classes of imitators is
a simple creature, who thinks that he knows that which he only
fancies; the other sort has knocked about among arguments,
until he suspects and fears that he is ignorant of that which to
the many he pretends to know.

THEAETETUS: There are certainly the two kinds which you
describe.

STRANGER: Shall we regard one as the simple imitator–the
other as the dissembling or ironical imitator?

THEAETETUS: Very good.
STRANGER: And shall we further speak of this latter class

as having one or two divisions?
THEAETETUS: Answer yourself.
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STRANGER: Upon consideration, then, there appear to me
to be two; there is the dissembler, who harangues a multitude
in public in a long speech, and the dissembler, who in private
and in short speeches compels the person who is conversing
with him to contradict himself.

THEAETETUS: What you say is most true.
STRANGER: And who is the maker of the longer speeches?

Is he the statesman or the popular orator?
THEAETETUS: The latter.
STRANGER: And what shall we call the other? Is he the

philosopher or the Sophist?
THEAETETUS: The philosopher he cannot be, for upon our

view he is ignorant; but since he is an imitator of the wise
he will have a name which is formed by an adaptation of the
word sophos. What shall we name him? I am pretty sure that
I cannot be mistaken in terming him the true and very Sophist.

STRANGER: Shall we bind up his name as we did before,
making a chain from one end of his genealogy to the other?

THEAETETUS: By all means.
STRANGER: He, then, who traces the pedigree of his art

as follows–who, belonging to the conscious or dissembling
section of the art of causing self-contradiction, is an imitator
of appearance, and is separated from the class of phantastic
which is a branch of image-making into that further division
of creation, the juggling of words, a creation human, and not
divine–any one who affirms the real Sophist to be of this blood
and lineage will say the very truth.

THEAETETUS: Undoubtedly.

2.4. Statesman

PERSONS OF THE DIALOGUE: Theodorus, Socrates, The
Eleatic Stranger, The Younger Socrates.

SOCRATES: I owe you many thanks, indeed, Theodorus,
for the acquaintance both of Theaetetus and of the Stranger.

THEODORUS: And in a little while, Socrates, you will owe
me three times as many, when they have completed for you the
delineation of the Statesman and of the Philosopher, as well as
of the Sophist.

SOCRATES: Sophist, statesman, philosopher! O my dear
Theodorus, do my ears truly witness that this is the estimate
formed of them by the great calculator and geometrician?

THEODORUS: What do you mean, Socrates?
SOCRATES: I mean that you rate them all at the same value,

whereas they are really separated by an interval, which no ge-
ometrical ratio can express.

THEODORUS: By Ammon, the god of Cyrene, Socrates,
that is a very fair hit; and shows that you have not forgotten
your geometry. I will retaliate on you at some other time, but
I must now ask the Stranger, who will not, I hope, tire of his
goodness to us, to proceed either with the Statesman or with
the Philosopher, whichever he prefers.

STRANGER: That is my duty, Theodorus; having begun I
must go on, and not leave the work unfinished. But what shall
be done with Theaetetus?

THEODORUS: In what respect?

STRANGER: Shall we relieve him, and take his companion,
the Young Socrates, instead of him? What do you advise?

THEODORUS: Yes, give the other a turn, as you propose.
The young always do better when they have intervals of rest.

SOCRATES: I think, Stranger, that both of them may be said
to be in some way related to me; for the one, as you affirm,
has the cut of my ugly face (compare Theaet.), the other is
called by my name. And we should always be on the look-
out to recognize a kinsman by the style of his conversation. I
myself was discoursing with Theaetetus yesterday, and I have
just been listening to his answers; my namesake I have not yet
examined, but I must. Another time will do for me; to-day let
him answer you.

STRANGER: Very good. Young Socrates, do you hear what
the elder Socrates is proposing?

YOUNG SOCRATES: I do.
STRANGER: And do you agree to his proposal?
YOUNG SOCRATES: Certainly.
STRANGER: As you do not object, still less can I. After

the Sophist, then, I think that the Statesman naturally follows
next in the order of enquiry. And please to say, whether he,
too, should be ranked among those who have science.

YOUNG SOCRATES: Yes.
STRANGER: Then the sciences must be divided as before?
YOUNG SOCRATES: I dare say.
STRANGER: But yet the division will not be the same?
YOUNG SOCRATES: How then?
STRANGER: They will be divided at some other point.
YOUNG SOCRATES: Yes.
STRANGER: Where shall we discover the path of the

Statesman? We must find and separate off, and set our seal
upon this, and we will set the mark of another class upon all
diverging paths. Thus the soul will conceive of all kinds of
knowledge under two classes.

YOUNG SOCRATES: To find the path is your business,
Stranger, and not mine.

STRANGER: Yes, Socrates, but the discovery, when once
made, must be yours as well as mine.

YOUNG SOCRATES: Very good.
STRANGER: Well, and are not arithmetic and certain other

kindred arts, merely abstract knowledge, wholly separated
from action?

YOUNG SOCRATES: True.
STRANGER: But in the art of carpentering and all other

handicrafts, the knowledge of the workman is merged in his
work; he not only knows, but he also makes things which pre-
viously did not exist.

YOUNG SOCRATES: Certainly.
STRANGER: Then let us divide sciences in general into

those which are practical and those which are purely intel-
lectual.

YOUNG SOCRATES: Let us assume these two divisions of
science, which is one whole.

STRANGER: And are ’statesman,’ ’king,’ ’master,’ or
’householder,’ one and the same; or is there a science or art
answering to each of these names? Or rather, allow me to put
the matter in another way.

YOUNG SOCRATES: Let me hear.
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STRANGER: If any one who is in a private station has the
skill to advise one of the public physicians, must not he also
be called a physician?

YOUNG SOCRATES: Yes.
STRANGER: And if any one who is in a private station is

able to advise the ruler of a country, may not he be said to
have the knowledge which the ruler himself ought to have?

YOUNG SOCRATES: True.
STRANGER: But surely the science of a true king is royal

science?
YOUNG SOCRATES: Yes.
STRANGER: And will not he who possesses this knowl-

edge, whether he happens to be a ruler or a private man, when
regarded only in reference to his art, be truly called ’royal’?

YOUNG SOCRATES: He certainly ought to be.
STRANGER: And the householder and master are the same?
YOUNG SOCRATES: Of course.
STRANGER: Again, a large household may be compared to

a small state:–will they differ at all, as far as government is
concerned?

YOUNG SOCRATES: They will not.
STRANGER: Then, returning to the point which we were

just now discussing, do we not clearly see that there is one
science of all of them; and this science may be called either
royal or political or economical; we will not quarrel with any
one about the name.

YOUNG SOCRATES: Certainly not.
STRANGER: This too, is evident, that the king cannot do

much with his hands, or with his whole body, towards the
maintenance of his empire, compared with what he does by
the intelligence and strength of his mind.

YOUNG SOCRATES: Clearly not.
STRANGER: Then, shall we say that the king has a greater

affinity to knowledge than to manual arts and to practical life
in general?

YOUNG SOCRATES: Certainly he has.
STRANGER: Then we may put all together as one and the

same–statesmanship and the statesman–the kingly science and
the king.

YOUNG SOCRATES: Clearly.
STRANGER: And now we shall only be proceeding in due

order if we go on to divide the sphere of knowledge?
YOUNG SOCRATES: Very good.
STRANGER: Think whether you can find any joint or part-

ing in knowledge.
YOUNG SOCRATES: Tell me of what sort.
STRANGER: Such as this: You may remember that we

made an art of calculation?
YOUNG SOCRATES: Yes.
STRANGER: Which was, unmistakeably, one of the arts of

knowledge?
YOUNG SOCRATES: Certainly.
STRANGER: And to this art of calculation which discerns

the differences of numbers shall we assign any other function
except to pass judgment on their differences?

YOUNG SOCRATES: How could we?
STRANGER: You know that the master-builder does not

work himself, but is the ruler of workmen?

YOUNG SOCRATES: Yes.
STRANGER: He contributes knowledge, not manual

labour?
YOUNG SOCRATES: True.
STRANGER: And may therefore be justly said to share in

theoretical science?
YOUNG SOCRATES: Quite true.
STRANGER: But he ought not, like the calculator, to regard

his functions as at an end when he has formed a judgment;–he
must assign to the individual workmen their appropriate task
until they have completed the work.

YOUNG SOCRATES: True.
STRANGER: Are not all such sciences, no less than arith-

metic and the like, subjects of pure knowledge; and is not the
difference between the two classes, that the one sort has the
power of judging only, and the other of ruling as well?

YOUNG SOCRATES: That is evident.
STRANGER: May we not very properly say, that of all

knowledge, there are two divisions–one which rules, and the
other which judges?

YOUNG SOCRATES: I should think so.
STRANGER: And when men have anything to do in com-

mon, that they should be of one mind is surely a desirable
thing?

YOUNG SOCRATES: Very true.
STRANGER: Then while we are at unity among ourselves,

we need not mind about the fancies of others?
YOUNG SOCRATES: Certainly not.
STRANGER: And now, in which of these divisions shall we

place the king?– Is he a judge and a kind of spectator? Or
shall we assign to him the art of command–for he is a ruler?

YOUNG SOCRATES: The latter, clearly.
STRANGER: Then we must see whether there is any mark

of division in the art of command too. I am inclined to think
that there is a distinction similar to that of manufacturer and
retail dealer, which parts off the king from the herald.

YOUNG SOCRATES: How is this?
STRANGER: Why, does not the retailer receive and sell over

again the productions of others, which have been sold before?
YOUNG SOCRATES: Certainly he does.
STRANGER: And is not the herald under command, and

does he not receive orders, and in his turn give them to others?
YOUNG SOCRATES: Very true.
STRANGER: Then shall we mingle the kingly art in the

same class with the art of the herald, the interpreter, the
boatswain, the prophet, and the numerous kindred arts which
exercise command; or, as in the preceding comparison we
spoke of manufacturers, or sellers for themselves, and of
retailers,–seeing, too, that the class of supreme rulers, or rulers
for themselves, is almost nameless–shall we make a word fol-
lowing the same analogy, and refer kings to a supreme or
ruling-for-self science, leaving the rest to receive a name from
some one else? For we are seeking the ruler; and our enquiry
is not concerned with him who is not a ruler.

YOUNG SOCRATES: Very good.
STRANGER: Thus a very fair distinction has been attained

between the man who gives his own commands, and him who
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gives another’s. And now let us see if the supreme power
allows of any further division.

YOUNG SOCRATES: By all means.
STRANGER: I think that it does; and please to assist me in

making the division.
YOUNG SOCRATES: At what point?
STRANGER: May not all rulers be supposed to command

for the sake of producing something?
YOUNG SOCRATES: Certainly.
STRANGER: Nor is there any difficulty in dividing the

things produced into two classes.
YOUNG SOCRATES: How would you divide them?
STRANGER: Of the whole class, some have life and some

are without life.
YOUNG SOCRATES: True.
STRANGER: And by the help of this distinction we may

make, if we please, a subdivision of the section of knowledge
which commands.

YOUNG SOCRATES: At what point?
STRANGER: One part may be set over the production of

lifeless, the other of living objects; and in this way the whole
will be divided.

YOUNG SOCRATES: Certainly.
STRANGER: That division, then, is complete; and now we

may leave one half, and take up the other; which may also be
divided into two.

YOUNG SOCRATES: Which of the two halves do you
mean?

STRANGER: Of course that which exercises command
about animals. For, surely, the royal science is not like that of
a master-workman, a science presiding over lifeless objects;–
the king has a nobler function, which is the management and
control of living beings.

YOUNG SOCRATES: True.
STRANGER: And the breeding and tending of living beings

may be observed to be sometimes a tending of the individual;
in other cases, a common care of creatures in flocks?

YOUNG SOCRATES: True.
STRANGER: But the statesman is not a tender of

individuals–not like the driver or groom of a single ox or
horse; he is rather to be compared with the keeper of a drove
of horses or oxen.

YOUNG SOCRATES: Yes, I see, thanks to you.
STRANGER: Shall we call this art of tending many animals

together, the art of managing a herd, or the art of collective
management?

YOUNG SOCRATES: No matter;–whichever suggests itself
to us in the course of conversation.

STRANGER: Very good, Socrates; and, if you continue to
be not too particular about names, you will be all the richer in
wisdom when you are an old man. And now, as you say, leav-
ing the discussion of the name,–can you see a way in which a
person, by showing the art of herding to be of two kinds, may
cause that which is now sought amongst twice the number of
things, to be then sought amongst half that number?

YOUNG SOCRATES: I will try;–there appears to me to be
one management of men and another of beasts.

STRANGER: You have certainly divided them in a most
straightforward and manly style; but you have fallen into an
error which hereafter I think that we had better avoid.

YOUNG SOCRATES: What is the error?
STRANGER: I think that we had better not cut off a single

small portion which is not a species, from many larger por-
tions; the part should be a species. To separate off at once
the subject of investigation, is a most excellent plan, if only
the separation be rightly made; and you were under the im-
pression that you were right, because you saw that you would
come to man; and this led you to hasten the steps. But you
should not chip off too small a piece, my friend; the safer way
is to cut through the middle; which is also the more likely
way of finding classes. Attention to this principle makes all
the difference in a process of enquiry.

YOUNG SOCRATES: What do you mean, Stranger?
STRANGER: I will endeavour to speak more plainly out of

love to your good parts, Socrates; and, although I cannot at
present entirely explain myself, I will try, as we proceed, to
make my meaning a little clearer.

YOUNG SOCRATES: What was the error of which, as you
say, we were guilty in our recent division?

STRANGER: The error was just as if some one who wanted
to divide the human race, were to divide them after the fashion
which prevails in this part of the world; here they cut off the
Hellenes as one species, and all the other species of mankind,
which are innumerable, and have no ties or common language,
they include under the single name of ’barbarians,’ and be-
cause they have one name they are supposed to be of one
species also. Or suppose that in dividing numbers you were
to cut off ten thousand from all the rest, and make of it one
species, comprehending the rest under another separate name,
you might say that here too was a single class, because you
had given it a single name. Whereas you would make a much
better and more equal and logical classification of numbers, if
you divided them into odd and even; or of the human species,
if you divided them into male and female; and only separated
off Lydians or Phrygians, or any other tribe, and arrayed them
against the rest of the world, when you could no longer make
a division into parts which were also classes.

YOUNG SOCRATES: Very true; but I wish that this distinc-
tion between a part and a class could still be made somewhat
plainer.

STRANGER: O Socrates, best of men, you are imposing
upon me a very difficult task. We have already digressed fur-
ther from our original intention than we ought, and you would
have us wander still further away. But we must now return
to our subject; and hereafter, when there is a leisure hour, we
will follow up the other track; at the same time, I wish you to
guard against imagining that you ever heard me declare–

YOUNG SOCRATES: What?
STRANGER: That a class and a part are distinct.
YOUNG SOCRATES: What did I hear, then?
STRANGER: That a class is necessarily a part, but there

is no similar necessity that a part should be a class; that is
the view which I should always wish you to attribute to me,
Socrates.

YOUNG SOCRATES: So be it.
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STRANGER: There is another thing which I should like to
know.

YOUNG SOCRATES: What is it?
STRANGER: The point at which we digressed; for, if I am

not mistaken, the exact place was at the question, Where you
would divide the management of herds. To this you appeared
rather too ready to answer that there were two species of ani-
mals; man being one, and all brutes making up the other.

YOUNG SOCRATES: True.
STRANGER: I thought that in taking away a part, you imag-

ined that the remainder formed a class, because you were able
to call them by the common name of brutes.

YOUNG SOCRATES: That again is true.
STRANGER: Suppose now, O most courageous of dialec-

ticians, that some wise and understanding creature, such as a
crane is reputed to be, were, in imitation of you, to make a
similar division, and set up cranes against all other animals to
their own special glorification, at the same time jumbling to-
gether all the others, including man, under the appellation of
brutes,– here would be the sort of error which we must try to
avoid.

YOUNG SOCRATES: How can we be safe?
STRANGER: If we do not divide the whole class of animals,

we shall be less likely to fall into that error.
YOUNG SOCRATES: We had better not take the whole?
STRANGER: Yes, there lay the source of error in our former

division.
YOUNG SOCRATES: How?
STRANGER: You remember how that part of the art of

knowledge which was concerned with command, had to do
with the rearing of living creatures,–I mean, with animals in
herds?

YOUNG SOCRATES: Yes.
STRANGER: In that case, there was already implied a divi-

sion of all animals into tame and wild; those whose nature can
be tamed are called tame, and those which cannot be tamed
are called wild.

YOUNG SOCRATES: True.
STRANGER: And the political science of which we are in

search, is and ever was concerned with tame animals, and is
also confined to gregarious animals.

YOUNG SOCRATES: Yes.
STRANGER: But then we ought not to divide, as we did,

taking the whole class at once. Neither let us be in too great
haste to arrive quickly at the political science; for this mis-
take has already brought upon us the misfortune of which the
proverb speaks.

YOUNG SOCRATES: What misfortune?
STRANGER: The misfortune of too much haste, which is

too little speed.
YOUNG SOCRATES: And all the better, Stranger;–we got

what we deserved.
STRANGER: Very well: Let us then begin again, and en-

deavour to divide the collective rearing of animals; for prob-
ably the completion of the argument will best show what you
are so anxious to know. Tell me, then–

YOUNG SOCRATES: What?

STRANGER: Have you ever heard, as you very likely may–
for I do not suppose that you ever actually visited them–of
the preserves of fishes in the Nile, and in the ponds of the
Great King; or you may have seen similar preserves in wells
at home?

YOUNG SOCRATES: Yes, to be sure, I have seen them, and
I have often heard the others described.

STRANGER: And you may have heard also, and may have
been assured by report, although you have not travelled in
those regions, of nurseries of geese and cranes in the plains
of Thessaly?

YOUNG SOCRATES: Certainly.
STRANGER: I asked you, because here is a new division of

the management of herds, into the management of land and of
water herds.

YOUNG SOCRATES: There is.
STRANGER: And do you agree that we ought to divide the

collective rearing of herds into two corresponding parts, the
one the rearing of water, and the other the rearing of land
herds?

YOUNG SOCRATES: Yes.
STRANGER: There is surely no need to ask which of these

two contains the royal art, for it is evident to everybody.
YOUNG SOCRATES: Certainly.
STRANGER: Any one can divide the herds which feed on

dry land?
YOUNG SOCRATES: How would you divide them?
STRANGER: I should distinguish between those which fly

and those which walk.
YOUNG SOCRATES: Most true.
STRANGER: And where shall we look for the political ani-

mal? Might not an idiot, so to speak, know that he is a pedes-
trian?

YOUNG SOCRATES: Certainly.
STRANGER: The art of managing the walking animal has

to be further divided, just as you might halve an even number.
YOUNG SOCRATES: Clearly.
STRANGER: Let me note that here appear in view two ways

to that part or class which the argument aims at reaching,–the
one a speedier way, which cuts off a small portion and leaves
a large; the other agrees better with the principle which we
were laying down, that as far as we can we should divide in the
middle; but it is longer. We can take either of them, whichever
we please.

YOUNG SOCRATES: Cannot we have both ways?
STRANGER: Together? What a thing to ask! but, if you

take them in turn, you clearly may.
YOUNG SOCRATES: Then I should like to have them in

turn.
STRANGER: There will be no difficulty, as we are near the

end; if we had been at the beginning, or in the middle, I should
have demurred to your request; but now, in accordance with
your desire, let us begin with the longer way; while we are
fresh, we shall get on better. And now attend to the division.

YOUNG SOCRATES: Let me hear.
STRANGER: The tame walking herding animals are dis-

tributed by nature into two classes.
YOUNG SOCRATES: Upon what principle?
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STRANGER: The one grows horns; and the other is without
horns.

YOUNG SOCRATES: Clearly.
STRANGER: Suppose that you divide the science which

manages pedestrian animals into two corresponding parts, and
define them; for if you try to invent names for them, you will
find the intricacy too great.

YOUNG SOCRATES: How must I speak of them, then?
STRANGER: In this way: let the science of managing

pedestrian animals be divided into two parts, and one part as-
signed to the horned herd, and the other to the herd that has
no horns.

YOUNG SOCRATES: All that you say has been abundantly
proved, and may therefore be assumed.

STRANGER: The king is clearly the shepherd of a polled
herd, who have no horns.

YOUNG SOCRATES: That is evident.
STRANGER: Shall we break up this hornless herd into sec-

tions, and endeavour to assign to him what is his?
YOUNG SOCRATES: By all means.
STRANGER: Shall we distinguish them by their having or

not having cloven feet, or by their mixing or not mixing the
breed? You know what I mean.

YOUNG SOCRATES: What?
STRANGER: I mean that horses and asses naturally breed

from one another.
YOUNG SOCRATES: Yes.
STRANGER: But the remainder of the hornless herd of tame

animals will not mix the breed.
YOUNG SOCRATES: Very true.
STRANGER: And of which has the Statesman charge,–of

the mixed or of the unmixed race?
YOUNG SOCRATES: Clearly of the unmixed.
STRANGER: I suppose that we must divide this again as

before.
YOUNG SOCRATES: We must.
STRANGER: Every tame and herding animal has now been

split up, with the exception of two species; for I hardly think
that dogs should be reckoned among gregarious animals.

YOUNG SOCRATES: Certainly not; but how shall we divide
the two remaining species?

STRANGER: There is a measure of difference which may
be appropriately employed by you and Theaetetus, who are
students of geometry.

YOUNG SOCRATES: What is that?
STRANGER: The diameter; and, again, the diameter of a

diameter. (Compare Meno.)
YOUNG SOCRATES: What do you mean?
STRANGER: How does man walk, but as a diameter whose

power is two feet?
YOUNG SOCRATES: Just so.
STRANGER: And the power of the remaining kind, being

the power of twice two feet, may be said to be the diameter of
our diameter.

YOUNG SOCRATES: Certainly; and now I think that I pretty
nearly understand you.

STRANGER: In these divisions, Socrates, I descry what
would make another famous jest.

YOUNG SOCRATES: What is it?
STRANGER: Human beings have come out in the same

class with the freest and airiest of creation, and have been run-
ning a race with them.

YOUNG SOCRATES: I remark that very singular coinci-
dence.

STRANGER: And would you not expect the slowest to ar-
rive last?

YOUNG SOCRATES: Indeed I should.
STRANGER: And there is a still more ridiculous conse-

quence, that the king is found running about with the herd and
in close competition with the bird-catcher, who of all mankind
is most of an adept at the airy life. (Plato is here introducing a
new suddivision, i.e. that of bipeds into men and birds. Oth-
ers however refer the passage to the division into quadrupeds
and bipeds, making pigs compete with human beings and the
pig- driver with the king. According to this explanation we
must translate the words above, ’freest and airiest of creation,’
’worthiest and laziest of creation.’)

YOUNG SOCRATES: Certainly.
STRANGER: Then here, Socrates, is still clearer evidence

of the truth of what was said in the enquiry about the Sophist?
(Compare Sophist.)

YOUNG SOCRATES: What?
STRANGER: That the dialectical method is no respecter of

persons, and does not set the great above the small, but always
arrives in her own way at the truest result.

YOUNG SOCRATES: Clearly.
STRANGER: And now, I will not wait for you to ask the,

but will of my own accord take you by the shorter road to the
definition of a king.

YOUNG SOCRATES: By all means.
STRANGER: I say that we should have begun at first by

dividing land animals into biped and quadruped; and since the
winged herd, and that alone, comes out in the same class with
man, we should divide bipeds into those which have feathers
and those which have not, and when they have been divided,
and the art of the management of mankind is brought to light,
the time will have come to produce our Statesman and ruler,
and set him like a charioteer in his place, and hand over to him
the reins of state, for that too is a vocation which belongs to
him.

YOUNG SOCRATES: Very good; you have paid me the
debt,–I mean, that you have completed the argument, and
I suppose that you added the digression by way of interest.
(Compare Republic.)

STRANGER: Then now, let us go back to the beginning, and
join the links, which together make the definition of the name
of the Statesman’s art.

YOUNG SOCRATES: By all means.
STRANGER: The science of pure knowledge had, as we

said originally, a part which was the science of rule or com-
mand, and from this was derived another part, which was
called command-for-self, on the analogy of selling-for- self;
an important section of this was the management of living an-
imals, and this again was further limited to the management
of them in herds; and again in herds of pedestrian animals.
The chief division of the latter was the art of managing pedes-
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trian animals which are without horns; this again has a part
which can only be comprehended under one term by join-
ing together three names–shepherding pure-bred animals. The
only further subdivision is the art of man-herding,–this has to
do with bipeds, and is what we were seeking after, and have
now found, being at once the royal and political.

YOUNG SOCRATES: To be sure.
STRANGER: And do you think, Socrates, that we really

have done as you say?
YOUNG SOCRATES: What?
STRANGER: Do you think, I mean, that we have really ful-

filled our intention?–There has been a sort of discussion, and
yet the investigation seems to me not to be perfectly worked
out: this is where the enquiry fails.

YOUNG SOCRATES: I do not understand.
STRANGER: I will try to make the thought, which is at this

moment present in my mind, clearer to us both.
YOUNG SOCRATES: Let me hear.
STRANGER: There were many arts of shepherding, and one

of them was the political, which had the charge of one partic-
ular herd?

YOUNG SOCRATES: Yes.
STRANGER: And this the argument defined to be the art of

rearing, not horses or other brutes, but the art of rearing man
collectively?

YOUNG SOCRATES: True.
STRANGER: Note, however, a difference which distin-

guishes the king from all other shepherds.
YOUNG SOCRATES: To what do you refer?
STRANGER: I want to ask, whether any one of the other

herdsmen has a rival who professes and claims to share with
him in the management of the herd?

YOUNG SOCRATES: What do you mean?
STRANGER: I mean to say that merchants, husbandmen,

providers of food, and also training-masters and physicians,
will all contend with the herdsmen of humanity, whom we
call Statesmen, declaring that they themselves have the care
of rearing or managing mankind, and that they rear not only
the common herd, but also the rulers themselves.

YOUNG SOCRATES: Are they not right in saying so?
STRANGER: Very likely they may be, and we will consider

their claim. But we are certain of this,–that no one will raise
a similar claim as against the herdsman, who is allowed on
all hands to be the sole and only feeder and physician of his
herd; he is also their match-maker and accoucheur; no one
else knows that department of science. And he is their merry-
maker and musician, as far as their nature is susceptible of
such influences, and no one can console and soothe his own
herd better than he can, either with the natural tones of his
voice or with instruments. And the same may be said of ten-
ders of animals in general.

YOUNG SOCRATES: Very true.
STRANGER: But if this is as you say, can our argument

about the king be true and unimpeachable? Were we right in
selecting him out of ten thousand other claimants to be the
shepherd and rearer of the human flock?

YOUNG SOCRATES: Surely not.

STRANGER: Had we not reason just to now to apprehend,
that although we may have described a sort of royal form, we
have not as yet accurately worked out the true image of the
Statesman? and that we cannot reveal him as he truly is in his
own nature, until we have disengaged and separated him from
those who hang about him and claim to share in his preroga-
tives?

YOUNG SOCRATES: Very true.
STRANGER: And that, Socrates, is what we must do, if we

do not mean to bring disgrace upon the argument at its close.
YOUNG SOCRATES: We must certainly avoid that.
STRANGER: Then let us make a new beginning, and travel

by a different road.
YOUNG SOCRATES: What road?
STRANGER: I think that we may have a little amusement;

there is a famous tale, of which a good portion may with ad-
vantage be interwoven, and then we may resume our series of
divisions, and proceed in the old path until we arrive at the
desired summit. Shall we do as I say?

YOUNG SOCRATES: By all means.
STRANGER: Listen, then, to a tale which a child would love

to hear; and you are not too old for childish amusement.
YOUNG SOCRATES: Let me hear.
STRANGER: There did really happen, and will again hap-

pen, like many other events of which ancient tradition has
preserved the record, the portent which is traditionally said
to have occurred in the quarrel of Atreus and Thyestes. You
have heard, no doubt, and remember what they say happened
at that time?

YOUNG SOCRATES: I suppose you to mean the token of
the birth of the golden lamb.

STRANGER: No, not that; but another part of the story,
which tells how the sun and the stars once rose in the west,
and set in the east, and that the god reversed their motion, and
gave them that which they now have as a testimony to the right
of Atreus.

YOUNG SOCRATES: Yes; there is that legend also.
STRANGER: Again, we have been often told of the reign of

Cronos.
YOUNG SOCRATES: Yes, very often.
STRANGER: Did you ever hear that the men of former times

were earth-born, and not begotten of one another?
YOUNG SOCRATES: Yes, that is another old tradition.
STRANGER: All these stories, and ten thousand others

which are still more wonderful, have a common origin; many
of them have been lost in the lapse of ages, or are repeated
only in a disconnected form; but the origin of them is what
no one has told, and may as well be told now; for the tale is
suited to throw light on the nature of the king.

YOUNG SOCRATES: Very good; and I hope that you will
give the whole story, and leave out nothing.

STRANGER: Listen, then. There is a time when God him-
self guides and helps to roll the world in its course; and there
is a time, on the completion of a certain cycle, when he lets
go, and the world being a living creature, and having origi-
nally received intelligence from its author and creator, turns
about and by an inherent necessity revolves in the opposite
direction.
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YOUNG SOCRATES: Why is that?
STRANGER: Why, because only the most divine things of

all remain ever unchanged and the same, and body is not in-
cluded in this class. Heaven and the universe, as we have
termed them, although they have been endowed by the Creator
with many glories, partake of a bodily nature, and therefore
cannot be entirely free from perturbation. But their motion
is, as far as possible, single and in the same place, and of the
same kind; and is therefore only subject to a reversal, which is
the least alteration possible. For the lord of all moving things
is alone able to move of himself; and to think that he moves
them at one time in one direction and at another time in an-
other is blasphemy. Hence we must not say that the world is
either self-moved always, or all made to go round by God in
two opposite courses; or that two Gods, having opposite pur-
poses, make it move round. But as I have already said (and
this is the only remaining alternative) the world is guided at
one time by an external power which is divine and receives
fresh life and immortality from the renewing hand of the Cre-
ator, and again, when let go, moves spontaneously, being set
free at such a time as to have, during infinite cycles of years, a
reverse movement: this is due to its perfect balance, to its vast
size, and to the fact that it turns on the smallest pivot.

YOUNG SOCRATES: Your account of the world seems to
be very reasonable indeed.

STRANGER: Let us now reflect and try to gather from what
has been said the nature of the phenomenon which we af-
firmed to be the cause of all these wonders. It is this.

YOUNG SOCRATES: What?
STRANGER: The reversal which takes place from time to

time of the motion of the universe.
YOUNG SOCRATES: How is that the cause?
STRANGER: Of all changes of the heavenly motions, we

may consider this to be the greatest and most complete.
YOUNG SOCRATES: I should imagine so.
STRANGER: And it may be supposed to result in the great-

est changes to the human beings who are the inhabitants of the
world at the time.

YOUNG SOCRATES: Such changes would naturally occur.
STRANGER: And animals, as we know, survive with diffi-

culty great and serious changes of many different kinds when
they come upon them at once.

YOUNG SOCRATES: Very true.
STRANGER: Hence there necessarily occurs a great de-

struction of them, which extends also to the life of man; few
survivors of the race are left, and those who remain become
the subjects of several novel and remarkable phenomena, and
of one in particular, which takes place at the time when the
transition is made to the cycle opposite to that in which we
are now living.

YOUNG SOCRATES: What is it?
STRANGER: The life of all animals first came to a stand-

still, and the mortal nature ceased to be or look older, and was
then reversed and grew young and delicate; the white locks
of the aged darkened again, and the cheeks the bearded man
became smooth, and recovered their former bloom; the bodies
of youths in their prime grew softer and smaller, continually
by day and night returning and becoming assimilated to the

nature of a newly-born child in mind as well as body; in the
succeeding stage they wasted away and wholly disappeared.
And the bodies of those who died by violence at that time
quickly passed through the like changes, and in a few days
were no more seen.

YOUNG SOCRATES: Then how, Stranger, were the animals
created in those days; and in what way were they begotten of
one another?

STRANGER: It is evident, Socrates, that there was no such
thing in the then order of nature as the procreation of animals
from one another; the earth-born race, of which we hear in
story, was the one which existed in those days–they rose again
from the ground; and of this tradition, which is now-a-days
often unduly discredited, our ancestors, who were nearest in
point of time to the end of the last period and came into being
at the beginning of this, are to us the heralds. And mark how
consistent the sequel of the tale is; after the return of age to
youth, follows the return of the dead, who are lying in the
earth, to life; simultaneously with the reversal of the world the
wheel of their generation has been turned back, and they are
put together and rise and live in the opposite order, unless God
has carried any of them away to some other lot. According
to this tradition they of necessity sprang from the earth and
have the name of earth-born, and so the above legend clings
to them.

YOUNG SOCRATES: Certainly that is quite consistent with
what has preceded; but tell me, was the life which you said
existed in the reign of Cronos in that cycle of the world, or
in this? For the change in the course of the stars and the sun
must have occurred in both.

STRANGER: I see that you enter into my meaning;–no, that
blessed and spontaneous life does not belong to the present cy-
cle of the world, but to the previous one, in which God super-
intended the whole revolution of the universe; and the several
parts the universe were distributed under the rule of certain
inferior deities, as is the way in some places still. There were
demigods, who were the shepherds of the various species and
herds of animals, and each one was in all respects sufficient
for those of whom he was the shepherd; neither was there
any violence, or devouring of one another, or war or quarrel
among them; and I might tell of ten thousand other blessings,
which belonged to that dispensation. The reason why the life
of man was, as tradition says, spontaneous, is as follows: In
those days God himself was their shepherd, and ruled over
them, just as man, who is by comparison a divine being, still
rules over the lower animals. Under him there were no forms
of government or separate possession of women and children;
for all men rose again from the earth, having no memory of
the past. And although they had nothing of this sort, the earth
gave them fruits in abundance, which grew on trees and shrubs
unbidden, and were not planted by the hand of man. And they
dwelt naked, and mostly in the open air, for the temperature
of their seasons was mild; and they had no beds, but lay on
soft couches of grass, which grew plentifully out of the earth.
Such was the life of man in the days of Cronos, Socrates; the
character of our present life, which is said to be under Zeus,
you know from your own experience. Can you, and will you,
determine which of them you deem the happier?
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YOUNG SOCRATES: Impossible.
STRANGER: Then shall I determine for you as well as I

can?
YOUNG SOCRATES: By all means.
STRANGER: Suppose that the nurslings of Cronos, having

this boundless leisure, and the power of holding intercourse,
not only with men, but with the brute creation, had used all
these advantages with a view to philosophy, conversing with
the brutes as well as with one another, and learning of every
nature which was gifted with any special power, and was able
to contribute some special experience to the store of wisdom,
there would be no difficulty in deciding that they would be
a thousand times happier than the men of our own day. Or,
again, if they had merely eaten and drunk until they were full,
and told stories to one another and to the animals–such sto-
ries as are now attributed to them–in this case also, as I should
imagine, the answer would be easy. But until some satisfac-
tory witness can be found of the love of that age for knowledge
and discussion, we had better let the matter drop, and give the
reason why we have unearthed this tale, and then we shall be
able to get on. In the fulness of time, when the change was to
take place, and the earth-born race had all perished, and every
soul had completed its proper cycle of births and been sown in
the earth her appointed number of times, the pilot of the uni-
verse let the helm go, and retired to his place of view; and then
Fate and innate desire reversed the motion of the world. Then
also all the inferior deities who share the rule of the supreme
power, being informed of what was happening, let go the parts
of the world which were under their control. And the world
turning round with a sudden shock, being impelled in an oppo-
site direction from beginning to end, was shaken by a mighty
earthquake, which wrought a new destruction of all manner
of animals. Afterwards, when sufficient time had elapsed, the
tumult and confusion and earthquake ceased, and the univer-
sal creature, once more at peace, attained to a calm, and set-
tled down into his own orderly and accustomed course, having
the charge and rule of himself and of all the creatures which
are contained in him, and executing, as far as he remembered
them, the instructions of his Father and Creator, more pre-
cisely at first, but afterwords with less exactness. The reason
of the falling off was the admixture of matter in him; this was
inherent in the primal nature, which was full of disorder, un-
til attaining to the present order. From God, the constructor,
the world received all that is good in him, but from a previ-
ous state came elements of evil and unrighteousness, which,
thence derived, first of all passed into the world, and were
then transmitted to the animals. While the world was aided
by the pilot in nurturing the animals, the evil was small, and
great the good which he produced, but after the separation,
when the world was let go, at first all proceeded well enough;
but, as time went on, there was more and more forgetting, and
the old discord again held sway and burst forth in full glory;
and at last small was the good, and great was the admixture of
evil, and there was a danger of universal ruin to the world, and
to the things contained in him. Wherefore God, the orderer of
all, in his tender care, seeing that the world was in great straits,
and fearing that all might be dissolved in the storm and dis-
appear in infinite chaos, again seated himself at the helm; and

bringing back the elements which had fallen into dissolution
and disorder to the motion which had prevailed under his dis-
pensation, he set them in order and restored them, and made
the world imperishable and immortal. And this is the whole
tale, of which the first part will suffice to illustrate the nature
of the king. For when the world turned towards the present
cycle of generation, the age of man again stood still, and a
change opposite to the previous one was the result. The small
creatures which had almost disappeared grew in and stature,
and the newly-born children of the earth became grey and died
and sank into the earth again. All things changed, imitating
and following the condition of the universe, and of necessity
agreeing with that in their mode of conception and genera-
tion and nurture; for no animal was any longer allowed to
come into being in the earth through the agency of other cre-
ative beings, but as the world was ordained to be the lord of
his own progress, in like manner the parts were ordained to
grow and generate and give nourishment, as far as they could,
of themselves, impelled by a similar movement. And so we
have arrived at the real end of this discourse; for although
there might be much to tell of the lower animals, and of the
condition out of which they changed and of the causes of the
change, about men there is not much, and that little is more to
the purpose. Deprived of the care of God, who had possessed
and tended them, they were left helpless and defenceless, and
were torn in pieces by the beasts, who were naturally fierce
and had now grown wild. And in the first ages they were still
without skill or resource; the food which once grew sponta-
neously had failed, and as yet they knew not how to procure
it, because they had never felt the pressure of necessity. For
all these reasons they were in a great strait; wherefore also
the gifts spoken of in the old tradition were imparted to man
by the gods, together with so much teaching and education as
was indispensable; fire was given to them by Prometheus, the
arts by Hephaestus and his fellow-worker, Athene, seeds and
plants by others. From these is derived all that has helped to
frame human life; since the care of the Gods, as I was saying,
had now failed men, and they had to order their course of life
for themselves, and were their own masters, just like the uni-
versal creature whom they imitate and follow, ever changing,
as he changes, and ever living and growing, at one time in one
manner, and at another time in another. Enough of the story,
which may be of use in showing us how greatly we erred in
the delineation of the king and the statesman in our previous
discourse.

YOUNG SOCRATES: What was this great error of which
you speak?

STRANGER: There were two; the first a lesser one, the other
was an error on a much larger and grander scale.

YOUNG SOCRATES: What do you mean?
STRANGER: I mean to say that when we were asked about

a king and statesman of the present cycle and generation, we
told of a shepherd of a human flock who belonged to the other
cycle, and of one who was a god when he ought to have been
a man; and this a great error. Again, we declared him to be
the ruler of the entire State, without explaining how: this was
not the whole truth, nor very intelligible; but still it was true,
and therefore the second error was not so great as the first.
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YOUNG SOCRATES: Very good.
STRANGER: Before we can expect to have a perfect de-

scription of the statesman we must define the nature of his
office.

YOUNG SOCRATES: Certainly.
STRANGER: And the myth was introduced in order to show,

not only that all others are rivals of the true shepherd who is
the object of our search, but in order that we might have a
clearer view of him who is alone worthy to receive this ap-
pellation, because he alone of shepherds and herdsmen, ac-
cording to the image which we have employed, has the care
of human beings.

YOUNG SOCRATES: Very true.
STRANGER: And I cannot help thinking, Socrates, that the

form of the divine shepherd is even higher than that of a king;
whereas the statesmen who are now on earth seem to be much
more like their subjects in character, and much more nearly to
partake of their breeding and education.

YOUNG SOCRATES: Certainly.
STRANGER: Still they must be investigated all the same,

to see whether, like the divine shepherd, they are above their
subjects or on a level with them.

YOUNG SOCRATES: Of course.
STRANGER: To resume:–Do you remember that we spoke

of a command-for-self exercised over animals, not singly but
collectively, which we called the art of rearing a herd?

YOUNG SOCRATES: Yes, I remember.
STRANGER: There, somewhere, lay our error; for we never

included or mentioned the Statesman; and we did not observe
that he had no place in our nomenclature.

YOUNG SOCRATES: How was that?
STRANGER: All other herdsmen ’rear’ their herds, but this

is not a suitable term to apply to the Statesman; we should use
a name which is common to them all.

YOUNG SOCRATES: True, if there be such a name.
STRANGER: Why, is not ’care’ of herds applicable to all?

For this implies no feeding, or any special duty; if we say
either ’tending’ the herds, or ’managing’ the herds, or ’having
the care’ of them, the same word will include all, and then
we may wrap up the Statesman with the rest, as the argument
seems to require.

YOUNG SOCRATES: Quite right; but how shall we take the
next step in the division?

STRANGER: As before we divided the art of ’rearing’ herds
accordingly as they were land or water herds, winged and
wingless, mixing or not mixing the breed, horned and horn-
less, so we may divide by these same differences the ’tending’
of herds, comprehending in our definition the kingship of to-
day and the rule of Cronos.

YOUNG SOCRATES: That is clear; but I still ask, what is to
follow.

STRANGER: If the word had been ’managing’ herds, in-
stead of feeding or rearing them, no one would have argued
that there was no care of men in the case of the politician, al-
though it was justly contended, that there was no human art
of feeding them which was worthy of the name, or at least, if
there were, many a man had a prior and greater right to share
in such an art than any king.

YOUNG SOCRATES: True.
STRANGER: But no other art or science will have a prior or

better right than the royal science to care for human society
and to rule over men in general.

YOUNG SOCRATES: Quite true.
STRANGER: In the next place, Socrates, we must surely

notice that a great error was committed at the end of our anal-
ysis.

YOUNG SOCRATES: What was it?
STRANGER: Why, supposing we were ever so sure that

there is such an art as the art of rearing or feeding bipeds,
there was no reason why we should call this the royal or po-
litical art, as though there were no more to be said.

YOUNG SOCRATES: Certainly not.
STRANGER: Our first duty, as we were saying, was to re-

model the name, so as to have the notion of care rather than of
feeding, and then to divide, for there may be still considerable
divisions.

YOUNG SOCRATES: How can they be made?
STRANGER: First, by separating the divine shepherd from

the human guardian or manager.
YOUNG SOCRATES: True.
STRANGER: And the art of management which is assigned

to man would again have to be subdivided.
YOUNG SOCRATES: On what principle?
STRANGER: On the principle of voluntary and compulsory.
YOUNG SOCRATES: Why?
STRANGER: Because, if I am not mistaken, there has been

an error here; for our simplicity led us to rank king and tyrant
together, whereas they are utterly distinct, like their modes of
government.

YOUNG SOCRATES: True.
STRANGER: Then, now, as I said, let us make the correc-

tion and divide human care into two parts, on the principle of
voluntary and compulsory.

YOUNG SOCRATES: Certainly.
STRANGER: And if we call the management of violent

rulers tyranny, and the voluntary management of herds of vol-
untary bipeds politics, may we not further assert that he who
has this latter art of management is the true king and states-
man?

YOUNG SOCRATES: I think, Stranger, that we have now
completed the account of the Statesman.

STRANGER: Would that we had, Socrates, but I have to sat-
isfy myself as well as you; and in my judgment the figure of
the king is not yet perfected; like statuaries who, in their too
great haste, having overdone the several parts of their work,
lose time in cutting them down, so too we, partly out of haste,
partly out of a magnanimous desire to expose our former er-
ror, and also because we imagined that a king required grand
illustrations, have taken up a marvellous lump of fable, and
have been obliged to use more than was necessary. This made
us discourse at large, and, nevertheless, the story never came
to an end. And our discussion might be compared to a picture
of some living being which had been fairly drawn in outline,
but had not yet attained the life and clearness which is given
by the blending of colours. Now to intelligent persons a living
being had better be delineated by language and discourse than
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by any painting or work of art: to the duller sort by works of
art.

YOUNG SOCRATES: Very true; but what is the imperfection
which still remains? I wish that you would tell me.

STRANGER: The higher ideas, my dear friend, can hardly
be set forth except through the medium of examples; every
man seems to know all things in a dreamy sort of way, and
then again to wake up and to know nothing.

YOUNG SOCRATES: What do you mean?
STRANGER: I fear that I have been unfortunate in raising a

question about our experience of knowledge.
YOUNG SOCRATES: Why so?
STRANGER: Why, because my ’example’ requires the as-

sistance of another example.
YOUNG SOCRATES: Proceed; you need not fear that I shall

tire.
STRANGER: I will proceed, finding, as I do, such a ready

listener in you: when children are beginning to know their
letters–

YOUNG SOCRATES: What are you going to say?
STRANGER: That they distinguish the several letters well

enough in very short and easy syllables, and are able to tell
them correctly.

YOUNG SOCRATES: Certainly.
STRANGER: Whereas in other syllables they do not recog-

nize them, and think and speak falsely of them.
YOUNG SOCRATES: Very true.
STRANGER: Will not the best and easiest way of bringing

them to a knowledge of what they do not as yet know be–
YOUNG SOCRATES: Be what?
STRANGER: To refer them first of all to cases in which

they judge correctly about the letters in question, and then to
compare these with the cases in which they do not as yet know,
and to show them that the letters are the same, and have the
same character in both combinations, until all cases in which
they are right have been placed side by side with all cases in
which they are wrong. In this way they have examples, and are
made to learn that each letter in every combination is always
the same and not another, and is always called by the same
name.

YOUNG SOCRATES: Certainly.
STRANGER: Are not examples formed in this manner? We

take a thing and compare it with another distinct instance of
the same thing, of which we have a right conception, and out
of the comparison there arises one true notion, which includes
both of them.

YOUNG SOCRATES: Exactly.
STRANGER: Can we wonder, then, that the soul has the

same uncertainty about the alphabet of things, and sometimes
and in some cases is firmly fixed by the truth in each partic-
ular, and then, again, in other cases is altogether at sea; hav-
ing somehow or other a correct notion of combinations; but
when the elements are transferred into the long and difficult
language (syllables) of facts, is again ignorant of them?

YOUNG SOCRATES: There is nothing wonderful in that.
STRANGER: Could any one, my friend, who began with

false opinion ever expect to arrive even at a small portion of
truth and to attain wisdom?

YOUNG SOCRATES: Hardly.
STRANGER: Then you and I will not be far wrong in trying

to see the nature of example in general in a small and particu-
lar instance; afterwards from lesser things we intend to pass to
the royal class, which is the highest form of the same nature,
and endeavour to discover by rules of art what the manage-
ment of cities is; and then the dream will become a reality to
us.

YOUNG SOCRATES: Very true.
STRANGER: Then, once more, let us resume the previous

argument, and as there were innumerable rivals of the royal
race who claim to have the care of states, let us part them all
off, and leave him alone; and, as I was saying, a model or
example of this process has first to be framed.

YOUNG SOCRATES: Exactly.
STRANGER: What model is there which is small, and yet

has any analogy with the political occupation? Suppose,
Socrates, that if we have no other example at hand, we choose
weaving, or, more precisely, weaving of wool– this will be
quite enough, without taking the whole of weaving, to illus-
trate our meaning?

YOUNG SOCRATES: Certainly.
STRANGER: Why should we not apply to weaving the same

processes of division and subdivision which we have already
applied to other classes; going once more as rapidly as we can
through all the steps until we come to that which is needed for
our purpose?

YOUNG SOCRATES: How do you mean?
STRANGER: I shall reply by actually performing the pro-

cess.
YOUNG SOCRATES: Very good.
STRANGER: All things which we make or acquire are either

creative or preventive; of the preventive class are antidotes,
divine and human, and also defences; and defences are either
military weapons or protections; and protections are veils, and
also shields against heat and cold, and shields against heat and
cold are shelters and coverings; and coverings are blankets
and garments; and garments are some of them in one piece,
and others of them are made in several parts; and of these lat-
ter some are stitched, others are fastened and not stitched; and
of the not stitched, some are made of the sinews of plants, and
some of hair; and of these, again, some are cemented with wa-
ter and earth, and others are fastened together by themselves.
And these last defences and coverings which are fastened to-
gether by themselves are called clothes, and the art which su-
perintends them we may call, from the nature of the opera-
tion, the art of clothing, just as before the art of the Statesman
was derived from the State; and may we not say that the art
of weaving, at least that largest portion of it which was con-
cerned with the making of clothes, differs only in name from
this art of clothing, in the same way that, in the previous case,
the royal science differed from the political?

YOUNG SOCRATES: Most true.
STRANGER: In the next place, let us make the reflection,

that the art of weaving clothes, which an incompetent person
might fancy to have been sufficiently described, has been sep-
arated off from several others which are of the same family,
but not from the co-operative arts.
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YOUNG SOCRATES: And which are the kindred arts?
STRANGER: I see that I have not taken you with me. So I

think that we had better go backwards, starting from the end.
We just now parted off from the weaving of clothes, the mak-
ing of blankets, which differ from each other in that one is put
under and the other is put around: and these are what I termed
kindred arts.

YOUNG SOCRATES: I understand.
STRANGER: And we have subtracted the manufacture of

all articles made of flax and cords, and all that we just now
metaphorically termed the sinews of plants, and we have also
separated off the process of felting and the putting together of
materials by stitching and sewing, of which the most impor-
tant part is the cobbler’s art.

YOUNG SOCRATES: Precisely.
STRANGER: Then we separated off the currier’s art, which

prepared coverings in entire pieces, and the art of sheltering,
and subtracted the various arts of making water-tight which
are employed in building, and in general in carpentering, and
in other crafts, and all such arts as furnish impediments to
thieving and acts of violence, and are concerned with making
the lids of boxes and the fixing of doors, being divisions of the
art of joining; and we also cut off the manufacture of arms,
which is a section of the great and manifold art of making
defences; and we originally began by parting off the whole of
the magic art which is concerned with antidotes, and have left,
as would appear, the very art of which we were in search, the
art of protection against winter cold, which fabricates woollen
defences, and has the name of weaving.

YOUNG SOCRATES: Very true.
STRANGER: Yes, my boy, but that is not all; for the first

process to which the material is subjected is the opposite of
weaving.

YOUNG SOCRATES: How so?
STRANGER: Weaving is a sort of uniting?
YOUNG SOCRATES: Yes.
STRANGER: But the first process is a separation of the clot-

ted and matted fibres?
YOUNG SOCRATES: What do you mean?
STRANGER: I mean the work of the carder’s art; for we can-

not say that carding is weaving, or that the carder is a weaver.
YOUNG SOCRATES: Certainly not.
STRANGER: Again, if a person were to say that the art of

making the warp and the woof was the art of weaving, he
would say what was paradoxical and false.

YOUNG SOCRATES: To be sure.
STRANGER: Shall we say that the whole art of the fuller or

of the mender has nothing to do with the care and treatment
of clothes, or are we to regard all these as arts of weaving?

YOUNG SOCRATES: Certainly not.
STRANGER: And yet surely all these arts will maintain

that they are concerned with the treatment and production of
clothes; they will dispute the exclusive prerogative of weav-
ing, and though assigning a larger sphere to that, will still re-
serve a considerable field for themselves.

YOUNG SOCRATES: Very true.
STRANGER: Besides these, there are the arts which make

tools and instruments of weaving, and which will claim at

least to be co-operative causes in every work of the weaver.
YOUNG SOCRATES: Most true.
STRANGER: Well, then, suppose that we define weaving, or

rather that part of it which has been selected by us, to be the
greatest and noblest of arts which are concerned with woollen
garments–shall we be right? Is not the definition, although
true, wanting in clearness and completeness; for do not all
those other arts require to be first cleared away?

YOUNG SOCRATES: True.
STRANGER: Then the next thing will be to separate them,

in order that the argument may proceed in a regular manner?
YOUNG SOCRATES: By all means.
STRANGER: Let us consider, in the first place, that there

are two kinds of arts entering into everything which we do.
YOUNG SOCRATES: What are they?
STRANGER: The one kind is the conditional or co-

operative, the other the principal cause.
YOUNG SOCRATES: What do you mean?
STRANGER: The arts which do not manufacture the actual

thing, but which furnish the necessary tools for the manu-
facture, without which the several arts could not fulfil their
appointed work, are co-operative; but those which make the
things themselves are causal.

YOUNG SOCRATES: A very reasonable distinction.
STRANGER: Thus the arts which make spindles, combs,

and other instruments of the production of clothes, may be
called co-operative, and those which treat and fabricate the
things themselves, causal.

YOUNG SOCRATES: Very true.
STRANGER: The arts of washing and mending, and the

other preparatory arts which belong to the causal class, and
form a division of the great art of adornment, may be all com-
prehended under what we call the fuller’s art.

YOUNG SOCRATES: Very good.
STRANGER: Carding and spinning threads and all the parts

of the process which are concerned with the actual manufac-
ture of a woollen garment form a single art, which is one of
those universally acknowledged,–the art of working in wool.

YOUNG SOCRATES: To be sure.
STRANGER: Of working in wool, again, there are two divi-

sions, and both these are parts of two arts at once.
YOUNG SOCRATES: How is that?
STRANGER: Carding and one half of the use of the comb,

and the other processes of wool-working which separate the
composite, may be classed together as belonging both to the
art of wool-working, and also to one of the two great arts
which are of universal application–the art of composition and
the art of division.

YOUNG SOCRATES: Yes.
STRANGER: To the latter belong carding and the other pro-

cesses of which I was just now speaking; the art of discern-
ment or division in wool and yarn, which is effected in one
manner with the comb and in another with the hands, is var-
iously described under all the names which I just now men-
tioned.

YOUNG SOCRATES: Very true.
STRANGER: Again, let us take some process of wool-

working which is also a portion of the art of composition, and,
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dismissing the elements of division which we found there,
make two halves, one on the principle of composition, and
the other on the principle of division.

YOUNG SOCRATES: Let that be done.
STRANGER: And once more, Socrates, we must divide the

part which belongs at once both to wool-working and compo-
sition, if we are ever to discover satisfactorily the aforesaid art
of weaving.

YOUNG SOCRATES: We must.
STRANGER: Yes, certainly, and let us call one part of the

art the art of twisting threads, the other the art of combining
them.

YOUNG SOCRATES: Do I understand you, in speaking of
twisting, to be referring to manufacture of the warp?

STRANGER: Yes, and of the woof too; how, if not by twist-
ing, is the woof made?

YOUNG SOCRATES: There is no other way.
STRANGER: Then suppose that you define the warp and the

woof, for I think that the definition will be of use to you.
YOUNG SOCRATES: How shall I define them?
STRANGER: As thus: A piece of carded wool which is

drawn out lengthwise and breadthwise is said to be pulled out.
YOUNG SOCRATES: Yes.
STRANGER: And the wool thus prepared, when twisted by

the spindle, and made into a firm thread, is called the warp,
and the art which regulates these operations the art of spinning
the warp.

YOUNG SOCRATES: True.
STRANGER: And the threads which are more loosely spun,

having a softness proportioned to the intertexture of the warp
and to the degree of force used in dressing the cloth,–the
threads which are thus spun are called the woof, and the art
which is set over them may be called the art of spinning the
woof.

YOUNG SOCRATES: Very true.
STRANGER: And, now, there can be no mistake about the

nature of the part of weaving which we have undertaken to
define. For when that part of the art of composition which is
employed in the working of wool forms a web by the regular
intertexture of warp and woof, the entire woven substance is
called by us a woollen garment, and the art which presides
over this is the art of weaving.

YOUNG SOCRATES: Very true.
STRANGER: But why did we not say at once that weaving

is the art of entwining warp and woof, instead of making a
long and useless circuit?

YOUNG SOCRATES: I thought, Stranger, that there was
nothing useless in what was said.

STRANGER: Very likely, but you may not always think so,
my sweet friend; and in case any feeling of dissatisfaction
should hereafter arise in your mind, as it very well may, let me
lay down a principle which will apply to arguments in general.

YOUNG SOCRATES: Proceed.
STRANGER: Let us begin by considering the whole na-

ture of excess and defect, and then we shall have a rational
ground on which we may praise or blame too much length or
too much shortness in discussions of this kind.

YOUNG SOCRATES: Let us do so.

STRANGER: The points on which I think that we ought to
dwell are the following:–

YOUNG SOCRATES: What?
STRANGER: Length and shortness, excess and defect; with

all of these the art of measurement is conversant.
YOUNG SOCRATES: Yes.
STRANGER: And the art of measurement has to be divided

into two parts, with a view to our present purpose.
YOUNG SOCRATES: Where would you make the division?
STRANGER: As thus: I would make two parts, one hav-

ing regard to the relativity of greatness and smallness to each
other; and there is another, without which the existence of
production would be impossible.

YOUNG SOCRATES: What do you mean?
STRANGER: Do you not think that it is only natural for the

greater to be called greater with reference to the less alone,
and the less less with reference to the greater alone?

YOUNG SOCRATES: Yes.
STRANGER: Well, but is there not also something exceed-

ing and exceeded by the principle of the mean, both in speech
and action, and is not this a reality, and the chief mark of dif-
ference between good and bad men?

YOUNG SOCRATES: Plainly.
STRANGER: Then we must suppose that the great and small

exist and are discerned in both these ways, and not, as we were
saying before, only relatively to one another, but there must
also be another comparison of them with the mean or ideal
standard; would you like to hear the reason why?

YOUNG SOCRATES: Certainly.
STRANGER: If we assume the greater to exist only in rela-

tion to the less, there will never be any comparison of either
with the mean.

YOUNG SOCRATES: True.
STRANGER: And would not this doctrine be the ruin of all

the arts and their creations; would not the art of the Statesman
and the aforesaid art of weaving disappear? For all these arts
are on the watch against excess and defect, not as unrealities,
but as real evils, which occasion a difficulty in action; and
the excellence or beauty of every work of art is due to this
observance of measure.

YOUNG SOCRATES: Certainly.
STRANGER: But if the science of the Statesman disappears,

the search for the royal science will be impossible.
YOUNG SOCRATES: Very true.
STRANGER: Well, then, as in the case of the Sophist we

extorted the inference that not-being had an existence, because
here was the point at which the argument eluded our grasp, so
in this we must endeavour to show that the greater and less
are not only to be measured with one another, but also have to
do with the production of the mean; for if this is not admitted,
neither a statesman nor any other man of action can be an
undisputed master of his science.

YOUNG SOCRATES: Yes, we must certainly do again what
we did then.

STRANGER: But this, Socrates, is a greater work than the
other, of which we only too well remember the length. I think,
however, that we may fairly assume something of this sort–

YOUNG SOCRATES: What?
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STRANGER: That we shall some day require this notion of
a mean with a view to the demonstration of absolute truth;
meanwhile, the argument that the very existence of the arts
must be held to depend on the possibility of measuring more
or less, not only with one another, but also with a view to the
attainment of the mean, seems to afford a grand support and
satisfactory proof of the doctrine which we are maintaining;
for if there are arts, there is a standard of measure, and if there
is a standard of measure, there are arts; but if either is wanting,
there is neither.

YOUNG SOCRATES: True; and what is the next step?
STRANGER: The next step clearly is to divide the art of

measurement into two parts, as we have said already, and
to place in the one part all the arts which measure number,
length, depth, breadth, swiftness with their opposites; and to
have another part in which they are measured with the mean,
and the fit, and the opportune, and the due, and with all those
words, in short, which denote a mean or standard removed
from the extremes.

YOUNG SOCRATES: Here are two vast divisions, embrac-
ing two very different spheres.

STRANGER: There are many accomplished men, Socrates,
who say, believing themselves to speak wisely, that the art of
measurement is universal, and has to do with all things. And
this means what we are now saying; for all things which come
within the province of art do certainly in some sense partake of
measure. But these persons, because they are not accustomed
to distinguish classes according to real forms, jumble together
two widely different things, relation to one another, and to a
standard, under the idea that they are the same, and also fall
into the converse error of dividing other things not according
to their real parts. Whereas the right way is, if a man has
first seen the unity of things, to go on with the enquiry and
not desist until he has found all the differences contained in
it which form distinct classes; nor again should he be able to
rest contented with the manifold diversities which are seen in
a multitude of things until he has comprehended all of them
that have any affinity within the bounds of one similarity and
embraced them within the reality of a single kind. But we
have said enough on this head, and also of excess and defect;
we have only to bear in mind that two divisions of the art of
measurement have been discovered which are concerned with
them, and not forget what they are.

YOUNG SOCRATES: We will not forget.
STRANGER: And now that this discussion is completed, let

us go on to consider another question, which concerns not this
argument only but the conduct of such arguments in general.

YOUNG SOCRATES: What is this new question?
STRANGER: Take the case of a child who is engaged in

learning his letters: when he is asked what letters make up a
word, should we say that the question is intended to improve
his grammatical knowledge of that particular word, or of all
words?

YOUNG SOCRATES: Clearly, in order that he may have a
better knowledge of all words.

STRANGER: And is our enquiry about the Statesman in-
tended only to improve our knowledge of politics, or our
power of reasoning generally?

YOUNG SOCRATES: Clearly, as in the former example, the
purpose is general.

STRANGER: Still less would any rational man seek to anal-
yse the notion of weaving for its own sake. But people seem to
forget that some things have sensible images, which are read-
ily known, and can be easily pointed out when any one de-
sires to answer an enquirer without any trouble or argument;
whereas the greatest and highest truths have no outward im-
age of themselves visible to man, which he who wishes to
satisfy the soul of the enquirer can adapt to the eye of sense
(compare Phaedr.), and therefore we ought to train ourselves
to give and accept a rational account of them; for immaterial
things, which are the noblest and greatest, are shown only in
thought and idea, and in no other way, and all that we are
now saying is said for the sake of them. Moreover, there is
always less difficulty in fixing the mind on small matters than
on great.

YOUNG SOCRATES: Very good.
STRANGER: Let us call to mind the bearing of all this.
YOUNG SOCRATES: What is it?
STRANGER: I wanted to get rid of any impression of te-

diousness which we may have experienced in the discussion
about weaving, and the reversal of the universe, and in the dis-
cussion concerning the Sophist and the being of not-being. I
know that they were felt to be too long, and I reproached my-
self with this, fearing that they might be not only tedious but
irrelevant; and all that I have now said is only designed to pre-
vent the recurrence of any such disagreeables for the future.

YOUNG SOCRATES: Very good. Will you proceed?
STRANGER: Then I would like to observe that you and

I, remembering what has been said, should praise or blame
the length or shortness of discussions, not by comparing them
with one another, but with what is fitting, having regard to the
part of measurement, which, as we said, was to be borne in
mind.

YOUNG SOCRATES: Very true.
STRANGER: And yet, not everything is to be judged even

with a view to what is fitting; for we should only want such
a length as is suited to give pleasure, if at all, as a secondary
matter; and reason tells us, that we should be contented to
make the ease or rapidity of an enquiry, not our first, but our
second object; the first and highest of all being to assert the
great method of division according to species–whether the
discourse be shorter or longer is not to the point. No offence
should be taken at length, but the longer and shorter are to be
employed indifferently, according as either of them is better
calculated to sharpen the wits of the auditors. Reason would
also say to him who censures the length of discourses on such
occasions and cannot away with their circumlocution, that he
should not be in such a hurry to have done with them, when he
can only complain that they are tedious, but he should prove
that if they had been shorter they would have made those who
took part in them better dialecticians, and more capable of ex-
pressing the truth of things; about any other praise and blame,
he need not trouble himself–he should pretend not to hear
them. But we have had enough of this, as you will proba-
bly agree with me in thinking. Let us return to our Statesman,
and apply to his case the aforesaid example of weaving.
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YOUNG SOCRATES: Very good;–let us do as you say.
STRANGER: The art of the king has been separated from

the similar arts of shepherds, and, indeed, from all those which
have to do with herds at all. There still remain, however, of
the causal and co-operative arts those which are immediately
concerned with States, and which must first be distinguished
from one another.

YOUNG SOCRATES: Very good.
STRANGER: You know that these arts cannot easily be di-

vided into two halves; the reason will be very evident as we
proceed.

YOUNG SOCRATES: Then we had better do so.
STRANGER: We must carve them like a victim into mem-

bers or limbs, since we cannot bisect them. (Compare Phaedr.)
For we certainly should divide everything into as few parts as
possible.

YOUNG SOCRATES: What is to be done in this case?
STRANGER: What we did in the example of weaving–all

those arts which furnish the tools were regarded by us as co-
operative.

YOUNG SOCRATES: Yes.
STRANGER: So now, and with still more reason, all arts

which make any implement in a State, whether great or small,
may be regarded by us as co- operative, for without them nei-
ther State nor Statesmanship would be possible; and yet we
are not inclined to say that any of them is a product of the
kingly art.

YOUNG SOCRATES: No, indeed.
STRANGER: The task of separating this class from others is

not an easy one; for there is plausibility in saying that anything
in the world is the instrument of doing something. But there is
another class of possessions in a city, of which I have a word
to say.

YOUNG SOCRATES: What class do you mean?
STRANGER: A class which may be described as not having

this power; that is to say, not like an instrument, framed for
production, but designed for the preservation of that which is
produced.

YOUNG SOCRATES: To what do you refer?
STRANGER: To the class of vessels, as they are compre-

hensively termed, which are constructed for the preservation
of things moist and dry, of things prepared in the fire or out
of the fire; this is a very large class, and has, if I am not mis-
taken, literally nothing to do with the royal art of which we
are in search.

YOUNG SOCRATES: Certainly not.
STRANGER: There is also a third class of possessions to

be noted, different from these and very extensive, moving or
resting on land or water, honourable and also dishonourable.
The whole of this class has one name, because it is intended
to be sat upon, being always a seat for something.

YOUNG SOCRATES: What is it?
STRANGER: A vehicle, which is certainly not the work of

the Statesman, but of the carpenter, potter, and coppersmith.
YOUNG SOCRATES: I understand.
STRANGER: And is there not a fourth class which is again

different, and in which most of the things formerly mentioned
are contained,–every kind of dress, most sorts of arms, walls

and enclosures, whether of earth or stone, and ten thousand
other things? all of which being made for the sake of defence,
may be truly called defences, and are for the most part to be
regarded as the work of the builder or of the weaver, rather
than of the Statesman.

YOUNG SOCRATES: Certainly.
STRANGER: Shall we add a fifth class, of ornamentation

and drawing, and of the imitations produced by drawing and
music, which are designed for amusement only, and may be
fairly comprehended under one name?

YOUNG SOCRATES: What is it?
STRANGER: Plaything is the name.
YOUNG SOCRATES: Certainly.
STRANGER: That one name may be fitly predicated of all

of them, for none of these things have a serious purpose–
amusement is their sole aim.

YOUNG SOCRATES: That again I understand.
STRANGER: Then there is a class which provides materials

for all these, out of which and in which the arts already men-
tioned fabricate their works;–this manifold class, I say, which
is the creation and offspring of many other arts, may I not rank
sixth?

YOUNG SOCRATES: What do you mean?
STRANGER: I am referring to gold, silver, and other metals,

and all that wood-cutting and shearing of every sort provides
for the art of carpentry and plaiting; and there is the process
of barking and stripping the cuticle of plants, and the currier’s
art, which strips off the skins of animals, and other similar
arts which manufacture corks and papyri and cords, and pro-
vide for the manufacture of composite species out of simple
kinds–the whole class may be termed the primitive and sim-
ple possession of man, and with this the kingly science has no
concern at all.

YOUNG SOCRATES: True.
STRANGER: The provision of food and of all other things

which mingle their particles with the particles of the human
body, and minister to the body, will form a seventh class,
which may be called by the general term of nourishment, un-
less you have any better name to offer. This, however, ap-
pertains rather to the husbandman, huntsman, trainer, doctor,
cook, and is not to be assigned to the Statesman’s art.

YOUNG SOCRATES: Certainly not.
STRANGER: These seven classes include nearly every de-

scription of property, with the exception of tame animals.
Consider;–there was the original material, which ought to
have been placed first; next come instruments, vessels, vehi-
cles, defences, playthings, nourishment; small things, which
may be included under one of these–as for example, coins,
seals and stamps, are omitted, for they have not in them the
character of any larger kind which includes them; but some of
them may, with a little forcing, be placed among ornaments,
and others may be made to harmonize with the class of im-
plements. The art of herding, which has been already divided
into parts, will include all property in tame animals, except
slaves.

YOUNG SOCRATES: Very true.
STRANGER: The class of slaves and ministers only re-

mains, and I suspect that in this the real aspirants for the
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throne, who are the rivals of the king in the formation of the
political web, will be discovered; just as spinners, carders, and
the rest of them, were the rivals of the weaver. All the others,
who were termed co-operators, have been got rid of among the
occupations already mentioned, and separated from the royal
and political science.

YOUNG SOCRATES: I agree.
STRANGER: Let us go a little nearer, in order that we may

be more certain of the complexion of this remaining class.
YOUNG SOCRATES: Let us do so.
STRANGER: We shall find from our present point of view

that the greatest servants are in a case and condition which is
the reverse of what we anticipated.

YOUNG SOCRATES: Who are they?
STRANGER: Those who have been purchased, and have so

become possessions; these are unmistakably slaves, and cer-
tainly do not claim royal science.

YOUNG SOCRATES: Certainly not.
STRANGER: Again, freemen who of their own accord be-

come the servants of the other classes in a State, and who ex-
change and equalise the products of husbandry and the other
arts, some sitting in the market-place, others going from city
to city by land or sea, and giving money in exchange for
money or for other productions–the money-changer, the mer-
chant, the ship- owner, the retailer, will not put in any claim
to statecraft or politics?

YOUNG SOCRATES: No; unless, indeed, to the politics of
commerce.

STRANGER: But surely men whom we see acting as
hirelings and serfs, and too happy to turn their hand to any-
thing, will not profess to share in royal science?

YOUNG SOCRATES: Certainly not.
STRANGER: But what would you say of some other ser-

viceable officials?
YOUNG SOCRATES: Who are they, and what services do

they perform?
STRANGER: There are heralds, and scribes perfected by

practice, and divers others who have great skill in various
sorts of business connected with the government of states–
what shall we call them?

YOUNG SOCRATES: They are the officials, and servants of
the rulers, as you just now called them, but not themselves
rulers.

STRANGER: There may be something strange in any ser-
vant pretending to be a ruler, and yet I do not think that I
could have been dreaming when I imagined that the principal
claimants to political science would be found somewhere in
this neighbourhood.

YOUNG SOCRATES: Very true.
STRANGER: Well, let us draw nearer, and try the claims of

some who have not yet been tested: in the first place, there are
diviners, who have a portion of servile or ministerial science,
and are thought to be the interpreters of the gods to men.

YOUNG SOCRATES: True.
STRANGER: There is also the priestly class, who, as the

law declares, know how to give the gods gifts from men in the
form of sacrifices which are acceptable to them, and to ask on

our behalf blessings in return from them. Now both these are
branches of the servile or ministerial art.

YOUNG SOCRATES: Yes, clearly.
STRANGER: And here I think that we seem to be getting

on the right track; for the priest and the diviner are swollen
with pride and prerogative, and they create an awful impres-
sion of themselves by the magnitude of their enterprises; in
Egypt, the king himself is not allowed to reign, unless he have
priestly powers, and if he should be of another class and has
thrust himself in, he must get enrolled in the priesthood. In
many parts of Hellas, the duty of offering the most solemn
propitiatory sacrifices is assigned to the highest magistracies,
and here, at Athens, the most solemn and national of the an-
cient sacrifices are supposed to be celebrated by him who has
been chosen by lot to be the King Archon.

YOUNG SOCRATES: Precisely.
STRANGER: But who are these other kings and priests

elected by lot who now come into view followed by their re-
tainers and a vast throng, as the former class disappears and
the scene changes?

YOUNG SOCRATES: Whom can you mean?
STRANGER: They are a strange crew.
YOUNG SOCRATES: Why strange?
STRANGER: A minute ago I thought that they were ani-

mals of every tribe; for many of them are like lions and cen-
taurs, and many more like satyrs and such weak and shifty
creatures;–Protean shapes quickly changing into one another’s
forms and natures; and now, Socrates, I begin to see who they
are.

YOUNG SOCRATES: Who are they? You seem to be gazing
on some strange vision.

STRANGER: Yes; every one looks strange when you do
not know him; and just now I myself fell into this mistake–
at first sight, coming suddenly upon him, I did not recognize
the politician and his troop.

YOUNG SOCRATES: Who is he?
STRANGER: The chief of Sophists and most accomplished

of wizards, who must at any cost be separated from the true
king or Statesman, if we are ever to see daylight in the present
enquiry.

YOUNG SOCRATES: That is a hope not lightly to be re-
nounced.

STRANGER: Never, if I can help it; and, first, let me ask
you a question.

YOUNG SOCRATES: What?
STRANGER: Is not monarchy a recognized form of govern-

ment?
YOUNG SOCRATES: Yes.
STRANGER: And, after monarchy, next in order comes the

government of the few?
YOUNG SOCRATES: Of course.
STRANGER: Is not the third form of government the rule of

the multitude, which is called by the name of democracy?
YOUNG SOCRATES: Certainly.
STRANGER: And do not these three expand in a manner

into five, producing out of themselves two other names?
YOUNG SOCRATES: What are they?
YOUNG SOCRATES: What are they?
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STRANGER: There is a criterion of voluntary and involun-
tary, poverty and riches, law and the absence of law, which
men now-a-days apply to them; the two first they subdivide
accordingly, and ascribe to monarchy two forms and two cor-
responding names, royalty and tyranny.

YOUNG SOCRATES: Very true.
STRANGER: And the government of the few they distin-

guish by the names of aristocracy and oligarchy.
YOUNG SOCRATES: Certainly.
STRANGER: Democracy alone, whether rigidly observing

the laws or not, and whether the multitude rule over the men
of property with their consent or against their consent, always
in ordinary language has the same name.

YOUNG SOCRATES: True.
STRANGER: But do you suppose that any form of govern-

ment which is defined by these characteristics of the one, the
few, or the many, of poverty or wealth, of voluntary or com-
pulsory submission, of written law or the absence of law, can
be a right one?

YOUNG SOCRATES: Why not?
STRANGER: Reflect; and follow me.
YOUNG SOCRATES: In what direction?
STRANGER: Shall we abide by what we said at first, or

shall we retract our words?
YOUNG SOCRATES: To what do you refer?
STRANGER: If I am not mistaken, we said that royal power

was a science?
YOUNG SOCRATES: Yes.
STRANGER: And a science of a peculiar kind, which was

selected out of the rest as having a character which is at once
judicial and authoritative?

YOUNG SOCRATES: Yes.
STRANGER: And there was one kind of authority over life-

less things and another other living animals; and so we pro-
ceeded in the division step by step up to this point, not losing
the idea of science, but unable as yet to determine the nature
of the particular science?

YOUNG SOCRATES: True.
STRANGER: Hence we are led to observe that the distin-

guishing principle of the State cannot be the few or many, the
voluntary or involuntary, poverty or riches; but some notion of
science must enter into it, if we are to be consistent with what
has preceded.

YOUNG SOCRATES: And we must be consistent.
STRANGER: Well, then, in which of these various forms

of States may the science of government, which is among the
greatest of all sciences and most difficult to acquire, be sup-
posed to reside? That we must discover, and then we shall see
who are the false politicians who pretend to be politicians but
are not, although they persuade many, and shall separate them
from the wise king.

YOUNG SOCRATES: That, as the argument has already in-
timated, will be our duty.

STRANGER: Do you think that the multitude in a State can
attain political science?

YOUNG SOCRATES: Impossible.
STRANGER: But, perhaps, in a city of a thousand men,

there would be a hundred, or say fifty, who could?

YOUNG SOCRATES: In that case political science would
certainly be the easiest of all sciences; there could not be
found in a city of that number as many really first-rate
draught-players, if judged by the standard of the rest of Hel-
las, and there would certainly not be as many kings. For kings
we may truly call those who possess royal science, whether
they rule or not, as was shown in the previous argument.

STRANGER: Thank you for reminding me; and the conse-
quence is that any true form of government can only be sup-
posed to be the government of one, two, or, at any rate, of a
few.

YOUNG SOCRATES: Certainly.
STRANGER: And these, whether they rule with the will, or

against the will, of their subjects, with written laws or without
written laws, and whether they are poor or rich, and whatever
be the nature of their rule, must be supposed, according to our
present view, to rule on some scientific principle; just as the
physician, whether he cures us against our will or with our
will, and whatever be his mode of treatment,–incision, burn-
ing, or the infliction of some other pain,–whether he practises
out of a book or not out of a book, and whether he be rich or
poor, whether he purges or reduces in some other way, or even
fattens his patients, is a physician all the same, so long as he
exercises authority over them according to rules of art, if he
only does them good and heals and saves them. And this we
lay down to be the only proper test of the art of medicine, or
of any other art of command.

YOUNG SOCRATES: Quite true.
STRANGER: Then that can be the only true form of govern-

ment in which the governors are really found to possess sci-
ence, and are not mere pretenders, whether they rule according
to law or without law, over willing or unwilling subjects, and
are rich or poor themselves–none of these things can with any
propriety be included in the notion of the ruler.

YOUNG SOCRATES: True.
STRANGER: And whether with a view to the public good

they purge the State by killing some, or exiling some; whether
they reduce the size of the body corporate by sending out from
the hive swarms of citizens, or, by introducing persons from
without, increase it; while they act according to the rules of
wisdom and justice, and use their power with a view to the
general security and improvement, the city over which they
rule, and which has these characteristics, may be described as
the only true State. All other governments are not genuine or
real; but only imitations of this, and some of them are better
and some of them are worse; the better are said to be well
governed, but they are mere imitations like the others.

YOUNG SOCRATES: I agree, Stranger, in the greater part of
what you say; but as to their ruling without laws–the expres-
sion has a harsh sound.

STRANGER: You have been too quick for me, Socrates; I
was just going to ask you whether you objected to any of my
statements. And now I see that we shall have to consider this
notion of there being good government without laws.

YOUNG SOCRATES: Certainly.
STRANGER: There can be no doubt that legislation is in a

manner the business of a king, and yet the best thing of all is
not that the law should rule, but that a man should rule sup-
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posing him to have wisdom and royal power. Do you see why
this is?

YOUNG SOCRATES: Why?
STRANGER: Because the law does not perfectly compre-

hend what is noblest and most just for all and therefore cannot
enforce what is best. The differences of men and actions, and
the endless irregular movements of human things, do not ad-
mit of any universal and simple rule. And no art whatsoever
can lay down a rule which will last for all time.

YOUNG SOCRATES: Of course not.
STRANGER: But the law is always striving to make one;–

like an obstinate and ignorant tyrant, who will not allow any-
thing to be done contrary to his appointment, or any question
to be asked–not even in sudden changes of circumstances,
when something happens to be better than what he com-
manded for some one.

YOUNG SOCRATES: Certainly; the law treats us all pre-
cisely in the manner which you describe.

STRANGER: A perfectly simple principle can never be ap-
plied to a state of things which is the reverse of simple.

YOUNG SOCRATES: True.
STRANGER: Then if the law is not the perfection of right,

why are we compelled to make laws at all? The reason of this
has next to be investigated.

YOUNG SOCRATES: Certainly.
STRANGER: Let me ask, whether you have not meetings

for gymnastic contests in your city, such as there are in other
cities, at which men compete in running, wrestling, and the
like?

YOUNG SOCRATES: Yes; they are very common among us.
STRANGER: And what are the rules which are enforced

on their pupils by professional trainers or by others having
similar authority? Can you remember?

YOUNG SOCRATES: To what do you refer?
STRANGER: The training-masters do not issue minute rules

for individuals, or give every individual what is exactly suited
to his constitution; they think that they ought to go more
roughly to work, and to prescribe generally the regimen which
will benefit the majority.

YOUNG SOCRATES: Very true.
STRANGER: And therefore they assign equal amounts of

exercise to them all; they send them forth together, and let
them rest together from their running, wrestling, or whatever
the form of bodily exercise may be.

YOUNG SOCRATES: True.
STRANGER: And now observe that the legislator who has

to preside over the herd, and to enforce justice in their dealings
with one another, will not be able, in enacting for the general
good, to provide exactly what is suitable for each particular
case.

YOUNG SOCRATES: He cannot be expected to do so.
STRANGER: He will lay down laws in a general form for

the majority, roughly meeting the cases of individuals; and
some of them he will deliver in writing, and others will be
unwritten; and these last will be traditional customs of the
country.

YOUNG SOCRATES: He will be right.

STRANGER: Yes, quite right; for how can he sit at every
man’s side all through his life, prescribing for him the exact
particulars of his duty? Who, Socrates, would be equal to
such a task? No one who really had the royal science, if he
had been able to do this, would have imposed upon himself
the restriction of a written law.

YOUNG SOCRATES: So I should infer from what has now
been said.

STRANGER: Or rather, my good friend, from what is going
to be said.

YOUNG SOCRATES: And what is that?
STRANGER: Let us put to ourselves the case of a physician,

or trainer, who is about to go into a far country, and is expect-
ing to be a long time away from his patients–thinking that his
instructions will not be remembered unless they are written
down, he will leave notes of them for the use of his pupils or
patients.

YOUNG SOCRATES: True.
STRANGER: But what would you say, if he came back

sooner than he had intended, and, owing to an unexpected
change of the winds or other celestial influences, something
else happened to be better for them,–would he not venture to
suggest this new remedy, although not contemplated in his for-
mer prescription? Would he persist in observing the original
law, neither himself giving any new commandments, nor the
patient daring to do otherwise than was prescribed, under the
idea that this course only was healthy and medicinal, all oth-
ers noxious and heterodox? Viewed in the light of science and
true art, would not all such enactments be utterly ridiculous?

YOUNG SOCRATES: Utterly.
STRANGER: And if he who gave laws, written or unwrit-

ten, determining what was good or bad, honourable or dis-
honourable, just or unjust, to the tribes of men who flock to-
gether in their several cities, and are governed in accordance
with them; if, I say, the wise legislator were suddenly to come
again, or another like to him, is he to be prohibited from
changing them?– would not this prohibition be in reality quite
as ridiculous as the other?

YOUNG SOCRATES: Certainly.
STRANGER: Do you know a plausible saying of the com-

mon people which is in point?
YOUNG SOCRATES: I do not recall what you mean at the

moment.
STRANGER: They say that if any one knows how the an-

cient laws may be improved, he must first persuade his own
State of the improvement, and then he may legislate, but not
otherwise.

YOUNG SOCRATES: And are they not right?
STRANGER: I dare say. But supposing that he does use

some gentle violence for their good, what is this violence to
be called? Or rather, before you answer, let me ask the same
question in reference to our previous instances.

YOUNG SOCRATES: What do you mean?
STRANGER: Suppose that a skilful physician has a patient,

of whatever sex or age, whom he compels against his will to
do something for his good which is contrary to the written
rules; what is this compulsion to be called? Would you ever
dream of calling it a violation of the art, or a breach of the laws
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of health? Nothing could be more unjust than for the patient to
whom such violence is applied, to charge the physician who
practises the violence with wanting skill or aggravating his
disease.

YOUNG SOCRATES: Most true.
STRANGER: In the political art error is not called disease,

but evil, or disgrace, or injustice.
YOUNG SOCRATES: Quite true.
STRANGER: And when the citizen, contrary to law and cus-

tom, is compelled to do what is juster and better and nobler
than he did before, the last and most absurd thing which he
could say about such violence is that he has incurred disgrace
or evil or injustice at the hands of those who compelled him.

YOUNG SOCRATES: Very true.
STRANGER: And shall we say that the violence, if exer-

cised by a rich man, is just, and if by a poor man, unjust? May
not any man, rich or poor, with or without laws, with the will
of the citizens or against the will of the citizens, do what is
for their interest? Is not this the true principle of government,
according to which the wise and good man will order the af-
fairs of his subjects? As the pilot, by watching continually
over the interests of the ship and of the crew,–not by laying
down rules, but by making his art a law,–preserves the lives
of his fellow-sailors, even so, and in the self-same way, may
there not be a true form of polity created by those who are
able to govern in a similar spirit, and who show a strength of
art which is superior to the law? Nor can wise rulers ever err
while they observing the one great rule of distributing justice
to the citizens with intelligence and skill, are able to preserve
them, and, as far as may be, to make them better from being
worse.

YOUNG SOCRATES: No one can deny what has been now
said.

STRANGER: Neither, if you consider, can any one deny the
other statement.

YOUNG SOCRATES: What was it?
STRANGER: We said that no great number of persons, who-

ever they may be, can attain political knowledge, or order a
State wisely, but that the true government is to be found in a
small body, or in an individual, and that other States are but
imitations of this, as we said a little while ago, some for the
better and some for the worse.

YOUNG SOCRATES: What do you mean? I cannot have
understood your previous remark about imitations.

STRANGER: And yet the mere suggestion which I hastily
threw out is highly important, even if we leave the question
where it is, and do not seek by the discussion of it to expose
the error which prevails in this matter.

YOUNG SOCRATES: What do you mean?
STRANGER: The idea which has to be grasped by us is

not easy or familiar; but we may attempt to express it thus:–
Supposing the government of which I have been speaking to
be the only true model, then the others must use the written
laws of this–in no other way can they be saved; they will have
to do what is now generally approved, although not the best
thing in the world.

YOUNG SOCRATES: What is this?
STRANGER: No citizen should do anything contrary to the

laws, and any infringement of them should be punished with
death and the most extreme penalties; and this is very right and
good when regarded as the second best thing, if you set aside
the first, of which I was just now speaking. Shall I explain the
nature of what I call the second best?

YOUNG SOCRATES: By all means.
STRANGER: I must again have recourse to my favourite

images; through them, and them alone, can I describe kings
and rulers.

YOUNG SOCRATES: What images?
STRANGER: The noble pilot and the wise physician, who

’is worth many another man’–in the similitude of these let us
endeavour to discover some image of the king.

YOUNG SOCRATES: What sort of an image?
STRANGER: Well, such as this:–Every man will reflect that

he suffers strange things at the hands of both of them; the
physician saves any whom he wishes to save, and any whom
he wishes to maltreat he maltreats–cutting or burning them;
and at the same time requiring them to bring him payments,
which are a sort of tribute, of which little or nothing is spent
upon the sick man, and the greater part is consumed by him
and his domestics; and the finale is that he receives money
from the relations of the sick man or from some enemy of his,
and puts him out of the way. And the pilots of ships are guilty
of numberless evil deeds of the same kind; they intentionally
play false and leave you ashore when the hour of sailing ar-
rives; or they cause mishaps at sea and cast away their freight;
and are guilty of other rogueries. Now suppose that we, bear-
ing all this in mind, were to determine, after consideration,
that neither of these arts shall any longer be allowed to exer-
cise absolute control either over freemen or over slaves, but
that we will summon an assembly either of all the people, or
of the rich only, that anybody who likes, whatever may be
his calling, or even if he have no calling, may offer an opin-
ion either about seamanship or about diseases–whether as to
the manner in which physic or surgical instruments are to be
applied to the patient, or again about the vessels and the nau-
tical implements which are required in navigation, and how
to meet the dangers of winds and waves which are incidental
to the voyage, how to behave when encountering pirates, and
what is to be done with the old- fashioned galleys, if they have
to fight with others of a similar build– and that, whatever shall
be decreed by the multitude on these points, upon the advice
of persons skilled or unskilled, shall be written down on tri-
angular tablets and columns, or enacted although unwritten to
be national customs; and that in all future time vessels shall be
navigated and remedies administered to the patient after this
fashion.

YOUNG SOCRATES: What a strange notion!
STRANGER: Suppose further, that the pilots and physicians

are appointed annually, either out of the rich, or out of the
whole people, and that they are elected by lot; and that after
their election they navigate vessels and heal the sick according
to the written rules.

YOUNG SOCRATES: Worse and worse.
STRANGER: But hear what follows:–When the year of of-

fice has expired, the pilot or physician has to come before a
court of review, in which the judges are either selected from



141

the wealthy classes or chosen by lot out of the whole people;
and anybody who pleases may be their accuser, and may lay to
their charge, that during the past year they have not navigated
their vessels or healed their patients according to the letter of
the law and the ancient customs of their ancestors; and if ei-
ther of them is condemned, some of the judges must fix what
he is to suffer or pay.

YOUNG SOCRATES: He who is willing to take a command
under such conditions, deserves to suffer any penalty.

STRANGER: Yet once more, we shall have to enact that
if any one is detected enquiring into piloting and navigation,
or into health and the true nature of medicine, or about the
winds, or other conditions of the atmosphere, contrary to the
written rules, and has any ingenious notions about such mat-
ters, he is not to be called a pilot or physician, but a cloudy
prating sophist;–further, on the ground that he is a corrupter
of the young, who would persuade them to follow the art of
medicine or piloting in an unlawful manner, and to exercise an
arbitrary rule over their patients or ships, any one who is qual-
ified by law may inform against him, and indict him in some
court, and then if he is found to be persuading any, whether
young or old, to act contrary to the written law, he is to be
punished with the utmost rigour; for no one should presume
to be wiser than the laws; and as touching healing and health
and piloting and navigation, the nature of them is known to
all, for anybody may learn the written laws and the national
customs. If such were the mode of procedure, Socrates, about
these sciences and about generalship, and any branch of hunt-
ing, or about painting or imitation in general, or carpentry, or
any sort of handicraft, or husbandry, or planting, or if we were
to see an art of rearing horses, or tending herds, or divination,
or any ministerial service, or draught-playing, or any science
conversant with number, whether simple or square or cube, or
comprising motion,–I say, if all these things were done in this
way according to written regulations, and not according to art,
what would be the result?

YOUNG SOCRATES: All the arts would utterly perish, and
could never be recovered, because enquiry would be unlaw-
ful. And human life, which is bad enough already, would then
become utterly unendurable.

STRANGER: But what, if while compelling all these oper-
ations to be regulated by written law, we were to appoint as
the guardian of the laws some one elected by a show of hands,
or by lot, and he caring nothing about the laws, were to act
contrary to them from motives of interest or favour, and with-
out knowledge,–would not this be a still worse evil than the
former?

YOUNG SOCRATES: Very true.
STRANGER: To go against the laws, which are based upon

long experience, and the wisdom of counsellors who have gra-
ciously recommended them and persuaded the multitude to
pass them, would be a far greater and more ruinous error than
any adherence to written law?

YOUNG SOCRATES: Certainly.
STRANGER: Therefore, as there is a danger of this, the next

best thing in legislating is not to allow either the individual or
the multitude to break the law in any respect whatever.

YOUNG SOCRATES: True.

STRANGER: The laws would be copies of the true particu-
lars of action as far as they admit of being written down from
the lips of those who have knowledge?

YOUNG SOCRATES: Certainly they would.
STRANGER: And, as we were saying, he who has knowl-

edge and is a true Statesman, will do many things within his
own sphere of action by his art without regard to the laws,
when he is of opinion that something other than that which
he has written down and enjoined to be observed during his
absence would be better.

YOUNG SOCRATES: Yes, we said so.
STRANGER: And any individual or any number of men,

having fixed laws, in acting contrary to them with a view to
something better, would only be acting, as far as they are able,
like the true Statesman?

YOUNG SOCRATES: Certainly.
STRANGER: If they had no knowledge of what they were

doing, they would imitate the truth, and they would always
imitate ill; but if they had knowledge, the imitation would be
the perfect truth, and an imitation no longer.

YOUNG SOCRATES: Quite true.
STRANGER: And the principle that no great number of men

are able to acquire a knowledge of any art has been already
admitted by us.

YOUNG SOCRATES: Yes, it has.
STRANGER: Then the royal or political art, if there be such

an art, will never be attained either by the wealthy or by the
other mob.

YOUNG SOCRATES: Impossible.
STRANGER: Then the nearest approach which these lower

forms of government can ever make to the true government of
the one scientific ruler, is to do nothing contrary to their own
written laws and national customs.

YOUNG SOCRATES: Very good.
STRANGER: When the rich imitate the true form, such a

government is called aristocracy; and when they are regardless
of the laws, oligarchy.

YOUNG SOCRATES: True.
STRANGER: Or again, when an individual rules according

to law in imitation of him who knows, we call him a king;
and if he rules according to law, we give him the same name,
whether he rules with opinion or with knowledge.

YOUNG SOCRATES: To be sure.
STRANGER: And when an individual truly possessing

knowledge rules, his name will surely be the same–he will
be called a king; and thus the five names of governments, as
they are now reckoned, become one.

YOUNG SOCRATES: That is true.
STRANGER: And when an individual ruler governs neither

by law nor by custom, but following in the steps of the true
man of science pretends that he can only act for the best by
violating the laws, while in reality appetite and ignorance are
the motives of the imitation, may not such an one be called a
tyrant?

YOUNG SOCRATES: Certainly.
STRANGER: And this we believe to be the origin of the

tyrant and the king, of oligarchies, and aristocracies, and
democracies,–because men are offended at the one monarch,
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and can never be made to believe that any one can be worthy
of such authority, or is able and willing in the spirit of virtue
and knowledge to act justly and holily to all; they fancy that
he will be a despot who will wrong and harm and slay whom
he pleases of us; for if there could be such a despot as we de-
scribe, they would acknowledge that we ought to be too glad
to have him, and that he alone would be the happy ruler of a
true and perfect State.

YOUNG SOCRATES: To be sure.
STRANGER: But then, as the State is not like a beehive,

and has no natural head who is at once recognized to be the
superior both in body and in mind, mankind are obliged to
meet and make laws, and endeavour to approach as nearly as
they can to the true form of government.

YOUNG SOCRATES: True.
STRANGER: And when the foundation of politics is in the

letter only and in custom, and knowledge is divorced from ac-
tion, can we wonder, Socrates, at the miseries which there are,
and always will be, in States? Any other art, built on such a
foundation and thus conducted, would ruin all that it touched.
Ought we not rather to wonder at the natural strength of the
political bond? For States have endured all this, time out of
mind, and yet some of them still remain and are not over-
thrown, though many of them, like ships at sea, founder from
time to time, and perish and have perished and will hereafter
perish, through the badness of their pilots and crews, who have
the worst sort of ignorance of the highest truths–I mean to
say, that they are wholly unaquainted with politics, of which,
above all other sciences, they believe themselves to have ac-
quired the most perfect knowledge.

YOUNG SOCRATES: Very true.
STRANGER: Then the question arises:–which of these un-

true forms of government is the least oppressive to their sub-
jects, though they are all oppressive; and which is the worst of
them? Here is a consideration which is beside our present pur-
pose, and yet having regard to the whole it seems to influence
all our actions: we must examine it.

YOUNG SOCRATES: Yes, we must.
STRANGER: You may say that of the three forms, the same

is at once the hardest and the easiest.
YOUNG SOCRATES: What do you mean?
STRANGER: I am speaking of the three forms of govern-

ment, which I mentioned at the beginning of this discussion–
monarchy, the rule of the few, and the rule of the many.

YOUNG SOCRATES: True.
STRANGER: If we divide each of these we shall have six,

from which the true one may be distinguished as a seventh.
YOUNG SOCRATES: How would you make the division?
STRANGER: Monarchy divides into royalty and tyranny;

the rule of the few into aristocracy, which has an auspicious
name, and oligarchy; and democracy or the rule of the many,
which before was one, must now be divided.

YOUNG SOCRATES: On what principle of division?
STRANGER: On the same principle as before, although the

name is now discovered to have a twofold meaning. For the
distinction of ruling with law or without law, applies to this as
well as to the rest.

YOUNG SOCRATES: Yes.

STRANGER: The division made no difference when we
were looking for the perfect State, as we showed before. But
now that this has been separated off, and, as we said, the oth-
ers alone are left for us, the principle of law and the absence
of law will bisect them all.

YOUNG SOCRATES: That would seem to follow, from what
has been said.

STRANGER: Then monarchy, when bound by good pre-
scriptions or laws, is the best of all the six, and when lawless
is the most bitter and oppressive to the subject.

YOUNG SOCRATES: True.
STRANGER: The government of the few, which is interme-

diate between that of the one and many, is also intermediate
in good and evil; but the government of the many is in every
respect weak and unable to do either any great good or any
great evil, when compared with the others, because the offices
are too minutely subdivided and too many hold them. And
this therefore is the worst of all lawful governments, and the
best of all lawless ones. If they are all without the restraints of
law, democracy is the form in which to live is best; if they are
well ordered, then this is the last which you should choose,
as royalty, the first form, is the best, with the exception of the
seventh, for that excels them all, and is among States what
God is among men.

YOUNG SOCRATES: You are quite right, and we should
choose that above all.

STRANGER: The members of all these States, with the ex-
ception of the one which has knowledge, may be set aside
as being not Statesmen but partisans, –upholders of the most
monstrous idols, and themselves idols; and, being the greatest
imitators and magicians, they are also the greatest of Sophists.

YOUNG SOCRATES: The name of Sophist after many wind-
ings in the argument appears to have been most justly fixed
upon the politicians, as they are termed.

STRANGER: And so our satyric drama has been played out;
and the troop of Centaurs and Satyrs, however unwilling to
leave the stage, have at last been separated from the political
science.

YOUNG SOCRATES: So I perceive.
STRANGER: There remain, however, natures still more

troublesome, because they are more nearly akin to the king,
and more difficult to discern; the examination of them may be
compared to the process of refining gold.

YOUNG SOCRATES: What is your meaning?
STRANGER: The workmen begin by sifting away the earth

and stones and the like; there remain in a confused mass the
valuable elements akin to gold, which can only be separated
by fire,–copper, silver, and other precious metal; these are at
last refined away by the use of tests, until the gold is left quite
pure.

YOUNG SOCRATES: Yes, that is the way in which these
things are said to be done.

STRANGER: In like manner, all alien and uncongenial mat-
ter has been separated from political science, and what is pre-
cious and of a kindred nature has been left; there remain the
nobler arts of the general and the judge, and the higher sort of
oratory which is an ally of the royal art, and persuades men to
do justice, and assists in guiding the helm of States:–How can
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we best clear away all these, leaving him whom we seek alone
and unalloyed?

YOUNG SOCRATES: That is obviously what has in some
way to be attempted.

STRANGER: If the attempt is all that is wanting, he shall
certainly be brought to light; and I think that the illustration
of music may assist in exhibiting him. Please to answer me a
question.

YOUNG SOCRATES: What question?
STRANGER: There is such a thing as learning music or

handicraft arts in general?
YOUNG SOCRATES: There is.
STRANGER: And is there any higher art or science, hav-

ing power to decide which of these arts are and are not to be
learned;–what do you say?

YOUNG SOCRATES: I should answer that there is.
STRANGER: And do we acknowledge this science to be

different from the others?
YOUNG SOCRATES: Yes.
STRANGER: And ought the other sciences to be superior to

this, or no single science to any other? Or ought this science
to be the overseer and governor of all the others?

YOUNG SOCRATES: The latter.
STRANGER: You mean to say that the science which judges

whether we ought to learn or not, must be superior to the sci-
ence which is learned or which teaches?

YOUNG SOCRATES: Far superior.
STRANGER: And the science which determines whether

we ought to persuade or not, must be superior to the science
which is able to persuade?

YOUNG SOCRATES: Of course.
STRANGER: Very good; and to what science do we assign

the power of persuading a multitude by a pleasing tale and not
by teaching?

YOUNG SOCRATES: That power, I think, must clearly be
assigned to rhetoric.

STRANGER: And to what science do we give the power
of determining whether we are to employ persuasion or force
towards any one, or to refrain altogether?

YOUNG SOCRATES: To that science which governs the arts
of speech and persuasion.

STRANGER: Which, if I am not mistaken, will be politics?
YOUNG SOCRATES: Very good.
STRANGER: Rhetoric seems to be quickly distinguished

from politics, being a different species, yet ministering to it.
YOUNG SOCRATES: Yes.
STRANGER: But what would you think of another sort of

power or science?
YOUNG SOCRATES: What science?
STRANGER: The science which has to do with military op-

erations against our enemies–is that to be regarded as a science
or not?

YOUNG SOCRATES: How can generalship and military tac-
tics be regarded as other than a science?

STRANGER: And is the art which is able and knows how to
advise when we are to go to war, or to make peace, the same
as this or different?

YOUNG SOCRATES: If we are to be consistent, we must
say different.

STRANGER: And we must also suppose that this rules the
other, if we are not to give up our former notion?

YOUNG SOCRATES: True.
STRANGER: And, considering how great and terrible the

whole art of war is, can we imagine any which is superior to
it but the truly royal?

YOUNG SOCRATES: No other.
STRANGER: The art of the general is only ministerial, and

therefore not political?
YOUNG SOCRATES: Exactly.
STRANGER: Once more let us consider the nature of the

righteous judge.
YOUNG SOCRATES: Very good.
STRANGER: Does he do anything but decide the dealings of

men with one another to be just or unjust in accordance with
the standard which he receives from the king and legislator,–
showing his own peculiar virtue only in this, that he is not
perverted by gifts, or fears, or pity, or by any sort of favour
or enmity, into deciding the suits of men with one another
contrary to the appointment of the legislator?

YOUNG SOCRATES: No; his office is such as you describe.
STRANGER: Then the inference is that the power of the

judge is not royal, but only the power of a guardian of the law
which ministers to the royal power?

YOUNG SOCRATES: True.
STRANGER: The review of all these sciences shows that

none of them is political or royal. For the truly royal ought not
itself to act, but to rule over those who are able to act; the king
ought to know what is and what is not a fitting opportunity
for taking the initiative in matters of the greatest importance,
whilst others should execute his orders.

YOUNG SOCRATES: True.
STRANGER: And, therefore, the arts which we have de-

scribed, as they have no authority over themselves or one an-
other, but are each of them concerned with some special ac-
tion of their own, have, as they ought to have, special names
corresponding to their several actions.

YOUNG SOCRATES: I agree.
STRANGER: And the science which is over them all, and

has charge of the laws, and of all matters affecting the State,
and truly weaves them all into one, if we would describe under
a name characteristic of their common nature, most truly we
may call politics.

YOUNG SOCRATES: Exactly so.
STRANGER: Then, now that we have discovered the vari-

ous classes in a State, shall I analyse politics after the pattern
which weaving supplied?

YOUNG SOCRATES: I greatly wish that you would.
STRANGER: Then I must describe the nature of the royal

web, and show how the various threads are woven into one
piece.

YOUNG SOCRATES: Clearly.
STRANGER: A task has to be accomplished, which, al-

though difficult, appears to be necessary.
YOUNG SOCRATES: Certainly the attempt must be made.
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STRANGER: To assume that one part of virtue differs in
kind from another, is a position easily assailable by con-
tentious disputants, who appeal to popular opinion.

YOUNG SOCRATES: I do not understand.
STRANGER: Let me put the matter in another way: I sup-

pose that you would consider courage to be a part of virtue?
YOUNG SOCRATES: Certainly I should.
STRANGER: And you would think temperance to be differ-

ent from courage; and likewise to be a part of virtue?
YOUNG SOCRATES: True.
STRANGER: I shall venture to put forward a strange theory

about them.
YOUNG SOCRATES: What is it?
STRANGER: That they are two principles which thoroughly

hate one another and are antagonistic throughout a great part
of nature.

YOUNG SOCRATES: How singular!
STRANGER: Yes, very–for all the parts of virtue are com-

monly said to be friendly to one another.
YOUNG SOCRATES: Yes.
STRANGER: Then let us carefully investigate whether this

is universally true, or whether there are not parts of virtue
which are at war with their kindred in some respect.

YOUNG SOCRATES: Tell me how we shall consider that
question.

STRANGER: We must extend our enquiry to all those things
which we consider beautiful and at the same time place in two
opposite classes.

YOUNG SOCRATES: Explain; what are they?
STRANGER: Acuteness and quickness, whether in body or

soul or in the movement of sound, and the imitations of them
which painting and music supply, you must have praised your-
self before now, or been present when others praised them.

YOUNG SOCRATES: Certainly.
STRANGER: And do you remember the terms in which they

are praised?
YOUNG SOCRATES: I do not.
STRANGER: I wonder whether I can explain to you in

words the thought which is passing in my mind.
YOUNG SOCRATES: Why not?
STRANGER: You fancy that this is all so easy: Well, let us

consider these notions with reference to the opposite classes
of action under which they fall. When we praise quickness
and energy and acuteness, whether of mind or body or sound,
we express our praise of the quality which we admire by one
word, and that one word is manliness or courage.

YOUNG SOCRATES: How?
STRANGER: We speak of an action as energetic and brave,

quick and manly, and vigorous too; and when we apply the
name of which I speak as the common attribute of all these
natures, we certainly praise them.

YOUNG SOCRATES: True.
STRANGER: And do we not often praise the quiet strain of

action also?
YOUNG SOCRATES: To be sure.
STRANGER: And do we not then say the opposite of what

we said of the other?
YOUNG SOCRATES: How do you mean?

STRANGER: We exclaim How calm! How temperate! in
admiration of the slow and quiet working of the intellect,
and of steadiness and gentleness in action, of smoothness and
depth of voice, and of all rhythmical movement and of music
in general, when these have a proper solemnity. Of all such
actions we predicate not courage, but a name indicative of or-
der.

YOUNG SOCRATES: Very true.
STRANGER: But when, on the other hand, either of these

is out of place, the names of either are changed into terms of
censure.

YOUNG SOCRATES: How so?
STRANGER: Too great sharpness or quickness or hardness

is termed violence or madness; too great slowness or gentle-
ness is called cowardice or sluggishness; and we may observe,
that for the most part these qualities, and the temperance and
manliness of the opposite characters, are arrayed as enemies
on opposite sides, and do not mingle with one another in their
respective actions; and if we pursue the enquiry, we shall find
that men who have these different qualities of mind differ from
one another.

YOUNG SOCRATES: In what respect?
STRANGER: In respect of all the qualities which I men-

tioned, and very likely of many others. According to their
respective affinities to either class of actions they distribute
praise and blame,–praise to the actions which are akin to their
own, blame to those of the opposite party–and out of this many
quarrels and occasions of quarrel arise among them.

YOUNG SOCRATES: True.
STRANGER: The difference between the two classes is of-

ten a trivial concern; but in a state, and when affecting really
important matters, becomes of all disorders the most hateful.

YOUNG SOCRATES: To what do you refer?
STRANGER: To nothing short of the whole regulation of

human life. For the orderly class are always ready to lead
a peaceful life, quietly doing their own business; this is their
manner of behaving with all men at home, and they are equally
ready to find some way of keeping the peace with foreign
States. And on account of this fondness of theirs for peace,
which is often out of season where their influence prevails,
they become by degrees unwarlike, and bring up their young
men to be like themselves; they are at the mercy of their
enemies; whence in a few years they and their children and
the whole city often pass imperceptibly from the condition of
freemen into that of slaves.

YOUNG SOCRATES: What a cruel fate!
STRANGER: And now think of what happens with the more

courageous natures. Are they not always inciting their country
to go to war, owing to their excessive love of the military life?
they raise up enemies against themselves many and mighty,
and either utterly ruin their native-land or enslave and subject
it to its foes?

YOUNG SOCRATES: That, again, is true.
STRANGER: Must we not admit, then, that where these two

classes exist, they always feel the greatest antipathy and an-
tagonism towards one another?

YOUNG SOCRATES: We cannot deny it.
STRANGER: And returning to the enquiry with which we
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began, have we not found that considerable portions of virtue
are at variance with one another, and give rise to a similar
opposition in the characters who are endowed with them?

YOUNG SOCRATES: True.
STRANGER: Let us consider a further point.
YOUNG SOCRATES: What is it?
STRANGER: I want to know, whether any constructive art

will make any, even the most trivial thing, out of bad and good
materials indifferently, if this can be helped? does not all art
rather reject the bad as far as possible, and accept the good and
fit materials, and from these elements, whether like or unlike,
gathering them all into one, work out some nature or idea?

YOUNG SOCRATES: To, be sure.
STRANGER: Then the true and natural art of statesman-

ship will never allow any State to be formed by a combination
of good and bad men, if this can be avoided; but will begin
by testing human natures in play, and after testing them, will
entrust them to proper teachers who are the ministers of her
purposes–she will herself give orders, and maintain authority;
just as the art of weaving continually gives orders and main-
tains authority over the carders and all the others who prepare
the material for the work, commanding the subsidiary arts to
execute the works which she deems necessary for making the
web.

YOUNG SOCRATES: Quite true.
STRANGER: In like manner, the royal science appears to

me to be the mistress of all lawful educators and instructors,
and having this queenly power, will not permit them to train
men in what will produce characters unsuited to the political
constitution which she desires to create, but only in what will
produce such as are suitable. Those which have no share of
manliness and temperance, or any other virtuous inclination,
and, from the necessity of an evil nature, are violently carried
away to godlessness and insolence and injustice, she gets rid
of by death and exile, and punishes them with the greatest of
disgraces.

YOUNG SOCRATES: That is commonly said.
STRANGER: But those who are wallowing in ignorance and

baseness she bows under the yoke of slavery.
YOUNG SOCRATES: Quite right.
STRANGER: The rest of the citizens, out of whom, if they

have education, something noble may be made, and who are
capable of being united by the statesman, the kingly art blends
and weaves together; taking on the one hand those whose na-
tures tend rather to courage, which is the stronger element
and may be regarded as the warp, and on the other hand those
which incline to order and gentleness, and which are repre-
sented in the figure as spun thick and soft, after the manner
of the woof–these, which are naturally opposed, she seeks to
bind and weave together in the following manner:

YOUNG SOCRATES: In what manner?
STRANGER: First of all, she takes the eternal element of

the soul and binds it with a divine cord, to which it is akin,
and then the animal nature, and binds that with human cords.

YOUNG SOCRATES: I do not understand what you mean.
STRANGER: The meaning is, that the opinion about the

honourable and the just and good and their opposites, which is
true and confirmed by reason, is a divine principle, and when

implanted in the soul, is implanted, as I maintain, in a nature
of heavenly birth.

YOUNG SOCRATES: Yes; what else should it be?
STRANGER: Only the Statesman and the good legislator,

having the inspiration of the royal muse, can implant this opin-
ion, and he, only in the rightly educated, whom we were just
now describing.

YOUNG SOCRATES: Likely enough.
STRANGER: But him who cannot, we will not designate by

any of the names which are the subject of the present enquiry.
YOUNG SOCRATES: Very right.
STRANGER: The courageous soul when attaining this truth

becomes civilized, and rendered more capable of partaking of
justice; but when not partaking, is inclined to brutality. Is not
that true?

YOUNG SOCRATES: Certainly.
STRANGER: And again, the peaceful and orderly nature, if

sharing in these opinions, becomes temperate and wise, as far
as this may be in a State, but if not, deservedly obtains the
ignominious name of silliness.

YOUNG SOCRATES: Quite true.
STRANGER: Can we say that such a connexion as this will

lastingly unite the evil with one another or with the good, or
that any science would seriously think of using a bond of this
kind to join such materials?

YOUNG SOCRATES: Impossible.
STRANGER: But in those who were originally of a noble

nature, and who have been nurtured in noble ways, and in
those only, may we not say that union is implanted by law,
and that this is the medicine which art prescribes for them,
and of all the bonds which unite the dissimilar and contrary
parts of virtue is not this, as I was saying, the divinest?

YOUNG SOCRATES: Very true.
STRANGER: Where this divine bond exists there is no dif-

ficulty in imagining, or when you have imagined, in creating
the other bonds, which are human only.

YOUNG SOCRATES: How is that, and what bonds do you
mean?

STRANGER: Rights of intermarriage, and ties which are
formed between States by giving and taking children in mar-
riage, or between individuals by private betrothals and es-
pousals. For most persons form marriage connexions without
due regard to what is best for the procreation of children.

YOUNG SOCRATES: In what way?
STRANGER: They seek after wealth and power, which in

matrimony are objects not worthy even of a serious censure.
YOUNG SOCRATES: There is no need to consider them at

all.
STRANGER: More reason is there to consider the practice

of those who make family their chief aim, and to indicate their
error.

YOUNG SOCRATES: Quite true.
STRANGER: They act on no true principle at all; they seek

their ease and receive with open arms those who are like them-
selves, and hate those who are unlike them, being too much
influenced by feelings of dislike.

YOUNG SOCRATES: How so?
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STRANGER: The quiet orderly class seek for natures like
their own, and as far as they can they marry and give in
marriage exclusively in this class, and the courageous do the
same; they seek natures like their own, whereas they should
both do precisely the opposite.

YOUNG SOCRATES: How and why is that?
STRANGER: Because courage, when untempered by the

gentler nature during many generations, may at first bloom
and strengthen, but at last bursts forth into downright mad-
ness.

YOUNG SOCRATES: Like enough.
STRANGER: And then, again, the soul which is over-full of

modesty and has no element of courage in many successive
generations, is apt to grow too indolent, and at last to become
utterly paralyzed and useless.

YOUNG SOCRATES: That, again, is quite likely.
STRANGER: It was of these bonds I said that there would

be no difficulty in creating them, if only both classes origi-
nally held the same opinion about the honourable and good;–
indeed, in this single work, the whole process of royal weav-
ing is comprised–never to allow temperate natures to be sep-
arated from the brave, but to weave them together, like the
warp and the woof, by common sentiments and honours and
reputation, and by the giving of pledges to one another; and
out of them forming one smooth and even web, to entrust to

them the offices of State.
YOUNG SOCRATES: How do you mean?
STRANGER: Where one officer only is needed, you must

choose a ruler who has both these qualities–when many, you
must mingle some of each, for the temperate ruler is very care-
ful and just and safe, but is wanting in thoroughness and go.

YOUNG SOCRATES: Certainly, that is very true.
STRANGER: The character of the courageous, on the other

hand, falls short of the former in justice and caution, but has
the power of action in a remarkable degree, and where either
of these two qualities is wanting, there cities cannot altogether
prosper either in their public or private life.

YOUNG SOCRATES: Certainly they cannot.
STRANGER: This then we declare to be the completion of

the web of political action, which is created by a direct inter-
texture of the brave and temperate natures, whenever the royal
science has drawn the two minds into communion with one
another by unanimity and friendship, and having perfected the
noblest and best of all the webs which political life admits, and
enfolding therein all other inhabitants of cities, whether slaves
or freemen, binds them in one fabric and governs and presides
over them, and, in so far as to be happy is vouchsafed to a city,
in no particular fails to secure their happiness.

YOUNG SOCRATES: Your picture, Stranger, of the king and
statesman, no less than of the Sophist, is quite perfect.


