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INTRODUCTION
T_E awe

with

which

AND
Plato

regarded

ANALYSIS.
the

character

of 'the

great' Parmenides
has extended to the dialogue which he calls
by his name.
None of the writings of Plato have been more
copiously
illustrated,
both in ancient and modern times, and
in none of them have the interpreters
been more at variance
with one another.
Nor is this surprising.
For the Parmenides
is more fragmentary
and isolated than any other dialogue, and
the design of the writer is not expressly
stated.
The date is
uncertain ; the relation to the other writings of Plato is also uncertain;
the connexion
between the two parts is at first sight
extremely
obscure;
and in the latter of the two we are left in
doubt as to whether Plato is speaking his own sentiments by the
lips of Parmenides,
and overthrowing
him out of his own mouth,
or whether
he is propounding
consequences
which would have
been

admitted

by Zeno

and Parmenides

themselves.

The

con-

tradictions
which follow from the hypotheses
of the one and
many have been regarded
by some as transcendental m}rsteries ;
by others as a mere illustration,
taken at random, of a new
method.
They seem to have been inspired by a sort of dialectical
frenzy, such as may be supposed
to have prevailed
in the
Megarian School (cp. Cratylus 346, 4o7 E, etc.). The criticism on
his own doctrine of Ideas has also been considered,
not as a
real criticism, but as an exuberance
of the metaphysical
imagination which enabled Plato to go beyond himself.
To the latter
part of the dialogue we may certainly apply the words in which
he himself describes
the earlier
philosophers
in the Sophist
(a43 A) : ' They went on their way rather
we understood
them or not.'

regardless

of whetl_er

The Parmenides
in point of style is one of the best of the
Platonic writings ; the first portion of the dialogue is in no way
defective in ease and grace and dramatic interest;
nor in the
B2

_Parmenidts.
I,TmODVCT|Oh_.

4

TAe dramatic o_e_ing.
Par-

second part, where there was no room for such qualities, is there
any want of clearness or precision.
The latter half is an exX,rr,mDvC-_o_.
quisite mosaic, of which the small pieces are with the utmost
fineness and regularity adapted to one another.
Like the Protagoras, Phaedo, and others, the whole is a narrated dialogue,
combining with the mere recital of the words spoken,
the
observations of the reciter on the effect produced by them. Thus
we are informed by him that Zeno and Parmenides were not
/nt#_e$o

exumlne into the natur_ of the one and many in tll¢ =_l_h.
ere of
Ideas, although
received
with they
approving
altogether
pleasedthey
at the
requesthis of suggestion
Socrates that
would
snules.
And we are glad to be told that Parmenides was ' aged
but well-favoured,' and that Zeno was 'very good-looking' ; also
that Parmenides affected to decline the great argument, on which,
as Zeno knew from experience,
he was not unwilling to enter.
The character of Antiphon, the half-brother of Plato, who had
once been inclined to philosophy,
but has now shown the
hereditary
disposition
for horses, is very naturally described.
He is the sole depositary of the famous dialogue ; but, although
he receives the strangers like a courteous gentleman, he is impatient of the trouble of reciting it. As they enter, he has been
giving orders to a bridle-maker;
by this slight touch Plato
verifies the previous description
of him. Atter a little persuasion he is induced to favour the Clazomenians, who come from
a distance, with a rehearsal.
Respecting the visit of Zeno and
Parmenides to Athens, we may observe--first,
that such a visit is
consistent with dates, and may possibly have occurred ; secondly,
that Plato is very h'kely to have invented the meeting (' You,
Socrates, can easily invent Egyptian
tales or anything else,'
Phaedrus a75 B) ; thirdly, that no reliance can be placed on the
circumstance as determining the date of Parmenides
and Zeno ;
fourthly, that the same occasion appears to be referred
Plato in two other places (Theaet. I83 E, Soph, ax7 C).

-_-

to by

.Many interpreters have regarded the Parmenides as a _reductio
ad absurdum' of the__
philosophy.
But would Plato liave
been likely to place this in the mouth of the great Parmenides
himself, who appeared to him, in Homeric
' venerable and awful,' and to have a 'glorious
(Theaet.

x83 E).

It may be admitted

language,
to be
depth of mind'?

that he has ascribed

to an

Tke okjed of tke Parmenides.

$

Eleatic stranger in the Sophist opinions which went beyond the
doctrines of the Eleaties.
But the Eleatic stranger
expressly
criticises the doctrines in which he had been brought "up; he
admits that he is going to ' lay hands on his father Parmenides.'
Nothing of this kind is said of Zeno and Parmenides.
How then,
without a word of explanation, could Plato assign to them the
refutation of their own tenets ?
The conclusion at which we must arrive is that the Parmenides
is not a refutation of the Eleatic

philosophy.

Nor would

such an

explanation afford any satisfactory connexion of the first and
second parts of the dialogue.
And it is quite inconsistent with
Plato's own relation to the Eleatics.
For of all the pre-Socratic
philosophers, he speaks of them with the greatest respect.
But
he could hardly have passed upon them a more unmeaning slight
than to ascribe to their great master tenets the reverse of those
which he actually held.
Two preliminary remarks may be made.
First, that whatever
latitude we may allow to Plato in bringing together by a ' tour de
force,' as in the Phaedrus, dissimilar themes, yet he always in
some way seeks to find a connexion for them.
Many threads
join together in one the love and dialectic of the Phaedrus.
We
cannot conceive that the great artist would place in juxtaposition
two absolutely divided and incoherent subjects.
And hence we
are led to make a second remark : viz. that no explanation of the
Parmenides can be satisfactory which does not indicate the connexion of the first and second parts. To suppose that Plato
would first go out of his way to make Parmenides
attack the
Platonic Ideas, and then proceed to a similar but more fatal
assault on his own doctrine of Being, appears to be the height
of absurdity.
Perhaps there is no passage in Plato showing greater metaphysical power than that in which he assails his own theory of
Ideas.
The arguments are nearly, if not quite, those of Aristotle ;
they are the objections which naturally occur to a modern student
of philosophy.
Many persons will be surprised
to find Plato
criticizing the very conceptions which have been supposed in
after ages to be peculiarly characteristic of him.
How can he
have placed himself so completely without them ? How can he
have

ever

persisted

in them

after seeing

the

fatal objections

Par_"
l_oovc.
"l'lOl_.

6

Tke genuineness

of tke Parmenides.

Parwhich nfight be urged against them ? The consideration of this
menides, difficulty has led a recent critic (Ueberweg),
who in general
lwr_oDuc,
accepts
the
authorized
canon
of
the
Platonic
writings,
to condemn
TION.
the Parmenides as spurious.
The accidental want of external
evidence, at first sight, seems to favour this opinion.
In answer, it might be sufficient to say, that no ancient writing
of equal length and excellence is known to be spurious.
Nor is
the silence of Aristotle to be hastily assumed ; there is at least
a doubt whether his use of the same arguments does not involve
the inference that he knew the work. And, if the Parmenides is
spurious, like Ueberweg, we are led on further than we originally
intended, to pass a similar condemnation on the Theaetetus and
Sophist, and therefore on the Politicus (cp. Theaet. 183 E, Soph.
217). But the objection is in reality fanciful, and rests on the
assumption that the doctrine of the Ideas was held by Plato
throughout his life in the same form. For the truth is, that the
Platonic Ideas were in constant process of growth and transmutation ; sometimes veiled
emerging as fixed Ideas, in
and eternal, and in others as
in and derived from external

in poetry and mythology, then again
some passages regarded as absolute
relative to the human mind, existing
objects as well as transcending them.

The anamnesis
the Ideas and
is chiefly
in the
mythical
,' portions
of the ofdialogues,
really insisted
occupies upon
a very
small
space
in the entire works of Plato. Their transcendental
existence is
not asserted, and is therefore implicitly denied in the Philebus ;
diflhrent forms are ascribed to them in the Republic, and they are
mentioned in the Theaetetus, the Sophist, the Politicus, and the
Laws, much as Universals would be spoken of in modern books.
Indeed, there are very faint traces of the transcenge.n/al-_oe_ne
of I_eir
_=_,
ap_,-t fr_-d,
in any of
Plato s K,ri'ting_s_
. " n of the Meno_ tllg..P.ha_rus,
the __haedo, and in portions of the Republic-- The stereotyped
form which Aristotle has given to them is not found in Plato (cp.
Essay on the Platonic
The full discussion

Ideas in the Introduction
of this subject involves

to the Meno).
a comprehensive

survey of the philosophy of Plato, which would be out of place
here.
But, without digressing further from the immediate subject
of the Parmenides,
we may remark that Plato is quite serious in
his objections to his own doctrines ; nor does Socrates attempt to

Analysis
offer any answer to them.
one and manyin the sphere

I26-127.
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The perplexities which surround
the
ofthe Ideas are also alluded to in the

Philebus, and no answer is given to them.
been answered, nor can they be answered
separates the phenomenal from the real.
at a later period of his life, reached a point
was able to answer them, is a groundless

Nor have they ever
by any one else who
To suppose that Plato,
of view from which he
assumption.
The real

Parnunides.
IS,_O_UCT|ON.

progress of Plato's own mind has been partly concealed from us
by the dognmtic statements
of Aristotle, and also by the degeneracy of his own followers, with whom a doctrine of numbers
quickly superseded Ideas.
As a preparation for answering some of the difficulties which
have been suggested,
of the dialogue :-Iz6

we may begin by sketching

the first portion

Cephalus, of Clazomenae
in Ionia, the birthplace of Anaxagoras, a citizen of no mean city in the history of philosophy, who
is the narrator of the dialogue, describes
himself as meeting
Adeimantus and Glaucon in the Agora at Athens.
'Welcome,
Cephalus: can we do anything for you in Athens ?' ' Why, yes :
I came to ask a favour of you. First, tell me your half-brother's
name, which I have forgotten--he was a mere child when I was
last here ;--I know his father's, which is Pyrilarnpes.'
' Yes, and
the name of our brother is Antiphon.
But why do you ask ?' ' Let
me introduce to you some countrymen of mine, who are lovers of
philosophy;
they have heard that Antiphon remembers a conversation of Socrates with Parmenides and Zeno, of which the
report came to him from Pythodorus, Zeno's friend.' ' That is
quite true.' _And can they hear the dialogue ?' ' Nothing easier;
in the days of his youth he made a careful study of the piece ; at
present, his thoughts have another direction: he takes after his
grandfather, and has given up philosophy for horses.'

127

'We went to look for him, and found him giving instructions to
a worker in brass about a bridle.
When he had done with him,
and had learned from his brothers the purpose of our visit, he
saluted me as an old acquaintance, and we asked him to repeat
the dialogue.
At first, he complained of the trouble, but he soon
consented.
He told us that Pythodorus had described to him the
appearance of Parmenides
and Zeno ; they had come to Athens

A,^Lvs_s.

8

Analysis

I u 7-129.

Parat the great Panathenaea, the former being at the time about
menides, sixty-five years old, aged but well-favoured--Zeno, who was said
A_auL,tsuz,
to have been beloved of Parmenides in the days of his youth,
about forty, and very good-looking :--that they lodged with
Pythodorus at the Ceramieus outside the wall, whither Socrates,
then a very .young man, came to see them: Zeno was reading
one of his theses, whieh he had nearly finished, when Pythodorus
entered with Parmenides and Aristoteles, who was afterwards
one of the Thirty. When the recitation was completed, Socrates
requested that the firs.t thesis of the treatise might he read
again.'
' You mean, Zeno,' said Socrates, ' to argue that being, if it is
many, must be both lik_ke,
which is a contradiction;
anff-_eh division of your argument is intended to elicit a similar
absurdity, which may be supposed to follow from the assumption
that being is many.' 'Such is my meaning.'
' I see,' said 128
Socrates, turning to Parmenides, 'that Zeno is your second self
in his writings too ; you prove admirably that the all is one : he
gives proofs no less convincing that the many are nought. To
deceive the world by saying the same thing in entirely different
forms, is a strain of art beyond most of us.' ' Yes, Socrates,' said
Zeno ; ' but though you are as keen as a Spartan hound, you do
not quite catch the motive of the piece, which was only intended
to protect Parmenides against ridicule by showing that the
hypothesis of the _xi_te_ee of the many involved _eater absurdities than the hypothesis of the one. The book was a
yo_position
of mine, which was stolen from me, and
therefore I had no choice about the publication.' ' I quite believe
you,' said Socrates; 'but will you answer me a question ? I
should like to know, whether you would assume an idea of like- 129
hess in the abstract, which is the contradictory of unlikeness in
the abstract, by participation in either or both of which things
are like or unlike or partly both. For the same things may very
well partake of like and unlike in the concrete, though like and
unlike in the abstract are irreconeileable.
Nor does there appear
to me to be any absurdity in maintaining that the same things
may partake of the one and many, though I should be indeed
surprised to hear that the absolute one is also many. For
example, I, being many, that is to say, having many parts or

Analysis

129-x3x.
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members, am yet also one, and partake of the one, being one of
seven who are here present (cp. Philebus i4, i5).
This is not
an absurdity, but a truism.
But I should be amazed if there were
a similar entanglement
in the nature of the ideas themselves,
nor
I3o can I believe that one and many, like and unlike, rest and motion,
in the abstract, are capable either of admixture or of separation.'
l_jthodorus
said that in his opinion Parmenides
and Zeno were
not very well pleased at the questions which were raised ; nevertheless, they looked at one another and smiled in seeming delight
and admiration
of Socrates.
' Tell me,' said Parmenides,
'do you
think that the abstract ideas of likeness, u_
rest, exist
ap'_rt Irom 'individua"_l_-w_partake
of them ? and is this your
o-_rl distraction ?' _ r_g_
ih_tti_e're-Le such ideas.' ' And
would you make abstract
ideas of the just, the beautiful, the
good ?' 'Yes,' he said.
' And of human beings like ourselves, of
water, fire, and the like ?' ' I am not certain.'
' And would you
be undecided also about ideas of which the mention will, perhaps,
appear laughable : of hair, mud, filth, and other things which are
base and vile ?' ' No, Parmenides ; visible things like these are,
as I believe, only what they appear to be : th_
disposed to imagine that there is nothin_ without _;_but

I

repress any such notions from a fear of falling into an abyss of
nonsense.'
'You are young, Socrates,
and therefore
naturally
regard the opinions of men ; the time will come when philosophy
will have a firmer hold of you, and you will not despise even the
meanest

things.

But tell me, is your meaning

that things become

13I like by partaking of likeness, great by partaking of greatness, just /
and beautiful by partaking of justice and beauty, and so of other ]
ideas?'
'Yes, that is my meaning.'
'And do you suppose the [
individual to partake of the whole, or of the part ?' ' Why not of/
the whole ?' said Socrates.
' Because,' said Parmenides,
' in thatcase the

whole,

Socrates,

'the

which
whole

is one, will become

many.'

may be like the day, which

'Nays'

said

is one and in

many places : in this way the ideas may be one and also many.'
' In the same sort of way,' said Parmenides,
' as a sail, which is
one, may be a cover to many--that
is your meaning ?' ' Yes.'
' And would you say that each man is .covered by the whole sail,
or by a part only ?' 'By a part.'
'Then
the ideas have parts,
and the objects partake of a part of them only ?' ' That seems to

Partires/des.
AN_vs_s.

Io

Analysis
Par-

follow.'

' And

would

you

131-133.

like to say that the ideas

are really

mtn/4t_,
divisible
and yet remain one ?' ' Certainly not.' ' Would you
•_.SAL_ffi. venture to affirm that great objects have a portion only of greatness transferred
to them ; or that small or equal objects are small
or equal because they are only portions of smallness or equality ?'
' Impossible.'
' But how can individuals participate in ideas, except
in the ways which I have mentioned ?' 'That is not an easy
question to answer.'
' I should imagine the conception of ideas to 13a
arise as follows:
you see great objects pervaded by a common
form or idea of greatness,
which you abstract.'
' That is quite
true.'
'And supposing
you embrace in one view the idea of
greatness
thus gained and the individuals which it comprises, a
further idea of greatness arises, which makes both great;
and
this may go on to infinity.'
Socrates replies that the ideas may
be thoughts in the mind only ; in this ease, the consequence
would
no longer follow.
'But must not the thought be of something
which is the same in all and is the idea ? And if the world partakes in the ideas, and the ideas are thoughts, must not all things
think ? Or can thought be without thought ?' ' I acknowledge
the
unmeaningness
of this,' says Socrates, 'and would rather have recourse to the explanation
that the ideas are types in nature, and
that other things partake of them by becoming like them.'
to become like them is to be comprehended
in the same
and the likeness
idea of likeness,

' But
idea;

of the idea and the individuals
implies another I33
and another without end.'
' Quite true.'
' The

theory, then, of participation
by likeness
has to be given up.
You have hardly yet, Socrates, found out the real difficulty of
maintaining
abstract ideas.'
' What difficulty ?' ' The greatest
of all perhaps
is this: an opponent will argue that the ideas
are not within the range of human knowledge;
and you cannot
disprove

the assertion

without

a long and laborious

which he may be unable or unwilling

to follow.

demonstration,

In the first place,

neither you nor any one who maintains the existence of absolute
ideas will affirm that they are subjective.'
'That would be a
contradiction.'
' True ; and therefore any relation in these ideas
is a relation which concerns themselves
only; and the objects
which are named after them, are relative to one another only, and
have nothing to do with the ideas themselves.'
'How do you
mean ?' said Socrates.
' I may illustrate my meaning in this way:

Analysis

133-x35.

II

one of us has a slave ; and the idea of a slave

in the abstract

is

_'ar#tenides.

relative to the idea of a master in the abstract;
this correspondence of ideas, however,
has nothing to do with the particular

._ALV_S.

I34 relation of our slave to us.--Do you see my meaning?'
'Perfeetly.'
' And absolute knowledge in the same way corresponds
to absolute truth and being, and particular knowledge to particular
truth and being.'
' Clearly.'
'And there is a subjective
knowledge which is of subjective truth, having many kinds, general and
particular.
But the ideas themselves
are not subjective,
and
therefore are not within our ken.' 'They are not.'
'Then the
beautiful and the good in their own nature are unknown to us ?'
' It would seem so.' 'There is a worse consequence
yet.' 'What
is that ?' ' I think we must adroit that absolute._k _tl.e_d_gg isA_he
most exact knowledge, which we must therefore attribute to God.
But
can
two
the

then see what follows:
God, having this exact
have no knowledge of human things, as we have
spheres, and forbidden any passing from one to
gods have knowledge and authority in their world

[

i

knowledge,
divided the
the other :only, as we

[

1

x35 have in ours.'
' Yet, surely, to deprive God of knowledge is monstrous.'-'
These are some of the difficulties which are involved
in the assumption
nearly impossible

of absolute ideas; the learner will find them
to understand,
and the teacher who has to im-

part them will require superhuman
ability; there will always be ]
a suspicion, either that they have no existence,
or are beyond
human knowledge.'
'There
I agree with you,' said Socrates.

1

'Yet if these difficulties induce you to give up universal ideas,
what becomes of the mind ? and where are the reasoning and
reflecting powers? philosophy
is at an end.'
' I certainly do not
see my way.'
' I think,' said Parmenides,
'that this arises out of
your attempting
to define abstractions,
such as the good and the
beautiful

and

the just,

before

you

have

had sufficient

previous

training;
I noticed your deficiency when you were talking with
Aristoteles,
the day before yesterday.
Your enthusiasm
is a
wonderful gift; but I fear that unless you discipline yourself by
dialectic while you are young, truth will elude your grasp.'
'And
what kind of discipline would you recommend ?' ' The training
which you heard Zeno practising;
at the same time, I admire
your saying to him that you did not care to consider the difficult)"
in reference
to visible objects, but only in relation to ideas.'

12
Partp_n_.
_,NAL_S

Analysis
'Yes ; because

[ 36.

I think that in visible objects you may easily show

any number of inconsistent
consequences.'
' Yes; and you x36
should consider, not only the consequences which follow from a
given hypothesis,
buY-fh-6 consequence_
also which follow from
the dens.
For example, what follows from the
assumption
of the existence
of the many, and the counterargument of what follows from the denial of the existence of the
many: and similarly of likeness
and unlikeness, motion, rest,
generation, corruption, being a_d not being.
And the consequences must include consequences to the things supposed and to
other things, in themselves
and in relation to one another, to
individuals whom you select, to the many, and to the all ; these
must be drawn out both on the affirmative and on the negative
hypothesis,--that
is, if you are to train yourself perfectly to the
intelligence of the truth.'
' What you are suggesting seems to be
a tremendous process, and one of which,I do not quite understand
the nature,' said Socrates ; ' will you give me an example ?' 'You
must not impose such a task on a man of my years,' said Par°
menides`
' Then will you, Zeno ?' ' Let us rather,' said Zeno,
with a smile, 'ask Parmenides,
for the undertaking is a serious
one, as he truly says ; nor could I urge him to make the attempt,
except in a select audience of persons who will understand him.'
The whole party joined in the request.

]m_ovuc.
Ir1OM.

Here we have, first of all, an unmistakable attack made by the
youthful Socrates on the paradoxes of Zeno.
He perfectly understands their drift, and Zeno himself is supposed to admit this.
But they appear to him, as he says in the Philebus also, to be
rather truisms than paradoxes.
For every one must acknowledge
the obvious fact, that the body being one has many members, and
that, in a thousand ways, the like partakes of the unlike, the many
of the one. The real difficulty begins with the relations of ideas
in themselves, whether of the one and many, or of any other ideas,
to one another and to the mind.
But this was a problem which
the Eleatic philosophers
had never considered;
their thoughts
had not gone beyond
and the like.
It was no wonder
novel speculations

the contradictions
that Parmenides

of Socrates

of matter, motion, space,
and Zeno

with mixed

should hear the

feelings

of admiration

The struggle of the Presocralic philosophy
and displeasure.

He was going out of the received

circle of dis-

putation into a region in which they could hardly follow him.
From the crude idea of Being in the abstract, he was about to
proceed to universals
or general notions.
There is no contradiction in material things partaking of the ideas of one and
many ; neither is there any contradiction in the ideas of one and
many, like and unlike, in themselves.
But the contradiction arises
when we attempt to conceive ideas in their connexion, or to
ascertain their relation to phenomena.
Still he affirms the existence of such ideas; and this is the position which is now in
turn submitted to the criticisms of Parmenides.
To appreciate truly the character of these criticisms, we must
remember
the place held by Parmenides
in the history of Greek
philosophy.
He is the founder of idealism, and also of dialectic,
or, in--..... modern
phraseology,
of metaphysics
and logic (Theaet.
x83 E, Soph. 2x 7 C, a4I D). Like Plato, he is struggling
after
something
wider and deeper than satisfied the contemporary
Pythagoreans.
And Plato with a true instinct recognizes him as
his spiritual father, whom he ' revered and honoured more than
all other philosophers
together.'
He may be supposed
to have
thought more than he said, or was able to express.
And, although
he could not, as a matter of fact, have criticized the ideas of Plato
without an anachronism,
the criticism is appropriately
placed in
the mouth of the founder of the ideal philosophy.
There was probably a time in the life of Plato when the ethical
teaching of Socrates came into conflict with the metaphysical
theories of the earlier philosophers,
and he sought to supplement
the one by the other. The older philosophers were great and
awful ; and they had the charm of antiquity.
Something which
found a response in his own mind seemed to have been lost as
well as gained in the Socratic dialectic.
He felt no incongruity in
the veteran

Parmenides

correcting

the youthful

Socratesyj--T'w_

points in his criticism are especially deserving of notice. (_
all, Parmenides tries him by the test of consistency.
Socrates is
willing to assume ideas or principles of the just, the b_autifull the
good, and to extend them to man (cp. Phaedo 98) ; but he is reluctant to admit that there are general ideas of hair, mud, filth, etc.
There is an ethical univel'sal or idea, but is there also a universal
of physics ?--of the meanest

things

in the world

as well as of

13
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the greatest ? Parmenides
rebukes
this want of consistency
in
Socrates, which he attributes
to his youth.
As he grows older,
philosophy will take a firmer hold of him, and then he will despise
neither great things nor small, and he will think less of the
opinions

of mankind

(cp. Soph. 227 A).

Here is lightly touched

one of the most familiar principles of modern philosophy, that in
the meanest operations of nature, as well as in the noblest, in mud
and filth, as well as in the sun and stars, great truths are contained.
At the same time, we may note also the transition in the
mind of Plato, to which Aristotle alludes (Met. i. 6, 2), when, as he
says, he transferred the Socratic unive_
nf _.thle_ tn thewhole
of nature.
The other criticism of Parmenides on Socrates attributes to him
a want of practice in dialectic.
He has observed this deficiency
in him when talking to Aristoteles
on a previous occasion.
Plato
seems to imply that there was something more in the dialectic of
Zeno than in the mere interrogation of Socrates.
Here, again, he
may perhaps be describing the process which his own mind went
through when he first became more intimately acquainted, whether
at Megara or elsewhere,
with the Eleatic and Megarian philosophers.

Still, Parmenides

does not deny to Socrates

the credit

of ha__.a_gone beyond them in seeking to apply the paradoxes of
Zeno to id_ ; and this is the application which he himself makes
oPthem---_n the latter part of the dialogue.
He then proceeds to
explain
I practise.
/

to him the sort of mental g?tmnastic which he should
He should consider not only what would follow from a

"

"

Wg_u_ld_fg_6_w_from..tlA_e_d_enialof it, to

that
the subject
the hypothesis,of Xenophon
and to all other
Therewhich
is nois trace
in theofMemorabilia
of anythings.
such
method being attributed
to Socrates;
nor is the dialectic here
spoken of that ' favourite method' of proceeding
by regular divisions, which is described in the Phaedrus
and Philebus, and of
which examples are given in the Politicus and in the Sophist.
It
is expressly
spoken of (p. x3.5 E) as the method which Socrates
had heard Zeno practise in the days of his youth (cp. Soph. 2i 7 C).
The discussion of Socrates with Parmenides
is one of the most
remarkable

passages

in Plato.

Few writers

have ever

been able

to anticipate ' the criticism of the morrow'
on their own favourite
notions.
But Plato may here be said to anticipate the judgment

The criticism of Plato
not only of the morrow, but of all after-ages
For in some points he touches questions
received

t_l_

solution

The /f_tst/ifficulty
Platonic'id_as
relates

in modern
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on the Platonic Ideas.
which have not yet

philosophy.

I_o°_7"

which Parmenides
raises respecting
the
to the manner in which individuals are con-

nected with them.
Do they participate
in the ideas, or do they
merely resemble them ?"-'P_rmenides
shows that objections may
be urged against either of these modes of conceiving the connection. Things are little by partaking
of littleness, great by partaking of greatness,
and the like. But they cannot partake of a
part of greatness,
for that kvill not maket-'i'h-_ great, etc. ; nor can
e_t'-'-monopolise_lae
Wnoie.--T_
only answer to this is,
that ' partaking'
is a figure of speech, really corresponding
to the
processes
which a later logic designates
by the terms' abstraction' and 'generalization.'
When we have described
accurately
the methods or forms which the mind employs, we cannot further
criticize them ; at least we can only criticize them with reference
to their fitness as instruments
of thought to express facts.
Socrates attempts to support his view of the ideas by the parallel
of the day, which is one and in many places; but he is easily
driven from his position by a counter illustration
of Parmenides,
who compares the idea of greatness
to a sail. He truly explains
to Socrates that he has attained the conception of ideas by a process of generalization.
At the same time, he points out a difficulty,
which appears to be involved--viz,
that the process of generalization will go on to infinity.
Socrates meets the supposed difficulty
by a flash of light, which is indeed the true answer' that the ideas
are in our rnind q ,_,,ly? Neither realism is the truth, nor nominalism is the truth_, but_
; and con£pZ_tualizm.xm,a_
other psychological
theory
falls very far short of the infinite
subtlety of language and thought.
But the realism of ancient philosophy will not admit of this
answer, which is repelled by Parmenides
with another truth or
half-truth of later philosophy,
' Every subject or subjective
have an object.'
Here is the great though unconscious
(shall we say ?) or error, which underlay the early
sophy.
' Ideas must have a real existence ;' they
forms or opinions, which may be changed arbitrarily
But the early Greek philosopher
never clearly

m

Parmcnides.

must
truth

Greek philoare not mere
byindividuals.
saw that true
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doctrine

of ideas.
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ideas were only universal
facts, and
universals as well as in particulars.

that there

tm-_oDoc.
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Socrates makes one more attempt
by representing
them as paradigms;
the ' argumentum
ad infinitum.'
We
the process which is thus described
mind, after having obtained a general
to form another which includes that,

to defend the Platonic Ideas
this is again answered
by
may remark, in passing, that
has no real existence.
The
idea, does not really go on
and all the individuals con-

-- ,
"

might

be error in

tained under it, and another and another without end.
The
difficulty belongs in fact to the Megarian age of philosophy, and is
due to their illogical logic, and to the general ignorance
of the
ancients respecting the part played by language in the process of
thought.
No such perplexity could ever trouble a modern metaphysician,
any more than the fallacy of 'calvus'
or 'acervus,'
or
of 'Achilles
and the tortoise.'
These 'surds'
of metaphysics
ought to occasion
no more difficulty
in speculation
than a
perpetually
recurring
fraction in arithmetic.
It is otherwise with the objection which follows : How are we
to bridge the chasm between
human truth and absolute truth,
between gods and men?
This is the difficulty of philosophy in all
ages: Ho_g_et
beyo_n_dthe cirel e Of our own ideas, or how,
remaining
within them, can we have any criterion of r_ truth
beyond and independent
of them ? Parmenides
draws out this
difficulty with great clearness.
According
to him, there are not
only one but two chasms:
the (t_st_between
individu_ds.and_he
ideas which have a comnao_e
_lad,
between the ideas
in u__s
and
mankind,
Philebus,
remains a

the ideas absolute.
The first of these two difficulties
as we may say, a little parodying
the language of the
have long agreed
to treat as obsolete;
the second
difficulty for us as well as for the Greeks of the fourth

"century before Christ, and is the stumblingblock
of Kant's Kritik,
and of the Hamiltonian
adaptation
of Kant, as well as of the
Platonic ideas.
It has been said that ' you cannot criticize Revelation.'
' Then how do you know what is Revelation, or that there
is one at all,' is the immediate
rejoinder--'
You know nothing of
things in themselves.'
' Then how do you know that there are
things

in themselves

?'

In some

respects,

the difficulty pressed

harder upon the Greek than upon ourselves.
For conceiving of
God more under the attribute of knowledge than we do_ he was

Laller

l_arg

of

dialo_le

an

imitalion

q[ Zeno.

more under the necessity of separating
the divine from the human,
as two spheres which had no communication
with one another,
It is remarkable that Plato, speaking bythe mouth of Parmenides,
does not treat even this second class of difficulties as hopeless or
insoluble.
He says only that they cannot be explained
without
a long and laborious demonstration:
'the teacher will require
superhuman
ability, and the learner will be hard of understanding.'
But an attempt must be made to find an answer to them ; for, as
Socrates and Parmenides
both admit, the denim of abstract ideas
is the destruction of the mind. We can easily imagine that among
the Greek schools of philosophy in the fourth century before Christ
a panic might arise from the denial of universals, similar to that
which arose in the last century from Hume's denial of our ideas
of cause and effect. Men do not at first recognize that thought,
like digestion, will go on much the same, notwithstanding
any
theories which may be entertained
respecting
the nature of the
process.
Parmenides
attributes the difficulties in which Socrates
is involved to a want of comprehensiveness
in his mode of reasoning ; he should consider every question on the negative as well as
the positive hypothesis, with reference to the consequences
which
flow from the denim as well as from the assertion
of a given
statement.
The argument
which follows is the most singular in Plato.
It
appears to be an imitation, or parody, of the Zenonian
dialectic,
just as the speeches in the Phaedrus are an imitation of the style
of Lysias, or as the derivations in the Cratylus or the fallacies of
the Euthydemus
are a parody of some contemporary
Sophist.
The interlocutor
is not supposed, as in most of the other Platonic
dialogues, to take a living part in the argument ; he is only required
to say bYes' and _No' in the right places.
A hint has been
already given that the paradoxes
of Zeno admitted
application (pp. i29, x35 E). This hint is the thread by
connects the two parts of the dialogue.
The paradoxes
of Parmenides
seem trivial to us,
words to which they relate have become trivial ; their
as abstract terms is perfectly understood by us, and we

of a higher
which Plato
because the
true nature
are inclined

to regard the treatment of them in Plato as a mere straw-splitting,
or legerdemain
of words.
Yet there was a power in them which
fascinated the Neoplatonists for centuries afterwards.
Something
VOL. IV.
c
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Modern

Parmenides.
1NTI_ODUC-

,,o_.

_arallels.

that they found in them, or brought to them--some
echo or anticipation of a great truth or error, exercised a wonderful influence
over their minds.
To do the Parmenides
justice, we should
imagine similar _ropla_ raised on themes as sacred to us, as the
notions of One or Being were to an ancient Eleatic.
' If God is,
what follows ? if God is not, what follows ?' Or again : If God is
or is not the world ; or if God is or is not many, or has or has not
parts, or is or is not in the world, or in time ; or is or is not finite
or infinite.
Or if the world is or is not; or has or has not a
beginning or end ; or is or is not infinite, or infinitely divisible.
Or again : if God is or is not identical with his laws ; or if man is
or is not identical with the laws of nature.
We can easily see
that here are many subjects for thought, and that from these and
similar hypotheses
questions of great interest might arise.
And
we also remark, that the conclusions
derived from. either of the
two alternative
propositions
might be equally impossible
and
contradictory.
When we ask what is the object of these paradoxes, some have
answered
that they are a mere logical puzzle, while others have
seen in them an Hegelian
propaedeutic
of the doctrine of Ideas.
The first of these views derives support from the manner in which
Parmenides
speaks of a similar method being applied to all Ideas.
Yet it is hard to suppose
that Plato would have furnished
so
elaborate an example, not of his own but of the Eleatie dialectic,
had he intended
only to give an illustration
of method.
The
second view has been often overstated by those who, like Hegel
himself, have tended to confuse ancient with modern philosophy.
We need not deny that Plato, trained in the school of Cratylus
and Heracleitus,
may have seen that a contradiction
in terms is
sometimes
the best expression
of a truth higher than either (cp.
Soph, 255 ft.). But his ideal theory is not based on antinomies.
The correlation of Ideas was the metaphysical
difficulty of the age
in which he lived ; and the Megarian and Cynic philosophy was a
'reductio
ad absurdum'
of their isolation.
To restore
them to
their natural connexion and to detect the negative element in them
is the aim of Plato in the Sophist. But his view of their connexion
falls very far short of the Hegelian identity of Being and Notbeing.
The Being and Not-being of Plato never merge in each
other, though he is aware that ' determination
is only negation.'

Connexion

of lhe jirst
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Alter criticizing the hypotheses
of others, it may appear presumptuous
to add another guess to the many which have been
already offered.
May we say, in Platonic language, that we still
seem to see vestiges of a track which has not yet been taken ? It
is quite possible that the obscurity of the Parmenides
would not
have existed to a contemporary
student of philosophy,
and, like
the similar difficulty in the Philebus, is really due to our ignorance
of the mind of the age. There is an obscure Megarian influence
on Plato which cannot wholly be cleared up, and is not much
illustrated
by the doubtful tradition of his retirement
to Megara
after the death of Socrates.
For Megara was within a walk of
Athens (Phaedr. 227 E), and Plato might have learned the Megarian doctrines without settling there.
We may begin by remarking that the theses of Parmenides
are
expressly said to follow the method of Zeno, and that the complex
dilemma, though declared to be capable of universal application,
is applied in this instance to Zeno's familiar question of the ' one
and many.'
Here, then, is a double indication of the connexion
of the Parmenides
with the Eristic schoot.
The old Eleatics had
asserted the existence
of Being, which they at first regarded
as
finite, then as infinite, then as neither finite nor infinite, to which
some of them had given what Aristotle calls 'a form,' others had
ascribed a material nature only. The tendency of their philosophy
was to deny to Being._ all predicates.
The Megarians, who succeeded them, like the Cynics, affirmed that no predicate could be
asserted of any subject ; they also converted
the idea of Being
into an abstraction of Good, perhaps with the view of preserving
a
sort of neutrality
or indifference
between the mind and things.
As if they h_dadsaid, in the language of modern philosophy.:
' Being
is not only neither finite nor infinite, neither at rest nor in mot!0O,
but neither subjective nor objective.'
This is the track along which Plato is leading us. Zeno
attempted
to prove the exis'ten_ce'-oT-t'ffd--o-fieby- ad_proving
existence

of the many, and Parmenides

seems

had
the

to aim at pr9yinqg

the existence of the .subject by showing the contradictions
which
follow from the assertion o._fany..l_redicates :_. Take the simplest of
all notions, 'ugit.y-' ; you cannot even assert being or time of this
without involving a contradiction.
But is the contradiction
also
the final conclusion

?

Probably

no more than
c2

of Zeno's

denial of

Parmenides.
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and second portions
Par-

memos,
T,o,.

]_rrltOD_C-

the

many,

or of Parmenides'

of tke dialogue.

assault

upon

the

Ideas ; no more

than of the earlier dialogues ' of search.'
To us there seems to be
no residuum of this long piece of dialectics.
But to the mind of
Parmenides
and Plato, 'Gott-betrunkene
Menschen,' there still
remained

the idea of'being'

or 'good,' which could not be con-

ceived, defined, uttered, but could npt be got rid of. Neither of
them would have imagined that their disputation ever touched
the Divine Being (cp. Phil. 22 C). The same difficulties
about
Unity and Being are raised in the Sophist (25o ft.) ; but there only
as preliminary to their final solution.
If this view is correct, the real aim of the hypotheses of Parmenides is to criticize the earlier Eleatic philosophy from the
point of view of Zeno or the Megarians.
It is the same kind of
criticism which Plato has extended to his own doctrine of Ideas.
Nor is there any want of poetical consistency in attributing to the
' father Parmenides'
the last review of the Eleatic doctrines.
The latest phases of all philosophies
founder of the school.
Other

critics

have

regarded

were

fathered

the final conclusion

upon

the

of the Par-

menides either as sceptical or as Heracleitean.
In the first case,
they assume that Plato means to show the impossibility of any
truth.
But this is not the spirit of Plato, and could not with
propriety be put into the mouth of Parmenides, who, in this very
dialogue, is urging Socrates, not to doubt everything, but to discipline his mind with a view to the more precise attainment of
truth.
The same remark applies to the second of the two
theories.
Plato everywhere
ridicules
(perhaps
unfairly) his
Heracleitean contemporaries
: and if he had intended to support
an Heracleitean
thesis, would hardly have chosen Parmenides, the
condemner
of the ' undiscerning
tribe who say_ that things both
are and are not,' to be the speaker.
Nor, tl_y,
can we easily
persuade ourselves with Zeller that by the 'one' he means the
Idea ; and that he is seeking to prove indirectly the unity of the
Idea in the multiplicity of phenomena.
We may now endeavour to thread the mazes of the labyrinth
which Parmenides
knew so well, and trembled at the thought of
them.
The
that

argument

has two

divisions:

There

is the

hypothesis

M ualysis

13 7.
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i. One is.
ii. One is not.

PartJttnidt$.
|NTRODUC-

If one is, it is nothing.
If one is not, it is everything.

TZoN.

But is and is not may be taken in two senses :
Either one is one,
Or, one has being,
from which opposite consequences
are deduced,
i.a. If one is one, it is nothing (137 C--I42 B).
i. b. If one has being, it is all things (I42 B--157

B). /

To which are appended

:

two subordinate

consequences

i. aa. If one has being, all other things are (157 B--159
i. bb. If one is one, all other things are not (I59 B--i6o

B).
BL t_----

The same distinction is then applied to the negative hypothesis :
ii. au If one is not one, it is all things (I6o B--I63 B).
ii. b. If one has not being, it is nothing (i63 B--I64 B).
"---_
Involving
remainder

two parallel
:

consequences

respecting

the

other

or

ii. aa. If one is not one, other things are all (x64 B--165 E).
ii. bb. If one has not being, other things are not (165 E to
the end).

I37

_I cannot refuse,' said Parmenides,
'since, as Zeno remarks,
we are alone, though I may say with Ibycus, who in his old age
fell in love, I, like the old racehorse, tremble at the prospect of
the course which I am to run, and which I know so well.
But as
I must attempt this laborious game, what shall be the subject ?
Suppose I take my own hypothesis
of the one.'
' By all means,'
said Zeno.
_And who will answer
me?
Shall I propose
the
youngest ? he will be the most likely to say what he thinks, and
his answers will give me time to breathe.'
_ I am the youngest,'
said Aristoteles,
'and at your service;
proceed
with your
questions.'--The
result may be summed up as follows :-i. _m_nd
therefore' has no parts, and therefore
is not a whole, which is a sum of parts, and therefore has neither
beginning, middle, nor end, and is therefore unlimited, and there-

_-_-----
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Mnalysis

I37-14o.

Par-

fore formless, being neither round nor straight, for neither round
nor straight can be defined without assuming that they have parts ; 138
aN^LVS_ and therefore
is not in place, whether
in another which would
encircle and touch the one at many points ; or in itself, because

Ittotid.¢$.

.

_:
_/_.._
/_._..z/

¢M

that which

is self-containing

is also contained,

and therefore

not

is capable either of motion or rest.
For motion is either change
onesubstance,
but two. orThis
beingon premised,
us consider
one
of
motion
an axis, orletfrom
one place whether
to another.
But the one is incapable of change of substance, which implies
that
be itself, theor axis;
of motion
axis,motion
becauseinvolves
there
wouldit ceases
be partsto around
and on
any an
other
change of place.
But existence in place has been already shown
to be impossible ; and yet more impossible is coming into being
in place, which implies partial existence in two places at once, or
entire existence
neither within nor without the same; and how
can this be ? And more impossible still is the coming into being
either as a whole or parts of that which is neither a whole nor
parts.
The one, then, is incapable of motion.
But neither can I39
the one be in anything, and therefore
not in the same, whether
itself or some other, and is therefore
incapable
of rest.
Neither
is one the same with itself or any other, or other than itself or any
other.
For if other than itself, then other than one, and therefore
not one; and, if the same ¢¢ith other, it would be other, and other
than one. Neither
can one while remaining
one be other than
other ; for other, and not one, is the other than other.
But if not
other by virtue of being one, not by virtue of itself; and if not by
virtue of itself, not itself other, and if not itself other, not other
than anything.
Neither will one be the same with itself.
For
the nature of the same is not that of the one, but a thing which
bedomes
the same with anything
does not become one;
for
example, that which becomes the same with the many becomes
many and not one.
And therefore
if the one is the same with
itself, the one is not one with itself; and therefore
one and not
one.
And therefore
one is neither other than other, nor the
same with itself.
Neither will the one be like or unlike itself or
other ; for likeness

is sameness

of affections,

and the one and the

same are diffelcnt.
And one having any affection which is other I4o
than being one would be more than one.
The one, then, cannot
have the same aflizction with and therefore
cannot be like itself
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or other; nor can the one have any other affection than its own,
that is, be unlike itself or any other, for this would imply that it
was more than one. The one, then, is neither like nor unlike
itself or other.
This being the case, neither can the one be equal

Parmenides.
As^Lvszs

or unequal to itself or other.
F or____._..equalit__!ies._am__
_
measure,
as inequality implies
a greater
or lessnu_. mb_r. of

_
_,_./_

measures.
"But the one, not having sameness, cannot have samehess of measure;
nor a greater or less number of measures, for-J__
that
Once
be
/,r Z// .....
.... would imply parts and multitude•
--_. more,
---_can one -._.r--/6_'-_--_-_
older or younger

than

or of the same age with
_.
lts_--d-_mpiy___likeness
and unlikene_ss,._g.,l._¢/
I4I equality and inequality.
Therefore one cannot be in time, because _
. .,_
th'at which is in time i-----_s
ever becoming older and younger than"___
itself, (for older anti younge-----_ar--'_relativ--e ter-ms, a-nci-h-e who ."

_'_

itself or other?

becomes older becomes younger,)
and is also of the same age
with itself. None of which, or any other expressions
of time,
whether past, future, or present, can be affirmed of one.
One
neither is, has been, nor will be_nor becomes,
become.
And, as these are the only modes of
and is not one. But to that which is not, there
14_ relative, neither name nor word nor idea nor

nor has, nor will
being, one is not,
is no attribute or
science nor per-

ception nor opinion appertaining.
One, then, is neither named,
nor uttered, nor known, nor perceived, nor imagined.
But can
all this be true ? ' I think not.'
i.b. Let us, however, commence the inquiry again• We have
to work out all the consequences
which follow on the assumption
that the one is. If one is, one partakes of being, which is not the
same With one;
the words 'being'
and Cone' have different
meanings.
Observe the consequence
: In the one of being or the
being of one are two parts, being and one, which form one whole.
And each of the two parts is also a whole, and involves the other,
and may be further subdivided into one and being, and is therefore not one but two ; and thus one is never one, and in this way
I43 the one, if it is, becomes many and infinite.
Again, let us conceive of a one which by an effort of abstraction we separate from
being:
will this abstract one be one or many ? You say one
only; let us see. In the first place, the being of one is other
than one ; and one and being, if different, arc so because the 3-

J-e...e_'/'_.s,_

t_
f..t
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Parboth partake of the nature of other, which is therefore
neither
_enz_e:.
one nor being ; and whether we take being and other, or being
._^L_s_s. and one, or one and other, in any case we have two things which
separately
are called either, an_
hnth__. And both are
two and eitherof two is severally one, and if one be added to any
of the pairs, the sum is three; and two is an even number, three
an odd ; and two units exist twice, and therefore
there are twice
two; and three units exist thrice, and therefore
there are thrice
three, and taken together they give twice three and thrice two:
we have even numbers
multiplied into even, and odd into even,
and even into odd numbers.
But if one is, and both odd and z44
even numbers are implied in one, must not every number exist ?
And number is infinite, and therefore existence must be infinite,
for all and every number partakes of being ; therefore being has
the greatest number of parts, and every part, however great or
however small, is equally one. But can one be in many places
and yet be a whole ? If not a whole it must be divided into parts
and represented
by a number corresponding
to the number of the
parts.
And if so, we were wrong in saying that being has the
greatest number of parts ; for being is coequal and coextensive
with one, and has no more parts than one ; and so the abstract
one broken up into parts by being is many and infinite.
But the
parts are parts of a whole, and the whole is their containing limit, [45
and the one is therefore
limited as well as infinite in number;
and that which is a whole has beginning,
middle, and end, and
a middle is equidistant
from the extremes;
and one is therefore
of a certain figure, round or straight, or a combination of the two,
and being a whole includes all the parts which are the whole, and
is therefore
self-contained.
But then, again, the whole is not in
the parts, whether all or some.
Not in all, because, if in all, also
in onc; for, if wanting in any one, how in all ?--not in some,
because the greater would then be contained in the less. But if
not in all, nor in any, nor in some, either nowhere or in other.
And if nowhere,
nothing;
therefore
in other.
The one as a
whole, then, is in another, but regarded
as a sum of parts is in
itself; and is, therefore,
both in itself and in another.
This being
the case, the one is at once both at rest and in motion : at rest, I46
because resting in itself; in motion, because it is ever in other.
And if there is truth in what has preceded, one is the same and
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For everything

in relation

to every other thing is either the same with it or other;
or if
neither the same nor other, then in the relation of part to a whole
or whole to a part.
But one cannot be a part or whole in relation
to one, nor other than one ; and is therefore
the same with one.
Yet this sameness is again contradicted
by one being in another
place from itself which is in the same place ; this follows from
one being in itself and in another ; one, therefore, is other than
itself. But if anything is other than anything, will it not be other
than other?
And the not one is other than the one, and the one
than the not one ; therefore one is other than all others.
But the
same and the other exclude one another, and therefore
the other
can never be in the same ; nor can the other be in anything for
ever so short a time, as for that time the other will be in the
same. And the other, if never in the same, cannot be either in
the one or in the not one. And one is not other than not one,
either by reason of other
I47 other than one another at
be part of one, for in that
one be number, for that

or of itself; and therefore they are not
all. Neither can the not one partake or
case it would be one ; nor can the not
also involves one. And therefore, not

being other than the one or related to the one as a whole to parts
or parts to a whole, not one is the same as one. Wherefore
the
one is the same and also not the same with the others and also
with itself; and is therefore like and unlike itself and the others,
and just as different from the others as they are from the one, neithe r
more nor less.
But if neither more nor less, equally different;
and therefore the one and the others have the same relations.
This may be illustrated by the ease of names : when you repeat
the same name twice over, you mean the same thing ; and when
you say that the other is other than the one, or the one other than
the other, this very word other (g_cpou), which is attributed to both,
148 implies sameness.
One, then, as being other than others, and
other as being other than one, are alike in that they have the
relation of otherness;
and likeness is similarity
of relations.
And everything

as being other

of everything

is also like every-

thing. Again, same and other, like and unlike, are opposites:
and since in virtue of being other than the others the one is like
them, in virtue of being the same it must be unlike. Again, one,
as having the same relations, has no difference of relation, and is
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therefore not unlike, and therefore like; or, as having different
relations, is different and unlike.
Thus, one, as being the same
and not the same with itself and others--for
both these reasons
and for either

of them--is

also like

and unlike

itself

and

the

others.
Again, how far can one touch itself and the others ? As
existing in others, it touches the others ; and as existing in itself,
touches only itself.
But from another point of view, that which
touches another must be next in order of place ; one, therefore,
must be next in order of place to itself, and would therefore
be
two, and in two places.
But one cannot be two, and therefore I49
cannot be in contact with itself.
Nor again can one touch the
other.
Two objects are required to make one contact;
three
objects make two contacts;
and all the objects in the world, if
placed in a series, would have as many contacts as there are
objects, less one. But if one only exists, and not two, there is no
contact.
And the others, being other than one, have no part in
one, and therefore none in number, and therefore two has no
existence,
and therefore there is no contact.
For all which
reasons, one has and has not contact with itself and the others.
Once more, Is one equal and unequal

to itself

and the others ?

Suppose one and the others to be greater or less than each other
or equal to one another, they will be greater or less or equal by
rea§on of equality or greatness or smallness inhering in them in
addition to their own proper nature.
Let us begin by assuming
smallness to be inherent in one: in this case the inherence is tSo
either in the whole or in a part. If the first, smallness is either
coextensive
with the whole one, or contains the whole, and, if
coextensive with the one, is equal to the one, or if containing the
one will be greater than the one. But smallness thus performs
the function of equality or of greatness, which is impossible.
Again, if the inherence
be in a part, the same contradiction
follows : smallness will be equal to the part or greater than the
part ; therefore smallness will not inhere in anything, and except
the idea of smallness there will be nothing small.
Neither will
greatness ; for greatness will have a greater ;--and there will be
no small in relation to which it is great.
And there will be no
great or small in objects, but greatness
and smallness will be
relative only to each other;
therefore
the others cannot be
greater or less than the one ; also the one can neither exceed nor
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be exceeded by the others, and they are therefore
equal to one
another.
And this will be true also of the one in relation to
itself: one will be equal to itself as well as to the others (r_,a).
Yet one, being in itself, must also be about itself, containing
and
i51 contained, and is therefore greater and less than itself.
Further,
there is nothing beside the one and the others;
and as these
must be in something, they must therefore
be in one another;
and as that in which a thing is is greater than the thing, the
inference is that they are both greater and less than one another,
because containing and contained in one another.
Therefore
the
one is equal to and greater and less than itself or other, having
also measures
or parts or numbers equal to or greater or less
than itself or other.
But does one partake of time ? This must be acknowledged,
if
152 the one partakes of being.
For 'to be' is the participation
of
being in present time, ' to have been' in past, 'to be about to be'
in future time. And as time is ever moving forward, the one
becomes older than itself; and therefore younger than itself; and
is older and also younger when in the process
of becoming it
arrives at the present ; and it is always older and younger, for at
any moment the one is, and therefore it becomes and is not older
and younger than itself but during an equal time with itself, and is
therefore contemporary
with itself.
153 And what are the relations of the one to the others?
Is it or
does it become older or younger than they?
At any rate the
others are more than one, and one, being the least of all numbers,
must be prior in time to greater numbers.
But on the other
hand, one must corn6 into being in a manner accordant with its
own nature.
Now one has parts or others, and has therefore a
beginning,
middle, and end, of which the beginning is first and
the end last. And the parts come into existence first ; last of all
the whole, contemporaneously
with the end, being therefore
younger, while the parts or others are older than the one. But,
again, the one comes into being in each of the parts as much as in
154 the whole, and must be of the same age with them.
Therefore
one is at once older and younger than the parts or others, and
also contemporaneous
with them, for no part can be a part which
is not one.
Is this true of becoming as well as being?
Thus
much may be affirmed, that the same things which are older or
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younger cannot become older or younger in a greater degree than
they were at first by the addition of equal times.
But, on the
AN^L*s,S. other hand, the one, if older than others, has come into being a
longer time than they have. And when equal time is added to a
longer and shorter, the relative difference between them is diminished.
In this way that which was older becomes younger, and
that which was younger becomes older, that is to say, younger
and older than at first; and they ever become and never have
become, for then they would be. Thus the one and others always i55
are and are becoming and not becoming younger and also older
than one another.
And one, partaking of time and also partaking
of becoming older and younger, admits of all time, present, past,
and future--was,
is, shall be--was
becoming, is becoming, wilt
become.
And there is science of the one, and opinion and name
and expression,

as is already implied

in the fact of our inquiry.

Yet once more, if one be one and many, and neither

one nor

many, and also participant
of time, must there not be a time at
which one as being one partakes of being, and a time when one
as not being one is deprived
of being?
But these two contradictory states cannot be experienced
by the one both together:
there must be a time of transition.
And the transition
is a I56
process of generation
and destruction,
into and from being and
not-being, the one and the others.
For the generation of the one
is the destruction
of the others, and the generation of the others
is the destruction
of the one. There is also separation
and aggregation,
assimilation
and dissimilation,
increase,
diminution,
equalization,
a passage from motion to rest, and from rest to
motion in the one and many. But when do all these changes take
place ? When does motion become rest, or rest motion ? The
answer to this question will throw a light upon all the others.
Nothing can be in motion and at rest at the same time; and
therefore
the change takes place 'in a moment'--which
is a
strange
expression,
and seems to mean change in no time.
Which is true also of all the other changes, which likewise take 157
place in no time.
i. aa. But if one is, what happens to the others, which in the
first place are not one, yet may partake of one in a certain way ?
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The others are other than the one because they have parts, for if
they had no parts they would be simply one, and parts imply a
whole to which they belong ; otherwise each part would be a part
of many, and being itself one of them, of itself, and if a part of all,
of each one of the other pans, which is absurd.
For a part, if not
a part of one, must be a part of all but this one, and if so not a part
of each one ; and if not a part of each one, not a part of any one of
many, and so not of one ; and if of none, how of all ? Therefore a
part is neither a part of many nor of all, but of an absolute and
perfect whole or one. And if the others have parts, they must
partake of the whole, and must be the whole of which they are the
158 parts.
And each part, as the word 'each'
implies, is also an
absolute one. And both the whole and the parts partake of one,
for the whole of which the parts are parts is one, and each part is
one part of the whole ; and whole and parts as participating
in
one are other than one, and as being other than one are many and
infinite; and however small a fraction you separate from them is
many and not one. Yet the fact of their being parts furnishes the
others with a limit towards other parts and towards the whole;
they are finite and also infinite : finite through participation
in the
one, infinite in their own nature.
And as being finite, they are
alike; and as being infinite, they are alike; but as being both
159 finite and also infinite, they are in the highest degree unlike.
And all other opposites might without difficulty be shown to unite
in them.
i. bb. Once more, leaving all this : Is there not also an opposite
series of consequences
which is equally true of the others, and
may be deduced from the existence of one ? There is. One is
distinct from the others,

and the others

from one ; for one and the

others are all things, and there is no third
And the whole of one cannot be in others
separated from others and has no parts,
have no unity, nor plurality, nor duality,
nor any opposition or distinction, such as
16o some and other, generation
they had these they would
would
would

be a participation
be a participation

existence besides them.
nor parts of it, for it is
and theretbre the others
nor any other number,
likeness and unlikeness,

and corruption, odd and even.
For if
partake either of one opposite, and this
in one ; or of two opposites, and this
in two. Thus if one exists, one is
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ii. a. But, again, assume

the opposite

hypothesis,

that the one is

not, and what is the consequenee?
In the first place, the proposition, that one is not, is clearly opposed to the proposition, that
not one is not. The subject of any negative proposition
implies
at onee knowledge and difference.
Thus 'one' in the proposition' The one is not,' must be something known, or the words would be
unintelligible;
and again this 'one which is not' is something different from other things. Moreover, this and that, some and other,
may be all attributed or related to the one which is not, and which
though non-existent
may and must have plurality, if the one only
is non-existent
and nothing else ; but if all is not-being there is 16I
nothing which can be spoken of. Also the one which is not
differs, and is different in kind from the others, and therefore
unlike them; and they being other than the one, are unlike the
one, which is therefore unlike them.
But one, being unlike other,
must be like itself; for the unlikeness
of one to itself is the
destruction
of the hypothesis;
others; for that would suppose

and one cannot be equal to the
being in the one, and the others

would be equal to one and like one ;
one does not exist.
The one which
unequal to the others, and inequality
equality lies between great and small,
is not partakes
of equality.
Further,
being ; for that which is true is, and

both which are impossible, if
is not, then, if not equal is
implies great and small, and
and therefore the one which
the one which is not has
it is true that the one is not.

And so the one which is not, if remitting aught of the being of I62
non-existence,
would become existent.
For not being implies the
being of not-being, and being the not-being of not-being ; or more
truly being partakes of the being of being and not of the being of
not-being, and not-being of the being of not-being and not of the
not-being of not-being.
And therefore
the one which is not has
being and
involves
nowhere,
the same

also not-being.
And the union of being and not-being
change or motion.
But how can not-being,
which is
move or change, either from one place to another or in
place ? And whether it is or is not, it would cease to be

one if experiencing
a change of substance.
The one which is not,
then, is both in motion and at rest, is altered and unaltered, and I6 3

Analysis
becomes

and

is destroyed,

and

I63-I66.
does

3I

not become

and

is not

destroyed,

Parmenides.
ANALYSIS,

ii. b. Once more, let us ask the question, If one is not, what
happens in regard to one ? The expression 'is not' implies negation of being :--do we mean by this to say that a thing, which is
not, in a certain sense is ? or do we mean absolutely to deny being
of it? The latter.
Then the one which is not can neither be nor
16

become nor perish nor experience
change of substance or place.
Neither can rest, or motion, or greatness, or smallness, or equality,
or unlikeness,
or likeness either to itself or other, or attribute or
relation, or now or hereaRer or formerly, or knowledge or opinion
or perception or name or anything else be asserted of that which
is not.
ii. aa. Once more, if one is not, what becomes ofthe others ? If
we speak of them they must be, and their very name implies
difference, and difference implies relation, not to the one, which is
not, but to one another.
And they are others of each other not as
units but as infinities, the least of which is also infinity, and

capable of infinitesimal division.
And they will have no
number, but only a semblance of unity and number ; and
165 of them will appear large and manifold in comparison
infinitesimal fractions into which it may be divided.

unity or
the least
with the
Further,

each particle will have the appearance of being equal with the
fractions.
For in passing from the greater to the less it must
reach an intermediate point, which is equality.
Moreover, each
particle although having a limit in relation to itself and to other
particles, yet it has neither beginning, middle, nor end ; for there
is always a beginning before the beginning, and a middle within
the middle, and an end beyond the end, because the infinitesimal
division is never arrested by the one. Thus all being is one at a
distance, and broken up when near, and like at a distance and
unlike when near; and also the particles
seem to be like and unlike, in rest and
and corruption,

in contact and separation,

which compose being
motion, in generation
if one is not.

ii. bb. Once more, let us inquire, If the one is not, and the others
of the one are, what follows ? In the first place, the others will
t66 not be the one, nor the many, for in that case the one would be
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contained in them ; neither will they appear to be one or many ;
because they have no communion or participation in that which is
not, nor semblance of that which is not. If one is not, the others
neither are, nor appear to be one or many, like or unlike, in contact or separation.
In short, if one is not, nothing is.
The result of all which is, that whether one is or is not, one and
the others, in relation to themselves and to one another, are and
are not, and appear to be and appear not to be, in all manner of
ways.

l_t,oDu¢.
TION.

I. On the first hypothesis
we may remark:
first, That one is
one is an identical proposition, from which we might expect that
no further
consequences
could be deduced.
The train of consequences which follows, is inferred by a!tering the predicate into
' not many.'
Yet, perhaps, if a strict Eristic had been present, of'of
dv;ip d xa'Lv_v *rap;l_,he might have affirmed that the not many presented a different aspect of the conception from the one, and was
therefore
not identical with it. Such a subtlety would be very
much in character
with the Zenonian
dialectic.
Secondly, We
may note, that the conclusion is really involved in the premises.
For one is conceived as one, in a sense which excludes all predicates.
When the meaning of one has been reduced to a point,
there is no use in saying that it has neither parts nor magnitude.
Thirdly, The conception of the same is, first of all, identified with
the one ; and then by a further analysis distinguished
from, and
even opposed to it. Fourthly, We may detect notions, which have
reappeared
in modern philosophy,
e.g. the bare abstraction
of.
undefined unity, answering
to the Hegelian ' Seyn,' or the identity
of contradictions
' that which is older is also younger,' etc., cp. xSa ,
or the Kantian
' one is.'

conception

of an a _rion" synthetical

proposition

II. In the first series of propositions the word ' is' is really the
copula; in the second, the verb of existence.
As in the first
series, the negative consequence followed from one being affirmed
to be equivalent to the not many ; so here the affirmative consequence is deduced from one being equivalent
In the former

to the many.

case, nothing could be predicated

of the one, but

Criticism
of tAear£_nte_d.
now everything--multitude,
relation, place, time, transition.
One
is regarded in all the aspects of one, and with a reference to all
the consequences
which flow, either from the combination or the
separation of them.
The notion of transition involves the singular
extra-temporal conception of ' suddenness.'
This idea of' suddenness'
is based upon the contradiction
which is involved
in
supposing that anything can be in two places at once. It is a mere
fiction ; and we may observe that similar antinomies
have led
modern philosophers to deny the reality of time and space.
It is
not the infinitesimal of time, but the negative of time.
By the
help of this invention the conception of change, which sorely
exercised the minds of early thinkers, seems to be, but is not
really at all explained.
The difficulty arises out of the imperfection of language, and should therefore be no longer regarded
as a difficulty at all. The only way of meeting it, if it exists, is
to acknowledge
that this rather puzzling double conception is
necessary
to the expression
of the phenomena
of motion or
change, and that this and similar double notions, instead of being
anomalies, are among the higher and more potent instruments
of
human thought.
• The processes
by which Parmenides obtains his remarkable
results may be summed up as follows : (i) Compound or correlativ.e ideas which involve each other, such as, being and not-being,
one and many, are conceived sometimes
in a state of composition, and sometimes of division : (2) The division or distinction is
sometimes heightened into total opposition, e. g. between one and
same, one and other: or (3)The idea, which has been already
divided, is regarded, like a number, as capable of further infinite
subdivision : (4-)The argument often proceeds ' a dicto secundum
quid ad dictum simpliciter'
and conversely:
(5) The analogy of
opposites is misused by him; he argues indiscriminately
sometimes from what is like, sometimes from what is unlike in them :
(6) The idea of being or not-being is identified with existence or
non-existence
in place or time : (7) The same ideas are regarded
sometimes as in process of transition, sometimes as alternatives or
opposites : (8) There are no degrees or kinds of sameness, likeness, difference, nor any adequate conception of motion or change :
(9) One, being, time, like space in Zeno's puzzle of Achilles and
the tortoise, are regarded sometimes as continuous and sometimes
VOL.

IV.
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_t_ar- as discrete : (io) In some parts of the argument the abstraction is
#u,u'dts. so rarefied as to become not only fallacious, but almost unintellilm-,oD_:gible, e.g. in the contradiction which is elicited out of the relative
TION,
terms older and younger at p. 152: (ii) The relation between two
terms is regarded under contradictory aspects, as for example
when the existence of the one and the non-existence of the one are
equally assumed to involve the existence of the many : (xa) Words
are used through long chains of argument, sometimes loosely,
sometimes with the precision of numbers or of geometrical figures.
The argument is a very curious piece of work, unique in literature. It seems to be an exposition or rather a 'reductio ad absurdum' of the Megarian philosophy, but we are too imperfectly
acquainted with this last to speak with confidence about it. It
would be safer to say that it is an indication of the sceptical, hyperlogical fancies which prevailed among the contemporaries of
Socrates. It throws an indistinct light upon Aristotle, and makes
us aware of the debt which the world owes to him or his school.
It also bears a resemblance to some modern speculations, in which
an attempt is made to narrow language in such a manner that
number and figure may be made a calculus of thought. It exaggerates one side of logic and forgets the rest. It has the appearante of a mathematical process; the inventor of it delights, as
mathematicians do, in eliciting or discovering an unexpected
result. It also helps to guard us against some fallacies by
showing the consequences which flow from them.
In the Parmenides we seem to breathe the spirit of the Megarian
philosophy, though we cannot compare the two in detail. But
Plato also goes beyond his Megarian contemporaries; he has
split their straws over again, and admitted more than they would
have desired. He is indulging the analytical tendencies of his age,
which can divide but not combine. And he does not stop to
inquire whether the distinctions which he makes are shadowy
and fallacious, but ' whither the argument blows' he follows.
III. The negative series of propositions contains the first conception of the negation of a negation. Two minus signs in
arithmetic or algebra make a plus. Two negatives destroy each
other. This abstruse notion is the foundation of the Hegelian logic.
The mind must not only admit that determination is negation, but
must get through negation into affirmation. Whether this process
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is real, or in any way an assistance to thought, or, like some other
logical forms, a mere figure of speech transferred from the sphere
of mathematics,
may be doubted.
That Plato and the most subtle
philosopher
of the nineteenth century should have lighted upon
the same notion, is a singular coincidence of ancient and modern
thought.
IV. The one and the many or others are reduced to their
strictest arithmetical meaning.
That one is three or three one, is
a proposition which has, perhaps, given rise to more controversy
in the world than any other.
But no one has ever meant to say
that three and one are to be taken in the same sense.
Whereas
the one and many of the Parmenides
have precisely the same
meaning;
there is no notion of one personality
or substance
having many attributes or qualities.
The truth seems to be rather
the opposite of that which Socrates implies at p. Ia 9 : There is no
contradiction
in the concrete, but in the abstract;
and the more
abstract the idea, the more palpable will be the contradiction.
For
just as nothing can persuade us that the number one is the number
three, so neither can we be persuaded
that any abstract idea is
identical with its opposite, although they may both inhere together
in some external object, or some more comprehensive
conception.
Ideas, persons, things may be one in one sense and many m
another, and may have various degrees of unity and plurality.
But in whatever sense and in whatever degree they are one they
cease to be many; and in whatever
they cease to be one.

degree or sense they are many

Two points remain to be considered : ist, the connexion between
the first and second parts of the dialogue; andly, the relation of
the Parmenides
to the other dialogues.
I. In both divisions of the dialogue the principal speaker is the
same, and the method pursued by him is also the same, being a
criticism on received opinions:
first, on the doctrine of Ideas;
secondly, of Being. From the Platonic Ideas we naturally proceed
to the Eleatie One or Being which is the foundation of them. They
are the same philosophy in two forms, and the simpler form is the
truer and deeper.
For the Platonic Ideas are mere numerical
differences, and the moment we attempt to distinguish between
them, their transcendental
character
is lost; ideas of justice,
_.
D2

35
Parmen_s.
I_ODuCTION •

36
Par_en_ks.
I UTI_ODL'¢_o,.

TAe relation of tke Parmenides to tAe otker dialogues.
temperance, and good, are really diatinguishable
only with refer- j
ence to their application
in the world.
If we once ask how they
are related to individuals or to the ideas of the-divine mind, they
are again merged in the aboriginal notion of Being.
No one can
answer the questions which Parmenides
asks of Socrates.
And
yet these questions are asked with the express acknowledgment
that the denial of ideas will be the destruction of the human mind.
The true answer to the difficulty here thrown out is the establishment of a rational psychology ; and this is a work which is commenced in the Sophist.
Plato, in urging the difficulty of his own
doctrine of Ideas, is far from denying that some doctrine of Ideas
is necessary, and for this he is paving the way.
In a similar spirit he criticizes the Eleatic doctrine of Being, not
intending to deny Ontology, but showing that the old Eleatic notion,
and the very name ' Being,' is unable to main_in itself against the
subtleties of the Megarlans.
He did not mean to say that Being
or Substance had no existence, but he is preparing for the development of his later view, that ideas were capable of relation.
The
fact that contradictory consequences
follow from the existence or
non-existence
of one or many, does not prove that they have or
have not existence, but rather that some different mode of conceiving them is required.
Parmenides
maystill have thought that
'Being was,' just as Kant would have asserted the existence of
' things in themselves,'
while denying the transcendental
use of
the Categories.
Several lesser

links also connect

the first and second

parts

of

the dialogue : (i) The thesis is the same as that which Zeno has
been already discussing : (_) Parmenides
has intimated in the first
part, that the method of Zeno should, as Socrates
desired, be
extended to Ideas : (3) The difficulty
smallness, equality is urged against
the One.

of participating
in greatness,
the Ideas as well as against

II. The Parmenides
is not only a criticism of the Eleatic notion
of Being, but also of the methods of reasoning then in existence,
and in this point of view, as well as in the other, may be regarded
as an introduction to the Sophist.
Long ago, in the Euthydemtm,
the vulgar application of the 'both and neither' Eristic had been
subjected to a similar criticism, which
banter and irony, here of illustration.

P

there

takes

the form of

The Parmenides a criticism of the Ideas and the One.
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The attack upon the Ideas is resumed in the Philebus, and is
followed by a return to a more rational philosophy.
The perplexity
of the One and Many is there confined to the region of Ideas,
and replaced by a theory of classification ; the Good arranged
in classes is also contrasted with the barren abstraction of the

Parmenides.
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Megarians.
The war is carried on against the Eristics in all the
later dialogues, sometimes with a playful irony, at other times with
a sort of contempt.
But there is no lengthened refutation of them.
The Parmenides belongs to that stage of the dialogues of Plato
in which he is partially under their influence, using them as a sort
of' critics or diviners' of the truth of his own, and of the Eleatic
theories.

In the Theaetetus

a similar negative dialectic is employed

in the attempt to define science, which after every effort remains
undefined still. The same question is revived from the objective
side in the Sophist : Being and Not-being are
in opposition, but are now reconciled ; and the
being is discovered and made the basis of the
Some links are probably missing which might

no longer exhibited
true nature of Notcorrelation of ideas.
have. been supplied

if we had trustworthy
accounts of Plato's oral teachin_
To sum up : the Parmenides of Plato is a cr!tique, r_,

ofthe Pla-

tonic
Id...____eas, and secondly, of the El_of
Being. Neithe......sr
are absolutely denied.
But certain difficulties and consequences
are shown in the assumption
of either, which prove that the
Platonic as well as the Eleatic doctrine must be remodelled.
The
negation

and contradiction

which are involved

the One and Many are preliminary

in the conception

to their final adjustment.

of
The

Platonic Ideas are tested by the interrogative method of Socrates ; 2_.
the Eleatie One or Being is tried bythe severer and perhaps impossible
method
of hypothetical
consequencesnervily S and
affirmative.'
In the latter we have an example of the Zenonian
or Megarian

dialectic, which proceeded,

not 'by assailing

premises,

but conclusions_
tills is wor-[ced out an.d l_mproved Dy Piato.
When primary abstractions
are used in every conceivable sense,
any or every conclusion may be deduced from them.
The words
' one,' ' other,' ' being,' ' like,' ' same,' ' whole,' and their opposites,
have slightly different meanings, as they are applied to objects of
thought or objects of sense--to
number, time, place, and to the
higher ideas of the reason ;--and out of their different meanings
this ' feast' of contradictions ' has been provided.'

38
Par-

Preparatio pkiloso_kica.
The

Patanenides

of Plato

belongs

to a stage, of philosophy

• _,_/es.
which has passed away. At first we read it with a purely antiI_T_ODt_quarian or historicaI interest ; and with difficulty throw ourselves
TION.
back into a state of the human mind in which Unity and Being
occupied the attention of philosophers.
We admire the precision
of the language, in which, as in some curious puzzle, each word
is exactly fitted into every other, and long trains of argument are
carried out with a sort of geometrical
accuracy.
We doubt
whether any abstract notion could stand the searching crossthe conclusion that Plato hfls been using an imaginary method to
examination
work
out an unmeaning
of Parmenides;
conclusion.
and mayButat the
last truth
perhaps
is, that
arrive
he at
is
carrying on a process which is not either useless or unnecessary
in any age of philosophy.
We fail to understand
him, because
we do not realize that the questions which he is discussing could
have had any value or importance.
We suppose them to be like
the speculations
of some of the Schoolmen, which end in nothing.
But in truth he is trying to get rid of the stumblingblocks
of
thought which beset his contemporaries.
Seeing that the Megarians and Cynics were making knowledge
impossible, he takes
their 'catch-words'
and analyzes them from every conceivable
point of view.
He is criticizing the simplest and most general of
our ideas, in which, as they are the most comprehensive_
the
danger of error is the most serious;
for, if they remain unexamined, as in a mathematical
demonstration,
all that flows from
them is affected, and the error pervades knowledge far and wide.
In the beginning of philosophy this correction of human ideas was
even more necessary than in our own times, because they were
more bound up with words;
and words when once presented
to
the mind exercised
a greater power over thought.
There is a
or an idea
?' Indevoid
modernof
I meaning,
natural realism
whichwhich
says,is ' an
Canidea
thereof nothing
be a word
times mankind have often given too great importance
to a word
or idea. The philosophy
ofthe ancients was still more in slavery
to them, because they had not the experience
of error, which
would have placed them above the illusion.
The
process
sophy.

method

of the

Parmenides

may bc

compared

with

the

of purgation, which Bacon sought to introduce into philoPlato is warning us against two sorts of 'Idols of thc

_,

'Idols

of

the

Den.'
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( yo

Den' : first,
unable _;_..e_ineet

wn Ideas, which he himself having created is
in any way with the external world ; s e_di-_r_

against two idols in particular,
'Unity'
and 'Being,' which had
grown up in the pre-Socratic
philosophy, and were still standing
ifi the way ofall progress and development
of thought.
He does
not say with Bacon, ' Let us make truth by experiment,' or ' From
these

vague and inexact notions

let us turn to facts.'

The time

has not yet arrived for a purely _ilosophy.
The
instruments
of thought must first be forged,-Hiat they may be
used hereafter by modern inquirers.
How, while mankind were
disputing about 0,__versals, could they classify phenomena ? How
could they investigate causes, when they had not as yet learned
to distinguish
between a cause and an end?
How could they
make any progress in the sciences without first arranging them ?
These are the deficiencies which Plato is seeking to supply in an
age when knowledge was a shadow of a name only. In the
earlier dialogues the Socratic conception of universals is illustrated by his genius; in the Phaedrus the nature of division is
explained ; in the Republic the law of contradiction and the unity
of knowledge are asserted; in the later dialogues he is constantly
engaged
both with the theory and practice
of classification.
These were the 'new weapons,' as he terms them in the Philebus, which he was preparing for the use of some who, in after
ages, would be found ready enough to disown their obligations
to the great master, or rather, perhaps, would be incapable of
understanding them.
Numberless fallacies, as we are often truly told, have originated
in a confusion of the 'copul.__a' and the 'verbo_9.Lgxiate_c:.'
not the distinction which Pl_._._ato
by the mouth of Parmenides
makes between ' One is one' and ' One has being' have saved us
from this and many similar confusions ? We see again that a
long period in the history of philosophy was a barren tract, not
uncultivated,
but unfruitful, because there was no inquiry into the
relation of language and thought, and the metaphysical
imagination was incapable of supplying the missing link between words
and things.
The famous dispute between Nominalists and Realists
would never have been heard of, if, instead of transferring
the
Platonic Ideas into a crude Latin phraseology,
the spirit of Plato
had been truly understood
and appreciated.
Upon the term

Par_"
t_._.

40

Meta]kkysics required to place us above megalkkysics.

Jarm_.

substance at least two celebrated theological controversies appear
to hinge, which would not have existed, or at least not in their
l,vrtoDvc,
present form, if we had 'interrogated'
the word -_ substance, as
TION*
Plato has the no ti_.
These weeds ofp_hilosophy have struck their roots deep into the soil, and are always
tending to reappear,
sometimes
in new-fangied
forms; while
similar words, such as development, evolution, law, and the like,
are constantly put in. the place of facts, even by writers who
profess to base truth entirely upon fact. In an unmetaphysical
age there is probably more metaphysics
in the common sense
ft. e. more a/_o_
assumption)
than in any other, because there
is more complete unconsciousness
that we are resting on our
own ideas, while we please ourselves with the conviction that we
are resting on facts. We do not consider how much metaphysics
are required to place us above metaphysics,
or how difficult it is
to prevent the forms of expression which are ready made for our
use from outrunning actual observation and experiment.
In the last century the educated world were astonished to find
that the whole fabric of their ideas was falling to pieces, because
Hume amused himself by analyzing the word ' cause' into uniform
sequence.
Then arose a philosophy which, equally regardless of
the history of the mind, sought to save mankind from scepticism
by assigning to our notions of 'cause and effect,', substance and
accident,' ' whole and part,' a necessary place in human thought.
Without them we could have no experience, and therefore they
were supposed

to be p_to

be incrusted

on the

transcendental
of them, or, in other
words,
were beonly
"I';
although use
in the-phraseology
of Kant
theretheycould
no
applicable within the range of our knowledge.
But into the
origin of these ideas, which he obtains partly by an analysis of
the proposition,
partly by development
of the 'ego,' he never
inquires--they
seem to him to have a necessary existence ; nor
does he attempt to analyse the various senses in which the word
'cause' or ' substance' may be employed.
The philosophy of Berkeley could never have had any meaning,
even to himself, if he had first analyzed from every point of view
the conception of' matter.'
This poor forgotten word (which was
'a very good word' to describe the simplest
generalization
of
external

objects_ is now superseded

in the vocabulary

of physical

TAe language of toAiloso_ky full

of imikerfection.
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philosophers by 'force,' which seems to be accepted without any
rigid examination of its meaning, as if the general idea of 'force'

Parmen/des.

in our minds furnished an explanation of the infinite variety of
forces which exist in the universe.
A similar ambiguity occurs
in the use of the favourite word 'law,' which is sometimes
regarded as a mere abstraction, and then elevated into a real

l*rr*ovuc.
TION.

power or entity, almost taking the place of God.
Theology,
again, is full of undefined terms which have distracted the human
mind for ages.
Mankind have reasg_.Lhem_
but not to
them ; they have drawn out the conclusions without prov_
premises;
they have asserted the premises without examining
the terms.
The passions of religious parties have been roused to
the utmost about words of which they could have given no explanation, and which had really no distinct meaning.
One sort
of them, faith, grace, justification, have been the symbols of one
class of disputes;
as the words substance, nature, person, of
another, revelation, inspiration, and the like, of a third.
All of
them have been the subject of endless reasonings and inferences;
but a spell has hung over the minds of theologians
or philosophers which has prevented them from examining the words
themselves.
Either the effort to rise above and beyond their own
first ideas was too great for them, or there might, perhaps, have
seemed to be an irreverence
in doing so. About the Divine
Being Himself, in whom all true theological ideas live and move,
men have spoken and reasoned much, and have fancied that they
instinctively know Him.
But they hardly suspect that under the
name of God even Christians
have included two characters or
natures as much opposed
Persians.

as the good and evil principle

of the

To have the true use of words we must compare them with
things; in using them we acknowledge
that they seldom give a
perfect representation
of our
we interrogate
our ideas we
always in the sense which
he criticizes the inconsistency
and draws
out the endless

meaning.
In like manner
when
find that we are not using them
we supposed.
And Plato, while
of his own doctrine of universals
consequences
which
flow from

the assertion
either that 'Being is' or that 'Being
is not,' by
no means intends to deny the existence ofuniw'rcal_
nr the_ty
_"
"-------'-"_-........
_ ........
"
thin- further
under w_ch __There
,s no
g
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But

we

e_znnot

i_ve_t

a new

one.

Parfrom his thoughts th_ scepticism (cp. I35 B, C). But before
#unldes. proceeding he must examine the foundations which he and others
I_,ooucTIOl_
have been laying; there is nothing true which is not from some
point of view untrue_ nothing absolute which is .not
al_o
'relative
(ep. Rep. vi. 5o7).
And so, in modern times, because we are called upon to analyze
our ideas and to come to a distinct understanding about the
meaning of words ; because we know that the powers of language
are very unequal to the subtlety of nature or of mind, we do not
therefore renounce the use of them ; but we replace them in their
old connexion, having first tested their meaning and quality, and
always remembering to make allowance for the adulteration or
having
corrected
error which
is involved
them;
or rather
alloy which
they the
contain.
We cannot
call a innew
metaphysical
world into existence any more than we can frame a new universal
language; in thought, as in speech, we are dependent on the
past. We know that the words ' cause' and ' effect' are very far
from representing to us the continuity or t-'fiecoFn-p_lexltyof nature
or the different modes or degrees in which phenomena are connected. Yet we accept them as the best expression which we
have of the correlation of forces or objects. We see that the term
'law' is a mere abstraction, under which laws of matter and of
some of these uses of the word are confusing, because they
introduce into one sphere of thought associations which belong to
mind, the law of nature and the law of the land are included, and
another ; for example, order or sequence is apt to be confounded
with external compulsion and the internal workings of the mind
with their material antecedents. Yet none of .them can be dispensed with ; we can only be on our guard against the error or
confusion which arises out of them. Thus in the use of the word
'substance'
we are far from supposing that there is any
mysterious substratum apart from the objects which we see, and
we acknowledge that the negative notion is very likely to become
a positive one. Still we retain the word as a convenient generalization, though not without a double sense, substance, and essence,
derived from the two-fold translation of the Greek obo,ia.
So the human mind makes the reflection that God is not a
person like ourselv_l;
a cause like th_ rna_te_a_l eangCS in
nature, nor even an intelligent cause like a human agent--nor an

First ibrinciples unshaken by critict'sm.
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indi __dual, for He is universal ; and that every possible_ c0nception
Parwhich we 6_ii-'_orm"of-fft_m
is _l]'-niit_--by tl_e human facultie's,
ntenides.
We cannot by a_fiy e_ort of thought or exertion
of faith be in an*n_ INT_ODOe,_.
TION.
out ofour own minds at the same instant.
How can we conceive
Him under the forms o-f time and st_acH,.who is out of time'and
space?
How get rid of such forms and see Him as He is?
How can we imagine His relation to the world or to ourselves?
Innumerable
contradictions
follow from either of the
two alternatives,
that God is or that He is not. Yet we
from saying that we know nothing of Him, because all
know is subject to the 'conditions of human thought.
To
belief in Him we return, but with corrections.
He is a
but not"-iike"-_ur"_lves----_a mi"-'nci,but-no-( a human mind ;

are far
that we
the old
person, E_
a cau.se,

but not a material cause, nor yet a maker Or artificer.
The words
which we use are impertecf
expressions
of His true nature ; but
we do not therefore
lose faith in what is best and highest in
ourselves and in the world.
'A

little

philosophy

takes

us away

from

brings us back to Him.'
When we begin
thoughts
respecting
Him and ourselves are
For we can analyze our religious as well as
can trace their history ; we can criticize their

God;

a great

deal

to reflect, our first
apt to be sceptical.
our other ideas ; we
perversion ; we see

that they are relative to the humang_ mind_ and. to one another.
But when we have carried our criticism to the furthest point, they
still remain, a necessity of our moral nature, better known and
understood
by us, and less liable to be shaken, because we are
more aware of their necessary
imperfection.
They come to us
with 'better
opinion, better confirmation,'
not merely as the inspirations either of ourselves or of another, but deeply rooted in
history..and

in the human

mind.
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Cephal_ rehearses a dialogue which is supposed to have been narrated in his
presence by Antiphon, the half-brother of Adeimantas and Glaueon, to
certain
Clazomenians.

step,,- WE had come from our home at Clazomenae to Athens,
126 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 nameofyour
half.brother, which
I have forgotten P• 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 Pythofdorus, a friend of Zeno, and
remembers
a conversation which
took pla_:e between
Soc_rates. Zeno, and Parmenides many years ago, Pyt.hodorus
having often recited it to him.
Quite true.
And could we hear it ? I asked.

Far,,u_/des.
c.,._us.
,us.
Praace.
The requestof
the
Clazome_ans.

+
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'Reduclio ad impossibile

o./tt_e 'plurality

afbezng.

Par-

Nothing easier, he replied ; when he was a youth he made
a careful study of the piece ; at present his thoughts run in
C_,.ALVS,
another- direction; like his grandfather Antiphon he is devoted
ADgX_A_'.
+o_,
to horses.
But, if that is what you want, let us go and look
/_ITI PIlOr4,
s_T_s,
for him ; he dwells at Melita, which is quite near, and he has
Z_o.
only just left us to go home.
Accordingly we went to look for him ; he was at home, and t27
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 repeat
the dialogue. At first he was not very willing, and complained
Deserip- ofthe trouble, but at length he consented.
He told us that
tire.
Pythodorus
had described to him the appearance of Parmenides 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 _S" nearly 4P years of age, tall and fair to look upon ; in
teli_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

2.

menides.

+

:,;
5
•_

_i
-_

+

:

of Parmenides,
dorus entered,
_'N"
._

_¢t
\_
.kff,
j
_•

who was afterwards one of the Thirty_ and heard the little
_o_that remained of the dialogue.
P3rthodorus had heard Zeno
_,, repeat them before.
vc_
When the recitation was completed, S_
requested

;+. \/?

_kd'_.
_..
_,_
_ _+,-'

\_

__

. _ _S

+ ...

,

-_

and had very nearly finished when Pythoand with him Parmenides and Aristoteles

_.
'_'_

that the first thesis of the first argument
con-

tentionis of
Zeno

might be read over

again,
andZeno?
this having
been done, he said:
What
is yourit
meaning,
Do y_o_um+ain_t___that
if being
is ._man_y,
must be both like and unlike, and- that this is impossible, for

that being _
___keb-e Unlike, nor the .unlike+ lik-e_---Tgthat
cannotbe your position ?
_-_
cause,many'
ffbe'it
Just so, said Zeno.
were,itbe
would

_J'_'_'Nlikeand

And if the unlike cannot be like, or the like unlike, then
according

to you, being................
could not be many;

for this would

t
,t

1

Zeno

t_

' alter

ego'

of Parmenides.
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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 ?
J28 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
thing which is new. For you, in your poems,
All is one, and of this you adduce excellent proofs
o_her
hand says There is no many; and

Parnm,/aes.
sock,m,
Z_o.
unlike at

thesame
time.which
is impossible.

'The many
arenot'
only an- is
otherw_y
of express-

us some- ing the
say The thesisof
; and he Parmenides
that 'All is
on behalf one.'

of this he offers overwhelming evidence.
Yo.uuaffirm unity, j
he denies plurality.
And so you deceive the world into]
believing that you are saying different 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 n misas a Spartan hound in pursuing the track, you do not fully understanding.
apprehend 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 ma_ulous
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 attack I return with interest
by retorting upon them that their hypothesis of the being of
many, if carried, out, appears to_bebestillstill
"""
the hypothesis of Jthe 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 see,

_,<.;_
--
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/'at_t.
Soo_T_s,
Zr,ao.

Tke

l_erplexity

in visibk

objects

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, x20"
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 become 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

Di_renees [is the wonder ? Now if a person could prove the absolute
_tween |/like to become .unlike,
or the-ab-solute un't]ke to l_come like,
.

absolute

ideasor |that, in my opinion, would indeed be a wonder; but there
natures, |is nothing
extraordinary,_ ":, Zeno, in showing
that the things
.
-.
.
things
lwhlch
only partake of hkeness and unhkeness experience
which ]both
Nor, a_ain, if a person were to show that all is one
partake of
"
them.
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 trul____"_'g-6
oi" illii'" Lliil_
"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 multitude ; 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 ease. So again, ifa
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 tl_t the

and tile

ma__,yare one or th.¢ one many; _
apa/adoYbut a truism.
If however, as I just now suggested, sa_me
one were to abstrg_ simple notions of _k.._unlike,
many, rest, motion, and similar ideas, and then tos_

one,
t_ha't....

does

not

exlend

to lhe

ideas.
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these admit of admixture and separation in them_,_lve-_- I
Parshould be very m--_ch'ast0nished.
This part of the argument
,nt,t/a_s.
appears to be treated by you, Zeno, in a very spirited manner ; PAItI_gllIDIIS.
sooo,_-_.
_3ofound in the ideas themselves which are apprehended by
_
reason, the same puzzle and entanglement which you h-a've ¢
..
but, as I was saying, I should be far more amazed if any one 1"
] _ '%_[e_-_-_-_'L
so_
to exist in visible objects.
.__
-_
While Socrates was speaking, Pythodorus
thought that _.-_-_,
l/
Parmenides
and Zeno were not altogether pleased at the _
"
successive steps of the argument ; but still they gave the
closest attention, and often looked at one another, and
smiled as if in admiration 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
between ideas in themselves and the things which partake
of them ? and do you think that there is an id_
apart from the likeness which we possess, andof
the one J
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 Parmenides"
ideas of the just and the beautiful
that c---_ass
?
_

and the good, an_'o'/' all soe_at_

t'

"

]

.... . ,/._ /

whetherhe (-....

Yes, he said, I should,
ideasw°uld
makeof
all • /" i t "_
And would you make an idea of man apart from us and things./. .... "
from all other human creatures_r
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
_:.f
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
..
contact, or not ?
.....
Certainly n_ocrates
; visible things like these are Socrates _¢" _ :1_r
such as they appear to us, and I am afraid that t_
_x_a_°his ,-'"_.(
be
an .....absurdity in assuming
SO
metlmes get dmturbed

any_ idea of them, although I idealism..irttO
¢11/_A¢_7_
:i_
tnu(l_ G ,
_
" e_c.,
_, ,_*_------

nothing without an idea ;b___utthen again, when I have taken
VOL.IV.
E

i
,,
I,
I_

!

"'({ :'-:-- -_-C_,. i;
,r

i¢
[

5°

Relation

of the

ideas

/o _henomena.

Parup this position, I run away, because I am afraid that I may
meuides, fall into a bottomless pit of nonsense, and perish; and so I
so_,T_
return to the ideas of which I was just now speaking, and
PARM F.AqIDEg.
occupy myself with them.
and is reYes, Socrates, said Parmenides;
that is because you are
buked by
Parmenides still young ; the time will come, if I am not mistaken, wl/en
for exhibit- philosophy will have a firmer grasp of you, and then you
ingan un- will not despise even the meanest things ; at your age, you
philosophic
temper,
are too much disposed to regard the opinions of men. But
I should llke to know whether you mean that there are
certain, ideas of which all other things partake, and from
which they deriv e their names_ that similars, for example, t3I
become _ar,
because they partake_milarity;
and

gre_
become great, because the_
of greatness; and that just an-'ff'd-_autiful things become just and
b_autiful, because _fju_,stice
and beauty .9_Yes, certainly, said Socrates, that is my meaning.
Then each indjvidual_._ar__ke s either 9._t"the whole of
.4 •

_
[

-

the idea or e l_ of a p_a.rt.gf_the.,idea?

Can there-be-_ny

._.z
other mode of participation ?
._
There cannot be, he said.
_:_: _-The whole_ Then do you think that the whole idea is one, and yet,
idea cannot . •
_
"--- ":-" _"
.....
I" " "
"9....
exist in
nelng one, is In each one oi tne many.
different
Why not, Parmenides ? said Socrates.
objectsat
Because one and the same thing will exist as a whole
the same
time;
t at the same time in many separate individuals,
and will
:/_t 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.
Then,

Socr___
ates, the ideas th___.___emselves
will be divisible,

and

/ i _

The o,ggilt and ,lature
things

which

participate

in them

of

will

only and not the whole--gin
"--That seems to follow,

Suppose

that

"_X

t _(

ideas_ /' _"

have

a part

_eaeh.__ them
k j _

Then would you like to say, Socrates,
really divisible
and yet remains one ?
Certainly
not,
.........he s-al_." ..............

,

that the one

of them

Par-

? _-;,,
.-"

,,un,_es.
Soc.A,_,
PAItMEICID_.

idea

is
-..,¢j'-

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
?

norcan
_.v_
._L._-_objects
_ .,'.
,-"
eon_n
.../ ._, <-_.<_
only parts
of
ideas,
for this
--

would

No.

Or will each equal thing, if possessing
some smasmall
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,

the _ey
parts or wholes

Socrates

are_31nab!e

mwi)l

all

thlna, s t_artie@ate

to pad!eli?ate

i_" tiaem

either

equally an
involve
absurdity.
Things
cannot
become
great or
equal or
small by
addition
of
a part d
greatness
or equahty

or small-

in I es_"
as

/ z

?

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
"---"
s32 idea of each kind is as follows :--You
see a number of g_at
objects, and when you look at them there seems to you to be
one

and

the

same

idea

(or natur_

in them

all;

hence

you

:
[

Ideas are
given by , ,,
general- "
ization. _
/""

i"
._;
_!
"•
_._
., "" i_
,-

'.

!

conceive of g't'eatnes_ as o-fie.
Very true, said Socrates.

,_

And if you go on and allow your mind in like manner
to But me
its parembrace
in one view the idea of _reatness
and of ga_at
generaland
things which are not the idea, and to compare
them, wfl_nl_ot ticulars
together
_greatness
arise, which will appear to be the source
form a new
Of all these ?
idea ;

i,

:

_. 2

• ./,.a...,,;._/',.,
a-" f -)[, .,) )

t'
2
,

,
f

_

,_i-"
!,
!
L7

_.

< ,-->
" ¢'

,/-_

,

/;

"
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Various
Par-

mtn/_s.

It would

seem

explanations

of/he

ideas.

so.

Then another idea of greatness now comes into view over

soo_,

and above

the new
ideaandits
particulars
another ;
and so ad
ispzitura,
It
is
suggested
that the
ideas
are
thoughts
only.--This
solution
rejected.is

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, Parmenides 9 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
?

]PAIL_ g1'_lagS.

abed

the individuals

which

par-

Yes.

I Of something
is or which is not ?
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
and the same in all, be an idea ?

is apprehended

as one

A fresh
attempt.
The
ideas

From that, again, there is no escape.
Then, said Parmenides,
if you say that everything
else participates
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

are
patterns,

previous
patterns

mad

other

one.
In my
fixed in nature,

opinion,
the ideas are, as it were,[
and other things are like them, and

things will resemblances
of them--what
be like
of other things in the ideas, is
them.
But if, said he, the individual
then
thereBut
win be Uke- idea also be like the individual,
nessofthe
a resemblance
of the idea ?
like to the
like. and a conceived
of as other than the
common
idea ineluding
both; and
so

Impossible.
And when two things
the same idea ?

on ad

itt_qtri/trm.

is meant by the participation
really assimilation
to them.
is like the idea, must not the
in so far as the individual
is
That which
is like, cannot be
like of like.

They

must.

are alike,

must

they

not partake

of

_
_

:

ImlkossiMli{y

of {keir

se_arale

or absolule

existence.
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And will not that of which the two partake, and which
Parmakes them alike, be the idea itsel ?(_--mtn/,ces.
Certainly.
So_,,_s,
P_RMEHIDLS.
Then the idea cannot be like the individual, or the individual like the idea ; for if they are alike, some further idea
133of likeness will always be coming to light, and if that be like
t/
anything else, another ; and new ideas will be always arising,
•
if the idea resembles that which partakes of it ?
Quite true.
by resemblance, has to be given up, and some other
The theory, the% that other things_i.cj__mIt would seem so.

mode

bL_ce
given up.

Do you see then, _Qw
g_eat is the di_cul__gf
affirming, the ideas to.I;_h_-I,,t,_ 2
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
opponent argues that these ideas, being such as we say they
ought to be, must remain unknown, no one can prove to him
thaf 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 uncon"
vinced, and still insist that they cannot be known.
What do you mean, Parmenides ? said Socrates.
In the first place, I think,
Socrates.Lthat
you, or_ .
Ideas be
' ......
--one
..-';7-_ould
who mainta/ns the , existence of absolute essepces__wdl adpu_ ,no longer
that they cannot exmt in us.
absolute,if
No, said Soeratesj
for
theyexisted
__. then they would be no longer within
us.
absolute.
And if
True, he said ; and therefore when ideas are what they are without
then theyus,
in relation to one another, their essence is determined by a and their
relation among themselves, and has nothing to do with the resemblancesin
resemblances, or whatever they are to be termed, which are our sphere
in our sphere, and from which we receive this or that name arerelated
among
when we partakeof them. And thethingswhich arewithinthemselves
our sphereand have thesame names withthem,arelikewiseonly
and
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M

strange

consequence

which

follows.

Paronly relative to one another, and not to the ideas which have
menides, the same names with them, but belong to themselves and not
so_T_,
to them.
PAIKMENIDES.

not
to one
another.
For example,we
must dis-

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

tinguish

to another.
But there is also an idea of mastership in the
abstract, which is relative to the idea of slavery in the aband master stract.
These natures have nothing to do with us, nor we _34
in the con- with them ; they are concerned with themselves only, and we
creteideas
fromof with ourselves.
Do you see my meaning
the
mastership
Yes, said Socrates, I .quite see your meaning.
and
And will not knowledge--I
mean absolute knowledge-slavery
in the
answer to absolute truth ?
theindividual slave

abstract.

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 ?

The truth
which we
have will
correspond
to the
knowledge

whichwe
have ; and
we have no

Certainly.
But the ideas themselves,
can/lot have ?
No,

we

as you admit, we have not, and

cannot.

And the absolute natures or kinds are known severally
the absolute idea of knowledge ?
Yes.

knowledge

And we have not got the idea of knowledge

of the
absolute

N o.

orofthe
ideas,

by

?

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.

A

consequence

still

more

What is it ?

slra#ge.

/
L/
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Would you, or would you not say, that absolute know- ,#chides.
ledge, if there is such a thing, must be a far more exact soc_
PARM
_NID_,S,
knowledge than our knowledge ; and the same of beauty and Another
of the rest ?
Yes.

objectiol:.
God above
has abso-lute know-

And if there be such a thing as participation
in absolute
knowledge, no one is more likely than God to have this most ledge. But
exact knowledge )•
if
so,be
cannot
Certainly.
have a
But then, will God, having absolute knowledge, have a knowl_ge
of human
knowledge of human things ?
things,because they

Why not ?
are in
Because, Socrates, said Parmenides, we have admitted that another
the ideas are not valid in relation to human things ; nor human sphere.
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 knowledge, 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,
monstrous.
135

to deprive

God of knowledge is

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 himself, and having thoroughly
investigated them is able to teach them to others.
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Tke

dou$1e

rnelkotl

of consequences

P_-

I agree with you, Parmenides, said Socrates;
and what
you say is very much to my mind.
so_,
And yet, Socrates, said Parmenides, if a man, fixing his
attention 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.
_a,.ni_
Yes, said Parmenides;
and I think that this arises,
hasohSocrates, out of your attempting to define the beautiful, the
served
Socrates just, the good, and the ideas generally, without sufficient pretobe in vious training.
I noticed your deficiency, when I heard you
untried
dialeO_e, 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
i examine

the perplexity

in reference

to visible things, or to

consider the question in 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.
nesuggests
Quite true, said Parmenides;
but I think that you should
thatthe
go a step further, and consider not only the consequences
collfl_quencesof which flow from a given hypothesis, but also the con-x36
the notas
sequences which flow from denying the hypothesis"
and
being,
wenas of that will be still better training for you.
thebeing
ofanything, What do you mean ? he said.
shouldbe
I mean, for example, that in the case of this very hypothesis
considered.

applied

go the

one

and

many.
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of Zeno's about the many, you should inquire not only
parwhat will be the consequences to the many in relation to _,_.n_s.
themselves and to the one, and to the one in relation to itself s_.^T_,
PARMENIDF--_
and the many, on the hypothesis of the being of the many, z_N,_
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 hypothesis.
Or, again, if likeness is or is not, what
will be the consequences in either of these cases to the subjeets 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,
wh ne.nyou sAappose anything to be or not to be. or to be in any
way affected, you must loo.k at the consequences_in relation to
the thing itseif,and to any other tiaing,s _
yofi_yhxrosw-,-,
to each of them singly, to more than one, and to all ; and so
of other'mmgs, you must lb-ok"att_-3fi-_tatton-t'o_tem--.
selves and to anything 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

Socrates
askshimto
give
exampleof
thisproc_ss.
Parmenides
_sat first
disinclined
to engage
insucha
laborious
pastime;

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
Antiphon's report of him, said, that he himself and Aristo-

requestof
thecornpanyhe
proceeds.

but

at

the
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If

o_e

is, w_at

are

tke

co._tsefuences

?

Parteles and the whole company entreated Parmenides to give
mtnides.
an example of the processs
I cannot refuse, said ParPA_,_,D_
menides
;
and
yet
I
feel
rather
like
Ibycus, who, when in his x37
ZIgNOt
^,,_,oold
age,
against
his
will,
he
fell
in
love,
compared himself to
TZL_._
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 of the one ? and consider the consequences which follow
on the supposition either of the being or of the not-being of
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 Aristo-

I will answer.
Parmenides
proceeded:
i.a. If one is, he said, the one
teles ; for I am the youngest and at your service.
Ask, and
cannot be many ?
Impossible.
and thereThen the one cannot have parts, and cannot be a whole ?
fore cannot
haveparts,
Why not ?
orbe a
Because every part is part of a whole ; is it not ?
whole,
becausea
Yes.
wholeis
And what is a whole ? would not that of which no part is
made
up
wanting be a whole ?
of parts;
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.

i.a. Ifthe
i
one
is, it
cannot
be many.

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.

If

one

has parts,

what

are

Then, if the one is to remain
and will not have _
?

t/ze consequenct's

?
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one, it will not be a whole t__ Par-

flJ_ni_$,

NO.

PAR_ENID_
ARISTO-

But if it has no parts, it will have neither beginning,_ TEL_
middle, nor end ; for these would of course be parts of it.
and having
Right.
no
parts have
it
cannot
But then, again, a beginning and an end are the limits of
everything ?
---"
/I
Certainly.
Then the one, having neither beginning nor end, is unlimited ?
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
view of the extremes ?
True.
138

Then

the one would have parts

intercepts

abeginning.
endnliddle';
and
nor any

limitor
form.

It is neither
circularnor
straight ;

the

and would be many, if it

partook either of a s"t'
T .....
_y.
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 do_ not
it cannot be either in another or in itself,
existin
any place ;
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
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 itselt_ 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.
Omitting

;v.
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The one admits

_eit/wr

of motion,

:
i

Impossible.
_t,u_.
But then, that which contains must be other than that
P_du_ENz_s,
which is contained ? for the same whole cannot do and suffer
AamroPar-

_:._

it has
neither
rest

nor

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.

i
'..

i

motion.
Why not ?
Two forms) Why, because the one, if it were moved, would be either
ofmotion-] moved in place or changed in nature ;_for these .arg_the only
(0 change]
- dls)Ioconmure;[ kindg"6fm_tion.
motion.

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.
Two forms But if the one moved in place, must it not either move round
of locomotion---(a)and round in the same place, or from one place to another ?
ina place;
It must.
(b)from
Arid that which moves in a circle must rest upon a centre ;
ode
to another, and that which goes round upon a centre must have parts
which are different from the centre ; but that which has no
centre and no parts cannot possibly be carried round upon a
centre ?
Impossible.
But perhaps the motion of the one consists in change of
place ?
Perhaps so, if it moves at all.
Theone
And have we not already shown that it cannot be in anydoesnot
thing ?
admitof
ctm_e of
Yes.
,mart,
,,or
Then its coming into being in anything is still more imposof either
formofto- sible ; is it not ?
comotion ;
I do not see why.

•

!_

::

_i

:!

nor yet

of rest.

6z

Why, because anything which comes into being in anyParthing, can neither as yet be in that other thing while still ,hen,des.
coming into being, nor be altogether out of it, if already P^RM,_
.....
ARISTOcoming into being in it.
_s.
Certainly not.
And therefore whatever comes into being in another must 1
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,
139 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 iramoveable .9
Immoveable.
_
But neither can the one be in anything, as we affirm ?
Again.the
....
one is never
Yes, we said so.
in the same
Then it is never in the same?
any more
Why not ?
than inand
the
other,
Because if it were in the same it would be in something,
is therefore
Certainly.
in nothereplace
and
And we said that it could not be in itself, and could not be foreinin other .9
capable
of rest.
True.
Then one is never in the same place ?
It would seem not.
But that which is never in the same__place is never.quie! or
at rest ?
Never.
One tl_n. 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.
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The
Par-

one

is neither

other

than

#self.

How is that ?

,,tmi,tes.
If other than itself it would be other than one, and would
P,_,,,N,o_s, not be one.
Aiisro.
TKLES.
True.
Neither
And if the same with other, it would be that other, and
otherness
not itself; so that upon this supposition too, it would not
Ilor
S_/_en_ _a,_be have the nature of one, but would be other than one ?
attributed
It would.
to the one,

in reference
to itself or

other;

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
and if not by virtue of itself, not itself, and itself
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
Why not ?
It is not when anything becomes the same with
that it becomes one.

of itself;
not being

::

the same.
,
anything

What
of that?
Anything
which becomes the same with the many, neces,: sarily becomes many and not one.
_
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.
.....

_

_
J

-'
._

nor

same

with

itself
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_e

one can neither be the _.m,_..or
in relation to itself or other ?

Par-

-thex_ffllher_

menlees"
v,,.,._,D_s,
ARISTO-

NO.

Neither will the one be like anything or unlike itself or other,
Why not ?
Because likeness is sameness of affections,
Yes.

TELEX.

noryet
likeness,
which is
sameness
of_ections ; nor

And sameness has been shown to be of a nature distinct
from oneness ?
That has been shown.
_4o

unlikeness.

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?
N o,

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 likeness.
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
unequal either to itself or to other.
How is that ?
Why, because the one if equal must be of the s_ame
measur___ ___ tha.Ltto which it is equal.
True.

And if greater or less than things which are commensurable

nor
equality,
.or inequality
orsize:
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TAe

contradiction

involved

in

ascribing

Parwith it, the,one will have more measures th_ that which is
m_/_s,
less, and fewer than that which j.s greater ?
P^_lm'_ts,
Yes.
/_tmx,o'_'_
And so of things which are not commensurate _wjgh.Jg the
one will have greater measures than that which is less and
smaller than that which is greater.
Certainly.
But how can l.hat_whieh does not Partake of sameness,
have either the same measures or have an2_.hing else the
ga_
...................

j

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 eqflality.
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.
norequality
W_].[,
and do we suppose that one can be older, or
orinequalityof younger than anything,
age ;
Why not ?

/

or of the same age with it ?

other, must partake of equality or likeness of time ; and we
saidWhy,
that because
the onethatdidwhich
not partake
or or
of
is of the either
same of
age equality
with itself
likeness ?
We did say so.
And we also said, that it did not partake of inequality or
unlikeness.
Very true.
z4z
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.

art9, relalion

to um2y

leads

to lke

Then one cannot be older or younger,
either with itself or with another ?

clem'al

of

it.

or of the same age,

6S
/'-.rraenides.

Clearly not.
P*_'_"'_
Ai,sto.
Then the one_ bein_g of this naLur_r_caatto1_b__ia__tirn_ at T_.
all; for must not that which is in_:zjtime....be alwaa_y_S_..g
)s rowing
.......... nortime,
Certainly.
And that which is older, must always be older than something 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.

7

What do you mean ?
I mean this :--A thing does not need to become different
from another thing which is already different ; it/s different,
and if its different has become, it has become different ; if its
different will be, it will be different; but_ 9f that which is
becoming different
have._ ........
been___or -'.7
be about
to
- - . 7 there
_ cannot
-......
- ,
be, or yet be, a dlfferent--the
on.Iz_dj.fferent.posslble
Is one
which" is _ecoming.
TI1_ Is ine_,itable.

./
t]_.'.-.

But, surely, the elder is a difference relative to the
younger, and to nothng else.
True.
Then that which becomes older than itself must also, at
the same time, become younger than itself?
Yes.
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 agmn is inevitable.
Then things which are in time, and partake

of time, must

in
every and
case,must
I suppose,
be ofat the
withyounger
themselves;
also become
oncesame
olderageand
than themselves ?
Yes.
But the one did not partake of those affections ?
Not at all.
VOL.

IV.
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Tke

o_ginal

kylkotkesis.

parThen it d_pf
time, and is no_n any time ?
,,mu'a_s.
So the argument shows.
r,_,,,.,_,
Well, but do not the expressions 'was,' and ' has become,'
_.
and ' was becoming,' signify a participation of past time ?
normodes
Certainly.
of time.
And do not 'will be,' 'will become,' 'will have become,'
signify a participation of future time ?
Yes.
And ' is,' or ' becomes,'
time ?

signifies a participation

of present

Certainly.
And if the one is absolutely without participation in time,
it never had become, or was becoming, or was at any time,
q,__..

_i _ _-'_

or is now become or is becoming, or is, or will become,
or will have become, or will be, hereafter..,
• -/ _ _u_r_

_. ! '_' ,j. -,_,,_. Most true,
,
:
•
Bat these
]3-t_tare there any__m_Qde.s_a£_king
of being other than
_/j_/f _ are the
these ?
......
onlymodes
"
ofpartaking There are none.
_. ofbeing,
Then_the one cannot possibly partake of bein_.Z.__
1"-4 j
./
andif they
................................
are all
That is the inference.
,_/'/'J
_._
, /
deniedof
Then the one is not at all ?
_
it, then the
one is not,
Clearly not.
and has
Then the one does not exist in such way as to be one ;
therefore for if it were and partook of being, it would already be ; but
noattribute
orrelation, if the argument is to be trusted, the one neither is nor is
etc.
one ?
True.
But that which is not admits of no attribute
Of course not.

conclusionis
umatidaeThe

Then there is no nam% nor expression, nor percention,
nor op._ni_on_.nnorknow_
_L?
Clearly not.
Then it is neither named, nor expressed, nor opined, nor
known, nor does anything that is_cet__ye
It.
So we must infer.
But can all this be true about the one ?
I think not.

tOry.

i.b. Ifone

x4z
or relation ?

')

_

i.b.

Suppose,

now,

that we return

once

more

to the

The

injinile

multiplicity

of the

one

which

is.
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original hypothesis ; let us see whether, on a further review,
Parmenides.
any new aspect of the question appears.
I shall be very happy to do so.
_'^_,_,D_.
ARISTOWe say that we have to work out together all the con- r_-_.
sequences, whatever
they may be, which follow, if._.Ll:W is. what
one
is
?
willfollow?
_...,..--.
Yes.

Then we will begin at the beginning :--If.,.,._.,¢...one is, can one
be, and not partake of beinn_g?
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
hy.L>othesis is not if one ......
is one, what will follow,
but if one
.................
is :--am In._n..qL/.ight?
-'_
t"_'right.
We mean to say, that being has not the same significance
as

The one
whichis
will partake
of being,
and
will
therefore

haveparts,
one
and
being ;

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 nature as to have parts ?
How so "_
•
In this way :--If

being is predicated

}I
andeach
one and
parthas
being'
for
thepartsof
itself;

of the one, if the one andso on
ad in-

is, and one of being, if being is one ; and if being and one _it,,,,,.
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.
F2
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One

apart

from

being,

still

implies

plurality.

Par! Again, of .the parts. of the one, if it is--I mean being and
me_J_les.!
/one--does
either fall to imply the other ? is the one wanting
PARliENID£_
•
'
,_
A,,s_o- '/to being, or being to the one.
T_.L*S. ]
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.
143
Clearly.
Let us take another direction.
And so the one, if it is, must be infinite in multiplicity ?
What direction ?
We say that
it is ?
Yes.

the one partakes

of being

and

therefore

And in this way, the one, if it has being, has turned
argument, be many ?
True.
Another

out to

Whenone
But now, let us abstract the one which, as we say, partakes
is abstraeted
of being, and try to imagine it apart from that of which, as
from being, we say, it partakes--will
this abstract one be one only or
theyarea
many
?
pairof
differents.
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 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

Construction

of numbers.

such case we take two things, which
both.
HOW
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may be rightly called

l'ar-

menides.
P_RM_NID_
At_tsro.

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 9
•

Transition

fromone
to tWO,

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
two ?
Undoubtedly.
And of two things
be one ?
It cannot.

is correctly

how can either

called both, bc also

by any possibility

not

?
,

Then, if the individuals of the pair are together two, they fromodd
must be severally one ?
to even
nuIllb_rs,
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 ?

additionto
multiplication.

from

Certainly.
There are two, and twi_ze, 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;
there are two and thrice, there is thrice two ?
Undoubtedly.

and if

?

9

7o

The iA,,it di,isiiti

o/ t,i,,g and

ParHere, theft, we have even taken even times, and odd taken I44
,nznides. odd times, and even taken odd times, and odd taken even
PAR'4_NI DF.._, times.
ARtS'tOTELLS.
True.
And if this is so, does any number
necessity to be ?
None whatever.
Out of the

remain

which has no

Then if one is_ number must aL_. be ?

one that
is, has

_

....

"

It must.
come differBut if there is number, there must also be many, and
ence, and
infinite multiplicity of being ; for number is infinite in multifrom
difference plicity, and partakes also of being: am I not right ?
number of
Certainly.
every sort,
And if all number participates in being, every part of
number will also participate?
Yes.

.andnumbe_
15 COext_sive

with

Then being is distributed over the whole multitude of
things, and nothing that is, however small or however great,
belng_"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.
l

!

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

forevery
single

part

of being,

cannot be none ?
Certainly.
Ont.sman'
is ]
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 ?
however

/

True.

But reflect :--Can
the same time ?
No;

one. in its entirety,

I see the impossibility

of that.

be in many places at

Contradictory

aspects

of tke

One.
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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 thahatwhich has parts will be as many as t_heparts are?
Certainly.
Then we were wrong in saying just now, that being was
distributed into the greatest number of parts.
For it is not
distributed into parts more than the one, but into parts equal
to
the one: the. one is never wanting to bein_,'or---b_ing

Par,ntn/_s.
P^nMRNIDES,

Ams_x_

T_L_.
Again, one
is in as

many
placesas
being,and
must thereto_ebe

t_tw_o
the___re_co:.e_u_!_
.....
an'd-'cb-'ex- asdividedint°many
tenslve,
parts.
Certainly that is true.
_ 7.:_ )
The one itself_ then, havin__ken
ud?"into parts by
being, is man), and infinite ?
"_'rue.

Then

not only the one which has being is many, but the The _b$tract

one,

one itself distributed by being, must also be many ?
as wellas
Certainly.
the one
Further, inasmuch as the parts are parts of a whole, the whichis,
is both one
I4_;one, as a whole, will be limited ; for are not the parts con- and many,
tained by the whole?
finite and
Certainly.
infinite.
And that which contains, is a limit ?
Of course.
Then the one if it has being is one and many, whole and
_.------parts, having "imits and yet unlimited in number ?
Clearly.
And beeause having limits, also having extremes ?
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,
and end.
It will.

will have

beginning,

But, again, the middle will be equidistant
tremes ; or it would not be in the middle ?
Yes.

middle,

"theone,as
being
whole aand

also finite,
from the ex- ginning.
hasa bemiddleand
end, and

)
l
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-

It is in itself, ye/ in other,.

ParThen the one will partake of figure, either rectilinear
,,_os_s. round, or a union of the two ?
P,_,_,_D_,
True.
AmmTO-

or

T*LU.
And if this is the ease, it will be both in itself and
so partakes another too.
of _gure.
How ?

in

Regarded
a.s
the sum
of its parts,
it is in
itself;

Every
whole.
True.

part

is in the

whole,

and

none

is outside

the

And all the parts are contained by the whole ?
Yes.

And the one is all its parts, and neither
than all ?
No.
And the one is the whole ?
Of course.

more

nor less

But if all the parts are in the whole, and the one is all
whole, the one will be contained by the one; and thus the
of them
andinthe
whole, and they are all contained by the
, one
will be
itself.
That is true.
regaraeaas
But then, again, the whole is not in the parts--neither
in
ais whole,it
all
the
parts,
nor
in
some
one
of
them.
For
if
it
is
in
all,
it
in other,
becauseit must be in one ; for if there were any one in which it was
is not

in

the parts,
neitherin
one,nor

more than
one, nor

in all.

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

at

rest,

yet

in molion.
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regarded as being all its parts, is in itself; and therefore
one must be itself in itself and also in another,

the

Parmenides.

Certainly.
P*.M_,,,oES,
AamroThe one then,beingof thisnature,isof necessity
both at TZL.*
rest and in motion ?
Theone
therefore is

How ?
bothat
The one is at rest since it is in itself, for being in one, and restand in
*46 not passing out of this, it is in the same, which is itself,
motion:
rest, if in at

True,
And that which is ever
rest?
Certainly.
Well, and must not that,
other, never be in the same
at rest, and if not at rest, in

itself ; in

in the same, must be ever

at mouon,if
in another.

on the contrary, which is ever in
; and if never in the same, never
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

your possible
re-of
lations

twothings
(x)samehess,(2)
otherness,
(s)part
and whole,
(4)whole
andpart.

The one
stands
to
itself in
the relation

of sameplace from nc_,
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One

Parmtni&s.
PA_mES,
ARxs'ro-

•_-,_

and

not-one

are

ot/ler,

'itself,' 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,

but, as
existing

in

Thus, then, as appears,
True.

the one will be other than itself?

another
placethan
Well, then, if anything be other than anything, will it not
itself,of
be other than that which is other ?
otherness.
Certainly.
The one is
And will not all things that are not one, be other than the
proved to
be
also
one, and the one other than the not-one
other than
Of course.
the ,aot-one Then the one will be other than the others ?
andso
other thaJi
True.
other.
But s consider :--Are
not the absolute same, and the absolute other, opposites to one another ?
Of course.

Yet from

another

point of
view neither

Then will the same ever be in the other, or the other
the same ?

in

They will not.
one
nor
If then the other is never in the same, there is nothing in
not-one
canpartake which the other is during any space of time ; for during that
of
other- space of time, however small, the other would be in the
ne_, and
th_fore
same. Is not that true ?
cannot
Yes.
be other
than one
And since the other is never in the same, it can never be
•ulother,
in anything that is.
True.
the
the

Then the other will never
the one ?

be either

in the not-one, or in

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,
x47
How can they be ?
But if they are not other, either by reason of themselves

yel

tke

same;
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or of the other, will they not altogether
than one another ?

escape

being other

Parmenides.

They will.
P^,_,,DE,,
Alll_ro.
Again, the not-one cannot partake of the one; otherwise
T_L_
it would not have been not-one, but would have been in Again,
the

some way one.

not-one

cannotpar-

Title.

take

Nor can the not-one be number;
would not have been not-one at all.
It would not.

tbr having

number,

of the

it one;and
therefore it
cannot be

number;
and it

Again, is the not-one part of the one ; or rather, would it cannotbe
not in that case partake of the one ?
part
wholeorof
It would,

the one ;

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 and thereof one another, nor other than one another, will be the same fore,accordingto
with one another :--so we said ?
our former
Yes.
table of
relations,

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.
Aaad the one is other than the others in the same degree
that the others are other than it, and neither more nor less ?
True.

the one is
the same
with
the
not-one,
the same
with and

atso other
than itself

andothers.
It is like
and unlike
itself and
other ; for

oneand

other are
other than
one an-

other,y_t
other in
the same

And if neither more nor less, then in a like degree ?
degree.
Yes.
And thereIn virtue of the affection by which the one is other than foretheyarc
others and others in like manner other than it, the one will affected
the same in
be affected like the others and the others like the one.
,,,an,,_r.
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like,

yet

ParHow do you mean ?
meni&s.
I may take as an illustration
r..,,..,D_s, a name to a thing ?
___
Yes.
For when
we
the apply
same

unlike

,"

the case of names : You give

And you may say the name once or oftener ?
Yes.

name,we
implythe
presence
of
the same
nattu'e,

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 ?

/
f
:

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 i48
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
that
it
is
'
[
than
the others, every thing will be like every thing, for every
other than
the others," thing is other than every thing.
One,

in

is shown to
be like ; and

True.

therefore,

Again,
Yes.

in that it is
the same

withthe
others,
be unlike.to

the like is opposed

to the unlike ?

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
being other than the others ?

othcrs

is the opposite

of

in contact,

yet

not

in contact,.

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.
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The same then will make it unlike ; otherwise it will not be
the opposite of the other.
True.
Then the
in so far as
Yes, that
And there
What ?

one will be both like and unlike the others; like
it is other, and unlike in so far as it is the same.
argument may be used.
is another argument.

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

From
another
point
of
v,ewthe
opposite
conse-

quences
fonow.

other than the others', on either of these two grounds, or on
-7
both of them, it will be both like and unlike the others ?
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 Again,the
one will and
others ?--consider.
willnot
I am considering,
touch both
The one was shown to be in itself which was a whole?
itself and
others.
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 ?

Beingin
it will

both,
touch

both.
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nature

of contacL

It would.

m,_/do.
But what do you say to a new point of view ? Must not
Pa,,m,_,s,
that which is to touch another be next to that which it is to
Alr_ro•_s.

touch, and occupy the place nearest
touches is situated ?
True.

to that in which what it

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
separate
itself is ?
things, one
It ought.
cannot
touch itself, And that would require that the one should be two, and
--for
be in two places at once, and this, while it is one, will 149
cannot itbe
two;
never happen.
No.
But if con-

tactimplies
at
least two

be two ?
Then the one cannot touch
It cannot.
or other.-Neither can it touch others.
for ' other'
ea.nnot
be

one'
thing,
'

itself any more

than it can

Why not ?
The reason is, that wfiatever 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 ro 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.

The
But if there
contact ?

one equal

be only one, and

go itself,
not two, there
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How can there be ?
A_,_ro.
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 neifher 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 ? The one is
How do you mean "_
equal
•
unequaland
to
It the one were greater or less than the others, or the itselfand
others greater or less than the one, they would not be greater others;
or less than each other in virtue of their being the one and
the others ; 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 ?
aSo If, then, smallness is present in the one it will be present
either in the whole or in a part of the whole ?
Certainly.

8o

and

to other,.

ParSuppose the first ; it will be either co-equal and co-extensive
menides, with the whole one, or will contain the one ?
PAs_E
.... ,%
Clearly.
ARISTO•_,,.
If it be co-extensive with the one it will be co-equal with
equal,be- the one, or if containing the one it will be greater than
cause,not the one?
partaking
of greamess

Of

course.

andsmanBut can smallness be equal to anything or greater than
I_e_0 it
mustpar- anything, and have the functions of greatness and equality
takeof
and not its own functions ?
equality

to

itselfand
others:

Impossible.
Then smallness cannot
all, in a part only ?
Yes.

be in the whole of one, but, if at

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
smallness.
True.
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
smallness, and smallness
is only smaller than absolute
greatness.
Very true.
Then other things are 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 relation 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.
• .

and

also

unequal

to itself

and

to ot/aers.
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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
151 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 ineluded in the one and the others ?
Of course not.
But, surely, that which is must always be somewhere
Yes.

Par,,,eniae_.
PARMIIMIDI_,
A,,sroT_.

tynequaito
itself.--bccause
it
contains
and
is contained
in
itself, and

is therefore
greater and
I_s than
itself.

?

But that which is in anything will be less, and that in which
it is will be greater; in no oth'erway can one thing be in another.
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
itself and the others ?
VOL.

IV.

G

and less than

Unequalto
others,-it
because
contains
and
is contained
in
them, and

is therefore
greater and
,_s than
them.
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Consequences

wAick

follow

P_r-

Clearly.
And if it be greater and less and equal, it will be of equal
P,,._,_,,E.,, and more and less measures or divisions than itself and the
ARISTOmenidea.

T_LF._.

others, and if of measures,
Of course.

also of parts ?

which
And if of equal and more and less measures or divisions, it
isequaland
will
be in number more or less than itself and the others, and
unequal to
itselfand
likewise equal in number to itself and to the others ?
others.
How
is that ?
must be of
That

anumberof

divisions
or parts
equaland
unequal to
itself and

'others.

It will be of more measures than those things which it
exceeds, 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 wiil 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 ; inasmuch 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
number both equal to and more and less than both itself and
all other things.
It will.

Ooesone
_rtake
time and of
become

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
older
and
participation in time "_
younger,
andneither
How do you mean ?
older nor
If one is, being must be predicated of it ?
younger
than itself
i.nd othens ?

_ es.

if one partakes

off time.
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But to be (d_a,) is only
Par..... participation of being in present _} .u.nides.
I52 tim e, and to have been m the part_clpation
of° being
at a past//
• "
e _ "
I'PA_MaNIDE_,
time, and to be about to be is the partzclpaUon oI oemg at a A.,sTofuture time ?
TzL_
Very true.
The one is,
Then the one, since it _partakes
of
being,
partakes
of
time
?
andthere........
fore parCertainly.
takesot
And is not time always moving forward ?
time ;time
and
since

Yes.

is always

Then the one is always becoming older than itself, since it forward,
moving it
moves forward in time ?
becomes
Certainly.
olderthan
itself.
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
itself?
Yes.

aut older
are relative

andyounger
terms,

than

and

therefore
that which

becomes
older than
itself must

And it is older (is it not?) when in becoming, it gets to the becomealso
point of time between 'was' and 'will be,' which is 'now': younger
for surely in going from the past to the future, it cannot skip than itself.
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.
G 2

One
becomes
olderuntal
it reaches
the
nowor
present
;

thenit
ceasestoand
become
is older ;

I

[

_-/

/
'
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Tiw

re&lion

of gtu

one

to igsdf,

ParAnd it is older than that than which it was becoming older,
mtm_/ts, and it was becoming older than itself.
v,,M_,n,_,
Yes,
Am_x_•,L_
And that which is older is older than that which is
and also
younger.

younger ?

always
is and
becomes

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.

TFU e.

It

older

and

younger
than itself ;

d_

Then the one always both is and becomes older and
Certainly.
younger than itself?
Truly.
and since it
And is it or does it become a longer time than itself or
is and bean equal time with itself?
COllies
duringthe
An equal time.
sametime
But if it becomes or is for an equal time with itself, it is
with
itself is
of the same of the same age with itself?
age, and
Of course.
therefore

And that which
younger ?
N o.

neither
older

nor

younger
than itself.
Is the one

I

youngeroq
older than [
other
things?
The less
comesinto
being
beforethe
greater :
the one is
lessthan
the many
or others,
and therefore comes
into being

beforethem
and is older
• than

they.

is of the same age, is neither

older

nor

The one, then, becoming and being the same time with
itself, neither is nor becomes older or younger than itself?
x53
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.
Arid 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 ?

and

go olkers.

Yes.
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Then the one of all things that have number is the, first to
come into being; but all other things have also number, being P^,,,,_,D_...
Alzsroplural and not singular.
T,L_
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
impossible ?
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 o_
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 become whole and one ?
Yes; that is what we shall say.
But the end comes last, and th_a,.a_l;.tt_.,
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
J
.........into being aftex,
the othe__
rs, simultaneously.withthe
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'begi'n'_-_ng 0r 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.

The one
has pans
,algal
comes
intobeing
withthe
lastof
them :

and there-

foreit is
younger
than the
others.
But again,
eachpart
is one.

86

New
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ParAnd will not the one come into being together with each
_enides. part--together
with the first part when that comes into being,
PA_,_.,,D_,
and
together
with
the second part and with all the rest, and
Auma-oT_s.
will not be wanting to any part, which is added to any other
and one
part until it has reached the last and become one whole ; it
eomesinto will be wanting neither to the middle, nor to the first, nor to
being
together
the last, nor to any of them, while the process of becoming
witheach is going on ?
part, and
so the one

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
than the
neither prior nor posterior to the others, but simultaneous ;
othersbut and according to this argument the one will be neither older 154
coeval.
nor younger than the others, nor the others than the one, but
according to the previous argument the one will be older and
younger than the others and the others than the one.
Certainly.
Again.noAfter this manner then the one is and has become.
But
thing can
as
to
its
becoming
older
and
younger
than
the
others,
and
become
olderor
the others than the one, and neither older nor younger, what
younger
shall we say ? Shall we say as of being so also of becoming,
th_n it was
at first in
OF otherwise .'?
relationto
I cannot answer.
is neither

oldernor
younger

something

else,ifan
_quai
anaount of
time be
added to
both.
This is true
of the one
andthe
other.

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
younger in another way.
I n what way ?

they may not become

older and

Perplexities

on perplexities.

Just as the one was proven
and the others than the one.
And what of that _•
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to be older than the others

v^,.,.,_s,
ARISTO-

If the one is older than the others, it 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

Par-

me_tldes.

the others

aforesaid

T_s.

Butif an

equal time
be added

to a greater
and
less.
the relative
difference
between
them
diminishes

;
and
so
the
one, which
is older,
willbysueh
addition
b_come
younger
than the

others,
will and they
in turn

become older than they were before, in relation to the one.
older
Certainly.
than it.
Then that which had become younger becomes older relatively to that which previously had become and was older;
_55 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 opposite to one another, the younger older than the
j
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 always 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.
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That is clear.
Inasmuch then, as 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
becoming 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
and perception of the one, there is opinion and
and perception of it ?
Quite right.
Then there is name and expression for it, and
and expressed, and everything of this kind which
to other things appertains to the one.
Certainly, that is true.

knowledge
knowledge

it is named
appertains

Opposites
Yet once more and for the third time, let us consider : If
cannotbe
the
one is both one and many, as we have described, and is
predicated
of the same neither one nor many, and participates in time, must it not, in
thing at the
as far as it is one, at times partake of being, and in as far as
same time•
it is not one, at times not partake of being ?
Certainly.
I

Tke

nature

of ckange.
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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
different times, for that is the only way in which it can
partake and n6t partake of the same.
True.
156 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
becoming ?
I should.
And the relinqtdshing

of being you would call destruction

Parmet*ides.

P_,_._,D_s,
Aglb,-coT_L_*.
The one
mustthereforepartakeof
beingand
not-being
and assume
aad
relinquish
them
at different
times.

? Howdoes
the change

I should,
takeplace?
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 beeomes 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 assimi.
lated 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 ehanges 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
afterwards in motion, or previously in motion and afterwards
at rest, without experiencing change, is impossible.
Impossible.

9o

T/_ Mo'_xl.

t"=1"-

And surely there cannot be a time in which a thing can be
at once neither in motion nor at rest ?
P..,,,,,.,_,,,s, There cannot.
Alm'ro_en/de$.

"_-_

As theone
is
always
partaking
of one of
twoopposites, the
transition
takesplace
in a toomeat.
Nature

ofthe
moment.

But neither can it change without changing.
True.
When then does it change;
for it cannot change
when at rest, or when in motion, or when in time ?
It cannot.

either

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 157
changes, when it passes from being into cessation of being,
or from not-being into becoming--then
it passes between
certain 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, neither 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.

]j

one

is, kow

will

tke

otkers

be affected?
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True.

/'_'-

All these, then, are the affections of the one, if the one has
being.
Of course.

i. aa.

menides.
P,l_,z,,D_.
TELr.S.

But

if one

is, what

that also to be considered

will

happen

to the

others--is

not

?

The

affections
of the

Yes.

others, if

Let us show then, if one is, what will be the affections
the others than the one,
Let us do so.

of the oneis.

Inasmuch as there are things other than the one, the Things
others are not the one ; for if they were they could not be one
otherarethan
other than the one.
nottheone.
Very

true.

and yet
they par-

Nor are the others altogether without the one, but in a
certain 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 pa_t is not a part of the many, nor of all, but is
of a certain si/ngle form, which we call a whole, being one
1

ticipatein
the the
one;
for
othersare
partsofa
whole
which is
on_.
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T/u

others

tAan

l/u

one are

infinite

in number.

l"_r-

perfect unity framed out of all--of this the part will be a
part.
P,.JM=_u,_. Certainly.
Amsto•_
If, then, the others have parts, they will participate in the
Again.each whole and in the one.
Imrt is not
only a part

but alsoa
r,erre_t
whole
in
itself.

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, t58
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 one itself can be one.
Very true.
The whole
Both the whole and the part must participate in the one ;
and
the
for
the whole will be one whole, of which the parts will be
part are
both one,
parts ; and each part will be one part of the whole which is
and
there- the whole of the part.
fore they
must par-

tieilmte
the one in
andbe
other than
the one,

and more
thanone
and infinite
in number,

True.

And will not the things which
other than it ?
Of course.

participate

in the one, be

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 partaking of the one they are not one, and do not partake of the one at the very time when they are partaking
of it ?

Contradictory

as)_ects

of lhe

others.

93

Clearly.
Parmenides.,
They do so then as multitudes in which the one is not
present ?
p^**_,oL_,
AamroVery true.
_et_.s.
And if we were to abstract from them in idea the very
smallest fraction, must not that least fraction, if it does not
.partake of the one, be a multitude ahd 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

The others
unlimited
and also

limited

m

their
nature,

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
themselves,
How is that ?
Inasmuch as they are unlimited
are all affected in the same way.
True.

as

and

parts.

one

another

and

in their own nature, the)'

And inasmuch as they all partake of limit, they are all
affected in the same way.
Of course.
But inasmuch as their state is both limited and unlimited,
they are affected in opposite ways.
Yes.

_59

both
whole

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

Wherefore

also they
are like

_ndunlike.
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An

Parreference
_nenidts.
unlike.

aPlbosite

set

of consequences.

to both of them together,

most opposed

and most

Ams'roPA=MENmr.. That

T_Lt_.

appears to be true.
Then the others are both like and unlike themselves
one another ?
True.
And they are the same'and
and in motion and at rest,
opposite affection, as may
them, since they have been
affections aforesaid ?
True.

A reversal
of former
conclusions,

also different from one another,
and experience
every sort of
be proved without difficulty of
shown to have experienced
the

i. bb. Suppose, now, that we leave the further discussion
of these matters as evident, and consider again upon the
hypothesis that the one is, whether the 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
others from the one ?

One

and

the others

arethenever
in
same,for
there is
nothing
outside
them in
which they

canjointly
partake,
and therefore

theymust
be always
distinct.

and

from the others,

and

the

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.

The.

one

all

gAings,

and

also

notAing.
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Then there is no way in which the others can partake of
Parthe one, if they do not partake either in whole or in part ?
men_.
PARMaNIDI_,
It would seem not.
A_ToThen there is no way in which the others are one, or have T_L_S.
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
entirely deprived of the one ?
True.
Then the others are neither like nor unlike the one, nor is
likeness and unlikeness in them; for if they were 1.ike and
unlike, 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.
16o 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.

And the
others
being
separated
fromthe
oIle eallnot
be either
one or
many.

Norcan
theybe
opposites ;
forthey
cannot
partake of
two things

if

theycannot
parlake
ofone.
The others
oneWith°ut=
o.the

Therefore they are neither the same, nor other, nor in
motion, nor at rest, nor in a state of becoming, nor of being
destroyed, nor greater, nor less, nor equal, nor have they
experienced 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 pro_ed, they do not participate, seeing
that they are altogether and in every way devoid of the one. The one is
Very true.
all things ;
Therefore if one is, the one is all things, and also nothing, butaZso
nothing

both in relation to itself and to other things.
Certainly.

IE4x
E.
t4-_.
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The

one

which

"is not differs

front

all

other

lhzngs.

Parii. a. Well, and ought we not to consider next what will
m,_/dts, be the consequence if the one is not ?
I'^_E,*D_,
Yes ; we ought.
A_s_o•_L_
What is the meaning of the hypothesis--If
the one is not ;
Iftheone
is there any difference between this and the hypothesis--If
is not.
then
? what 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
smallness is not, or anything of that sort, does he not mean,
whenever 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,
meaningof
that what 'is not' is other than all others • we know what he
' the one
whichis
means--do we not ?
What is the

not'?
It some-

Yes, we do.
When he says ' one,' he says something which is known ;
timesmeans
and secondly something which is other than all other things ;
other
than
or different it makes no difference whether he predicate of one being or
from other not-being, for that which is said 'not to be' is known to be
and
things;
theresomething all the same, and is distinguished from other things.
fore has
Certainly.
difference,
Then I will begin again, and ask : If one is not, what are
etc.
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
described as different from the others ?

not be

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

The

ane

which

is not, is both

like

and

unlike.
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attribute of 'this';
for the one, or the others than the one,
Parcould not have been spoken of, nor could any attribute or n_nides.
relative of the one that is not have been or been spoken PA,,,_,Dt,,
AIIISTOof,nor could ithave been said to be anything,ifit did T_L_.S.
not partakeof 'some,'or of the other relations
justnow
mentioned.
True.
Being,then,cannotbe ascribedtotheone,sinceitisnot;
16:but the one thatis not may or rathermust participate
in
many things,if itand nothing else is not; if,however,
neitherthe one nor the one thatis not issupposed not to
be,and we are speakingof somethingof a different
nature,
we can predicate
nothingof it. But supposingthattheone
thatisnot and nothingelseisnot,then itmust participate
inthepredicate
'that,'
and inmany others.
Certainly.
And it will have unlikeness in relation to the others, for the It is unlike
others being different from the one will be of a different kind. and
the others.
must
Certainly.
therefore
And are not things of a different kind also other in kind ? ness
have to
likeOf course,
itself.
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 unlikenessto one, somethingelsemust
be meant ; norwillthehypothesisrelateto one; but itwill
relate
to somethingotherthanone?
Quite so.
But that cannot be.
No.
Then the one must have likehess to itself?
It must.
"COL. IV.

H
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It

is unequal,,

and

also

equal.

ParAgain, it is not equal to the others ; for if it were equal, then
menides, it would at once be and be like them in virtue of the equality ;
P^_,E_,D_._.but if one has no being, then it can neither be nor be like ?
ARI_OT_,._.
It cannot.
one
is
not is
The

which

unequal

to

the
and others
the
others

to it.

But since it is not equal to the others, neither
others be equal to it ?
Certainly not.
And things that are not equal are unequal 9

can the

True.

And they are unequal to an unequal ?
Of course.

But partak- Then the one partakes of inequality, and in respect of this
in-it the others are unequal to it ?
partakes
Very true.
alsoof
And inequality implies greatness and smallness ?
greatness
and smallYes.

lag of
equality,

hess,
and
therefore
of equality

whichlies
between
them ;

Then
smallness

the

one, if of such a nature,

has

greatness

and

?

That appears to be true.
And greatness and smallness

always stand apart ?

True.

Then there is always something
There is.

between

them ?

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
equality, which lies between them ?
That is clear.
Then the one, which is not, partakes, as would appear, of
greatness and smallness and equality ?
Clearly.
it must
Further, it must surely in a sort partake of being ?
surely
parHOW so ?
take of
beingin a
sense;

It must be so,°for if not, then we should
truth in saying that the one is not. But if
truth, clearly we must say what is. Am I not
Yes.
And since we affirm that we speak truly,
affirm that we say what is ?

not speak the
we speak the
right ?
16_
we must

also

The

one

wMc]t

is no/

a/so

z_.
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Certainly.
ParThen, as would appear, the one, when it is not, is ; for if men_s.
it were not to be when it is not, but 1 were to relinquish v^,M_,o_,
ARl_ro.
something of being, so as to become not.being, it would at TELl.
once

be.

for notbeing ira-

Quite true.
pliesbeing
Then the one which is not, if it is to maintain itself, must and being
implies not-

have the being of not-being as the bond of not-being, just as being.
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 partakes of the being of being, and not of the being of
not-being--that
is, the perfection of being; and when notbeing 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 Butto be
both,

state without changing ?
Impossible.
Then everything which is and is not in a certain state,
implies 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
i Or,

' to remit

_omething

from being to not-being ?
of existence
H 2

in relation

to not being.'

it

must
change
fromone
to the
other,ana
therefore
m
motion. be

I oo

It

is botk

in motion

and

at rest.

ParThat appears to be true.
,_u_'d¢,.
But surely if it is nowhere among what is, as is the fact,
1,^,_,_,,s,
since
it is not, it cannot change from one place to another ?
Am_rro•_L_.
Impossible.
Howcan
Then it cannot move by changing place ?
it change?
Not (a) by

No.

changeof
Nor can it turn on the same spot, for it nowhere touches
place,nor
the
same, for the same is, and that which is not cannot be
t_)by revolvingin reckoned among things that are ?
the same
It cannot.
p_ee,

Then the one, if it is not, cannot turn in that in which it is
not ?
No.

(¢)by
change
nstture. of

Neither
other than
itself, then
something
True.

nor

can the one, whether it is or is not, be altered into
itself, for if it altered and became different from
we could not be still speaking of the one, but of
else ?

it
is thereBut if the one neither suffers alteration, nor turns round
fore unmoved ;
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
unmoved,
that which is at rest must stand still ?
it must be
and being

at rest.

But motion

implies

alteration,

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 163
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 ?

If

the

one

is not,

ig is nothing

and

nowhere,

That is clear.
And must not that which is altered become other than it

lOi
Par-

,#o,ides.

previously was, and lose its former state and be destroyed '• Alkm'rov^_,,o_
but thatwhich is not alteredcan neithercome intobeing TZL_.
nor he destroyed
?
Theone
Very true.
that
is not
becomes
destroyed" ' and not being altered, neither becomes nor is destroyed.
and neither
destroyed;
and so the one that is not becomes and is becomes
destroyed,
And the and
one neither
that is becomes
not, beingnoraltered,
is destroyed
becomes
? and is and
noris
is
True.

ii. 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.

destroyed.

If one is
not, ?what
then

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.

,is.or,
implies
absence of

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 ?

The one
which
is
not cannot

True.

Then the one that is not, since it in no way partakes of
being, neither perishes nor becomes ?

being in the

mostabsolutesense.

eithca"have

orloseor
assume
being.

1o2
p,,,'-

Arotht'ng

can

be predicated

of it.

No.

Then it is not altered at all ; for if it were it would become
PA_,,_,o_. and be destroyed
ntenides.

ARISTOTgLES.

nor be
altered
nor be in
motion,
nor
rest.yet at

TFtle.

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.

It ha_no
Nor is there any existing thing which can be attributed
attributes
it ; for if there had been, it would partake of being ?
and
no
conditions
That is clear.
of
anr
kind.

to

And therefore neither smallness, nor greatness, nor equality,
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 perception, 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
Such appears to be the conclusion.

Again,If
Ol_(_ 1_ Not,
what
h_ppens to

the others?

of any kind ?

ii. aa. Yet once more ; if one is not, what becomes
others?
Let us determine that.
Yes" let us determine that.

of the
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The a_ectre

of'one'

stz'll

haunts

us.

1o3

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 diflbrence--the
' other' and ' different ' are synonymous ?
True.

terms

Par-

menldes.
PARMENI

DE.q,

ARISe-

T_L_.

Other means other than other, and different, different from Other
the different 9
implies
•
difference
Yes.
it cannot

;

Then, if there are to be others, there is something than me.another
than the
which they will be other ?
one ; and
Certainly.
therefore
the other_
And what can that be ?--for if the one is not, they will not are other
be other than the one.
than each
They will not.
Then they will be other than each other; tbr the only
remaining 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
another, ifothers 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
if each of them appears
It can.

to be one, though it is really many ?

And there will seem to be odd and even
which will also have no reality, if one is not ?
Yes.
And there will appear

of them

among

to b¢ a least among thcm

them,

and even

other.

and each

of
them,
though
devoidot
the one.
appear_ to
beon,'.

,o4

Co ,:e?tionof a/bartick vitout

unity.

Par-

this will seem large and manifold in comparison with the 165
many small fractions which are contained in it ?
eAl._,,,_..
Certainly.
ez_.s.
And each particle will be imagined to be equal to the many
and little ; for it could not have appeared to pass from the
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
separate 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
middle 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.
Whenseen
And such being when seen indistinctly and at a distance,
at
a
appears to be one ; but when seen near and with keen inteldistance
the others
lect, every single thing appears to be infinite, since it is
appear to
deprived of the one, which is not ?
be one ;
when near,
Nothing more certain.
manyand
Then each of the others must appear to be infinite and
infinite,
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, different in kind from, and unlike, themselves ?
True.

lf

Uw one

is not, t_e

ol/ters

And so must the particles
themselves
and each other,

are

neiHwr

appear

one

to be like

nor

many.

and

unlike

io 5
Far-

mcnides.

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.

PA,.,,_,,,_
Alttsro,,LEs.

ii. bb. Once more, let us go back to the beginning,
ask if the one is not, and the others
of the one are,
will follow,
Let us ask that question,

If one is
not
and
the others
are, what
then?
The
others are

In the first place, the others will not be one ?
Impossible.
Nor will they be many;
for if they were
would
be contained
in them.
But if no one
one, all of them
many.
True.

are

If there be no one
many nor one.
166
They are not.
Nor do they appear
Why not ?

nought,

and

therefore

in the others,

either

the

they

others

and
what

not one
and
fore therenot

many one many.
of them is
will

not be

are

neither

as one or many.

Again. if
the othersto
appear

reunion with any sort of not-being,
nor can anything which is _must in
not, be connected
with any of the others ; for that which is some sense
rp_t]many
they
not has no parts,
ake
of;
not-being
True.
but this is
Because the others have no sort or manner or way of com- ]be0ne or
Nor is there an opinion
or any appearance
of not-being in not
ca.se.the
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
others either as one or many;
for you cannot conceive the
many without the one.
You cannot.

lo6

T/u, condust'ott of t/us whole _tter.

p,,..
Then if one is not, the others neither
luenides, ceived to be either one or man 3,?
v,,._.s,_,_,
It would seem not.
ARI_TO
_
rely.
Nor as like or unlike '?
No.

are, nor can be coll-

Nor are
Nor as the same or different, nor in contact or separatio_b
they
like
nor
in any of those states which we enumerated as appearing
or UD_t_,
the sameor to be ;--the others neither are nor appear to be any of these,
different, if one is not ?
True.

Then may wc not sum up the argunlel)t in a word and say
truly: If one is not, then nothing is ?
Certainly.
Let thus much bc 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 ot them, in every way, are and are not, and appear to be
and appear not to be.
Most true.
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THEAETETUS.

INTRODUCTION

AND

ANALYSIS.

So_E dialogues of Plato are of so various a character that their
relation to the other dialogues cannot be determined with any
degree of certainty.
The Theaetetus,
like the Parmenides, has
points of similarity both with his earlier and his later writings. The
perfection of style, the humour, the dramatic interest, the complexity of structure, the fertility of illustration, the shifting of the
points of view, are characteristic of his best period of authorship.
The vain search, the negative conclusion, the figure of the midwives, the constant profession of ignorance on the part of Socrates,
also bear the stamp of the early dialogues, in which the original
Socrates is not yet Platonized.
Had we no other indications, we
should be disposed to range the Theaetetus with the Apology and
the Phaedrus, and perhaps even with the Protagoras and the
Laches.
But when we pass from the style to an examination of the
subject, we trace a connexion with the later rather than with the
earlier dialogues.
In the first place there is the connexion, indicated by Plato himself at the end of the dialogue, with the Sophist,
to which in many respects the Theaetetus is so little akin. (x) The
same persons reappear, including the younger Socrates, whose
name is just mentioned in the Theaetetus (i47 C) ; (2) the theory of
rest, which at p. i33 D Socrates has declined to consider, is resumed
by the Eleatic Stranger ; (3) there is a similar allusion in both dialogues to the
Soph. 217) ;
supplements
Theaetetus.
Theaet. x74

meeting of Parmenides and Socrates (Theaet. i83 E,
and (4) the inquiry into not-being in the Sophist
the question of false opinion which is raised in the
(Compare also Theaet. i68 A, 2io,.and Soph. 2"3o B ;
D, E, and Soph. a_/A;
Theaet. 188 E, and Soph.

a37 D ; Theaet. I79A , and Soph. a33 B ; Theaet. i72 D, Soph. 253 C,
for parallel turns of thought.)
Secondly, the later date of lhe

Theaetelus.
I_T,o,t.c.
Tio,.

IiO
Theaaaus.
l_*oDt'c,
TIO_°

Date

of tlte Dialogue

uncertain.

dialogue is confirmed by the absence of the doctrine of recollection
and of any doctrine of ideas except that which derives them from
generalization
and from reflection of the mind upon itself.
The
general character of the Theaetetus
is dialectical, and there are
traces of the same Megarian influences
which appear in the
Parmenides, and which later writers, in their matter of fact way,
have explained by the residence
of Plato at Megaru
Socrates
disclaims the character of a professional
eristic (164 C), and also,
with a sort of ironical admiration, expresses his inability to attain
the Megarian precision in the use of terms (I97 A). Yet he too
employs a similar sophistical skill in overturning every concei(,able theory of knowledge.
The direct indications of a date amount to no more than this :
the conversation is said to have.taken place when Theaetetus was
a youth, and shortly before the death of Socrates.
At the time of
his own death he is supposed to be a full-grown man. Allowing
nine or ten years for the interval between youth and manhood, the
dialogue could not have been written earlier than 39 o, when Plato
was about thirty-nine years of age. No more definite date is indicated by the engagement in which Theaetetus is said to have fallen
or to have been wounded, and which may have taken place any
time during the Corinthian war, between the years 3tTa-387. The
later date which has been suggested, 36_ when the Athenians and
Lacedaemonians disputed the Isthmus with Epaminondas, would
make the age of Theaetetus at his death forty-five or forty-six.
This a little impairs the beauty of Socrates'
be a great man if he lived.'

remark, that ' he would

In this uncertainty about the place of the Theaetetus, it seemed
better, as in the ease of the Republic, Timaeus, Critias, to retain
the order in which Plato himself has arranged this and the two
companion dialogues.
We cannot exclude the possibility which
has been already noticed in reference to other works of Plato, that
the Theaetetus

may not have been all written continuously;

or the

probability that the Sophist and Politicus, which differ greatly in
style, were only appended after a long interval of time. The
allusion to Parmenides at I83, compared with Sophist a17, would
probably imply that the dialogue which is called by his name was
already in existence;
unless, indeed, we suppose the pus_ge
in which the allusion occurs to have been inserted afterwards.

Better

retained where Plato placed it.

iII

Again, the Theaetetus
may be connected with the Gorgias, either
dialogue from different points of view containing an analysis of the

Tkeaetetus.
I,T_ODVC-

real and apparent
(Schleiermacher);
and both may be brought
into relation with the Apology as illustrating the personal life of
Socrates.
The Philebus, too, may with equal reason be placed
either after or before what, in the language of Thrasyllus,
may be
called the Second Platonic Trilogy.
Both the Parmenides and the
Sophist, and still more the Theaetetus, have points of affinity with
the Cratylus, in which the principles of rest and motion are again
contrasted, and the Sophistical or Protagorean
theory of language

T,o,.

is opposed to that which is attributed to the disciple of Heracleitus,
not to speak of lesser resemblances
in thought and language.
The
Parmenides,
again, has been thought by some to hold an intermediate position between the Theaetetus and the Sophist ; upon
this view, Soph. 250 loll. may be regarded
as the answer to the
problems
about One and Being which have been raised in the
Parmenides.
Any of these arrangements
may suggest new views
to the student of Plato ; none of them can lay claim to an exclusive
probability in its favour.
The Theaetetus is one of the narrated dialogues of Plato, and is
the only one which is supposed to have been written down.
In a
short introductory
scene, Euclides and Terpsion are described as
meeting before the door of Euclides' house in Megara.
This may
have been a spot familiar to Plato (for Megara was within a walk
of Athens), but no importance
can be attached to the accidental
introduction of the founder of the Megarian philosophy.
The real
intention of the preface is to create an interest about the person of
Theaetetus, who has just been carried up from the army at Corinth
in a dying state.
The expectation of his death recalls the promise
of his youth, and especially the famous conversation which Socrates
had with him when he was quite young, a few days before his own
trial and death, as we are once more reminded at the end of the
dialogue.
Yet we may observe that Plato has himself forgotten
this, when he represents
Euclides as from time to time coming to
Athens and correcting the copy from Socrates' own mouth.
The
narrative,
having introduced
Theaetetus,
and having guaranteed
the authenticity
of the dialogue (cp. Symposium,
Phaedo, Parmenides), is then dropped.
As Plato himself remarks,

No further use is made of the device.
who in this as in some other minute

zI 2

Tlwaetetus

a real :erson

." Tkeodorus.

Th_etet_.
points is imitated by Cicero (De Amicitia, e. i), the interlocutory
brraoDuc- words are omitted,
TION.

Theaetetus,

the hero of the battle of Corinth and of the dialogue,

is a disciple of Theodorus, the great geometrician, whose science
is thus indicated to be the propaedeutic to philosophy.
An interest
has been already excited about him by his approaching death, and
now he is introduced to us anew by the praises of his master
Theodorus.
He is a youthful
Socrates, and exhibits the same
contrast of the fair soul and the ungainly face and frame, the
Silenus mask and the god within, which are described in the Symposium.
The picture which Theodorus gives of his courage and
patience and intelligence and modesty is verified in the course of
the dialogue. His courage is shown by his behaviour in the battle,
and his other qualities shine forth as the argument proceeds.
Socrates takes an evident delight in 'the wise Theaetetus,' who
has more in him than ' many bearded men ' ; he is quite inspired
by his answers.
At first the youth is lost in wonder, and is almost
too modest to speak (i51 E), but, encouraged by Socrates, he rises
to the occasion, and grows full of interest and enthusiasm about
the great question.
Like a youth (162 D), he has not finally made
up his mind, and is very ready to follow the lead of Socrates, and
to enter into each successive phase of the discussion which turns
up. His great dialectical talent is shown in his power of drawing
distinctions (I63 E), and of foreseeing the consequences of his own
answers (i54 D). The enquiry about the nature of knowledge is
not new to him ; long ago he has felt the ' pangof philosophy,' and
has experienced the youthful intoxication which is depicted in the
Philebus (p. I$). But he has hitherto been unable to make the
transition from mathematics
to metaphysics.
He can form a
general conception of square and oblong numbers (p. I4B), but
he is unable to attain a similar expression
of knowledge in the
abstract.
Yet at length (la. 185) he begins to recognize that there
are universal conceptions of being, likeness, sameness, number,
which the mind contemplates
in herself, and with the help of
Socrates is conducted from a theory of sense to a theory of ideas.
There is no reason to doubt that Theaetetus was a real person,
whose name survived in the next generation.
But neither can
any importance

be attached

to the notices of him in Suidas

and

Proelus, which are probably based on the mention of him in Plato.

Tkeodorus : Socrates, the man-midwife.

I I3

According
to a confused statement in Suidas, who mentions him
twice over, first, as a pupil of Socrates, and then of Plato, he is said

T_eaetetus.
l_alo,vc.

to have written the first work on the Five Solids.
But no early
authority cites the work, the invention of which may have been
easily suggested by the division of roots, which Plato attributes to
him, and the allusion to the backward state of solid geometry in
the Republic
(vii. 5a8 B). At any rate, there is no occasion to
recall him to life again after the battle of Corinth, in order that we

T,oN.

may allow time for the completion
of such a work (Mailer).
We
may also remark that such a supposition
entirely destroys
the
pathetic interest of the introduction.
Theodorus,
the geometrician,
had once been the friend .and
disciple of Protagoras, but he is very reluctant to leave his retirement and defend his old master.
He is too old to learn Socrates'
game of question and answer, and prefers the digressions
to the
main argument,
because he finds them easier to follow. The
mathematician,
as Socrates says in the Republic, is not capable of
giving a reason in the same manner as the dialectician
(vii..53x D,
E), and Theodorus
could not therefore
have been appropriately
introduced as the chief respondent.
But he may be fairly appealed
to, when the honour of his master is at stake. He is the 'guardian
of his orphans,' although this is a responsibility
which he wishes to
throw upon Callias, the friend and patron of all Sophists, declaring
that he himself had early'run
away' from philosophy,
and was
absorbed in mathematics.
His extreme dislike to the Heraelitem,
fanatics, which may be compared
with the dislike of Theaetetus
(I55 E) to the materialists,
and his ready acceptance of the noble
words of Socrates (I75, x76), are noticeable traits of character.
The Socrates of the Theaetetus
is the same as the Socrates

of

the earlier dialogues.
He is the invincible
disputant,
now advanced in years, of the Protagoras
and Symposium;
he is still
pursuing his divine mission, his ' Herculean
labours,' of which he
has described

the origin

in the Apology;

and he still hears

the

voice of his oracle, bidding him receive or not receive the truant
souls. There he is supposed to have a mission to convict men of
self-conceit ; in the Theaetetus
he has assigned to him by God the
functions of a man-midwife,
who delivers men of their thoughts,
and under this character
he is present throughout the dialogue.
He is the true prophet who has an insight into the natures of men,
VOL.

IV.

I

I I4

The two digressions.

Theaetetus. and can divine their future (i42 C) ; and he knows that sympathy
Im-.oDue- is the secret power which unlocks their thoughts.
The hit at
T,o_Aristides, the son of Lysimaehus,
who was specially committed
to his charge in the Laches, may be remarked by the way. The
attempt to discover the definition of knowledge is in accordance
with the character of Socrates as he is described in the Memorabilia, asking What is justice ? what is temperance ? and the like.
But there is no reason to suppose that he would have analyzed
the nature

of perception,

or traced

the connexion

of Protagoras

and Heracleitus,
or have raised the difficulty respecting
false
opinion.
The humorous
illustrations,
as well as the serious
thoughts,
run through
the dialogue.
The snubnosedness
of
Theaetetus,
a characteristic
which he shares with Socrates,
and the man-midwifery
of Socrates,
are not forgotten
in the
closing words.
At the end of the dialogue, as in the Euthyphro,
he is expecting to meet Meletus at the porch of the king Archon ;
but with the same indifference to the result which is everywhere
displayed by him, he proposes that they shall reassemble on the
following day at the same spot.
The day comes, and in the
Sophist the three friends again meet, but no further allusion is
made to the trial, and the principal share in the argument
is
assigned, not to Socrates, but to an Eleatic stranger ; the youthful
Theaetetus also plays a different and less independent part. And
there is no allusion in the Introduction
to the second and third
dialogues, which are afterwards appended.
fore, reason to think that there is a real

There seems, therechange, both in the

characters and in the design.
The dialogue is an enquiry into the nature of knowledge, which
is interrupted
by two digressions.
The first is the digression
about the midwives, which is also a leading thought or continuous
image, like the wave in the Republic, appearing and reappearing
at intervals.
Again and again we are reminded that the successive
conceptions

of knowledge

are extracted

from Theaetetus,

who in

his turn truly declares that Socrates has got a great deal more out
of him than ever was in him.
Socrates is never weary of working
out the image in humorous details,--discerning
the symptoms of
labour, carrying the child round the hearth, fearing that Theaetetus will bite him, comparing
his conceptions to wind-eggs,
asserting an hereditary
right to the occupation.
There is also a

_.

The ghree definitions ." Knowledge is (z) Sensation;
serious

side to the image, which is an apt similitude

of the Socratic

theory of education (ep. Repub. vii. 518 D, Sophist 23o), and accords
with the ironical spirit in which the wisest of men delights to
speak of himself.
The other digression
is the famous contrast of the lawyer and
philosopher.
This is a sort of landing-place
or break in the middle
of the dialogue.
At the commencement
of a great discussion, the
reflection
naturally arises, How happy are they who, like the
philosopher,
have time for such discussions
(cp. Rep. v. 45o)!
There is no reason for the introduction of such a digression ; nor
is a reason always needed, any more than for the introduction of
an episode in a poem, or of a topic in conversation.
That which
is given by Socrates is quite sufficient, viz. that the philosopher
may talk and write as he pleases.
But though not very closely
connected, neither is the digression out of keeping with the rest of
the dialogue.
The philosopher
naturally desires to pour forth the
thoughts which are always present to him, and to discourse of the
higher life. The idea of knowledge, although hard to be defined,
is realised in the life of philosophy.
And the contrast is the
favourite antithesis between the world, in the various characters
of sophist, lawyer, statesman,
speaker,
between opinion and knowledge,--between
the true.

and the philosopher,-the conventional
and

The greater part of the dialogue is devoted to setting up and
throwing down definitions of science and knowledge.
Proceeding
from the lower to the higher by three stages, in which perception,
opinion, reasoning are successively
examined, we first get rid of
the confusion of the idea of knowledge
and specific kinds of
knowledge,--a
confusion which has been already noticed in the
Lysis, Laches,
Meno, and other dialogues.
In the infancy of
logic, a form of thought has to be invented before the content can
be filled up. We cannot define knowledge
until the nature of
definition
has been ascertained.
Having succeeded
in making
his meaning plain, Socrates proceeds to analyze (i) the first definition which Theaetetus
proposes : ' Knowledge
is sensible perception.'
This is speedily identified with the Protagorean
saying,
' Man is the measure of all things ;' and of this again the foundation is discovered
in the perpetual
flux of Heracleitus.
The
relativeness
of sensation is then developed at length, and for a
12
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(2) true opinion;

(3) true o[n'nion witk a reason.

Tkeagtetus. moment the definition appears
to be accepted.
But soon the
I_m_Due- Protagorean
thesis is pronounced
to be suicidal; for the adverT,o,.
saries of Protagoras are as good a measure as he is, and they
deny his doctrine.
He is then supposed to reply that the perception may be true at any given instant.
But the reply is in the
end shown to be inconsistent with the Heraclitean foundation, on
which the doctrine has been affirmed to rest.
For if the Heraclitean flux is extended to every sort of change in every instant of
time, how can any thought or word be detained even for an
instant ? Sensible perception, like everything else, is tumbling to
pieces.
Nor can Protagoras himself maintain that one man is as
good as another in his knowledge ofthe future ; and ' the expedient,'
if not 'the just and true,' belongs to the sphere of the future.
And so we must ask again, What is knowledge?
The comparison of sensations with one another implies a principle which
is above sensation, and which resides in the mind itsel£
We are
thus led to look for knowledge in a higher sphere, and accordingly
Theaetetus, when again interrogated, replies (2) that ' knowledge is
true opinion.'
But how is false opinion possible ? The Megarian
or Eristic spirit within us revives the question, which has been
already asked and indirectly answered in the Meno: 'How can
a man be ignorant of that which he knows ?' No answer is given
to this not unanswerable
question.
The comparison of the mind
to a block of wax, or to a decoy of birds, is found wanting.
But are we not inverting the natural order in looking for
opinion before we have found knowledge ? And knowledge is
not true opinion ; for the Athenian dicasts have true opinion but
not knowledge.
What then is knowledge ? We answer (33, ' True
opinion, with definition or explanation.'
But all the different
ways in which this statement
may be understood are set aside,
like the definitions of courage in the Laches, or of friendship in
the Lysis, or of temperance
in the Charmides.
At length
arrive at the conclusion, in which nothing is concluded.

we

There are two special difficulties which beset the student of the
Theaetetus:
(I) he is uncertain
how far he can trust Plato's
account of the theory of Protagoras;
and he is also uncertain
(z) how far, and in what parts of the dialogue, Plato is expressing
his own opinion.
The dramatic character of the work renders the
answer to both these questions difficult.
?

Does Plato misre_bresent Protagoras ?
x. In reply to the
Three
main points

l 17

first, we have only probabilities
to offer.
have to be decided:
(a) Would
Prota-

goras have identified his own thesis, ' Man is the measure of all
things,' with the other, 'All knowledge is sensible perception'?
(b) Would he have based the relativity of knowledge on the Heraclitean flux?
(c) Would he have asserted the absoluteness
of
sensation at each instant ? Of the work of Protagoras on ' Truth '
we know nothing, with the exception
of the two famous fragments, which are cited in this dialogue, ' Man is the measure of
all things,' and, 'Whether
there are gods or not, I cannot tell.'
Nor have we any other trustworthy
evidence of the tenets of
Protagoras,
or of the sense in which his words are used.
For
later writers, including Aristotle in his Metaphysics, have mixed
up the Protagoras
of Plato, as they have the Socrates of Plato,
with the real person.
Returning
then to the Theaetetus,
as the only possible source
from which an answer to these questions can be obtained, we
may remark, that Plato had 'The Truth' of Protagoras before
him, and frequently
refers to the book.
He seems to say expressly, that in this work the doctrine of the Heraclitean
flux was
not to be found (p. 152) ; ' he told the real truth' (not in the book,
which is so entitled, but) 'privately
to his disciples,'--words
which imply that the connexion between the doctrines of Protagoras and Heracleitus
was not generally recognized in Greece,
but was really discovered or invented
by Plato.
On the other
hand, the doctrine that ' Man is the measure of all things,' is expressly identified by Socrates with the other statement, that ' What
appears to each man is to him ;' and a reference is made to the
books in which the statement occurs ;--this Theaetetus,
who has
'often read the books,' is supposed
to acknowledge
(152A: so
Cratylus 385 E). And Protagoras, in the speech attributed to him,
never says that he has been misunderstood
: at p. 166 C he rather
seems to imply that the absoluteness
of sensation at each instant
was to be found in his words (cp. 158 E). He is only indignant at
the 'reductio ad absurdum'
devised by Socrates for his 'homo
mensura,'
which Theodorus
also considers
to be 'really too
bad.'
The question

may be raised,

could have misrepresented

how far Plato in the Theaetetus

Protagoras

without

violating

the laws

Tkeaetetut.
I_rRoDUcT,o,.
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Pla/o

skould

ke read as a dramatic

wrilcr,

of dramatic probability.
Could he have pretended
to
a well-known writing what was not to be found there ?
a shadowy enquiry is not worth pursuing further.
We
remember
that in the criticism which follows of the

cite from
But such
need only
thesis of

Protagoras,
we are criticizing
the Protagoras
of Plato, and not
attempting to draw a precise line between his real sentiments and
those which Plato has attributed to him.
2. The other difficulty is a more subtle, and also a more important
one, because bearing
on the general
character
of the
Platonic dialogues.
On a first reading
of them, we are apt to
imagine that the truth is only spoken by Socrates, who is never
guilty of a fallacy himself, and is the great detector of the errors
and fallacies of others.
But this natural presumption
is disturbed
by the discovery that the Sophists are sometimes in the right and
Socrates in the wrong.
Like the hero of a novel, he is not to be
supposed always to represent the sentiments of the author.
There
are few modern readers who do not side with Protagoras,
rather
than with Socrates, in "the dialogue which is called by his name.
The Cratylus presents a similar difficulty : in his etymologies, as
in the number of the State, we cannot tell'how
far Socrates is
serious;
for the Socratic irony will not allow
between his real and his assumed wisdom. No
of the invincible Socrates in argument (except
the Parmenides,
where he is introduced
as a

him to distinguish
one is the superior
in the first part of
youth) ; but he is

by no means supposed
to be in possession
of the whole truth.
Arguments
are often put into his mouth (cp. Introduction
to the
Gorgias) which must have seemed quite as untenable to Plato as
to a modern writer.
In ihis dialogue a great part of the answer
of Protagoras
is just and sound; remarks
verbal
criticism,
and on the importance
opponent's
meaning, which are conceived
philosophy.
And the distinction which he
between
Eristic
Plato on himself

are
of
in
is

made by him on
understanding
an
the true spirit of
supposed
to draw

and Dialectic (i67, 168), is really a criticism
and his own criticism of Protagoras.

of

The difficulty seems to arise from not attending to the dramatic
character of th, writings of Plato.
There are two, or more, sides
to questions ; and these are parted among the different speakers.
Sometimes
one view or aspect of a question
is made to predonfinate over the rest, as in the Gorgias or Sophist ; but in other

and in tke s/irit

of kis age.

Ix9

dialogues truth is divided, as in the Laches and Protagoras,
the interest ofthe piece eonsists in the contrast of opinions.

and
The

Theattetus.
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confusion caused by the irony of Socrates, who, if he is true to
his character,
cannot say anything
of his own knowledge,
is
increased
by the circumstance
that in the Theaetetus
and some
other dialogues
he is occasionally
playing both parts himself,
and even charging his own arguments
with unfairness.
In the
Theaetetus
he is designedly
held back from arriving at a conclusion.
For we cannot suppose that Plato conceived a definition
of knowledge
to be impossible.
But this is his manner of approaching
and surrounding
a question.
The lights which he
throws on his subject are indirect, but they are not the less real
for that.
He has no intention of proving a thesis by a cut-anddried argument;
nor does he imagine that a great philosophical
problem can be tied up within the limits of a'definition.
If he
has analyzed a proposition
or notion, even with the severity of
an impossible logic, if half-truths
have been compared
by him
with other half-truths, if he has cleared up or advanced popular
ideas, or illustrated a new method, his aim has been sufficiently
accomplished.
The writings of Plato belong to an age in which the power of
analysis
had outrun the means of knowledge;
and through a
spurious use of dialectic, the distinctions which bad been already
'won from the void and formless infinite,' seemed to be rapidly
returning
to their original chaos.
The two great speculative
philosophies,
which a century earlier had so deeply impressed
the mind of Hellas, were now degenerating
into Eristic.
The
contemporaries
of Plato and Socrates were vainly trying to find
new combinations of them, or to transfer them from the object to
the subject.
The Megarians, in their first attempts to attain a
severer logic, were making knowledge
impossible
(cp. Theaet.
so2). They were asserting ' the one good under many names,'
and, like the Cynics, seem to have denied predication, while the
Cynics themselves
were depriving virtue of all which made virtue
desirable in the eyes of Socrates and Plato.
And besides these,
we find mention in the later writings of Plato, especially in the
Theaetetus,
Sophist, and Laws, of certain impenetrable
godless
persons, who will not believe what they 'cannot
hold in their
hands';

and cannot

be approached

in argument,

because

they

COttfll'C[of

I20

abslraclt_ts.

TAeaetetus. cannot argue (Theaet. x55 E ; Soph. 246 A). No school of Greek
im,oDuc,
philosophers
exactly answers
to these persons, in whom Plato
TION.
may perhaps have blended some features of the Atomists with the
vulgar materialistic
tendencies
duction to the Sophist).

of mankind

in general

(cp. Intro-

And not only was there a conflict of opinions, but the stage
which the mind had reached presented
other difficulties hardly
intelligible
to us, who live in a different cycle of human thought.
All times of mental progress are times of confusion ; we only see,
or rather seem to see things clearly, when they have been long
fixed and defined.
In the age of Plato, the limits of the world of
imagination
and of pure abstraction,
of the old world and the
new, were not yet fixed.
The Greeks, in the fourth century
before Christ, had no words for 'subject'
and 'object,' and no
distinct conception of them ; yet they were always hovering about
the question involved in them.
The analysis of sense, and the
analysis
of thought, were equally difficult to them; and hopelessly confused by the attempt
to solve them, not through an
appeal to facts, but by the help of general theories respecting
the
nature of the universe.
Plato, in his Theaetetus,
his age, and compares
out of them a theory

gathers

up the sceptical

tendencies

of

them.
But he does not seek to reconstruct
of knowledge.
The time at which such a

theory could be framed had not yet arrived.
For there was no
measure of experience
with which the ideas swarming in men's
minds could be compared;
the meaning
of the word 'science'
could scarcely be explained
to them, except from the mathematical sciences, which alone offered the type of universality
and
certainty.
Philosophy was becoming more and more vacant and
abstract, and not only the Platonic Ideas and the Eleatic Being,
but all abstractions
seemed to be at variance with sense and at
war with one another.
The want of the Greek
wa_ not another

theory

mind in the fourth century
of rest

or motion,

before Christ

or Being or atoms, but

rather a philosophy
which could free the mind from the power of
abstractions
and alternatives,
and show how far rest and how far
motion,

how

far the universal

principle

of Being

and the mul-

titudinous
principle
of atoms, entered
into the composition
of
the world;
which could distinguish between the true and false

Aua/ysz's I42 , x43.

12z

analogy, and allow the negative as well as the positive a place in Theattelus.
human thought.
To such a philosophy Plato, in the "/'heaetetus,
l_raoDocoffers many contributions.
He has followed philosophy
into the
r,o_.
region of mythology, and pointed out the similarities of opposing
phases of thought.
He has also shown that extreme abstractions
are self-destructive,
and, indeed, hardly distinguishable
from one
another.
But his intention is not to unravel the whole subject of
knowledge,
if this had been possible;
and several times in the
course of the dialogue he rejects explanations
of knowledge which
have germs of truth in them ; as, for example, 'the resolution of
the compound
of difference.'

Ste_h.
14Z

Terpsion,

into the simple;'

who

or 'right

has come to Megara

opinion

with a mark

from the country,

is de-

scribed as having looked in vain for Euclides in the Agora; the
latter explains that he has been down to the harbour, and on his
way thither had met Theaetetus,
who was being carried up trom
the army to Athens.
He was scarcely alive, for he had been
badly wounded at the battle of Corinth, and had taken the dysentery which prevailed in the camp.
The mention of his condition
suggests the reflection, ' What a loss he will be !' ' Yes, indeed,'
replies Euclid ; ' only just now I was hearing of his noble conduct
in the battle.'
'That I should expect ; but why did he not remain
at blegara?'
'I wanted him to remain, but he would not; so I
went with him as far as Erineum;
and as I parted from him,
I remembered
that Socrates had seen him when he was a youth,
and had a remarkable
conversation
with him, not long before his
own death; and he then prophesied
of him that he would be a
great man if he lived.'
' How true that has been; how like all

that
x43'Not

Socrates said!
from memory;

And could you repeat the conversation?'
but I took notes when I returned
home,

which I afterwards filled up at leisure, and got Socrates to correct
them from time to time, when I came to Athens.' . . . Terpsion
had long intended to ask for a sight of this writing, of which he
had already heard.
They are both tired, and agree to rest and
have the conversation
read to them by a servant ....
'Here is
the roll, Terpsioia ; I need only observe that I have omitted, for
the sake of convenience, the interlocutory
words, "said I," "said

A._ALYsts.
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T_aetttus. he";
and that Theaetetus,
and Theodorus,
A_sLvStS. Cyrene, are the persons with whom Socrates

the geometrician
is conversing.'

of

Socrates begins by asking Theodorus
whether, in his visit to
Athens,
he has found any Athenian
youth likely to attain distinction in science.
' Yes, Socrates, there is one very remarkable
youth, with whom I have become acquainted.
He is no beauty,
and therefore you need not imagine that I am in love with him ;
and, to say the truth, he is very like you, for he has a snub nose,
and projecting eyes, although these features are not so marked in
him as in you. He combines the most various qualities, quickness, x44
patience,
courage;
and he is gentle as well as wise, always
silently flowing on, like a river of oil. Look I he is the middle
one of those who are entering the paiaestra.'
Socrates, who does not know his name, recognizes him as the
son of Euphronius,
who was himself a good man and a rich.
He
is informed by Theodorus
that the youth is named Theaetetus,
but
the property of his father has disappeared
in the hands of trustees ;
this does not, however, prevent him from adding liberality to his
other virtues.
At the desire of Socrates he invites Theaetetus
to
sit by them.
'Yes,' says

Socrates,

'that I may

see in you,

Theaetetus,

the

image of my ugly self, as Theodorus
declares.
Not that his
remark is of any importance;
for though he is a philosopher,
he is not a painter, and therefore
he is no judge of our faces; I45
but, as he is a man of science, he may be a judge of our intellects.
And if he were to praise the mental endowments
of
either of us, in that case the hearer of the eulogy ought to examine
into what he says, and the subject should not refuse to be examined.'
Theaetetus
consents, and is caught in a trap (cp. the
similar trap which is laid for Theodorus, at p. i66, 168 D). ' Then,
Theaetetus, you will have to be examined, for Theodorus
praising you in a style of which I never heard the like.'

has been
' He was

, only jesting.'
'Nay, that is not his way;
and I cannot allow
you, on that pretence,
to retract the assent which you have
already given, or I shall make Theodorus
repeat your praises,
and swear to them.'
Theaetetus,
in reply, professes
that he is
willing to be examined, and Socrates begins by asking him what
he learns of Theodorus.

He is himself

anxious

to learn anything

Analysis
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of anybody ; and now he has a little question to which he wants
Theaetetus
or Theodorus
(or whichever
of the company would
not be 'donkey'
to the rest) to find an answer.
Without further
preface, but at the same time apologizing
for his eagerness,
he
146 asks, _What is knowledge ?'
Theodorus
is too old to answer
questions, and begs him to interrogate
Theaetetus,
who has the
advantage of youth.
Theaetetus
replies, that knowledge is what he learns of Theodorus, i.e. geometry
and arithmetic;
and that there are other
kinds of knowledge--shoemaking,
carpentering,
and the like.
But Socrates rejoins, that this answer contains too much and
also too little.
For although Theaetetus
has enumerated
several
kinds of knowledge,
he has not explained
the common nature
147 of them ; as if he had been asked, ' What is clay ? ' and instead of
saying, 'Clay is moistened earth,' he had answered, ' There is one
clay of image-makers,
another of potters, another of oven-.makers.'
Theaetetus
at once divines that Socrates means him to extend
to all kinds

of knowledge

the

same

process

of generalization

which he has already learned to apply to arithmetic.
For he
has discovered
a division of numbers into square numbers, 4, 9,
I6, &c., which are composed
of equal factors, and represent
I48 figures which have equal sides, and oblong numbers, 3, 5, 6, 7, &c.,
which are composed
of unequal factors, and represent
figures
which have unequal sides.
But he has never succeeded
in atmining a similar conception
of knowledge,
though he has often
tried ; and, when this and similar questions were brought to him
from Socrates, has been sorely distressed
by them.
Socrates
I49 explains to him that he is in labour.
For men as well as women
have pangs of labour ;.and both at times require the assistance of
midwives.
And he, Socrates, is a midwife, although
this is a
secret ; he has inherited the art from his mother bold and bluff,
and he ushers into light, not children, but the thoughts of men.
Like the midwives, who are 'past bearing children,' he too can have
no offspring--the
God will not allow him to bring anything into
the world of his own.
He also reminds
Theaetetus
that the
midwives

are or ought

to be the only matchmakers

(this is the

preparation
for a biting jest, I5I B) ; for those who reap the fruit
15o are most likely to know on what soil the plants will grow.
But
respectable
midwives avoid this department
of practice--they

TAeaeletus.
ANA_fs.
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T/_etet_.
do not want to be called proeuresses.
There are some other
/u_^Lvsxs. differences
between
the two sorts of pregnancy.
For women
do not bring into the world at one time real children and at
another time idols which are with difficulty distinguished
from
them. ' At first,' says Socrates in his character of the man-midwife,
' my patients are barren and stolid, but aRer a while they "round
apace," if the gods are propitious
to them ; and this is due not
to me but to themselves;
I and the god only assist in bringing
their ideas to the birth.
Many of them have left me too soon, and
the result has been that they have produced abortions;
or when
! have delivered them of children they have lost them by an ill
bringing up, and have ended by seeing themselves, as others see
them, to be great fools. Aristides, the son of Lyslmachus,
is one
of theses and there have been others.
The truants often return to I51
me and beg to be taken back ; and then, if my familiar allows me,
which is not always the case, ! receive them, and they begin to
grow again.
There come to me also those who have nothing in
them, and have no need of my art; and I am their matchmaker
(see above), and marry them to Prodicus or some other inspired
sage who is likely to suit them.
I tell you this long story because
I suspect that you are in labour.
Come then to me, who am
a midwife, and the son of a midwife, and I will deliver you. And
do not bite me, as the women do, if I abstract your first-born ; for
I am acting out of good-will towards you ; the God who is within
me is the friend of man, though he will not allow me to dissemble
the truth. Once more then, Theaetetus, I repeat my old question"What
is knowledge ?" Take courage, and by the help of God
you will discover an answer.'
' My answer is, that knowledge is
perception.'
'That is the theory of Protagoras, who has another x52
way of expressing
the same thing when he says, "Man is the
measure of all things."
He was a very wise man, and we should
try to understand him.
In order to illustrate his meaning let mc
suppose that there is the same wind blowing in our faces, and one
of us may be hot and the other cold. How is this ? Protagoras
will reply that the wind is hot to him who is cold, cold to him who
is hot. And "is" means "appears,"
and when you say "appears
to him," that means "he feels."
Thus feeling, appearances
perception,

coincide

with

only a "fa_on de parler,"

being.

I suspect,

however,

that this was

by which he imposed on the common

herd
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like you and me ; he told "the truth" [in allusion to the title of his
book, which was called "The Truth"]
in secret to his disciples.
For he was really a votary of that famous philosophy in which all
things are said to be relative ; nothing is great or small, or heavy
or light, or one, but all
and flux and generation,
"becoming."
This has
but of all philosophers,

is in motion and mixture and transition
not "being," as we ignorantly affirm, but
been the doctrine, not of Protagoras
only,
with the single exception of Parmenides ;

Empedocles,
Heracleitus,
and others, and all the poets, with
Epicharmus,
the king of Comedy, and Homer, the king of
Tragedy, at their head, have said the same ; the latter has these
words-" Octan, whence the gods sprang, and mother Tcthys."
I53 And many arguments

are used to show, that motion

is the source-

of life, and rest of death:
fire and warmth are produced
by
friction, and living creatures owe their origin to a similar cause ;
the bodily frame is preserved
by exercise and destroyed by indolence ; and if the sun ceased to move, "chaos would come again."
Now apply this doctrine of" All is motion " to the senses, and first
of all to the sense of sight.
The colour of white, or any other
colour, is neither in the eyes nor out of them, but ever in motion
154 between the object and the eye, and varying in the case of every
percipient.
All is relative, and, as the followers of Protagoras
remark, endless contradictions
arise when we deny this ; e.g. here
are six dice ; theyare more than four and less than twelve ; "more
and also less," would you not say?'
retort:
"Can anything
be more
subtraction ?" '
' I should say "No"
former answer.'

if I were

' Yes.'
or less
not afraid

'But Protagoras will
without addition or
of contradicting

' And if you say" Yes," the tongue will escape conviction

my

but not

the mind, as Euripides
would say ?' ' True.'
' The thoroughbred
Sophists, who know all that can be known, would have a sparring
match over this, but you and I, who have no professional pride,
155 want only to discover whether our ideas are clear and consistent.
And we cannot be wrong in saying, first, that nothing can be
greater or less while remaining equal ; secondly, that there can be
no becoming greater or less without additinn or subtraction ; thirdly,

The.aetelus.
A_^LVS_.
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Thtatletus. that what is and was not, cannot be without having become. But
AN*L_S_S.
then how is this reconeileable with the ease of the dice, and with
similar examples ?--that is the question.'
' I am often perplexed
and amazed, Socrates, by these difficulties.' ' That is because you
are a philosopher, for philosophy begins in wonder, and Iris is the
child of Thaumas. Do you know the original principle on which
the doctrine of Protagoras is based ?' ' No.' ' Then I will tell you ;
but we must not let the uninitiated hear, and by the uninitiated
I mean the obstinate people who believe in nothing which they
cannot hold in their hands. The brethren whose mysteries I am 156
about to unfold to you are far more ingenious_ They maintain that
all is motion ; and that motion has two forms, action and passion,
out of which endless phenomena are created, also in two forms-sense and the object of sense--which come to the birth together.
There are two kinds of motions, a slow and a fast ; the motions
of the agent and the patient are slower, because they move and
create in and about themselves, but the things which are born of
them have a swifter motion, and pass rapidly from place to place.
The eye and the appropriate object come together, and give birth
to whiteness and the sensation of whiteness; the eye is filled with
seeing, and becomes not sight but a seeing eye, and the object
is filled with whiteness, and becomes not whiteness but white;
and no other compound of either with another would have pro°
duced the same effect. All sensation is to be resolved into a x57
similar combination of an agent and patient. Of either, taken
separately, no idea can be formed; and the agent may become
a patient, and the patient an agent. Hence there arises a general
reflection that nothing is, but all things become; no name can
detain or fix them. Are not these speculations charming, Theaetetus, and very good for a person in your interesting situation ?
I am offering you specimens of other men's wisdom, because
I have no wisdom of my own, and I want to deliver you of
something; and presently we will see whether you have brought
forth wind or not. Tell me, then, what do you think of the notion
that "All things are becoming" 7,
'When I hear your arguments, I am marvellously ready to
assent.'
'But I ought not to conceal from you that there is a serious
objection which may be urged against this doctrine of Protagoras.
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I58 For there are states, such as madness and dreaming, in which TheaetetUSo
perception
is false ; and half our life is spent in dreaming ; and
AH^LYst_.
who can say that at this instant we are not dreaming ? Even thefancies of madmen are real at the time.
But if knowledge
is
perception,
how can we distinguish
between the true and the
false in such cases ? Having stated the objection, I will now state
the answer.
Protagoras would deny the continuity of phenomena
;
159 he would say that what is different is entirely
different, and
whether
active or passive has a different power.
There are
infinite agents and patients in the world, and these produce in
every combination
of them a different perception.
Take myself
as an instance :-- Socrates may be ill or he may be well,--and
remember
that Socrates, with all his accidents, is spoken of. The
wine which I drink when I am well is pleasant to me, but the
same wine is unpleasant
to me when I am ill.
And there is
I6O nothing else from which I can receive the same impression,
nor
can another receive the same impression
from the wine.
Neither
can I and the object of sense become separately what we become
together.
For the one in becoming is relative to the other, but
they have no other relation;
and the combination
of them is
absolute at each moment.
[In modern language, the act of senration is really indivisible,
though capable of a mental analysis
into subject and object.]
My sensation alone is true, and true to
me only. And therefore, as Protagoras says, "To myself I am the
judge of what is and what is not."
Thus the flux of Homer and
Heracleitus,
the great Protagorean
saying that "Man
is the
measure of all things," the doctrine of Theaetetus that "Knowledge
is perception,"
have all the same meaning.
And this is thy
new-born child, which by my art I have brought to light; and
161 you must not be angry if instead of rearing
your infant we
expose him.'
'Theaetetus
will
good-natured.
But
mean to say that all
' First reminding
arguments,
but that

not be angry,' says Theodorus;
'he is very
I should like to know, Socrates, whether you
this is untrtie ?'
you that I am not the bag which contains the
I extract them from Theaetetus,
shall I tell

you what amazes me in your friend Protagoras
' What may that be ?'
' I like his doctrine

that what appears

?'

is ; but I wonder

that

he

I28
T,teacte_r,
_^_vs_s.
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did not begin his great work on Truth with a declaration that a pig,
or a dog-faced baboon, or any other monster which has sensation,
is a measure of all things ; then, while we were reverencing
him
as a god, he might have produced a magnificent
effect by expounding to us that he was no wiser than a tadpole.
For if sensations are always true, and one man's discernment
is as good as
another's, and every man is his own judge, and everything
that
he judges is right and true, then what need of Protagoras to be
our instructor
at a high figure;
and why should we be less
knowing than he is, or have to go to him, if every man is the
measure of all things ? My own art of midwifery, and all dialectic,
is an enormous folly, if Protagoras' "Truth"
be indeed truth, and
the philosopher is not merely amusing himself by giving oracles
out of his book.'
Theodorus thinks that Socrates is unjust to his master, Prota- 16a
goras ; but he is too old and stiffto try a fall with him, and therefore refers him to Theaetetus,
who is already driven out of his
former opinion by the arguments of Socrates.
Socrates then takes up the defence of Protagoras, who is supposed to reply in his own person--' Good people, you sit and
declaim about the gods, of whose existence or non-existence I have
nothing to say, or you discourse about man being reduced to the
level of the brutes ; but what proof have you of your statements ?
And yet surely you and Theodorus
had better reflect whether
probability is a safe guide.
Theodorus would be a bad geo- 163
metrician if he had nothing better to offer.' . . . Theaetetus is
affected by the appeal to geometry, and Socrates is induced by
him to put the question in a new form. He proceeds as follows :
--' Should we say that we know what we see and hear,--e, g. the
• sound of words or the sight of letters in a foreign tongue ?'
'We should say that the figures of the letters, and the pitch of
the voice in uttering them; were known to us, but not the meaning
of them.'
' Excellent ; I want you to grow, and therefore I will leave that
answer and ask another question:
Is not seeing perceiving?'
' Very true.' ' And he who sees knows ?' ' Yes.'
' And he who
remembers,
remembers that which he sees and knows ?' 'Very
true.'
does.'

' But ff he closes his eyes, does he not remember ?' ' He 164
' Then he may remember and not see; and if seeing is
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knowing, he may remember and not know. Is not this a" reductio
ad absurdum"
of the hypothesis that knowledge is sensible perception ? Yet perhaps we are crowing too soon ; and if Protagoras,
"the father of the myth," had been alive, the result might have
been very different.
But he is dead, and Theodorus,
whom he
left guardian
of hi_ "orphan,"
defending him.'
165

has

not

been

very

Theodorus objects that Callias is the true guardian,
that Socrates will come to the rescue.
Socrates

zealous

in

but he hopes
prefaces
his

defence by resuming
the attack.
He asks whether a man can
know and not know at the same time?
'Impossible.'
Quite
possible, if you maintain that seeing is knowing.
The confident
adversary, suiting the action to the word, shuts one of your eyes ;
and now, says he, you see and do not see, but do you know and
not know?
And a fresh opponent
darts from his ambush, and
transfers to knowledge the terms which are commonly applied to
sight.
He asks whether you can know near and not at a distance ;
whether you can have a sharp and also a dull knowledge.
While
you are wondering
at his incomparable
wisdom, he gets you into
his power, and you will not escape until you have come to an
understanding
with him about the money which is to be paid for
your release.
But Protagoras
has not yet made his defelace ; and already he
166 may be heard contemptuously
replying that he is not responsible
for the admissions
which were made by a boy, who could not foresee the coming move, and therefore
had answered
in a manner
which enabled
Socrates to raise a laugh against himself.
'But
I cannot be fairly charged,' he will say, 'with an answer which I
should not have given;
for I never maintained
that the memory
of a feeling is. the same as a feeling, or denied that a man might
know and not know the same thing at the same time.
Or, if you
will have extreme precision, I say that man in different relations
is many or rather infinite in number.
And I challenge you, either
to show that his perceptions
are not individual, or that if they are,
what appears to him is not what is. As to your pigs and baboons,
you are yourselfa
pig, and you make my writings a sport of other
swine.
But I still affirm that man is the measure of all things)
although I admit that one man may be a thousand
times better
than another, in proportion
as he has better impressions.
Neither
VOL. IV.
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Tl_tmetctgs. do I deny the existence of wisdom or of the wise man.
But I mainA_*Lvs_ tain that wisdom is a practical remedial power of turning evil into
good, the bitterness
of disease into the sweetness
of health, and
does not consist in any greater
truth or superior
knowledge.
For the impressions
of the sick are as true as the impressions
of the healthy;
and the sick are as wise as the healthy.
Nor 167
can any man be cured of a false opinion, for there is no such
thing;
but he may be cured of the evil habit which generates
in him an evil opinion.
This is effected in the body by the drugs
of the physician, and in the soul by the words of the Sophist ;
and the new state or opinion is not truer, but only better than
the old. And philosophers
are not tadpoles, but physicians
and
husbandmen,
who till the soil and infuse health into animals
and plants, and make the good take the place of the evil, both
in individuals and states.
_Vise and good rhetoricians
make the
good to appear just in states (for that is just which appears just to
a state), and in return, they deserve to be well paid.
And you,
Socrates,
whether
you please or not, must continue
to be a
measure.
This is my defence, and I must request you to meet
me fairly.
We are professing
to reason, and not merely to dis=
pute;
and there is a great difference
between
reasoning
and
disputation.
For the disputer
is always seeking to trip up his
opponent;
and this' is a mode of argument
which disgusts men
with philosophy as they grow older.
But the reasoner is trying
to understand
him and to point out his errors to him, whether
arising from his own or from his companions'
fault ; he does not 168
argue

from the customary

use of names,

which the vulgar pervert

in all manner of ways.
If you are gentle to an adversary he will
follow and love you ; and if defeated he will lay the blame on
himself, and seek to escape from his own prejudices
into philosophy.
I would recommend you, Socrates, to adopt this humaner
method, and to avoid captious and verbal criticisms.'
Such,

Theodorus,

is the very slight

help

which

I am able to

afford to your friend ; had he been alive, he would
himself in far better style.
' You have made a most valorous defence.'
Yes ; but did you observe
and complained
of a boy?

of our getting

He meant

that Protagoras

bade me be serious,

up a laugh against

to intimate

that you

have helped

must

him with the aid
take the place

.4nalysis
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of Theaetetus, who may be wiser than many bearded men, but not
wiser than you, Theodorus.
169
'The rule of the Spartan Palaestra is, Strip or depart ; but you
are like the giant Antaeus,
a fall with you.'

and will not let me depart

unless I try

Yes, that is the nature of my complaint,
And many a Hercules,
many a Theseus mighty in deeds and words has broken my head ;
but I am always at this rough game.
Please, then, to favour me.
17o

' On the condition of not exceeding a single fall, I consent.'
Socrates now resumes the argument.
As he is very desirous of
doing justice to Protagoras, he insists on citing his own words,' What appears to each man is to him.'
And how, asks Socrates,
are these words reconcileable
with the fact that all mankind are
agreed

in thinking

themselves

wiser than others in some respects,

and inferior to them in others ? In the hour of danger they are
ready to fall down and worship any one who is their superior in
wisdom as if he were a god. And the world is full of men who
are asking to be taught and willing to be ruled, and of other men
who are willing to rule and teach them.
All which implies that
men do judge of one another's impressions,
and think some wise
and others foolish.
How will Protagoras answer this argument ?
For he cannot say that no one deems another ignorant or mistaken.
If you form a judgment, thousands
and tens of thousands
are ready to maintain the opposite.
The multitude may not and
do not agree it_ Protagoras'
own thesis that ' Man is the measure
171 of all things;'
must not his
more or less
And he must
him to speak

and thenwho is to decide?
Upon his own showing
' truth' depend on the number of suffrages, and be
true in proportion as he has more or fewer of them ?
acknowledge further, that they speak truly who deny
truly, which is a famous jest. And if he admits that

they speak truly who deny him to speak truly, he must admit
that he himself does not speak truly.
But his opponents will
refuse to admit this of themselves,
and he must allow that they
are right in their refusal.
The conclusion is, that all mankind,
including
Protagoras
himself, will deny that be speaks truly;
and his truth will be true neither to himself nor to anybody else.
Theodorus

is inclined

to think that this is going too far.

Socrates

ironically replies, that he is not going beyond the truth.
But if the
old Protagoras could only pop his head out of the world below, he
I(2
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2"heaetelus. would doubtless give them both a sound castigation and be off to
As^L_s,s. the shades in an instant.
Seeing that he is not within call, we
must examine the question for ourselves.
It is clear that there are
great differences
in the understandings
of men.
Admitting,
with
Protagoras,
that immediate
sensations
of hot, cold, and the like,
are to each one such as they appear, yet this hypothesis cannot be
extended to judgments
or opinions.
And even if we were to admit I72
further,--and
this is the view of some who are not thorough-going
followers of Protagoras,that fight and wrong, holy and unholy,
are to each state or individual such as theyappear,
still Protagoras
will not venture to maintain that every man is equally the measure
of expediency, or that the thing which seems is expedient to every
one. But this begins a new question.
' Well, Socrates, we have
plenty of leisure.'
Yes, we have, and, after the manner of pl_ilosophers, we are digressing ; I have often observed how ridiculous
this habit of theirs makes them when they appear in court. ' What
do you mean ?' 1 mean to say that a philosopher is a gentleman,
but a lawyer is a servant.
The one can have his talk out, and
wander at will from one subject to another, as the fancy takes
him ; like ourselves, he may be long or short, as he pleases.
But
the lawyer is always in a hurry; there is the clepsydra limiting
his time, and the brief limiting his topics, and his adversary is
standing over him and exacting his rights.
He is a servant disputing about a fellow-servant
before his master, who holds the
cause in his hands ; the path never diverges, and often the race is I73
for his life. Such experiences
render him keen and shrewd ; he
learns the arts of flattery, and is perfect in the practice of crooked
ways ; dangers have come upon him too soon, when the tenderness of youth was unable to meet them with truth and honesty,
and he has resorted to counter-acts of dishonesty and falsehood,
and become warped and distorted ; without any health or freedom
or sincerity in him he has grown up to manhood, and is or esteems
himself

to be a master

of cunning.

Such

are the lawyers ; will

you have the companion picture of philosophers
too much of a digression ?

? or will this be

' Nay, Socrates, the argument is our servant, and not our master.
Who is the judge or where is the spectator, having a right to
control us ?'
I Will describe

the leaders,

then;

for the inferior sort are not

7
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worth the trouble.
The lords of philosophy have not learned the
way to the dicastery
or ecclesia ; they neither see nor hear the
laws and votes of the state, written or recited ; societies, whether
political or festive, clubs, and singing maidens do not enter even
into their dreams.
And the scandals of persons or their ancestors.
male and female, they know no more than they can tell the number ofpints in the ocean.
Neither are they conscious oftheir own
ignorance;
for they do not practise singularity in order to gain
reputation, but the truth is, that the outer form of them only is
residing in the city ; the inner man, as Pindar says, is going on a
voyage of discovery,
measuring
as with lille and rule the things
174 which are under and in the earth, interrogating
the whole of
nature, only not condescending
to notice what is near them.
' What do you mean, Socrates ?'
I will illustrate
my meaning
by the jest of the witty maidservant, who saw Thales tumbling
into a well, and said of him,
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 applicable to
all philosophers.
The philosopher is unacquainted
with the world ;
he hardly knows whether his neighbour
is a man or an animal.
For he is always searching into the essence of man, and enquiring
what such a nature ought to do or suffer different fi'om any other.
Hence, on every occasion in private life and public, as I was
saying, when he appears
in a law-court or anywhere,
he is the
joke, not only of maid-servants,
but of the gencral herd, falling into
wells and every sort of disaster ; he looks such an awkward,
inexperienced
creature, unable to say anything personal, when he
is abused, in answer to his adversaries
tfor he knows no evil of
any one); and when he hears the praises of others, he cannot help
laughing from the bottom of his soul at their pretensions;
and
this also gives him a ridiculous appearance.
A king or tyrant
appears to him to be a kind of swine-herd
or cow-herd, milking
away at an animal

who is much more troublesome

than cows or sheep;
like the cow-herd,
educated, and the pen in which he keeps
tains is surrounded
by a wall. When he
properties
of ten thousand acres or more,

and dangerous

he has no time to bc
his flock in the mounhears of large landed
he thinks of the whole

175 earth ; or if he is told of the antiquity of a family, he rcmembers
that cvcry one ha_ had myriads of l)rogcnitors,
rich and poor,

7"/tcaeletta.
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T_aete_s.
Greeks and barbarians, kings and slaves.
And he who boasts of
^s^LYs_s. his descent from Amphitryon
in the twenty-fifth
generation,
may,
if he pleases, add as many more, and double that again, and our
philosopher
only laughs at his inability to do a larger sum.
Such
is the man at whom the vulgar scoff; he seems to them as if he
could not mind his feet. ' That is very true, Socrates.'
But when
he tries to draw the quick-witted
lawyer out of his pleas and
rejoinders
to the contemplation
of absolute justice or injustice in
their own nature, or from the popular praises of wealthy kings to
the view of happiness and misery in themselves,
or to the reasons
why a man should seek after the one and avoid the other, then the
situation is reversed ; the little wretch turns giddy, and is ready
to fall over the precipice;
his utterance
becomes thick, and he
makes himself ridiculous,
not to servant-maids,
but to every man
of liberal education.
Such are the two pictures : the one of the
philosopher
and gentleman,
who may be excused for not having
learned how to make a bed, or cook up flatteries;
the other, a
serviceable
knave, who hardly knows how to wear his cloak,-- 176
still less can he awaken harmonious
thoughts
or hymn virtue's
praises.
' If the world, Socrates, were as ready to receive your words
as I am, there
mankind.'

would

be greater

peace

and

less

evil

among

Evil, Theodorus,
must ever remain in this world to be the
antagonist
of good, out of the way of the gods in heaven.
Wherefore
also we should fly away from ourselves
to them;
and to fly to them is to become like them; and to become like
them is to become holy, just and true.
But many live in the old
wives' fable of appearances;
they think that you should follow
virtue in order that you may seem to be good.
And yet the truth
is, that God is righteous ; and of men, he is most like him who is
most righteous.
To know this is wisdom ; and in comparison
of
this the wisdom of the arts or the seeming wisdom of politicians
is mean and common.
The unrighteous
man is apt to pride himself on his cunning;
when others call him rogue, he says to
himself : ' They only mean that I am one who deserves to live, and
not a mere burden of the earth.'
But he should reflect that his
ignorance
makes his condition worse than if he knew.
For the
penalty of" injustice is not death or stripes, but the fatal necessity
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of becoming more and more unjust.
Two patterns of life are set
before him; the one blessed and divine, the other godless and
wretched;
and he is growing more and more like the one and
177 unlike the other.
He does not see that if he continues
in his
cunning, the place of innocence will not receive him after death.
And yet if such a man has the courage to hear the argument out,
he often becomes
dissatisfied
with himself, and has no more
strength in him than a child.--But
we have digressed enough.
' For my part, Socrates, I like the digressions
better than the
argument, because I understand
them better.'
To return.
When we left off, the Protagoreans
and Heraeliteans were maintaining
that the ordinances
of the State were
I78just, while they lasted.
But no one would maintain that the laws
of the State were always good or expedient, although this may be
the intention
of them.
For the expedient
has to do with the
future, about which we are liable to mistake.
Now, would Protagoras maintain that man is the measure not only of the present
and past, but of the future ; and that there is no difference in the
judgments of men about the future ? Would an untrained man, for
example, be as likely to know when he is going to have a fever,
as the physician who attended him ? And if they differ in opinion,
which of them is likely to be right; or are they both right ? Is
not a vine-grower
a better judge of a vintage which is not yet
gathered, or a cook of a dinner which is in preparation,
or Protagoras of the probable effect of a speech than an ordinary person ?
179 The last example speaks 'ad hominem.'
For Protagoras
would
never have amassed a forttme if ever), man could judge of the
future for himself.
He is, therefore, compelled to admit that he is
a measure ; but I, who know nothing, am not equally convinced
that I am. This is one way of refuting him; and he is refuted
also by the authority which he attributes to the opinions of others,
who deny his opinions.
I am not equally sure that we can disprove the truth of immediate
states of feeling.
But this leads us
to the doctrine of the universal flux, about which a battle-royal
is
always going on in the cities of Ionia.
'Yes;
downright
mad about the flux; they cannot

the Ephesians
are
stop to argue with

you, but are in perpetual
motion, obedient to their text-books.
Their restlessness
is beyond expression,
and if you ask any of
l_O them a question, they will not answer,
but dart at you some

Theaetetus.
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7"heaeUms. unintelligible
sa'ying, and another
and another,
making no way
A._^_.,sls. either with themselves
or with others;
_br nothing is fixed in
them or their ideas,--they
are at war with fixed principles.'
I suppose, Theodorus,
that you have never seen them in time of
peace, when they discourse at leisure to their disciples?
'Disciples! they have none; they are a set of uneducated
fanatics,
and each of them says of the other that they have no knowledge.
We must trust to ourselves, and not to them for the solution of the
problem.'

Well, the doctrine

is old, being derived

from the poets,

who speak in a figure of Oceanus
and Tethys;
the truth was
once concealed, but is now revealed by the superior wisdom of
a later generation,
and made intelligible
to the cobbler, who,
on hearing
that all is in motion, and not some things only,
as he ignorantly
fancied,
may be expected
to fall down and
worship his teachers.
And the opposite doctrine must not be
forgotten :-' Alone being zemaiJls umno_ed _hi,.h i_ the name for all,'
as Parmenides
affirms.
both parties are dragging

Thus we are in the midst of the fray:
us to their side ; and we are not certain

18t

which of them are in the right ; and if neither, then we shall be in
a ridiculous position, having to set up our own opinion against
ancient and famous men.
I.et us first approach the river-gods, or patrons of the flux.
When they speak of motion, must they not include two kinds
of motion, change of place and change of nature ?--And all things
must be supposed
to have both kinds of motion ; for if not, the
same things would be at rest and in motion, which is contrary
to their theory.
And did we not say, that all sensations
arise
thu_: they move about between
the agent and patient together
with a perception,
and the patient
ceases to be a perceiving

K82

power and becomes a percipient,
and the agent a quale instead of
a quality;
but neither has an3" absolute existence:
But now we
make the fitrther discovery, that neither white or whiteness,
nor
any sen_
or sensation,
can be predicated
of an)thing,
for they
are in a perpetual
flux. And therefore we must modify the doetrine of Theaetetus
and Protagoras,
by asserting
further
that
knowledge
is and is not sensation;
and of everything
we must x83
say equally, that this is and is not. or becomes or becomes
not

i
!
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And still the word ' this' is not quite correct, for language fails in
the attempt to express their meaning,
At the close of the discussion, Theodorus
claims to be released
from the argument, according to his agreement.
But Theaetetus
insists that they shall proceed to consider the doctrine of rest.
184 This is declined by Socrates, who has too much reverence
for the
great Parmenides
lightly to attack him.
[We shall find that he
returns
to the doctrine of rest in the Sophist;
but at present
he does not wish to be diverted from his main purpose, which is,
to deliver Theaetetus
of his conception
of knowledge.]
He proceeds to interrogate
him further.
When he says that ' knowledge
is perception,' with what does he perceive ? The first answer is,
that he perceives sights with the eye, and sounds with the ear.
This leads Socrates to make the reflection that nice distinctions of
words

are sometimes

pedantic,

but sometimes

necessary

; and he

proposes
in this case to substitute
the word 'through'
for 'with.'
For the senses are not like the Trojan warriors in the horse, but
185 have
This
and
And

a common centre of perception,
in which they all meet.
common principle is able to compare them with one another,
must therefore be distinct from them (cp. Rep. vii. 523 . 524_.
as there are facts of sense which are perceived through the

organs of the body, there
tions, such as sameness

are also mathematical
and other abstracand difference, likeness and unlikeness,

186 which the soul perceives by herself.
Being is the most universal
of these abstractions.
The good and the beautiful are abstraction.,,
of another kind, which exist in relation and which above all other_
the mind perceives in herself, comparing within her past, present.
and future,
For example : we know a thing to bc hard or soft by
the touch, of which the perception
is given at birth to men and
animals.
But the essence of hardness
or softness, or the fact
that

this hardness

is, and is the

opposite

of softness,

is slowly

learned by reflection and experience.
Mere perception
does not
reach being, and therefore
fails of truth; and therefore
has no
share in knowledge.
But if so. knowledge
is not perception.
_87 What then is knowledge ? The mind, when occupied by herself
with being, is said to have opinion --shall we say that 'Knowledge
is true opinion'?
But still an old difficulty recurs:
we ask ourselves, 'Ituw is false opinion possible"
This difficulty may be
stated as follows :--

Thcaet¢tus.
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_Either we know or do not know a thing

(for the intermediate

188

^_ALVS,S. processes of learning and forgetting need not at present be considered); and in thinking or having an opinion, we must either
know or not know that which we think, and we cannot know and
be ignorant at the same time ; we cannot confuse one thing which
we do not know, with another thing which we do not know; nor
can we think that which we do not know to be that which we
know, or that which we know to be that which we do not know.
And what other case is conceivable, upon the supposition that we
either know or do not know all things?
Let us try'another
answer in the sphere of being : ' When a man thinks, and thinks
that which is not.' But would this hold in any parallel case ?
Can a man see and see nothing? or hear and hear nothing? or 189
touch and touch nothing?
Must he not see, hear, or touch some
one existing thing?
For if he thinks about nothing he does not
think, and not thinking he cannot think falsely.
And so the path
of being is closed against us, as well as the path of knowledge.
But may there not be ' heterodoxy,' or transference of opinion ;-I mean, may not one thing be supposed to be another ? Theaetetus is confident that this must be 'the true falsehood,' when
a man puts good for evil or evil for good.
Socrates will riot
discourage
him by attacking the paradoxical
expression
'true
falsehood,' but passes on. The new notion involves a process of
thinking
about two things, either together or alternately.
And
thinking is the conversing
of the mind with herself, which is 19o
carried on in question and answer, until she no longer doubts,
but determines
and forms an opinion.
And false opinion consists
in saying to yourself, that one thing is another.
But did you ever
say to yourself, that good is evil, or evil good ? Even in sleep,
did you ever imagine that odd was even ? Or did any man in his
senses ever fancy that an ox was a horse, or that two are one ?
So that we can never think one thing to be another;
for you
must not meet me with the verbal quibble that one---4r,pov--is
other--g_-tpor [both ' one' and ' other' in Greek are called ' other'-_Ttpor]. He who has both the two things in his mind, cannot misplace them;
and he who has only one of them in his mind,
cannot misplace them--on
either supposition
transplaeement
is
inconceivable.
But perhaps

thcrc

may still be a _ense

m which

we can think

19t
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that which we do not know to be that which we know:
e.g.
Theaetetus
may know Socrates, but at a distance he may mistake
another person for him. This process may be conceived by the
help of an image.
Let us suppose that every man has in his
mind a block of wax of various qualities, the gift of Memory, the
mother of the Muses ; and on this he receives the seal or stamp
_f those sensations and perceptions
which he wishes to remember.
That which he succeeds in stamping is remembered
and known
by him as long as the impression
lasts; but that, of which the
impression
is rubbed out or imperfectly
made, is forgotten, and
r92 not known.
No one can think one thing to be another, when he
has the memorial
or seal of both of these in his soul, and a
sensible impression
of neither;
or when he knows one and does
not know the other, and has no memorial or seal of the other ; or
when he knows neither;
or when he perceives both, or one and
not the other, or neither ; or when he perceives and knows both,
and identifies what he perceives with what he knows (this is still
more impossible) ; or when he does not know one, and does not
know and does not perceive the other ; or does not perceive one,
and does not know and does not perceive the other; or has no
perceptior_ or knowledge
of either--all
these cases must be excluded.
But he may err when he confuses what he knows or
perceives, or what he perceives and does not know, with what he
knows, or what he knows and perceives with what he knows and
perceives.
Theaetetus
is unable to follow these distinctions ; which Socrates
proceeds to illustrate
by examples,
first of all remarking,
that
knowledge may exist without perception, and perception without
193 knowledge.
I may know Theodorus
and Theaetetus
and not
see them ; I may see them, and not know them.
'That I understand.'
But I could not mistake one for the other if I knew you
both, and had no perception
of either ; or if I knew one only, and
perceived neither ; or if I knew and perceived neither, or in any
other of the excluded
cases.
The only possibility
of error is:
1st, when knowing you and Theodorus,
and having the impression of both of you on the waxen block, I, seeing you both imperfectly and at a distance, put the foot in the wrong shoe--that
is to
194 say, put the seal or stamp on the wrong object : or 2ndly, when
knowing
both nf you I only scc one: or when, sccing and

I39
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Tkeatte/us. knowing you both, I fail to identify the impression and the object.
-_,ALvS,S But there could be no error when perception
and knowledge
correspond.
The waxen block in the heart of a man's soul, as I may say in the
words of Homer, who played upon the words xOpand x,/p_r, may be
smooth and deep, and large enough, and then the signs are clearly
marked and lasting, and do not get confused.
But in the 'hairy
heart,' as the all-wise poet sings, when the wax is muddy or hard
or moist, there is a corresponding
confusion and want of retentiveness;
in the muddy and impure there is indistinctness,
and I93
still more in the hard, for there the impressions
have no depth of
wax, and in the moist they are too soon effaced.
Yet greater is
the indistinctness
which is narrow

when they are all jolted together in a little soul,
and has no room.
These are the sort of natures

which have false opinion ; from stupidity they see and hear and
think amiss ; and this is falsehood and ignorance.
Error, then, is
a confusion of thought and sense.
Theaetetus
is delighted with this explanation.
But Socrates
has no sooner found the new solution than he sinks into a fit of
despondency.
For an objection occurs to him :--May there not
be errors where there is no confusion of mind and sense ? e.g. in
numbers.
No one can confuse the man whom he has in his I96
thoughts with the horse which he has in his thoughts, but he may
err in the addition of five and seven.
And observe that these are
purely mental conceptions.
Thus
the dilemma of saying, either that
opinion, or that a man knows what
We are at our wit's end, and

we are involved once more in
there is no such thing as false
he does not know.
may therefore be excused for

making a bold diversion.
All this time we have been repeating
the words 'know,' 'understand,' yet we do not know what knowledge is. 'Why, Socrates, how can you argue at all without using
them ?" Nay, but the true hero of dialectic would have forbidden 197
me to use them until I had explained them.
And I must explain
them now.
The verb 'to know' has two senses, to have and to
possess knowledge, and I distinguish
'having'
from 'possessing.'
A man may possess a garment
which he does not wear; or he
may have wild birds in an aviary;
these in one sense he possesses, and in another he has none of them.
Let this aviary be
an im_lge of the mind,

as the

waxen

block was;

when

we are
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young, the aviary is empty ; after a time the birds are put
under this figure we may describe
different forms of
ledge ;--there
are some of them in groups, and some
I98 which are flying about everywhere;
and let us suppose
after the sciel_ce of odd and even, or some other science.

in ; for
knowsingle,
a hunt
The

possession of the birds is clearly not the same as the having them
in the hand.
And the original chase of them is not the same as
I99

taking them in the hand when they are already caged.
This distinction between use and possession saves us from the
absurdity
of supposing
that we do not know what we know,
because we may know in one sense, i.e. possess, what we do not
know in another, i.e. use. But have we not escaped one difficulty
only to encounter
a greater ? For how can the exchange of two
kinds of knowledge ever become false opinion ? As well might we
suppose that ignorance could make a man know, or that blindness

could make him see. Theaetetus
suggests that in the aviary there
may be flying about mock birds, or forms of ignorance, and we
put forth our hands and grasp ignorance, when we are intending
2oo to grasp knowledge.
But how can he who knows the forms of
knowledge
and the forms of ignorance
imagine one to be the
other?
Is there some other form of knowledge which distinguishes them ? and another, and another ? Thus we go round
and round in a circle and make no progress.
All this confusion arises out of our attempt to explain false
opinion without
having
explained
knowledge.
What then is
knowledge?
Theaetetus
repeats that knowledge is true opinion.
2oi But this seems to be refuted by the instance of orators and
judges.
For surely the orator cannot convey a true knowledge of
crimes at which the judges
were not present;
he can only
persuade them, and the judge may form a true opinion and truly
judge.
But if true opinion were knowledge they could not have
judged without knowledge.
Once more. Theaetetus
offers a definition which he has heard :
Knowledge

is true

opinion

accompanied

nation.
Socrates has had a similar
that the first elements
are names

by definition

or expla-

dream, a.nd has further heard
only, and that definition or

explanation
begins when they are combined;
the letters are
203 unknown, the syllables
or combinations
are known.
But this
new hypothesis
when tested by the letters of the alphabet is

Tkeaetelus.
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Thcactelus. found to break down.
The first syllable of Socrates' name is SO.
A,*LYs,_ But what is SO ? Two letters, S and O, a sibilant and a vowel, of
which no further explanation
can be given.
And how can any
one be ignorant of either of them, and yet know both of them ?
There is, however, another alternative :--We
may suppose that
the syllable has a separate form or idea distinct from the letters
or parts.
The all of the p.arts may not be the whole.
Theaetetus
is very much inclined to adopt this suggestion, but when interrogated by Socrates he is unable to draw any distinction
between

2o4

the whole and all the parts.
And if the syllables have no parts, :o 5
then they are those original elements of which there is no explanation.
But how can the syllable
be known if the letter
remains unknown ? In learning to read as children, we are first 206
taught the letters and then the syllables.
And in music, the
notes, which are the letters, have a much more distinct meaning
to us than the combination
of them.
Once

more,

then, we must

ask the meaning

of the statement,

that ' Knowledge
is right opinion, accompanied
by explanation or
definition.'
Explanation
may mean, (i) the reflection or expression of a man's thoughts--but
every man who is not deaf and
dumb is able to express his thoughts--or
(2) the enumeration
of
the elements of which anything is composed.
A man may have 207
a true opinion about a waggon, but then, and then only, has he
knowledge
of a waggon
when he is able to enumerate
the
hundred planks of Hesiod.
Or he may know the syllables of the
name Theaetetus,
but not the letters ; yet not until he knows both
can he be said to have knowledge as well as opinion.
But on the
other hand
tus, yet he
Theodorus,
And even

he may know the syllable ' The' in the name Theaetemay be mistaken about the same syllable in the name uo8
and in learning to read we often make such mistakes.
if he could write out all the letters and syllables of

your name in order, still he would only have right opinion.

Yet

there may be a third meaning of the definition, besides the image
or expression
of the mind, and the enumeration of the elements,
viz. (3) perception of difference.
For example, I may see a man who has eyes, nose, and mouth ; _-o9
--that will not distinguish him from any other man. Or he may
have a snub-nose and prominent eyes ;--that will not distinguish
him from myself and you and others who are like me. But
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when I see a certain kind of snub-nosedness,
Theaetetus.
And having this sign of difference,

then I recognize
I have knowledge.

TJieaelelus.
ANALYS,_-

,But have I knowledge or opinion of this difference ? If I have only
opinion I have not knowledge;
if I have knowledge we assume
_Io a disputed term ; for knowledge will have to be defined as right
opinion with knowledge of difference.
And so, Theaetetus,
knowledge is neither perception
nor true
opinion, nor yet definition
accompanying
true opinion.
And
I have shown that the children of your brain are not worth
rearing.
Are you still in labour, or have
have to say about knowledge to the birth ?
thoughts, you will be the better for having
if you have none, you will be the better

you brought all you
If you have any more
got rid of these;
or
for not fancying that

you know what you do not know.
Observe
the limits
art, which, like my mother's,
is an art of midwifery;
not pretend

to compare

with

the

good

and

wise

of my
I do

of this

and

other ages.
And now 1 go to meet Meletus at the porch of the King
Archon ; but to-morrow I shall hope to see you again, Theodorus,
at this place.

I. The saying of Theaetetus,
that ' Knowledge
is sensible perception,' may be assumed to be a current philosophical
opinion of
the age. ' The ancients,' as Aristotle (De Anita. iii. 3) says, citing
a verse of Empedocles,
'affirmed
knowledge
to be the same as
perception.'
We may now examine
these words, first, with
reference to their place in the history of philosophy, and secondly,
in relation to modern speculations.
(a) In the age of Socrates the mind was passing from the object
to the subject.
The same impulse which a century before had led
men to form conceptions
of the world, now led them
general
notions of the human faculties and feelings,

to frame
such as

memory_ opinion, and the like. The simplest of these is sensation, or sensible perception,
by which Plato seems to mean the
generalized
notion of feelings and impressions
of sense, without
determining
whether they are conscious or not.
The theory that 'Knowledge
is sensible
perception'
is the
antithesis of that which derives knowledge from the mind (Theaet.
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]'he theory

that

A'nozoledge

is PerceiMion.

Tkeattetus. i85) , or which assumes the existence of ideas independent
of the
I_TROOUC-mind (Parm. I34).
Yet from their extreme
abstraction
these
_o_.
theories do not represent
the opposite poles of thought in the
same way that the corresponding
differences
would in modern
philosophy.
The most ideal and the most sensational
have a
tendency
to pass into one another;
Heracleitus,
like his great
successor Hegel, has both aspects.
The Eleatic isolation of Being
and the Megarian or Cynic isolation of individuals are placed in
the same class by Plato (Soph. uSi C, D) ; and the same principle
which is the symbol of motion to one mind is the symbol of rest
to another.
The Atomists, who are sometimes
regarded as the
Materialists of Plato. denied the reality of sensation.
And in the
ancient as well as the modern world there were reactions from
theory

to experience,

from ideas

view from which the philosophy
attraction to the ancient thinker.

to sense.

This

is a point

of

of sensation
presented
great
Amid the conflict of ideas and

the variety of opinions, the impression of sense remained certain
and uniform.
Hardness,
softness, cold, heat, &c. are not absolutely the same to different persons (cp. ITI D), but the art of
measuring could at any rate reduce them all to definite natures
(Rep. x. 6o2 I)). Thus the doctrine that knowledge is perception
supplies or seems to supply a firm standing ground.
Like the
other notions of the earlier Greek philosophy,
it was held in
a very simple way, without much basis of reasoning, and without
suggesting the questions which naturally arise in our own minds
on the same subject.
(/_) The fixedness

of impressions

of sense

furnishes

a link of

connection between ancient and modern philosophy.
The modern
thinker often repeats the parallel axiom, 'All knowledge is experience.'
He means to say that the outward and not the inward
is both the original source and the final criterion of truth, because
the outward can be observed
and analyzed ; the inward is only
known by external results, and is dimly perceived
by each man
for himself.
In what does this differ from the saying of Theaetetus ? Chiefly in this--that
the modern term 'experience,'
while
implying a point of departure in sense and a return to sense, also
includes
all the processes
of reasoning
and imagination
which
have intervened.
The necessary connexion between them by no
means affords a measure
of the relative
degree of importance

Relativity
which
portion

of hnowledge

is to be ascribed
of any science

nol the same
to either

zcith

element.

uncerlainly,

For

the

may be small, as in mathematics

compared with that which the mind has attained
reflection on a very few facts.
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inductive

T_e_etet_.

or ethics,

l_o_uc.

by reasoning

and

II. The saying that 'All knowledge is sensation' is identified by
Plato with the Protagorean thesis that ' Man is the measure of
all things.'
The interpretation
which Protagoras
himself
is
supposed to give of these latter words is : ' Things are to me as
they appear to me, and to you as they appear to you.'
But
there remains still an ambiguity both in the text and in the
explanation, which has to be cleared up. Did Protagoras merely
mean to assert the relativity of knowledge to the human mind ?
or did he mean to deny that there is an objective standard of
truth ?
These two questions have not been always clearly distinguished;
the relativity of knowledge has been sometimes confounded with
uncertainty.
The untutored mind is apt to suppose that objects
exist independently
of the human faculties, because they really
exist independently
of the faculties of any individual.
In the
same way, knowledge appears to be a body of truths stored up in
books, which when once ascertained
are independent
of the
discoverer.
Further consideration
shows us that these truths
are not really independent of the mind ; there is an adaptation of
one to the other, of the eye to the object of sense, of the mind to
the conception.
There would be no world, if there neither were
nor ever had been any one to perceive the world.
A slight effort
of reflection enables
us to understand
this; but no effort of
reflection will enable us to pass beyond the limits of our own
faculties, or to imagine the relation or adaptation of objects to
the mind to be different from that of which we have experience.
There are certain laws of language and logic to which we are
compelled to conform, and to which our ideas naturally adapt
themselves;
and we can no more get rid of them than we can
cease to be ourselves.
The absolute and infinite, whether
explained as self-existence,
or as the totality of human thought, or
as the Divine nature, if known to us at all, cannot escape from the
category of relation.
But because knowledge
are not to suppose
VOL. Iv.

is subjective

or relative

that we are therefore
L

deprived

to the mind, we
of any of the

T_O_.
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Ret 'ay

Tkeaetetus. tests

o/ kno Zedgea dog

or criteria

Imn_oDvc- another,
TZON. measure

of truth.

One

man

of h'rotago s.

still remains

wiser

than

a more accurate observer
and relater of facts, a truer
of the proportions
of knowledge.
The nature of testi-

mony is not altered, nor the verification
of causes by prescribed
methods less certain.
Again, the truth must often come to a man
through
others, according
to the measure
of his capacity and
education.
But neither does this affect the testimony,
whether
written or oral, which he knows by experience
to be trustworthy.
He cannot escape from the laws of his own mind ; and he cannot
escape from the further
accident
of being dependent
for his
knowledge
on others.
But still this is no reason why he should
always be in doubt;
of many personal,
of many historical and
scientific facts he may be absolutely assured.
And having such
a mass of acknowledged
truth in the mathematical
and physical,
not to speak of the moral sciences, the moderns have certainly
no reason to acquiesce in the statement that truth is appearance
only, or
truth.

that

there

is no

difference

between

appearance

and

The relativity of knowledge is a truism to us, but was a great
psychological
discovery in the fifth century before Christ.
Of this
discovery, the first distinct assertion is contained
in the thesis of
Protagoras.
Probably
he had no intention
either of denying
or affirming an objective standard of truth.
He did not consider
whether
man in the higher or man in the lower sense was
a 'measure
of all things.'
Like other great thinkers,
he was
absorbed
with one idea, and that idea was the absoluteness
of
perception.
Like Socrates, he seemed
to see
must be brought
back from ' nature'
to 'truth,'

that philosophy
from the world

to man.
But he did not stop to analyze whether he meant 'man'
in the concrete or man in the abstract, any man or some men,
' quod semper quod ubique' or individual private judgment.
Such
an analysis
lay beyond his sphere of thought;
the age before
Socrates had not arrived at these distinctions.
Like the Cynics,
again, he discarded
knowledge
in any higher sense than perception.
For 'truer'
or ' wiser'
he substituted
the word ' better,'
and is not unwilling to admit that both states and individuals
are
capable of practical improvement.
But this improvement
does
not

arise

exertion

from
of

intellectual

the will, but

enlightenment,
from a change

nor

yet

from

of circumstances

the
and

Connexion of Protagoras and Heracle/tus.
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impressions;
and he who can effect this change in himself or
others may be deemed a philosopher.
In the mode ofeffecting it,
while agreeing with Socrates and the Cynics in the importance
which he attaches to practical life, he is at variance with both
of them.
To suppose that practice can be divorced from speculation, or that we may do good without caring about truth, is
by no means singular, either in philosophy or life. The singularity of this, as of some other (so-called) sophistical
doctrines,
is the frankness
with which they are avowed,
veiled, as in modern
times, under ambiguous

instead of being
and convenient

phrases.
Plato appears to treat Protagoras much as he himself is treated
by Aristotle;
that is to say, he does not attempt to understand
him from his own point of view.
But he entangles him in the
meshes of a more advanced logic. To which Protagoras
is supposed to reply by Megarian quibbles, which destroy logic, ' Not
only man, but each man, and each man at each moment.'
In
the arguments
about sight and memory
there is a palpable
unfairness
which is worthy
of the great 'brainless
brothers,'
Euthydemus
and Dionysodorus,
and may be compared
with the
_TxfxaXot_#_o_ (' obvelatus ') of Eubulides.
For he who sees with
one eye only cannot be truly said both to see and not to see;
nor is memory, which is liable to forget, the immediate knowledge
to which Protagoras applies the term.
Theodorusjustly
charges
Socrates with going beyond the truth ; and Protagoras has equally
right on his side when he protests against Socrates arguing from
the common use of words, which 'the vulgar pervert in all manner
of ways.'
as

III. The theory of Protagoras is connected by Aristotle
Plato with the flux of I-Ieracleitus.
But Aristotle

following Plato, and Plato, as we have already
mean to imply that such a connexion ,was admitted

as well
is only

seen, did not
by Protagoras

himself.
His metaphysical
genius saw or seemed to see a common
tendency
in them, just as the modern historian of ancient philosophy might perceive a parallelism
between
two thinkers
of
which they were probably unconscious
themselves.
We must
remember
throughout
that Plato is not speaking of Heracleitus,
but of the
original

Heracliteans,

who succeeded

ideas of the master,

him;

but of the Eristic
L2

nor of the great
into which they had

7"heaeletus.
IN=OD_;Cr,os.
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IIeracleitus

misunders/ood

degenerated
a hundred
fragments
of Heracleitus
o_him.

His

philosophy

by Ais followers.

years later.
There
is nothing in the
which at all justifies
Plato's account
may be resolved

into two elements--

_st, change, secondly, law or measure pervading
the change:
tl_se he saw eyefUl, here, and often expressed
in strange mythological symbols.
But he has no analysis of sensible perception
such as Plato attributes
to him;
nor is there any reason to
suppose that he pushed his philosophy into that absolute negation
in which Heracliteanism
was sunk in the age of Plato.
He never
said that ' change means every sort of change ;' and he expressly
distinguished between ' the general and particular understanding.'
Like a poet, he surveyed
the elements
of mythology,
nature,
thought, which lay before him, and sometimes
by the light of
genius he saw or seemed to see a mysterious
principle working
behind them.
But as has been the case with other great philosophers, and with Plato and Aristotle themselves, what was really
permanent
and original could not be understood
by the next
generation,
while a perverted logic carried out his chance expressions
with an illogical consistency.
His simple and noble
thoughts, like those of the great Eleatic, soon degenerated
into
a mere strife of words.
And when thus reduced to mere words,
they seem to have exercised a far wider influence in the cities
of Ionia (where the people 'were mad about them') than in the
life-time of Heracleitus--a
phenomenon
which, though at first
sight singular, is not without a parallel in the history of philosophy
and theology.
It is this perverted form of the Heraclitean philosophy which
is supposed to effect the final overthrow
of Protagorean
sensationalism.
For if all things are changing at every moment, in
all sorts of ways, then there is nothing fixed or defined at all,
and therefore no sensible perception, nor any true word by which
that or anything else can .be described.
Of course Protagoras
would not have admitted the justice of this argument any more
than Heracleitus
would have acknowledged
the 'uneducated
fanatics' who appealed to his writings.
He might have said,
'The excellent Socrates has first confused me with Heracleitus,
and Heracleitus
with his Ephesian
successors,
and has then
disproved the existence both of "knowledge and sensation.
But
I am not responsible
for what I never said, nor will I admit

2k'nowledge

more" lhan

sensible iberception,

that my common-sense
account of knowledge
can be overthrown
by unintelligible
Heraelitean
paradoxes.'
IV. Still at the bottom of the arguments
there remains a truth,
that knowledge
is something
more than sensible perception ;this alone would not distinguish
man from a tadpole.
The
absoluteness
of sensations
at each moment destroys
the very
consciousness
of sensations
(cp. Phileb. 2I D), or the power of
comparing
them. The senses are not mere holes in a 'Trojan
horse,' but the organs of a presiding
nature, in which they meet.
A great advance has been made in psychology when the senses
are recognized
as organs of sense, and we are admitted to see
or feel 'through them' and not ' by them,' a distinction of words
which, as Socrates observes,
is by no means pedantic.
A still
further step has been made when the most abstract notions, such
as Being and Not-being,
sameness
and difference,
unity and
plurality, are acknowledged
to be the creations
of the mind
herself, working
upon the feelings or impressions
of sense.
In
this manner
Plato describes the process
of acquiring them, in
the words (I86 D) 'Knowledge
consists not in the feelings or
affections (_a0_gacn), but in the process of reasoning about them
(o-vX;_oy_).'
Here, as in the Parmenides
(I32 A), he means
something
not really different from generalization.
As in the
Sophist, he is laying the foundation
of a rational
psychology,
which is to supersede
the Platonic reminiscence
of Ideas as
well as the
and Cynics.

Eleatic

Being

and

the

individualism

of Megarians

V. Having rejected the doctrine that ' Knowledge is perception,'
we now proceed to look for a definition of knowledge in the sphere
of opinion.
But here we are met by a singular difficulty : How is
false opinion i_ossible ? For we must either know or not know
that which is presented
to the mind or to sense.
We of course
should answer at once : ' No ; the alternative is not necessary, for
there may be degrees

of knowledge

; and we may know and have

forgotten, or we may be learning, or we may have a general but
not a particular knowledge,
or we may know but not be able to
explain;'
and many other ways may be imagined in which we
know and do not know at the same time.
But these answers
belong to a later stage of metaphysical
difficulty in question naturally
arises

discussion;
whereas
the
owing to the childhood of
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Knowing, not knowing, and the intermediale

sphere.

Tkeaetetus. the human mind, like the parallel difficulty respecting Not-being.
INT*ODuCMen had only recently arrived at the notion of opinion; they
T*ON. could not at once define the true and pass beyond into the false.
The very word _a was full of ambiguity, being sometimes, as in
the Eleatic philosophy, applied to the sensible world, and again
used in the more ordinary sense of opinion. There is no connexion between sensible appearance and probability, and yet both
of them met in the word 86,_a, and could hardly be disengaged from
one another in the mind of the Greek living in the fifth or fourth
century B.c. To this was often added, as at the end of the fifth
book of the Republic, the idea of relation, which is equally distinct from either of them ; also a fourth notion, the conclusion of
the dialectical process, the making up of the mind after she has
been 'talking to herself', (Theat. I9o).
We are not then surprised that the sphere of opinion and of
Not-being should be a dusky, half-lighted place (R'ep. v. p. 478),
belonging neither to the old world of sense and imagination, nor
to the new world of reflection and reason. Plato attempts to clear
up this darkness. In his accustomed manner he passes from the
lower to the higher, without omitting the intermediate stages.
This appears to be the reason why he seeks for the definition of
knowledge first in the sphere of opinion. Hereafter we shall find
that something more than opinion is required.
False opinion is explained by Plato at first as a confusion of
mind and sense, which arises when the impression on the mind
does not correspond to the impression made on the senses. It is
obvious that this explanation (supposing the distinction between
impressions on the mind and impressions on the senses to be
admitted) does not account for all forms of error; and Plato has
excluded himself from the consideration of the greater number, by
designedly omitting the intermediate processes of learning and
forgetting ; nor does he include fallacies in the use of language or
erroneous inferences. But he is struck by one possibility of error,
which is not covered by his theory, viz. errors in arithmetic. For
in numbers and calculation there is no combination of thought
and sense, and yet errors may often happen. Hence he is led to
discard the explanation which might nevertheless have been supposed to hold good (for anything which he says to the contrary)
as a rationale of error, in the case of facts derived from sense.

Unsatisfactory

attempts to e_cplain false

Another
attempt is made to explain
to error a sort of positive existence.
essentially
negative--a
not-knowing;

opinion.

false opinion by assigning
Theaetetus.
But error or ignorance
is INT_O_VCTIO/_.
if we knew an error, we

should be no longer in error.
We may veil our difficulty under
figures of speech, but these, although telling arguments
with the
multitude, can never be the real foundation of a system of psychology.
Only they lead us to dwell upon mental phenomena
which if expressed
in an abstract form would not be realized by
us at all. The figure of the mind receiving impressions is one of
those images which have rooted themselves
for ever in language.
It may or may not be a ' gracious aid ' to thought ; but it cannot be
got rid of. The other figure of the enclosure is also remarkable
as affording the first hint of universal all-pervading ideas,--a notion
further carried out in the Sophist.
This is implied in the birds,
some in flocks, some solitary, which fly about anywhere
and
everywhere.
Plato discards both figures, as not really solving
the question which to us appears
so simple : ' How do we make
mistakes?'
The failure of the enquiry seems to show that we
should return to knowledge, and begin with that; and we may
afterwards
proceed, with a better hope of success, to the examination of opinion.
But is true opinion really distinct from knowledge ? The diflhrence between these he seeks to establish by an argument, which
to us appears singular and unsatisfactory.
The existence of true
opinion is proved by the rhetoric of the law courts, which cannot
give knowledge, but may give true opinion. The rhetorician cannot
put the judge or juror in possession of all the facts which prove
an act of violence, but he may truly persuade them of the commission of such an act. Here the idea of true opinion seems to be a
right conclusion from .imperfect knowledge.
But the correctness
of such an opinion will be purely accidental ; and is really the
effect of one man, who has the means of knowing, persuading
another who has not.
Plato would have done better if he had
said that true opinion

was a contradiction

in terms.

Assuming
the distinction between
knowledge
and opinion,
Theaetetus, in answer to Socrates, proceeds to define knowledge as
true opinion, with definite or rational explanation.
This Socrates
identifies with another
and different theory, of those who assert
that knowledge

first begins
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with a proposition.

,S2
T_teaeeetus.
lwr*oDuc,
TIOH.

We mus begin @ ezlaz;ting knowledge.
The elements may be perceived by sense, but they are names,
and cannot be defined.
When we assign to them some predicate,
they first begin to have a meaning (_vo#6f,,v ¢v#_r).o_;/;_;-_v o_tlo).
This seems equivalent to saying, that the individuals of sense
become the subject of knowledge when they are regarded as they
are in nature in relation to other individuals.
Yet we feel a difficulty in following this new hypothesis.
For
must not opinion be equally expressed in a proposition ? The
difference between true and false opinion is not the difference
between the particular and the universal, but between the true
universal and the false. Thought may be as much at fault as
sight. When we place individuals under a class, or assign to
them attributes, this is not knowledge, but a very rudimentary
process of thought ; the first generalization of all, without which
language would be impossible.
And has Plato kept altogether
clear of a confusion, which the analogous
create, of a proposition and a definition?

word _.6),o_ tends to
And is not the con-

fusion increased by the use of the analogous term ' elements,' or
'letters'?
For there is no real resemblance between the relation
of letters

to a syllable, and of the terms to a proposition.

Plato, in the spirit of the Megarian philosophy, soon discovers a
flaw in the explanation.
For how can we know a compound of
which the simple elements are unknown to us? Can two unknowns make a known ? Can a whole be something different
from the parts ? The answer of experience
is that they can ; for
we may know a compound, which we are unable to analyze into
its elements;
and all the parts, when united, may be more than
all the parts separated : e.g. the number four, or any other number, is more than the units which are contained in it ; any chemical
compound is more than and different from the simple elements.
But ancient philosophy
in this, as in many other instances, proceeding by the path of mental analysis, was perplexed
by doubts
which warred against the plainest facts.
Three attempts to explain the new definition of knowledge still
remain to be considered.
They all of them turn on the explanation of A6_,o_. The first account of the meaning of the word is the
reflection of thought in speech--a sort of nominalism : ' La science
est une langue bien faite.' But anybody who is not dumb can say
what hc thinks;

therefore

mere

-_peech cannot

be knowledge.

TAe

gAree

e_#lanations

of

knowledge.
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And yet we may observe, that there is in this explanation an
element of truth which is not recognized
by Plato ; viz. that truth
and thought are inseparable
sion in words is not truth.

from language, although mere expresThe second explanation of X6yo_is the

enumeration
of the elementary
parts of the complex whole,
But
this is only definition accompanied with right opinion, and does
not yet attain to the certainty of knowledge.
Plato does not mention the greater objection,
which is, that the enumeration
of
particulars
is endless;
such a definition would be based on no
principle, and would not help us at all in gaining a common idea.
The third is the best explanation,--the
possession of a characteristic mark, which seems to answer to the logical definition by
genus and difference.
But this, again, is equally necessary for
right opinion ; and we have already determined, although not on
very satisfactory
grounds, that knowledge must be distinguished
from opinion.
A better distinction is drawn between them in the
Timaeus (p. 5i E). They might be opposed as philosophy
and
rhetoric, and as conversant
respectively
with necessary and contingent matter.
But no true idea of the nature of either of them,
or of their relation to one another, could be framed until science
obtained a content.
The ancient philosophers
in the age of Plato
thought of science only as pure
stood in no relation.
Like Theaetetus,

abstraction,

we have attained

and to this opinion

to no definite result.

But an

interesting
phase of ancient philosophy
has passed before us.
And the negative result is not to be despised.
For on certain
subjects, and in certain states of knowledge, the work of negation
or clearing the ground must go on, perhaps
for a generation,
before the new structure
can begin to rise.
Plato saw the necessity of combating the illogical logic of the Megarians and Eristics.
For the completion of the edifice, he makes preparation
in the
Theaetetus,
and crowns the work in the Sophist.
Many (i) fine expressions,
and (_) remarks full of wisdom, (3)
also germs of a metaphysic
of the future, are scattered
up and
down in the dialogue.
Such, for example, as (x) the comparison
of Theaetetus' progress in learning to the ' noiseless flow of a river
of oil' ; the satirical touch, ' flavouring a sauce or fawning speech' ;
or the remarkable
expression,
' full of impure dialectic' ; or the
lively images under which the argument is described,--'
the flood

TAeatUgus.
I_RODUCXtON.

154

Striking

images and forms

of exikression.

Tkeaetetus. of arguments
pouring in,' the fresh discussions ' bursting in like a
lwrRo_vc,
band
of
revellers.'
(u) As illustrations of the second head, may be
TIOM*
cited the remark of Socrates, that ' distinctions of words, although
sometimes pedantic, are also necessary';
or the fine touch in the
character of the lawyer, that ' dangers came upon him when the
tenderness
of youth was unequal to them' ; or the description of the
manner in which the spirit is broken in a wicked man who listens
to reproof until he becomes like a child ; or the punishment
of the
wicked, which is not physical suffering, but the perpetual
companionship of evil (cp. Gorgias) ; or the saying, often repeated by
Aristotle and others, that ' philosophy
begins in wonder, for Iris
is the child of Thaumas '; or the superb contempt with which the
philosopher
takes down the pride of wealthy landed proprietors by
comparison of the whole earth.
(3) Important
metaphysical
ideas
are : a. the conception of thought, as the mind talking to herself;
b. the notion of a common sense, developed further by Aristotle,
and the explicit declaration, that the mind gains her conceptions
of Being, sameness, number, and the like, from reflection on herself; c. the excellent distinction of Theaetetus
(which Socrates,
speaking with emphasis,
'leaves
to grow ') between
seeing the
forms or hearing the sounds of words in a foreign language, and
understanding
the meaning
of them;
and d. the distinction
of"
Socrates
in which
tained.

himself between 'having'
the answer to the whole

and 'possessing'
knowledge,
discussion appears to be con-

There is a difference between ancient and modern psychology,
and we have a difficulty in explaining
one in the terms of the
other.
To us the inward and outward sense and the inward and
outward worlds of which they are the organs are parted by a wall,
and appear as if they could never be confounded.
The mind is
endued with faculties, habits, instincts, and a personality
or consciousness in which they are bound together.
Over against these
are placed forms, colours, external bodies coming into contact with
our own body.
We speak of a subject which is ourselves, of an
object which is all the rest_ These are separable in thought,
united in any act of sensation, reflection, or volition.
As there
various

degrees

in which the mind may enter

from the operations

of sense, so there

but
are

into or be abstracted

are various

points

at which

Modern _sychology ,. influence of language.
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this separation
or union may be supposed to occur.
And within Thtazt¢tus.
the sphere of mind the analogy of sense reappears ; and we disIN,_ot,vc.
tinguish
not only external
objects, but objects of will and of
aao_.
knowledge which we contrast with them.
These again are comprehended
in a higher object, which reunites with the subject.
A multitude of abstractions are created by the efforts of successive
thinkers which become logical determinations;
and they have to
be arranged in order, before the scheme of thought is complete.
The framework
of the human intellect is not the peculium of an
individual, but the joint work of many who are of all ages and
countries.
What we are in mind is due, not merely to our
physical, but to our mental antecedents
which we trace in history,
and more especially in the history of philosophy.
Nor can mental
phenomena
be truly explained
either by physiology or by the
observation of consciousness
apart from their history.
They have
a growth of their own, like the growth of a flower, a tree, a human
being.
They may be conceived as of themselves
constituting a
common mind, and having a sort of personal identity in which
they coexist.
So comprehensive
is modern psychology,
seeming to aim at
constructing
anew the entire world of thought.
And prior to or
simultaneously
with this construction a negative process has to be
carried on, a clearing away of useless abstractions which we have
inherited from the past.
Many erroneous conceptions of the mind
derived from former philosophies
have found their way into language, and we with difficulty disengage
ourselves
from them.
Mere figures of speech have unconsciously
influenced the minds
of great thinkers.
Also there are some distinctions,
as, 1or example, that of the will and of the reason, and of the moral and
intellectual faculties, which are carried further than is justified by
experience.
Any separation
of things which we cannot see or
exactly define, though it may be necessary, is a fertile source
of error.
The division of the mind into faculties or powers or
virtues is too deeply rooted in language
to be got rid of, but it
gives a false impression.
For if we reflect on ourselves we see
that all our faculties easily pass into one another, and are bound
together in a single mind or consciousness ; but this mental unity
is apt to be concealed from us by the distinctions of language.
A profusion
of words and ideas has obscured
rather than
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Tluaetetus. enlightened mental science.
It is hard to say how many fallacies
Im,oDvc- have arisen from the representation
of the mind as a box, as a
TmDN.
'tabula
rasa,' a book, a mirror, and the like.
It is remarkable
how Plato in the Theaetetus,
after having indulged in the figure
of the waxen tablet and the decoy, afterwards
discards
them.
The mind is also represented
by another class of images, as the
spring of a watch, a motive power, a breath, a stream, a succession of points or moments.
As Plato remarks
in the Cratylus,
words expressive
of motion as well as of rest are employed
to
describe the faculties and operations
of the mind ; and in these
there is contained another store of fallacies.
Some shadow or
reflection of the body seems always to adhere to our thoughts
about ourselves,
and mental processes
are hardly distinguished
in language from bodily ones.
To see or perceive are used indifl_rently
of both;
the words intuition, moral sense, common
sense, the mind's eye, are figures of speech transferred
from one
to the other.
And many other words used in early poetry or in
sacred writings to express
the works of mind have a materialistic sound;
for old mythology
was allied to sense, and the
distinction
of matter and mind had not as yet arisen.
Thus
materialism
receives an illusive aid from language;
and both in
philosophy and religion the imaginary
takes the place of real knowledge.

figure

or association

easily

Again, there is the illusion of looking into our own minds as if
our thoughts or feelings were written down in a book. This is
another figure of speech, which might be appropriately
termed
'the fallacy of the looking-glass.'
We cannot look at the mind
unless we have the eye which sees, and we can only look, not
into, but out of the mind at the-thoughts,
words, actions of otu-selves and others.
What we dimly recognize within us is not
experience,
but rather the suggestion of an experience,
which we
may gather, if we will, from the observation
of the world.
The
memory has but a feeble recollection of what we were saying or
doing a few weeks or a few months ago, and still less of what we
were thinking or feeling.
This is one among many reasons why
there is so little self-knowledge
among mankind;
they do not
carry with them the thought of what they are or have been.
The
so-called ' facts of consciousness'
are equally evanescent ; they
are facts which nobody ever saw, and which can neither be

Growth of mental analysis.
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defined nor described.
Of the three laws of thought the first (All Tktaeletu$.
A---A) is an identical proposition--that
is to say, a mere word or
I_moDuc.
TIO_.
symbol claiming to be a proposition : the two others (Nothing can
be A and not A, and Everything
is either A or not A) are untrue,
because they exclude degrees and also the mixed modes and
double aspects under which truth is so often presented
to us. To
assert that man is man is unmeaning;
to say that he is free or
necessary and cannot be both is a half truth only. These are
a few of the entanglements
which impede the natural course of
human
thought.
Lastly, there
is the fallacy which lies still
deeper, of regarding the individual mind apart from the universal,
or either, as a self-existent
entity apart from the ideas which are
contained in them.
In ancient philosophies
mentary and imperfect.

the analysis
It naturally

of the mind
began with

is still rudian effort to

disengage
the universal from sense--this
was the first lifting up
of the mist.
It wavered
between object and subject, passing
imperceptibly
from one or Being to mind and thought.
Appearanee in the outward object was for a time indistinguishable
from
opinion in the subject.
At length mankind spoke of knowing as
well as of opining or perceiving.
But when the word ' knowledge'
was found how was it to be explained or defined ? It was not an
error, it was a step in the right direction, when Protagoras
said
that ' Man is the measure of all things,' and that ' All knowledge is
perception.'
This was the subjective which corresponded
to the
objective 'All is flux.' But the thoughts of men deepened, and
soon they began to be aware that knowledge was neither sense,
nor yet opinion--with
or without explanation ; nor the expression
of thought, nor the enumeration
of parts, nor the addition of
characteristic
marks.
Motion and rest were zqually ill adapted to
express its nature, although both must in some sense be attributed
to it; it might be described
more truly as the mind conversing
with herself;
the discourse of reason ; the hymn of dialectic, the
science of relations, of ideas, of the so-called arts and sciences, of
the one, of the good, of the all :--this is the way along which Plato
is leading us in his later dialogues.
In its higher signification it
was the knowledge,
not of men, but of gods, perfect and all
sufficing :--like other ideals always passing
out of sight, and
nevertheless

present

to the mind of Aristotle

as well as Plato, and
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Temporary

returns

rAeaetetus, the reality to which
xm-toD_, well as Plato would

they were
in modern

/o sensa/ionalism.
both tending.
For Aristotle as
phraseology
have been termed

TION.

a mystic ; and like him would have defined the higher philosophy
to be ' Knowledge
of being or essence,'--words
to which in our
own day we have a difficulty in attaching a meaning.
Yet, in spite of Plato and his followers, mankind have again an.d
again returned to a sensational
philosophy.
As to some of the
early thinkers, amid the fleetings of sensible objects, ideas alone
seemed to be fixed, so to a later generation amid the fluctuation of
philosophical
opinions the only fixed points appeared to be outward objects.
Any pretence of knowledge which went beyond
them implied logical processes, of the correctness
of which they
had no assurance and which at best were only probable.
The
mind, tired of wandering, sought to rest on firm ground ; when
the idols of philosophy
and language were stripped
off, the
perception
of outward objects alone remained.
The ancient Epicureans never asked whether
the comparison
of these with one
another did not involve principles
of another kind which were
above and beyond them.
In like manner the modern inductive
philosophy forgot to enquire into the meaning of experience,
and
did not attempt to form a conception of outward objects apart
from the mind, or of the mind apart from them.
Soon objects of
sense were merged in sensations and feelings, but feelings and
sensations
were still unanalyzed.
At last we return to the
doctrine attributed by Plato to Protagoras, that the mind is only
a succession
of momentary
perceptions.
At this point the
modern philosophy of experience
forms an alliance with ancient
scepticism.
Th_ higher truths of philosophy
and religion
are very far
removed from sense.
Admitting
that, like all other knowledge,
they are derived from experience,
and that experience
is ultimately resolvable into facts which come to us through the eye and
ear, still their origin is a mere accident which has nothing to do
with their true nature.
They are universal and unseen;
they
belong to all times--past,
present, and future. Any worthy notion
of mind or teas.on includes them.
The proof of them is, Ist, their
comprehensiveness
and consistency
with one another;
aridly,
their agreement with history
the present only, is isolated,

and experience.
But sensation is of
is and is not in successive moments.

The relation of physiology

to psychology.
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It takes the passing hour as it comes, following the le_d of the.eye
or ear instead of the command of reason.
It is a faculty which
man has in common with the animals, and in which he is inferior
to many of them.
The importance
of the senses in us is that
they are the apertures
of the mind, doors and windows through
which we take in and make our own the materials of knowledge.
Regarded
in any other point of view sensation
is of all mental
acts the most trivial and superficial.
Hence the term 'sensational' is rightly used to express what is shallow in thought and
feeling.
We propose
in what follows, first of all, like Plato in the
Theaetetus,
connexion

to analyse
sensation,
and secondly
to trace
between
theories of sensation
and a sensational

Epicurean

philosophy.

the
or

§ I. We, as well as the ancients, speak of the five senses, and
of a sense, or common sense, which is the abstraction
of them.
The term ' sense' is also used metaphorically,
both in ancient and
modern philosophy, to express the operations of the mind which
are immediate
or intuitive.
Of the five senses, two--the
sight
and the hearing--are
of a more subtle and complex nature, while
two others--the
smell and the taste--seem
to be only more
refined varieties of touch.
All of them are passive, and by this
are distinguished
from the active faculty of speech : they receive
impressions,
but do not produce them, except in so far as they
are objects of sense themselves.
Physiology speaks to us of the wonderful apparatus
of nerves,
muscles, tissues, by which the senses are enabled to fulfil their
functions.
It traces the connexion,
though imperfectly,
of the
bodily organs with the operations
of the mind.
Of these latter, it
seems rather to know the conditions
than the causes.
It can
prove to us
without the
thinking and
observes the

that without the brain we cannot think, and that
eye we cannot see: and yet there is far more in
seeing than is given by the brain and the eye. It
'concomitant
variations'
of body and mind.
Psy-

chology, on the other hand, treats of the same subject regarded
from another point of view. It speaks of the relation of the senses
to one another;
it shows how they meet the mind; it analyzes
the transition
from sense to thought.
The one describes their

Themetet_t.
I_r_oDvcr,oN.
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Charac/eris/fcs

of

space.

Thta, elcl_s, nature as _pparent
to the outward eye; by the other they are
Im-_oDvc- regarded only as the instruments
of the mind.
It is in this latter
rzoN.
point of view that we propose to consider them.
The simplest
sensation
involves an unconscious
Or nascent
operation of the mind ; it implies objects of sense, and objects of
sense have differences
of form, number, colour.
But the conception of an object without us, or the power of discriminating
numbers, forms, colours, is not given by the sense, but by the
mind. A mere sensation
does not attain to distinctness:
it is
a confused
impression,
oa,y_x,vp_o_ r_, as Plato says (Rep. vii.
5z4 B), until number introduces light and order into the confusion.
At what point confusion becomes distinctness
is a question of
degree which cannot be precisely determined.
The distant object,
the undefined notion, come out into relief as we approach them or
attend to them.
Or we may assist the analysis by attempting to
imagine the world first dawning upon the eye of the infant or of
a person newly restored
to sight.
Yet even with them the mind
as well as the eye opens or enlarges.
For all three are inseparably bound together--the
object would be nowhere and nothing,
if not perceived by the sense, and the sense would have no power
of distinguishing
without the mind.
But prior to objects of sense there is a third nature in which
they are contained--that
is to say, space, which may be explained
in various ways.
It is the element which surrounds
them; it is
the vacuum or void which they leave or occupy when passing
from one portion of space to another.
It might be described in
the language of ancient philosophy, as 'the Not-being'
of objects.
It is a negative idea which in the course of ages has
positive.
It is originally derived from the contemplation
world without us--the boundless earth or sea, the vacant

become
of the
heaven,

and is therefore
acquired chiefly through the sense of sight : to
the blind the conception of space is feeble and inadequate, derived
for the most part from touch or from the descriptions
of others.
At first it appears to be continuous ; afterwards we perceive it to
be capable of division by lines or points, real or imaginary.
By
the help of mathematics
we form another idea of space, which is
altogether independent
of experience.
Geometry teaches us that
the innumerable
lines and figures by which space is or may be
intersected
are absolutely
true in all their combinations
and

Analysis

and history of our idea of space.
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consequences.
New and unchangeable
properties
of space are Theaetet.s.
thus developed,
which are proved to us in a thousand ways by INT_ODU¢_
TION.
mathematical
reasoning
as well as by common
experience.
Through quantity and measure we are conducted to our simplest
and purest notion of matter, which is to the cube or solid what
space is to the square or surface.
And all our applications
of
mathematics are applications of our ideas of space to matter.
No
wonder then that" they seem to have a necessary existence to us.
Being the simplest of our ideas, space is also the one of which we
have the most difficulty in ridding ourselves.
Neither can we set
a limit to it, for wherever
we fix a limit, space is springing up
beyond.
Neither can we conceive a smallest or indivisible portion
of it; for within the smallest there is a smaller still; and even
these inconceivable
qualities of space, whether the infinite or the
infinitesimal,
may be made
a certain truth to us.

the subject

of reasoning

and

have

Whether
space exists in the mind or out of it, is a question
which has no meaning.
We should rather say that without it the
mind is incapable of conceiving the body, and therefore of conceiving itself. The mind may be indeed imagined to contain the
body, in the same way that Aristotle
(partly following Plato)
supposes God to be the outer heaven or circle of the universe.
But how can the individual
mind carry about the universe of
space packed up within, or how can separate minds have either
a universe of their own or a common universe?
In such conceptions there seems to be a confusion of the individual and the
universal.
To say that we can only have a true idea of ourselves
when we deny the reality of that by which we have any idea
of ourselves is an absurdity.
The earth wl_ich is our habitation
and 'the starry heaven above'
and we ourselves
are equally
an illusion, if space is only a quality or condition of our minds.
Again, we may compare the truths of space with other truths
derived from experience,
which seem to have a necessity to us in
proportion to the frequency of their recurrence
or the truth of the
consequences
which may be inferred from them.
We are thus
led to remark that the necessity in our ideas of space on which
much stress has been laid, differs in a slight degree only from the
necessity which appears to belong to other of our ideas, e.g. weight,
motion, and the like.
And there is another
way in which this
VOL.

1_.r.
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A priori

ideas have a history of their own.

Theatlelus. necessity may be explained. We have been taught it, and the
INT,ODVCtruth which we were taught or which we inherited has never
TIO,_.
been contradicted in all our experience and is therefore confirmed
by it. Who can resist an idea which is presented to him in
a general form in every moment of his life and of which he
finds no instance to the contrary ? The greater part of what
is sometimes regarded as the a,0Hon" intuition of space is really
the conception of the various gebmetrical figures of which the
properties have been revealed by mathematical analysis. And
the certainty of these properties is immeasurably increased to
us by our finding that they hold good not only in every instance,
but in all the consequences which are supposed to flow from
them.
Neither must we forget that our idea of space, like our other
ideas, has a history. The Homeric poems contain no word for it ;
even the later Greek philosophy has not the Kantmn notion of
space, but only the definite 'place' or 'the infinite.' To Plato,
in the Timaeus, it is known only as the 'nurse of generation.'
When therefore we speak of the necessity of our ideas of space
we must remember that this is a necessity which has grown
up with the growth of the human mind, and has been made
by ourselves. We can free ourselves from the perplexities which
are involved in it by ascending to a time in which they did not as
yet exist. And when space or time are described as 'a priori
forms or intuitions added to the matter given in sensation,' we
should consider that such expressions belong really to the 'prehistoric study' of philosophy, i.e. to the eighteenth century, when
men sought to explain the human mind without regard to history
or language or the social nature of man.
In every act of sense there is a latent perception of space, of
which we only become conscious when objects are withdrawn
from it. There are various ways in which we may trace the
connexion between them. We may think of space as unresisting
matter, and of matter as divided into objects ; or of objects again
as formed by abstraction into a collective notion of matter, and
of matter as rarefied into space. And motion may be conceived
as the union of there and not there in space, and force as the
materializing or solidification of motion. Space again is the individual and universal in one ; or, in other words, a perception and

Analog),

o/ space and

time

wilh

one altother.

also a conception.
So easily do what are sometimes called our
simple ideas pass into one another, and differences of kind resolve
themselves into differences of degree,
Within or behind space there is another abstraction
in many
respects
similar to it--time,
the form of the inward, as space
is the form of the outward.
As we cannot think of outward
objects of sense or of outward sensations without space, so neither
can we think of a succession of sensations
without time. It is
the vacancy of thoughts or sensations,
as space is the void of
outward objects, and we can no more imagine the mind without
the one than the world without the other.
It is to arithmetic
what space is to geometry;
or, more strictly, arithmetic
may
be said to be equally applicable
to both.
It is defined in our
minds, partly by the analogy of space and partly by the recollection of events which have happened to us, or the consciousness
of feelings which we are experiencing.
Like space, it is without
limit, for whatever
beginning
or end of time we fix, there is
a beginning and end before them, and so on without end. We
speak of a past, present, and future, and again the analogy of
space assists us in conceiving of them as coexmtent.
When the
limit of time is removed
there arises in our minds the idea of
eternity,
which at first, like time itself, is only negative, but
gradually, when connected with the world and the divine nature,
like the other negative
infinity of space, becomes
positive.
Whether time is prior to the mind and to experience,
or coeval
with them, is (like the parallel question about space) unmeaning.
Like space it has been realized gradually : in the Homeric poems,
or even in the Hesiodic cosmogony,
there is no more notion
of time than of space.
The conception of being is more general
than either, and might therefore
with greater plausibility
be
affirmed to be a condition or quafity of the mind.
The a pn'on"
intuih'ons of Kant .would have been as unintelligible
to Plato as
his a priori synthetical propositions to Aristotle.
The philosopher
of Krnigsberg
supposed
himself
to be analyzing
a necessary
mode of thought:
he was not aware that he was dealing with
a mere abstraction.
But now that we are able to trace the gradual
developement
of ideas throtigh religion, through language, through
abstractions, why should we interpose
ourselves and realities?
Why should
M2

the fiction of time between
we single out one of these
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"Time

Thtactetus. abstractions
lm.oDuc- comes last

and sjOace not g4ven a priori.

to be the a pm'ori condition of all the others ? It
and not first in the order of our thoughts,
and is

TION.

not the condition precedent
of them, but the last generalization
of them.
Nor can any principle
be imagined more suicidal to
philosophy
than to assume
that all the truth which we are
capable of attaining is seen only through an unreal medium.
If
all that exists in time is illusion, we may well ask with Plato,
' What becomes of the mind ?'
Leaving the a priom" conditions
of sensation we may proceed
to consider acts of sense.
These admit of various degrees of
duration or intensity;
they admit also of a greater or less extension from one object, wtfich is perceived
directly,
to many
which are perceived indirectly
or in a less degree, and to the
various associations
of the object which are latent in the mind.
In general
the greater the intension
the less the extension
of
them.
The simplest sensation implies some relation of objects
to one another,
some
previous
or subsequent

position
in
sensation.

space,
The

some relation
to a
acts of seeing
and

hearing
may be almost unconscious
and may pass away unnoted ; they may also leave an impression
behind them or power
of recalling
them.
If, after seeing an object we shut our eyes,
the object remains
dimly seen in the same or about the same
place, but with form and lineaments
half filled up. This is the
simplest
act of memory.
And as we cannot see one thing
without
together
quickly
seen a
Hence
lection
distance

at the same time seeing another, different objects hang
in. recollection,
and when we call for one the other
follows.
To think of the place in which we have last
thing is often the best way of recalling it to the mind.
memory is dependent
on association.
The act of recolmay be compared
to the sight of an object at a great
which we have previously seen near and seek to bring

near to us in thought.
Memory is to sense as dreaming is to
waking ; and like dreaming has a wayward and uncertain power
of reca_lling impressions from the past.
Thus begins the passage from the outward to the inward
sense.

But as yet there is no conception

of a universal--the

mind only remembers
the individual object or objects, and is
always attaching to them some colour or association of sense.
The power of recollection seems to depend on the intensity or

J/lemory

and

imagination,

decaying

sense,

z_ 5

largeness
of the perception, or on the strength of some emotion
Theaaaus.
with which it is inseparably
connected.
This is the natural
I_TaODUcTION.
memory
which is allied to sense, such as children appear to
have and barbarians
and animals.
It is necessarily
limited in
range, and its limitation is its strength.
In later life, when the
mind has become crowded
with names, acts, feelings, images
innumerable,
we acquire by education another memory of system
and arrangement
which is both stronger and weaker than the
first weaker in the recollection
of sensible impressions
as they
are represented
to us by eye or ear-stronger
by the natural
connexion of ideas with objects or with one another.
And many
of the notions which form a part of the train of our thoughts are
hardly realized by us at the time, but, like numbers or algebraical
symbols, are used as signs only, thus lightening
the labour of
recollection.
And now we may suppose
that numerous
images present
themselves
to the mind, which begins to act upon them and to
arrange
them in various ways.
Besides
the impression
of
external
objects present
with us or just absent from us, we
have a dimmer
conception
of other objects which have disappeared
from our immediate
recollection
and yet continue to
exist in us. The mind is full of fancies which are passing to
and fro before it. Some feeling or association
calls them up,
and they are uttered b_" the lips. This is the first rudimentary
imagination,
which may be truly described
in tile language
of
Hobbes, as ' decaying sense,' an expression
which may be applied
with equal truth to memory as well.
For memory and imagination, though we sometimes
oppose them, are nearly allied:
the difference between them seems chiefly to lie in the activity
of the one compared
with the passivity
of tile other.
The
sense decaying in memory receives a flash of" light or life from
imagination.
Dreaming
is a link of connexion
between them;
for in dreaming
we feebly recollect and also feebly imagine at
one and the same time.
When reason is asleep the lower part
of the mind wanders at will amid the images which have been
re/zeived

from

without,

the

intelligent

element

retires,

and the

sensual or sensuous takes its place.
And so in the first efforts
of imagination
reason is latent or set aside ; and images, in part
disorderly,

but also having

a unity

_however

imperfect,

of thLiv
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Language

intermediate

between

inward

and

outward.

Theaeteltts. own, pour like a flood over the mind. And if we could penetrate
l,T,o,t.cinto the heads of animals we should probably find that their
TION,
intelligence,
or the state of what in them is analogous to our
intelligence, is of this nature.
Thus far we have been speaking of men, rather in the points in
which they resemble
animals than in the points in which they
differ from them. The animal too has memory in various degrees,
and the elements of imagination,
if, as appears to be the case,
he dreams.
How far their powers or instincts are educated by
the circumstances
of their lives or by intercourse with one another
or with mankind, we cannot pKecisely tell. They, like ourselves,
have the physical inheritance
of form, scent, hearing, sight, and
other qualities or instincts.
But they have not the mental inheritance
of thoughts and ideas handed down by tradition, _the
slow additions that build up the mind' of the human race. And
language,
in them;

which is the great educator
of mankind, is wanting
whereas
in us language is ever present--even
in the

infant the latent power
servable.
And therefore

of naming
is almost
the description
which

immediately
obhas been already

given of the nascent
power of the faculties is in reality an
anticipation.
For simultaneous
with their growth in man a
growth of language must be supposed.
The child of two years
old sees the fire once and again, and the fc,__,,t: ubservation
of
the same recurring
object is associated with the feeble utterance
of the name by which he is taught to call it. Soon he learns
to utter the name when the object is no longer th,,'e, but the
desire or imagination of it is present to him. At first in every
use of the word there is a colour of sense, an indistinct picture
of the object which accompanies
it. But in later years he sees
in the name only the universal
or class word, and the more
abstract the notion becomes, the more vacant is the image which
is presented
to him.
Henceforward
all the operations
of his
mind, including
the perceptions
of sense, are a synthesis
of
sensations,
words, conceptions.
In seeing or hearing or looking
or listening the sensible impression
prevails over the conception
and the word.
In reflection the process is reversed--the
outward
object fades away into nothingness,
the name or the conception
or both together are everything.
Language,
like number,
is
intermediate
between the two, partaking
of the definiteness
of

Tke

two

worlds

of

sense

and

of

thougkt.

the outer and of the universality
of the inner world.
For logic
teaches us that every word is really a universal, and only condescends by the help of position or circumlocution
to become the
expression of individuals or particulars.
And sometimes by using
words as symbols we are able to give a 'local habitation
and
a name' to the infinite and inconceivable.
Thus we see that no line can be drawn between the powers
of sense and of reflection--they
pass imperceptibly
into one
another.
We may indeed distinguish between the seeing and the
closed eye--between
the sensation and the recollection of it. But
this distinction
carries us a very little way, for recollection
is
present in sight as well as sight in recollection.
There is no
impression of sense which does not simultaneously
recall differences of form, number, colour, and the like.
Neither is such
a distinction
applicable
at all to our internal bodily sensations,
which give no sign of themselves when unaccompanied
with pain,
and even when we are most conscious of them, have often no
assignable place in the human frame.
Who can divide the nerves
or great nervous centres from the mind which uses them ? Who
can separate the pains and pleasures of the mind from the pains
and pleasures
of the body ? The words 'inward
and outward,'
'active
and passive,'
'mind and body,' are best conceived by
us as differences of degree passing into differences of kind, and
at one time and under one aspect acting in harmony and then
again opposed.
They introduce
a system and order into the
knowledge of our being ; and yet, like many other general terms,
are often in advance of our actual analysis or observation.
According to some writers the inward sense is only the fading
away or imperfect realization of the outward.
But this leaves out
of sight one half of the phenomenon.
For the mind is not only
withdrawn
from the world of sense but introduced
to a higher
world of thought and reflection, in which, like the outward sense,
she is trained and educated.
By use the outward sense becomes
keener and more intense, especially when confined within narrow
limits. The savage with little or no thought has a quicker discernment of the track than the civilized man ; in like manner the
dog, having the help of scent as well as of sight, is superior to the
savage.
By use again the inward thought becomes more defined
and distinct;
what was at first an effort is made easy by the
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TAe

use

of

tAe

senses

dejOendent

on

the

mind.

TAcaetetus. natural instrumentality
of language, and the mind learns to grasp
lwr*oDuc,
universals with no more exertion than is required for the sight of
T,o_.
an outward object.
There is a natural connexion and arrangement of them, like the association of objects in a landscape.
Just
as a note or two of music suffices to recall a whole piece to the
musician's
or composer's
mind, so a great principle or leading
thought suggests and arranges a world of particulars.
The power
of reflection is not feebler than the faculty of sense, but of a higher
and more comprehensive
nature.
It not only receives the universals of sense, but gives them a new content by comparing and
combiningthem
with one another.
It withdraws from the seen that
it may dwell in the unseen.
The sense only presents us with a
flat and impenetrable
surface : the mind takes the world to pieces
and puts it together on a new pattern.
The universals which are
detached from sense are reconstructed
in science.
They and not
the mere impressions
of sense are the truth of the world in which
we live: and (as an argument to those who will only believe ' what
they can hold in their hands') we may further observe that they
are the source of our power over it. To say that the outward
sense is stronger than the inward is like saying that the arm of
the workman is stronger than the constructing
or directing mind.
Returning to the senses we may briefly consider two questions
--first their relation to the mind, secondly, their relation to outward
objects :-t. The senses are not merely 'holes set in a wooden horse'
(Theaet. 184 D), but instruments
of the mind with which they are
organically connected.
There is no use of them without some use
of words--some
natural or latent logic--some previous experience
or observation.
Sensation, like all other mental processes, is complex and relative, though apparently simple.
The senses mutually
confirm and support one another ; it is hard to say how much our
impressions
of hearing may be affected by those of sight, or how
far our impressions
of sight may be corrected
by the touch,
especially in infancy.
The confirmation of them by one another
cannot of course be given by any one of them.
Many intuitions
which are inseparable
from the act of sense are really the result
of complicated
reasonings.
The most cursory glance at objects
enables
the experienced
eye to judge approximately
of their
relations and distancc, although nothing is imprcssed
upon the
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retina except colour, including gradations
of light and shade. Theaetetus.
From these delicate
and almost imperceptible
differences
we Iwr_o_ucseem chiefly to derive our ideas of distance and position.
By
Tto._.
comparison
of what is near with what is distant we learn that
the tree, house, river, &c. which are a long way off are objects of
a like nature with those which are seen by us in our immediate
neighbourhood,
although the actual impression made on the eye is
very different in one case and in the other.
This is a language of
'large and small letters'
(Rep. 2. 368 D), slightly differing in form
and exquisitely graduated
by distance, which we are learning all
our life long, and which we attain in various degrees according to
our powers of sight or observation.
There is another consideration. The greater or less strain upon the" nerves of the eye or ear
is communicated
to the mind and silently informs the judgment.
We have also the use not of one eye only, but of two, which give
us a wider range, and help us to discern, by the greater or less
acuteness of the angle which the rays of sight form, the distance
of an object and its relation to other objects.
But we are already
passing beyond the limits of our actual knowledge on a subject
which has given rise to many conjectures.
More important than
the addition of another conjecture is the observation, whether in
the case of sight or of any other sense_ of the great complexity ol"
the causes and the great simplicity of the effect.
The sympathy of the mind and the ear is no less striking

than

the sympathy
of the mind and the eye. Do we not seem to
perceive instinctively
and as an act of sense the differences of
articulate speech and of musical notes?
Yet how small a part
of speech or of music is produced
by the impression of the ear
compared with that which is furnished by the mind !
Again : the more refined faculty of sense, as in animals so also
in man, seems often to be transmitted
by inheritance.
Neither
must we forget that in the use of the senses, as in his whole
nature, man is a social being, who is always being educated by
language, habit, and the teaching of other men as well as by his
own observation.
He knows distance because he is taught it by
a more experienced
judgment
than his own;
he distinguishes
sounds because he is told to remark them by a person of a more
discerning
ear. And as we inherit from our parents or other
ancestors peculiar powers of sense or feeling, so wc improve and
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77_eaetetas. strengthen
them, not only by regular
teaching, but also by
J._,R_vc.
sympathy
and
communion
with
other
persons.
lION.
2. The second question, namely, that concerning the relation of
the mind to external objects, is really a trifling one, though it has
been made the subject of a famous philosophy.
We may if we
like, with Berkeley, resolve objects of sense into sensations ; but
the change is one of name only, and nothing is gained and something is lost by such a resolution
or confusion of them.
For we
have not really made a single step towards idealism, and any
arbitrary inversion of our ordinary modes of speech is disturbing
to the mind.
The youthful metaphysician
is delighted at his marvellous discovery that nothing is, and that what we see or feel is
our sensation only: for 9. day or two the world has a new interest
to him ; he alone knows the secret which has been communicated
to him by the philosopher,

that

mind

is all--when

in fact he is

going out of his mind in the first intoxication
of a great thought.
But he soon finds that all things remain as they were--the
laws of
motion, the properties
of matter, the qualities of substances.
After
having inflicted his theories on any one who is willing to receive
them, 'first on his father and mother, secondly on some other
patient listener, thirdly on his dog,' he finds that he only differs
from the rest of mankind
in the use of a word.
He had once
hoped that by getting rid of the solidity of matter he might open a
passage to worlds beyond.
He liked to think of the world as the
representation
of the divine nature,
and delighted
to imagine
angels and spirits wandering
through space, present in the room
in which he is sitting without coming through the door, nowhere
and everywhere
at the same instant.
At length he finds that he
has been the victim of his own fancies ; he has neither more nor
less evidence of the supernatural
than he had before.
He himself
has become unsettled, but the laws of the world remain fixed as at
the beginning.

He has discovered

that his appeal to the fallibility

of sense was really an illusion.
For whatever uncertainty
there
may be in the appearances
of nature, arises only out of the imperfection or variation of the human senses, or possibly from the
deficiency of certain branches of knowledge ; when science is able
to apply her tests, the uncertainty
is at an end. We are apt sometimes to think that moral and metaphysical philosophy are lowered
by the influence which is exercised over them by physical science.

7"lie uffnd must

be assured

before

we can know.

But any interpretation
of nature by physical
science is far in
advance of such idealism.
The philosophy
of Berkeley,
while
giving unbounded license to tile imagination, is still grovelling on
the level of sense.
We may, if wc please, carry this scepticism a step further, and
deny, not only objects of sense, but the continuity of our sensations
themselves.
We may say with Protagoras and Hume that what is
appears, and that what appears appears only to individuals, and
to the same individual only at one instant.
But then, as Plato asks,
--and we must repeat the question,What becomes of the mind ?
Experience
tells us by a thousand
proofs that our sensations of
colour, taste, and the like, are the same as they were an instant
ago--that
the act which we are performing
one minute is continued by us in the next--and
also supplies abundant proof that
the perceptions
of other men are, speaking generally,
the same
or nearly the same with our own.
After
having slowly and
laboriously in the course of ages gained a conception of a whole
and parts, of the constitution of the mind, of the relation of man to
God and nature, imperfect indeed, but the best we can, we are
asked to return again to the ' beggarly elements'
of ancient scepticism, and acknowledge
only atoms and sensations devoid of life or
umty.
Why should we not go a step further still and doubt the
existence of the senses or of all things ? We are but 'such stuff'
as dreams are made of;' for we have left ourselves no instruments
of thought by which we can distinguish man from the animals, or
conceive of the existence
even of a mollusc.
And observe, this
extreme scepticism has been allowed
like the ancient scepticism, in an age
really seemed to be full of illusions,
nineteenth centuries, when men walk
science.

to spring up among us, not,
when nature and language
but in the eighteenth
and
in the daylight of inductive

The attractiveness
of such speculations
arises out of their true
nature not being perceived.
They are veiled in graceful language ;
they are not pushed to extremes;
they stop where the human
mind is disposed
also to stop--short
of a manifest absurdity.
Their inconsistency
is not observed by their authors or by mankind in general, who are equally inconsistent themselves.
They
leave on the mind a pleasing sense of wonder and novelty:
in
youth thcy seem to have a natural affinity to one class of person_
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Is sensationalism allied to a lower ethicalphilos_hy

?

Theaetetus. as poetry has to another;
but in later life either we drift back
zsT,o_,rc- into common sense, or we make them the starting-points
of a
T,o_,.
higher philosophy.
We are often told that we should enquire into all things before
we accept them ;--with
what limitations is this true?
For we
cannot use our senses without admitting that we have them, or
think without presupposing
that there is in us a power of thought,
or affirm that alI knowledge is derived from experience
without
implying
that this first principle of knowledge
is prior to experience.
The truth seems to be that we begin with the natural
use of the mind as of the body, and we seek to describe this as
well as we can. We eat before we know the nature of digestion :
we think before we know the nature of reflection.
As our knowledge increases,
our perception
of the mind enlarges also. We
cannot indeed get beyond facts, but neither can we draw ally line
which separates facts from ideas.
And the mind is not something
separate from them but included in them, and they in the mind,
both having a distinctness
and individuality
of their own. To
reduce our conception
of mind to a succession of feelings and
sensations
is like the attempt to view a wide prospect by inches
through a microscope, or to calculate a period of chronology by
minutes.
The mind ceases to exist when it loses its continuity,
which though far from being its highest determination,
is yet
necessary
to any conception
of it.
Even an inanimate
nature
cannot be adequately
represented
as an endless succession
of
states or conditions.
§ If. Another division of the subject has yet to be considered :
Why should the doctrine that knowledge is sensation, in ancient
times, or of sensationalism
or materialism
in modern times, be
allied to the lower rather than to the higher view of ethical philosophy ? At first sight the nature and origin of knowledge appear
to be wholly disconnected
from ethics and religion, nor can we
deny that the ancient Stoics were materialists,
or that the materialist doctrines prevalent
in modern times have been associated
with great virtues, or that both religious and philosophical idealism
have not unfrequently
parted company with practice.
Still upon
the whole it must be admitted that the higher standard of duty
has gone hand in hand with the higher conception of knowledge.

The vahte and _tse of/he

higher ideas.
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It is Protagoras who is seeking to adapt himself to the opinions of Thgaettlus.
the world ; it is Plato who rises above them : the one maintaining
I_'rRot_t,¢.
TION*

that all knowledge is sensation;
the other basing
the idea of good.
The reason of this phenomenon
examined.
By those
explanation

the virtues on
has now to be

who rest knowledge
immediately
upon sense, that
of human action is deemed to be the truest which is

nearest to sense.
As knowledge is reduced to sensation, so virtue
is reduced to feeling, happiness or good to pleasure. The different
virtues--the
various characters which exist in the world--are
the
disguises of self-interest.
Human nature is dried up ; there is no
place left for imagination,
or in any higher sense for religion.
Ideals of a whole, or of a state, or of a law of duty, or of a divine
perfection, are out of place in an Epicurean philosophy.
The very
terms in which they are expressed
are suspected of having no
meaning.
Man is to bring himself back as far as he is able to the
condition of a rational beast.
He is to limit himself to the pursuit
of pleasure, but of this he is to make a far-sighted calculation ;-- he
is to be rationalized,
secularized,
animalized : or he is to be an
amiable sceptic, better than his own philosophy,
below the opinions of the world.

and not falling

Imagination
has been called that 'busy faculty' which is always
intruding upon us in the search after truth.
But imagination is
also that higher power by which we rise above ourselves and the
commonplaces
of thought and life. The philosophical imagination
is another name for reason finding an expression of herself in the
outward world.
To deprive life of ideals is to deprive it of all
higher and comprehensive
aims and of the power of imparting
and communicating
them to others.
For men are taught, not by
those who are on a level with them, but by those who rise above
them, who see the distant hills, who soar into the empyrean.
Like a bird in a cage, the mind confined to sense is always being
brought back from the higher to the lower, from the wider to the
narrower view of human knowledge.
It seeks to fly but cannot :
instead of aspiring towards perfection, 'it hovers about this lower
world and the earthly nature.'
It loses the religious sense which
more than any other seems to take a man out of himself.
Weary
of asking'What
is truth ?' it accepts the 'blind witness of eyes
and ears:'
it draws around itself the curtain of the physical world
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express _nen's higher/ho_eghts.

Thcaeletus. and is satisfied.
The strength of a sensational
philosophy lies in
I_rmoDvc- the ready accommodation
of it to the minds of men; many who
rxo_.
have been metaphysicians
in their youth, as they advance in years
are prone to acquiesce in things as they are, or rather appear to
be. They are spectators,
not thinkers, and the best philosophy
is that which requires of them the least amount of mental effort.
As a lower philosophy is easier to apprehend
than a higher, so
a lower way of life is easier to follow ; and therefore such a philosophy seems to derive a support
from the general practice of
mankind.
It appeals to principles
which they all know and
recognize : it gives back to them in a generalized
form the results
of their own experience.
To the man of the world they are the
quintessence
of his own reflections upon life. To follow custom,
to have no new ideas or opinions, not to be straining
after impossibilities, to enjoy to-day with just so much forethought as is
necessary
to provide for the morrow, this is regarded
by the
greater part of the world as the natural way of passing through
existence.
And many who have lived thus have attained to a
lower kind of happiness
or equanimity.
They have possessed
their souls in peace without ever allowing them to wander into
the region of religious or political controversy,
and without any
care for the higher interests of man.
But nearly all the good (as
well as some of the evil) which has ever been done in this world
has been the work of another spirit, the work of enthusiasts
and
idealists, of apostles and martyrs.
The leaders of mankind have
not been of the gentle Epicurean
type;
they have personified
ideas ; they have sometimes also been the victims of them.
But
they have always been seeking after a truth or ideal of which
they fell short ; and have died in a manner disappointed
of their
hopes that they might lift the human race out of the slough in
which they found them.
They have done little compared
with
their own visions and aspirations;
but they have done that little,
only because they sought to do, and once perhaps thought that
they were doing, a great deal more.
The philosophies
of Epicurus
or Hume give no adequate
or
dignified conception of the mind.
There is no organic unity in a
succession of feeling or sensations ; no comprehensiveness
in an
infinity of separate actions.
The individual never reflects upon
himself as a whole ; he can hardly regard one act or part of his

On the nature

and limits

of ]_sychologj,.

life as the cause or effect of any other act or part.
Whether in
practice or speculation, he is to himself only in successive instants.
To such thinkers, whether in ancient or in modern times, the mind
is only the poor recipient of impressions--not
the heir of all the
ages, or connected with all other minds.
It begins again with its
own modicum of experience
having only such vague conceptions
of the wisdom of the past as are inseparable
from language and
popular opinion.
It seeks to explain from the experience
of the
individual what can only be learned from the history of the world.
It has no conception of obligation, duty, conscience-these
are
to the Epicurean
or Utilitarian
philosopher
only names which
interfere with our natural perceptions
of pleasure and pain.
There seem then to be several answers to the question, Why
the theory that all knowledge is sensation is allied to the lower
rather than to the higher view of ethical philosophy :--1st, Because
it is easier to understand
and practise;
2ndly, Because it is fatal
to the pursuit of ideals, moral, political, or religious ; 3rdly, Because
it deprives us of the means and instruments
of higher thought, of
any adequate conception
of moral obligation.

On the nature

of the mind, of knowledge,

and limits

of conscience,

of Psj,chology.

rr_r_,x.tat, r& pqXav_ r_u 1"aa_r_, a/xoXoTta,,tror_ _lr,o_faTp _v_o'Oa,;
Plat. Rep. VII. 533C.
pdvol,"g_pabrb X/y_tu, _crlrrp "t'ul_v xal dfrqtrq_t_bo_ gnrb rgov _vra_J,
a,r-'_-_0_,dS_,_rov. Soph. 237 D.
Since the above essay first appeared,

many books on Psychology

have been given to the world, partly based upon the views of
Herbart
and other German philosophers,
partly independent
of
them.
The subject has gained in bulk and extent;
whether
it
has had any true growth is more doubtful.
It begins to assume
the language and claim the authority of a science ; but it is only
an hypothesis or outline, which may be filled up in many ways
according to the fancy of individual thinkers.
The basis of it is a
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7"]tta¢ltlu$. precarious one,-- consciousness
of ourselves
l_r_oDvc, certain observation of the rest of mankind.

and a somewhat unIts relations to other

TION.

sciences

are

not yet

determined:

they

seem

to be almost

too

complicated to be ascertained.
It may be compared to an irregular
building, run up hastily and not likely to last, because its foundations are weak, and in many places rest only on the surface of
the ground.
It has sought
rather to put together, scattered
observations
and to make them into a system than to describe
or prove them.
It has never severely drawn the line between
facts and opinions.
It has substituted
a technical phraseology
for the common
use of language,
being neither able to win
acceptance
for the one nor to get rid 0f the other.
The system which has thus arisen appears
to be a kind of
metaphysic

narrowed

to the

point

of view

of the

individual

mind, through
which, as through some new optical .instrument.
limiting the sphere of vision, the interior of thought and sensation is examined.
But the individual
mind in the abstract, as
distinct from the mind of a particular
individual and separated
from the environment
of circumstances,
is a fiction only. Yet
facts which are partly true gather around this fiction and are
naturally described
by the help of it. There is also a common
type of the mind which is derived from the comparison
of
many minds with one another and with our own.
The phenomena of which Psychology
treats
are for the most part indefinite;

are familiar
they relate

to us, but they
to a something

inside the body, which seems also to overleap
the limits of
space. The operations of this something, when isolated, cannot
be analyzed by us or subjected
to observation
and experiment.
And there is another point to be considered.
The mind,
when thinking, cannot survey that part of itself which is used
in thought.
It can only be contemplated in the past, that is to
say, in the history of the individual or of the world.
This is
the scientific method of studying the mind. But Psychology has
also some other supports, specious rather than real. It is partly
sustained by the false analogy of Physical Science and has great
expectations
from its near relationship to Physiology.
We truly
remark that there is an infinite complexity of the body corresponding to the infinite subtlety of the mind ; we are conscious that
they are very nearly connected.
But in endeavouring to trace
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the nature of the connexion
we are baffled and disappointed.
Theaelelus.
In our knowledge of them the gulf remains the same : no microImaoDu¢.
scope has ever seen into thought ; no reflection on ourselves has
_,o_.
supplied the missing link between mind and matter .....
These
are the conditions of this very inexact science, and we shall only
know less of it by pretending
to know more, or by assigning to
it a form or style to which it has not yet attained and is not really
entitled.
Experience
shows
that any system,
however
baseless and
ineffectual, in our own or in any other age, may be accepted and
continue to be studied, if it seeks to satisfy some unanswered
question or is based upon some ancient tradition, especially if it
takes the form and uses the language of inductive philosophy.
The fact therefore
that such a science exists and is popular,
affords no evidence of its truth or value.
Many who have pursued
it far into detail have never examined the foundations on which it
rests.
There have been many imaginary
subjects of knowledge
of which enthusiastic
persons have made a lifelong study, without
ever asking themselves what is the evidence for them, what is the
use of them, how long they will last?
They may pass away, like
the authors of them, and ' leave not a wrack behind ;' or they may
survive in fragments.
Nor is it only in the Middle Ages, or in the
literary desert of China or of India, that such systems have arisen ;
in our own enlightened
age, growing up by the side of Physics,
Ethics, and other really progressive
sciences, there is a weary
waste of knowledge,
falsely so-called.
There are sham sciences
which no logic has ever put to the test, in which the desire for
knowledge
invents the materials of it.
And therefore it is expedient
once more to review the bases of
Psychology,
lest we should be imposed upon by its pretensions.
The study of it may have done good service by awakening us to
the sense of inveterate errors familiarized by language, yet it may
have fallen into still greater ones; under the pretence of new
investigations
it may be wasting the lives of those who are
engaged in it. It may also be found that the discussion
of it
will throw light upon some points in the Theaetetus of Plato,--the
oldest work on Psychology
which has come down to us. The
imaginary science may be called, in the language of ancient philosophy, 'a shadow of a part of Dialectic
VOL.

IV.

N

or Metaphysic'

(Gorg. 463).
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77_attetus.
In this postscript or appendix we propose to treat, first, of the
I_rraovvc. true bases of Psychology ; secondly, of the errors into which the
rlo,_,
students of it are most likely to fall; thirdly, of the principal
subjects which are usually comprehended
under it; fourthly, of
the form which facts relating to the mind most naturally assume.
We may preface the enquiry by two or three remarks :-(I) We do not claim for the popular Psychology
the position
of a science at all ; it cannot, like the Physical Sciences, proceed by
the Inductive Method : it has not the necessity of Mathematics :
it does not, like Metaphysic,
argue from abstract notions or from
internal
coherence.
It is made up of scattered
observations.
A few of these, though they may sometimes appear to be truisms,
are of the greatest value, and free from all doubt. We are conscious
of them in ourselves;
we observe them working in others; we
are assured ofthem at all times.
For example, we are absolutely
certain, (a) of the influence exerted by the mind over the body or
by the body over the mind : (b) of the power of association,
by
which the appearance
of some person or the occurrence of some
event recalls to mind, not always but often, other persons and
events: (c) of the effect of habit, which is strongest
when least
disturbed by reflection, and is to the mind what the bones are to
the body: (d) of the real, though not unlimited,
freedom of the
human will: (e) of the reference,
more or less distinct, of our
sensations, feelings, thoughts, actions, to ourselves, which is called
consciousness,
the distinction

or, when in excess,
self-consciousness:
(f) of
of the ' I' and ' Not I,' of ourselves and outward

objects.
But when we attempt to gather up these elements in
a single system, we discover that the links by which we combine
them are apt to be mere words.
We are in a country which has
never been cleared or surveyed ; here and there only does a gleam
of light come through the darkness of the ibrest.
(a) These fragments, although they can never become science
in the ordinary sense of the word, are a real part of knowledge
and may be of great value in education.
We may be able to add
a good deal to them from our own experience,
and we may verify
them by it. Self-examination
is one of those studies which a
man can pursue alone, by attention
of his individual
mind.
He may

to himself and the processes
learn much about his own
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nature
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of others,
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if he will ' make his

mind sit down' and look at itself in the glass.
The great, if
not the only use of such a study is a practical one,--to know,
first, human nature, and, secondly, our own nature, as it truly is.
(3) Hence
it is important
that we should conceive of the
mind in the noblest and simplest manner.
While acknowledging
that language has been the greatest
factor in the formation of
human thought, we must endeavour
to get rid of the disguises,
oppositions,
contradictions,
which arise out of it. We must disengage ourselves from the ideas which the customary
use of
words has implanted in us. To avoid error as much as possible
when we are speaking of things unseen, the prineipal terms which
we use should be few, and we should not allow ourselves to be
enslaved
by them.
Instead of seeking to frame a technical
language, we should vary our forms of speech, lest they should
degenerate
into
better understood

formulas.
A difficult philosophical
when translated into the vernacular.

I.a. Psychology is inseparable
contains the first impressions

problem

is

from language, and early language
or the oldest experience
of man

respecting
himself.
These impressions
are not accurate representations of the truth ; they are the reflections of a rudimentary
age of philosophy.
The first and simplest forms of thought are
rooted so deep in human nature that they can never be got rid of;
but they have been perpetually
enlarged and elevated, and the
use of many words has
mind.
The spiritual and
from the material--there
and the conscience
of

been transferred
from the body to the
intellectual have thus become separated
is a cleft between them ; and the heart
man rise above the dominion
of the

appetites
and create a new language
in which they too find
expression.
As the differences
of actions begin to be perceived, more and more names are needed.
This is the first
analysis of the human mind;
having a general foundation
in
popular experience,
it is moulded to a certain extent by hierophants and philosophers.
(See Introd. to Cratylus.)
8. This primitive psychology
is continually
receiving additions
from the first thinkers,
who in return take a colour from the
popular
language
of the time.
The mind is regarded
from
new points of view, and becomes adapted to new conditions of
N2
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Thtaetetus. knowledge.
It seeks to isolate itself from matter and sense, and to
l_oDueassert its independence
in thought.
It recognizes that it is indeTION.
pendent of the external world.
It has five or six natural states
or stages :--(1) sensation, in which it is almost latent or quiescent :
(a) feeling, or inner sense, when the mind is just awakening:
(3) memory, which is decaying sense, and from time to time, as
with a spark or flash, has the power of recollecting or reanimating
the buried past: (4) thought, in which images pass into abstract
notions or are intermingled with them : (5) action, in which the
mind moves forward, of itself, or under the impulse of want or
desire or pain, to attain or avoid some end or consequence : and
(6) there is the composition of these or the admixture or assimilation of them in various degrees.
We never see these processes of the mind, nor can we tell the causes of them.
But we
know them by their results, and learn from other men that so far
as we can describe to them or they to us the workings of the
mind, their experience is the same or nearly the same with our
own.

y. But the knowledge of the mind is not to any great extent
derived from the observation of the individual by himself.
It is
the growing consciousness
of the human race, embodied in language, acknowledged
by experience, and corrected from time to
time by the influence of literature and philosophy.
A great,
perhaps the most important, part of it is to be found in early
Greek thought.
In the Theaetetus
of Plato it has not yet become fixed:
we are still stumbling
on the threshold.
In
Aristotle the process is more nearly completed, and has gained
innumerable abstractions, of which many have had to be thrown
away because relative only to the controversies
the interval between Thales and Aristotle were

of the time. In
realized the dis-

tinctions of mind and body, of universal and particular, of infinite
and infinitesimal, of idea and phenomenon ; the class conceptions
of faculties and virtues, the antagonism of the appetites and the
reason; and connected with this, at a higher stage of development, the opposition of moral and intellectual virtue; also the
primitive conceptions of unity, being, rest, motion, and the like.
These divisions were not really scientific, but rather based on
popular experience.
They were not held with the precision of
modern thinkers, but taken all together they gave a new existence
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to the mind in thought, and greatly enlarged and more accurately
defined man's knowledge
of himself and of the world.
The

Tkeaetetu_.
ImmoDuc-

majority of them have been accepted by Christian and Western
nations.
Yet in modem times we have also drifted so far away
from Aristotle, that if we were to frame a system on his lines we
should be at war with ordinary language and untrue to our own
consciousness.
And there have been a few both in mediaeval

T_o_.

times and since the Reformation who have rebelled against the
Aristotelian point of view. Of these eccentric thinkers there have
been various types, but they have all a family likeness.
According to them, there has been too much analysis and too little
synthesis, too much division of the mind into parts and too little
conception of it as a whole or in its relation to God and the laws of
the universe.
They have thought that the elements of plurality
and unity have not been duly adjusted.
The tendency of such
writers has been to allow the personality of man to be absorbed
in the universal, or in the divine nature, and to deny the distinction between matter and mind, or to substitute one for the other.
They have broken some of the idols of Psychology:
they have
challenged
the received meaning of words : they have regarded
the mind under many points of view.
But though they may have
shaken the old, they have not established
the new ; their views of
philosophy, which seem like the echo of some voice from the East,
have been alien to the mind of Europe.
0. The Psychology
which is found in common language is in
some degree verified by experience,
but not in such a manner
as to give it the character of an exact science.
We cannot say
that words always correspond to facts. Common language represents the mind from different and even opposite points of view,
which cannot be all of them equally true (cp. Cratylus 436-7).
Yet from diversity of statements
and opinions may be obtained
a nearer approach to the truth than is to be gained from any
one of them.
It also tends to correct itself, because it is gradually brought nearer to the common sense of mankind.
There
are some leading categories or classifications
of thought, which,
though unverified, must always remain the elements from which
the science or study of the mind proceeds.
For example, we
must assume ideas before we can analyze them, and also a continuing mind to which they belong;
the resolution
of it into
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7yuaetetus. sueeessive
moments, which would say, with Protagoras, that the
l_oDvcman
is
not
the same person which he was a minute ago, is, as
'TIO_
Plato implies in the Theaetetus
(i66 B), an absurdity.
_. The growth of the mind, which may be traced in the histories of religions and philosophies and in the thoughts of nations,
is one of the deepest and noblest modes of studying it. Here we
are dealing with the reality, with the greater and, as it may be
termed, the most sacred part of history.
We study the mind of
man as it begins to be inspired
it is modified by circumstances,
as it
limits
as it
from
is an

by a human or divine reason, as
as it is distributed
in nations,

is renovated
by great movements,
which go beyond
the
of nations and affect human society on a scale still greater,
is created or renewed by great minds, who, looking down
above, have a wider and more comprehensive
vision.
This
ambitious study, of whieh most of us rather ' entertain con-

jecture'
arises
world
to the
shows

than arrive at any detailed or accurate knowledge.
Later
the reflection how these great ideas or movements
of the
have been appropriated
by the multitude and found a way
minds of individuals.
The real Psychology is that whieh
how the increasing
knowledge of nature and the increas-

ing experience
of life have always been slowly transforming
the
mind, how religions too have been modified in the course of ages
' that God may be all and in all.' "H =o),).a_r)._*o_, _q, r$ _o, _ _z
_'. Lastly, though we speak of the study of mind in a special
sense, it may also be said that there is no science which does not
contribute to our knowledge
of it.
their analogies are new faculties,

The methods of science and
discovered
by the few and

imparted to the many.
They are to the mind, what the senses
are to the body; or better, they may be compared
to instruments such as the telescope or microscope
by which the discriminating power of the
by which the strength
surably increased.
11. The

new

senses, or to other mechanical
inventions,
and skill of the human body is so immea-

Psychology,

whatever

has called

may be its claim to the

authority

of a science,

attention

corrected
amined.

many errors, which without it would have been unexYet it is also itself very liable to illusion.
The evidence

to many facts and
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field of conscious-

ness is never seen by us as a whole, but only at particular points,
which are always changing.
The veil of language
intercepts
facts. Hence it is desirable
that in making an approach to the
study we should consider at the outset what are the kinds of error
which most easily affect it, and note the differences
it from other branches of knowledge.
a. First, we observe the mind by the mind.

which separate
It would

seem

therefore
that we are always in danger of leaving out the half of
that which is the subject of our enquiry.
We come at once upon
the difficulty of what is the meaning of the word. Does it differ
as subject and object in the same manner ? Can we suppose one
set of feelings or one part of the mind to interpret another ? Is
the introspecting
thought the same with the thought which is
introspected ? Has the mind the power of surveying its whole
domain at one and the same time ?--No more than the eye can
take in the whole human body at a glance.
Yet there may be
a glimpse
round
the corner, or a thought
transferred
in a
moment from one point of view to another, which enables us to
see nearly the whole, if not at once, at any rate in succession.
Such glimpses will hardly enable us to contemplate
from within
the mind in its true proportions.
Hence the firmer ground of
Psychology
is not the consciousness
of inward feelings but the
observation of external actions, being the actions not only of ourselves, but of the innumerable
persons whom we come across
in life.
_. The error of supposing
partial or occasional explanation of
mental phenomena
to be the only or complete ones.
For example, we are disinclined to admit of the spontaneity or discontinuity of the mind--it seems to us like an effect without a cause,
and therefore we suppose the train of our thoughts to be always
called up by association.
Yet it is probable, or indeed certain, that
of many mental phenomena
there are no mental antecedents, but
only bodily ones.
_,. The false influence
of language.
We are apt to suppose
that when there are two or more words describing faculties or
processes of the mind_ there are real differences corresponding
to
them.
But this is not the case.
Nor can we determine how far
they do or do not exist, or by what

--. _:

.......

degree

or kind of difference

T_eaetetus.
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TZuatlttu.L they are distinguished.
The same remark may be made about
Im_oDuc. figures of speech.
They fill up the vacancy of knowledge ; they
T|ON.
are to the mind what too much colour is to the eye ; but the truth
is rather concealed than revealed by them.
& The uncertain meaning of terms_ such as Consciousness,
Conscience, Will, Law, Knowledge,
Internal
and External Sense;
these, in the language of Plato, 'we shamelessly
use, without ever
having taken the pains to analyze them.'
t. A science such as Psychology is not merely an hypothesis_
but an hypothesis
which, unlike the hypotheses
of Physics, can
never be verified.
It rests only on the general impressions
of
mankind, and there is little or no hope of adding in any considerable degree to our stock of mental facts.
g. The parallelism
of the Physical Sciences, which leads us to
analyze the mind on the analogy of the body, and so to reduce
mental operations to the level of bodily ones, or to confound one
with the other.
7. That the progress of Physiology may throw a new light on
Psychology is a dream in which scientific men are always tempted
to indulge.
But however certain we may be of the connexion
between mind and body, the explanation of the one by the other is
a hidden place of nature which has hitherto been investigated
with little or no success.
0. The impossibility of distinguishing
between mind and body.
Neither in thought nor in experience
can we separate them.
They seem to act together ; yet we feel that we are sometimes
under the dominion of the one, sometimes of the other, and sometimes, both in the common use of language and in fact, they
transform themselves,
the one into the good principle, the other
into the evil principle ; and then again the ' I' comes in and
mediates between them.
It is also difficult to distinguish outward
facts from the ideas of them in the mind, or to separate
the
external stimulus to a sensation from the activity of the organ,
or this from the invisible agencies by which it reaches the mind,
or any process of sense from its mental antecedent, or any mental
energy from its nervous expression.
_. The fact that mental divisions tend to run into one another,
and that in speaking
of the mind we cannot always distinguish
differences
of kind from differences
of degree;
nor have we
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any measure
of the strength
and intensity
of our ideas or
feelings,
x. Although heredity has been always known to the anciev.ts as
well as ourselves to exercise a considerable
influence on human
character, yet we are unable to calculate what
birth-influence
bears to nurture and education.

proportion
this
But this is the

real question.
We cannot pursue the mind into embryology : we
can only trace how, after birth, it begins to grow.
But how much
is due to the soil, how much to the original latent seed, it is
impossible
to distinguish.
And because we are certain that
heredity
exercises
a considerable,
but undefined
influence, we
must not increase the wonder by exaggerating
it.
_. The love of system is always tending to prevail over the
historical investigation
of the mind, which is our chief means of
knowing it. It equally tends to hinder the other great source of
our knowledge of the mind, the observation
of its workings and
processes which we can make for ourselves.
t_. The mind, when studied through the individual, is apt to be
isolated--this
is due to the very form of the enquiry ; whereas, in
truth, it is indistinguishable
from circumstances,
the very language
which it uses being tile result of the instincts of long-forgotten
generations,
and every word which a man utters being the
answer to some other word spoken or suggested
by somebody
else.
III. The tendency of the preceding remarks has been to show
that Psychology is necessarily
a fragment, and is not and cannot
be a connected system.
We cannot define or limit the mind, but
we can describe it. We can collect information about it ; we can
enumerate the principal subjects which are included in the study
of it. Thus we are able to rehabilitate
Psychology to some extent,
not as a branch of science, but as a collection of facts bearing on
human life, as a part of the history of philosophy,
as an aspect of
Metaphysic.
It is a fragment
of a science only, which in all
probability can never make any great progress or attain to much
clearness or exactness.
It is however a kind of knowledge which
has a great interest for us and is always present to us, and of
which we'carry about the materials in our own bosoms.
We can
observe our minds and we can experiment
upon them, and the
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Theaetelus. knowledge thus acquired is not easily forgotten,
I_T_o,_.c. in study as well as in conduct.
T_o_.

The principal
follows :--

subjects

of Psychology

and is a help to us

may be summed

up as

a. The relation of man to the world around him,- in what sense
and within what limits can he withdraw from its laws or assert
himself against them (Freedom and Necessity), and what is that
which we suppose to be thus independent
and which we call ourselves ? How does the inward differ from the outward and what
is the relation between them, and where do we draw the line by
which we separate mind from matter, the soul from the body-? Is
the mind active or passive, or partly both ? Are its movements
identical
with those
of the body, or only preconcerted
and
coincident with them, or is one simply an aspect of the other ?
O. What are we to think of time and space?
Time seems to
have a nearer connexion with the mind, space with the body ; yet
time, as well as space, is necessary
to our idea of either. We
see also that they have an analogy with one another, and that in
Mathematics
they often interpenetrate.
Space or place has been
said by Kant to be the form of the outward, time of the inward
sense.
He regards them as parts or forms of the mind.
But this
is an unfortunate
and inexpressive
way of describing their relation
to us. For of all the phenomena
present to the human mind they
seem to have most the character of objective existence.
There is
no use in asking what is beyond or behind them ; we cannot get
rid of them.
And to throw the laws of external nature which to
us are the type of the immutable
into the subjective side of the
antithesis seems to be equally inappropriate.
y. When in imagination we enter into the closet of the mind and
withdraw
ourselves
from the external
world, we seem to find
there more or less distinct processes which may be described by
the words, ' I perceive,'
' I feel,' ' I think,' ' I want,' ' I wish,' ' I
like,' ' I dislike,' ' I fear,' ' I know,' ' I remember,'
' I imagine,'
' I dream,' ' I act," I endeavour:
' I hope.'
These processes would
seem to have the same notions attached to them in the minds of
all educated persons.
in thought, but they

They are distinguished
from one another
intermingle.
It is possible to reflect upon

them or to become conscious of them in a greater or less degree,
or with a greater or less continuity or attention, and thus arise the
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intermittent
phenomena
of consciousness
or self-eonsc_ousness.
The use of all of them is possible to us at all times ; and therefore
in any operation of the mind the whole are latent.
But we are
able to characterise
them sufficiently by that part of the complex
action which is the most prominent.
We have no difficulty in
distinguishing
an act of sight or an act of will from an act of
thought, although thought is present in both of them.
Hence the
conception of different faculties or different virtues is precarious,
because each of them is passing into the other, and they are all
one in the mind itself; they appear and reappear, and may all be
regarded as the ever-varying
phases or aspects or differences
of
the same mind or person.
_. Nearest the sense in the scale of the intellectual
faculties is
memory,

which

is a mode rather

than a faculty of the mind, and

accompanies
all mental operations.
There
ale two principal
kinds of it, recollection
and recognition,--recollection
in which
forgotten things are recalled or return to the mind, recognition in
which the mind finds itself again among things once familiar. The
simplest way in which we can represent the former to ourselves
is by shutting our eyes and tr)ing to recall in what we term the
mind's eye the picture of the surrounding
scene, or by laying
down the book which we are reading and recapitulating
what we
can remember
of it. But many times more powerful
than
recollection is recognition, perhaps because it is more assisted by
association.
We have known and forgotten, and after a long
interval the thing which we have seen once is seen again by us,
but with a different feeling, and comes back to us, not as new
knowledge, but as a thing to which we ourselves impart a notion
already present to us ; in Plato's words, we set the stamp upon
the wax. Every one is aware of the difference between the first
and second sight of a place, between a scene clothed with associations or bare and divested
of them.
We say to ourselves
on
revisiting a spot after a long interval:
How many things have
happened since I last saw this ! There is probably no impression
ever received by us of which we can venture
to say that the
vestiges are altogether
lost, or that we might not, under some
circumstances,
recover it. A long-forgotten
knowledge may be
easily renewed and therefore
is very different from ignorance.
Of the language

learnt

in childhood

not a word may be remem-
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bered, and yet, when a new beginning is made, the old habit soon
returns, the neglected organs come back into use, and the river of
speech finds out the dried-up channel.
,. 'Consciousness'
is the most treacherous
word which is
employed in the study of the mind, for it is used in many senses,
and has rarely, if ever, been minutely analyzed.
Like memory, it
accompanies all mental operations, but not always continuously,
and it exists in various
degrees.
It may be imperceptible
or
hardly perceptible : it may be the living sense that our thoughts,
actions, sufferings, are our own.
It is a kind of attention which we
pay to ourselves, and is intermittent
rather than continuous.
Its
sphere has been exaggerated.
It is sometimes
said to assure us
of our freedom ; but this is an illusion : as there may be a real
freedom without consciousness
of it, so there may be a consciousness of freedom without the reality.
It may be regarded as a
higher degree of knowledge when we not only know but know
that we know.
Consciousness
is opposed to habit, inattention,
sleep, death. It may be illustrated
by its derivative conscience,
which speaks to men, not only of right and wrong in the abstract,
but of right and wrong actions in reference to themselves and their
circumstances.
_. Association is another of the ever-present
phenomena of the
human mind.
We speak of the laws of association, but this is an
expression
which is confusing, for the phenomenon
itself is of the
most capricious and uncertain
sort.
It may be briefly described
as follows.
The simplest case of association
is that of sense.
When we see or hear separately one of two things, which we have
previously seen or .heard together, the occurrence
of the one has
a tendency to suggest the other.
So the sight or name of a house
may recall to our minds the memory of those who once lived there.
Like may recall like and everything
its opposite.
The parts of a
whole, the terms of a series_ objects lyingnear_ words having a customary order stick together in the mind. A word may bringbaek
a
passage of poetry or a whole system of philosophy ; from one end
of the world or from one pole of knowledge we may travel to the
other in an indivisible
instant.
The long train of association by
which we pass from one point to the other, involving every sort of
complex relation, so sudden, so accidental, is one of the greatest
wonders

of mind ....

This process

however

is not always

con-
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tinuous, but often intermittent:
we can think of things in isolation
as well as in association ; we do not mean that they must all hang
from one another.
We can begin again after an interval of rest or
vacancy, as a new train of thought suddenly arises, as, for example,
when we wake of a morning or after violent exercise.
-Time,
place, the same colour or sound or smell or taste, will often call up
some thought or recollection
either accidentally
or naturally
associated
with them.
But it is equally noticeable
that the new
thought may occur to us, we cannot tell how or why, by the spontaneous action of the mind itself or by the latent influence of the
body.
Both science and poetry are made up of associations
or
recollections,
but we must observe also that the mind is not
wholly dependent
on them, having also the power of origination.
There are other processes ofthe mind which it is good for us to
study when we are at home and by ourselves,--the
manner in
which thought passes into act, the conflict ofpassion and reason in
many stages, the transition from sensuality to love or sentiment
and from earthly love to heavenly, the slow and silent influence of
habit, which little by little changes the nature of men, the sudden
change of the old nature of man into a new one, wrought by shame
or by some other overwhelming
impulse.
These are the greater
phenomena
of mind, and he who has thought of them for himself
will live and move in a better-ordered
world, and will himself be
a better-ordered
man.
At the other end of the ' globus intellectualis,'
nearest, not to
earth and sense, but to heaven and God, is the personality of man,
by which he holds communion with the unseen world.
Somehow,
he knows not how, somewhere,
he knows not where, under this
higher aspect of his being he grasps the ideas of God, freedom and
immortality;
he sees the forms of truth, holiness and love, and is
satisfied with them.
No account of the mind can be complete
which

does

not

admit the

reality

or the

possibility

of another

life. Whether
regarded as an ideal or as a fact, the highest part
of man's nature and that in which it seems most neadyto approach
the divine, is a phenomenon
included within the domain

which exists,
of Psychology.

and must therefore

be

IV. We admit that there is no perfect or ideal Psychology.
It
is not a whole in the same sense in which Chemistry, Physiology,
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Theaetetus. or Mathematics
are wholes : that is to say, it is not a connected
INr*oDoeunity of knowledge.
Compared with the wealth of other sciences,
TION.
it rests upon a small number of facts ; and when we go beyond
these, we fall into conjectures
and verbal discussions.
The facts
themselves
are disjointed ; the causes of them run up into other
sciences, and we have no means of tracing them from one to the
other.
Yet it may be true of this, as of other beginnings of knowledge, that the attempt to put them together has tested the truth of
them, and given a stimulus to the enquiry into them.
Psychology should be natural, not technical.
It should take the
form which is the most intelligible to the common understanding,
because it has to do with common things, which are familiar to us
all. It should aim at no more than every reflecting man knows or
can easily verify for himself.
When simple and unpretentious,
it
is least obscured by words, least liable to fall under the influence
of Physiology or Metaphysic.
It should argue, not from exceptional, but from ordinary phenomena.
It should be careful to
distinguish the higher and the lower elements of human nature,
and not allow one to be veiled in the disguise of the other, lest
through the slippery
nature of language we should pass imperceptibly from good to evil, from nature in the higher to nature in
the neutral or lower sense.
It should assert consistently the unity
of the human faculties, the
God and law. The difference
and between
by it.

unity of knowledge,
the unity of
between the will and the affections

the reason and the passions

should also be recognized

Its sphere is supposed
to be narrowed
to the individual soul ;
but it cannot be thus separated in fact.
It goes back to the
beginnings of things,to the first growth of language and philosophy,
and to the whole science of man. There can be no truth or completeness inanystudyof
the mindwhich
is confined to the individual.
The nature of language, though not the whole, is perhaps
at
present the most important element in our knowledge of it. It is
not impossible that some numerical laws may be found to have a
place in the relations of mind and matter, as in the rest of nature.
The old Pythagorean
fancy that the soul ' is or has in it harmony'
may in some degree be realized.
But the indications
of such
numerical
harmonies
are faint; either the secret of them lies
deeper

than we can discover,

or nature

may have rebelled

against
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the use of them in the composition of men and animals.
It is with
qualitative
rather than with quantitative
differences that we are
concerned in Psychology.
The facts relating to the mind which we
obtain from Physiology are negative rather than positive.
They
show us, not the processes of mental action, but the conditions of
which when deprived the mind ceases to act. It would seem as if
the time had not yet arrived when we can hope to add anything
of much importance
to our knowledge
of the mind from the
investigations
of the microscope.
The elements
of Psychology
can still only be learnt from reflections on ourselves, which interpret and are also interpreted
by our experience
of others.
The
history of language, of philosophy, and religion, the great thoughts
or inventions
or discoveries
which move mankind,
furnish the
larger moulds or outlines in which the human mind has been
cast. From these the individual derives so much as he is able to
comprehend

or has the opportunity

of learning.
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THEODORUS.

THEAETETUS.

Euclid and Terpsion meet in front of Euclid's house in Megara ; they enter
the house, and the dialogae is read to them by a servant.

Steph. Euclid. Have you only just arrived from the country, Theaetctus.
I42 Terpsion ?
EucuD,
Terpsion. No, I came some time ago : and I have been in Tu,s,o,.
the Agora looking for you, and wondering that I could not
The
Preface.
find you.
Euclid and

Euc. But I was not in the city.
Top. Where then ?
Euc. As I was going down to the harbour, I met Theaetetus--he was being carried up to Athens from the army at
Corinth.

Terpsion
meet in

frontof
Euclid's
housein
Megara;
they con-

Terp. Was he alive or dead ?
verse about
Euc. He was scarcely alive, for he has been badly the
ous dangercon_wounded ; but he was suffering even more from the sickness tion of
which has broken out in the army.
Theaetetus.
who had
Terp. The dysentery, you mean ?
beenear.
Euc. Yes.
riedaway
dying from

Terp. Alas ! what a loss he will be f
the camp
Euc. Yes, Terpsion, he is a noble fellow ; only to-day I at Corinth
heard some people highly praising his behaviour in this very
battle.
Terp. No wonder ; I should rather be surprised at hearing
VOL. IV.
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Euclidcans
to mind the
greatthings
whichSocrates had
earlyprophesiedof
him : and

he has p_servedthe
report ofa
conversa=
tion of
Theaetetus
with

Socrates
which took
place just
before the
latter's
death.

The

Preface.

anything else of him. But why did he go on, instead of stopping at Megara ?
Euc. 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 yolatti, 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.
Terp. The prophecy has certainly been fulfilled ; but what
was the conversation ? can you tell me ?
Euc,
No, indeed, not offhand; but I took notes of it as I43
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
conversation written down.
Terp. 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.

They enter
thehouse,

and Euclid
produces
the roll,
which
his
servant
rea_ to
theln.

Euc. 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.
Terp. Very good.
Euc.
Here is the roll, Terpsion;
I may observe that I
have introduced Socrates, not as narrating to me, but as
actually conversing with the persons whom he mentioned
--these were, Theodorus the geometrician (of Cyrene), and
Theaetetus.
I have omitted, for the sake of convenience, the
interlocutory 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.
Terp. Quite right, Euclid.
Euc. And now, boy, you may take the roll and read.

Tkeaetelus,

tke youtkful
Euclid's

Socrates.

If I eared

matkematician.
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servant reads.

enough

about the Cyrenians,

Theaetetus.
Theo-

so:,,,--,
TH_.ODORVS.

dorus, I would ask you whether there are any rising geoTke
metricians or philosophers in that part of the world. But I Diato_e.
am more interested in our own Athenian youth, and I would Socrates.
rather know who among them are likely to do well.
I meeting
Theodorus
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 geometry 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 features are less marked in him than in you.
144 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 apprehension
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 darting about, and are
mad rather .than courageous ; and the steadier sort, when
they have to face study, prove stupid and cannot remember.
Whereas he move§ surely and smoothly and successfully 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.
Soc. That is good
Theod. The name
youth himself is the
ing us ; he and his

ofCy_ne
in an
Athenian
palaestra,
asks what
youths
of
promise he
hasdiscovered
at
Athens.
Theodorus

in answer
expatiates
on the
meritsof
Theaetetus.
whois no
however
beauty,but
ugly,like
Socrates.

news ; whose son is he ?
of his father I have forgotten, but the The youth.
middle one of those who are approach- son
whois
the
of Eucompanions have been anointing them- phronius.
02
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Socrates

3eg4ns

to argue

wigA

Tkeaetetus.

T_eaaems. selves in the outer court, and now they seem to have
so_.^,_,
finished, and are coming towards us. Look and see whether
a',_o,,o_, you know him.
T._urr_'rus.
Soc. I know the youth, but I do not know his name ; he
the Sunian,
here enters, is the son of Euphronius
the Sunian, who was himself an
.andheand eminent man, and such another as his son is, according to
Socrates
converse, your. account of him; I believe that he left a considerable
fortune.
Theod. Theaetetus, Socrates, is his name ; but I rather
think that the property disappeared in the hands of trustees ;
notwithstanding which he is wonderfully liberal.
Soc. He must be a fine fellow ; tell him to come and sit
by me.
Tkeod. I will. Come hither, Theaetetus, and sit by Socrates.
Theodorus Soc. By all means, Theaetetus,
in order that I may see
that
the
reflection
of
myself
in
your
face,
for Theodorus says that
Socrates
and Theae- we are Mike ; and yet if each of us held in his hands a lyre,
tetraare
and he said that they were tuned alike, should we at once
alike.
take his word, or should we ask whether he who said so was
or was not a musician ?
Theaetetus. We should ask.
Soc. And if we found that he was, we should take his
word ; and if not, not ?
Theaet. True.
Soc. And if this supposed 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 ?
Theaet. Certainly we should.
I45
But he is a
Soc.
And is Theodorus a painter ?
geometrician and
T_aet. I neverheard thathe was.
philo,_SOt:. Is he a geometrician ?
pher,not
a
r_t.
Of course he is, Socrates..
paint_, and
thereforehe
Soc. And is he an astronomer and calculator and musician,
need
not he and in general an educated man ?
believed.
Tlwaet. I think so.
Soc. If, then, he remarks on a similarity in our persons,
either by way of praise or blame, there is no particular
reason why we should attend to him.
Theaet. I should say not.

What

is knowledge?

Soc. 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.
Theaet. Very true, Socrates.
So'c. 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 hearing, never
did I hear him praise any one as he has been praising you.
Theaet. I am glad to hear it, Socrates ; but what if he was
only in jest ?
Soc. 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.
Theaet. I suppose I must, if you wish it.
Soc. In the first place, I should like to ask what you learn
of Theodorus : something of geometry, perhaps .9
Theaet. Yes.
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T/_eattetus.
soc_,r_
a'._,_r_rus.
He also
praised
Theactetus'
intellect
and disposition;andso
Theaetetus

must
examined,
that Theo-

don_'
prmse_ may
t_shoYmto
_served
welt-deor
not.

Soc. And astronomy and harmony and calculation .9
Theaet. I do my best.
Soc. Yes, my boy, and so do I ; and my desire is to learn Socrates'
of him, or of anybody who seems to understand these things, What
dimculty.
is
And I get on pretty well in general ; but there is a little knowledge?
difficulty which I want you and the company to aid me in
investigating.
Will you answer me a question:
'Is not
learning growin_...
E wi_r _h-,,.t t__t wh;eh ymJ learflg'
TheaeL Of course.
Soc. And by wisdom the wise are wise .9
Theaet. Yes."
Soc. And is that different
Theaet. What .9

7

in any way from knowledge ?

Soc. Wisdom ; are not men wise in that which they know ?
Theater. Certainly they are.
--_
Soc. Then wisdom And knowledge are the same ? _'_
Theaet. Yes.
t46 Soc. 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 ?

It is wisaom.
Soerate*
propose*a
on the subdiscussion

j_t.
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Theaegelus

is compelled

to answer.

Theaetetus. whoever misses shall sit down, as at a game of ball, and shall
SoC*AT_, be donkey, as the boys say;
he who lasts out his coma'._o_o,us,
petitors
in
the
game
without
missing,
shall be our king, and
"I'HF.AETgI"U
S,
shall
have
the
right
of
putting
to
us
any
questions which he
Who will
answer?- pleases...
Why is there no reply?
I hope, Theodorus,
a pause, that I am riot betrayed into rudeness by my love of conversation .9 I only want to make us talk and be friendly and
sociable.
Theod. 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 ott.
A, thesuggestionof
Theodorus
Theaetetus
is
invitedto
reply and
consents,

Soc. 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.
Theaet. Well, Socrates, I will answer as you and he bid
me ; and if I make a mistake, you will doubtless correct me.
Soc. We will, if we can.
In his
Theael. Then, I think that the sciences which I learn from
a,sw_r.
Theodorus--geometry,
and those which you just now men.
instead of
givinga
tioned--are
knowledge ; and I would include the art of the
generaldecobbler and other craftsmen ; these, each and all of them, are
finition of
knowledge,

.he
enumerates its
parts,

knowledge.
Soc. 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.
Theaet. What do you mean, Socrates ?
Soc. 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 ?
Theaet. Just so.
Soc. And when you speak of e_
art of makin
oode "
ements_
Theaet. I do.

you mean the

How

go get

a general

notion.

Soc. In both cases you define the subject-matter
of the two arts ?
Theaet. True.
Soc. But that, Theaetetus,
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of each

Theaetetus.
so_,_T_,
Tu_.ax'r
g'rvs.

was not the point of my question : Such
enumeration is

we wanted to know not thor
yet the number of
the arts or sciences, for we were not going to count them, but
we wanted to know the nature of knewledge in the abstract.
Am I not right ?
Theaet. Perfectly right.
Soc.
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 ?
Theaa. Truly.
Soc. 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 under_am_
,_r _py_h;ng, when_be__oe.g
not know
the nature
L
Theaet. He cannot.
Soc. Then he who does not know what science or knowledge is, has no knowledge of the art or science of making
shoes ?
Theaet. None.
Soc. Nor of any other science ?
Theaet. No.
Soc. And when a man is asked what science or knowledge
is, to give in answer the name of some art or science is
ridiculous;
for the question is, 'What is knowledge ?' and
he replies, ' A knowledge of this or that.'
Theaet. True.
'
Soc. Moreover, he might answer shortly and simply, 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.
Theaet. Yes, Socrates, there is no difficulty as you put the
question.
You mean, if I am not mistaken, something like

notdefinition.

Socrates
indieatesby
an illustration the sort

ofanswer
required.
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Illustration

Tkeattelus.
soc,^T_.
T,_^_ET_.
Theaetetus
seessoxrates'd,ift,
a.dteUs
howhe has
invented
general
termsfor
the two

Zake_t from

mathematics.

what occurred to me and to my friend here, your namesake
Socrates, in a recent discussion.
Soc. What was that, Theaetetus ?
Theaet. Theodorus was writing out for us something 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.

kindsof
Soc. And did you find such a class ?
roots.
Theaet. I think that we did • but I should like to have your
lengths and
powers,
opinion.
Soc. Let me hear.
Theaet. We divided all numbers into two classes: those
which are made up of equ-al tact_)rs multiplying into _)ne
another, which we compared to square figures and called
square or equilateral numbers ;--that was one class.
Soc. Very good.
Theaet. The intermediate numbers, such as three and five,
and every other number which is made up of unequal factors, 148
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.
Soc. Capital ; and what followed ?
Theaet. 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.
Soc. Excellent, my boys ; I think that you fully justify the
praises of Theodorus, and that he will not be found guilty
of false witness.
Theaet. But I am unable, Socrates, to give you a similar
answer about knowledge, which is what you appear to want ;
knowledge, and therefore Theodorus is a deceiver after all.
But he

can-

not give a
definition of

Tke

2_angs

of conce2Olion.
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Soc. Well, but if some one were to praise you for running,
Tkeaetetus.
and to say that he never met your equal among boys, and s....
afterwards you were beaten in a race by a grown-up man, a'._^_Tw
who was a great runner--would
the praise be any the less
true ?
Theaet. Certainly not.
Soc. And is the discovery of the nature of knowledge so
small a matter, as I just now said?
Is it not one which
would task the powers of men perfect in every way ?
Theact. By heaven, they should be the top of all perfection I
Soc. Well, then, be of good cheer;
do not say that
Theodorus
was mistaken about you, but do your best to
ascertain the true nature of knowledge, as well as of other
things.
Theaet. I am eager enough, Socrates, if that would bring
to light the truth.
Soc. 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.
Theaet. 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.
Soc. These are the pangs of labour, my dear Theaetetus ; Socrates
you have something within you which you are bringing to r_o_ni_s
the pangs
the birth,
oflabour.
149

Theaet. I do not know, Socrates ; I only say what I feel.
Soc. And have you never heard, simpleton, that I am
the son of a midwife, brave and burly, whose name was
Phaenarete ?
Theaet. Yes, I have.
Soc. And that I myself practise midwifery ?
Theaet. No, never.
Soc. Let me tell you that I do though, my friend : but you Socrates
a
midwife.
must not reveal the secret, as the world in general have not Butthisis
found me out ; and therefore they only say of me, that I am a _-cret.

202

Socrates

and

tAe

midwives.

T_te_s.
the strangest of mortals and drive men to their
SOCRATES,Did you ever hear that too ?
X_Arr_u_
TJ,eaet. Yes.

Like the
midwives,
he
is past

bearing,

wits' end.

Soc. Shall I tell you the reason ?
Theaet. By all means.
Soc. Bear in mind the whole business of the midwives,
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
bearing.
Theaet. Yes, I know.
So¢. 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 mystery of an art without experience ; and therefore she
assigned this offi_thos_ear.
Theaet. I dare say.
Soc. And I dare say too, or rather 1 am absolutely certain,
that the midwives know better than others who is pregnant
and who is not ?
Theaet. Very true.
Soc. And by the use of potions and incantations they are
able to arouse the pangs and to soothe 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.
Theaet. They can.
Soc. Did you ever remark that they are also most cunning
matehmakers, and have a thorough knowledge of what unions
are likely to produce a brave brood ?
Theaet. No, never.
Soc. 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.
Theaet. Yes, the same art.
Soc. And do you suppose that with women the ease is
otherwise ?
Theaet. I should think not.

x5o

He is t_

true midwife.
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Soc. Certainly not; but midwives are respectable women Tt_axttet_.
who have a character to lose, and they avoid this department
so_,_..
of their profession, because they are afraid of being called T._,rc_-cus.
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.
Theaet. Clearly.
Soc. 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
another 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 _.
Theaet. Indeed I should.

Hishusinessismore
_mportant
than theirs,
yet
generally similar.
He attends
men,they
heW°mentakes;

_

of the

mind, they

Soc. Well, my art of midwifery is in most respects like
theirs ; but differs, in that I attend men and not women,
and I look after their souls when they are in labour, and not
after 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 often made against me, that I ask questions of others and
have not the wit t_poans_wer_t.h.e.m_m.yse_ .is very just--the
reason is, that the__iO._o
be a re!d_wife, but does
not allow me to b_h.
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 acquaintance
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 clear that they never learned anything 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 o-i my words is, that many o'f-t-l_n_in
their ignorance,
either in their self-conceit despising me,
or falling under the influence of others 1, have gone away
I Reading with the Bodleian MS. _ _drrol _w' _00_, w_t_,O_rr_.

ofthebody.
But,unnke
the midwives, he

disfinguishesthe
true birth
fromthe
counterfeit.

The behaviourof
his patients.

2o4

Theaetetus is in &tbouy.

Theactaus. too soon; and have not only lost the children of whom
soc_,T_. I had previously delivered them by an ill bringing up, but
have stifled 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, tile son of
Lysimachus,
is o0e of them, and there are many others. ISx
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 perplexity and
travail which is even worse than that of the women.
So
l..ikemid- much for them.
And there are others, Theaetetus,
who
having nothing in them; and as
awives,
match-heis come to me apparently
maker.
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
Theaetetus
in labour-great
with some conception.
Come then to me,
is
exhorted
who
am
a
midwife's
son
and
myself
a
midwife,
and do your
to submit
himselfto best to answer the questions which I will ask you. And
the
if I abstract and expose your first-born, because I discover
ment,treatand
not to wax upon inspection that the conception which you have formed
wrothif
is a vain shadow, do not quarrel with me on that account, as
some darling idol is the manner
of women is when their first children are taken
takenfrom
from
them.
For I have actually known some who were
him.
ready to bite me when I deprived them of a darling folly;
they did laot 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 .9'--and do not say that you
cannot tell ; but quit yourself like a man, and by the help of
God you will be able to tell.

i_

!

His

first

concei_ti_.

TheaeL At any rate, Socrates,

after such an exhortation
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Thtaetttus.

I should be ashamed of not trying to do my best. Now so_^T_,
he who knows perceives what he knows, and, as far as I can T._^_r_.
see at present, knowledge is perception.
In answer
to the inviSoc. Bravely said, boy; that is the way in which you tation he
should express your opinion.
And now, let us examine boldlyreplies :

together this conception of yours, and see whether it is Knowledge
a true birth or a mere wind-egg :--You say that kn_owledge is pereepis percepti.gn ?
tion.
Theaet. Yes.
Soc. Well, you have delivered yourself of a very important Thisis only
I52 doctrine about knowledge '• it is indeed the opinion of Prota- another
way of exgoras, who has another way of expressing it. Man, he says, pressing
is the measure of all things, of the existence of things that Vrotagoras'
.......
_
doctrine,
are, and of th__enon-exi_g_ee
o( thin_s that are not :--You, ,Manis the
hav_ read him ?
measure of
all things,'

Theaet. 0 yes, again and again,
Soc. Does he not say that things are to you such as they
appear to you, and to me such as tLh._ ...................
ap.p._ay to me_ and that
you and I are men ?
Theaet. Yes, he says so.
Soc. 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 ?
Theaet. Quite true.
Soc. Now is the wind, regarded not in relation to us but
absolutely, cold or not; or are we to say, with Protagoras,
that the wind is cold to him who is cold, and not to him
who is not .9

i.e. things
areas they
appear
to
you
or me
at anymoment.

Theaet. I suppose the last.
Soc. Then it must appear so to each of them ?
Theaet. Yes.
Soc. And 'appears
ceives.'
Theael. True.

to him'

means

the same as 'he per-

Soc. Then a_and
perceivin_
the case Thists_e
of hot and cold, _---d in similar inst_nc__-'fi'lSiSeai:;
in some
or may be supposed to be, to each one such as he perceives
them ?

206
T_eatte/_.
so¢_,
T._,_,.
ButPromalsoa
gora_ had

hidden
meaning,--

'All things
arerelative
and in tootion.'
In
this the

ancients
agree with
him.

T/w

secre/

of Progagoras.

Theaet. Yes.
Soc. Then perception is always of existence, and being the
same as kn-oowledge is unerring ?
Theaet. Clearly.
Soc. In the name of the Graces, what an almighty wise
man Protagoras must have been I He spoke these things in
a parable to the common herd, like you and me, but told the
truth, ' his Truth',' in secret to his own disciples.
Theaet. What do you mean, Socrates ?
S06. 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
single tiring or quality, hut out of motion and change and
admixture all things are becoming redo
one another,
which 'becoming'
is by us incorrectly called being, but is
really becoming, for nothing ever is, hut all things are
becoming.
Summon .M! philo_q__p_he_rrs
--- Protagoras,
Heracleitus_ Eml_e.d.oc!e__-o£
_.heln_one aRer another,
and with the exc_LP_des
they will agre_'_-_ih
you_tt"ffiF_-'S_ummon
the great masters of either kind of
po_s,
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 ?
Theaet. I think so.

a'bep_
of motion,

Soc. And who could take up arms against such a great I_;3
army having Homer for its general, and not appear ridiculous _?
Tkeae¢. Who indeed, Socrates ?
Soc. 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 destruc.
tion; for fire and warmth, which are supposed to be the
parent and guardian of all other things, are born of movei In allusion to a book of Protagoras' which bore.this title.
s Cp. Cmtylus 4or E ft.

.....

%...................

Jfo/ion

is a flood,

rest

an

evil.
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ment and of friction, which is a kind of motion I ;--is not this TAeaeteU_.
the origin of fire ?
so_,_,
Theaa. It is.
Tu_a_.
Soc. And the race of animals is generated in the same
way )•
Theaet. Certainly.
SOC. And is not the bodily habit spoiled by rest and idleness, but preserved for a long time 2 by motion and exercise ?
Theaet. True.
Soc. And what of the mental habit?
Is not the soul

Bymotion
all things
are
generated,and
bodyand
sotd, water
andair,are
aiikepreservedby it.

informed, and improved, and preserved by study and attention, 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 ?
Theael. True.
Soc. Then_a.nd
as well as to the body ?
Theaet.

rest an ey!l,j tO.the_soul

Clearly.

Soc. I may add, that breathless calm, stillness and the like
waste and impairj 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 indieating 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.
Theaet. I believe, Socrates, that you have truly explained
his meaning.
Soc. Then now apply his doctrine to perception, my good
friend, and first of all to vision ; that which you call white
colour is not in your eyes, and is not a distinct thing which

The clinchjng
ment_g_of the
gokten
chin.

Again.
colour is
a motion
_
betweenthe
exists out of them. And you must not assign any place to it : eyeand its
for if it had position it would be, and be at rest, and there obj,.
would be no process of becoming.
Theaet. Then what is colour ?
Soc. Let us carry out the principle which has just been
affirmed, that nothing is self-existent, and then we shall see
t Reading _o_ro a_ #b'e_t_.

9 Reading 6,'1 *foXY.
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Tkeaaetus. that white, black, and every other colour, arises out of the
s,,_._,
eye meeting the appropriate motion, and that what we call a
T,_s_t.s. colour is in each ease neither the active nor the passive x54
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 ?
Theaet. Far from it.
3o¢. Or that anything appears the same to you as to
perceived another man ? Are you so profoundly convinced of this ?
bydifferent Rather would it not be true that it never appears exactly the
men or by
the same same to you, because you are never exactly the same ?
man at difT]tcaet.
The latter.
Nothing
which is

ferent
times
is
the same.

Contradictions arising out of

So¢. And if that with which I compare myself in size 1, or
which I apprehend
by touch, were great or white or hot, it
could not become different by mere contact with another
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 approximation 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 Protagoras and all who take his line of argument would
remark.

Theaet. How ? and of what sort do you mean ?
Soc. A little instance will sufficiently explain my meaning:

Here are six dice, which are more by a half when compared
relationsof with four, and fewer by a half than twelve--they
are more
numbers,
and also fewer.
How can you or any one maintain the
contrary ?
Theaet. Very true.
Soc. 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 ?
Theaet. 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.
Soc. Capital! excellent[
spoken like an oracle, my boy!
Reading with the MSS. _ w_rpo_#_.

arise

out

of tke

violation

of laws
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And ff you reply 'Yes,' there will be a case for Euripides ; T_aaaHs.
for our tongue will be unconvinced, but not our mind _.
s,,_=._.
Tt_eaet. Very true.
TatartrruL
SOC. The thoroughbred
Sophists, who know all that can
be known about the mind, and argue only out of the superfluity of their wits, would have had a regular sparring-<='atch
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 other or not.
Theaet. Yes, that would be my desire.
Soc. And mine too. But since this is our feeling, and
there is plenty of time, why should we not calmly and t_wtot
tho_ht
:_
J55 patiently review our own thoughts, and thoroughly examine 0)Nothi_,
and see what these appearances in us really are?
If I am wb!le.r_mmmng
not mistaken, they will be described by us as follows :--first, equalto
that nothing can become greater or less, either in number it,ll,
,_n
become
or magnitude, while remaining equal to itself--you
would feweror
agree ?
more.
Theaet. Yes.
greater
or less.
Soc. Secondly, that without addition or subtraction there (2)Without
is no increase or diminution of anything, but only equality,
addition or
subtraction
Theaet. Quite true.
nothingcan
Soc. Thirdly, that what was not before cannot be after-incre_or
dimiuish,
wards, without becoming and having become.
(3)Nothing
Theaet. Yes, truly,
cant_
w_t
it was not
So¢. These three axioms, if I am not mistaken, are without be]
fighting with one another in our minds in the case of the
coming.
_
These
dice, or, again, in such a case as this--if I were to say that axioms
I, who am of a certain height and taller than you, may within _m to
cera year, without • gaining or losing in height, be not so tall jar
_n inea._.
--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
J In allnsion to the well-knownline of Euripides,Hippol. 6t2 :
VOL:

IV,

P
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Tke
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doctrine:

All

is motion.

7'_uaetu_. I suspect that you have thought of these questions before
s_,_,_ now.
_r,,=,.T_.
Theaet. 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.
Soc. 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 had genealogist
who said that Iris (the messenger of heaven) is the child of
Thaumas (wonder).
But do you begin to see what is the
explanation of this perplexity on the hypothesis which we
attribute to Protagoras ?
Theaet. Not as yet.
Further de- SOC. Then you will be obliged to me if I help you to
*elop_raentunearth
the hidden 'truth' of a famous man or school.
of the doctrine of
Theaet. To be sure, I shall be very much obliged.
Protagoras
Soc.
Take a look round, then, and see that none of the
to meet the
difficulty_--uninitiated are listening.
Now by the uninitiated I mean the
The
uni.people
who
believe
in
nothing
but what they can grasp in
itiated who
beli_,eonly their hands, and who will not allow that action or generation
in what or anything invisible can have real existence.
they can
hold in
Theaet. Yes, indeed, Socrates, they are very hard and
their hands impenetrable
mortals.
are to be
keptout of
SOC. Yes, my boy, outer barbarians.
Far more ingenious
the secret, 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
generated 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 variously 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 without them ; each has its kindred object,--each variety
of colour has a corresponding variety of sight, and so with

I56

Two

kinds

of motion,

a sIozoer

and

a quicker.
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sound and hearing, and with the rest of the senses and the Theaetetus.
objects akin to them.
Do you see, Theaetetus, the bearings soc_,T_
of this tale on the preceding argument ?
TnF..... vs.
Theaet. Indeed I do not.
Soc. 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 s/_me place
and with reference to things near them, and so they beget ;
but what is begotten is swifter, for it is carried to and fro, and
moves from place to place. Apply this to sense :--When the
eye a.__d_the _.....
i_t,_ nhieeL_tneet together and give birth
.......
" ......
to whiteness and the sensation connatural with it, which could
not have been given by either of them going elsewhere, then,
while the sight is flowing from the eye, whiteness proceeds

All things
are inofmotion,
a
slowerand
of
a swifter
kind.
The
slowerohjects
withoutmove
changing
pZace,and
produce
the
swifter.
whichare
in locomotion.

from the object which combines in producing the colour ; and
SO the eye is fulfilled with sight, and really sees, and becomes,

Application
of the

n_but
a_
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 1.
And this is true of all sensible objects, hard, warm, and the llke,
which are similarly to be regarded, as I was saying before,
x57 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 patient, as existing in
separation, no trustworthy
conception, as they say, can be
formed, for the agent has no existence until united with the
patient, and the patient has no existence until united with the
agent ; and that which by uniting with something 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 selfexistent thing, but everything is becoming and in relation ;
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
i Readivg

_Tlo?,,, or t$_-9,0_, and
P2

omitting

Xpt_#o.

*,s,on.t'h_'°rY
*o

Everything
becomes,
and
becomesrelatively
to
something
else.
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Dreams

and illusitms.

T&.ae2e_s. any other detaining name to be used ; in the language of
soc_=u_ nature all things are being created and destroyed, coming
Tm_urrrr_Linto being and passing into new forms ; nor can any name fix
Thisapor detain them ; he who attempts to fix them is easily refqted.
pliesnot
And
this should be the way of speaking, not only of partieuonly to individual_, lars but of aggregates ; such aggregates as are expressed in
butalsoto
the word ' man,' or ' stone,' or any name of an animal or of
classes.
a class. 0 Theaetetus,
are not these speculations
sweet
as honey?
And do you not like the taste of them in the
mouth ?
Theaet. 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.
Socratesis
Soc. You forget, my friend, that I neither know, nor
repeating profess to know, anything of these matters ; you are the
these
'charming person who is in labour, I am the barren midwife ; and this
spmaais why I soothe you, and offer you one good thing after
tions ' only
to drawout another, that you may taste them. And I hope that I may at
Theaetetus. 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 w_nd-egg or a
real and genuine birth.
Therefore, keep up your spirits, and
answer like a man what you think.
Theaet. Ask me.
$oc. Then once more : Is it your opinion that nothing is
but what becomes ?--the good and the noble, as well as all
the o_hich
we were just now mentioning ?
Theae/. When I hear you discoursing in this *tyle, I think
that there is a great deal in what you say, and I am very
ready to assent.
Dream
Soc. Let us not leave the argument unfinished_ then ; for
and
muthere
still remains to be. considered an objection which may
slons are a
stumbling- be raised about dreams and diseases, in particular about
mockto
madness t and the various illusions of hearing and sight, or of
the_,
at they ira- other senses.
For you know that in all these cases the
#y false- esse-l_ercipi theory appears to be unmistakably refuted, since I58
_
in per,x.ption.
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.
Theaet. Very true, Socrates.

TAe diffwulty

occasioned

Soc. But then, my boy, how
knowledge
is perception,
or that
is ?

by t_m.

u I3

can any one contend
that
to every man what appears

Theaet. I am afraid to say, Socrates,
that I have nothing
to answer,
because you rebuked
me just now for making 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.
Soc. Do you see another
question
which can be raised
about these phenomena,
notably about dreaming
and waking?
Tkeaet. What question ?
Soc. 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 ?
Theaet. 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 supposing
that during
all this discussion
we have been talking to one
another
in a dream ; and when in a dream t we seem to be
narrating
dreams, the resemblance
of the two states is quite
astonishing.
Soc. You see, then, that a doubt about the reality of sense
is easily raised, since there may even be a doubt whether we
are awake or in a dream.
And as our time is equally divided
between
the soul
minds at
we a_.rm
the other
Theaet.

TAeutta_r.
soo_.
T_tAtTrrU*.

How, when
awake,can
we
be sure
that we are
not asleep.
and
vice
vet,a?

sleeping
and waking,
in either sphere
of existence
contends
that the thoughts
which are present to our
the time are true ; and during one half of our lives
the truth of the one, and, during the other half, of
; and are equally confident
of both.
Most true.

Soc. And may not the same be said of madness
and other
disorders
? the difference
is only that the times are not equal.
Theaet.AndCertainly.
Soe.
is truth
tion of time ?
Theaet.

That

would

or falsehood
be in many

to be determined
ways ridiculous.

* Or perhaps, reading _r_, 'in our waking state.'

by dura-

f"
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7"he answer."

Dreams

are

true

to the

dreamer,

Theaetetus. Soc. But can you certainly determine by any other means
so_,^T_, which of these opinions is true ?
W,_A_ToS. Theae/. I do not think that I can.
Resolution
Soc.
Listqn, then, to a statement of the other side of the
of the diffi-

cuhyby the
champions
ofappearanee
:What is
v,.holly
other can in
nowaybe
the same,

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.'
TheaeL Certainly, putting the question as you do, that I59
which is wholly other cannot either potentially or in any
other way be the same.
Soc. And must therefore be admitted to be unlike ?
Theaet. True.

Soc. If, then, anything happens to become like or unlike
itself or another, when it becomes like we call it the same-when unlike, other?
TheaeL Certainly.
and differSoc.
Were we not saying that there are agents many and
ent agents
infinite, and patients many and infinite ?
and
patients, in
Theaet. Yes.
eonjunction,
pro-

Soc. And also that different combinations
will produce
ducediffer- results which are not the .same, but different ?
eat results.
Theaet. Certainly.
Soc. Let us take you and me, or anything as an example :
--There
is Socrates in health, and Socrates sick--Are they
like or unlike ?
Theaet. You mean to compare Socrates in health as a
whole, and Socrates in sickness as a whole ?
Soc. Exactly ; that is my meaning.
Socratesin
Thaeat. I answer, they are unlike.
health bois
Soc. And if unlike, they are other ?
unlike
crates in
Theaet. Certainly.
sieka_s ;
Soc. And would you not say the same of Socrates sleeping
and waking, or in anyofthe states which we were mentioning?
Theaa. I should.
.Soc. All agents have a different
accordingly as he is wall or ill.
Theaa. Of course.
Soc. And

I who am the

patient,

patient

and

in Socrates,

that which

is the

and he alone can decide.
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agent, will produce something different in each of the two Thtaae/us.
cases ?
SO_,,.*T_,
Theaet. Certainly.
Tnr.n_rz'r
6_.
Soc. The wine which I drink when I am in health, appears
sweet and pleasant to me ?
Theaet. True.
Soc. For, as has been already acknowledged, the patient and thereand agent meet together and produce sweetness and a per- foreitis
only natural
ception of sweetness, which are in simultaneous motion, and thatthe
the perception which comes from the patient makes the same
draught of
tongue percipient, and the quality of sweetness which arises wine should
out of and is moving about the wine, makes the wine both sweet
produce
a
taste
to be and to appear sweet to the healthy tongue,
in the one
Theaet. Certainly ; that has been already acknowledged,
case, a bitterin the
Soc. But when I am sick, the wine reaUy acts upon other.
another and a different person ?
Theaet. Yes.
Soc. 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 ?
Theaet. True.
Soc. There is no other object of which I shall ever have
16othe same perception, for another object would give another
perception, and would make the percipient other and different ; nor can that object which affects me, meeting another
subject, produce the same, or become similar, for that too
will produce another result from another subject, and become
different.
Theaet. True.
Soc. Neither can I by myself, have this sensation, nor the
object by itself, this quality.
Theaet. Certainly not.
•Soc. When I perceive I must become percipient of something--there can be no such thing as perceiving and perceiving nothing; the object, whether it become sweet, bitter, or
of any other quality, must have relation to a percipient ;
nothing can become sweet which is sweet to no one.
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The

new-born

babe

of

Theaetetus.

7yu_aetus.
"l"heael. Certainly not.
s.oa_
So¢. Then the inference is, that we [the agent and patient]
a',t_m-_s,
are or become in relation to one another;
there is a law
TnltoDoatt_
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.
TheaeL Very true, Socrates.
Each object
So¢. Then, if that which acts upon me has relation
to
is relativeto
me
and
to
no
other,
I
and
no
other
am
the
percipient
one percipient
only, of it ?
and
he
TheaeL Of course.
alone
can
|udgeofits

truth,

Soc.
Then my perception is true to me, being inseparable
from my own being; and, as Protagoras says, to myself I am
judge of what is and what is not to me.
Theaa. I suppose so.
Soc. 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 ?
Theaet. You cannot.

Thmknow- SOC. Then you were quite right in affirming that knowledgeis
l,ereeption, ledge is only perception ; and the meaning turns out to be
Ho,,,er,
the same, whether with Homer and Heracleitus, and all that
Hemdeicompany, you say that all is motion and flux, or with the
tu.%
and
thmrcorn- great sage Protagoras, that man is the measure of all things ;
raythis _tgr_
or with Theaetetus, that, given these premises, perception is
in
with
Protagoras. knowledge.
Am I not right, Theaetetus, and is not this
your new-born child, of which I have delivered you ? What
say you ?
Theaet. I cannot but agree, Socrates.
Soc. Then this is the child, however he may turn out,
which you and I have with difficulty brought into the world.
Let us in-

,p_t the
babe.
Ilew-born

Arid 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- 161
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 ?

I
I

i
?
:.

Socrages

objects

to being

a bag of theories,

u_7

TheM. Theaetetus will not be angry, for he is very good- Theaaetus.
natured.
But tell me, Socrates, in heaven's name, is this, s_,A_,,
after all, not the truth ?
_rH_o,o,u_.
Soc. 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.
Theod. Do as you say, Socrates ; you are quite right.
Soc. Shall I tell you, Theodorus, what amazes me in your
acquaintance Protagoras.
Theod. What is it ?
Soc. I am charmed with his doctrine, that what appears 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 baboon, or
some other yet stranger monster which has sensation, is the
measure of all things ; then he might have shown a magnificent 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 ignoramuses
have to go to him, if each one is the
measure of his own wisdom?
Must he not be talking 'ad
eaptandum'
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
162 enormous piece of folly, if to each man his own are right;
and this must be the case if Protagoras' Truth is the real

Whyaid.
not Prot_gores
say,
'Apigisthe
m_re
of
all things' ?
--fora pig
has sensatJotl.

Hisdoetrineis
suicidaJ, and
cutsaway
bisownand
all other
claimsto
sup_or
wisdom.
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Tkeaetelus

resunws.

T_eattetu_. truth, and the philosopher is not merely amusing himself by
So_,,T_. giving oracles out of the shrine of his book.
a'._o_,us,
Theod. He was a friend of mine, Socrates, as you were
THI_Ii:TKTOB.
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.
Soc. 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 ?
Theod. 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.
Soc. Your will is my will, Theodorus, as the proverbial
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 measure of Protagoras to apply to the gods as well as
men ?
Theaet. Certainly I should, and I confess to you that I am
is
shakenin lost in wonder.
At first hearing, I was quite satisfied with
his opinion
ofProtago- the doctrine, that whatever appears is to each one, but now
ras'theory, the face of things has changed.
]_t PromSo¢.
Why, my dear boy, you are young, and therefore your
Theaetetus

goraswould

saythathe
hadbeen
inauenced
by mere
eaap-trap,

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 existence 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 axe disposed to admit of probability and figures of speech in matters of such importance. 163
He or any other mathematician who argued from proba-

Difference

between

knowledge

and ;kerce)Olion.

bilities and likelihoods in geometry, would not be worth an
ace.
Theaet. "But neither you nor we, Socrates, would be satisfled with such arguments.
Soc. Then you and Theodorus mean to say that we must
look at the matter in some other way ?
Theaet. Yes, in quite another way.
Soc. 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.
Theaet. Certainly.
Soc. 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,• hut know what
they are saying ? Or again, if w_esee 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 ?
Tkeael. 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.
Soc. 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.
Theaet. What is it ?
Soc. 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 putring a simple question, which is only, whether a man who has
learned, and remembers, can fail to know ?
Tl_aet. Impossible, Socrates;
the supposition is mon.
strous.
Soc. Am I talking nonsense, then ? Think : is not seeing
perceiving, and is not sight perception ?
Theaet. True.
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Soc. And if our recent definition holds, every man knows
that which he has seen ?
Theaet. Yes.
Soc. And you would admit that there is such a thing as
memory ?
Theaet. Yes.
Soc. And is memory of something or of nothing ?
Theaet. Of something, surely.
Soc. Of things learned and perceived, that is ?
Theaet. Certainly.
Soc. Often a man remembers that which he has seen ?
Theaet.
True.

thingwhieh Soc. And if he closed his eyes, would he forget?
he floes
has seen.
Theaet. Who, Socrates, would dare to say so ?
he
not
_e.andnotSOC. But we must say so, if'the previous argument
teeingis
be maintained.

i64
is to

not-lmow-

ing.

Theaet. What do you mean ? I am not quite sure that I
understand you, though I have a strong suspicion that you
are right.
Soc. As thus : he who sees knows, as we say, that which
he sees;
for perception
and sight and knowledge
are
admitted to be the same.
Theael. Certainly.
Soc. But he who saw, and has knowledge of that which he
saw, remembers, when he closes his eyes, that which he no
longer sees.
Theaet. True.

Soc. And seeing is knowing, and therefore not-seeing is
not-knowing ?
Theaet. Very true.
And it
Soc.
Then the inference is, that a man may have attained
would be
ridiculous the knowledge of something, which he may remember and
to saythat yet not know, because he does not see; and this has been
whatis re- affirmed by us to be a monstrous supposition.
membered
is not
T]_eaet. Most true.
kno,m.

Soc. Thus, then, the assertion that knowledge and perception are one, involves a manifest impossibility ?
Theaet. Yes.
Soc. Then they must be distinguished ?
Theaet. I suppose that they must.

Yet

Prolagoras

may

still

have

an

answer.
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Soc. Once more we shall have to begin, and ask ' What is T_aetetut.
knowledge ?' and yet, Theaetetus, what are we going to do ? SOc_TES,
Theaet. About what ?
T_ra_mam_,
TH F_OOOIt
UL

Soc. Like a good-for-nothing
cock, without having won Socrates is
the victory, we walk away from the argument and crow.
dissatisfied
Theaet. How do you mean ?
withthe
mode of
Soc. After the manner of disputers *,we were satisfied with argument.
mere verbal consistency, and were well pleased if in this way
we could gain an advantage.
Although professing not to be
mere Eristics, but philosophers,
I suspect that we have
unconsciously fallen into the error of that ingenious class of
persons.
Theaet. I do not as yet understand you.
Soc. Then I will try to explain myself: just now we asked
the question, whether a man who had learned and remembered 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 remember and not know.
But this was an impossibility.
And so
the Protagorean fable came to nought, and yours also, who
maintained that knowledge is the same as perception.
Theaet. True.
Soc. 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 ?
I65
Theod. Not I, Socrates, but rather Callias, the son of

It Promgora_had
been alive
he wou_d
nothave
allowed us
to throw
ridiculeon
hisbrats.

Hipponicus,
is guardian of his orphans.
I was too soon
diverted from the abstractions
of dialectic to geometry,
Nevertheless,
I shall be grateful to you if you assist him.
Soc. 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

guardian,
declinesto

i l.ys. 216A ; Phaedo90 B, tol E: Rep. V, 453E if.
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uptheirdefence.
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Theod. To both of us, and
will incur less disgrace if he is
Another
Soc. Then now let me ask
dittieulty:-this
:--Can a man know and
A man can

this

matter

to you

or to

let the younger answer ; he •
discomfited.
the awful question, which is
also not know that which he

know and

knows

not know
the same
thingat the

Theod. How shall we answer, Theaetetus 9
TheaeL He cannot, I should say.
Soc. 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 ?

same time,
if seeing is

knosving.

?

Theaet. I should answer,
other.'

'Not with that eye but with the

Soc. Then you see and do not see the same thing at the
same time.
Theaet. Yes. in a certain sense.
Soc. 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 notseeing is not-knowing : I leave you to draw the inference.
Theaet. Yes ; the inference is the contradictory
of my
assertion.
l_ttheease
might have

been made
still more
rlaieulous
by applying
to knowledge
proper terms
to
sense,

SOt'. 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

A defence

of Protagorasfrom

the

mouth

of Socrates.

u u3

would have got you into his net, out of which you would Theaaetus.
not have escaped until you had come to an understanding
so_,.,,-_,
about the sum to be paid for your release.
Well, you ask, T,_T_ros.
and how will Protagoras
reinforce his position ? Shall
I answer for him?
Theaet. By all means.
Soc. He will repeat all those things which we have been
t66 urging on his behalf, and then he will close with us in
disdain,
and say :--The worthy Socrates asked a little boy,
whether the same man could remember and not know the

Protagoras
to
the :resetle
'If Socrates
feghtensa
boy into

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, 0 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, 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 experienced
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, 0 my good sir, he will say,
come to the argument in a more generous spirit ; and either
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 measfire of
existence and of non-exlstence.
Yet one man may be
a thousand
times better than another in proportion
as

admitting
justwhat
he pleases,
I mustnot
behdd r_sponsible.

'What
maintain
that
sensa- is.

are
relative
individual and;
thatconsequently
what appearsis.
tions
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'A wise
man is not
hewhohas
certain im-

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
pressions,
in the letter, but to take the meaning of them as I will
buthewho
explain them.
Remember what has been already said,-caa
mak_
whatapthat to the sick man his food appears to be and is bitter, and
pmrsevil
to the man in health the opposite of bitter.
Now I cannot
appear
good.
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 I67
because he has one impression 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
a 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 _he 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 ones1;
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
'This is
of the evil, both in appearance and in reality.
And in like
what the
manner
the
Sophist
who
is
able
to
train
his
pupils
in this
Sophists
attempt
spirit is a wise man, and deserves to be well paid by them.
to do.
And _o one man is wiser than another;
and no one thinks
I Reading/U_,/_,7_,

but ? Cp. supra x67 A : vmbra a_/tcl _.

Socrates

in the person

of Protagoras

attacks

himself.

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 argument, 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 inconsistency in saying that you have a zeal
for virtue, and then always behaving unfairly in argument,
The unfairness
of which I complain is that you do not
distinguish between
mere disputation
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,
i68 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 controversial
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, causing infinite perplexity to one another.
Such, Theodorus, is the very slight help which I am able to
offer to your old friend I ; had he been living, he would have
helped himself in a far more gloriose style.
Tha_d. You are jesting, Socrates ; indeed, your defence of
him has been most valorous.
Soc. Thank you, friend ; ana I hope
1 Re_ding _¢a
VOL. Iv.
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that you observed
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Theactttus.
Protagoras ,'bidding us be serious, as the text, ' Man is the
so_.^T,_, measure of all things,' was a solemn one ; and he reproached
a'._o_o.o_, us with making a boy the medium of discourse, and said that
Socratesinthe boy's timidity was made to tell against his argument" he
sists that
outofrealso declared that we made a joke of him.
speetforhis
Theod. How could I fail to observe all that, Socrates.'?
old friend,
Theodor_s
Soc. Well, and shall we do as he says ?
must reply
Theod.
By all means.
instead
of
Soc,
But
if his wishes are to be regarded, you and I must
Theaetetus.
take up the argument, and in all seriousness 1, 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.
Theod. Well, but is not Theaetetus
better able to follow a
philosophical enquiry than a great many men who have long
beards .9

Soc. 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 defend nothing and nobody.
At any rate, my good man, 169
do not sheer off until we know whether you are a true
measure
of diagrams,
or whether all men are equally
measures and sufficient for themselves
in astronomy
and
geometry, and the other branches of knowledge in which you
are supposed to excel them.
Theoaorus
Theod. He who is sitting by you, Socrates, will not easily
compares to avoid being drawn into an argument,
and when I said just
Socrates
Scirrhon
now that you would excuse me, and not, like the Lacedaeand
monians, compel me to strip and fight, I was talking nonAntaeus.
sense--I should rather compare you to Scirrhon, who threw
travellers
from the rocks ; for the Lacedaemonian
rule is
'strip or depart,' hut 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
Soc. There, Theodorus, you have hit off precisely the nature
replies
he
oftenthat of my complaint" but I am even more pugnacious than the
1 Reading _.ro_ _'_y X_,_n,.

The _erst'slency

of Socrates.

giants of old, for I have met with no end of heroes ; many a
Heracles, many a Theseus, mighty in words, has broken 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.
Theod. 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 disposed
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to go further than you suggest,
fighting.
Soc. Once will be enough; and now take particular eare Wemust
that we do not again unwittingly expose ourselves to the beserious.
reproach of talking childishly.
Theod. I will do my best to avoid that error.
Soc. In the first place, let us return to our old objection,
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.
Theod. Very true.
Soc. 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 ?
Theod. True•
I7o
Soc. Then let us obtain, not through any third person, but
from his own statement and in the fewest words possible, the
basis of agreement.
Theod. In what way ?
Soc. In this way :--His words are, ' What seems to a man,
is to him.'
Theod. Yes, so he says.
SOC. And are not we, Protagoras, uttering the opinion of
man, or rather of all mankind, when we say that every one
thinks himself wiser than other men in some things, and their
int_erior in others •"_ In the hour of danger, when they are in
perils of war, or of the sea, or of sickness, do the)' not look
Q2

Protagoras'
thesis :

'What
appears

to

_eh
is
to him.'
ma_,
Nowevery
man will
some know
admitthat
more,
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Tkeat#etus. up to their eommanders
as if they were gods, and expect
soc_T_,
salvation from them, only because they exeel them in knowT..o_o_u, ledge ? Is not the world full of men in their several employsome1_
ments, who are looking for teachers and rulers of themselves
thanhe;
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 ignorance and wisdom exist among them, at
least in their own opinion.
Theod. Certainly.
Soc. And wisdom is assumed by them to be true thought,
and ignorance to be false opinion.
Theod. Exactly.
and thisis
Soc. How then, Protagoras, would you have us treat the
enough to
showthat argument ? Shall we say that the opinions of men are always
opinions true, or sometimes true and sometimes false ? In either case,
aclash,-fact
the result is the same, and their opinions are not always
d_i_ by true, but sometimes true and sometimes false. For tell me,
Protagoras, Theodorus, do you suppose that you yourself, or any other
follower of Protagoras, would eontend that no one deems
another ignorant or mistaken in his opinion ?
Theod. The thing is incredible, Socrates.
Soc. And yet that absurdity is necessarily involved in the
thesis which declares man to be the measure of all things.
Theod. How so ?
though,erySoc. Why, supposethatyou determinein your own mind
obvious,somethingtobe true,and declareyour opiniontome ; letus
assume,as he argues,thatthisis trueto you. Now, ifso,
you must eithersay thatthe restof us are not thejudgesof
thisopinionor judgment of yours,or thatwe judge you
alwaysto have a trueopinion? But aretherenotthousands
upon thousandswho, whenever you form a judgment, take
up arms againstyou and are of an oppositejudgment and
opinion,
deeming thatyou judge falsely
?
Theod.Yes, indeed,Socrates,
thousandsand tensof thousands,as Homer says,who giveme a worldof trouble.
Soc. Well, but are we to assert that what you think is true
to you and false to the ten thousand others ?
Theod. No other inference seems to be possible.
wlum
Soc. And how about Protagoras himself?
If neither he
opiniom
nor
the
multitude
thought,
as
indeed
they
do
not
think, that
conflict,

T]w

trulk

of

Protagoras

self-refuted.

man is the measure of all things, must it not follow that the
*TXtruth of which Protagoras wrote would be true to no one ?
But if you suppose that he himself thought this, and that the
multitude 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.
Theod. That would follow if the truth is supposed to vary
with individual opinion.
Soc. And the best of the joke is, that he acknowledges the
truth of their opinion who believe his own opinion to be false ;
for he admits that the opinions of all men are true.
Theod. Certainly.
Soc. 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 ?
Theod. Of course.
Sot:. Whereas the other side do not admit that they speak
falsely ?
Theod. They do not.
Soc. And he, as may be inferred from his writings, agrees
that this opinion is also true.
Theod. Clearly.
Soc. 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 ?
Theod. Yes.
Soc. And the truth of Protagoras being doubted by all,
will be true neither to himself nor to any one else ?
Theod. I think, Socrates, that we are running my old friend
too hard.
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Soc. But I do not know that we are going beyond the Butare we
truth. Doubtless, as he is older, he may be expected to be justice
doinghim
?
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
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If

Protagoras

could

only

come

back

to eartk
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7keaetetns. our own faculties, such as they are, and speak out what
Soc.,_,
appears to us to be true.
And one thing which no one will
T,;Eo_o,_. deny is, that there are great differences in the understandings
of men.
A
eoncession.

Theod. In that opinion I quite agree.
Soc.
And is there not most likely to be firm ground in the
His position
is onlytrue, distinction which we were indicating on behalf of Protagoras,
ifat
all, in ViZ. that most things, and all immediate sensations, such as
reference
to sensible hot, dry, sweet, are otfly such as they appear;
if however
things;
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
conduces to health as to enable them to cure themselves.
Theod. I quite agree.
Soc. Or again, in politics, while affirming that just and I72
._elfadmits
unjust, honourable and disgraceful, holy and unholy, are in
lhat in
politiesone reality to each state such as the state thinks and makes
manis
lawful, and that in determining
these matters no individual
wiser than
another,
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 really 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
and hehim-

A larger
questmn

apr_ars,

agreed on at the time of the agreement, and as long as the
agreement lasts ; and this is the philosophy of many who do
not altogether go along with Protagoras.
Here arises a new
question,
the last.

Theodorus,

which threatens

to be more serious than

Theod. Well, Socrates, we have plenty of leisure.
Soc. That is true, and )-our 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 ridiculously
at fault when they have to appear and speak in court.
How
natural is this !
Theod. What do you mean ?
Soc. I mean to say, that those who have been

trained

in

The

lawyer.

-_.3i-

philosophy and liberal pursuits are as unlike those who from Theattttus.
their youth upwards have been knocking about in the courts soc.,_T_,
and such places, as a freeman is in breeding unlike a slave.
XH_o_o,u_
Theod. In what is the difference seen ?
An apparent
Soc. In the leisure spoken of by you, which a freeman can digression.
always command : he has his talk out in peace, and, like our- m whichis
selves, he wanders at will from one subject to another, and not
set forth,
the
from a second to a third,--if
the fancy takes him, he begins opposition
again, as we are doing now, caring not whether his words and
of sense
knoware many or few; his only aim is to attain the truth.
But ledge,but
the lawyer is always in a hurry; there is the water of the acontrast
parallel
clepsydra driving him on, and not allowing him to expatiate between
at will: and there is his adversary standing over him, en- thewaysof
the lawyer
forcing his rights ; the indictment, which in their phraseology andphilois termed the affidavit, is recited at the time: and from this sopher.
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
173 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 Thelawyer
is the slave
of a slave from his youth upwards, has deprived him of of this
growth and uprightness
and independence;
dangers and ,vorld.the
phdosopher

fears, which were too much for his truth and honesty, came is the
upon him in early years, when the tenderness of youth was freeman.
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 soundness 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.
Theod. Nay, Socrates, not until we have finished what we"
are about ; for you truly said that we belong to a brotherhood
which is free, and are not the servants of the argument ; but
the argument is our servant, and must wait our leisure.
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The philosopher.

T_eaetetus. Who is o_rjudge ? Or where is the spectator having any
• So_*AT_., right to censure or control us, as he might the poets ?
T_EouORvs. 806. Then, as this is your wish, I will describe the leaders ;
The sire- for there is no use in talking about the inferior sort.
In

,.

plicity of

t_ephilosopher,

He cannot
see what is

tumbling
out at his
feet.

the first place, the lords of philosophy have never, from
their youth upwards, known their way to the Agora, or the
dicastery, 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
societies in the attainment of offices--clubs,
and banquets,
and revels, 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£emale, are matters of which the
philosopher no more knows than he can tell, as they say, how
many pints are contained in the ocean.
Neither is he conscious of his ignorance.
For he does not hold aloof in order
that he may gain a reputation ; but the truth is, that the outer
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, measuring earth and heaven and
the things which are under and on the earth and above the
heaven, interrogating
the whole nature of each and all in
their entirety, but not condescending
to anything which is t74
within reach.
Theod. What do you mean, Socrates ?
I will illustrate my meaning, Theodorus,

Soc.

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 Jaext-door neighbour ; he is ignorant, not only of
what he is doing, but he hardly knows whether he is a man
or an animal ; he is searching into the essence of man, and
busy in enquiring what belongs to such a nature to do or
suffer different from any other ;--I think that you understand
me, Theodorus ?
Theod. I do, and what you say is true.

The

philosop_r.
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Soc. And thus, my friend, on every occasion, private as
well as public, as I said at first, when he appears in a lawcourt, or in any place in which he has to speak of things
which are at his feet and before his eyes, he is the jest, not
only of Thracian handmaids but of the general herd, tumbling
into wells and every sort of disaster through his inexperience,

l'heaetetus.
Soc,_Tzs,
T,,Eo_o,_.
lie is the
laughingstockof
mankind
whenever

His awkwardness is fearful, and gives the impression of irabecility.
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
therefore 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 sqkaeeze 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.
Hearingofenormous
landed proprietors often

heappears
in pubfie.

His irony:
hisiaeasof
kings and
tyrants,

of landed
property,

thousand acres and more, our philosopher deems this to be a and of long
trifle, because he has been accustomed to think of the whole pedigrees.
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
175 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, innumerable.
And when people pride themselves on having a
pedigree
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
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and

lawyer

compared.

Theactetus. had a fiftieth, and so on ? He amuses himself with the
Sot.ATe, notion that they cannot count, and thinks that a little aritha',_oDo.us, metic would have got rid of their senseless vanity.
Now, in
To
the
all
these
cases
our
philosopher
is
derided
by
the
vulgar,
world he is
a fool.
partly because he is thought to despise them, and also
because he is ignorant of what is before him, and always
at a loss.
He has his
revenge
upon

the

lawyer,

Theod. That is very true, Socrates.
But, 0 my friend, when he draws

Soc.

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 176
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.

Evil a
necessary
part of

Theod. 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.
Soc,
Evils, Theodorus,
can never pass away; for there
must ahvays remain something which is antagonistic to good.

Another digressiou.
Having no place among the gods in heaven, of necessity
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 become holy, just, and wise. But, O my friend, you
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soc,^,_.
a'H_o_o,_.
human
nature.
fromwhich
m_ncan
only fly

cannot easily convince mankind that they should pursue awaywhen
virtue or avoid vice, not merely in order that a man may theybeseem to be good, which is the reason given by the world, comelike
God.
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 righteousness ; 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 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.
Theod_ What is that ?
Soc. 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
177 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 The wicked
from their cunning, the place of innocence will not receive laugh
wiUonly
at
them after death ; and that here on earth, they will live ever the truth.

_'36

We

must

return

and

take

up

the

broken

tkread.

T_eaetetus. in the likeness of their own evil selves, and with evil friends
So_,,_,
--when
they hear this they in their superior cunning will
a'_o,o .... seem to be listening to the talk of idiots.
Theod. Very true, Socrates.
A
strange
Soc. Too true, my friend, as I well know ; there is, howthing
:
whenthey ever, one peculiarity in their case : when they begin to reason
re._LsOn
consentto
in private about their dislike of philosophy, if they have the
about
courage to hear the argument out, and do not run away, they
philosophy,grow at last strangely discontented
with themselves;
their
helpless
theyareas
as rhetoric fades away, and they become helpless as children.
children. These however are digressions from which we must now

End of

desist, or they will overflow, and drown the original argument ; to which, ifyou please, we will now return.
Theod. For my part, Socrates, I would rather have the

digression, digressions, for at my age I find them easier
if you wish, let us go back to the argument.

to follow;

but

Soc. Had we not reached the point at which the partisans
partisans of the perpetual flux, who say that things are as they seem
weresaying to each one, were confidently maintaining that the ordinances

2"he
of the flux

ordinances

that the
which the state commanded and thought just, were just to
of a state
the state which imposed them, while they were in force ; this
just,
but
werealways
was especially asserted of justice ; but as to the good, no one
theydidnot had any longer the hardihood to contend of any ordinances
affirm
that
ventureto
which the state thought and enacted to be good that these,
they_ere while they were in force, were really good ;--he who said so
always
would be playing with the name 'good,' and would not touch
good.
the real question--it would be a mockery, would it not ?
Theod. Certainly it would.
Soc. He ought not to speak of the name, but of the thing
which is contemplated under the name.
Thetgt. Right.
Soc. Whatever
be the term used, the good or expedient is
the aim of legislation, and as far as she has an opinion, the
state imposes all laws with a view to the greatest expediency;
can legislation have any other aim ?
Theod. Certainly not.
Soc. But is the aim attained always?
do not mistakes
often happen ?
Theod. Yes, I think that there are mistakes.
Soc. The possibility

of error will be more distinctly

recog.
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Judgment

of the future.
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nised, if we put the question in reference to the whole class Thea_tetus.
under which the good or expedient falls. That whole class soc,^T,_,.
has to do with the future, and laws are passed under the idea "r,_oDo,_,_.
that they will be useful in after-time ; which, in other words, Is every
man equally
is the future,
a judgeof
TheM. Very true.
the expedient, or,
Soc. Suppose now, that we ask Protagoras, or one of his to speak
disciples, a question :--0, Protagoras, we will say to him, generally.
Man is, as you declare, the measure of all things--white,
of
the ?
future
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 ?
Theod. Yes.
Soc. And do you extend your doctrine, Protagoras (as we
shall further say), to the future as weIl 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 Certainly
not in the
ordinary man thinks that he is going to have a fever, and _eof
that this kind of heat is coming on, and another person, who medicine;
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 ?
Theod. How ludicrous !
Soc. And the vinegrower, if I am not mistaken, is a better nor of vinejudge of the sweetness or dryness of the vintage which is not growing;
yet gathered than the harp-player ?
Theod. Certainly.
Soc. 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 ?
Theod. Of course.
Soc. And the cook will be a better judge than the guest, nor of
who is not a cook, of the pleasure to be derived from the cookery;
dinner which is in preparation ; for of present or past
pleasure we are not as yet arguing;
but can we say that
_very 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,
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Protagoras

'run

down.'

7"heattetus.would not you, Protagoras, better guess which arguments in a
so_......
court would convince any one of us than the ordinary man ?
T,_ooo,_.
Theod. Certainly, Socrates, he used to profess in the
nor of
strongest manner that he was the superior of all men in
rhetoric,
legislation,

this respect.
&e.
Soc. To be sure, friend : who would have paid a large sum I79
Protagoras for the privilege of talking to him, if he had really _ persuaded
himselfwas
his visitors that neither a prophet nor any other man was
wiser than
theordinary better able to judge what will be and seem to be in the future
man
about
than every one could for himself?
the future,
and was
Theod. Who indeed ?
wellmid
for
it.

Soc. And legislation and expediency are all concerned
with the future; and every one will admit that states, in
passing laws, must often fail of their highest interests ?
Theod. Quite true.
Soc. 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.
The
refutaTheod. That is the best refutation of him, Socrates ; although
lion is
complete,

he is also caught when he ascribes truth to the .opinions of
others, who give the lie direct to his own opinion.
Soc. There are many ways, Theodorus,
in which the
doctrine that every opinion of every man is true may be
refuted;
but there is 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 .9 at any rate, no small war is raging about it, and there
are combatants not a few.
1 Relding

i_.

The

text--'All

is motion.
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Theod. No small war, indeed, for in Ionia the sect makes
rapid strides; the disciples of Heracleitus are most energetic
upholders of the doctrine.
Soc. Then we are the more bound, my dear Theodorus, to
examine the question from the foundation as it is set forth by
themselves,

Theaetetus.
soc,,T,,.
T,,_o_o,u,.
]'he
friends of

Theod. 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
I8o 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 enquire the reason of what he has said, you
will be hit by some other new-fangled wol"d,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.
Soc. I suppose, Theodorus, that you have only seen them
when they were fighting, and have never stayed with them in
time of peace, for th6y are no friends of yours ; and their
peace doctrines are o_alycommunicated by them at leisure, as
I imagine, to those disciples of theirs whom they want to
make like themselves.
Tkeod. 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 a geometrical problem.

controversy
aboutthe
universal
flux. But
wemust
takethe
argument
outof
thehands
of these
lunatics
and
fanatics.
If we would
testit.

Heracleitus
wage a
violent
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and

the

'lbatrons

of Being.'

Theaetetta. Soc. Quite right too; but as touching
the aforesaid
.SOC,AT_ problem, have we not heard from the ancients, who conT,_o_o,o_. cealed their wisdom from the many in poetical figures, that
The
Oceanus and Tethys, the origin of all things, are streams,
ancients
held similar and that nothing is at rest ? And now the moderns, in their
views,whichsuperior wisdom, have declared the same openly, that the
theyveil_xt
cobbler too may hear and learn of them, and no longer
in poetical
f_g_res,
foolishly imagine that some things are at rest and others in
Theneame
learned that all. is motion, he will duly
the opposite motion--having
doctrineof honour his teachers.
I had almost forgotten the opposite
Parmenides
doctrine,
Theodorus,
and Melissus.

Which side
shall we
take--

motionor
rest_

' Alone

Being remains unmoved,

which is the name for the all.'

This is the language of Parmenides,
Melissus, and their
followers, who stoutly maintain that all being is one and selfcontained, 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 iBI
penalty of our rashness--like
the players in the palaestra
who are caught upon the line, and are dragged different
ways by the two parties.
Therefore
I think that we had
better begin by considering 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 we 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 famous men. O Theodorus,
do you think that there is any use in proceeding when the
danger is so great ?
Theod. Nay, Socrates, not to examine thoroughly what the
two parties have to say would be quite intolerable.
Soc. 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

Tke

doctrine

of too/ion.

incline to think, two ? I should like to have
upon this point in addition to my own, that
I must err, in your company ; tell me, then,
changes from one place to another, or goes
same place, is not that what is called motion ?
Theod. Yes.
Soc. Here then we have one kind of motion.

24x
your opinion T_eaetetu4.
I may err, if soc_T_,
when a thing WHoso,vs.
round in the

But when a The

thing, remaining on the same spot, grows old, or becomes
black from being white, or hard from being soft, or undergoes
any other change, may not this be properly called motion of
another kind ?
Theod. I think so.

advoca_
of
motion
must of
necessity
maintain
that an
thingspartake of all

Soc. Say rather that it must be so. Of motion then there kindsof
are these two kinds, ' change,' and ' motion in place _.'
morion.
Theod. You are right.
So¢. 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 ?
Theod. Indeed, I do not know what to answer; but I
think they would say that all things are moved in both
ways.
So¢. 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.
T/_od. To be sure.
Soc. And if they are to be in motion, and nothing is to be
182 devoid of motion, all things must always have every sort of
motion ?
Tt_od. Most true.
So¢. Consider a further point: did we not understand
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, togettier with a perception, and that
the patient ceases to be a perceiving power and becomes a
x Reading _oOd,, : Lib. ,,ep@opdv.
VOL. IV.
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Tke

flux

is only

evanescence.

/aeaeUaa. percipient, and the agent a quale instead of a quality?
I
s_taT_,
suspect that quality may appear a strange and uncouth term
T,,oDo,os. 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 sensations and their objects, the one
becomes a thing of a certain quality, and the other a per.
cipient.
You remember ?
TheM. Of course.
Soc. We may leave the details of their theory unexamined,
but we must not forget to ask them the only question with
which we are concerned : Are all things in motion and flux ?
Theod. Yes, they will reply.
sinceeach
Soc. And they are moved in both those ways which we
quality
not distinguished ; that is to say, they move in place and are also
only
moves
in place,
changed ?
butchanges
Theod. Of course, if the motion is to be perfect.
at
the same
time, one
Soc.
If they only moved in place and were not changed,
namecannot be more we should be able to say what is the nature of the things
appropriate which are in motion and flux ?
to it than
Theod. Exactly.
another.
SOC,
But now, since not even white continues to flow
white, and whiteness itself is a flux or change which is
passing into another
colour, and is never to be caught
standing still, can the name of any colour be rightly used
at all ?
Theod. How is that possible, Socrates, either in the case
of this or of any other quality--if while we are using the
word the object is escaping in the flux ?
Soc. And what 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 ?
7heod. Certainly not, if all things are in motion.
So toowith
So¢.
Then we must not speak of seeing any more than
sensations:
of
not-seeing,
nor of any other perception more than of
seeing
mightjust ally non-perception, if all things partake of every kind of
as well be
called not-

motion?

Enough of Prolagoras.
Theod. Certainly not.
Soc. Yet perception is knowledge
and I were saying.

: so at least Theaetetus

Theod. Very true.
Soc. Then when we were asked what is knowledge, we no
more answered what is knowledge than what is not knowledge?
Theod. I suppose not.
_83 Soc. Here, then, is a fine result: we corrected our first
answer in our .eagerness
to prove that nothing is at rest.
But if nothing is at rest, every answer upon whatever subject
is equally right : you may say that a thing is or is not thus ;
or, if you prefer, ' becomes' thus ; and if we say ' becomes,'
we shall not then hamper them with words expressive of
rest.
Theod. Quite true.
Soc. Yes, Theodorus,
except in saying 'thus' and 'not
thus.'
But you ought not to use the word 'thus,' for
there is no motion in 'thus' or in 'not thus.'
The main-
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seeing ; and,

to cometo
our defini-

LiOn, knowledge is no

more perception
than nonperception.

miners 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.
Theod. Yes, that is a manner of speaking in which they
will be quite at home.
Soc. And so, Theodorus, we have got rid of your friend The theory
without assenting
to his doctrine, that every man is the is
far retutedso
as it is
measure of all things--a
wise man only is a measure ; basedon a
neither can we allow that knowledge is perception, certainly perpetual
flux.
not on the hypothesis
our friend Theaetetus

of a perpetual flux, unless perchance
is able to convince us that it is.

Theod. Very good, Socrates;
and now that the argument
about the doctrine of Protagoras
has been completed, I am
absolved from answering;
for this was the agreement.
Theaet. Not, Theodorus, until you and Socrates have discussed the doctrine of-those who say that all things are at
rest, as you were proposing,
Theod. 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.
R2

Theaetems
wish_s
to
hear
a discussionof
theopposite
doctrine of
rest.
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The great Parmenides.

T_aaus.
Theaet. Yes, if he wishes ; but I would rather have heard
soc_T,_
about the doctrine of rest.
T,,,o_oR_.
Theod. Invite Socrates to an argument--invite
horsemen
TK_T_TUS.
to the open plain ; do but ask him, and he will answer.
Soc. Nevertheless, Theodorus, I am afraid that I shall not
be able to comply with the request of Theaetetus.
Theod. Not comply t for what reason ?
socratesis
Soc. My reason is that I have a kind of reverence ; not so
afraid
of_- much for Melissus and the others, who say that ' All is one
texingon
thequ_- and at rest,'
as forthe great leaderhimself,Parmenides,
tion.
H
e
venerableand
awful,as in Homeric language he may be
has so great
anaweof called;--him I shouldbe ashamed to approach in a spirit
Parmenides, and he unworthy of him. I met him when he was an oldman, and
hasnotyet I was a mere youth,and he appeared to me to have a
'delivered'
gloriousdepth of mind. And I am afraidthatwc may not x84
Theaetetus
ofhis
con- understandhiswords, and may be still
further
from underception
of standinghis meaning; above allI fear thatthe natureof
knowledge,
knowledge,which isthe main subjectof our discussion,
may
bc thrustout of sightby the unbidden guestswho willcome
pouringin upon our feastof discourse,
ifwe letthem in-besides,the questionwhich is now stirring
isof immense
extent,
and willbc treatedunfairly
ifonlyconsideredby the
way ; or iftreated
adequatelyand atlength,
willput intothe
shade the othcr questionof knowlcdgc. Neitherthe one
nor the other can be allowed; but I must tryby my artof
midwifery to deliverThcaetctusof his conceptionsabout
knowledge.
T_aet. Very well; do so ifyou will.
So¢. Then now, Thcaetctus,
takeanotherview of the subject: you answered thatknowledge isperception
?
Theaa. I did.
Another
pointof
view.

Soc. 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 mistaken, ' With the eyes and with the ears.'
TheaeL I should.

Soc. The free use of words and phrases, rather than
minute precision, is generally
characteristic
of a liberal
education, and the opposite is pedantic ; but sometimes
precision is necessary, and I believe that the answer which

Are

we

only

you have just given is
hess ; for which is more
with the eyes and with
through the ears.
Theaet. I should say
' with.'

wooden-horses

?
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open to the charge of incorrect- Thtaaetus.
correct, to say that we see or hear S,_,AT,.,,
the ears, or through the eyes and T._,_r_,s.
'through,'

Socrates,

rather

than

Soc. Yes, my boy, for no one can suppose that in each of
us, as in a sort of Trojan horse, there are perched a number
of unconnected senses, which do not all 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.
Theaet. I agree with you in that opinion.
Soc. 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 organs, 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 ?
Theaet. Of the body, certainly.
I85 Soe. 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 ?
Tlteaet. Of course not.
Soc. If you have any thought about both of them, this
common perception cannot come to you, either through the
one or the other organ ?
Tlwaa. It cannot.
Soc. How about sounds and colours : in the first place you
would admit that they both exist ?
Theaa. Yes.
Soc. And that either of them is different
and the same with itself?

from the other,

Theaet. Certainly.
Soc. And that both are two and each of them one ?
Theaa. Yes.

We tineeive
sensible

thingsnot
through,
but with the
mind,and
not with,
but through
the senses.

The senses
differ
from
each
other,
and have
no
objects
in common.
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The

mind

and

the

senses.

Theaetetus. Soc. You'can
further observe whether they are like or
so_T_,
unlike one another ?
x._E_-_,.
Theaet. I dare say.
Soc. 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.
Theaet. Certainly ; the faculty of taste.
Soc. 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
notions ?
General
ideasare
perceived
by themind
81onewithout the help
oft he
senses

Theaet. 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
perceives
odd and even numbers and other arithmetical
conceptions.
Soc. You follow me excellently, Theaetetus ; that is precisely what I am asking.
Theaet. 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.
Soc. You are a beauty, Theaetetus, and not ugly, as Theodorus was saying ; for he who utters the beautiful is himself
beautiful and good. And 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.
Theael. I am quite clear.
Soc. And to which class would you refer being or essence; t86
for this, of all our notions, .is the most universal ?

Ttw
Theaet. I should
to know of herself.

true

knowledge.

say, to that class which the soul aspires

Soc. And would you say this also of like and unlike, same
and other ?
Theaet. Yes.
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Soc. And would you say the same of the noble and base,
and of good and evil ?
Theaet. These I conceive to be notions which are essentially relative, and which the soul also perceives by comparing in herself things past and present with the future.
Soc. And does she not perceive the hardness of that which
is hard by the touch, and the softness of that which is soft
equally by the touch ?
Theael. Yes.
Soc. But their essence and what they are, and their
opposition to one another, and the essential nature of this
opposition, the soul herself endeavours to decide for us by
the review and comparison of them ?
Theaet. Certainly.
$oc. 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,
Theaet. Assuredly.
Sew. And can a man attain truth who fails of attaining
being ?
Theaet. Impossible.
So¢. And can he who misses the truth of anything, have a

The senses
perceive
objects
of
sense,but
the
mind
alone
can
compare
them.

Sensations

aregiven
at
birth, but
truthand
being,
which
are
essential to
knowledge,
areacquired
byrefl_:tion
later on.

--

knowledge of that thing ?
Theaet. He cannot.
Sew. Then knowledge does not consist in impressions of
sense, but in reasoning about them ; in that only, and not in
the mere impression, truth and being can be attained ?
Tt_aet. Clearly.
Sew. And would you call the two processes by the same
name, when there is so great a difference between them ?
Ttteaa. That would certainly not be right.
Sew. And what name would you give to seeing, hearing,
smelling, being cold and being hot ?

_Wk,_.e.'*'*,v_, ._-r.,._

_

.......

. .................

-....

.................

-

,.

248
Tk.eaetetus.

so_,_,
z,,_u_

Knowledge

is true q_inion.

Theaet. I should call all of them perceiving--what
other
name could be given to them ?
Soc. Perception would be the collective name of them ?
Theaet. Certainly.
Soc. Which, as we say, has no part in the attainment of
truth any more than of being ?
Theaet. Certainly not.
Soc. And therefore not in science or knowledge ?
Theaet. No.

Soc. Then perception, Theaetetus, can never be the same
as knowledge or science ?
Theaet. Clearly not, Socrates;
and knowledge
has now
been most distinctly proved to be different from perception.
We have
SOC. But the original aim of our discussion was to find out IS7
foundout
rather
what knowledge is than what it is not ; at the same
then what
_ow_ge
time we have made some progress, for we no longer seek for
is not. is itBut
knowledge in perception
at all, but in that other process,
what
?
however called, in which the mind is alone and engaged with
being.
Theaet. You mean, Socrates, if I am not mistaken, what is
called thinking or opining.
Soc. 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
Theaet. I cannot say, Socrates, that all opinion is know_Idly
ledge, because there may be a false opinion ; but I will
all_er$,
. True
venture to assert, that knowledge is true opinion: let this
opinion.' then be my reply; and if this is hereafter disproved, I must
try to find another.
Soc. 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 ?
Th¢aet. Yes, according to my present view.

But what of false
Soc. Is it still worth

qtn'nion ?--

our while to resume

the discussion

touching opinion ?
Theaet. To what are you alluding ?
Soc. 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.
Theaet. Pray what is it ?
Soc. How there can be false opinion--that
difficulty still
troubles the eye of my mind ; and I am uncertain whether
I shah leave the question, or begin over again in a new
way.
Theaet. Begin again, Socrates,--at
least if you think that
there is the slightest necessity for doing so. Were not you
and Theodorus just now remarking very truly, that in discussions of this kind we may take our own time ?
Soc. 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.
Theaet. Certainly.
Soc. 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 ?
t88

Theaet. We certainly say so.
Soc. 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,
Theaet. There can be no doubt, Socrates, if you exclude
these, that there is no other alternative but knowing or not
knowing a thing.
Soc. 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 ?
Theaet. He must.
Soc. He who knows, eannot
not know, cannot know ?
Theaet. Of course.
Soc. What

but know;

shall we say then ?

When

and he who does

a man has a false
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Butfals_
opinionis
impossible,
(x)in the
sphere of
knowledge :

forall
thingsare
either
knownor
notknown;
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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 ?
Theaet. That, Socrates, is impossible.
Soc. But perhaps he thinks of something which he does not
know as some other thing which he does not know ; for example,he knows neitherTheaetctusnor Socrates,
and yethe
fancies
thatTheaetetusisSocrates,
or SocratesThcactetus?
Theaet. How can he ?

thingwhich

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

heknow or what he does
doesnot
know ; nor he knows ?
what he
doesnot

Theaet. That would be monstrous.

knowtobe

SOC. Where, then,isfalseopinion? For ifallthingsare
either
known or unknown, there can be no opinion which is
knOWS, or
_,/_
_sa : notcomprehended under thisalternative,
and so false
opinion
isexcluded.
Theaet.Most true.
what he

and (a)in
the sphere

of being:

S0¢.

Suppose

that we remove

the question

out

of the

sphere of knowing or not knowing, into that of being and
not-being.
Theaet. What do you mean ?
Soc. May we not suspect the simple truth to be that he
who thinks about anything, that which is not, will necessarily
think what is false, whatever in other respects may be the
state of his mind ?
Theaet. That, again, is not unlikely, Socrates.
Soc. 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?
Theaet. Yes.

not to see
or hear

Soc. But is there any parallel to this ?
Theaet. What do you mean ?
S0¢. Can a man see something and yet see nothing ?
These/. Impossible.
So¢. But if he sees any one thing, he sees something that
exists.
Do you suppose that what is one is ever to be found

ing thing,

among non-existing

for it is impossible
when seeing
or hearing

some exist-

things ?

False

opinion

is ' heterodoxy•

u5 r

Theaet. I do not.
Soc. He then
which is ?
x89

Tkeaetetus.

who sees some one thing,

Theaet. Clearly•
Soc. And he who hears anything,
and hears that which is ?
Theaet. Yes.

hears

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

sees something

so_,^T,s,
T_-_s.

some one thing,

touches

something

Theael. That again is true.
Soc. And does not he who thinks, think some one thing ?
Ttwaet. Certainly•
Soc. And does not he who thinks some one thing, think
something which is ?
Theaet. I agree.
Soc. Then he who thinks of that which is nob thinks of To think
nothing _•
what
is
not istonot
Theael. Clearly.
think.
Soc. And he who thinks of nothing, does not think at all ?
Theaet. Obviously.
Soc. Then no one can think that which is not, either as
a self-existent
substance or as a predicate of something
else ?
Theaet. Clearly not.
So¢. Then to think falsely is different from thinking that
which is not ?
Theaet. It would seem so.
Soc. Then false opinion has no existence in us, either in
the sphere of being or of knowledge ?
Theaet• Certainly not.
Soc. But may not the following be the description of what
we express by this name •
Theaet. What ?
SOC. May we not suppose that false opinion or thought is
a sort of heterodoxy; a person may make an exchange 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.
Theaet. Now you appear to me to have spoken the exact

Valse
opinion
must be
soughtelsewhere.
One real object may be

thoughtto
be some
other
real
object.-ThisTheaefetus e,m-

phatically
_mrmsto
be truly
fazs,.
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T_ sou/talking

wi_k _rself.

2_aaetus. truth : when a man puts the base in the place of the noble,
soc_^T,s, or the noble in the place of the base, then he has truly false
T,_,s.
opinion.
Soc. I see, Theaetetus,
that your fear has disappeared,
and that you are beginning to despise me.
Theaet. What makes you say so ?
Socrates
Soc, You think, if I am not mistaken, that your 'truly
allows this
eontradicfalse' is safe from censure, and that I shall never ask
tioa topass, whether there can be a swift which is slow, or a heavy which
and
thing, which works,
eeeds proto ask is light, or any other self-contradictory
whether a
not according to its own nature, but according to that of its
man
ever opposite.
But I will not insist upon this, for I do not
believed
one of two wish needlessly to discourage you. And so you are satisfied
things
that false opinion is heterodoxy, or the thought of something
which he
had
mind

in his
to be

tl_other.

else ?

Theae£ I

am.

Soc. It is possible then upon your view for the mind to
conceive of one thing as another ?
TheaeL True.
Soc. But must not the mind, or thinking power, which
misplaces them, have a conception either of both objects or
of one of them ?
Theaet. Certainly.
Soc. Either together or in succession ?
TheaeL Very good.
Soc. And do you mean by conceiving, the same which
I mean ?
Theaa. What is that ?
Soc. 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 t9o
to me to be just talking--asking
questions of herself and
answering
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 ?
Theaet. I agree.

Tke

_eriMexity

grows

upon

us.
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Soc. Then when any one thinks of one thing as another,
he is saying to himself that one thing is another ?
Theaet. Yes.
Soc. 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 ?
Theaet. Never.

Tlteattelut.
SOC_T_S,
T_r_us.
Buthow
one
thingbe
thoughtto
beanotber?
e.g.
no one
ever says
to
him._lf that
the nobleis
the base,

or

Soc. And do you suppose that any other man, either in his thatodd is
senses or out of them, ever seriously tried to persuade even.
himself that an ox is a horse, or that two are one ?
Theaet. Certainly not.
Soc. But if thinking is talking to oneself, no one speaking
and thinking of two objects, and apprehending
them both in
his soul a will say and think that the one is the other of them,
and I tnust add, that even you, lover of dispute as you are,
had better let the word 'other'
alone [i.e. not insist that
'one' and tother'
are the samet].
I mean to say, that
no one thinks the noble to be base, or anything of the
kind.
Theaet. I will give up the word 'other,' Socrates;
and
I agree to what you say.
So¢. If a man has both of them in his thoughts, he cannot It is adthink that the one of them is the other ?
mitted
all
handson
TheaeL True.
that no one
Soc. Neither, if he has one of them only in his mind and
not the other, can he think that one is the other ?
Tkeael. True;
for we should have to suppose that he
apprehends that which is not in his thoughts at all.
.Sot. Then no one who has either both or only one of

canconfuse
two
things,
eitherwhen
he
hasboth
in his
mind,
orwhenhe
hasonly

the two objects in his mind can think that the one is the one.
other.
And therefore, he _#ho 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.
Theaet. No.
t Both words

in Greek

are called

Srepov:

cp. Parmen.

x47 C ; Enthyd.
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7"htaaetus. Soc. But if, Theaetetus,
this is not admitted, we shall be
so_,_,
driven into many absurdities.
"r,,_rros.
Theaet. What are they ?
Soc. I will not tell y.ou until I have endeavoured
to consider the matter from every point of view. For I should be I9I
ashamed of us if we were driven in our perplexity to admit
We arein the absurd consequences
of which I speak.
But if we find
great
the
solution,
and
get
away
from
them,
we
may
regard them
string.
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
A wayout the sailor, and to do anything to us.
Listen, then, while
of
therataI
tell
you
how
I
hope
to
find
a
way
out
of
our difficulty.
ct_lty :
Theaetetus
Theael. Let me hear.
=,,y
now
Soc. I think that we were wrong in denying that a man
So, rates,
aadyetmis- could think what he knew to be what he did not know; and
take
other anwhom that there is a way in which such a deception is possible.

hes_, but
doesnot
know,
for
him.

Theaet. 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
deception will occur ?
Soc. 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 ?
Theaet. True.
Soc. 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 .9
Theaet. Certainly you may.
Soc. And another and another .9
Theaet. Yes.
Soc. I would have you imagine,
th'e mind of man a block of wax,
in different men ; harder, moister,
of purity in one than another, and
quality.
Theaet. I see.

then, that there exists in
which is of different sizes
and having more or less
in some of an intermediate

A

catalog'u_

of mistakes

which

are

impossible,

Soc. 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
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The image
of the
waxen
tablet
having

imprinted as long as the image lasts ; but when the image is different
effaced, or cannot be taken, then we forget and do not know. qualitiesof
Theaet. Very good.
wax.
Soc. Now, when a person has this knowledge, and is considering something which be sees or hears, may not false
opinion arise in the following manner ?
Theaet. In what manner ?
Soc. 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.
Theaet. And how would you amend the former statement ?
x92 Soc. I should begin by making a list of the impossible Confusionis
cases which must be excluded.
(0 No one can think one impossible,
(t_ between
thing to be another when he does not perceive either of twothings
them, but has the memorial or seal of both of them in his not perceived by

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

sense,when
weknow
oncor
both
or neither
of them;
(2) between

know, or that what he does not know is what he knows ; t_o things
nor (2) that one thing which he perceives is another thing whenwe
which he perceives, or that something which he perceives is have
slble a
ira-sensomething which he does not perceive ; or that something pre_sionof
which he does not perceive is something else which he does one
or bothof
or neither
not perceive ; or that something which he does not perceive them; (3)
is something which he perceives ; nor again (3) can he think still
more
impossible
that something which he knows and perceives, and of which between
he has the impression coinciding with sense, is something twothings,
else which he knows and perceives, and of which he has the which
both ofare
impression coinciding with sense ;--this last case, if possible, knownand
is still more inconceivable
than the others;
nor (4) can he perceived.
and of
think that something which he knows and perceives, and of whichthe
impression
which he has the memorial coinciding
withsense,is some- coincides
thingelsewhich he knows ; nor so longas theseagree,can with
sense
;

u56

and of misgakes wMck are _oss_le.

_r_eaetaus.he think that a thing which "he knows and perceives is
so_,_,
another thing which he perceives ; or that a thing which he
T_^m_s. does not know and does not perceive, is the same as another
(4)between thing which he does not know and does not perceive ;--nor
two things
of which again, can he suppose that a thing which he does not know
bothor one and does not perceive is the same as another thing which
only or
neitherare he does not know; or that a thing which he does not know
_no_and and does not perceive is another thing which he does
perc_
andhavean not perceive :--All these utterly and absolutely exclude the
i_p_io_
possibility of false opinion.
The only cases, if any, which
correspondremain,
are
the
following.
ing to sense.
Tkeaet. What are they ? If you tell me, I may perhaps
understand you better; but at present I am unable to follow
you.
Soc.
A person may think that some things which he
knows, or which he perceives and does not know, are some
already
other things which he knows and perceives ; or that some
knownand
things which he knows and perceives, are other.things which
perceived
wemistake he knows and perceives.
other
Theaet. I understand you less than ever now..
things,
either
Soc. Hear me once more, then :--I, knowing Theodorus,
known,or and remembering in my own mind what sort of person he is,
perceived
and not
and also what sort of person Theaetetus
is, at one time see
known,or
them,
and
at
another
time
do
not
see
them,
and sometimes I
both kaown
--d pertouch them, and at another time not, or at one time I may
_ed"
hear them or perceive them in some other way, and at
another time not perceive them, but still I remember them,
and know them in my own mind.
Theaet. Very true.
Soc. Then, first of all, I want you to understand
that
a man may or may not perceive sensibly that which he
knows.
Theaa. True.
Soc. And that which he does not know will sometimes not
Confusion

arises
when
for
things

be perceived by him and sometimes
only perceived ?
Theael. That is also true.
Reeapitulation.

will be perceived

and

S0¢. See whether you can follow me better now : Socrates I93
can recognize Theodorus and Theaetetus, but he sees neither
of them, nor does he perceive them in any other way; he

Confusion

of thought

and

sense ." Reca)Oitulatzon.
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cannot then by any possibility imagine in his own mind that 2"heaetaus.
Theaetetus is Theodorus.
Am I not right ?
so_,_.s,
Theaet. You are quite right,
r,_o,_r_,.
Soc. Then that was the first case of which I spoke.
Theaet. Yes.
Soc. 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.
Theaet. True.
Soc. In the third case, not knowing and not perceiving
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
1 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 ?
Theaet. I do.
Soc. 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 prim: 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.
Theaet. Yes, Socrates, you have described the nature of
opinion with wonderful exactness.
Soc. Or again, when I know both of you, and perceive as
well as know one of you, but not the other, and my knowledge of him does not accord with perception--that
was the
ease put by me'just now which you did not understand.
Theaet. No, I did not.
So¢. I meant to say, that when a person knows and perceives one of you, and his knowledge coincides with his
perception, he will never think him to be some other person,
VOL.

IV.

S

•

False
opinionis
the erroneous
combinationofsensation and
thought.

r
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Tke

causes

of trulk

a_d

error.

The_tetus. whom he knows' and perceives, and the knowledge of whom
so_,T,_,
coincides with his perception--for
that also was a case
a'.,^_,
supposed.
Theaet. True.

•

Soc. But there was an omission of the further case, in
which, as we now say, false opinion may arise, when know- 194
ing both, and seeing, or having some other sensible perception of both, I fail in holding the seal over against the
corresponding
sensation;
like a bad archer, I miss and fall
wide of the mark--and
this is called falsehood.
Theaet. Yes ; it is Hghtly so called.
Soc. 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 perceived,
but only in things which are known and perceived ; in these
alone opinion turns and twists about, and becomes alternately true and false ;--true when the seals and impressions of
sense meet straight and opposite--false
when they go awry
and are crooked.
Theaet. And is not that, Socrates, nobly said ?
Soc. Nobly I yes ; but wait a little and hear the explanation, and then you will say so with more reason; for to
think truly is noble and to be deceived is base.
Theaet. Undoubtedly.
The differ3o¢.
And the origin of truth and error is as follows :M
eneesin
When the wax in the soul of any one is deep and abundant,
kinds
andthe
degreesof and smooth and perfectly tempered, then the impressions
knowledge
which pass through the senses and sink into the heart of
depend
on
the extent
the soul, as Homer says in a parable, meaning to indicate
and the
; these, I say, being
qualitiesof the likeness of the soul to wax (x_g _)
the wax.
pure and clear, and having a sufficient depth of wax, are also
lasting, and minds, such as these, easily learn and easily
retain, and are not liable to confusion, but have true 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 ?

Socrates

in desibair

cd his

own

talka/iveness.
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Theaet. Entirely.
Tkeaetetus.
Soc. But when the heart of any one is shaggy--a
quality soc,A_.s,
which the all-wise poet commends, or muddy and of impure T_mu_.
wax, or very soft, or very hard, then there is a corresponding
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
I95 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 jostled 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 objects 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.
Tkeaet. No man, Socrates, can say anything truer than that.
Soc. Then now we may admit the existence of false opinion
in us?
Theaet. Certainly.
Soc. And of true opinion also ?
Theaet. Yes.
Soc. We have at length satisfactorily proven that beyond
a doubt there are these two sorts of opinion ?
Theaet. Undoubtedly.
Soc. Alas, Theaetetus,
what a tiresome creature is a man
who is fond of talking 1
Theaet. What makes you s_y so ?
Soc. Bemuse 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?
Theuet. But What puts you out of heart ?
Soc. I am not only out-of heart, but in positive despair ;
for I do not know what to answer if any one were to ask
me :--0
Socrates, have you indeed discovered that false
opinion arises neither in the comparison of perceptions with
s2

our simile
doesnot
explainall
thefacts;
forerror
mayarise

260

A flaw

detected.

Theaetetm. one another nor yet in thought, but in the union of thought
s.... _,
and perception ? Yes, I shall say, with the complacence
a',.... _ET_'S.of one who thinks that he has made a noble discovery.
not
only in
Theaet. I see no reason why we should be ashamed of our
the combination
of demonstration,
Socrates.
thought
Soc.
He
will
say: You mean to argue that the man whom
and
sense,
but in pure we only think of and do not see, cannot be confused with the
tho,g),t,
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.
Theaet. Quite right.
Soc. Well, then, he will say, according to that argument,
the number eleven, which is only thought, can never be
mistaken for twelve, which is only thought • How would you
answer him ?
Theaet. 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.
Forexample,a
man may

Soc. Well, but do you think that no one ever put before
his own mind five and seven,--I
do not mean five or seven i96
think that
men or horses, but five or seven in the abstract, which, as
s+7=H,of
we say, are recorded on the waxen block, and in which false
instead
x2,andso opinion is held to be impossible ,--did no man ever ask
confuse two himself how many these numbers make when added together,
impressions
on the wax. 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 ?
Theaet. 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.
Soc. Exactly;
and I want you to eonsider whether this
does not imply that the twelve in the waxen block are
supposed to be eleven ?
Theaet. Yes, that seems to be the ease.
Soc. Then do we not come back to the old difficulty?
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

Before

usbtg

words

we should

know

what

they mean.
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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.
Theaet. Most true.

Theaetettts.
SO_^TES,
"rHEA_T_T_S.

Soc. 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 ?
Theael. It is hard to determine, Socrates.
SOC. And yet the argument will scarcely admit of both.
But, as we are at our wits' end, suppose that we do a shameless thing ?
Theaet. What is it ?

w,. must

Soc. Let us attempt to explain the verb 'to know.'
Theaet. And why should that be shameless ?
Soc. You seem not to be aware that the whole

therefore
aAmit either

that false
opinion
does not
exist,orthat
a man
may
hot
know
wh.,the
knows.

As
alast resource let
,l_._._k.
of our What is the

discussion from the very beginning has been a search after
knowledge, of which we are assumed not to know the nature.
Theaet. Nay, but I am well aware.
Soc. And is it not shameless when we do not know what

meaning
' kno_mg of
'?

knowledge is, to be explaining the verb _to know'?
The
truth is, Theaetetus,
that we have long been infected with
logical impurity.
Thousands of times have we repeated the
words 'we know,' and 'do not know,' and 'we have or have
not science 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 understand,'
'we are ignorant,'
as though we
could still employ them when deprived of knowledge
or
science.

canwe
ansv, er tile
question
wh_le
are stillwe

Theaet. But if you avoid these expressions, Socrates, how
will you ever argue at all ?
197 Soc. 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

sot how

ignorant of

whatknowledgeis?
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To

know

is to/_ossess

knowledge.

7"heaaaus. what knowing is .9 for I think that the attempt may be worth
SO,RArEs, making.
a'H_,_
TheaeL Then by all means venture, and no one shall find
Still we had fault with you for using the forbidden
terms.
better try.
Soc.
You have heard the common explanation of the verb
t to know' .9
Theaet. I think so, but I do not remember it at the moment.
'Toknow'
SOC. They
explain the word 'to know' as meaning 'to
is not but
' to
have knowledge.'
have,'
' to possess
Theaet. True.
knowledge.' "Soc. I should like to make a slight change, and say 'to
possess' knowledge.
TheaeL How do the two expressions differ .9
Soc. Perhaps there may be no difference ; but still I should
like you to hear my view, that you may help me to test it.
Theaet. I will, if I can.
Soc. I should distinguish ' having' from ' possessing' : 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.
Theaet. It would be the correct expression.
To
illusSOC.
Well, may not a man 'possess'
and yet not 'have'
trate this
distinction
knowledge in the sense of which I am speaking ? As you
let us corn- may suppose a man to have caught wild birds--doves
or any
pare the
to be keeping them in an aviary which he
mind
to an other birds--and
aviary
has constructed at home ; we might say of him in one sense,
whichis
that he always has them because he possesses them, might
gradually
filled with
different
kinds of
birds, eor-

we not

.9

TheaeL

Yes.

Soc.
And yet, in another sense, he has none of them ; but
responding
they
are
in his power, and he has got them under his hand
to the
varietiesof in an enclosure of his own, and can take and have them
knowledge, whenever 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.
Theaet. True.

Soc. 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

TAe

mind

compared

lo an

aviary.

small groups, others solitary, flying anywhere
where.
Theaet. Let us imagine such an aviary--and
follow ?
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and everywhat

Theaetetus.
SOcR^T_S.
is to T,,_us.

Soc. 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.
Theaet. Granted.
198 Soc. 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 ?
Theaet. To be sure.
Soc. Conceive this under the form of a hunt after the
science of odd and even in general.
Theaet. I follow.
Soc. 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.
Theaet. Yes.
Soc. And when transmitting
them he may be said to teach
them, and when receiving to learn them, and when having
them in possession in the aforesaid aviary he may be said to
know them.
Theaet. Exactly.
Soc. Attend to what follows : must not the perfect arithmetician know all numbers, for he has the science of all numbers
in his mind ?
Theaet. True.
Soc. And he can reckon abstract numbers in his head, or
things about him which are numerable
Theaet. Of course he can.

?

Soc. And to reckon is simply to consider
and such a number amounts to ?

how much such

Three
stages
posses- of
sion :(')the
original
capture;

(2)the
tentiondein
the cage;
(3)the
second captureforuse.
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Degrees of knowledge.

Tkeaetetus. Tkeaet. Very true.
soc,.,T,._,
Soc. And so he appears to be searching into something
T.L,_r,u_ 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 ?
Theaet. I have.
The three
stages
of
knowl_lge:-[i)acquisition ;
(2) latent
possession
(a) con- ;
_ious possessionand

Soc. 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.
TheaeL True.
Soc. 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 ?
Theaet. It would be too absurd,
Soc. Shall we say then that he
what he does not know, although
knows all letters and all numbers

Socrates.
is going to read or number
we have admitted that he _99
?

Theaet. That, again, would be an absurdity.
Soc. Then shall we say that about names we care nothing ?
--any one may twist and turn the words 'knowing'
and
the arith'learning'
in any way which he likes, but since we have
tactician, determined
that the possession
of knowledge
is not the
when
searching having or using it, we do assert that a man cannot not
for a certain possess that which he possesses ; and, therefore,
in no case
rtunlher,
catches the can a man not know that which he knows, but he may get a
wrongone. false opinion about it ; for he may have the knowledge, not
of this particular thing, but of some other ;--when the various
numbers and forms of knowledge are flying about in the
aviary, and wishing 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.
F_se
opinion
arises
if

The old difficulty reappears.
Theaet. A very rational explanation.
Soc. 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 .9
TheaeL Yes.
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Theaeletus.
so_,^T_,,
T..... ETt._
For athe
moment
explanation
appears
satisfactory.

Soc. And so we are rid of the difficulty of a man's not
knowing what he knows, for we are not driven to the inference that he does not possess what he possesses, whether
he be or be not deceived.
And yet I fear that a greater But again
the old

difficulty is looking in at the window,
TheaeL What is it ?
Soc. How can the exchange of one knowledge for another
ever. become false opinion ?
Theaet. What do you mean _•
Soc. 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 knowledge ?
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.
TheaeL 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,
Soc. I cannot help praising you, Theaetetus, and yet I
200 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 ?
TheaeL Yes.
Soc. He will certainly

difficulty
returns; for
whenaman
has know-

ledgein his
hand,
can he how
mistake

it for

ignorance?

Theaetetus
suggests
that there
areformsof

ignorance,
as
well as
ofLowledge,flying about
inthe
aviary.
the man But
who makes
a mistake
w_Utake
a
form
of ignoranee
for
a form of
knowledge ;

not think that he has a false opinion ?

and

so we
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slip_ry

things.

Theaet. Of course not.

So_^T_,
Soc. He will think that his opinion is true, and he will
T._,._s.
fancy that he knows the things about which he has been
are brought deceived ?
back to the
ofi_al
Theaet. Certainly.
aimctaty.
Soc. Then he will think that he has captured knowledge
and not ignorance ?
Theaet. Clearly.
Soc. 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 :--'0
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
it winbe which he does not know ? or the one which he does not know
ricUcu_ous
toattempt to be the one which he knows 9 or will you tell me that there
to getridof are other forms of knowledge which distinguish the right and
thisbythe
wrong birds, and which the owner keeps in some other
help
of
another
aviaries or graven on waxen blocks according to your foolish
aviary,con- images, and which he may be said to know while he possesses
raining
other
birds,
them,even thoughhe have them not at hand in his mind ?
i.
e.forms And thus,in a perpetualcircle,
you willbe compelledto go
ofknowledge, round and round,and you willmake no progress.'What
arewe to sayin reply,Theaetctus?
Or.r
disTheaa. Indeed, Socrates,I do not know what we are
comfitureis
dueto the tO say.
factthat we
So¢. Are not his reproaches just, and does not the arguseek
false
ment
truly show that we are wrong in seeking for false
opinion
befo_
opinion until we know what knowledge
is; that must be
know_lge, first ascertained ; then, the nature of false opinion ?
Theaet. I cannot but agree with you, Socrates, so far as
we have yet gone.
What then
Soc. Then, once more, what shall we say that knowledge
is
knowis
?--for we are not going to lose heart as yet.
ledge?
Theaet. Certainly, I shall not lose heart, if you do not.
Soc. What definition Will be most consistent with our
former views ?

Orators

a_d

lawyers

are

against

us.
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Tkeaet. I cannot think of any but our old one, Socrates.
Tkeaetetus.
SOC. What was it ?
So_a_,
Theaet. Knowledge was said by us to be true opinion; and T,_._T_.
true opinion is surely unerring, and the results which follow An old
from it are all noble and good.
Soc. He who led the way into the river, Theaetetus, said
2ox '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.
Theaet. Very true ; let us go forward and try.
Soc. The trail soon comes to an end, for a whole profession
is against us.
Theaet. How is that, and what profession do you mean ?
Soc. 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
teaeh them.
Do you imagine that there are any teachers in
the world so clever as to be able to convince others of the
truth about acts of robbery or violence, of which they were
not eye-witnesses,
while a little water is flowing in the
clepsydra ?
Theaet. Certainly not, they can only persuade them.
Soc. And would you not say that persuading
them is
making them have an opinion ?
Tkeaet. To be sure.
Soc. 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 _udging of them from report
they attain a true opinion about them, they judge without
knowledge, and yet are rightly persuaded,
if they have
judged well.
T/uaet. Certainly.
Soc. And yet, O my friend, if true opinion in law courts 1
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.
Tkeae£ That is a distinction, Socrates, which I have heard
i Reading xa-r& _¢ar_a

+

: an emendation suggested by Professor Campbell.

friend r_appears:

' Knowledgeistrue
opinion.'

But true
o_nionis
not
always
knowledge;
e.g.
in the
law courts.
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Anotker

attem_l

to define

knowledge.

T/zeaetetus.made by some one else, but I had forgotten it. He said that
so_.,_.s,
true opinion, combined with reason, was knowledge, but that
a'._,_T_Tt,
s. the opinion which had no reason was out of the sphere of
Another
knowledge;
and that things of which there is no rational
notion "
Knowledge

is true
opinion

account are not knowable--such
was the singular expression
which he used--and
that things which have a reason or

ae-

eomp._nied explanation are knowable.
byareason.
So6. Excellent ; but then, how did he distinguish between
things which are and are not 'knowable'
? I wish that you
would repe.at to me what he said, and then I shall know
whether you and I have heard the same tale.
Theaet. I do not know whether I can recall it; but if
another person would tell me, I think that I could follow
him.
"rhe_ame
Soc. Let me give you, then, a dream in return for a dream:
notionex--Methought
that I too had a dream, and I heard in my
pressed by
• socrates in dream that the primeval letters or elements out of which you
aEtlc_.nner.
different and I and all other things are compounded, have no reason
or explanation ; you can only name them, but no predicate 2o_
can be either affirmed or denied of them, for in the one case
existence, 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 llke; for these go about
everywhere
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
The simple of apart from all else.
But none of these primeval elements
and
prican
be
defined"
they
can only be named, for they have
meval elements can
nothing but a name, and the things which are compounded
only
of them, as they are complex, are expressed
by a combination
namedbe ; it
is thecom- of names, for the combination
of names is the essence of
binationin the
of
them

a definition.
Thus, then, the elements or letters are only
proposition objects of perception, and cannot be defined or known ; but
which gives the syllables
or combinations
of them are known and exknowledge, pressed, 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 cannot give
and receive a reason for a thing, has no knowledge of that

'Knozdedffe

is of the

co_osih'.'
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thing;
but when he adds rational explanation,
then, he is Theaetei,s.
perfected in knowledge and may be all that t have been SOCRATE_
denying of him.
Was that the form in which the dream TnE^Ertrt_.
appeared to you ?
TheaeL Precisely.
Soc. And you allow and maintain that true opinion,
combined with definition or rational explanation,
is knowledge ?
Theaet. Exactly.
Soc. 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 ?
Theaet. At any rate, Socrates, I am satisfied with the
present statement.
Soc. 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.
Theaet. What was it ?
Soc. What might seem to be the most ingenious notion of
all :--That
the elements or letters are unknown, but the
combination or syllables known,
ZheaeL And was that wrong ?
Soc. We shall soon know ; for we have as hostages the
instances which the author of the argument himself used.
Theaet. What hostages .9
Soc. The letters, which are the elements; and the syllables,
which are the combinations ;--he reasoned, did he not, from
the letters of the alphabet ?
2o3
Theaet. Yes ;' he did.
Soc. Let us take them and put them to the test, or

Thetheory
states
the ele-that
mentsare
un_o_a,
but that the
combination of them

is known.
Can this be
true?

We are, at
ally

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 .9
Theael. I think so.
Soc. 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 ?

late,

rightin_ying that me
elements
haveno
definition.

2 70

The

analogy

of a syllaMe

and

its

letters.

T_aetaus.
Theaet. I should reply S and O.
so_,_,
Soc. That is the definition which you would give of the
TB,_rrm,_s.syllable ?
Theaet. I should.
Soc. I wish that you would give me a similar definition
the S.

of

TheaeL But how can any one, Socrates, tell the elements
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.
Soc. Then, I suppose, my friend, that we have been so far
right in our idea about knowledge ?
Thee.el. Yes ; I think that we have.
Butare
Soc. Well, but have we been right in maintaining that the
theytheresyllables can be known, but not the letters ?
fore tmkno_
Theaet. I think so.
Soc. And do we mean by a syllable two letters, or if there
are more, all of them, or a single idea which arises out of the
combination of them ?
If bys,71Theaet. I should say that we mean all the letters.
l_blewe
Soc.
Take the case of the two letters S and O, which form
raean the
letU_
the first' syllable of my own name ; must not he who knows.
whi_ com- the syllable, know both of them ?
pose it,
Tl/c.ag[.
Certainly.
Sot:. He knows, that is, the S and O ?
Theaet. Yes.
a manranSoc. But can he be ignorant of either singly and yet know
not
know
both
together ?
the syllable
without
Theaet. Such a supposition,
Socrates, is monstrous
and
knowing
unmeaning.
the
of it.
...qO¢.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.
Ttteow.l. Yes, with wonderful celerity.
autwe my
Soc. Yes, we did not keep watch properly.
Perhaps we
meansoraeought to have maintained that a syllable is not the letters,
thing over

Is a syllable

more

tkan

the letters

which

comikose it .9

but rather one single idea framed out of them,
separate form distinct from them.
Theaet. Very true ; and a more likely notion
other,
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having

a T_aetetf_r.
So_,,_
than the a-R_s.
and above
theparts.
and betray a great which is indivisible.

Soc. Take care ; let us not be cowards
and imposing theory,
204
TheaeL No, indeed.
Soc. Let us assume then, as we now say, that the syllable
is a simple form arising out of the several combinations of
harmonious elements--of letters or of any other elements.
Theaet. Very good.
Soc. And it must have no parts.
Theaet. Why ?
Soc. 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?
Theaet. I should.

Soc. And would you say that all and the whole are the
same, or different ?
Theaet. I am not certain ; but, as you like me to answer at
once, I shall hazard the reply, that they are different,
Soc. I approve of your readiness, Theaetetus, but I must
take time to think whether I equally approve of your answer.
Theaet. Yes ; the answer is the point.
Soc. According to this new view, the whole is supposed to
differ from all?
Theaet. Yes.
Soc. 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 ?
Theaet. Of the same.
So¢. That is of six ?
Theaet. Yes.
So¢. And in each form of expression
six ?
Tlu_et. True.

we spoke of all the

This iraplies whole
that
the

dutersfrom
the all.

Butall in
doesthesiagu_rnot
differfrom
_pluralin the
; e.g.
all of6=all
6;
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tke

all.

Tkea_tetus. Soc. Again, in speaking of all [in the pluralj,
S_,AT_s, one thing which we express ' ?
T._,_T_Tus. Theaet. Of course there is.
Soc. And that is six ?
Theaet. Yes.

is there not

Soc. Then in predicating the word ' all' of things measured
by number, we predicate at the same time a singular and a
plural ?
Theaet. Clearly we do.
Soc. Again, the number of the acre and the acre are the
same ; are they not ?
Theaet. Yes.
Soc. And the number of the stadium in like manner is the
stadium ?
Theaet. Yes.
Soc. And the army is the number of the army; and in
all similar cases, the entire number of anything is the entire
thing ?
Theaet. True.
Soc. And the number of each is the parts of each ?
Theaet. Exactly.
So¢. Then as many things as have parts are made up of
parts ?
Theaet. Clearly.
andthereSoc. But all the parts are admitted to be the all, if the
fore it iraentire number is the all ?
pli_ parts.
Theaet. True.
Soc. Then the whole is not made up of parts, for it would
wholebeing
be
the all, if consisting of all the parts ?
differcat
tromthea_l,
Theaet. That is the inference.
cannothave Soc. But is a part a part of anything but the whole ?
_x_ ;
Theaet. Yes, of the all.
Soc. You make a valiant defence, Theaetetus.
And yet is 205
not the all that of which nothing is wanting ?
whichis
Theaet. Certainly.
Soc. 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.
J Reading_ Iv.
But the

**.

If

g/re syllable

is uncomibounded

, it musg be unknown.

Theaet. I now think that there is no difference between a
whole and all.
Soc. But were we not saying that when a thing has parts,
all the parts will be a whole and all ?
Theaet. Certainly.
Soc. Then, as I was saying before, must not the alternative
be that either the syllable is not the letters, and then the
letters are not parts of the syllable, or that the syllable

273
TAe,utetut.
soc_,Tm,
T._v,T_.
Accordingly there

can be no
aifferen_
between
the
wholeand
the aU.
But

the

will be the same with the letters, and will therefore be whole,if
equally known with them ?
distinct
Theaet. You are right,
from the
elements.
Soc. And, in order to avoid this, we suppose it to be cannothave
different from them ?
thesefor its
Theaet. Yes.
parts;
Soc. But if letters are not parts of syllables, can you tell
me of any other parts of syllables, which are not letters ?
Theaet. No, indeed, Socrates ; for if I admit the existence
of parts in a syllable, it would be ridiculous in me to give up
letters and seek for other parts,
Soc. Quite true, Theaetetus,
and therefore, according to
our present view, a syllable must surely be some indivisible
form 9
•
TheaeL True.
Soc. 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 compounded 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 inappropr!ate
words, and for this reason the
letters or elements were indefinable and unknown ?
Theaet. I remember.

aad.
sin_
it can have
no other
pare. it
mustbe
without
ram altotether.The
syllable
is
therefore
an uneompounded
element,
andeon-_equently
unknown.

Soc. And is not this also the reason why they are simple
and indivisible?
I can see no other.
Theaet. No other reason can be given.
Soc. Then is not the syllable in the same case as the
elements or letters, if it has no parts and is one form ?
Theaet. To be sure.
Soc. If, then, a syllable is a whole, and has many parts or If the ,_ylletters, the letters as well as the syllable must be intelligible Sum
tablei_the
of its
VOL.

IV.

T
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Tke

doctrine

that

elements

are

unknown

refuged.

Tkeaetetus.
and expressible, since all the parts are acknowledged
so_.....
the same as the whole ?
r._AF.T_TV_ Theaet. True.
letters,
letters and

syllable
mustbe

to be

Soc. But if it be one and indivisible, then the syllables
the letters are alike
same reason ?

undefined

and

unknown,

and

and

for the

equally intelligible.

Theaet. I cannot deny that.
If it is inSoc. We cannot, therefore, agree in the opinion of him
divisible,
lettersand who says that the syllable can be known and expressed, but 2o6
syllable
not the letters.
mustbeunequally

Theaet. Certainly not" if we may trust the argument.
It Soc.Well, butwillyou notbe equallyinclinedto disagree
isuntrue
to withhim,when you remember your own experienceinlearn.
say that the
syllables ing to read ?
are
Theaet. What experience ?
but known,
the
letters unSoc. Why, that in learning you were kept trying to distinknown,
guish the separate letters both by the eye and by the ear, in
Andin
order that, when you heard them spoken or saw them written,
learning
to
readand
yOU might not be confused by their position.
play on the
Theaet. Very true.
lyreweare
Soc. And is the education
of the harp-player
complete
taught
the
eJements, unless he can tell what string answers to a particular note ;
whichare
the notes, as every one would allow, are the elements or
the letters
or notes,
letters of music ?
firstofall.
Theaet. Exactly.
known.

Soc. 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 indispensable
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 ?
Theaet. Exactly.
We said
Soc. And there might be given other proofs of this belief,
that knowif I am not mistaken.
But do not let us in looking for them
ledge
is
right
lose sight of the question before us, which is the meaning of
opinionwith
that right opinion with rational definition or
rational
ex- the statement,
planation,
explanation is the most perfect form of knowledge.
Theaet. We must not.

Three possible meanings of ' explanation.'
Soc. Well, and what is the meaning of the term 'explanation' ? I think that we have a choice of three meanings,
Theaet. What are they ?
Soc. In the first place, the meaning may be, manifesting
one's thought by the voice with verbs and nouns, imaging
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 ?
Theaet. Certainly; he who so manifests his thought, is said
to explain himself,
Soc. And every one who is not born deaf or dumb is able
sooner or later to manifest what he thinks of anything ; and
if so, all those who have a right opinion about anything will
also have right explanation;
nor will right opinion be any.
where found to exist apart from knowledge.
Theaet. True.
Soc. 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
207 asked what was the nature of anything, he should be able to
answer his questioner by giving the elements of the thing.
Theaet. As for example, Socrates...
?
Soc. As, for example, when Hesiod says that a waggon 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 waggon
consists of wheels, axle, body, rims, yoke.
Theaet. Certainly.
Soc. And our opponent will probably laugh at us, just as
he would if we professed to be grammarians
and to give a
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 until, combined
with true opinion, there is an enumeration of the elements out
of which anything is composed.
Theaet. Yes.
Soc. 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
T2
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so_^T_s,
T,_.,ETE_'t'S.
Butwhat is
explanalion?
(_t The reflecuonof
thought

m

speech.--

But thisis
not peculiar
to _hose
whoknow.

(2)The
enumeration of the
parts of a
thing.
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Theaetetus. rational explanation to true opinion, and instead of opinion
so_,_
has art and knowledge of the nature of a waggon, in that he
T._.
attains to the whole through the elements.
Theaet. And do you not agree in that view, Socrates ?
Soc. If you do, my friend;
but I want to know first,
whether you admit the resolution of all things into their
elements to be a rational explanation of them, and the consideration of them in syllables or larger combinations of them
to be irrational--is
this your view ?
Theaet. Precisely.
Butthere
Soc. Well, and do you conceive that a man has knowledge
maybeenumeration of of any element who at one time altirms and at another time
l_mwith- denies that element of something, or thinks that the same
oui
know- thing is composed of different elements at different times ?
ledge.
Theaet. Assuredly not.
Soc. And do you not remember that in your case and in
that of others this often occurred in the process of learning
to read ?
Theaet. You mean thaf I mistook
the syllables ?
Soc. Yes.

the letters

and misspelt

Theaet. To be sure ; I perfectly remember, and I am very
far from supposing that they who are in this condition have
knowledge.
Soc. 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 208
of Theodorus, 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 ?
Theaet. We have already admitted that such a one has
not yet attained knowledge.
Soc. And in like manner he may enumerate without knowing them the second and third and fourth syllables of your
name ?
T]_aet. He may.
Soc. And in that case, when he knows the order of the
letters and can write them out correctly, he has right
opinion ?
Theaet. Clearly.

Tke

laird--'

True

opinion

with

a mark

of difference.'

Soc. But although we admit that he has right opinion,
will still be without knowledge ?
Theaet. Yes.
Soc. And yet he will have

explanation,

2 77
he Tkeatlett_.
soc,._T--,
T,,_-_.

as well as right

Thisis right
opinion

opinion, for he knew the order of the letters when he wrote ; onty.
and this we admit to be explanation.
Theaet. True.
Soc. 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.
Theaet. It would seem so.
Soc. 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 knowledge, one of which must, as we said, be adopted by him
who maintains knowledge to be true opinion combined with
rational explanation ? And very likely there may be found
some one who will not prefer this but the third.
Theaet. You are quite right; there is still one remaining.
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 ?
Soc. There is, further, the popular notion of telling the (3)True
mark or sign of difference which distinguishes
the thing in opinion
about a
question from all others,
thingwith
Theaet. Can you give me any example of such a defini- of
theaaddition
mark
tion ?
or sign of
Soc. As, for example, in the case of the sun, I think that diffem,ce.
you would be contented with the statement that the sun is
the brightest of the heavenly bodies which revolve about the
earth.
Theaet. Certainly.
Soc. 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.
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This again cannot be accejOted.

Tkeaetetus.
Theaet. I understand you, and your account of definition is
so_,^T_s, in my judgment correct.
T,_A_T_,_'s. Soc. But he, who having right opinion about anything, can
find out the difference which distinguishes
it from other
things will know that of which before he had only an opinion.
Theaet. Yes; that is what we are maintaining.
Soc. 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.
Theaet. What do you mean ?
Soc. I will endeavour to explain : I will suppose myself to 209
have true opinion of you, and if to this I add your definition,
then I have knowledge, but if not, opinion only.
Theaet. Yes.

Soc. The definition was assumed
of your difference.
Theaet. True.
But right
opinion

Soc. But when I had only opinion,

to be the interpretation

I had no conception

of

alreadyira- your distinguishing characteristics.
pliesa
Theaet. I suppose not.
knowledge
Soc.
Then I must have conceived of some general or com.
of
difference.
mon nature which no more belonged to you than to another.
Theaet. True.
Soc. 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 ?
Theaet. How could it ?
Soc. Or if I had further conceived of you, not only as
having nose and eyes, but as having a snub nose and prominent eyes, should I have any more notion of you than of
myself and others who resemble me ?
Theaet. Certainly not.
Soc. 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

We

I

are

arguing

in a circle.
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distinctness;
and so when I meet you to-morrow
opinion will be re-called ?
Theaet. Most true.

the right

Soc. Then
ences ?

of differ-

right opinion

Theaet. Clearly.
Soc. What, then, shall we
tion to right opinion?
If
form an opinion of the way
another thing, the proposal
Theaet. How so ?

implies the perception

Theaetetus.
soc,_T_,
THtxrrzrvs.

say of adding reason or explanathe meaning is, that we should
in which something differs from
is ridiculous.

Soc. 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
compared 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.
Theaet. Tell me ; what were you going to say just now, How
absurd
when you asked the question ?
it would be
Soc. If, my boy, the argument, in speaking of adding the to repeat
definition, had used the word to 'know,' and not merely thewordwe
are defining
'have an opinion' of the difference, this which is the most in our depromising of all the definitions of knowledge would have finition,
say that and
come to a pretty end, for to know is surely to acquire knowledge
knowledge,
is
knowledge
of
_Io
TheaeL True.
differenceI
Soc. 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.
TheaeL That seems to be true.
Soc. But how utterly foolish, when we are asking what is
knowledge, that the reply should only be, right opinion 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 ?

u8o

A

conclusion

in

which

not/ffnff

is concluded.

Thaaetetus. Theaet. I suppose not.
so,_T,._.
Soc. And are you still in labour and travail, my dear
T,_.,,T,_,. friend, or have you brought all that you have to say about
knowledge to the birth ?
Theaet. I am sure, Socrates, that you have elicited from me
a good deal more than ever was in me.
Theaetetus Soc. And does not my art show that you have brought
hasbrought
forth wind. forth wind, and that the offspring of your brain are not worth
But to
bringing up ?
know that
Theaet. Very true.
they know
nothing
Soc. But if, Theaetetus, you should ever conceive afresh,
makesmen
you will be all the better for the present investigation,
and if
better and
humbler,
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, and I deliver men ; but theymust
be young and noble and fair.
socrates is
And now I have to go to the porch of the King Archon,
expecting where I am to meet Meletus and his indictment.
To-morrow
his trial (cp.

v uthrph,
n,bj,.
M,mo _b;
_,.).

morning,
place.

Theodorus,

I shall hope to see you again at this
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INTRODUCTION

AND

ANALYSIS.

THE dramatic power of"the dialogues of Plato appears to diminish
as the metaphysical
interest of them increases
(cp. Introd. to the
Philebus).
There are no descriptions
of time, place or persons,

Soph/tt.
INTrOdUCTION.

in the Sophist and Statesman,
but we are plunged at once into [
philosophical
discussions;
the poetical charm has disappeared,
and those who have no taste for abstruse metaphysics
will greatly
prefer the earlier dialogues to the later ones.
Plato is conscious
of the change, and in the Statesman
(2/36 B) expressly
accuses
himself of a tediousness
in the two dialogues, which he ascribes
to his desire of developing the dialectical method.
On the other
hand, the kindred spirit of Hegel seemed to find in the Sophist
the crown and summit of the Platonic philosophy--here
is the
place

at which

Plato

most

nearly

approaches

to the

Hegelian

identity of tte._ing_and Not-bein_L - Nor will the great importance
of the two dialogues be doubted by any one who forms a conception of the state of mind and opinion which they are intended to
meet.
The sophisms of the day were undermining
philosophy;
the denial of the existence of Not-being, and of the connexion of
ideas, was making truth and falsehood equally impossible.
It has
been said that Plato would have written differently, if he had been
acquainted with the Organon of Aristotle.
But could the Organon of
Aristotle ever have been written unless the Sophist and Statesman

/

had preceded?
The swarm of fallacies which arose in the infancy I
of mental science, and which was born and bred in the decay of
the pre-Socratic
philosophies,
was not dispelled by Aristotle, but
by Socrates and Plato.
The summa genera of thought, the nature
of the proposition,
of definition, of generalization,
of synthesis and
analysis, of division and cross-division,
are clearly described, and
the processes of induction and deduction are constantly employed

I
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Cluznge in l/_e _/tilosojOhical situatian.

S_Ma.
in the dialogues of Plato.
The ' slippery'
nature of comparison,
I_rrtoouc. the danger, of putting words in the place of things, the fallacy of
=,oN.
arguing ' a dicto secundum,' and in a circle, are frequently indicated
by him. To all these processes
of truth and error, Aristotle, in
the next generation, gave distinctness ; he brought them together
in a separate science.
But he is not to be regarded as the original
inventor of any of the great logical forms, with the exception of
the syllogism.
There is little worthy of remark in the characters
of the Sophist.
The most noticeable point is the final retirement of Socrates from
the field of argument, and the substitution
for him of an Eleatic
stranger, who is described as a pupil of Parmenides
and Zeno, and
is supposed to have descended
from
convict the Socratic circle of error.
seems

to intimate

by the withdrawal

a higher world in order to
As in the Timaeus, Plato
of Socrates

that he is passing

beyond the limits of his teaching;
and in the Sophist and Statesman, as well as in the Parmenides,
he probably means to imply
that he is making a closer approach to the schools of Elea and
Megara.
He had much in common with them, but he must first
submit their ideas to criticism and revision.
He had once thought
as he says, speaking by the mouth of the Eleatic, that he understood their doctrine of Not-being;
but now he does not even comprehend
the nature of Being.
The friends of ideas (Soph. 248 )
are alluded to by him as distant acquaintances,
whom he criticizes
ab ex/ra ; we do not recognize at first sight that he is criticizing
himself. The character of the Eleatic stranger is colourless ; he is
to a certain extent the reflection of his father and master, Parmenides, who is the protagonist in the dialogue which is called by
his name. Theaetetus
himself is not distinguished
by the remarkable traits which are attributed to him in the preceding
dialogue.
'He is no longer under the spell of Socrates, or subject to the
operation
of his midwifery,
though the fiction of question and
answer is still maintained,
and the necessity of taking Theaetetus
along with him is several times insisted upon by his partner in
the discussion.
There is a reminiscence
of the old Theaetetus
in
his remark

that he will not tire of the argument,

and in his con-

viction, which the Eleatic thinks likely to be permanent,
that the
course of events is governed
by the will of God.
Throughout the
two dialogues Socrates continues a silent auditor, in the Statesman

Difference in style.

Double subject of gke dialogue.
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just reminding us of his presence, at the commencement,
by a
characteristic jest about the statesman and the philosopher, and

so_tist.
Im_o_-

by an allusion to his namesake, with whom on that ground he
claims relationship, as he had already claimed an affinity with
Theaetetus, grounded on the likeness of his ugly face. But in
neither dialogue, any more than in the Timaeus, does he offer any
criticism on the views which are propounded by another.

T_o_.

The style, though wanting in dramatic power,--in this respect
resembling the Philebus and the Laws,--is very clear and accurate,
and has several touches of humour and satire. The language is
less fanciful and imaginative than that of the earlier dialogues;
and there is more of bitterness, as in the Laws, though traces of
a similar temper may also be observed in the description of the
' great brute' in the Republic, and in the contrast of the lawyer
and philosopher in the Theaetetus.
The following are characteristic passages : 'The ancient philosophers, of whom we may say,
without offence, that they went on their way rather regardless of
whether we understood them or not ;' the picture of the materiali_ts, _r eartb.-b_rn giar_ts, ' v_h_ grasped oaks and rocks in their
hands,' and who must be improved
before they can be reasoned
with;
and the equally humorous
delineation
of the friends of
ideas, who defend themselves
from a fastness in the invisible
world ; or the comparison of the Sophist to a painter or maker (cp.
Rep. x), and the hunt after him in the rich meadow-lalAds of youth
and wealth; or, again, the light and graceful touch with which
the older philosophies
are painted (' Ionian and Sicilian muses '),
the comparison of them to mythological
tales, and the fear of the
Eleatic that he will be counted a parricide if he ventures to lay
hands on his father Parmenides;
or, once more, the likening of
the Eleatic stranger to a god from heaven.--All
these passages,
notwithstanding
the decline of the style, retain the impress of the
great master of language.
But the equably diffused grace is gone ;
instead of the endless variety of the early dialogues, traces of the
rhythmical monotonous cadence of the Laws begin to appear ; and
already an approach is made to the technical language of Aristotle,
in the frequent
use of the words 'essence,' 'power,' 'generation,'
' motion,' 'rest,' _acdon,' 'passion,'
and the fike.
The Sophist, like the Phaedrus,
has a double
unites two enquiries_ which are only in a somewhat

character,
and
forced manner
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connected

with

each

other.

The

of Plato.

first

is the

search

a_er

the

Z_ODL'C- Sophist, the second is the enquiry into the nature of Not-being,
T_o_.
which occupies the middle part of the work.
For ' Not-being'
is
the hole or division of the dialectical net in which the Sophist
has hidden himself.
He is the imaginary impersonation
of false
opinion.
Yet he denies the possibility of false opinion ; for falsehood is that which is not, and therefore
has no existence.
At
length the difficulty is solved ; the answer, in the language of the
Republic, appears ' tumbling out at our feet.' Acknowledging
that
there is a communion
of kinds with kinds, and not merely one
Being or Good having different names, or several isolated ideas or
classes incapable
of communion,
we discover 'Not-being'
to be
the other of' Being.' Transferring
this to language and thought, we
have no difficulty in apprehending
that a proposition
may be false
as well as true.
The Sophist, drawn out of the shelter which
Cynic and Megarian paradoxes
have temporarily
afforded him, is
proved to be a dissembler
and juggler with words.
The chief points of interest in the dialogue are:
(I) the character
attributed
to the Sophist:
(II) the dialectical
method:
(III) the
nature of the puzzle about ' Not-being : ' (IV) the battle of the
philosophers
: (V) the relation of the Sophist to other dialogues.
I. The Sophist in Plato is the master of the art of illusion ; the
charlatan, the foreigner,
the prince of esprits-faux,
the hireling
who is not a teacher, and who, from whatever
point of view he
is regarded,
is the opposite
of the true teacher.
He is the
'evil one,' the ideal representative
liked in the moral and intellectual
the adversary

of the almost

equally

of all that Plato most distendencies
of his own age;
ideal

Socrates.

He

seems

to be always
growing
in the fancy of Plato, now boastful,
now eristic, now clothing
himself
in rags of philosophy,
now
more akin to the rhetorician
or lawyer, now haranguing,
now
questioning,
until the final appearance
in the Politicus of his
departing
shadow in the disguise of a statesman.
We are not
to suppose
that Plato intended
by such a description
to depict
Protagoras or Gorgias, or even Thrasymaehus,
who all turn out to
be ' very good sort of people when we know them,' and all of them
part on good terms with Socrates.
But he is speaking of a being
as imaginary as the wise man of the Stoics, and whose character
varies in different dialogues.
Like mythology, Greek philosophy

Mr. Grote's view.
has a tendency

to personify

ideas.

And the Sophist
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is not merely

a teacher of rheto_'ic for a fee of one or fifty drachmae (Crat. 384 B),
but an ideal of Plato's in which the falsehood of all mankind is
reflected.

SapMst.
I_O,VC"rlON,

A milder tone is adopted towards the Sophists in a well-known
passage of the Republic (vi. 492), where they are described as the
followers rather than the leaders of the rest of mankind.
Plato
ridicules the notion that any individuals
can corrupt youth to a I
I
degree worth speaking of in comparison with the greater influence
of public opinion.
But there is no real inconsistency
between this
and other descriptions
of the Sophist which occur in the Platonic
writings.
For Plato is not justifying the 5ophists in the passage
just quoted, but only representing
their power to be contemptible ;
they are to be despised rather than feared, and are no worse than
the rest of mankind.
But a teacher or statesman
may be justly
condemned,
who is on a level with mankind when he ought to be
above them.
There is another point of view in which this passage
should also be considered.

The great

enemy of Plato is the world,

not exactly in the theological sense, yet in one not wholly different
--the world as the hater of truth and lover of appearance,
occupied
in the pursuit of gain and pleasure
rather than of knowledge,
banded together against the few good and wise men, and devoid
of true education.
This creature has many heads: rhetoricians,
lawyers, statesmen, poets, sophists.
But the Sophist is the Proteus who takes the likeness of all of them ; all other deceivers
have a piece of him in them.
And sometimes he is represented
as the corrupter
of the world ; and sometimes the world as the
corrupter
of him and of itself.
Of late years the Sophists have found an enthusiastic
defender
in the distinguished
historian of Greece.
He appears to maintain
(I) that the term 'Sophist'
is not the name of a particular
class,
and would have been applied indifferently to Socrates and Plato,
as well as to Gorgias and Protagoras ; (2) that the bad sense was
imprinted on the word by the genius of Plato ; (3) that the principal Sophists were not the corrupters
of youth (for the Athenian
youth were no more corrupted in the age of Demosthenes
than in
the age of Pericles), but honourable
and estimable persons, who
supplied a training in literature which was generally wanted at
the time.
We will briefly consider how far these statements
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Tke term 'S_kist'

:

appear to be justified by facts : and, z, about the meaning of the
word there arises an interesting question :-Many words are used both in a general and a specific sense, and
the two senses are not always dearly distinguished.
Sometimes
the generic meaning has been narrowed to the specific, while in
other cases the specific meaning has been enlarged or altered.
Examples of the former class are furnished by some ecclesiastical
terms: apostles, prophets, bishops, elders, catholics.
Examples
of the latter class may also be found in a similar field: jesuits,
puritans, methodists,
and the like. Sometimes the meaning is
both narrowed and enlarged ; and a good or bad sense v-ill subsist
side by side with a neutral one. A curious effect is produced on
the meaning of a word when the very term which is stigmatized
by the world (e. g. Methodists)
is adopted by the obnoxious or
derided class; this tends to define the meaning.
Or, again, the
opposite result is produced, when the world refuses to allow some
sect or body of men the possession of an honourable name which
they have assumed, or applies it to them only in mockery or
irony.
The term ' Sophist'

is one of those words of which

the meaning

has been both contracted and enlarged.
Passages may be quoted
from Herodotus and the tragedians, in which the word is used in
a neutral sense for a contriver or deviser or inventor, without
including any ethical idea of goodness or badness.
Poets as well
as philosophers
were called Sophists in the fifth century before
Christ.
In Plato himself the term is applied in the sense of a
' master in art,' without

any bad meaning

attaching

to it (Syrnp.

2o8C ; Meno 8SB).
In the later Greek, again, 'sophist'
and
'philosopher'
became almost indistinguishable.
There was no
reproach conveyed by the word ; the additional association, if any,
was only that of rhetorician or teacher.
Philosophy
had become
eclecticism and imitation : in the decline of Greek thought there was
no original voice lifted up 'which reached to e thousand years
because of the god.' Hence the two words, like the characters
represented by them, tended to pass into one another.
Yet even
here some differences appeared;
for the term 'Sophist'
would
hardly have been applied to the greater names, such as Plotinus,
and would have been more often used of a professor of philosophy
in general than of a maintainer

of particular tenets.

not first

used by Plato in a bad sense.
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But the real question is, not whether the word cSophist' has all
these senses, but whether there is not also a specific bad sense in
which the term is applied to certain contemporaries
of Socrates.
Would an Athenian, as Mr. Grote supposes, in the fifth century
before Christ, have included
Socrates
and Plato, as well as
Gorgias and Protagoras,
under the specific class of Sophists ?
To this question we must answer, No : if ever the term is applied
to Socrates and Plato, either the application
is made by an enemy
out of mere spite, or the sense in which it is used is neutral.
Plato,
Xenophon,
Isocrates, Aristotle, all give a bad import to the word ;
and the Sophists are regarded
as a separate class in all of them.
And in later Greek literature,
the distinction
is quite marked
between the succession of philosophers
from Thales to Aristotle,
and the Sophists
of the age of Socrates, who appeared
like
meteors for a short time in different parts of Greece.
For the
purposes of comedy, Socrates may have been identified with the
Sophists, and he seems to complain of this in the Apology.
But
there is no reason to suppose that Socrates, differing by so many
outward marks, would really have been confounded in the mind
of Anytus, or Callicles, or of any intelligent Athenian,
with the
splendid foreigners
who from time to time visited Athens, or
appeared
at the Olympic games.
The man of genius, the great
original thinker, the disinterested
seeker after truth, the master
of repartee
whom no one ever defeated in an argument, was
separated, even in the mind ofthe vulgar Athenian, by an 'interval
which no geometry can express,' from the balancer of sentences,
the interpreter
and reciter of the poets, the divider of the meanings of words,

the teacher

of rhetoric,

the professor

of morals

and

manner,_

2. The use of the term ' Sophist'

in the dialogues

shows that the bad sense was not affixed by his
already current.
When Protagoras
says, ' I confess
Sophist,' he implies that the art which he professes
a bad name ; and the words of the young Hippocrates,
a blush upon his face which is just seen by the light

of Plato also
genius, but
that I am a
has already
when with
of dawn he

admits that he is going to be made ' a Sophist,' would lose their
point, unless the term had been discredited.
There is nothing
surprising
deserved
VOL.

in the .Sophists having an evil name; that, whether
or not, was a natural consequence
of their vocation.
IV.

O

So_Mst.
INxaonv¢rzo,.
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not

corru2Mers

of youtk.

That they were foreigners,
that they made fortunes, that they
taught novelties, that they excited the minds of youth, are quite
sufficient reasons to account for the opprobrium which attached to
them. The genius of Plato could not have stamped
the word
anew, or have imparted the associations which occur in contemporary writers, such as Xenophon and Isocrates.
Changes in the
meaning of words can only be made with great difficulty, and not
unless they are supported by a strong current of popular feeling.
There is nothing improbable in supposing that Plato may have
extended and envenomed the meaning, or that he may have done
the Sophists the same kind of disservice with posterity which
Pascal did to the Jesuits.
But the bad sense of the word was not
and could not have been invented by him, and is found in his
earlier dialogues, e.g. the Protagoras, as well as in the later.
3- There is no ground for disbelieving that the principal Sophists,
Gorgias, Protagoras, Prodicus, Hippias, were good and honourable
men. The notion that they were corrupters of the Athenian
youth has no real foundation, and partly arises out of the use of the
term ' Sophist' in modern times. The truth is, that we know little
about them ; and the witness of Plato in their favour is probably
not much more historical than his witness against them. Of that
national decline of genius, unity, political force, which has been
sometimes described as the corruption of youth, the Sophists were
one among
degenerated;

many signs ;--in these respects Athens
may have
but, as Mr. Grote remarks, there is no reason to

suspect any greater moral corruption in the age of Demosthenes
than in the age of Pericles.
The Athenian youth were not corrupted in this sense, and therefore the Sophists could not have
corrupted them.
It is remarkable, and may be fairly set down to
their credit, that Plato nowhere attributes to them that peculiar
Greek sympathy with youth, which he ascribes to Parmenides,
and which was evidently common in the Socratic circle. Plato
delights to exhibit them in a ludicrous point of view, and to show
them always rather at a disadvantage in the company of Socrates.
But he has no quarrel with their characters, and does not deny
that they are respectable

men.

The Sophist,
in the dialogue which is called after him, is
exhibited in many different lights, and appears and reappears
in a variety of forms.

There

is some want of the higher Platonic

Tke Sopkis/ appears and reappears in many forms.
art in the Eleatie Stranger
eliciting his true character
by a
laborious process of enquiry, when he had already admitted that
he knew quite well the difference between the Sophist and the
Philosopher,
and had often heard the question discussed ;--such
an anticipation
would hardly have occurred
in the earlier dialogues.
But Plato could not altogether
give up his Socratic
method, of which another trace may be thought to be discerned in
his adoption
of a common instance before he proceeds to the
greater matter in hand.
Yet the example is also chosen in order
to damage the ' hooker of men' as much as possible ;. each step in
the pedigree
of the angler suggests
some injurious
reflection
about the Sophist.
They are both hunters
after a living prey,
nearly related to tyrants and thieves, and the Sophist is the cousin
of the parasite and flatterer.
The effect of this is heightened
by
the accidental
manner in which the discovery is made, as the
result of a scientific division.
His descent in another
branch
alfords the opportunity
of more ' unsavoury comparisons.'
For he
is a retail trader, and his wares are either imported
or homemade, like those of other retail traders ; his art is thus deprived of
the character of a liberal profession.
But the most distinguishing
characteristic
of him is, that he is a disputant, and higgles over an
argument.
A feature of the Eristic here seems to blend with
Plato's usual description
of the Sophists, who in the early dialogues, and in the Republic, are frequently depicted as endeavouring to save themselves
from disputing with Socrates by making
long orations.
In this character he parts company from the vain
and impertinent
talker in private
while he is a maker of it.
But there

is another

general

life, who is a loser
division

of money,

under which his art may

be also supposed to fail, and that is purification ; and from purification is descended education, and the new principle of education
is to interrogate
men after the manner
of Socrates, and make
them teach themselves.
Here again we catch a glimpse rather of
a Socratic or Eristic than of a Sophist in the ordinary sense of the
term. And Plato does not on this ground reject the claim of
the Sophist to be the true philosopher.
One more feature of the
Eristic rather than of the Sophist is the tendency of the troublesome animal to run away into the darkness of Not-being.
Upon
the whole, we detect in him a sort of hybrid or double nature, of
U2

Q
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value

of gAe logical

' a_scissio

in)quilL'

sop_#,
which, except perhaps in the Euthydemus of Plato, we find no
Im-,_ovc.
other trace in Greek philosophy ; he combines the teacher of
"riols.
virtue with the Eristic ; while in his omniscience, in his ignorance
of himself, in his arts of deception, and in his lawyer-like habit of
writing and speaking about all things, he is still the antithesis
of Socrates and of the true teacher.
II. The question has been asked, whether the method of 'abscissio infiniti,' by which the Sophist is taken, is a real and
valuable logical process. Modern science feels that this, like
other processes of formal logic, presents a very inadequate conception of the actual complex procedure of the mind by which
scientific truth is detected and verified. Plato himself seems to
be aware that mere division is an unsafe and uncertain weapon,
first, in'the Statesman, whert he says that we should divide in the
middle, for in that way we are more likely to attain species ;
secondly, in the parallel precept of the Philebus, that we should
not pass from the most general notions to infinity, but include
all the intervening middle principles, until, as he also says in
the Statesman, we arrive at the infima species; thirdly, in the
Phaedrus, when he says that the dialectician will carve the limbs
of truth without mangling them ; and once more in the Statesman,
if we cannot bisect species, we must carve them as well as we
can. No better image of nature or truth, as an organic whole, can
be conceived than this. So far is .Plato from supposing that mere
division and subdivision of general notions will guide men into all
truth.
Plato does not really mean to say that the Sophist or the
Statesman can be caught in this way. But these divisions and
subdivisions were favourite logical exercises of the age in which
he lived ; and while indulging his dialectical fancy, and malting a
contribution to logical method, he delights also to transfix the
Eristic Sophist with weapons borrowed from his own armoury.
As we have already seen, the division gives him the opportunity
of making the most damaging reflections on the Sophist and all
his kith and kin, and to exhibit him in the most discreditable
light.
Nor need we seriously consider whether Plato was right in
assuming that an animal so various could not be confined within
the limits of a single definition. In the infancy of logic, men sought
o

TI_ l_zz_ ofNol-bei#g.
only to obtain a definition
of an unknown or uncertainterm;
theafterreflection
scarcelyoccurredto them thatthe word might
have severalsenses,which shaded offintoone another,and were
not capableof being comprehended in a singlenotion. There is
no trace of this reflection
in Plato. But neitheris there any
reasontothink,even ifthereflection
had occurredto him,thathe
would have been deterredfrom carryingon thewar with weapons
fairor unfairagainsttheoutlaw Sophist.
Ill.The puzzle about 'Not-being'appears to us to be one of
the most unreal difficulties
of ancientphilosophy. We cannot
understand the attitude
of mind which could imagine thatfalsehood had no existence,
ifreality
was denied to Not-being: How
could such a questionariseat all,much lessbecome of serious
importance ? The answer to this, and to nearly all other difficulties of early Greek philosophy,
is to be sought for in the
history of ideas, and the answer is only unsatisfactory
because
our knowledge
is defective.
In the passage from the world of
sense and imagination
and common language to that of opinion
and reflection the human mind was exposed to many dangers,
and often
' Found no end in wandering mazes lost.'
On the other hand, the discovery of abstractions was the great
source of all mental improvement in after ages.
It was the pushing aside of the old, the revelation of the new.
But each one of
the company of abstractions, if we may speak in the metaphorical
language of Plato, became in turn the tyrant of the mind, the
dominant idea, which would allow no other to have a share in the
throne.
This is especially true of the Eleatic philosophy : while
the absoluteness
of Being was asserted in every form of language,
the sensible world and all the phenomena of experience
were
comprehended
under Not-being.
Nor was any difficulty or perplexity thus created, so long as the mind, lost in the contemplation
of Being, asked no more questions, and never thought of applying
the categories of Being or Not-being to mind or opinion or
practical life.
But the negative as well as the positive idea had sunk deep
into the intellect of man. The effect of the paradoxes of Zeno
extended far beyond the Eleatic circle.
And now an unforeseen
consequence
began to arise.
If the Many were not, if all things
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Falsehood and negation.

Sophist.
were names of the One, and nothing could be predicated
of any
r_oDvc- other thing, how could truth be distinguished
from falsehood ?
r_oN.
The Eleatic philosopher
would have replied that Being is alone
true.
But mankind
had got beyond
his barren
abstractions:
they were beginning
to analyze, to classify, to define, to ask
what is the nature of knowledge,
opinion, sensation.
Still less
could they be content with the description
which Achilles gives
in Homer of the man whom his soul hates-_ X' br_povla_v_ebepJvl ee_e_rlv,
6AXoa_ drp.
For their difficulty was not a practical but a metaphysical
one;
and their conception
of falsehood
was really impaired
and
weakened
by a metaphysical
illusion.
The strength
of the illusion seems to lie in the alternative : If
we once admit the existence
of Being and Not-being,
as two
spheres
which exclude each other, no Being or reality can be
ascribed to Not-being, and therefore
not to falsehood, which is
the image or expression
of Not-being.
Falsehood is wholly false ;
and to speak of true falsehood, as Theaetetus
does (Theaet. I89 C),
is a contradiction
in terms.
The fallacy to us is ridiculous
and
tra nsparent,--no
better than those which Plato satirizes in the
Euthydemus.
It is a confusion of falsehood and negation, from
which Plato himself is not entirely free.
Instead of saying, 'This
is not in accordance
with facts,' 'This is proved by experience
to
be false,' and from such examples
forming a general notion of
falsehood, the mind of the Greek thinker was lost in the mazes of
the Eleatic philosophy.
And the greater importance
which Plato
attributes
to this fallacy, compared
with others, is due to the
influence
which the Eleatic philosophy
exerted
over him. He
sees clearly to a certain extent;
but he has not yet attained a
complete mastery over the ideas of his predecessors--they
are
still ends to him, and not mere instruments
of thought.
They are
too rough-hewn
to be harmonized
in a single structure,
and may
be compared
to rocks which project or overhang in some ancient
city's walls.
There
are many such imperfect
syncretisms
or
eclecticisms in the history of philosophy.
A modern philosopher,
though emancipated
from scholastic notions of essence or substance, might still be seriously
affected by the abstract
idea of
necessity ; or though accustomed,
like Bacon, to criticize
notions, might not extend his criticism to the syllogism.

abstract

Not-being

is only relation,

u95

The sa_ng or thinking the thing that is not, would be the SopMst.
popular definition of falsehood or error. If we were met by the l_Tmoo,_.
TIO_.
Sophist's objection, the reply would probably be an appeal to
experience.
Ten thousands, as Homer would say (_A_a t_v01o0,
tell falsehoods and fall into errors. And this is Plato's reply, both
in the Cratylus (4.o9 D) and Sophist. 'Thcaetetus is flying,' is
a sentence in form quite as grammatical as 'Theaetetus is sitting' ;
the difference between the two sentences is, that the one is true
and the other false. But, before making this appeal to common
sense, Plato propounds for our consideration a theory of the
nature of the negative.
The theory" is, that Not-being is relation. Not-being is the
other of Being, and has as many kinds as there are differences
in Being. This doctrine is the simple converse of the famous
proposition of Spinoza,--not ' Omnis determinatio est negatio,' but
' Omnis negatio est determinatio' ;--not, All distinction is negation,
but, All negation is distinction. Not-being is the unfolding or
determining of Being, and is a necessary element in all other
things that are. We should be careful to observe, first, that Plato
does not identify Being with Not-being; he has no idea of
progression by antagonism, or of the Hegelian vibration of
moments : he would not have said with Heracleitus, 'All things
are and are not, and become and become not.' Secondly, he has
lost sight altogether of the other sense of Not-being, as the
negative of Being; although he again and again recognizes the
validity of the law of contradiction. Thirdly, he seems to confuse
falsehood with negation. Nor is he quite consistent in regarding
Not-being as one class of Being, and yet as coextensive with
Being in general. Before analyzing further the topics thus
suggested, we will endeavour to trace the manner in which
Plato arrived at his conception of Not-being.
In all the later dialogues of Plato, the idea of mind or intelligence beeomes more and more prominent. That idea which
Anaxagoras employed inconsistently in the construction of the
world, Plato, in the Philebus, the Sophist, and the Laws, extends
to all things, attributing to Providence a care, infinitesimal as well
as infinite, of all creation. The divine mind is the leading religious
thought of the later works of Plato. The human mind is a sort of
reflection of this, having ideas of Being, Sameness, and the like.
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At times they seem to be parted by a great gulf (Parmenides)
; at
ltcrttoDuc- other times they have a common
nature, and the light of a
Tto,.
common intelligence.
But this ever-growing
idea of mind is really irreconcileable
with the abstract Pantheism
of the Eleatics.
To the passionate
language of Parmenides,
Plato replies in a strain equally passionate:--What
t has not Being mind? and is not Being capable of
being known?
and, if this is admitted,
then capable of being
affected or acted upon ?--in motion, then, and yet not wholly
incapable of rest.
Already we have been compelled to attribute
opposite determinations
to Being.
And the answer to the difficulty about Being may be equally the answer to the difficulty
about Not-being.
The answer is, that in these and all other determinations
of
any notion we are
search of Not-being

attributing
to it 'Not-being.'
We went in
and seemed to lose Being, and now in the

hunt after Being we recover both.
Not-being is a kind of Being,
and in a sense co-extensive
with Being.
And there are as many
divisions of Not-being as of Being. To every positive idea--'just,'
beautiful,' and the like, there is a corresponding
negative idea' not-just,' ' not-beautiful,' and the like.
A doubt may be raised whether this account of the negative
really the true one. The common
'not-just,'
'not-beautiful,'
are not

is

logicians would say that the
really classes at all, but are

merged in one great class of the infinite or negative.
The conception of Plato, in the days before logic, seems to be more
correct
than this.
For the word
'not'
does not altogether
annihilate
the positive meaning of the word 'just':
at least, it
does not prevent our looking for the 'not-just'
in or about the
same class in which we might expect to find the 'just.'
'Notjust is not-honourable'
is neither a false nor an unmeaning
proposition.
The reason is that the negative
proposition
has
really passed into an undefined positive.
To say that Cnot-just'
has no more meaning than 'not-honourable'--that
is to say, that
the two cannot in any degree be distinguished,
is clearly repugnant to the common use of language.
The ordinary
as relation,
diction.

logic is also jealous

because

seeming

of the explanation

to take away the principle

Plato, as far as we know,

of negation
of contra-

is the first philosopher

who

Not-being

is difference.

_97

dlstinetly
enunciated
this principle;
and though we need not
suppose him to have been always consistent with himself, there is
no real inconsistency
between his explanation of the negative and
the principle of contradiction.
Neither the Platonic notion of the
negative as the principle of difference, nor the Hegelian identity of
Being and Not-being, at all touch the principle
of contradiction.
For what is asserted about Being and Not-Being only relates to
our most abstract
notions, and in no way interferes
with the
principle
of contradiction
employed
in the concrete.
Because
Not-being is identified with Other, or Being with Not-being, this
does not make the proposition ' Some have not eaten ' any the less
a contradiction
of ' All have eaten.'
The explanation
of the negative given by Plato in the Sophist
a true but partial one ; for the word ' not,' besides the meaning

is
of

' other,' may also imply ' opposition.'
And difference or opposition
may be either total or partial : the not-beautiful may be other than
the beautiful, or in no relation to the beautiful, or a specific class
in various degrees opposed to the beautiful.
And the negative
may be a negation of fact or of thought (oh and /_).
Lastly, there
are certain ideas, such as 'beginning,'
'becoming,'
'the finite,'
'the abstract,' in which the negative cannot be separated from the
positive_ and _Being' and _Not-being'
are inextricably blended.
Plato restricts the conception of Not-being to difference.
Man
is a rational animal, and is not--as many other things as are not
included under this definition.
He is and is not, and is because
he is not.

Besides

the positive class to which

he belongs,

there

are endless negative classes to which he may be referred.
This is
certainly intelligible, but useless.
To refer a subject to a negative
class is unmeaning,
unless the ' not' is a mere modification of the
positive, as in the example of'not
honourable'
and _dishonourable';
or unless the class is characterized
by the absence rather
than the presence of a particular quality.
Nor is it easy to see how Not-being any more than Sameness or
Otherness
is one of the classes of Being. They are aspects rather
than classes of Being.
Not-being can only be included in Being,
as the denial of some particular class of Being.
If we attempt to
pursue

such airy phantoms

at all, the Hegelian

identity

of Being

and Not-being is a more apt and intelligible expression of the same
mental phenomenon.
For Plato has not distinguished
between

Sophist.
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The

communion

of classes

Plato's

greatesl

discovery.

8aphltt.
the Being which is prior to Not-being, and the Being which is the
I_TRODVc-negation of Not-being (cf. Parm. 162 A, B).
• _o_.
But he is not thinking of this when he says that Being comprehends Not-being.
Again, we should probably go back for the true
explanation
to the influence which the Eleatic philosophy
exercised over him. Under 'Not-being'
the Eleatic had included all
the realities of the sensible world.
Led by this association and by
the common use of language, which has been already noticed, we
cannot be much surprised that Plato should have made classes of
Not-being.
It is observable that he does not absolutely deny that
there is an opposite of Being. He is inclined to leave the question,
merely remarking
that the opposition, if admissible at all, is not
expressed by the term ' Not-being.'
On the whole, we must allow that the great service rendered
by
Plato to metaphysics
in the Sophist, is not his explanation of ' Notbeing' as difference.
With this he certainly
laid the ghost of
'Not-being';
and we may attribute
to him in a measure
the
credit of anticipating
Spinoza and Hegel.
But his conception is
not clear or consistent ; he does not recognize the different senses
of the negative, and he confuses the different classes of Not-being
with the abstract notion.
As the Pre-Socratic
philosopher
failed
to distinguish between the universal and the true, while he placed
the particulars
of sense under the false and apparent,
so Plato
appears
to identify
negation
with falsehood, or is unable to
distinguish
them.
The greatest
service rendered
by him to
mental science
which, although

is the recognition
of the communion
of classes,
based by him on his account of 'Not-being,'
is

independent
of it. He clearly saw that the isolation of ideas
or classes is the annihilation
of reasoning.
Thus, after wandering
in many diverging
paths, we return
to common sense.
And
for this reason we may be inclined to do less than justice to
Plato,--because

the

truth

which

he attains

by a real

effort

of

thought is to us a familiar and unconscious
truism, which no one
would any longer think either of doubting or examining.
IV. The later dialogues
of Plato contain many references
to
contemporar_
philosophy.
Both in the Theaetetus
and in the
Sophist he recognizes
that he is in the midst of a fray; a huge
irregular
battle everywhere
surrounds
him (Theaet.
I53 A).
First, there are the two great philosophies
going back into

Plato's

'History

o/ Pkiloso_ky.'
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cosmogony and poetry : the philosophy of Heracleitus,
supposed
to have a poetical origin in Homer, and that of the Eleatics,
which in a similar spirit he conceives to be even older than
Xenophanes
(compare Protag. 316 E).
Still older were theories
of two and three principles, hot and cold, moist and dry, which
were ever marrying
and being given in marriage:
in speaking
of these, he is probably referring to Pherecydes
and the early
Ionians.
In the philosophy
of motion there were different
accounts of the relation of plurality and unity, which were supposed to be joined and severed by love and hate, some maintaining that this process was perpetually
going on (e. g. Heracleitus) ; others (e. g. Empedocles)
that there was an alternation
of them.
Of the Pythagoreans
or of Anaxagoras
he makes no
distinct mention.
His chief opponents
are, first, Eristics or
Megarians ; secondly, the Materialists.
The picture which he gives of both these latter schools is
indistinct;
and he appears
reluctant
to mention the names of
their teachers.
Nor can we easily determine
how much is to
be assigned
to the Cynics, how much to the Megarians,
or
whether the 'repellent
Materialists'
(Theaet. x56 A) are Cynics
or Atomists,
or represent
some unknown
phase of opinion at
Athens.
To the Cynics and Antisthenes
is commonly attributed,
on the authority of Aristotle, the denial of predication,
while the
Megarians
are said to have been Nominalists,
asserting the One
Good under many names to be the true Being of Zeno and
the Eleatics, and, like Zeno, employing their negative dialectic in
the refutation of opponents.
But the later Megarians also denied
predication;
and this tenet, which is attributed
to all of them
by Simplicius, is certainly in accordance with their over-refining
philosophy.
The ' tyros young'and
old,' of whom Plato speaks
(infra 25i B), probably
include both.
At any rate, we shall
be safer in accepting
the general
description
of them which
he has given,
between them.
Of these
characteristics
I. They

and

in

not attempting

to draw

Eristics,
whether
Cynics
are found in Plato :-pursue

verbal

oppositions;

impossible
by their
over-accuracy
3. they deny predication;
4. they

or

a precise

Megarians,

2. they

make

line

several
reasoning

in the use of language;
go from unity to plurality,

Sophia.
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Idealists

and ma/erialists.

without passing through the intermediate
stages ; 5. they refuse
to attribute motion or power to Being;
6. they are the enemies
of sense ;--whether
they are the ' friends of ideas,' who carry
on the polemic
this remarkable

against sense, is uncertain;
expression
Plato designates

probably
under
those who more

nearly
approached
himself, and may be criticizing
an earlier
form of his own doctrines.
We may observe (i) that he professes
only to give us a few opinions out of many which were at
that time current
in Greece;
(2) that he nowhere
alludes to
the ethical teaching of the Cynlcs--unless
the argument
in the
Protagoras,
that the virtues
are one and not many, may be
supposed
to contain a reference
to their views, as well as to
those of Socrates ; and unless they are the school alluded to in
the Philebus, which is described as ' being very skilfui in physics,
and as maintaining
pleasure
to be the absence of pain.'
That
Antisthenes
wrote a book called ' Physicus,'
is hardly a sufficient
reason for describing
them as skilful in physics, which appear to
have been very alien to the tendency of the Cynics.
The Idealism of the fourth century before Christ in Greece,
as in other ages and countries, seems to have provoked a reaction towards
Materialism.
The maintainers
of this doctrine
are described
in the Theaetetus
as obstinate
persons who will
believe in nothing which they cannot hold in their hands, and in
the Sophist (246 D) as incapable of argument.
They are probably the same who are said in the Tenth
Book of the Laws
(888 E) to attribute

the course

of events

to nature,

art, and chance.

Who they were, we have no means of determining
except from
Plato's description of them.
His silence respecting
the Atomists
might lead us to suppose that here we have a trace of them.
But the Atomists
were not Materialists
in the grosser sense
of the term, nor were they incapable
of reasoning;
and Plato
would hardly have described
a great genius like Democritus
in
the disdainful terms which he uses of the Materialists.
Upon the
whole, we must infer that the persons here spoken of are unknown to us, like the many other writers and talkers at Athens
and elsewhere,
of whose endless activity of mind Aristotle in
his Metaphysics

has preserved

an anonymous

memorial.

V. The Sophist is the sequel of the Theaetetus,
and is connetted with the Parmenides
by a direct allusion (cp. Introductions
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to Theaetetus
and Parmenides).
In the Theaetetus
we sought to
discover the nature
of knowledge
and false opinion.
But the
nature
of false opinion
seemed
impenetrable;
for we were
unable to understand
how there could be any reality in Not-

SoS_/st.
lm-_oD_..
TION.

being.
In the Sophist the question is taken up again ; the nature
of Not-being is detected, and there is no longer any metaphysical
impediment
in the way of admitting the possibility of falsehood.
To the Parmenides,
the Sophist stands in a less defined and
more remote relation.
There human thought is in process
of
di.sorganization;
no absurdity or inconsistency
is too great to
be elicited from the analysis of the simple ideas of Unity or
Being.
In the Sophist the same contradictions
are pursued
to a certain extent, but only with a view to their resolution.
The
aim of the dialogue is to show how the few elemental conceptions of the human mind admit of a natural connexion in thought
and speech,
to deny.
St_h.

which

Megarian

True to the appointment

or other sophistry

of the previous

vainly

attempts

day, Theodorus

and

216 Theaetetus
meet Socrates at the same spot, bringing with them
an Eleatic Stranger, whom Theodorus introduces as a true philosopher.
Socrates,
half in jest, half in earnest,
declares that
he must be a god in disguise, who, as Homer would say, has
come to earth that he may visit the good and evil among men,
and detect the foolishness
of Athenian
wisdom.
At any rate
he is a divine person, one of a class who are hardly recognized on
earth ; who appear in divers forms--now
sophists, and are often deemed madmen.

as statesmen,
' Philosopher,

now as
states-

man, sophist,' says Socrates, repeating
the words--' I should like
217 to ask our Eleatic friend what his countrymen
think of them ; do
they regard them as one, or three ?'
The Stranger
has been already asked the same question by
Theodorus
and Theaetetus ; and he at once replies that they are
thought to be three;
but to explain
the difference fully would
take
in the

time.

He is pressed

form of a speech

to give this
or of question

fuller

explanation,

and answer.

either

He prefers

the latter, and chooses as his respondent
Theaetetus,
whom
• I8 already knows, and who is recommended
to him by Socrates.
We are agreed, he says, about the name Sophist,

he

but we may

,L_,,vm.
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not be equally agreed about his nature. Great subjects should
/u_,LYsts.be approached through familiar examples, and, considering that
he is a creature not easily caught, I think that, before approaching him, we should try our hand upon some more obvious
animal, who may be made the subject of logical experiment ; shall
we say an angler ? ' Very good.'
219
In the first place, the angler is an artist; and there are two
kinds of art,--productive art, which includes husbandry, manufactures, imitations; and acquisitive art, which includes learning,
•trading, fighting, hunting. The angler's is an acquisitive art, and
acquisition may be effected either by exchange or by conquest ;
in the latter case, either by force or craft. Conquest by craft is
cared hunting, and of hunting there is one kind Which pursues 22o
inanimate, and another which pursues animate objects; and
animate objects may be either land animals or water animals,
and water animals either fly over the water or live in the water.
The hunting of the last is called fishing; and of fishing, one
kind uses enclosures, catching the fish in nets and baskets, and
another kind strikes them either with spears by night or with
barbed spears or barbed hooks by day; the barbed spears are
impelled from above, the barbed hooks are jerked into the head
and lips of the fish, which are then drawn from below upwards. 22z
Thus, by a series of divisions, we have arrived at the definition of
the angler's art.
And now by the help of this example we may proceed to bring
to light the nature of the Sophist. Like the angler, he is an artist,
and the resemblance does not end here. For they are both
hunters, and hunters of animals ; the one of water, and the other 222
of land animals. But at this point they diverge, the one going to
the sea and the rivers, and the other to the rivers of wealth and
rich meadow-lands, in which generous youth abide. On land
you may hunt tame animals, or you may hunt wild animals. And
man is a tame animal, and he may be hunted either by force or
persuasion ;--either by the pirate, man-stealer, soldier, or by the
lawyer, orator, talker. The latter use persuasion, and persuasion is either private or public. Of the private pract/fioners
of the art, some bring gills to those whom they hunt : these are
lovers. And others take hire ; and some of these flatter, and in _23
return are fed ; others profess to teach virtue and receive a round
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And
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last ? Tell

me who ?

3o3
Have

we not

unearthed the Sophist ?
But he is a many-sided
creature, and may still be traced in
another line of descent.
The acquisitive art had a branch of
exchange as well as of hunting, and exchange is either giving or
selling; and the seller is either a manufacturer
or a merchant ;
224 and the merchant either retails or exports;
and the exporter
may export either food for the body or food for the mind. And
oft_his trading in food for the mind, one kind may be termed the
art of display, and another the art of selling learning ; and learning
may be a learning of the arts or of virtue. The seller of the arts
may be called an art-seller ; the seller of virtue, a Sophist.
Again, there is a third line, in which a Sophist may be traced.
For is he less a Sophist when, instead of exporting his wares to
another country, he stays at home, and retails goods, which he
not only buys of others, but manufactures himself?
z25
Or he may be descended from the acquisitive art in the combative line, through the pugnacious, the controversial, the disputatious arts ; and he will be found at last in the eristic section of the
226 latter, and in that division of it which disputes in private for gain
about the general principles of right and wrong.
And still there is a track of him which has not yet been
followed out by
sifting, straining,

us.
Do not our household
servants talk of
winnowing ? And they also speak of carding,

spinning, and the like. All these are processes of division ; and
of division there are two kinds,--one in which like is divided from
like, and another in which the good is separated
The latter of the two is termed purification ; and
227 fication, there are two sorts,--of animate bodies
internal or external), and of inanimate.
Medicine

from the bad.
again, of purl(which may be
and gymnastic

are the internal
purifications of the animate, and bathing the
external;
and of the inanimate, fulling and cleaning and other
humble proces._es, some of which have ludicrous names.
Not
that dialectic is a respecter of names or persons, or a despiser
of humble occupations ; nor does she think much of the greater
or less benefits conferred by them.
For her aim is knowledge ;
she wants to know how the arts are related to one another, and
would quite as soon learn the nature of hunting from the vermindestroyer

as from the general.

And she only desires

to have

sopMst.
A_A_vJ_.
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a general name, which shall distinguish purifications of the soul
AN_LS. from purifications of the body.
Now purification is the taking away of evil ; and there are two
kinds of evil in the soul,--the one answering to disease in the 728
body, and the other to deformity. Disease is the discord or war
of opposite principles in the soul; and deformity is the want of
symmetry, or failure in the attainment of a mark or measure.
The latter arises from ignorance, and no one is voluntarily
ignorant; ignorance is only the aberration of the soul moving
towards knowledge. And as medicine cures the diseases and
gymnastic the deformity of the body, so correction cures the in- zz9
justice, and education (which differs among the Hellenes from
mere instruction in the arts) cures the ignorance of the soul.
Again, ignorance is twofold, simple ignorance, and ignorance
having the conceit of knowledge. And education is also twofold :
there is the old-fashioned moral training of our forefathers, which
was very troublesome and not very successful; and another, of 33o
a more subtle nature, which proceeds upon a notion that all
ignorance is involuntary. The latter convicts a man out of his
own mouth, by pointing out to him his inconsistencies and contradictions ; and the consequence is that he quarrels with himself,
instead of quarrelling with his neighbours, and is cured of prejudices and obstructions by a mode of treatment which is equally
entertaining and effectual. The physician of the soul is aware
that his patient will receive no nourishment unless he has been
cleaned out; and the soul of the Great King himself, if he has
not undergone this purification, is unclean and impure.
And who are the ministers of the purification ? Sophists I may _31
not call them. Yet they bear about the same likeness to Sophists
as the dog, who is the gentlest of animals, does to the wolf, who
is the fiercest. Comparisons are slippery things; but for the
present let us assume the resemblance of the two, which may
probably be disallowed hereafter. And so, from division comes
purification ; and from this, mental purification ; and from mental
purification, instruction; and from instruction, education; and
from education, the nobly-descended art of Sophistry, which is
engaged in the detection of conceit. I do not however think that
we have yet found the Sophist, or that his will ultimately prove
to be the desired art of education ; but neither do I think that he
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can long escape me, for every way is blocked.
Before we make
the final assault, let us take breath, and reckon up the many
forms which he has assumed:
(I) he was the paid hunter of
wealth and birth ; (2) he was the trader in the goods of the soul ;
(3) he was the retailer of them ; (4) he was the manufacturer
of
his own learned wares ; (5) he was the disputant; and (6) he was
the purger
away of prejudices--although
this latter point is
admitted to be doubtful.
232

Now, there

must surely

be something

wrong

in the professor

of

any art having so many names and kinds of knowledge.
Does
not the very number of them imply that the nature of his art is
not understood ? And that we may not be involved in the misunderstanding,
let us observe which of his characteristics
is the
most prominent.
Above all things he is a disputant.
He will
dispute and teach others to dispute about things visible and invisible--about
man, about the gods, about politics, about law,
about wrestling,
about all things.
But can he know all things ?
233 ' He cannot.'
How then can he dispute satisfactorily with any one
who knows ? 'Impossible.'
Then what is the trick of his art,
and why does he receive money from his admirers ? ' Because he
is believed by them to know all things.'
You mean to say that
he seems to have a knowledge of them ? 'Yes.'
Suppose a person were to say, not that he would dispute about
all things, but that he would make all things, you and me, and all
other creatures,
the earth and the heavens
and the gods, and
234 would sell them all for a few pence--this
would be a great jest ;
but not greater than if he said that he knew all things, and could
teach them in a short time, and at a small cost. For all imitation
is a jest, and the most graceful form of jest.
Now the painter is
a man who professes to make all things, and children, who see his
pictures at a distance, sometimes take them for realities : and the
Sophist pretends
to know all things, and he, too, can deceive
young men, who are still at a distance from the truth, not through
their eyes, but through their ears, by the mummery
of words,
and induce them to believe him.
But as they grow older, and come
into contact with
235 his pretensions.
is only an imitator,

realities, they learn by experience
the futility of
The Sophist, then, has not real knowledge;
he
or image-maker.

And now, having got him in a comer
VOL. iv,
x

of the dialectical

net, let
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us divide and subdivide
there are two kinds,--the
making appearances.
and painting, which
of figures, in order
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until we catch him. Of image-making
art of making likenesses, and the art of

The latter may be illustrated by sculpture 236
often use illusions, and alter the proportions
to adapt their works to the eye. And the

Sophist also uses illusions, and his imitations are apparent
and
not real.
But how can any thing be an appearance
only ? Here
arises a difficulty which has always beset the subject of appear-237
ances.
For the argument is asserting the existence of not-being.
And this is what the great Parmenides was all his life denying in
prose and also in verse.
' You will never find,' he says, 'that notbeing is.' And the words prove themselves!
Not-being cannot
be attributed to any being; for how can any being be wholly
abstracted from being ? Again, in every predication there is an
attribution of singular or plural.
But number is the most real of 238
all things, and cannot be attributed to not-being.
Therefore notbeing cannot be predicated or expressed;
'is,' 'are not,' without number ?

for how can we say

And now arises the greatest difficulty of all. If not-being is 239
inconceivable,
how can not-being
be refuted ? And am I not
contradicting
myself at this moment, in speaking either in the
singular or the plural of that to which I deny both plurality and
unity ? You, Theaetetus, have the might of youth, and I conjure
you to exert yourself, and, if you can, to find an expression for
not-being which does not imply being and number.
' But I cannot.' Then the Sophist must be left in his hole.
We may call
him an image-maker
if we please, but he will only say, 'And
pray, what is an image?'
And we shall reply, 'A reflection in
the water, or in a mirror' ; and he will say, ' Let us shut our eyes 24o
and open our minds; what is the common notion of all images?'
' I should answer, Such another, made in the likeness of the true.'
Real or not real ? ' Not real ; at least, not in a true sense.'
And
the real 'is,' and the not-real 'is not'?
'Yes.'
Then a likeness is
really unreal, and essentially not. Here is a pretty complication
of being and not-being, in which the many-headed
Sophist has
entangled us. He will at once point out that he is compelling us 24 I
to contradict ourselves, by affirming being of not-being.
I think
that we must cease to look for him in the class of imitators.
But ought we to give him up ?

'I should

say, certainly

not.'
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Then I fear that I must lay bands on my father Parmenides ; but So_ist.
do not call me a parricide ; for there is no way out of the aN,,_*st_
difficulty except to show that in some sense not-being is ; and if
this is not admitted, no one can speak of falsehood, or false
a4z opinion, or imitation, without falling into a contradiction.
You
observe how unwilling I am to undertake the task; for I know
that I am exposing myself to the charge of inconsistency in
asserting the being of not-being. But if I am to make the attempt,
I think that I had better begin at the beginning.
Lightly in the days of our youth, Parmenides and others told
us tales about the origin of the universe: one spoke of three
principles warring and at peace again, marrying and begetting
children ; another of two principles, hot and cold, dry and moist,
which also formed relationships.
There were the Eleatics in our
part of the world, saying that all things are one ; whose doctrine
begins with Xenophanes, and is even older. Ionian, and, more
recently, Sicilian muses speak of a one and many which are held
together by enmity and friendship, ever parting, ever meeting.
243 Some of them do not insist on the perpetual strife, but adopt
a gentler strain, and speak of alternation only. Whether they are
right or not, who can say ? But one thing we can say--that they
went on their way without much caring whether we understood
them or not. For tell me, Theaetetus, do you understand what
they mean by their assertion of unity, or by their combinations
and separations of two or more principles ? I used to think,
when I was young, that I knew all about not-being, and now
I am in great difficulties even about being.
Let us proceed first to the examination of being. Turning to
the dualist philosophers, we say to them : Is being a third element
besides hot and cold ? or do you identify one or both of the two
244 elements with being ? At any rate, you can hardly avoid resolving
them into one. Let us next interrogate the patrons of the one.
To them we say: Are being and one two different namcs for
the same thing ? But how can there be two names when there is
nothing but one ? Or you may identify them ; but then the name
will be either the name of nothing or of itself, i.e. of a name.
Again, the notion of being is conceived of as a whole--in the
a45 words of Parmenides, 'like every way unto a rounded sphere.'
And a whole has parts ; but that which has parts is not one, for
X2
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unity has no parts.
Is being, then, one, because the parts of
being are one, or shall we say that being is not a whole ? In
the former ease, one is made up of parts ; and in the latter there
is still plurality, viz. being, and a whole which is apart from
being.
And being, if not all things,
of being, and becomes
not-being.
come into existence,
for nothing

lacks something of the nature
Nor can being ever have
comes into existence
except

as a whole;
nor can being have number, for that which has
number is a whole or sum of number.
These are a few of the
difficulties

which

are

accumulating

one

upon

another

in

the

consideration
of being.
We may proceed now _o the less exact sort of philosophers. 246
Some of them drag down everything to earth, and carry on a war
like that of the giants, grasping rocks and oaks in their hands.
Their adversaries
defend themselves
warily from an invisible
world, and reduce the substances
of their opponents
to the
minutest fractions, until they are lost in generation
and flux.
The latter sort are civil people enough; but the materialists are
rude and ignorant of dialectics;
they must be taught how to
argue before they can answer.
Yet, for the sake of the argument,
we may assume them to be better than they are, and able to
give an account of themselves.
They admit the existence
of
a mortal living creature, which is a body containing a soul, and 247
to this they would not refuse to attribute qualities--wisdom,
folly,
justice

and injustice.

The

but they do not like to assert

soul, as they say, has a kind of body,
of these

qualities

that they are corporeal, or that they have no
point they begin to make distinctions.
' Sons
to them, 'if both visible and invisible qualities
common nature which is attributed to them by

of the soul, either
existence;
at this
of earth,' we say
exist, what is the
the term "being"

or "existence"
?' And, as they are incapable of answering this
question, we may as well reply for them, that being is the power
of doing or suffering.
Then we turn to the friends of ideas : 248
to them we say, ' You distinguish becoming from being ?' ' Yes,'
they will reply.
'And in becoming you participate through the
bodily senses, and in being, by thought and the mind ?' 'Yes.'
And you mean by the word 'participation'
a power of doing or
suffering?
To this they answer--I
am acquainted with them,
Theaetetus,
and know their ways better than you do--that being
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can neither do nor suffer, though becoming may.
And we rejoin :
Does not the soul know ? And is not ' being' known ? And are
not ' knowing'
and ' being known' active and passive ? That
which is known is affected by knowledge,
and therefore
is in
z49 motion.
And, indeed, how can we imagine that perfect being is
a mere everlasting
form, devoid of motion and soul ? for there
can be no thought without soul, nor can soul be devoid of motion.
But neither can thought or mind be devoid of some principle
of rest or stability.
And as children say entreatingly,
' Give us
both,' so the philosopher
must include both the moveable and
immoveable
in his idea of being.
And yet, alas! he and we
are in the same difficulty with which we reproached
the dualists ;
250 for motion and rest are contradictions--how
then can they both
exist ? Does he who affÉrms this mean to say that motion is rest,
or rest motion ? ' No ; he means to assert the existence of some
third thing, different from them both, which neither rests nor
moves.'
But how can there be anything which neither rests
nor moves ? Here is a second diËficulty about being, quite as
great as that about not-being.
And we may hope that any light
25x which is thrown upon the one may extend to the other.
Leaving them for the present, let us enquire what we mean by
giving many names to the same thing, e.g. white, good, tall, to
man;
out of which tyros old and young derive such a feast of
amusement.
Their meagre minds refuse to predicate anything of
anything ; they say that good is good, and man is man ; and that
to affirm one of the other would be making the many one and the
one many.
Let us place them in a class with our previous
opponents,
and interrogate
both of them at once.
Shall we
assume (i) that being and rest and motion, and all other things,
25_ are incommunicable
with one another ? or (a) that they all have
indiscriminate
communion ? or (3) that there is communion
of
some and not of others ? And we will consider the first hypothesis
first of all.
(I) If we suppose the universal separation of kinds, all theories
alike are swept away ; the patrons of a single principle of rest or
of motion, or of a plurality of immutable ideas--all alike have the
ground cut from under them; and all creators of the universe
by theories of composition
a finite or infinite number

and division, whether out of or into
of elemental
forms, in alternation or
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cornfiture which
the ventriloquist

share

the

same

fate.

Most ridiculous

is the dis-

attends the opponents
of predication,
who, like
Eurycles, have the voice that answers them in

their own breast.
For they cannot help using the words 'is,'
_apart,' 'from others,' and the like; and their adversaries
are
thus saved the trouble of refuting them.
But (2) if all things have
communion with all things, motion will rest, and rest will move ;
here is a reductio ad absurdum.
Two out of the three hypotheses
are thus seen to be false. The third (3) remains, which affirms
that only certain things communicate
with certain other things.
In the alphabet and the scale there are some letters and notes 253
which combine with others, and some which do not; and the
laws according
to which they combine or are separated
are
known to the grammarian
and musician.
And there is a science
which teaches not only what notes and letters, but what classes
admit of combination with one another, and what not. This is
a noble science, on which we have stumbled
unawares;
in
seeking after the Sophist we have found the philosopher.
He is
the master who discerns one whole or form pervading a scattered
multitude,
and many such wholes
combined
under a higher
one, and many entirely apart--he
is the true dialectician.
Like
the Sophist, he is hard to recognize, though for the opposite
reasons ; the Sophist runs away into the obscurity of not-being, _54
the philosopher
is dark from excess of light.
And now, leaving
him, we will return to our pursuit of the Sophist.
Agreeing in the truth of the third hypothesis,
that some things
have communion
and others not, and that some may have communion with all, let us examine the most important kinds which
are capable of admixture ; and in this way we may perhaps find
out a sense in which not-being may be affirmed to have being.
Now the highest kinds are being, rest, motion;
and of these,
rest and motion exclude each other, but both of them are included
in being;
and again, they are the same with themselves
and
the other of each other.
What is the meaning of these words,
'same'
and 'other'?
Are there two more kinds to be added
to the three others ? For sameness
cannot be either rest or 255
motion, because predicated
both of rest and motion;
nor yet
being, because if being were attributed to both of them we should
attribute sameness to both of them.
Nor can other be identified
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for then other, which
of being.
Therefore

31 x

is relative, would have the
we must assume
a fifth

principle,
which is universal, and runs through
each thing is other than all other things.
Thus

all things, for
there are five

principles : (i) being, (2) motion, which is not (3) rest, and because
participating
both in the same and other, is and is not (4) the
same with itself, and is and is not (5) other than the other.
And
motion is not being, but partakes
of being, and therefore
is and
256 is not in the most absolute sense.
Thus we have discovered that
not-being
is the principle of the other which runs through all
things, being not excepted.
And ' being' is one thing, and ' not257 being' includes and is all other things.
And not-being is not
the opposite of being, but only the other.
Knowledge
has many
branehes_ and the other or difference has as many, each of which
is described by prefixing the word _not ' to some kind of knowledge.
The not-beautiful
is as real as the beautiful, the not-just
as the just.
And the essence of the not-beautiful
is to be
separated
_58 is termed

from and opposed to a certain kind of existence
beautiful.
And this opposition
and negation

which
is the

not-being of which we are in search, and is one kind of being.
Thus, in spite of Parmenides,
we have not only discovered the
existence, but also the nature of not-being--that
nature we have
259 found to be relation.
In the communion of different kinds, being
and other mutually interpenetrate;
other is, but is other than
being, and other than each and all of the remaining
kinds, and
therefore in an infinity of ways _is not.' And the argument has
shown that the pursuit of contradictions
is childish and useless,
and the very opposite of that higher spirit which criticizes the
words of another
according
to the natural meaning
of them.
a6o Nothing can be more unphilosophical
than the denial of all
communion of kinds.
And we are fortunate in having established
such a eomrnunion for another reason, because in continuing the
hunt after the Sophist we have to examine the nature of discourse, and there could be no discourse if there were no communion.
For the Sophist_ altbgugh he can no longer deny the
existence
of not-being,
may still affirm that not-being
cannot
enter into discourse, and as he was arguing before that there
could be no such thing as falsehood, because there was no such
thing as not-being_ he may continue to argue that there is no such
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thing as the art of image-making
and phantastic,
because notbeing has no place in language.
Hence arises the necessity of
examining speech, opinion, and imagination.
And first concerning
speech;
let us ask the same question 261
about words which we have already answered about the kinds of
being and the letters of the alphabet : To what extent do they
admit of combination ? Some words
have a meaning when
combined,
and others have no meaning.
One class of words
describes action, another class agents:
'walks,' _runs,' 'sleeps' 262
are examples
of the first; 'stag,' 'horse,'
'lion' of the second.
But no combination
of words can be formed without a verb
and a noun, e.g. 'A man learns';
the simplest sentence
is
composed
of two words, and one of these must be a subject.
For example, in the sentence,
' Theaetetus
sits,' which is not 263
very long, 'Theaetetus'
is the subject, and in the sentence
' Theaetetus flies,' ' Theaetetus'
is again the subject.
But the two
sentences
differ in quality, for the first says of you that which
is true, and the second says of you that which is not true, or,
in other words, attributes
to you things which are not as though
they were.
Here is false discourse in the shortest
form. And
thus not only speech, but thought and opinion and imagination
are proved to be both true and false. For thought is only the
process
of silent speech, and opinion is only the silent assent 264
or denial which follows this, and imagination
is only the expression
of this in some form of sense.
All of them are akin
to speech,

and therefore,

like

speech,

admit

of true

and false.

And we have discovered
false opinion, which is an encouraging
sign of our probable success in the rest of the enquiry.
Then now let us return to our old division of likeness-making
and phantastic.
When we were going to place the Sophist in
one of them, a doubt arose whether there could be such a thing
as an" appearance,
because there was no such thing as falsehood.
At length falsehood has been discovered
by us to exist, and
we have acknowledged
that the Sophist
is to be found in the
class of imitators.
All art was divided originally by us into two 265
branches--productive
and acquisitive.
And now we may divide
both on a different principle into the creations or imitations which
are of human, and those which
must admit that the world and

are of divine, origin.
For we
ourselves
and the animals did
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not come into existence
by chance, or the spontaneous
working
266 of nature, but by divine reason and knowledge.
And there are
not only divine creations but divine imitations, such as apparitions
and shadows
and reflections,
which are equally the work of
a divine mind.
And there are human creations
and human
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imitations too,--there
is the actual house and the drawing of it.
Nor must we forget that image-making
may be an imitation of
realities or an imitation of appearances,
which last has been called
267 by us phantastic.
And this phantastic
may be again divided
into imitation by the help of instruments
and impersonations.
And the latter may be either dissembling
or unconscious, either
with or without knowledge.
A man cannot imitate you, Theaetetus, without knowing
you, but he can imitate the form of
justice or virtue if he have a sentiment
or opinion about them.
Not being well provided with names, the former I will venture
to call the imitation of science, and the latter the imitation of
opinion.
The latter is our present concern, for the Sophist has no claims
to science or knowledge.
Now the imitator, who has only opinion,
z68 may be either
the dissembler,

the simple imitator, who thinks
who is conscious that he does

that he knows, or
not know, but dis-

guises his ignorance.
And the last may be either a maker of long
speeches, or of shorter speeches which compel the person conversing to contradict
himself.
The maker of longer speeches is
the popular orator; the maker of the shorter is the Sophist, whose
art may be traced as being the

I

contradicfious

I
dissembling

I

without
human

knowledge

I

and not divine

I
juggling
phantastic

with words

I

or unreal

I

art of image-making.
In commenting
on the dialogue in which Plato most nearly
approaches
the great modern master of metaphysics
there are
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several points which it will be useful to consider, such as the
unity of opposites, the conception of the ideas as causes, and the
relation of the Platonic and Hegelian dialectic.
The unity of opposites was the crux of ancient thinkers in the
age of Plato : How could one thing be or become another ? That
substances have attributes was implied in common language ; that
heat and cold, day and night, pass into one another was a matter
of experience
'on a level with the cobbler's
understanding'
(Theaet. i8o D). But how could philosophy explain the connexion
of ideas, how justify the passing of them into one another ?
The abstractions
of one, other, being, not-being,
rest, motion,
individual, universal, which successive generations of philosophers
had recently discovered, seemed to be beyond the reach of human
thought,
symbols

like stars shining in a distant heaven.
They were the
of different schools of philosophy : but in what relation

did they stand to one another and
hardly conceivable that one could
Yet without some reconciliation
of
was impossible.
There was no

to the world of sense ? It was
be other, or the same different.
these elementary
ideas thought
distinction
between
truth and

falsehood, between the Sophist and the philosopher.
Everything
could be predicated
of everything,
or nothing of anything.
To
these difficulties Plato finds what to us appears to be the answer
of common sense--that
Not-being is the relative or other of Being,
the defining
and distinguishing
principle, and that some ideas
combine with others, but not all with all. It is remarkable
however that he offers this obvious reply only as the result of a long
and tedious enquiry ; by a great effort he is able to look down as
'from a height' on the ' friends of the ideas' (248 A) as well as on
the pre-Socratic philosophies.
Yet he is merely asserting principles
which no one who could be made to understand
them would deny.
The Platonic unity of differences or opposites is the beginning
of the modern view that all knowledge
is of relations;
it also
anticipates the doctrine of Spinoza that all determination
is negation. Plato takes or gives so much of either of these theories as
was necessary or possible in the age in which he lived.
In the
Sophist, as in the Cratylus, he is opposed to the Heraclitean
flux
and equally to the Megarian
and Cynic denial of predication,
because he regards
both of them as making
knowledge
impossible.
He does not assert that everything
is and is not, or
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that the same thing ean be affeeted in the same and in opposite
ways at the same time and in respect of the same part of itseff,
The law of contradiction
is as clearly laid down b_¢ him in the
Republic (iv. 436 ft. ; v. 454 C, D), as by Aristotle in his Organon.
Yet he is aware that in the negative
there is also a positive
element, and that oppositions
may be only differences.
And in
the Parmenides
he deduces the many from the one and Not-being
from Being, and yet shows that the many are included in the one,
and that Not-being returns to Being.
In several of the later dialogues Plato is occupied with the connexion of the sciences, which in the Philebus he divides into two
classes of pure and applied, adding to them there as elsewhere
(Phaedr., Crat., Rep., States.) a superintending
science of dialectic.
This is the origin of AHstotle's

Architectonic,

which

seems, how-

ever, to have passed into an imaginary science of essence, and no
longer to retain any relation to other branches of knowledge.
Of
such a science, whether
described
as 'philosophia
prima,' the
science of o_,wia, logic or metaphysics,
philosophers
have often
dreamed.
But even now the time has not arrived when the
anticipation
has framed

of Plato can be realized.
Though many a thinker
a ' hierarchy of the sciences,' no one has as yet found

the higher science which arrays them in harmonious order, giving
to the organic and inorganic, to the physical and moral, their
respective limits, and showing how they all work together in the
world and in man.
Plato arranges
in order the stages of knowledge and of existence.
They are the steps or grades by which he rises from sense
and the shadows of sense to the idea of beauty and good. Mind
is in motion as well as at rest (Soph. 249 B); and may be
described
as a dialectical
progress which passes from one limit
or determination
of thought to another and back again to the first.
This is the account of dialectic given by Plato in the Sixth Book
of the Republic (5II), which regarded
under another aspect is the
mysticism of the Symposium
(Syrup. _ii).
He does not deny the
existence
of objects of sense, but according
to him they only
receive their true mea_ng when they are incorporated
in a princi.ple which is above them (Rep. vi. 5if A, B). In modem language
they might be said to come first in the order of experience, I,_st in
the order of nature and reason.
They are assumed, as he is fond of
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repeating,
upon thecondition
thattheyshallgivean accountof
Imovuc. themselves
andthatthetruth
of their
existence
shall
be hereafter
"lION.
proved. For philosophy
must beginsomewhere and may begin
anywhere,--with
outwardobjects,
withstatements
ofopinion,
with
abstract
principles.
Butobjects
ofsensemust leadus onwardto
theideasor universals
which arecontained
in them; thestatements of opinion must be verified ; the abstract principles must
be filled up and connected with one another. In Plato we find, as
we might expect, the germs of many thoughts which have been
further developed by the genius of Spinoza and Hegel. But there
is a difficulty in separating the germ from the flower, or in drawing the line which divides ancient from modern philosophy. Many
coincidences which occur in them are unconscious, seeming to
show a natural tendency in the human mind towards certain ideas
and forms of thought. And there are many speculations of Plato
which would have passed away unheeded, and their meaning, like
that of some hieroglyphic, would have remained undeciphered,
unless two thousand years and more afterwards an interpreter
had arisen of a kindred spirit and of the same intellectual family.
For example, in the Sophist Plato begins with the abstract and
goes on to the concrete, not in the lower sense of returning to
outward objects, but to the Hegehan concrete or unity of abstract.ions. In the intervening period hardly any importance would
have been attached to the question which is so full of meaning to
Plato and Hegel.
They differ however in their manner of regarding the question.
For Plato is answering a difficulty; he is seeking to justify the
use of common language and of ordinary thought into which
philosophy had introduced a principle of doubt and dissolution.
Whereas Hegel tries to go beyond common thought, and to
combine abstractions in a higher unity: the ordinary mechanism
of language and logic is carried by him into another region in
which all oppositions are absorbed and all contradictions affirmed,
only that they may be done away with. But Plato, unlike Hegel,
nowhere bases his system on the unity of opposites, although in
the Parmenides he shows an Hegelian subtlety in the analysis of
one and Being.
It is difficult within the compass of a few pages to give even a
faint outline of the Hegelian dialectic. No philosophy which is

Tke okscurity of Hegel.
worth understanding
sense will not teach

317

can be understood
in a moment;
common
us metaphysics
any more than mathematics.

If all sciences demand of us protracted study and attention, the
highest of all can hardly be matter of immediate intuition.
Neither
can we appreciate
a great system without yielding a half assent to
it--like flies we are caught in the spider's web ; and we can only
judge of it truly when we place ourselves at a distance from it. Of
all philosophies Hegelianism
is the most obscure : and the difficulty
inherent in the subject is increased by the use of a technical language.
The saying of Socrates respecting the writings of Heracleitus--' Noble is that which I understand, and that which I do
not understand
diver is needed

may be as noble; but the stren_h
of a Delian
to swim through it '--expresses
the feeling with

which the reader rises from the perusal of Hegel.
We may truly
apply to him the words in which Plato describes the Pre-Socratic
philosophers
: ' He went on his way rather regardless of whether
we understood
him or not' ; or, as he is reported himself to have
said of his own pupils : 'There is only one of you who understands me, and he does not understand
me.'
Nevertheless
the consideration
of a few general aspects of the
Hegelian
philosophy
may help to dispel some errors and to
awaken an interest about it. (i) It is an ideal philosophy which,
in popular phraseology,
maintains not matter but mind to be the
truth of things, and this not by a mere crude substitution
of one
word for another, but by showing either of them to be the complement of the other.
Both are creations of thought, and the differenee in kind which seems to divide them may also be regarded as
a difference of degree.
One is to the other as the real to the ideal,
and both may be conceived together under the higher form of the
notion.
(ii) Under another aspect it views all the forms of sense
and knowledge as stages of thought which have always existed
implicitly and unconsciously,
and to which the mind of the world,
gradually disengaged
from sense, has become awakened.
The
present has been the past. The succession in time of human
ideas is also the eternal 'now' ; it is historical and also a divine
ideal. The history of philosophy
stripped of personality
and of
the other accidents of time and place is gathered up into philosophy, and again philosophy
history.

(ill) Whether

clothed in circumstance

regarded

as present

expands

or past,

under

into
the

S_kist.
INx_ovv¢.
T,ON.

3 x8
Sn#A/rt.
l_m,osvc-

Tke new and kigker concrete of abstractions.
form of time or of eternity, the spirit of dialectic is always moving
onwards from one determination
of thought to another, receiving
each successive system of philosophy and subordinating
it to that
which follows--impelled
by an irresistible
necessity from one idea
to another until the cycle of human thought and existence is complete.
It follows from this that all previous philosophies
which
are worthy of the name are not mere opinions or speculations, but
stages or moments of thought which have a necessary place in the
world of mind.
They are no longer the last word of philosophy,
for another and another has succeeded
them, but they still live
and are mighty; in the language of the Greek poet, 'There is a
great God in them, and he grows not old.' (iv) This vast ideal
system is supposed to be based upon experience.
At each step
it professes to carry with it the ' witness of eyes and ears' and of
common sense, as well as the internal evidence of its own consistency;
it has a place for every science, and affirms that no
philosophy
of a narrower type is capable of comprehending
all
true facts.
The Hegelian dialectic may be also described as a movement
from the simple to the complex.
Beginning with the generalizations of sense, (x) passing through
ideas of quality, quantity,
measure, number, and the like, (2) ascending
from presentations,
that is pictorial forms of sense, to representations
in which the
picture vanishes and the essence is detached in thought from the
outward form, (3) combining the I and the not-I, or the subject
and object, the natural order of thought is at last found to include
the leading ideas of the sciences and to arrange them in relation to
one another.
Abstractions
grow together and again become concrete in a new and higher sense. They also admit of development
from within in their own spheres.
Everywhere
there is a movement of attraction and repulsion going on--an attraction or repulsion of ideas of which

the physical

phenomenon

described

under

a similar name is a figure.
Freedom and necessity, mind and
matter, the continuous and the discrete, cause and effect, are perpetually being severed from one another in thought, only to be
perpetually
reunited.
The finite and infinite, the absolute and
relative are not really opposed;
the finite and the negation of
the finite are alike lost in a higher or positive infinity, and the
absolute is the sum or correlation
of all relatives.
When this

Hegel and tke Formal

Logicians.

reconeiliation
of opposites is finally completed in all its stages,
the mind may come back again and review the things of sense,
the opinions of philosophers,
the strife of theology and polities,
without being disturbed
by them.
Whatever
is, if not the very
best--and
what is the best, who can tell ?--is, at any rate, historical and rational, suitable to its own age, unsuitable
to any
other.
Nor can any efforts of speculative thinkers or of soldiers
and statesmen materially quicken the 'process of the suns.'
Hegel was quite sensible how great would be the difficulty of
presenting
philosophy
to mankind under the form of opposites.
Most of us live in the one-sided truth which the understanding
offers to us, and if occasionally
we come across difficulties like
the time-honoured
controversy
of necessity
Eleatic puzzle of Achilles and the tortoise,

and free-will, or the
we relegate some of

them to the sphere of mystery, others to the book of riddles, and
go on our way rejoieing.
Most men (like Aristotle) have been
accustomed to regard a contradiction in terms as the end of strife;
to be told that contradiction is the life and mainspring of the intellectual world is indeed a paradox to them.
Every abstraction
is
at first the enemy of every other, yet they are linked together,
each with all, in the chain of Being.
The struggle for existence
is not confined to the animals, but appears in the kingdom of
thought.
The divisions which arise in thought
between the
physical and moral and between the moral and intellectual, and
the like, are deepened
and widened by the formal logic which
elevates the defects of the human faculties into Laws of Thought ;
they become a part of the mind which makes them and is also
made up ofthem.
Such distinctions become so familiar to us that
we regard the thing
defined.
These are
delivers
analyze

signified by them as absolutely fixed and
some of *.he illusions from which ttegel

us by placing us above ourselves,
the growth of 'what we are pleased

by teaching us to
to call our minds,'

by reverting
to a time when our present distinctions
of thought
and language had no existence.
Of the great dislike and childish impatience
of his system
which would be aroused
among his opponents,
he was fully
aware, and would often anticipate the jests which the rest of the
world, ' in the superfluity of their wits,' were likely to make upon
him. Men are annoyed at what puzzles them; they think what
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they cannot easily understand
to be full of danger.
Many a
sceptic has stood, as he supposed, firmly rooted m the categories
of the understanding
which Hegel resolves into their original
nothingness.
For, like Plato, he 'leaves no stone unturned'
in
the intellectual world.
Nor can we deny that he is unnecessarily
difficult, or that his own mind, like that of all metaphysicians,
was too much under the dominion of his system and unable to
see beyond : or that the study of philosophy,
if made a serious
business (cp. Rep. vii. 538), involves grave results to the mind
and life of the student.
For it may encumber
him without
enlightening
his path; and it may weaken his natural faculties
of thought and expression
without increasing
his philosophical
power.
The mind easily becomes entangled among abstractions,
and loses hold of facts. The glass which is adapted to distant
objects takes away the vision of what is near and present to us.
To Hegel, as to the ancient Greek thinkers, philosophy was a
religion, a principle of life as well as of knowledge, like the idea
ofgood in the Sixth Book of the Republic, a cause as well as an
effect, the source of growth as well as of light. In forms of
thought which by most of us are regarded
as mere categories, he
saw or thought that he saw a gradual revelation
of the Divine
Being.
He would have been said by his opponents to have confused God with the history of philosophy,
and to have been
incapable of distinguishing
ideas from facts. And certainly we
can scarcely understand
how a deep thinker like Hegel could
ha_e hoped to revive or supplant the old traditional faith by an
unintelligible
abstraction:
or how he could have imagined that
philosophy
consisted only or chiefly in the categories
of logic.
For abstractions, though combined by him in the notion, seem to
be never really concrete ; they are a metaphysical
anatomy, not a
living and thinking substance.
Though we are reminded by him
again and again that we are gathering up the world in ideas, we
feel after all that we have not really spanned
the gulf which
separates _air6p_a from 5_ra.
Having in view some of these difficulties, he seeks--and
we
may follow his example--to
make the understanding
of his system
easier (a) by illustrations, and (b) by pointing out the coincidence
of the speculative idea and the historical order of thought.
(a) If we ask how opposites can coexist, we are told that many

"ExamO/es
of the unity of oosites.
different
concrete

qualities inhere in a flower or a tree or in any other
object, and that any conception of space or matter or
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time involves the two contradictory
attributes of divisibility and
continuousness.
We may ponder over the thought of number,
reminding ourselves that every unit both implies and denies the
existence
of every other, and that the one is many--a
sum of
fractions, and the many one--a sum of units.
We may be
reminded that in nature there is a centripetal as well as a centrifugal force, a regulator as well as a spring, a law of attraction as
well as of repulsion.
The way to the West is the way also to the
East; the north pole of the magnet cannot be divided from ihe
south pole; two minus signs make a plus in Arithmetic
and
Algebra.
Again, we may liken the successive layers of thought
to the deposits of geological strata which were once fluid and are
now solid, which were at one time uppermost in the series and are
now hidden in the earth ; or to the successive
rinds or barks of
trees which year by year pass inward ; or to the ripple of water
which appears
and reappears
in an ever-widening
circle.
Or
our attention
may be drawn to ideas which the moment we
analyze them involve a contradiction,
such as 'beginning'
or
'becoming;
or to the opposite poles, as they are sometimes
termed, of necessity and freedom, of idea and fact. We may be
told to observe that every negative is a positive, that differences
of kind are resolvable into differences Of degree, and that differences of degree may be heightened
into differences
of kind.
We may remember the common remark that there is much to be
said on both sides of a question.
We may be recommended
to
look within and to explain how opposite ideas can coexist in our
own minds;
and we may be told to imagine the minds of all
mankind as one mind in which the true ideas of all ages and
countries
inhere.
In our conception
of God in his relation to
man or of any union of the divine and human nature, a contradiction appears to be unavoidable.
Is not the reconciliation
of
mind and body a necessity, not only of speculation but of practical
life ? Reflections
such as these will furnish the best preparation
and give the right attitude
of mind for understanding
the
Hegelian philosophy.
(b) Hegel's treatment
of the early Greek thinkers affords the
readiest illustration of his meaning in conceiving all philosophy
VOL.
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Sophist. under the form of opposites.
The first abstraction
is to him the
_T_ODVC- beginning of thought.
Hitherto there had.only existed a tumulTI()N,
tuous chaos of mythological
fancy, but when Thales said ' All is
water' a new era began to dawn upon the world.
Man was seeking to grasp the universe under a single form which was at first
simply a material element, the most equable and colourless and
universal
which could be found.
But soon the human mind
became

dissatisfied

with

the

emblem,

and

after

ringing

the

changes on one element after another, demanded a more abstract
and perfect conception, such as one or Being, which was absolutely
at rest. But the positive had its negative, the conception of Being
involved Not-being, the conception of one, many, the conception of
a whole, parts.
Then the pendulum swung to the other side, from
rest to motion, from Xenophanes
to Heracleitus.
The opposition
of Being and Not-being
projected into space became the atoms
and void of Leucippus and Democritus.
Until the Atomists, the
abstraction of the individual did not exist; in the philosophy
of
Anaxagoras
the idea of mind, whether
human
or divine, was
beginning
to be realized.
The pendulum
gave another swing,
from the individual to the universal, from the object to the subject.
The Sophist first uttered the word 'Man is the measure of all
things,' which Socrates presented
in a new form as the study of
ethics.
Once more we return from mind to the object of mind,
which is knowledge,
and out of knowledge
the various degrees
or kinds of knowledge
more or less abstract
were gradually
developed.
The threefold
division of logic, physic, and ethics,
tbreshadowed
in Plato, was finally established
by Aristotle and
the Stoics.
Thus, according
to Hegel, in the course of about two
centuries
by a process
of antagonism
and negation the leading
thoughts of philosophy were evolved.
There is nothing like this progress of opposites in Plato, who in
the Symposium
denies the possibility of reconciliation
until the
opposition
has passed away.
In his own words, there is an
absurdity
in supposing
that 'harmony
is discord;
for in reality
harmony consists of notes of a higher and lower pitch which disagreed once, but are now reconciled
by the art of music' (Syrup.
18 7 A, B). He does indeed describe objects of sense as regarded
by us sometimes
from one point of view and sometimes
from
another.

As he says at the end of the Fifth Book of the Republic.

Silliness
' There

is nothing

of t& law of identity.

light which is not heavy,

or great
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which is not

small.'
And he extends this relativity to the conceptions of just
and good, as well as to great and small.
In like manner
he
acknowledges
that the same number may be more or less in relation to other numbers without any increase or diminution (Theaet.
1.55 A, B). But the perplexity only arises out of the confusion of
the human faculties ; the art of measuring shows us what is truly
great and truly small. Though the just and good in particular
instances may vary, the idea of good is eternal and unchangeable.
And the idea of good is the source of knowledge and also of Being,
in which all the stages of sense and "knowledge are gathered
and from being hypotheses become realities.
Leaving the comparison
with Plato we may now consider

up
the

value of this invention of Hegel.
There can be no question of the
importance
of showing that two contraries or contradictories
may
in certain cases be both true.
The silliness of the so-called laws
of thought (' All A=A,' or, in the negative form, 'Nothing can at
the same time be both A, and not A') has been well exposed by
Hegel himself (Wallace's Hegel, p. x84), who remarks that ' the
form of the maxim is virtually self-contradictory,
for a proposition
implies a distinction between subject and predicate, whereas the
maxim of identity, as it is called, A=A, does not fulfil what its
form requires.
Nor does any mind ever think or form conceptions in accordance with this law, nor does any existence conform
to it.' Wisdom of this sort is well parodied in Shakespeare I.
Unless we are willing to admit that two contradictories
may be
true, many questions which lie at the threshold of mathematics
and of morals will he insoluble puzzles to us.
The influence of opposites is felt in practical life. The understanding sees one side of a question only--the common sense of
mankind joins one of two parties in politics, in religion, in philosophy.
Yet, as everybody knows, truth is not wholly the possession of either.
But the characters of men are one-sided and
accept this or that aspect of the truth.
The understanding
is
strong in a single abstract principle and with this lever moves
mankind.
Few attain to a balance of principles or recognize
i Twelfth Night, Act iv. So. a : ' Clown. For as the old hermit of Prague,
that never saw pen and ink, very wittily said to a niece of King Gorbodae,
"That that is is"..,
for what is "that" but "that," and "is" but "is"e'
Y2
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Practical

value of tke ttegelian

unity of opikosites.

truly how in all human things there is a thesis and antithesis, a
law of action and of reaction.
In politics we require order as well
as liberty, and have to consider the proportions in which under
given circumstances
they may be safely combined.
In religion
there is a tendency to lose sight of morality, to separate goodness
from the love of truth, to worship God without attempting to know
him. In philosophy again there are two opposite principles, of
immediate experience and of those general or a/_'ori truths which
are supposed to transcend experience.
But the common sense or
common opinion of mankind is incapable of apprehending
these
opposite sides or views--men
arc determined
by their natural
bent to one or _)ther of them ; they go straight on for a time in a
single line, and may be many things by turns but not at once.
Hence the importance
of familiarizing
the mind with forms
which will assist us in conceiving or expressing
the complex or
• contrary aspects of life and nature. The danger is that they may
be too much for us, and obscure our appreciation of facts. As the
complexity
of mechanics cannot be understood without mathematics, so neither can the many-sidedness
of the mental and moral
world be truly apprehended without the assistance of new forms
of thought.
One of these forms is the unity of opposites.
Abstractions have a great power over us, but they are apt to be partial
and one-sided, and only when modified by other abstractions do
they make an approach to the truth. Many a man has become a
fatalist because he has fallen under the dominion of a single idea.
He says to himself, for example, that he must be either free or
necessary--he
cannot be both. Thus in the ancient world whole
schools of philosophy passed away in the vain attempt to solve
the problem of the continuity or divisibility of matter. And in
comparatively
modern times, though in the spirit of an ancient
philosopher,
Bishop Berkeley, feeling a similar perplexity,
is
inclined to deny the truth of infinitesimals in mathematics.
Many
difficulties arise in practical religion from the impossibility of conceiving body and mind at once and in adjusting their movements
to one another.
There is a border ground between them which
seems to belong to both ; and there is as much difficulty in coneeiving the body without the soul as the soul without the body.
To the ' either' and ' or' philosophy (' Everything is either A or
not A ') should at least be added the clause ' or neither,' ' or both.'

Ils im_orlance for _hilosophy.
The double form makes reflection
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easier and more conformable

to

experience, and also more comprehensive.
But in order to avoid
paradox and the danger of giving offence to the unmetaphysical
part of mankind, we may speak of it as due to the imperfection of
language or the limitation of human faculties.
It is nevertheless
a discovery which, in Platonic language, may be termed a 'most
gracious aid to thought.'
The doctrine of opposite moments of thought or of progression
by antagonism,
further assists us in framing a scheme or system
of the sciences.
The negation of one gives birth to another of
them.
The double notions are the joints which hold them together.
The simple is developed
into the complex, the complex
returns again into the simple.
Beginning with the highest notion
of mind or thought, we may descend by a series of negations to
the first generalizations
of sense.
Or again we may begin with
the simplest elements of sense and proceed upwards to the highest
being or thought.
Metaphysic
is the negation or absorption of
physiology--physiology
of chemistry--chemistry
of mechanical
philosophy.
Similarly in mechanics, when we can no further go
we arrive at chemistry--when
chemistry
becomes organic we
arrive
animal

at physiology:
to the inward

metaphysical
philosophy.
own methods
and are
But to the mind of the

when
nature

we pass from the outward
of man we arrive at moral

and
and

These sciences have each of them their
pursued independently
of one another.
thinker they are all one--latent
in one

another---developed
out of one another.
This method of opposites has supplied
new instruments
of
thought for the solution of metaphysical
problems, and has thrown
down many of the walls within which the human mind was confined.
Formerly
when philosophers
arrived at the infinite and
absolute, they seemed to be lost in a region beyond human comprehension.
But Hegel has shown that the absolute and infinite
are no more true than the relative and finite, and that they must
alike be negatived before we arrive at a true absolute or a true
infinite. The conceptions of the infinite and absolute as ordinarily
understood
are tiresome because they al:e unmeaning,
but there
is no peculiar sanctity or mystery in them.
We might as well
make an infinitesimal series of fractions or a perpetually
recurring
decimal

the object of our worship.

They are the widest

and also
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Hegel frees

the mind, but he also enslaves it.

the thinnest of human ideas, or, in the language of logicians, they
have the greatest extension
and the least comprehension.
Of all
words they may be truly said to be the most inflated with a false
meaning.
They have been handed down from one philosopher
to another until they have acquired a religious character.
They
seem also to derive a sacredness
from their association with the
Divine Being.
Yet they are the poorest of the predicates under
which we describe him--signifying
no more than this, that he is
not finite, that he is not relative, and tending to obscure his higher
attributes of wisdom, goodness, truth.
The system of Hegel frees the mind from the dominion
of
abstract ideas.
We acknowledge
his originality, and some of us
delight to wander in the mazes of thought which he has opened
to us. For Hegel has found admirers
in England and Scotland
when his popularity in Germany has departed,
and he, like the
philosophers
whom he criticizes, is of the past.
No other thinker
has ever dissected
the human mind with equal patience
and'
minuteness.
has shown

He has lightened the burden of thought because he
us that the chains which we wear are of our own

forging. To be able to place ourselves not only above the opinions
of men but above their modes of thinking, is a great height of
philosophy.
This dearly obtained freedom, however, we are not
disposed to part with, or to allow him to build up in a new form
the _beggarly elements'
of scholastic logic which he has thrown
down.
So far as they are aids to reflection and expression, forms
of thought are useful, but no further :--we may easily have too
many of them.
And when we are asked to believe the Hegelian to be the sole
or universal logic, w.e naturally reply that there are other ways in
which our ideas may be connected.
The triplets of Hegel, the
division into being, essence, and notion, are not the only or necessary modes in which the world of thought can be conceived.
There may be an evolution by degrees as well as by opposites.
The word 'continuity'
suggests
the possibility of resolving
all
differences
into differences
of quantity.
Again, the opposites
themselves
may vary from the least degree of diversity
up to
contradictory
opposition.
They are not like numbers and figures,
always and everywhere
of the same value.
And therefore
the
edifice which is constructed
out of them has merely an imaginary

Second

thoughts

concerning

Hegelianism.

symmetry, and is really irregular
and out of proportion.
The
spirit of Hegelian criticism should be applied to his own system,
and the terms Being, Not-being, existence, essence, notion, and
the like challenged and defined.
For if Hegel introduces a great
many distinctions, he obliterates a great many others by the help
of the universal solvent 'is not,' which appears to be the simplest
of negations, and yet admits of several meanings.
Neither are we
able to follow him in the play of metaphysical
fancy which conducts him from one determination
of thought to another.
But we
begin to suspect that this vast system is not God within us, or God
immanent
in the world, and may be only the invention of an
individual brain.
The 'beyond'
is always coming back upon us
however olden we expel it. We do not easily believe that we
have within the compass
of the mind the form of universal
knowledge.
We rather incline to think that the method of knowledge is inseparable
from actual knowledge, and wait to see what
new forms may be developed
out of our increasing
experience
and observation of man and nature.
We are conscious of a Being
who is without us as well as within us. Even if inclined to
Pantheism we are unwilling to imagine that the meagre categories
of the understanding,
however ingeniously arranged or displayed,
are the image of God ;--that what all religions were seeking after
from the beginning was the Hegelian philosophy which has been
revealed
in the latter days.
The gi'eat metaphysician,
like a
prophet
of old, was naturally inclined to believe that his own
thoughts were divine realities.
We may almost say that whatever
came into his head seemed to him to be a necessary truth.
He
never appears to have criticized himself, or to have subjected his
own ideas to the process of analysis which he applies to every
other philosopher.
Hegel would, have insisted that his philosophy
should be accepted as a whole or not at all. He would have urged that the
parts derived
their meaning
from one another
and from the
whole.
He thought that he had supplied an outline large enough
to contain all future knowledge, and a method to which all future
philosophies
must conform.
shown in the construction

His metaphysical genius is especially
of the categories--a
work which was

only begun by Kant, and elaborated
to the utmost by himself.
But is it really true that the part has no meaning when separated
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' Wkat is actual is rational, wkat is rational is actual.'
from the whole, or that knowledge to be knowledge at all must be
universal ? Do all abstractions shine only by the reflected light of
other abstractions ? May they not also find a nearer explanation
in their relation to phenomena
? If many of them are correlatives
they are not all so, and the relations which subsist between them
vary from a mere association up to a necessary connexion.
Nor
is it easy to determine
how far the unknown element affects the
known, whether, for example, new discoveries
may not one day
supersede
our most elementary
notions about nature.
To a
certain extent all our knowledge is conditional upon what may be
known in future ages of the world.
We must admit this hypothetical element, which we cannot get rid of by an assumption
that we have already discovered
the method to which all philosophy must conform.
Hegel is right in preferring
the concrete to
the abstract, in setting actuality before possibility, in excluding
from the philosopher's
vocabulary the word 'inconceivable.'
But
he is too well satisfied with his own system ever to consider
effect of what is unknown on the element which is known.

the
To

the Hegelian
all things are plain and dear, while he who is
outside the charmed circle is in the mire of ignorance and ' logical
impurity"
he who is within is omniscient,
or at least has all
the elements of knowledge under his hand.
Hegelianism
may be said to be a transcendental
defence of the
world as it is. There is no room for aspiration
and no need of
any : ' what is actual is rational, what is rational is actual.'
But a
good man will not readily acquiesce in this aphorism.
He knows
of course that all things proceed according
to law whether
for
good or evil. But when he sees the misery and ignorance
of
mankind
he is convinced
that without any interruption
of the
uniformity of nature the condition of the world may be indefinitely
improved by human effort. There is also an adaptation of persons
to times and countries, but this is very far from being the fulfilment of their higher
natures.
The man of the seventeenth
century is unfitted for the eighteenth,
and the man of the
eighteenth for the nineteenth, and most of us would be out of
place in the world of a hundred years hence.
But all
minds are much more akin than they are different: genius
ages, and there is perhaps more uniformity in excellence
mediocrity.
The sublimer intelligences of mankind--Plato,

higher
is of all
than in
Dante,

Hegel's pltilosopky tesled by kislory,
Sir Thomas More--meet
in a higher sphere above the ordinary
ways of men ; they understand
one another from afar, notwithstanding
the interval
which separates
them.
They are 'the
spectators
of all time and of all existence' ; their works live for
ever; and there is nothing to prevent the force of their individuality breaking
through
the uniformity
which surrounds
them.
But such disturbers
of the order of thought Hegel is reluctant to
acknowledge.
The doctrine of Hegel will to many seem the expression of an
indolent conservatism,
and will at any rate be made an excuse for
it. The mind of the patriot rebels when he is told that the worst
tyranny
and oppression
has a natural fitness:
he cannot be
persuaded, for example, that the conquest of Prussia by Napoleon
I. was either natural or necessary, or that any s_milar calamity
befalling a nation should be a matter of indifference to the poet or
philosopher.
We may need such a philosophy
or religion to
console us under evils which are irremediable,
but we see that it
is fatal to the higher life of man.
It seems to say to us, 'The
world is a vast system or machine which can be conceived under
the forms of logic, but in which no single man can do any great
good or any great harm.
Even if it were a thousand times worse
than it is, it could be arranged
in categories and explained by
philosophers.
And what more do we want ?'
The philosophy of Hegel appeals to an historical criterion : the
ideas oi" men have a succession in time as well as an order of
thought.
between

But the assumption
that there is a correspondence
the succession of ideas in history and the natural order

of philosophy
is hardly true even of the beginnings of thought.
And in later systems forms of thought are too numerous
and
complex to admit of our tracing in them a regular succession.
They seem also to be in part reflections of the past, and it is
difficult to separate in them what is original and what is borrowed.
Doubtless they have a relation to one another-the
transition
from Descartes
to Spinoza or from Locke to Berkeley is not
a matter of chance, but it can hardly be described as an alternation
of opposites or figured to the mind by the vibrations of a pendulum.
Even in Aristotle
and Plato, rightly understood,
we
cannot trace this law of action and reaction.
They are both
idealists,

although

to the one the idea is actual and immanent,--to
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Sop/tist. the other only potential and transcendent,
as Hegel himself has
I._rRODVc-pointed out (Wallace's Hegel, p. 223)- The true meaning of ArisT_ON. totle has been disguised from us by his own appeal to fact and
the opinions of mankind in his more popular works, and by the
use made of his writings in the Middle Ages. No book, except the
Scriptures, has been so much read, and so little understood.
The
Pre-Socratic
philosophies are simpler, and we may observe a progress in them ; but is there any regular succession ? The ideas of
Being, change, number, seem to have sprung up contemporaneously
in different parts of Greece and we have no difficulty in constructing them out of one another--we
can see that the union of Being
and Not-being gave birth to the idea of change or Becoming and
that one might be another aspect of Being.
Again, the Eleatics
may be regarded as developing in one direction into the Megarian
school, in the other into the Atomists, but there is no necessary
connexion between them.
Nor is there any indication
that the
deficiency which was felt in one school was supplemented
or
compensated
by another.
They were all efforts to supply the
want which the Greeks began to feel at the beginning of the sixth
century before Christ,--the
want of abstract ideas.
Nor must we
forget the uncertainty
of chronology ;--if, as Aristotle says, there
were Atomists
before Leueippus,
Eleatics before Xenophanes,
and perhaps
'patrons
of the flux' before Heracleitus,
Hegel's
order of thought in the history of philosophy would be as much
disarranged
as his order of religious thought by recent discoveries
in the history of religion.
Hegel is fond of repeating
that all philosophies
still live and
that the earlier are preserved
in the later;
they are refuted,
and they are not refuted, by those who succeed them.
Once
they reigned supreme,
now they are subordinated
to a power
or idea greater or more comprehensive
than their own.
The
thoughts of Socrates and Plato and Aristotle have certainly sunk
deep into the mind of the world, and have exercised an influence
which will never pass away;
but can we say that they have
the same meaning in modern and ancient philosophy ? Some
of them, as for example the words ' Being,' 'essence,'
'matter,'
' form,' either have become obsolete, or are used in new senses,
whereas
gerated

'individual,'
importance.

'.cause,'
Is the

'motive,'
manner

have acquired an exagin which the logical de-

Tke

oM logic

rekabililaled

by kim,

but

in a new

sense.

terminations
of thought, or ' categories'
as they may be termed,
have been handed down to us, really different from that in which
other words have come down to us ?
subject to accident, and are they not
in senses which would have been
original
inventors--as
for example,
'ground'
of Leibnitz (' Everything

Have they not been equally
often used by Hegel himself
quite unintelligible
to their
when he speaks of the
has a sufficient ground')
as

identical with his own doctrine of the 'notion' (Wallace's Hegel,
p. i95), or the ' Being and Not-being'
of Heracleitus
as the same
with his own 'Becoming'?
As the historical
order of thought has been adapted to the
logical, so we have reason for suspecting
that the Hegelian logic
has been in some degree adapted to the order of thought in
history.
There is unfortunately
no criterion to which either of
them can be subjected, and not much forcing was required to
bringeither
into near relations with the other.
We may fairly
doubt whether the division of the first and second parts of logic
in the Hegelian
system has not really arisen from a desire to
make them accord with the first and second stages of the early
Greek philosophy.
Is there any reason why the conception of
measure in the first part, which is formed by the union of quality
and quantity, should not have been equally placed in the second
division of mediate or reflected ideas ? The more we analyze
them the less exact does the coincidence of philosophy and the
history of philosophy
appear.
Many terms which were used
absolutely
in the beginning
of philosophy,
suda as 'Being,'
'matter,'
'cause,' and the like, became relative in the subsequent
history of thought.
But Hegel employs some of them absolutely,
some relatively, seemingly without any principle and without any
regard to their original significance.
The divisions
of the Hegelian
logic bear a superficial resemblance to the divisions
of the scholastic logic.
The first part
answers
to the term, the second to the proposition, the third to
the syllogism.
These are the grades
of thought under which
we conceive the world, first, in the general terms of quality,
quantity, measure;
secondly, under the relative forms of 'ground'
and existence,
substance and accidents, and the like; thirdly in
syllogistic
forms of the individual mediated with the universal
by the help of the particular.
Of syllogisms there are various
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kinds,--qualitative,
quantitative, inductive, mechanical, teleological,
--which
are developed
out of one another.
But is there any

T_o_.

meaning in reintroducing
the forms of the old logic ? Who ever
thinks of the world as a syllogism ? What connexion is there
between the proposition and our ideas of reciprocity, cause and
effect, and similar relations ? It is difficult enough to conceive
all the powers of nature and mind gathered up in one.
The
difficulty is greatly increased when the new is confused with the
old, and the common logic is the Procrustes' bed into which they
are forced.
The Hegelian philosophy claims, as we have seen, to be based
upon experience:
it abrogates
the distinction of a jOnom" and
a pos/enbn truth.
It also acknowledges
that many differences
of kind are resolvable into differences of degree.
It is 'familiar
with the terms 'evolution,'
'development,'
and the like.
Yet
it can hardly be said to have considered
the forms of thought
which are best adapted for the expression of facts. It has never
applied the categories to experience;
it has not definod the
differences in our ideas of opposition, or development,
or cause
and effect, in the different sciences which make use of these
terms.
It rests on a knowledge which is not the result of exact
or serious enquiry, but is floating in the air; the mind has been
imperceptibly informed of some of the methods required in the
sciences.
Hegel boasts that the movement of dialectic is at once
necessary and spontaneous : in reality it goes beyond experience
and is unverified by it. Further, the Hegelian philosophy, while
giving us the power of thinking a great deal more than we are
able to fill up, seems to be wanting in some determinations
of
thought which we require.
We cannot say that physical science,
which at present occupies so large a share of popular attention,
has been made easier or more intelligible by the distinctions
of Hegel.
Nor can we deny that he has sometimes interpreted
physics by metaphysics,
and confused his own philosophical
fancies with the laws of nature.
The very freedom of the
movement is not without suspicion, seeming to imply a state
of the human mind which has entirely lost sight of facts.
Nor
can the necessity which is attributed to it be very stringent,
seeing that the successive categories or determinations
of thought
in different parts of his writings are arranged by the philosopher

His terminology too meckanical and tecknicaL
in different ways.
What is termed necessary evolution seems to
be only the order in which a succession
of ideas presented
themselves
to the mind of Hegel at a particular time.
The nomenclature
of Hegel has been made by himself out of
the language of common life. He uses a few words only which
are borrowed from his predecessors,
or from the Greek philosophy, and these generally in a sense peculiar to himself. The
first stage of his philosophy answers to the word 'is,' the second
to the word 'has been,' the third to the words 'has been' and
'is' combined.
In other words, the first sphere is immediate,
the second mediated by reflection, the third or highest returns
into the first, and is both mediate and immediate.
As Luther's
Bible was written in the language of the common people, so
Hegel seems to have thought that he gave his philosophy a truly
German character by the use of idiomatic German words.
But it
may be doubted whether
the attempt has been successful
First
because such words as tin sich seyn,' 'an sich seyn,' can und
fllr sich seyn/ though the simplest combinations
of nouns and
verbs, require a difficult and elaborate
explanation.
The simplicity of the words contrasts with the hardness of their meaning.
Secondly_ the use of technical phraseology
necessarily
separates
philosophy
from general literature;
the student has to learn a
new language
of uncertain
meaning
which he with difficulty
remembers.
No former philosopher
had ever carried the use
of technical terms to the same extent as Hegel.
The language
of Plato or even of Aristotle is but slightly removed from that of
•

common life, and was introduced naturally by a series of thinkers :
the language of the scholastic logic has become technical to us,
but in the Middle Ages was the vernacular Latin of priests and
students.
The higher spirit of philosophy,
the spirit of Plato
and Socrates, rebels against the Hegelian use of language
as
mechanical
and technical.
Hegel
words.

is fond of etymologies
He gives etymologies

and often seems to trifle with
which are bad, and never con-

siders that the meaning of a word may have nothing to do with
its derivation.
He lived before the days of Comparative Philology
or of Comparative
Mythology and Religion, which would have
opened a new world to him.
He makes no allowance for the
element of chance either in language or thought;
and perhaps
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there is no greater defect in his system than the want of a
theory of language.
He speaks as if thought, instead of
identical with language, was wholly independent
of it. It
the actual growth of the mind, but the imaginary growth

sound
being
is not
of the

Hegelian system, which is attractive to him.
Neither are we able to say why of the common forms of thought
some are rejected by him, while others have an undue prominence
given to them.
Some of them, such as ' ground' and 'existence,'
have hardly any basis
others, such as 'cause'

either in language or philosophy,
while
and 'effect,' are but slightly considered.

All abstractions
are supposed
by Hegel to derive their meaning
from one another.
This is true of some, but not of all, and _n
different degrees.
There is an explanation
of abstractions
by
the phenomena
which they represent, as well as by their relation
to other abstractions.
If the knowledge
of all were necessary
to the knowledge
of any one of them, the mind would sink
under the load of thought.
Again, in every process of reflection
we seem to require a standing
ground, and in the attempt to
obtain a complete analysis we lose all fixedness.
If, for example,
the mind is viewed as the complex of ideas, or the difference
between things and persons
denied, such an analysis may be
justified from the point of view of Hegel:
but we shall find
that in the attempt to criticize thought we have lost the power
of thinking,
and, like the Heracliteans
of old, have no words
in which our meaning
can be expressed.
Such an analysis
may be of value as a corrective of popular language or thought,
but should still allow us to retain the fundamental
distinctions
of philosophy.
In the Hegelian system ideas supersede persons.
The world of
thought, though sometimes described as Spirit or ' Geist,' is really
impersonal.
The minds of men are to be regarded
as one mind,
or more correctly as a succession of ideas.
Any comprehensive
view of the world must necessarily
be general, and there may be
a use with a view to comprehensiveness
in dropping
individuals
and their lives and actions.
In all things, if we leave out details,
a certain degree of order begins to appear;
at any rate we can
make an order which, with a little exaggeration
or disproportion
in some of the parts, will cover the whole field of philosophy.
But are we therefore justified in saying that ideas are the causes

*

Is

a great

man

merely

of the great movement

the

of the world

creature
rather

of

kis

age

?

than the personalities

which conceived them ? The great man is the expression of his
time, and there may be peculiar difficulties in his age which he
cannot overcome.
He may be out of harmony with his circumstances, too early or too late, and then all his thoughts perish ; his
genius passes away unknown.
But not therefore
is he to be
regarded
as a mere waif or stray in human history, any more
than he is the mere creature or expression
of the age in which he
lives. His ideas are inseparable
from himself, and would have
been nothing without him. Through
a thousand
personal influences

they have

been brought

home

to the

minds

of others.

He starts from antecedents,
but he is great in proportion
as he
disengages himself from them or absorbs himself in them.
Moreover the types of greatness
differ; while one man is the expression of the influences of his age, another is in antagonism
to
them.
One man is borne on the surface of the water; another
is carried forward by the current which flows beneath.
The
character of an individual, whether he be independent
of circumstances or not, inspires others quite as much as his words.
What
is the teaching of Socrates apart from his personal history, or the
doctrines of Christ apart from the Divine life in which they are
embodied?
Has not Hegel himself delineated the greatness
of
the life of Christ as consisting in his ' Schicksalslosigkeit
' or independence
of the destiny of his race?
Do not persons become
ideas, and is there any distinction between them ? Take away
the five greatest
legislators,
the five greatest
warriors, the five
greatest poets, the five greatest founders or teachers of a religion,
the five greatest philosophers,
the five greatest inventors,--where
would have been all that we most value in knowledge or in life ?
And can that be a true theory of the history of philosophy which,
in Hegel's own language, 'does not allow the individual to have
his right' ?
Once more, while we readily admit that the world is relative to
the mind, and the mind to the world, and that we must suppose
a common or correlative growth in them, we shrink from saying
that this complex
nature can contain, even in outline, all the
endless forms of Being and knowledge.
Are we not ' seeking the
living among the dead' and dignifying a mere logical skeleton
with the name of philosophy and almost of God ? When we look
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sqMst, faraway intothe primevalsourcesof thoughtand belief,
do we
I,m,oDucsuppose that the mere accidentof our being the heirs of the
TION.

Greek philosophers
can give us a right to set ourselves up as
having the true and only standard of reason in the world ? Or
when we contemplate
the infinite worlds in the expanse of
heaven can we imagine that a few meagre categories derived
from language and invented by the genius of one or two great
thinkers contain the secret of the universe ? Or, having regard
to the ages during which the human race may yet endure, do
we suppose that we can anticipate the proportions human knowledge may attain even within the short space of one or two
thousand years ?
Again, we have a difficulty in understanding
how ideas can be
causes, which to us seems to be as much a figure of speech as the
old notion of a creator artist, 'who makes the world by the help of
the demigods' (Plato, Tim.), or with ' a golden pair of compasses'
measures out the circumference
of the universe (Milton, P. L.).
We can understand how the idea in the mind of an inventor is
the cause of the work which is produced by it ; and we can dimly
imagine how this universal frame may be animated by a divine
intelligence.
But we cannot conceive how all the thoughts of
men that ever were, which are themselves
subject to so many
external conditions of climate, country, and the Hke, even if regarded as the single thought of a Divine Being, can be supposed
to have made the world. We appear to be only wrapping up ourselves in our own conceits--to
be conlitsing cause and effect--to
be losing the distinction
the human and divine.

between

reflection

and action, between

These are some of the doubts and suspicions which arise in the
mind of a student of Hegel, when, after Hying for a time within
the charmed circle, he removes to a little distance and looks back
upon what he has learnt, from the vantage-ground
of history and
experience.
The enthusiasm of his youth has passed away, the
authority of the master no longer retains a hold upon him. i3ut
he does not regret the time spent in the study of him.
He finds
that he has received from him a real enlargement
of mind, and
much of the true spirit of philosophy, even when he has ceased
to believe in him. He returns again and again to his writings
as to the recollections
of a first love, not undeserving
of his

An a_ology for

t/re Itegeliun _kiloso_Ay.

admi_tion
still. Perhaps if he were asked how he can admire
without believing, or what value he can attribute to what he
knows to be erroneous, he might answer in some such manner as
the following :-L That in Hegel he finds glimpses of the genius of the poet and
of the common sense of the man of the world.
His system is not
cast in a poetic form, but neither has all this load of logic extinguished in him the feeling of _oetry.
He is the true countryman of his contemporaries
Goethe and Schiller.
Many fine
expressions
are scattered up and down in his writings, as when
he tells us that ' the Crusaders went to the Sepulchre but found it
empty.'
He delights to find vestiges of his own philosophy in
the older German mystics.
And though he can be scarcely said
to have mixed much in the affairs of men, for, as his biographer
tells us, ' he lived for thirty years in a single room,' yet he is far
:rom being ignorant of the world.
No one can read his writings
without acquiring an insight into life. He loves to touch with the
spear of logic the follies and self-deceptions
of mankind, and
make them appear in their natural form, stripped of the disguises
of language and custom.
He will not allow men to defend themselves by an appeal to one-sided or abstract principles.
In this
age of reason any one can too easily' find a reason for doing what
he likes (Wallace, p. I97). He is suspicious of a distinction which
is often made between a person's character and his conduct.
His
spirit is the opposite of that of Jesuitism
or casuistry (Wallace,
p. xBI). He affords an example of a remark which has been
often made, that in order to know the world it is not necessary to
have had a great experience of it.
a. Hegel, if not the greatest philosopher, is certainly the greatest
critic of philosophy
who ever lived.
No one else has equally
mastered the opinions of his predecessors
or traced the connexion
of them in the same manner.
No one has equally raised the
human mind above the trivialities of the common logic and the
unmeaningness
of ' mere ' abstractions,
and above imaginary possibilities, which, as he truly says, have no place in philosophy.
No one has won so much for the kingdom of ideas.
Whatever
may be thought of his own system it will hardly be denied that he
has overthrown
Locke, Kant, Hume, and the so-called philosophy
of common sense.
He shows us that only by the study of metaVOL.
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Tke true use and value of Hegel.
physics can we get rid of metaphysics,
and that those who are in
theory most opposed to them are in fact most entirely and hopelessly enslaved
by them:
' die reinen
Physiker
sind nut die
Thiere.'
The disciple of Hegel will hardly become the slave of
any other system-maker.
What Bacon seems to promise him he
will find realized in the great German thinker, an emancipation
nearly complete from the influences of the scholastic logic.
3. Many of those who are least disposed to become the votaries
of Hegetianism
nevertheless
recognize in his system a new logic
supplying a variety of instruments
and methods hitherto unemployed.
We may not be able to agree with him in assimilating
the natural order of human thought with the history of philosophy, and still less in identifying
both with the divine idea or
nature.
But we may acknowledge
that the great thinker
has
thrown a light on many parts of human knowledge,
and has
solved many difficulties.
We cannot receive his doctrine of opposites as the last word of philosophy, but still we may regard it as
a very important
contribution
to logic. We cannot affirm that
words have no meaning when taken out of their connexion in the
history
a great

of thought.
But we recognize that their meaning is to
extent due to association, and to their correlation with one

another.
We see the advantage
of viewing in the concrete what
mankind regard only in the abstract.
There is much to be said
for his faith or conviction, that God is immanent
in the world,within the sphere of the human mind, and not beyond it. It was
natural that he himself, like a prophet of old, should regard the
philosophy
which he had invented as the voice of God in man.
But this by no means implies
that he conceived
himself as
creating God in thought.
He was the servant of his own ideas
and not the master of them.
The philosophy of history and the
history of philosophy may be almost said to have been discovered
by him. He has done more to explain Greek thought than all
other writers put together.
Many ideas of development,
evolution, reciprocity, which have become the symbols of another
school of thinkers may be traced to his speculations.
In the
theology and philosophy of England as well as of Germany, and
also in the lighter literature of both countries, there are always
appearing ' fragments of the great banquet' of Hegel.
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OF TIIE DIALOGUE.

THEAETETUS.

SOCRATES.

An ELEATIC
STRANGER, whom Theodorus
andTheaetctus
bring
with
them.
Theyounger
SOCRATES, who iSasilent
auditor.
T]leodortxs.HERE we are,Socrates,
trueto our agreement so/Mst.
2x6 of yesterday
; and we bring with us a strangerfrom Elea,T..........
who is a discipleof Parmenides and Zeno, and a true so_,T_.
philosopher.
The Eleatic
stranger,
Socrates. Is he not rather a god, Theodorus, who comes to whois inus in the disguise of a stranger?
For Homer says that all troduced
the gods, and especially the god of strangers, are companions dorus,
by Theois
of the meek and just, and visit the good and evil among men. takenby
And may not your companion be one of those higher powers, Socrates
for some
a cross-examining
deity, who has come to spy out our weak- cross-cxness in argument, and to cross-examine us ?....
amming
deity
; and

Steph.

Theod. Nay, Socrates, he is not one ot the clisputatlouSlTheodorus
sort--he is too good for that. And,.........in my opinion, he is not IJ ackn°wledges
that,
a god at all; but divine he certmnly m, for thin ts a title thoughnot
which I should give to all philosophers,
aisgod,
he
at any
SOC. Capital, my friend!
and I may add that they are rate a dialmost as hard to be discerned as the gods.
For the true vineman.
philosophers,
and such as are not merely made up for the
occasion, appear in various forms unrecognized
by the
ignorance of men, and they 'hover about cities,' as Homer
declares, looking 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
Z2
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The
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of the

Eleagi¢

sgran_.
i

Sophlst. than madmen.
I should llke to ask our Eleatic friend, if he
soc_T_,
would" tell us, what is thought about them in Italy, and to _x7
T._o_o_u,o whom the terms are applied.
STL_.N_XL
Theod. What terms ?
A question

is put to
him : Are

Soc. Sophist. statesman, philosopher.
TheM. What is your difficulty about them, and what made
the sophist.
statesmall,
you ask ?
and philoSo¢.
I want to know whether by his countrymen they are
sopher
regarded
as one or two ; or do they, as the names are three,
different, or
the same? distinguish also __;Zn
o._neto each name .'?
Theod. I dare say that the Stranger will not object to
discuss the question.
What do you say, Stranger .9
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.
TheM. You have happened to light, Socrates, almost on
the very question which we were asking our friend befor_ 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.
ThestraaSoc.
Then do not, Stranger, deny us the first favour which
ger may

eitberspeak we ask of you: I am sure that you will not, and therefore
at lengthor I shall only beg of you to say whether you like and are
adoptthe
accustomed to make a long oration on a subject which you
method
of
question want to explain to another, or to proceed by the method of
andanswer, question 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 1.
Str. I prefer to talk with another when he responds
pleasantly, and is light in hand ; if not, I would rather
have my own say.
Soc. 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.
Str. I feel ashamed, Socrates, being a new-comer into your
society, instead of talking a little and hearing others talk, to
' Cp. Parm., 137 ft.

#

' E!eatic
Of, nerta!ninc to, or _ _f_'_
_
a school
of Greek philosorher_,
of the 6th centur:f B.C. whose philosophy ls particularly
identif!e_ _it the <octrine_ of _ne _y
o_
_e__a.:d
......e ,_n,_ali_ _ motion nr c:.nnre.
_.e Found:_Zton of the Eleatic dcc,_rine of unity
wa_ laid in theo!o[Ic._! form by Xenophanes
of Colophon, metaphys!ca!]y
deve]or_ed _ a
doctrine of' be!nc by Parnen!des of Elea, dla!eo_ically defended in opposition to _he v,..,lr._:,'
belief in a plurallt _"of objects and in revolutlon and chancre by Zeno cf Elea, and finally .
assimilated more nP_'_l", to the es,_ll_
na ,_ral philosophy of Mellssus of Samos.
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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
218 request, especially after what you have said. For I certainly
cannot object to your proposal,
that Theaetetus
should
respond, having already conversed with him myself, and
being recommended 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 ?
Str. 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.
Theaet. 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.

34x
sce_i_t.
sT,^,c_,,
T._^_u_.
On the

present
occasion he

prefersthe
latter,and
accepts the
proposalof
Sqerates
that Theaetetus
shouldbe
his respondeat.

Str. Very good ; you can decide about that for yourself as Firstof all.
we proceed.
Meanwhile you and I will _.__._=_to_ther and Whatis the
enquire into the natu.£g..oL.t_ Sophist, first of the t_-.I Sophist?
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 possibly you have one notion and I another ; whereas
we ought always to dome to an understanding about the
thing itself in terms oT a definition, and not merely about the
name minus the definition.
Now the tribe of Sophists which
we are investigating 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 stud_r--an_
•
~....
_-------"........
easier instances o-Tt-fiem_b.cf6r_c_weproceed to the greatest of
all. And as I know that the tribe of Sophis_-]_-ff_fiblesohie
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.

Asheis not
easytowe
catch,
hadbetter
bcgi,_th
-somemmg
simpler;
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I cannot.

ST,^_,ER,
Str. Then suppose that we work out some lesser example
xx_,_.s,
which will be a pattern of the greater ?
TheaeL Good_
e.g. with
Str. What is there which is well known and not great, and
the angler, is yet as susceptible of definition as any larger thing?
Shall
I say an ang!er?
I-Ie is familiar to all of us, and not a very
interesting or important person.
•
Theaet. He is not.
Str. Yet I suspect that he will furnish us with the sort of 2,9
definition and line of enquiry which we want.
Theaet. Very good.
He is an
Str. Let us begin by asking whether he is a man having
artist, and
all art is
art or not having art, but some other power.
either
ZheaeL He is clearly a man of art.
creative or
Sir. And of a,rts there are two kinds ?
Theaet. What ar'_ they ?
Str. There is agriculture r and the tendin$ of mortal
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.
Theaet. What do you mean ? And what is the name ?
Str. 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.
Theaet. True.
Sir. And all the arts which were just now mentioned
characterized by this power of producing ?
Theaet. They are.
Str. Then
1_. et us ._um them up under
ductive or creative art.

are

the name of

Str. Next follows the whole class of learning and cognition ; then comes trade, fighting, hunting.
And since none
of these p_s
anythin_:
hut is only engaged in conc_uering
_b..Eword or deed, or in preventing others from conquering;,
things w--"-fiichexist and have been already produced--in
each
and all of these branches there appears to be an art which
may be called acquisitive.
Theael. Yes, that is the proper name.
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Str. Seeing, then, that all.__aa:t_are eithe.___..._yr
acquisitive or so?/,ist.
creative, in which class sh._allwe place the art of the anglerT-- s.... _,.
Theaet. Clearly in the acquisitive class,
a'.E*_T_:,,,S.
Str. • And the acquisitive
may
be
subdivided
into
(__ppar--_
The
_gler
•
•
_
is to be
there is exchange, which is voluntary and is effected by gifts, placed m
"'7
hire, purchase ; and the other part of acquisitive, which takes the acquisl- \
by fgrce 9(.word or dee_e
termed con_
Theaet. That is implied in what has been said.
Sir. And may not conquest
Theaet. How ?

tire class.

"

Acquisition
is vohmtary

be again subdivided ?

{=exchange)or
forcible

Str. Open force may be called fighting,
may have the general name of hunting ?
Theaet. Yes.

and secret

force (=conquest),
Conquest
is open

Slr. And there is no reason why the art of hunting should (=fighting)
not be further divided,
or secret
Theaet. How would you make the division ?
Str. Into the hunting of living and of lifeless prey.
Theaet. Yes, if both kinds exist,
22o Str. Of course they exist; but the hunting after lifeless
things having no special name, except some sorts of diving,
and other small matters, may be omitted ; the hunting after
living things may be called animal hunting.
Theaet. Yes.

(=hunting).

Str. 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 ?
Theael. True.
Str. And of swimming animals, one class lives on the wing
and the other in the water ?

the fo_mer
includes
hunting the
of land
animalsand
of water
animals.
Water
animalslive

Theaet. Certainly.
Str. Fowling is the general term under which the hunting
of all birds is included,
Zheaet. True.

or in the
water: the
fowler

There is
hunting

of

ammals.
and ofhfelessprey;

on the wing

hunts the
former, the
fisherman

Str. The hunting of animals who live in the water has the the latter.
general name of fishing.
Theaet. Yes.
Sir.

And this sort of hunting

into two principal kinds ?
Theaet. What are they ?

may be further divided also

There are
two kinds

offishing--
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The angler hooked.

Str. There is one kind which takes them in nets, another
which takes them by a blow.
Theaet. What do you mean, and how do you distinguish
fishing with
them ?
enclosures
Sir.
As to the first kind--all that surrounds and encloses
,_opkist.

STR^._.
T._A_.
and by

striking,
anythingtopreventegress,
may be rightly
called
an enclosure.
Theaet. Very true.
Str. For which reason twig baskets, casting-nets, nooses,
creels, and the like may all be termed ' enclosures' ?
Theaet. True.
Str. And therefore this first kind of capture may be called
by us capture with enclosures, or something of that sort ?
Theaet. Yes.
Str. 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 ?

Thereis

Theaet. Never mind the name--what
you suggest will do
very well.
Str. There is one mode of striking, which is done at night,

•triking
by and by the light of a fire, and is by the hunters themselves
day, and

striking
by calledfiring,
or spearingby firelight.
night : the
Theaet. True.
former is
caned
hm-bing,

Str. And the fishing by day is called by the general name
of barbing, because the spears, too, are barbed at the point.
Theaet. Yes, that is the term.
Barbingis
Str,
Of this barb-fishing, that which strikes the fish who is
of two
below from above is called spearing, because this is the way
kinds,-spearing
in which the three-pronged spears are mostly used.
and ANGTheaet. Yes, it is often called so.
LING.
Str. Then now there is only one kind remaining.
Theaet. What is that ?
Sir. 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_2i
that mode of fishing, Theaetetus .9
Theaet. I suspect that we have now discovered the object
of our search.
Recapitulation.

Sgr.

Then now you and I have come to an understanding

The

ajfinilies

of the

So_kisL
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not only about the name of the angler's art, but about the So,h/st.
definition of the thing itself. One half of all art was acquisi- STR
......
tire
half of the ac_isitive
art was conquest or taking by T._--_us.
force, ha_'(vas"_.qn_g_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
striking;
a part of striking was fishing with a barb, and one
half of this again_ being the kind which strikes with a hook
and d/-a_-s the fish from below up wards__is.)fie a_-_w-fi'fc-h'we j ,....,
have_e'n seelcing; and-w'h}ch from the nature of the operation
is den"_te-d'_ingling or drawifig--Jp"(8_,G,_,
,i_,_,aCa,,).
_r_rerT.'TI'i_"-result has been-'quite satisfactorily brought
out.
Sir. And now, following this pattern, let us endeavour to The deftfind out what a Sophist is.
nitionSo-of
the
Theaet By all means,
phist:
Sir. The first question about the angler was, whether he Like the
was a skilled artist or unskilled ?
angler, he
is a skilled
Theaet. True.
person
Str. And shall we call our new friend unskilled, or a
thorough master of his craft ?
Theaet. Certainly not unskilled, for his name, as, indeed,
you imply, must surely express his nature.
Str. Then he must be supposed to have some art.
Theaet. What art .9
Str. By heaven, they are cousins ! it never occurred to us.
Theaet. Who are cousins .9
Str. The angler and the Sophist.
Theaet. In what way are they related ?
Str. They both appear to me to be hunters,
Theaet. How the Sophist ? Of the other we have spoken,
Str. You remember our division of hunting, into hunting
after swimming animals and land animals ?
Theaet. Yes.

and

a

hunter,-nothowever
ofaswimruing,
but
of a land

anima_-

Str. And you remember that we subdivided the swimming m_a.
and left the land animals, saying that there were many kinds
of them .9
2z2

Theaet. Certainly.
Str. Thus far, then, the Sophist and the angler_ starting
from the art of acquiring, take the same road ?

346

' Unsavoury

com2#arisons.'

sophist.
Theaet. So it would appear.
s.... E,,
Str. Their paths diverge when they reach the art of animal
T._A_ETuS.hunting;
the one going to the sea-shore, and to the rivers
The angler and to the lakes, and angling for the animals which are in
goes to the
rivers and
them.
to the sea ;
Theaet.
Very true.
theSophist
Sir. While the other goes to land and water of another
tothe broad
meadow- sort--rivers
of wealth and broad meadow-lands of generous
lands of
youth; and he also is intending to take the animals which
youth.
are in them.
Huntingon
land
tame is
andof of

wildanireals,

Under
tame

ani_
man is
included,

Theaet. What do you mean ?
Str. Of hunting on land there are two principal divisions.
Theaet. What are they ?
Slr.
One is the hunting of tame, and the other of wild
animals.
Theaet. But are tame animals ever hunted ?
Str.
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.
Theaet. I should say, Stranger, that man is a tame animal,
and I admit that he is hunted.

Tame aniSlr.
Then let us divide the
reals are
hunted with tWO parts.
violence,o_
Theaet. How shall we make

by
sion.persua-

hunting

of tame animals

into

the division ?

Slr. Let us define piracy, man.stealing, tyranny, the whole
military art, by one name, as hunting with violence.
Theaet. Very good.
Sir. 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.
Theaet. True.
And of persuasion,

there may be said to be two kinds?

Persuasion
is public or

S/r.

p_vate.

TheaeL What are they ?
Str..One
is private, and the other public.
Theael. Yes ; each of them forms a class.
Str. And of private hunting, one sort receives hire, and the

Thehunter
in private

bringsgifts, other brings gifts.
likethe
Theaet. I do not understand

you..

The

Soflhist

in another

line

So-. You seem never to have observed
lovers hunt.

of descent.
the manner in which

Theaet. To what do you refer ?
Str. I mean that they lavish gifts on
hunt in addition to other inducements,
Theaet. Most true.

sophist.
ST_^_.R,

a'._^_,s.
those whom they lover,or
receives
hire.

SO.. Let us admit this, then, to be the amatory art.
Theaet. Certainly.
Str. But that sort of hireling whose conversation is pleasing
and who baits his hook only with pleasure and exacts nothing
but his maintenance in return, we should all, if I am not miszz3 taken, describe as possessing flattery or an art of making
things pleasant.
Theaet. Certainly.
Sir. And that sort, which professes to form acquaintances
only for the_____ke_of_virtue__d_
a_ r ewarfi_d.!p. the
shape of money, may be fa!rly, ca)!ed by another name ?
Theaet. To be sure.
SO.. And what is the name ? Will you tell me ?
Theaet. It is obvious enough ; for I believe that we have
discovered the Sophist: which
name for the class described.
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is, as I conceive, the proper

The hireling
seek may
to give
pleasu,e.or
to teach
virtue.

_ -..

The latter
is the so-

ernST.

Sir. Then now, Theaetetus,
his art may be traced as a Reeapitubranch of the apEr_o_priative1, acquisitive familynwhich
hunts lation.
animals,--living--land--tame
animals;
which hunts man, _
--privately--for

hire,--taking

money in exchange--having

the semblance of education ; and this is te.rmed Sophistry,
and is _ h_r
ygung men 9f. wealth and rank--su_'fi'_
is _n.
"------------"
Theaet. Just so.
SO'. 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.
Theaet. In what respect ?
Str. There were two sorts of acquisitive art ; the one concerned with huntinnn_ the other with exchange,_Theaet. There were.
t Omitting X.t_rttt_ls

and lr_atbTp_tts.

'\ )/

('_. _.Z2_
I
)

);:_
-

(

"

A newdefinition :

Acquisition
is
partly
hunting,
parayexchange;

_/---
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The food of the body and the food of the soul.

sapJu'st.
Slr. And of the art of exchange there are two divisions,
sT,_,,o_., the one_o/"giving, and the 0..ther of seilin_"
T._,_Tvs.
Theaet. Let us assume that.
and the
lattm" partly

giving,
partlyselling.
The seller

Str.

Next, we will suppose

the art of selling to be divided

into two parts.
TheaeL How .9
Slr. There is one part which is distinguished

maysellhis a man's own productions,
ownprOthe works of others.

as the sale of

another, which is the exchange

of

ductions, or

exchange
Theaet. Certainly.
.thoseof
Sir. And is not that part of exchange which takes place in
others: the the city, being about half of the whole, termed retailing
exchanger
may be a
TheaeL Yes.
retailer
or
a
Sir.
And that which exchanges the goods of one city for
merchant.
those of another by selling and buying is the exchange of the
merchant ?
Theaet. To be sure.
The metStJ r. And you are aware that this exchange of the merchant
eha.t
may
is
of two kinds : it is partly concerned with food for the use
sell food for
the boayor of the body, and m partly" witho the food
of th,_ _.n,,1 wh;,-h i_.._
foodforthe
b_
e--'t-ff_dfind
rece_veo
m
exchange
for
money.
soul.
Theaet. What do you mean .9
Sir. You want to know what is the meaning of food for
the soul ; the other kind you surely understand.
Theaet. Yes.
Str. Take music in general and painting and marionette
playing and many other things, which'_b
purchasea-in
one 224
which are hawked about either for the _ake o_
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 ?
city, and carried away and sold in another--wares
of the soul
Theaet. To be sure he may.
Sir. 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 .9
Theaet. Certainly I should.
The latter
Str.
Of this merchandise of the soul, may not one part be
maybesupfairly
termed
the art of display ? And there is another part
plied by the
art otdts- which is certainly not less ridiculous, but being a trade in

A

third

a;_bearance

of the

So_hist.
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learning must be called by some name germane to the sophist.
matter ?
sr_,_,,
Theaet. Certainly.
T._,_os.
Sir. The latter should have two names,--one
descriptive phy
or by
a trade in
of the sale of the knowledge of virtue, and the other of the learning.
sale of other kinds of knowledge.
Theaet. Of course.
SO'. The name of art-seller corresponds well enough to the
latter ; but you must try and tell me the name of the other,
Theaet. He must be the Sophist, whom we are seeking;
no other name can possibly be right.- .........

Thetrader
inthe
learning
is
artseller,or
the seller
virtue
-theof

SO-. No other; and sog_Ithis trader in virtue again turns
out to be our fr!en_d the Sophist, y_hose ar_-ay-n_W_e
traced from the art of acquisition through exchange, trade,
mercl_andise, to a mercha-fi_he-soul
which _-Sconcerned

soPmsr.

with st_.h
a__d th.ek_now!ed_e of virtue: ....
Theaet. Quite true.
Sir. And there may be a third reappearance of him ;--for
he may have settled down i_'_'acity, and may_fabriceate as well
as buy these same wares, intending to live by selling them,
and he would still be called a Sophist ?
Theaet. Certainly.
SO'. Then that part of the acquisitive art which exchanges,
and of exchange w_hich either sells a man's own production._s
or retails those of others, as the case ma_,' be,.and in e!ther
way sells the kn0wl_ge
of vir_ue_'-y_.wpulda_a!_"term

"-4, _":,-¢,
_ /.i..
The sophistmay
fabricate,
as wellas
buy,his
wares,

, _

Theaet. I must, if I am to keep pace with the argument.
SO-. Let us consider once more whether there may not be Afresh
yet another aspect of sophistry,
start.
TheaeL What is it ?
_'-5

SO-. In the acquisitive

there was a subdivision

_/__.

of the com- The fighting art is a
part ofthe

bative or fighting art.
Theaet. There was.
acqmsitive,
SO-. Perhaps we had better divide it.
and
iseither
competitive
Theaet. What shall be the divisions ?
or conten•SO-. There shall be one division of the competitive, and tious.
another of the pugnacious.
Theaet. Very good.
SO'. That part of the pugnacious which is a contest of

_

i

35 °

Eristic.

,,_

':
_.

Sapkist. bodily st ren_hmsy
s_'_._*,,
violent.
rxv_rzros.
Theaet. True.

_,_

Contention
is either of

,

t_mily

i
",

_
_/.pr
_._'v_"_-'7.

strength,
of words.
he latter

be prpperl_
.'n_,_called._bysome such name as

Sir. And when the war is one of words, it may be termed
................

controversy
Theaet.

?
Yes.

Str. And controversy may be of two kinds.
is contro- Theaet. What are they ?
,_ _Ox
. ,q'a
_- "¢_versy.
Str. When long speeches are answered by long speeches,
which is
0

_I

alsoof two and there is publ_gut._the._i_Landunjust,
kinds,
pub- iS forensic controversy.
lic
(forensic)
and private

__ S__._

(disputa-tion). Sir. And there is a .private sort/of controversy,

,

!
•

Thea_---"

that

__e,_

_

up into questions and _,and
Theaet. Yes, that is the name.

which is cut

this is commonly called

Slr. And of disputation, that sort which is onlff_a discussion about contracts, and is carried on at random, and
without rules of art, is recognized by the_-c,t_vnl,g_iaculty
to be a distinct
._
:' Disputa-

.q[_"

0J_'#'

tion,

class,

but has hitherto

had

no distinctive

name, and does not deserve to receive one from us.
Theaet. No ; for the different sorts of it are too minute and
heterogeneous.
Sir. But that which proceeds by rules of art to dispute

when

proceeding about justice and injustice in their own nature',' and abo_t
by rulesof things in general, we have been accustomed to call ar ug.u.m_en.
art, is called
tat ion--(E'ftgtlZ'TT-.
...................
_".................
argumenta._--_- _
tion ; and
_eaet.
Certainly.
this either
Sir.
And of argumentation,
one sort
wast e_ moBey,
and
wastes
or
-makes
the other makes money.
money.
Theael. Very true.
Str. Suppose we try and give to each of these two classes
a name.
Theaet. Let us do so.
Sir. I should say that the habit which leads a man to
neglect his own affairs for the.pleasure
of conversation, of
wl_ic_hthe style is far from being agreeable to t_rnajority
of
his hearers, may be fairly termed loquacity:
such is my
opinion.
Theaet. That is the common name for it.

erlstlc
- !.
A controversis!!_z,
specif.,
Dhl!osopher
of _-..... _,_......_ehool,
._
:_
_-_ _ucl_V,-:
o
Disnutatlous
or controversial
argument.

The

Sophist

reappears

for

the fourth

time.
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SO.. But now who the other is, who makes money out of sophist.
private dis l_rutation, it is your turn to say.
sT_,.c_,
one
answer
only
Theaet. There is
true
hE is the wonderful TnF.Arr_rus.
Sophist,
of whom we are in pursuit,
and who
again That
....
.,...t__-.,
--......reaDDears
_, a.....
makes which
for the fourth time.
/t"
money is
the art of
z26 SO.. Yes, and with a fresh pe.tt_ee,
for he is the money- the somaking species of the Eristlc, disputatious,
controversial,
truST.
pugnacious,
combative, acquisitive family, as the argument
has already proven.
Theaet. Certainly.
SO'. How true was the observation that he was a manysided animal, and not to be caught with one hand, as they
say !
Theaet. Then you must catch him with two.
Str. Yes, we must, if we can. And therefore let us try Another
another track in our pursuit of him: You are aware that track:
There are
there are certain menial occupations
which have names arts ofdiamong servants .9
riding used
by servants.
Theaet.Yes, thereare many such; which of them do you
mean ?
SO.. I mean such as sifting, straining, winnowing, threshing'.
Theael. Certainly.
....
SO.. And besides these there are a great many more,
such as carding, spinning,
adjusting the warp and the
woof; and th-6-fisands Of s-l-n_ll-gl'--_xpressions are used in the
arts.

Theaet. Of what are they to be patterns,
going to do with them all ?
j

and what are we

division.
---fordexamSO.. I think that in all of these there is implied a )totion of pies
Theseafof the
--7_eaet. Yes.
great at, of
Str. Then if, as I was saying, there is one art which in- discerning,
eludes all of them, ought not that art to have one name .s
Theaet. And what is the name of the art ?
SO.. The art of discerning
TheaeL

Very

good

or discriminating.

....

SO'. Think whether you cannot divide this.
Theaet. I should have to think a long while.
t Reading 8lvf_v, a conjecture of Professor Campbell's.

______..._. x_
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x,___o_

_/_
q

_

of dialectic.

Str. In alll the previously name d vr.ocesses either like has
beenseDarate_from
!ike or the better from the worse.

which

Theaet.
I seeis now
what for
you the
mean.
Str.
There
no name
first kind of separation ; of
the second, which throws away the worse and preserves the
better, I do know a name.
_-

fromlike.
, [

impartiality

s_ist.
s,_c_,
either seperates like

""

The

the bet-

_.,_e_m the
Theaet, What is it ?
wor_.
Str. Every discernment or discrimi.0ation oft_,_jnd,
as
In the latter I have observed, is called, a purifientic_n:_
easeit
is
Theaet. Yes, that is the usual expression.
called purification.
Str. And any one may see that purification is of two
kinds.
Theaet. Perhaps so, if he were allowed
I do not see at this moment.

time to think ; but

Sir. There are many purifications
of bodies which may
with propriety be comprehended under a single name.
Theaet. What are they, and what is their name ?
Purification
Slro There
is the purification
of living bodies in their 227
is of bodies inward and i'n their outward parts, of which the former is
animate
(whichmay d_ted
by_n_edicine and'g_mnastic,
the 1_
the
be
internal
not
very
dignified
art
of
the
bath-man;
and
there
is
the
or external),
and of
bodiesinanimate :

pu__.fifica_tionof inanimate
substances--to
this the _'f
ftrlling and of-fuibislamg
an general attend in a numoer
the latter
of minute particulars, having a variety of names which are
sort
has
thought ridiculous.
ridiculous
namesapTheaet. Very true.
pliedto it.
Str.
There can be no doubt that they are thought ridiButseientiCHIOUS, Theaetetus;
but then the dialectical art never confie method
ignoresdis- siders whether the benefit to be derived from the purge is
tilaetiousof greater or less than that to be derived from the sponge, and
highand
has not more interest in the one than in the other; her
low.
endeavour 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 whir more
ridiculous than another;
nor does she esteem him who
adduces as his example of hunting, the general's art, at all
more decorous than another who cites that of the vermindestroyer,
but only as the greater
And as to your question concerning

pretender
of the two.
the name which was to

Analogy

in body

and

so_l.
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comprehend all these arts of purification, whether of animate
so#_t.
or inanimate bodies, the art of dialectic is in no wise par. s._
fieular about fine words, if she may he only allowed tO have" T._n_.
a general name for all other purifications, binding them up
together and separating them off from the pur!fication of
the soul or intellect.
For this is the purification at which Thereis
she wants to arrive, and this we should understand
to be alsoa
purification
her aim.
of thesoul.
Theaet. Yes, I understand ; and I agree that there are two
so_o____uriflP_fi,_n,
_
tK_t oPe o f _h'_m it rnnce_ned._._with
....
the soul, and.that there !s another wh!ch !s concerned with
the body.
Slr. Excellent ; and now listen to what I am going to say,
and try to divide further the first of the two.
Theact. Whatever line of division you suggest, I will endeavour to assist you.
Str. Do we admit that virtue is distinct from vice in the
soul ?
...............
The_£ Certainly.
S_. And purification
out whatever is bad ?
Theaet. True.

was to_lemte the go_d

and to cast
•-

_rmcation
is to take
awa.y evils.

Str. Then any. taking away of evil from the soul may be
prop_on
?
Theaet. Yes.
Str. And in the soul there are two kinds of evil.
Theaa.
228

What are they ?

Sir. The onemay be compared to disease in the body, the Thereare
two evils of
other to deformity,
the body,-Thea_. I do not understand,
diseaseor
"

_-'ff'de-

dise_
Sir. Perhaps you have never reflected that disease and fortuity
_'-'ord,or
Theaet. To this, again, I know not what I should reply,
w_--tof
Sir. Do you not conce.ive discord to be a dissolution of me_ure;
kindred elements, originating in some disagreethent ?
-Theaet. Just that.
Sir. And is de(ormity anything but the want of measure,
which is always unsightly ?
Theaa. Exactly.
Str. And do we not see that opinion is opposed to
VOL.

IV.

A a

.._
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Analogy

in tke

remedial

arts.

sophist, des_e__A21e_ure to anger, reason to p_all
STt*N.E., elements are opp--os'-edt-o _
an_'her in the souls_
x.,_._r_._s, men ?
ana two
_J,_. _a_

corresponding evils of

._.thesoul,-_"_*e_¢'_ _ vice and
._._,.
z'
ignorance.

,:.. ,..

- r_..L

"_'_
_ _ _.,.,,.._.-,_ --

these

Theaet. Certainly.
Str. And yet they must all be akin ?
Theaet. Of course.
Str. Then we shall be right in calling vice a discord and
disease of th_
fheaet_Mo_.
Str.
And when thing s having motiom and ainli_g__ an
appoinw.d..ma_k,.coatJo_lly_mizstlxe.ir_aj_and.gl_ce_aside,
shall we say that this is the effect of symmetry among them,
or of the want of symmetry ?
Theaet. Clearly of the want of symmetry.
Str. But surely we know that no soul is voluntarily ignorant of anything ?
........
- .....
Theaet. Certainly not.
Str. i_
Andben{'on
what is
ignorance
the the
aberration
mind
which
tr/ifh,
anal in but
ffhich
pr6i:ess of
ot aunders_nding !s perverted ?
""-'-"-"-'-"
Theaet. True.
.......
Str.

Then

we are to regard

an unintelligent

soul as de-

formed
devoid
Theaet.andVery
true.of symmetry ?
Str. Then there are these two kinds of evil in the soul
--the one which is generally
a disease of the soul...
TheaeL Yes.

called

vice, and is obviously

Str. And there is the other, which they call ignorance,
and which, because existing only in the soul 1, they will not
allow to be vice.
Theaet. 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 all
alike forms of disease in the soul, and ignorance, of which
there are all sorts of varieties, to be deformity.
The am
Str. And in the ease of the body are there not two arts
which
take
which
have to do with the two bodily states ?
w.vay the
evilsof the
Theaet. What are they ?
body are

Or, *although

there is no other vice in the soul but this.'

Two kinds of ignorance.
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Str. There is gymnastic, which has to do with deformity,
and medicine, which has to do with disease,
Theaet. True.
_29

sa_hist.
s_,__,,
Tt__t_t_r
ta'v_

Str. An4..2_ere
there is insolen_tice
and medicine
......
and gymcowardice, is not chastisement
the art which is most re- nastie.
quirecl-1.-_-_
-- ................
The arts
Theaet. That certainly appears to be the opinion of man- whichtake
kind.
away the
evils of the
Str. Again, of the various kinds of ignorance, may not soulare
instruction be rightly said to be the renle_.
correction
and inTheaet. True.
struction.
Str. 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.
Theaet. I will.
Str. I believe that I can see how we shall soonest arrive
at the answer to this question.
Theaet. How?
Sir. If we can discover a line which

divides ignorance

into two halves.
For a division oJ_fi_.orance
into _6"_arts
•
•
• _ ........ .. ...... _.._
will certainly imply that the art of instruction m'a-Iso- twofold, answering to the two divisions of ignorance,
Theaet. Well, and do you see what you are looking for ?
Str. I do seem to myself to see one very large and bad
sort of ignorance which is quite separate, and may be
weighed
against
in the scale
all other sorts of ignorance
put

A division
of
instnlelion can
onlybeoht_nea
dividing by
ignorance.
One sort of

,

ignorance
/
is
uncon_iotls,

together.

Theaet. What is it ?
a__
,_ J._
Str. When a person supposes that he knows, and does not
know" this a ears tbb e the g[eat source 0__"-_
the intellect.
_._._
r -'_,_
-Theaet. True.
z...,_ _.C,._,-_.
SO'. And this, if I am not mistaken, is the kind of ignorance which specially earns the title of stupidity.
Tkeaet. True.
_' J
Str. What name, then, shall he given to the sort of instruction which gets rid of this ?
Theaet. The instruction
Omitting

which you mean, Stranger,
8Imt, or r_adlng

_.
....

'7-.,

is, I _.[_

....

/
_ '_
_-_-¢x,.

Ilfit_.

Aa2

•

iw

L.I

..

.
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Education

so#/ct,
sr,_...,
T.L,_.

of two

kinds.

should in_agine, not the teaching of handicraft arts, but what,
thanks to us, has been termed education in this part of the
world.
_
--

TheinStr. Yes, Theaetetus, and by nearly all Hellenes.
But
struction
correspond-we have still to consider whether education admits of any
lngto this further division.
"....
t,education.
_led
Theaet. We have.
Str. I think that there
is possible.
Theaa. _,Vhere ?
of educaSir. Of education_ne
uontWO
_
another smoother.
}ands: the
old admonitory

is a point at which such a division

method

appears to be rougher,

and

Theaet. How are we to distinguish the two ?
SD'. There is the time-hbnoured mode which our fathers

system,
commonly practised towards their sons, and which is still
basedon
adopted
by many--either
of roughly reproving their errors, 23o
the doctrine
that ig_or- or of gent;
Which varieties may be correctly
_m_ is
ifi_ucled'un-_r
the _
term of admonition.
vohmtatT,
_
....
.
and
Theaet. True.
'
another,
Sir. But whereas some appear to have arrived at the conclusion
that all imaorance is involuntary,-- and that no one
- ¢m the
._o,__'te

who thinks hi--wise

is wfllin__K_
_ learn any

of those

_t_ne,which
whi-_ _e i's_rt_on_cio-_s
of his own cleverness,
and
¢=_bypro- th'_-ngs_n
that the ad_on_t¢,ry
of instrucfion-gives
much-trouble
men into

_nu_-

Theaet. There

dicdo_
andso
,-_h_ng
themto
think;

and

by _¢utiag
themsad
purging
away their
p_jadices
sad vaaity,
" ¢L,_f_
•
_
__.
7

_._.

they are quite right.

Sir. Accordingly.they
set to work to eradicate
of conceit in another way.
The_'_tT"_what way ?

the spirit

Sir. They _cross-examine a _nan's words, when he thinks
that he is saying somethin[ and is really saying nol'_'--, and
easily convict him o'f inconsistencies in his opmmns ; tllese
they then collect by the dialectical process, and placing them
side by side, show that they contradict one another about
.....
the same things, m relation to the same th
and m the

same respect.
He, seeing this, is angry with himself, and
C_gro_wards
others, and thus is entirely deHCered
(-4_/,4.z_,_m.
great prejudices and harsh notions, in a way whfi:h _s
-mo-'6_amusing to the hearer, and produces the most lasting
good effect on the person who is the subject of the operation.

Ti_ S_t_8

a_l tt_ tr'_ ed_agor.
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For as the physician considers that the body will receive no sophist.
benefit from taking food until the internal obstacles have sT_._m
been removed, so'he
purifier of the soul is con_ious that T a_m..
his patient will eY"6"-ceive
no benefit from the-appp_on
o'-0"_/ _.
knowledge un_tii ne _s remmcl, and from refutatLgn learns .J .

/;

modesty_u'_t
b'-_purge--'-'-d'-_l_|s p_rejua'm:-es first and 1 1-___._.__._.___
made to think that he knows only what he knows, and no "
-_"
more.
r
f---¢-..¢/_.__
Theaet. That is certainly the best and wisest state of
mind.
Str. For all these reasons, Theaetetus,
t(efutation is the greatest and chiefest of
who has not been refuted, though he be
self, is in a_
impurity; he

we must admit that
tmrifications,
an_ he
the Great King himis uninstructed and

Ref_
)'_"
is
the
--_,,"_
grm"_tof
_Rm'h_- I "
tioas.

deformed in _gse thln_ in _hlrh ha whn wn_n|_L_be
- tru_
bless_:lought to be fairest and purest.
Theaet. Very true.
Sir. And who are the ministers of this art ? I am afraid
23x to say the Sophists.
Theaet. Why ?
Str. Lest we should assign to them too high a prerogative.
Theaet. Yet the Sophist has a certain likeness to our
minister of purification.
Sir. Yes, the same sort of likeness which a wolf, who is the
fiercest of animals, has to a dog, who is the gentlest.
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.
Tkeaet. Likely enough.
Sir. Let us grant, then, that from the discerning art comes

t_t u_
a_sume
thatthe
Sophist
practt._s
this art.

R_q_tta-

part
which isand
concerned
with the soul
; of this
mental purifipurification,
from purification
let there
be separated
off a t_on.
cation instruction is a portion, and of instrucfioneducat!on,
an=d_
o_' eduti_at
refutation of vain conceit which has
been discovered in the present argument; and let this be
called by you and me tlw,pohl-y-----A'a_c-ende_i_of Soph[_--try.
Theaet. Very weltS; and yet, considering the number of
forms in which he has presented himself, I begin to doubt
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The

many

nantes

and

callings

of the

Sophist.

_hlst.
how I can with any truth or confidence describe the real
Sr.A,_R, nature of the Sophist.
x._,_-,T_s.
Sir. 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.
Theaet. True.
Thus far

Str.

First let us wait a moment

and recover

breath,

and

hasthe
SophiStbeen
while we are resting, we may--_ckon.t.__up in how many forms
(x)a paid he has appeared.
In the fiFhblace, he was discovered to be
hunter and
wealth
of a paid hunter after wealth tJ'a-'ff'd
youth.
youth;
The(a)a merchant in

the goods

of the soul;
{3)a re-

,

Str. In the se_lace,
ofthesoul.
_t.

he was a merchant in the goods

Certainly.

miler,

Str. In the t_place,
the same sort of wares.

and (4)a
manu-

Theae/. Yes; and in the fo___Jplace,
tured the learned wares which he sold.

faeturer of

he has turned out to be a retailer of
he himself manufac-

learned
STY..Quite right ; I will try and remember the _t_ myself.
wares;
He belonged to the fighting class, and was fuR'h'br distinis)debate
a hero; guished as a_ l_ero of debate, who Erofessed the eristi_: art.
of
Theaet. True.
(6)a purger
S/iv. The si_omt
was doubtful, and yet we at last agreed
of souLs, that he was a purger of souls r who cleared away notions
obstructive to knowledge.
Theaet. Very true.
Butwhat
Str.
Do you not see that when the professor of any art has 232
is the
common one name and many kinds of knowledge, there must be someprinciple thing wrong ? The multiplicity of names which is applied to
whichhis
him shows that the common principle to which all these
unites
many
branches of knowledge are tending, is not understood.
callings?
Theaet. I should imagine this to be the case.
His chief
Str. At any rate we will understand him, and no indolence
characteristic
is shallpreventus. Let us begin again,then,and re-examine
disputation
some of our statementsconcerningthe Sophist;therewas
and the

teachingof one thing which appeared to me especially characteristic
dlsputa- him.
tion.
Theaet. To what are you referring ?

of

TAe

art

of universal

disputation.
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Str. We were saying of him, if I am not mistaken, that he sophia.
was
_TIANGKm_
Theaet. We were.
T,_,_
Sir. And does he not also teach others the art of disputation ?
Theaet. Certainly he does.
Str. 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, w_ich are invisible to men
in general ?
Theaet. At any rate, he is said to do so.
Sir. And what do you say of the visible things in heaven
and earth, and the like ?
Theaet. Certainly he disputes, and teaches to dispute about
them.
Str. Then, again, in private conversation, when any universal assertion is made about..gerle.rptio_rt.and .e.ssence,_.w.__r
know that such persons are tremendous argufiers, and are
able to impart their own skill to others.
-....
Theaet. Undoubtedly.
Sir. And do they not profess to make men able to dispute
about law and about politics in general ?
Theaet. Why, no one would have anything to say to them, if
they did not make these professions.
Sir. 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.
Theael. I suppose that you are referring to the precepts of
Protagoras about wrestling and the other arts ?
Sir. Yes, my friend, and about a good many other things. Hecan
In a word, is not the art of disputation a power of disputing dispute
about
all
about all things ?
.... things.
Theaet. Certainly; there does not seem to be much which
is left out.
Str. But oh ! my dear youth, do you suppose
for perhaps your young eyes may see things
duller sight do not appear.
233 Theaet. To what are you alluding?
I do
I understand your present question.
Str. I ask whether anybody can understand

this possible ? I
which to our
not think that
all things.

36o

Tke

maker

of all

ghings.

s_ist.
r,T_,,
T._r_
Bathe
cannot
know all

Theaet. Happy would mankind be if such a thing were
possible I
SO-. But how can any one who i.q i£morant dispute in a
rational manner against him who knows ?
TheaeL He cannot.

things.

Str. Then why has the sophistical art such a mysterious
power ?
Theaet. To what do you refer ?
SO-. How do the _o_phists make young men believe in their
_ k _
supreme and universal wisdom ? For if they neither dist_uted
nor were thought to dispute rightly, or being thought to do so
were deemed no wiser for their controversial skill, then, to

Then why

is he held
in such

esteem?

quote your own observation, no onewould give them money
or be willing to learn their art.
Theaet. They certainly would not.
SO'. But they are willing.
Theaet. Yes, they are.
ne___;,_e
he
Str. Yes, and the reason, as I should imagine, is that they
is supp<w,
ed
tOkaow, are supposed to have knowledge of those things about which
they dispute ?
Theaa. Certainly.
SO'. And they dispute about all things ?
Theaet. True.
SO'. And therefore, to their disciples, they appear to be allwise ?
Theaet. Certainly.
SO-. But they are not ; for that was shown to be impossible.
and has th
:

',
,?
,!"
i
i
i:"
i

Theaet.
Impossible,
of course.
SO-.
Then
the Sophist
has been shown to have a sort of

*pp_raa_
conjectural or apparent knowledge only of all things,
which
is
of know- ,
, _
_
lodge,
not the trum r
Theaa. Exactly; no better description of him could be
given.
Let us, as
SO'. Let us now take an illustration, which will still more
an iuus_ clearly explain his nature.
L-ation,
imaginea
Theaet. What is it ?
_ator
of
SO'.
I will tell you, and you shall answer me, giving your
all things,
whichhe
makesby
a aingle

very closest attention.
Suppose that a person were to
profess, not that he could speak or dispute, but that he knew

art and

how to make and do all things, by a single art.

A famousjest.
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T/waet. All things ?
s,#i#.
Sir. I see that you do not understand the first word that I s_,_u.
utter, for you do not understand the meaning of ' all.'
X.,.m_.
Theaet. No, I do not.
withthe
greatest
Str.Under allthings,I includeyou and me, and also ease.animalsand trees.
•
What
would he

Theaet. What do you mean ?
be?
SO.. Suppose a person to say that he will make you and
me, and all creatures.
234
T/waet. What would he mean by 'making'?
He cannot be
a husbandman ;--for you said that he is a maker of animals.
SO.. 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.
T/waet. That must be a jest.
SO.. 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 ?
T/waet. Certainly.
SO'. And is there a_ny more artistic or graceful form of jest
than imitation ?

T/waa. Certainly not ; and imitation is a very comprehen.
sire term, which includes under one class the most diverse
sorts of things.
.SO'. We know, of course, that he who professes by one art Notrealty
a maker,

to make all things is really a painter, and by the painter's art buta
makes resemblances of real things which have the same name painteror
with them; and he can deceive the less intelligent sort of imitator.
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.
T/watt. Certainly.
SO'. And may there not be supposed
of_g?
Is it not possible to
young men by words poured through
are still at a distance from the truth of
them fictitious arguments, and making
are true, and that the speaker is the
things ?

to be an imitative art
enchant _the"_ea'rt's 6f
their era-s, when they
facts, by exhibiting to
them think that they
wisest of men in all
_

so thereis
_imit_ti_art
of
rc_o_ug
whichupon
irayouth,who
_¢
,nlytruth
at a
_moe.
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'_Ve

pJtusl not

let him

out.'

Sophist.
I
Theaet. Yes ; why should there not be another such art ?
s_,,_,.
[ Sir. But as time goes on, and their hearers advance in
T""_Err'r_S'/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
]opinions
which they formerly entertained, so that the great
I appears small to them, and the easy difficult, and all their
drea_y speculations are overturned by the facts
Theaet. That is my view, as far as I can judge, although, at
my age, I may be one of those who see things at a distance
only.
Str. And the wish of all of us, who are your friends, is and
always will be to bring you as near to the truth a sswe can 235
The
without the sad reality.
And now I should like you to tell
Sophist is
a magician me, whether..th_e S_gAalai-_t
i_ nnt visibly a ma_:ician and imitator
and imiOCtrue being_; or are we still disposed to think that he +may
/ have a true knowledge of the various matters about which he
/ disputes ?
Theaet. 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 ?
Str. Then we must place him in the class of magicians and
mimics.

Theaet. Certainly we must.
Str. And now.our business is not to let the animal 9.ouStfor
we have got him in a sort of dia_net-_-and
there is one
thing which he decidedly will not escape.
Theaet. What is that ?
Str. The innference that he is a iug_rler.
Theaet. Precisely my own opinion of him.
AccordS/'r. Then, clearly, we ought as soon as possible to divide
ingly we
mustsub- the image-making art, and [o down into the net, and, if the
divide
Sophist does not run away from ,,_ tO seize him aceoffffng to
imitation, ordersl.a_l delivPr h;m ,_,_,- t....
_,_,, _h, is the lord b--g'the
hu.u_nt,and proclaim the capture of him ; and if he creeps into
the recesses of the imitative art, and secretes_ne
of _er_ to divide again an_l_l_ow him u_ubsectiod_._ior_
t_e is caught.
For our method of tackling
will
in triumph.
each ever
and escape
all is one
which neither

he nor any other creature

• The falsely

true.'
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Theaet. Well said ; and let us do as you propose,
so2Ma.
Str. Well, then, pursuinl_ the ._ame _h.*;e
method a_ ..r_Nc_.
before, I think that I can discern two divisions of the imitative w._,_a.
art, but I am not as yet able to see m which of them the Twokinds
of imitadesired form is to be found,
tion:-Theaet. Will you tell me first what are the two divisions of Thereis
which you are speaking ?
(x)likenessStr.'(_
is the art of likcnes._-making;--generallv
a_l!ke- whichmaking'
ness of anything is made by producing a copy whic-h-"rs reproduces
exactly the
executed according to th'e pf6pb-ftqofi_ 6f the origqnaI, similar proportions
in length and breadth and depth, each thing receiving also its of the
appropriate colour,
onginaZ.
Theaet. Is not this always the aim of imitation ?
Sir.
Not always;
in works either of sculpture or of But in
painting, which are of any magnitude, there is a certain colo_
works of
236 degree of deception;
for if artists were to give the true painting
• • ,,
"
_" •
• -, - "-"--"
- _-and sculpproportions
of thetr fair works, the upper pa_, which is turea
farther off, w_uld atYpear l:o be out 7 proportion in corn- certain
parlson with the _io__is
' n_a_rer-; arid'so
they amount
of
deception
give up t e ru
l
ew T_'_gi_s and ._make only the pro- is neeesportions which appear to be beautiful, disregarding the real _ary;
ones.
-.............
_"
Theaet. Quite true.
Str. And that which being other is a!so !iket maEywe .no__
3t L_._
fairly call a likeness or image ?
-_
Thedd_ 'xi%_
Str. 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 ?
Theaet. Let that be the name.
Str. And

what

shall we call those

resemblances

'
; '_', _,
[ . '

of the

beautiful, which appear such owing to the unfavourable
position" of the spec
,
ereas_eYson
had the power
of getting a correct view of works of such magnitude, they

_/0/,,,_.,._._,

'--s -

/q_

would a ear not even like .that to which they profess to be _-like?
May w_all
these 'appearances,'
since they
appear only and are not really like ?
%_
Theaet. Certainly.
"_
Sir. There is a great deal of this kind of thing in painting, _ /
and in all imitation.
_
_

.
_

#

?

it.
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TAe

SR_Aist

in an

unassailable

Aole.

sokh_t.
Theaet. Of course.
s_,,
Str. And may we not fairly call the sort of art, which proT_.,_us.
duces ana_arance
and not an image, phantastic art ?
_,,d
thereTheae£
Most
fairly.
_
-__
fore
(u) there is C/_,. Str. These then are th_o_inds
of image-making--the
another
art of m_king likenesses, an"___stic
or the art of making "_)G _
kind of
imitation, appearances ?
phallic,
Theaet. True.
which
Str. I was doubtful before in which of them I should
makes ap-

pe_,_,
In whieh
8hli_l

place the Sophist, nor am I even now able to see clearly;
verily he is a wonderful and inscrutable creature.
And

We

the
sophist?

'/

now in the cleverest manner he has got into an impossible
place.
Theaet. Yes, he has.
Str. Do you speak advisedly, or are you carried away at
the moment by the habit o_nto
answer ?
_-

givin_ a hasty
.........

Theaet. May I ask to what you are referring ?
Str. My dear friend, we are engaged in a very difficult
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
then
is not what
must thing which is not true, has always been and still remains
a very perplexing question.
Can any one sa_, or think that 237
"_
falsehood really exists, and avoid being caught in a_-6"6"fitradiction ? Indeed, Theaetetus, the task is a difficult one.
Theaet. Why ?
Sir. He who salts that falsehood exists has the audacity
to as._rt the berg ot_not-being; tot tress _he
nat Par- possibility Of falsehood.
But, my boy, in the days when
_
I was--_i_y,
"the_8_eat Parmenides protested against this
always
"
d_ed the dqctrin% and to the end of his life he continued to inculcate
_tsaeac¢of the same lesson--always
repeating both in verse and out
not_g,
of ve--_e ."
-_'_
A grave
dt_eulq,:
If fal_hood
am emt,

' Keep your mind from this way of enquiry, for never will yoa show I that
not-being is.'

Such is his testimony, which is confirmed by the very expression when sif[ed a little. Would you object to begin
with the consideration of the words themselves ?
I Retdin 8 vo_r* _lKu,_.

Arot-beiug--that

awful

lOuzzle.

365

Theaet. 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.
Sir. Very good ; and now say, do we venture to utter the
forbidden word ' not-bein{[' ?
Theaet. Certainly we do.
Sir. Let us be serious then, and consider the question
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 ?
Theaet. That is a difficult question, and one not to be
answered at all by a person like myself.
Sir. There is at any rate no difficulty in seeing that the

squat.
s,_,_.
T,,_,-,_,.

predicate 'not-being' is not applicable
.... _" to any beij:Ig,
Theaet. None,-certainly.
Sir. And if 0ot to being, then not to something,

notof _y
being,

Letus ask:
of
whatis
not-being
pr_ieable?

Cermi_y

a_d theefore not of

Theaet. Of course not.
Sir. It is also plain, that

in speaking

of something

speak of being, for to _something
and. isolated from all being is iinp-_-sh_Ie.

we

something,
or of two

naked t°hrimg_._
-- ........

'_._

,_

)

Sir. You mean by assenting to imply that he who says
'something must say some one thing ?
Theaet. Yes.
Sir. Some in the singular (rl) you would say is the sign
of one, some in the dual (nv 0 of two, some in the plural (r,*40
of many ?
Theaet. Exactly.
Sir. Then he who says 'not something' must say absolutely nothing.
_
Theaet. Most assuredly.
Sir. And as we cannot admit that a man speaks and says It ts
nothing, he who says 'not-being' does not speak at all.
,,otlalng;
Theael. The difficulty of the argument can no further go.
238 Sir. 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.
T/m_et. What do you mean ? Do not be afraid to speak.
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Strictly

speaking

not-being

is nothing.

s_#ist.
Sir. To that whic h is t may be attributed some other thing
sT_o._,
which is ?
-a'._,_-_us. "_rheaet. Certainly.
and
Str. But can anything whic.h isI be attributed to that which
nothing
that is can
is not ?
be p_iTheaet. Impossible.
eatedofit;
Str.
And all number is to be reckoned among things which
and
therefoa'e not
number
either

are

?

Theaet. Yes, surely

numbe_n..9__hing
___,,_,_,_

, has

a real ex.........
to not-being

singular

istence.

-

or plaral.

Str. Then we must not a___ttemptto attribute
u_.ber either in the singularor'-_ra-'AT_.
Theaet. The argument implies that we should be wrong in
doing so.
Str. 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 ?
Theaet. How indeed ?

Sir.
When we speak of thin_s which are notr are we not
do speak
of notattributing plurality to n0t-being ?
being,both
Theaet. Certainly.
inthe
Str.
But, on the other hand, when we say 'what
is not,'
._ngular
..
and plural, do we not attribute unity ?
.......
Theaet. Manifestly.
Sir. Neverthelessj we maintain that you may not and ought
not to attribute being to not-being ?
TheaeL Most true.
Andyctwe

._¢.x _

The
greatest
difficulty:
The mere
useof
the
word is a
eoatradiction.

Str. Do you see, then, that not-beinl[ in itself can neither
be spoken, uttered, or thought, bu_is
unthinkable,
unutterable, unspeakable, indescribable ?
Theaet. _
Str. But, if so, I was wrong in telling you just now that the
difficulty which was coming is the greatest of all.
Theaet. What t is there a greater still behind ?
Str. 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 cornpelled to contradict himself as soon as he makes the attempt.
Theaet. What do you mean ? Speak more clearly.
S/_'. DO not expect clearness from me. For I, who main-

How

t/ten

can

we form

any

conception of it ?
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tain that not-being has no part.either in the one or many, just
s_ia.
now sooke and am still speaking of not-being as one; {or STanCEs,
I say 'not-being."
Do you understand ? .......
x._r_r_
Theaet. Yes.
Sir. And a little while ago I said that not-being is unutterable, unspeakable, indescribable : do you_
Theaet. I do after a fashion.
Str. When I introduced
what I said before ?
239

the word '.!s,' did I not contradict

Theaet. Clearly.
Str. And in using the singular
not-being as one ?
Theaet. Yes.

verb, did I not speak of

Sir. And when I spoke of not-being as indescribable and
unspeakable and -unutteiZable,_in using each ot fl_e"ff-e'-ffo'rdsin
the singular, did I not refer to n_Ub_mg as one .9
Theaet. Certainly.
Str. And yet we say that, strictly speaking, it should not
be defined either as_one or many, and should not even be
called ' it,' for the use of the word ' it' would imply a form of
unity.
Theaet. Quite true.
Str. How, then, can any one put any faith in me .9 For
now, as always t I am unequal to the refutation of not-being.
And therefore, as I was saying, do not look to me for the
right way o_ing
about not-being; but come, let us try
the experiment _Lla.you.
Theaet. What do you mean ?
Str. Make a noble effort, as becomes youth, and endeavour
with all your m_ght to speak of not-being._!n
_-"- a right manner, without introducing into it ¢i_er _nit),
or
plurality,
Theaet. It would be a strange boldness in me which would
attempt the task when I see you thus discomfited.
Str. Say no more of ourselves ; but until we find some one
or other who can speak of not-being without _tttl_berT, _e
must acknowI'e_ge tlaat"t-_"e Sophist is a .Clr_g_']e_._hb
will not be got out
o_'tiol_.
....
The_'_E-ICf'6_ true.
Str. And if we say to him that he professes an art of

Let the
youthful
might of
_tet_
try tobetter
fred
some
expression.

d...=----
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Al_l_arance

amg mali_.

making appearances, he will grapple with us and retort
our argument upon ourselves;
and when we call him an
image-maker he will say, 'Pray what do you mean at all by

Ifwe can an image ?'--and I should like_!
Theaetetus, how we
theimageSophist can possibly answer the younl_er s question ?
an
maker,he
Theaet. We shall doubtless tell him of the images which
will ask us,
out of his
are reflected in water or in mirrors; also of sculptures,
hole.'What pictures, and other duplicates.
is
an
Sir. I see, Theaetetus,
that you have never made the
image ?'and winbe acquaintance of the Sophist.
_tisaed
Theaet. Why do you think so ?
with
nothing
Sir. He will make believe to have his eyes shut, or to
shortofa have none.
definition

of the idea
of it.

,_

,zz_._-_ ¢j'
/
t

Theael. What do you mean ?
Sir. When you tell him of something existing in a mirror,
or in sculpture, and address him as though he had eyes, he 240
will laugh
to scorn,
and will
knows
nothing
of you
mirrors
and streams,
or pretend
of sight that
at allhe; he
will
say that he isask!ng about an idea.
Theaet. What can he

Sir. The com_
pervading all these_, oh)eets t
which you speak of as many, and _e t. cMl by. the single
name of image, as though it were the unity under w_61_
they were all included. How will you maintain your ground
against him ?
It is a reTI_gagt.
How, Stranger, can I describe an _m_,- _Ycent _S
mablan_
something
fashioned in the likeness of the true ?
of tim true
or real,and Sir. And do you mean this something to be some other
is
aot it._f true thing, or what do you mean ?
real.
Theaet. Certainly not another true thing, but only a resemblance.
Sir. And you mean by true that which really is ?
Theaet. Yes.
Sir.
true ?

And the not true is that which is the opposite of the

Theaa. Exactly.
Sir. A resemblance,
not true ?
Yetit
a sort hst
off
t_lity.

then, is not really real, if, as you say,

T/watt. Nay, but it is in a certain sense.
Sir. You mean to say, not in a true sense ?

/'_".,
'

The

Sophist

is too much

for

us.

Theaet. Yes ; it is in reality only an image.
Str. Then what we call an image is in reality
unreal.
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Sophist.

really s_,,_E_,
T.e.AErtrus.

Theaet. In what a strange complication of being and not- unreal.
It is really
being we are involved !
And thus
Str. Strange I I should think so.
See how, by his re-we are
W)
ciprocation
of
opposites
L
the
many-headed
Sophist
has f°reedt°
,
_
..........
admit the
compell_d us, quite against our will, to admit the existence existenceof
of not-being,
not-being.
Theaet. Yes, indeed, I see.
Str. The difficulty is how to define his art without falling
into a contradiction.
Theaet. How do you mean ? And where does the danger
lie _•
Slr. When we say that he deceives us with an illusion,
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 ._
--Theaet. There is nothing else to be said.
Str. Again, false_opixljgn.is
that form of opinion which

4 ,_._
__
.....
_ ;:_
"_
/
'_
Our definition of the

thinks the opposite of the truth :--You would assent ?
Sophist's
Theaet. Certainly.
art. which
Str. You mean to say that false opinion thinks what is creates
false
not

._
Theaet.

opinion,
or again of
a false pro-

Of course,

Str. Does false opinion think that things which are not are position
not, or that in a certain sense they are ?
willcontain
the same
Theaet. Things that are not must be imagined to exist in a paradox.
certain sense, if any degree of falsehood is to be possible.
Str. And does not false opinion also think that things
which most certainly exist do not exist at all ?
The'aet. Yes.
Str. And here, again, is falsehood ?
Theaet.
Str.
AndFalsehood--yes.
in like manner,

a false

o_'9position will be

deemed to be one which asserts the non-existence of things
which are, and the existence 0f__ar¢
aot.
Theaet. There is no other way in which a false proposition
can arise.
z41

_-t
_- ---,"___.

Sir. There is not; but the Sophist will deny these state-The Sophist will
ments. And indeed how can any rational man assent to showm no
VOL.
IV.
B b
mercy.

f
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We must lay kands on our fatker

Parmenides.'

them, when the very expressions which we have just used
were before acknowledged by us to be unutterable, unspeakable, indescribable,
unthinkable?
Do you see his point,
Theaetetus ?
Tkeaet. Of course he will say'that we are contradicting
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.
Str. 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
objection and the difficulties which will arise are very
numerous
and obvious.
false workers
and magicians, you see that the handles for
Theaet. They are indeed.
Str. We have gone through but a very small portion of
them, and they are really infinite.
Theaet. If that is the case, we cannot possibly catch the
Sophist.
Str. Shall we then be so faint-hearted as to give him up ?
Theaet. Certainly not, I should say, if we can get the
slightest hold upon him.
Str. 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 ?
Theaet. To be sure I will.
Str. I have a yet more urgent request to make.

Tkeaet. Which is -- ?
/..,ti.
Str. That you will promise not to regard me as a parricide.
Theaet. And why?
Thereis
Str. Because, in self-defence, I must test the philosophy of
one wayof
my father Parmenides, and try to prove by main force that in
escape
: we
must put
a cerCtain sense ff6t-being is, and that being I on the _t, her
the revered
words of

_L

....

PatroonTheael. Some attempt of the kind is clearly needed.
idesto
Str.
Yes, a blind man, as they say, might see that, and,
the test,
and prove unless these questions are decided in one way or another, /
that there
no one when he speaks of false words, or false opinion, or
is ase_e
in which
idols, or images, or imitations, or appearances, or about the

/

Early

philosa;bhy

arts which are concerned
ridiculous contradictions.
TheaeL Most true.
242

a new

kind

of my/hology.

with them, can avoid falling into
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sophist.
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Slr. And therefore I must venture to lay hands on my not-I_.iug
is and
father's argument ; for if I am to be over-scrupulous, I shall beingis
have to give the matter up.
not.
Theaet. Nothing in the world should ever induce us to
do so.
Sir. I have a third little request which I wish to make.
Theaet. What is it ?
Str. You heard me say what I have always
feel--that I have no heart for this argument ?
Theaet. I did.

felt and still

Str. 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 L-.-----I am examining the question entirely out of regard for you.
Theaet. 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.
Str. And where shall I begin the perilous enterprise ? I
think that the road which I must take is-Theaet. Which ?--Let me hear.
Str. I think that we had better,_
of all, consider the Wemust
points which at present are rezarded
as self-evident, lest we some
examine
ideas
may have fallen into some confusion, and be too ready to which are
assent to one another, fancying that we are quite clear about thoughtto
be clear,
them.

but may

Theaet. Say more distinctly what you mean.
took to determine the number and nature of existences,
talked
Str. toI think
us in rather
that Parmenides,
a light and easy
and all
strain.
who ever yet underTheaet. How ?
Sir. As if we had been children, to whom they repeated

prove
to
be con-

fused.
The earl_
Greek

each his own mythus or story;-one
said that there were philothree _rinciples, and that at one time there was war between sophm
certain_oI2-nem ; and then again there was peace, and they docmnes.
andtheir
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, -""',.,_
Isb2

/

t
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What

sophist,
s,_^.....

TXF-AET_rU$.

are

Being

and

Not-being

?

however, in our part of the world, say that_are
many
in____n_n
nature 9A!g_Z_tlaisis their mythus, wia'_ciagoes

b es/and

isevenolder,

thereare

Ionian, and in more recent times Sicilian muses, who have
safer, and to say that being is one _ncl marly, and that these
/

These
great
men
did not
care to
explain
themselves
to the
common
herd.

are held together by enmity and frie_,
ever
meeting,
the conclusion
sev_a"ggert,that to unite while
the
arrived atas the
the two
do not insist on the perpetual strife and peace,

parting, ever
gentler
principlesonesis
but admit a

times
prevailing
under the sway
of Aphrodite,
andunity
then some-243
again
relaxation
and alternation
of them;
peace and
plurality and war, by reason of a principle of strife. Whether
any of them spoke the tYuth in all this is hard to determine ;
besides, antiquity mid famous men should have reverence,
and not be liable to accusations so serious.
Yet one thing
may be said of them without offence-Theaet. What thing ?
Sir. That they went on their several ways disdaining to
notice people like ourseh'es ; they did not care whether they
took us with them, or left us behind them.
Theaet. ttow do you mean ?
Str. I mean to say, that when they talk of one, two, or
more elements, which are or have become or are becoming,
or again of heat mingling with cold, assuming in some
other part of their works separations
and mixtures,--tell

dayI expressions?
me, Theaetetus, When
do youI was
understand
a younger
whatman,
they I mean
used to
by fancy
these
ofour /
I
youthwe
| that I understood
quite well what was meant by the term !
seemedto] 'not-being,
which is our present subject of dispute;
and]
understanc_now
yOU see in what a fix we are about it.
what not°-being
Theaet. I see.
meant:now
Sir. And very likely we have been getting into the same
we are in
difficulties perplexity about 'being,' and yet may fancy that when anyabout
body utters the word, we understand
him quite easily,
being,
although we do not know about not-being.
But we may
be equally ignorant of both.
Theael. I dare say.
Sir. And the same may be said of all the terms just
mentioned.
Theaet. True.
In the

Cross-examination

of tke

early

pkilosoiOkers.
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Str. The consideration
of most of them may be deferred ; Sophist.
but we had better now discuss the chief captain and leader of sT,^,_,,,
them•
THEAZ'r_'rus.
Theaet. Of what are you speaking?
You clearly think
that we must first investigate what people mean by the word
' being.'
"Sir. 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
th __:__
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 ot_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.'
Theaet. Very true.
Str.
But perhaps you mean to give the name of ' being' to
both of them together ?
Theaet. Quite likely.
244 Str. ' Then, friends,' we shall reply to them, ' the answer is
plainly that the two will still be resolved into one.'
Theaet. Most true.
Sir. '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 explaining 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

I_tus
examine
the notion

in the light
ofexisting
philosophie.s.
First.
ask
thelet us
d_lists
whether
being is a

thirdprineipleover
the other
and
above
two.or one
of themInor
both.
anycase
the two
principles
willbe
resolved
into one.

_
.
•

-_
'f._

J.

_.
I .
" *¢
.

to this question, either of the dualists or of the pluralists ?
Tkeaet. Certainly not.
Str. And what about the assertors of the o,_._ss
of the what_n
all--must
we not endeavour to ascertain from them what do
th,_
who
they mean by 'being' ?

the on_

_.

?
7

! •
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Contradiction

of

Unity

and

Totality.

SoiOMst.
Theaet. By all means.
STL,_._,,
Str. Then let them answer this question:
T._T_s.
alone is ? ' Yes,' they will reply.
of the all
Theaet. True.

One, you say,

mean by

being?Are
being and

Str. And there is something
Theaet. ' Yes.'

which you call 'being'?

unitytwo
names
for

Str. And is being the same as one, and do you apply two
same names to the same thing ?
thing?-Theaet. What will be their answer, Stranger _ •
But to
admitthis.
Sir.
It is clear, Theaetetus, that he who asserts the unity
or
to
admit
of
being
will find a difficulty in answering this or any other
that the
the

name is
different
from the

thi.ng,is
to admit
plurality.

question.

Theaet. Why so ?
Slr. To admit of two names, and to affirm that there
nothing but unity, is surely ridiculous ?
Theaet.
Certainly.
Str. And equa_llv irrational
thing ?
Theaet. How so ?
Sir. To distinguish
duality.
Theaet. Yes.

the

is

tn admit that a nam__is_any-

name

from

the thing,

implies

and
if the
Sir. And yet he who identifies the name with the thing
name be
identified will be compelled to say that it is the name of nothing, or if
withthe
he says that it is the name of something, even then the name
thing, it is
either the
will only be the name of a name, and of nothing else.
mine of
Theaet. True.
nothing
or
St?'. And the one will turn out to be only one of one, rand
of
a name.
This is true be;ng absolute unity, will represent
a mere name _.
of the one.
Theaet. Certainly.
They
Slr. And would they say that the whole is other than the
identify
thewhole one that is, or the same with it ?
withthe
Thcaet. To be sure they would, and they actually say so.
one which
a
whole,as
is : but

having
parts, cannot be
absolute
unity,
which is
indivisible,

Str.

If _ing

is a whole, as Parmenides

'Every way like
Evenly balanced
And must needs
Neithez on this

sings,-

unto the fullness of a well-rounded sphere,
from the centre on every side,
be neither greater nor less in any way, -_
side nor on that--'

t Reading with the MKS. ,t_d _'o__rdt_rros abcb _ _,T.

\

Yet

bogk are

then beta
centre
must also have parts.
Theaet. True.
245

implied

in Being.

and extremes,
"...........

Str. Yet that which has parts

and, having
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these,

may have the attribute

so#ia.
s_,_u.
T,zA_-_rvS.

of

unity in all the parts, and in this way beinga!!, and a whole,
may be one ?
Theaet. Certainly.
Sir. But that of which this is the condition cannot be
absolute unity ?
Theaet. Why not ?
Str. Because, according to right r.e_.._on that which is
truly one must be affirmed to be ab_!_utely !ndivisible.
Theaet. Certainly.
Str. But this indivisible, if made up of many parts, will
contradict reason.
Theaet. I understand.

/

it has the attribute of unity 9• Or shall we say that being is
notStr.
a whole
? that being _ is one and a whole, because
Shall atweallsay
Theaet. That is a hard alternative to offer,
Str. 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.
,"
Theaet. Yes.
Str. And yet if being be not a whole, through having the
attribute of unity, and there be such a thing as an absolute
whole, being lacks something of its own nature ?
Theaet. Certainly.
Str. Upon this view, again, l_ing, having a defect of bei_ng,
will be_come no3abeing ?
Theaet. True.

then.one
by par_
ticipatlon
Is being.
in unity,
or is it not
a whole? g.....--.
In either
easewe
have tO
admit

plurality.

Str. And, again, theal_l l_eomes._more than one, for being
and the whole will each have their separate nature.
TheaeL Yes.
Str. But if the whole does not oxt_t at M1, all the previous
difficulties remain the same, and there will be the further

Andifthe
wholedoe*
not exist at

difficulty, that besides having no being, being_.can never have
...... aU.t_ng
come into being,
cannot
have come
Theaet. Why so ?
Intobeing;
t Retding_'b_.
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sqhist.
sr_c_.,

M

war

of Gods

and

Giants.

Str. Because that which comes into being always comes
into _._ng o4 a ,.,h91% __ that he wh,, A,,,_ nat _°'i_

T._,_,_.
for everythingwhich
comes into
being,
comesinto
being as
a whole,

p_be_qann
ot___
speakel___J_r_of e_ssens.e__
tion as existing.
_'rfi_a_uY-e_, that certainly appears to be true.
Str. Again ; how can that which is not a whole have any
quantity ? For that which is of a certain quantity must necessarity be the whole of that quantity.
---_--Nor tan it
Theaet. Exactly.
par,ake
of
Sir. And there will be innumerable other points, each of
quantity.
; them causing infinite trouble to him who says that beinK_
. j1_
e_ther one or two_
"
_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.
Str. 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 246
not-being.
nature
of being
quite
to comprehend
as that of
Theaet.
Then isnow
we as
willdifficult
go to the
others.
Str. 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•
Theaet. How is that ?
Let us now

Str. Some .of them are dragging down all things from
heaven and from the unseen to earth, and they literally grasp
and Idealin their hands rocks and oaks ; of these they lay hold, and
ists account
to give obstinately maintain, that the things only which can be
au
of essence, touched or handled have i_ng
or__e_en_¢__.b_
defi_g
and body as one, and if any one else says that
•
what is not a bod_v_exists they altogether despise him, and
will hear of nothing but body.
Theaet. I have often met with such men, and terrible fellows
they are.
Sir. 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 certain
ask the Materialists

j

Examina_
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the

materialists.
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intel!igible and incorporeal ideas ; the bodies of the materialsophist.
ists, which by tm_"mah_tI_'Td'b'_6-thVv'_i'_[_th,-/hey
s,,A,c_,,
break up into little bits by their arguments, and affirm them T._vrrus.
to be, not essence, but generation and motion.
Between the _-.:
two armies, Theaetetus, there is alway_s_0n endless conflict
raging concerning these matters.
Thea-el. Tffze] ....
Sir. Let us ask each party in turn, to give an account of
that which they call essence.
Theaet. How shall we get it out of them ?
Sir. With those who make being to consist in ideas, there
will be less difficulty, for they are ci_l people enougI_ ; but
there will be very great difficulty, or rather an absolute
impossibility, in getting an opinion out of those who drag
everything down__t_.,matter.
Shall I tell you what we must
do "_
-•
Theaet. What ?
Sir. 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.
Theaet. Very good.
Str. Then now, on the supposition that they are improved,
let us ask them to state their views, and do you interpret
them.
Theaet. Agreed.
Str. Let them say whether they would admit that there is
such a thing as a mortal animal•
Theaet. Ofcours'e they would,
Str. And do they not acknowledge .............
this to be a body having
a soul ?
Theaet. Certainly they do.
Str. Meaning to say that the soul is something which
exists ?
247
Theaet. True.

The
ists areIdealcivil
enough,
but the

Materialists
mustbe
improved
before

they

can be
reasoned
with.

The latter
wouldadmit
that in
the mortal
animal
there is a

soul,
and
that the
soul may

bejustand
wise; and
whatever
they may

Str. And do they not say that one soul is just, and another sayof soul,
unjust, and that one soul is wise,_an'n'n'n'n'n'n'n'n'_.fi'other
foolish ?
theywould

378

The

'aborigines'

are

already

imd_ro_ing.

sophist.
Theaet. Certainly.
sT_B,,
Str. And that the just and wise soul becomes just and wise
TxFa_zTrrcs.
by the pos_e_inn nf j-_tlt,a .,z_L.,ati_om_amL.tha_.a_asi__
never
ventureto un et_r opposite circumstances ?
assert that
Theael. Yes, they do.
the moral
Str. But surely that which may be present or may be
qualities
absent will be admitted by them to exist ?
ar_ corporeal.
Theaet. Certainly.
Str. And, allowing that. justice, wisdom, the other virtues,
and their opposites exist, as w_l a s_a s__'_ch
they
inhere, do they affirm any of the m to bey!s_!e-_an-fl-t_n_ible,
or are they all invisible ?
Theaetl They would say that hardly any of them are visible.
Str. And would they say that they are
Theaet. 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
ventureeitherto deny_th__ci_r_cgistenceo_or._t_o
maintainthat
theywere allcorporeal.
Sir.Verily,
Theaetetus,I perceivea greatimprovementin
them; the realaborigines,
children9ft.hedragon'steeth,
would have been deterredby no shame at all,but would
have obstinately
asserted
thatnothi_ iswhich theZ arenot
ableto squeezein th'eir
hands.
Theaet.
That isprettymuch theirnotion.
What is
Str. Let us push the question ; for if they will admit that
the nature,to any, even the smallest particle of being, is in_al,
it is
common
the corenough ; they must then say what that nature is which is
vorcaland
incorporeal,common to both the corporeal and incorporeal, and which
which we
they have in their mind's eve whenA, hey say of both of them
indicate
that they 'are.'
Perapes they may be in a difficulty; and if
whenwe
say that
this is the case, there is a possibility that they may accept a
both
notion of ours
respecting the nature of being, having nothing I
of their own to offer.
Theaet. What is the notion ?
see.
It
is a
powerof
_ecting

Tell me, and we shall soon

Str. My notion would be, that anything which possesses
any sort of power to affect an'other, or to be affect-'_d',by
JReadingwith Professor
Campbell
$ocmoc_z_s
_r_et
_cd@pori_a'e_.

/

L//

Tlze friends
q_

of ideas.
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another, if only for a single moment, however trifling the
sophia.
e;iuse and however sligh/ th_fi'g-re-TATex'istence
;and
ST,^,C_R.
I hold that the definition of being is simpl_,"p-ffwer.
T._Trrus.
Theaet. They accept your suggestaon, having nothing better and being
affected by
of their own to offer,
another.
Str. Very good ; perhaps we, as well as they, may one day
z48 change our minds ; but, for the present, this may be regai'ded
as the understanding
which is established with them.
Theaet. Agreed.
Str. Let us now go to the friends of ideas;
of their
opinions, too, you shall be the interpreter,
Theaet. I will.
Sir. To them we say--You would distinguish essence from
generation ?
Theaet. ' Yes,' they reply,

ledge a

S/r. And you would allow that we participate in generation
with the body, and through perception, but we participate
with the soul through thought in true essence ; and essence
_
you would affirm to be alwa.ays the same and immutable,
wh___..r
arlnn or h_c'nmin_ v_.rie_._2__
Theaet. Yes; that is what we should affirm,
Sir. Well, fair sirs, we say to them, what is this participation, which you assert of both ? Do you agree with our
recent definition ?
Theaet. What definition ?

generation
and essence,and
that we
participate
in the with
former
the body
andin
the
latter with
the sou].
Andwhat
is this par-

Str.
i

Nowwe
turnto
the
friends of
ideas.Whey
acknow-

We said that bein_- was aa active or p_sive

distinction
between

energy,

ticipation
Is
it to be?

meeting
withof one
another.-"
your ears,
Theaetetus,
tobe
R
arising out
a certain
power Perhaps
which proceeds
from
elements likebeing,
deaned,
may faii'To--E_c'fi-their answer, which I recognize because I powerof
have been accustomed to hear it.
doing and
suffering ?
Theaet. And what is their answer ?
Str. They deny the truth of what we were just now saying
to the aborigines about existence,
Theaef. What was that ?
Str. Any power of doin_ or suffering in a degree however
slight was hel_be
a su_clent
definmon o]'.bemg ?
--.-.
Theaet. True.
Str.

They deny this, and say that the power of doing or

suffering is confined to becoming, .and that neither power is
applicable t_]-ng.
.........

nutthey
deny
appro-the
priateness
of this
deanition
of being.
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sTva._c_,
Tg_T_,s.

Ttw

answer

of lke

Idealists.

Theaet. And is there not some truth in what they say ?
Str. Yes; but our reply will be, that we want to ascertain
from them more distinctly, whether they further admit that

Theyadmit

the soul knows, and that being or essence is know_,.f------ ------'-_
Theaet. There can be no doubt that they say so.
soul knows
Sir. And is knowing and being known doing or suffering,
/
and that
or both, or is the one doing and the other suffering, or has [
being
is
/
known,
neither any share in either ?
But
knowTheaet. Clearly, neither has any share in either" for if they
ing and
being
say anything else, they will contradict themselves.
knownare
Str. I understand ; but they will allow that if to know is
active and
passive,
active, then, of course, to be known is passive.
And on"tl_Ifbeingis view being, in so far as it is known, is acted upon by know- ,
act_upon, ledge, and is therefore
in motion; for that which is in a
however
that
the

it must be in

motion.-an attribute

state of rest cannot be acted upon, as we affirm.
Theaet. True.

which,with
Sir. And, O heavens, can we ever be made to believe that 249
life and
soul,
motion and life and soul and mind are not present with
o_tainlyto
belongs
perf_t
t_ng.

perfect being?
Can we imagine that being is devoid of life
. ,,//
and mind, and exists in awful unm_aningness
an everlasting _
fixture ?
Theaet. That would be a dreadful thing to admit, Stranger.
Str. But shall we say that being has mind and not life ?
Theaet. How is that possible ?
Sir. Or shall we say that both inhere in perfect being, but
that it has no soul which contains them ?
Theaet. And in what other way can it contain them ?
Str. Or that being has mind and life and soul, but although
endowed with soul remains absolutely unmoved ?
Theaet. All three suppositions
appear to me to be irrational.
Sir. Under being, then, we must include motion, and that
which is moved.

Butrcs.
t,
as well as
motion,is

Theaet. Certainly.
SO'. Then, Theaetetus, our inference is, that if there isno
motion, neither is there any mind anywhere, or about anyth[n--g-_" "¢-->'-'"
belonging
to any one.
Tkeaet. Quite true.
Sir. And yet this equally follows, if we grant that all things
are in motion---upon this view too mind--h--_ no ex_

Necessary

attributes

of perfect

being

and

mind.

Theaet. How so ?
Str. Do you think that sameness of condition and mode
and subject could ever exist without a principle of rest ?
Theaet. Certainly not.
"----.... - -Str. Can you see how without them mind could exist, or
come into existence anfivhere ?
Theaet. No.

38t
Sop_iist.

S_R^_GE*.
TaF.aErETOS.
necessary
to the
existence of

mind;

Str. 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 anything.
Theaet. Yes, with all our might.
Str. Then the philosopher, who has the truest reverence and the
for these qualities, cannot possibly accept the notion of those philosopher
will dewho say that the whole is at rest. either as unity or in many mandboth.
"forms: and he _af
to th--h--0_-'_v'ho
.......
assertuniversal motion.
As chirdi-_ti-s-ay-entreatingly
' Give us
both,' so he will include both the moveable and immovcable
in his definition of being and all.
Theaet. Most true. _
-Str. And now, do we not seem to have gained a fair notion
of being ?
Yes truly.
Sir. Alas, Theaetetus,
methinks that we are now only
beginning to see the real difficulty of the enquiry into the
nature of it.
Theaet. What do you mean ?
Str. 0 my friend, do you not see that nothing can exceed
our ignorance, and yet we fancy that we are saying something good ?
Theaet. I certainly thought that we were ; and I do not at
all understand how we never found out our desperate case.
250 Str. Reflect : after having made these admissions, may we
not be justly asked the same questions which we ourselves
were asking of those who said that all was hot and cold ?
Theaet. What were they ? Will you recall them to my
mind ?
Str. 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.
Theaet. True.

/

I

1

We must
question
ourselves
as we
questioned
the Dualists.--Rest

andmotion,
wesay,
both exist :
but what

is

existence ?
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Rest and motion are alike i_cluded under keing.

_#ia.
s,,_
T_

Str. Would you not say that rest and motion are in the
most entire opposition to one another ?
Theaet. Of course.
Str. And yet you would say that both and either of them
equally are ?
Theaet. I should.
Str. 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?
Theaet. Certainly not.
Sir. Or do you wish to imply that they are both at rest,
when you say that they are ?
Theaet. Of course not.

I.tis._me !] Str. Then you conceive of being as some third and distinct
t•mh_.h2_ng]/nature, under which rest and motion are alike included; and,
rest.and_ ]/observing that they both participate in being, you declare that
mo_oa, ye
neither of I/they
are.
them.
_
Theaet. Truly we seem to have an intimation that being is
some third thing, when we say that rest and motion are.
Str. Then being is not the combination of rest and motion,
butTheaet.
something
from them.
So itdifferent
would appear.
Str. Being, then, according to its own nature,
motion nor at rest.

is neither

in

Theaet. That is very much the truth.
Str. Where, then, is a man to look for help who would
have any clear or fixed notion of being in his mind ?
Theaet. Where, indeed ?
But how I Str. I scarcely think that he can look anywhere ; for that
can a thing [
is not in motion must be at rest, and again, that which
be no.ither /which
at r_t norl/iS not at rest must be in motion ; but being is placed outside
in motion?/of both these classes.
Is this possible ?
/
Theaet. Utterly impossible.
Str. Here, then, is another thing which we ought to bear
in mind.
Theaet. What ?
we at, as
Sir. When we were asked to what we were to assign the_
per#exm appellation of not-being, we were in the greatest difficulty :--,)
about
existence do you remember ?
orbeingas
Theaet. To be sure.

/

How

are _z_toattribugemanynames

tot/_same tMng ?
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Str.And are we not now in as greata dimcultyabout s_t.
being ?
s_^_Gu,
Theaet. I should say, Stranger, that we are in one which x_-_us.
is, if possible, even greater,
aboutnotStr. Then let us acknowledge the difficulty; and as being being.
and not-being are involved in the same perplexity, there is
hope that when the one appears more or less distinctly, the
2St 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.
Theaet. Very good.
/
SO'. Let us enquire, then, how we come to predicate many A wayof
names of the same thing,
escape:
How is
Theaet. Give an example,
predication
Str. I mean that we speak of man, for example, under possible?
many names--that
we attribute to him colours and forms and ]
magnitudes and virtues and vices, in all of which instances
and in ten thousand others we not only speak of him as
a man, but also as good, and having numberless other attributes ; and in the same way anything else which we originally
supposed'to
be one is described by us as many, and under
many names.
Theaet. That is true.
Sir. And thus we provide a rich feast for tyros, whether
young or old ; for there is nothing easier than to argue that
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
the one cannot be many, or the many one ; and great is their
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.
Theaet. Certainly, I have.
Sir. Then, not to exclude any one who has ever speculated
at all upon the nature of being, let us put our questions to
them as well as to our former friends,
Theaet. What questions ?

_'

]|_

Let us interrogate
thor, e who
denyit.

( S/r. Shall we refuse to attribute bein_ion
and rest, "-_'ereare
_or anything to anything, and assume that they do not mingle, three
alternaand are incapable of participating in one another?
Or shall tires.-
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The three alternatives:

sophist,

(I) No particiIkation ;

we gather all into one class of things communicable

sT,,_c_,, a_"are
W._^_T_us.not ?--Wl_ich
(x)no par- prefer ?

with one

some things-communicable
and others
of these alternatives,
Theaetetus,
will they

ticipation ;

(2}indmcriminate
participation ;
(3)partici-

rationwith
of
some

Theaet. 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.
Str.
Very good, and first let us assume them to say that
nothing is ca_able of participating in anything else in any

some. "_" respect ; in that -case rest _
_._pate
The tirs_'being
at all.
_
"
cannot be
Theaet.
They cannot.
accepted :
it is disStY.
But would either of them be if not participating
astrousto being ?
<_"-"

in 252

in

all philo-

sophies,

Theaet. No.
Str. Then by this admission

."_.

l

•
and those

everything

is instantly

over-

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
motion, and others that they 'are' truly at rest.
Theaet.as Just
turned,
well so.
the doctrine of universal motion as of uniSir. Again, those who would at one time compound, 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 continuous, would be talking nonsense in all this if there were
no admixture.
Theaet. True.
Sir. Most ridiculous of all will the men themselves be who

whoassert
it, contradict
]

want tO carry out the argument and yet forbid us to call anything, because participating in some affection from another,
thems/l_yes4by the name of that other.

/k 2_l
IX_,//

Theaet. Why so ?
Str. Why, because they are compelled to use the words 'to
be,' 'apart,' ' from others,' ' in itself,' and ten thousand more,
which they cannot, give up, but must make the connecting
links of discourse ; and therefore they do not require to be
refuted by others, but their enemy, as the saying is, inhabits

(2)

\x_f/l

of all

in all,.

(3) of some

in some.
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with them an adversary, like the wonderful ventriloquist,
Eurycles, who out of their own bellies audibly contradicts
them.
the same house with them ; they are always carrying about
Theaet. Precisely so ; a very true and exact illustration.
Sir. And now, if we suppose that all things have the power
of communion with one another--what
will follow _"
'
i
Theaet. Even I can solve that riddle,

sT_n,
T._ros.
S_ist.

i

for if it

C) ,i Str.
How?
Theaet. Why,

were

because

true_

motion itself would be at rest, and rest would
motion

•

( 1 another,
rest again in motion, if they could be attributed
Str. But this is utterly impossible.
Theael. Of course.
Sir. Then only the third hypothesis
/_

The second
alternative
is impossible;

re_
to one would
movea_a

remains.

Thethird

alternative

Theaet. True.
or"comSir'. For, surely, either all things have communion with all ; reunion of
or nothing'with
any other thing ; or some things communi- somewith
cate with some things and others not.
_ome.
Theaet. Certainly.
Str. And two out of these three suppositions have been
found to be impossible.
Theaet. Yes.
Str. Every one then, who desires to answer truly, will
adopt the third and remaining hypothesis of the communion
of some with some.
Theae£ Quite true.
•53 Sir. This communion of_
_th _cx_memay h_ illustrated
by the case of letters ; for some letters do not fit each other,
whileothersdo.
Theaet. Of courde,
Sir. 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.
Theaet. True.
Str. Bu.L_
every onb kno_ what lett_,-Qm/ll nnlt_ with
what ? Or is _,'_ r'_nulred in nrrl_,-*-_ Ao SO*?
T/w_f.

Art is requir.rrrrrrr_
Reading B_,

VOL. IV.

laxwa3sabr_l (! abvo').
C C

The
analogyof
lettln'S°m
vowels
and
consonants,

386

The

so#ist.
s._,_E,.
T._,E_.
and of

science

of dialectic.

Str. What art ?
Theaet. The art of grammar.
Str. And is not _e
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 9
Theaet. Yes.

musical
notes.

Str. And we shall find this to be generally
the absence of art.
Theaet. Of course.

true of art or

As the
Str. And as classes are admitted by us in like manner to
gram-marian
_ be some of them capable
and others incapable of interandrea[ mixture,
must not he who "would rightly show what kinds

sieian know/

• __.

whatletter_ will unite and what will not, proceed by the help
notes/ in the path of argument ? And will he not ask if the connect,%-#/-rightly
| ing links are universal, and so capa'_'l-e of intermixture
with
./combine with one -- all things;
and a ga__
are not
another,
which_ake
them possible ?
the dia- so other universal classes,
-"-----.....
lectician
Theaet. To be sure he w-"ffiIYrequtre science, and, if I am not
knows what mistaken, the very greatest of all sciences.
classes
Str. How are we to call it ? By Zeus, have we not lighted
have
communion
unwittingly upon our free and noble science, and in looking
with
for the Sophist have we not entertained
the philosopher
other each
and
whatnot. unawares ?
/
/
.and

f

!
.._ _~" "_f-_ !
J

Theaet. What do you mean ?
classes, which neither makes the same other, nor makes other
theStr.
same,
Should
is the we
business
not say
of the
thatdialectical
the division
science?
according to
Theaet. That is what we should say.
Sir. Then, surely, he who ean_
able to see
clearly one form pervxtdiin_g a scattered multitude, and many
different forms contained un-'n__rm
; and again,
one form knit together
into a sing_le
and pervading
existin g.g_
onl
• in separamany such wholes, and many _
on_Ly

classifier
and only

{ (

true philosopher.
He is the
_,/(_JJ

determines where they can have communion with one another
-_
and where not.
Theaet. Quite true.
tion and isolation.
This_owle'_ge
of classes which
Str. And the art of dialectic would be attributed by you
only to the philosopher

pure and true ?

Theaet. Who but he can be worthy ?

I

I
t

!.

\

'

.

The

three

chief

kinds:

Being,

Rest,

2PZolion.
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Str. In this region we shall always discover the philosopMst.
sopher, if we look for him ; like the Sophist, he is not easily S*R^,CE,,
254 discovered, but for a different reason,
r._m-_
Theaet. For what reason ?
_ ]
Str. Becaus_hist
not-being_]n_e
cannot be discovered
Is not that true ?

runs away into the darkness of
has learned by habit 'to _-eei'about, and
because of the darkness of the place.

Theaet. It seems to be so.
Str. And the philosopher, always holding converse through
reason_
being' is also dark' 'from exc_ff or
light; for.___e souls of the many have no eye which can
endure the vision of t_
TheaeL Yes ; that seems to be quite as true as the other,
Str. 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.

_'
....

ce2

'"

i
'_'
_
i

The philo-

',.O_:

sopheris
hidden
_'_'_
from excess

of light;
the Sophist
from the
darkness of
the place

in which
he lives.

Theaet. Very good.
Str. 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 communion
with all, let us now pursue the enquiry, as the argument
suggests, not in relation to all ideas, lest the multitude of
them should confuse us, but let us select a few of those Let us
which are reckoned to be the principal ones, and consider examine
some of the
their several natures and their capacity of communion with prineipaJ
one another, in order that if we are not able to apprehend
kinds,with
with perfect clearness the notions of being and not-bein_
referenCeto
their
may at least-n-or i'ail _IIo, LIn the consideration 6ft-h_m, so far .powerof
as they come _6_pr_sem_en'clU_'3;,TF'p'Erintercomreunion.
adventure we may b_e allowed to assert the reality 9f notbeing, and yet escape unscathed.
"-"
Theaet. We must do so.
Str. The most important of all the genera are those which
we were just now mentioning--bein_
and rest and motio_n,
Theaet. Yes, by far.
Str. And two of these are, as we affirm, incapable of cornreunion with one another,

_/_

7.
i
'i :
_

Mostimportant of
all are
being,rest,
andmotion,
ofwhich
th_two

4

t-

f
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Reasons for adding a fourgk

So#i_t. l} Theaet. Quite incapable.
ST,.,N_, I! Sir. Whereas being surely
x"_u_Hthem,
for both of them are ?
latter
ho!dI|
Theaet. Of course.
communion
withbeing.

with both of

Sir. That makes up three of them.
Theaet. To be sure.

but not
with

has communion

one

another.

Sir. And each of them is other
but the same with itself.
otherthan
Theaet. True.

than the

remaining

two,

They are

Sir. But then, what is the meaning of these two words,
same' and ' other' ? Are they two new kinds other than
with themthe three, and yet always of necessity intermingling
with
selves.
' Same'
them, and are we to have five kinds instead of three ; or when
and 'ot_er' we speak of the same and other, are we unconsciously
again
speaking of one of the three first kinds ?
255
tWO
neware
t_nds.
Theaet. Very likely we are.
For they
Str. But, surely, motion and rest are neither the other nor
are not
the same.
identical
withmotion Theaet. How is that?
one
other, an-but

the same

'

andrest
; ] Sir.Whatever we attribute
tomotionand restincommon,
I cannotbe eitherofthem.
Theaet.Why not?
Sir.Because motionwould be at restand restin motion,
foreitherof them,being predicatedof both,willcompelthe
otherto change intothe oppositeof itsown nature,
because
partaking
of itsopposite.
f_•

_

xN
"-----

-,oris
being
identical
with'the
same';

Theaet.
Str.
Yet Quite
they true.
surely

both partake

of the same and of the

other ?
Theaet. Yes.
Str. Then fie must not assert that motion, any more than
rest, is either the same or the other.
Theael. No ; we must not.
Sir. But are we to conceive that being and the same are
identioal ?
Theaet. Possibly.
S/r. 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.
Theaa. Which surely cannot be.
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sophia.

SO.. Then be_ing and the same cannot be one.
Sir. Then we max suonose
be a fourth
which is now to be addecl to the three others.
Theaet. Quite true.
SO.. And shall we

call

class,

fifth ._]ass ?
•

Xn=_T_us.

Or nor yet

with ' the

should we consider being and other_f'R_be two names of the other,'
same
class
?
--_
which
is
Theaet.
Scarcely.
the_other
th__
]a
sty.,
Theael. Very likely,
relative
only,and
Sir. But you would agree, if I am not mistaken, that exist- never
enee.s are rel_tiv_ as well as absolute ?
TheaeL Certainly.
SO.. And the other is always relative to other ?
Theaet. Tr_e.
"
' '
- "

absolute,

_
-= :

Il'
_.
I
i

t
J
1

__.__

Str. But this would not be the case unless being and the
other entirely differed; for, if the other I like, being, were_
ah_h,te
as well as relative, tlaen t__¢r.g._w_uld have been Yq_,'_

11

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
,,J

_,

relat_ion to some other.

_

I

,,.

Theaet. That is the true state of the case.
SO.. Then we must admit the other as the fifth of our

I

selected classes.
Theaet. Yes.
Str. And the fifth class pervades all classes, for they all This _fth
differ from .9ne ....
anotherLnot by reason of their OWn natu..._re, classof
the other'
but because they partake of the idea of the. other,
pervades
Theaet. Quite true.
all classes,
SO.. Then let us now put the case with reference to each and
helps
to disof the five.
tinguish
Theael. How ?
them.
SO.. First there is__motion,which we affirm to be absolutely
' other ' than rest : what else can we say ?
Theaet. It is so.
SO.. And therefore is not rest.

256

I[.

Theaet. Certainly not.
SO'. And yet is t because partaking of being,
Theaet. rl'rue,
Str. Again, motion is other than the same ?
TheaeL Just so.

Thus
motion is
other than

rest,--i.e.
is not rest;
yet it is.
since

it

partakesof
being.
It is other
than the
same
and

i
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The

intercommuuion

of tim five

classes.

Sir. And is therefore not the same.
Theaet. It is not.

So_hist.
sT_,_E,,

T._A_T_'_.
Str. Yet, surely,
motion
is the same, because
all things
not
the
partake
of
the
same.
same,
but
in different
Theaet. Very true.
seases.
Str. 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 com,.r/

reunion with the other, it is thereby
and has become
not that but other,
spoken of as 'not the same.'
Theaet. To be sure.
Sir. And if absolute
of rest, there
would
stationary.

motion
be no

severed
from the same,
and is therefore
rightly

in any point of view partook
absurdity
in calling
motion

Theaet. Quite right,--that
is, on the supposition
classes mingle with one another,
and others not.
Sir.

That

such

a communion

; nature, _

Again.
motion is
other than
the other

;

and therefore
other
and not
other,

x

_'

of

kinds

that some

is according

proved i before we arrived_t

to

this

part of our discussion.
Theaet. Certainly.
Sir. 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 ?
Theaet. That is certain.
also

Str. Th_en,
not other

according
?

to this

view,

motion

is other

and

Slr. What is the next step .9 Shall we say that motion 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 ?
Theaet. Surely
we cannot
admit that the number
is less
than it appeared
to be just now.

Once
f Sir. Then
we may
motion more,
is
other
than
Iother than being .9
being, yet
partakes of

without

fear

contend

_ Cp. sui_ra, 25z.

that

motion

is

J
.Ill/kings

are

and

are

no/.

39I

Theaet. Without the least fear.
Str. The plain result is that motion t since it partakes
being, really is and also is not ?
_
Theaet. Nothing can be plainer,

g_

Sophist.

of ST_G_,,
T,_^_us.
being,

and

Str. Then not-being_ nec_xists
in the case of andtheref°reiSis
not.
motion and of every class; for the nature of the other enter- Thus there
ing into them all,.__makes eaqh
of them 9ther than being, and is
'
be foundto
an
so no--P_;_tent ; and therefore of all of them, in like manner, existence
we may truly say that they are not ; and hgain_'_asmuch
as or notthey partake of b_gii-]g-_-tfaat'-they
are and are e xl-ig_fi_,
being m
....................

._

of
'_

the ease of

Sir. Every
. , c!ass t then t has plurality" of being and infinity
Theaet. - Sowemayassume.
not-being.,

_-57

Theaet. So we must infer.
Sir. And being itself may be said to be other
other kinds,

than the

Theaet. Certainly.

occasioned
,_.'],1,.,¢_
by tile
_q_-_"_
motion,
t j)
nature of
the other,

and
everyinother

kind,being
not ex-

cepted.

Sir. Then we may infer that being is not, in respect of as Fori'lemg
many other things as there are ; for not being these it is isis
itself,not
,allbut
_itself one, and is not the other things, which are infinite in other
number,
things.
Theaet. That is not far from the truth.
Str. And we must not quarrel with this result, since it is
of the nature of classes to have communion with one another ;
and if any one denies our present statement [viz. that being
is not, etc.], let him first argue with our former conclusion
[i.e. respecting the communion of ideas], and then he may
proceed to argue with what follows.
Theaet. Nothing can be fairer.
Sir. Let me ask you to consider a further question.
Theaet. What question ?
Str, When we speak of not-being, we speakt I su__2p.._
not of so_'_ethin_ oooosed to being_ _otit only different.
Theaet. What do you mean ?
Sir. When we speak of something as not _rea h d9es the
expression seem to you to imply what is little any more than
what is equal ?
Theae-I. Certainly not.
Str. The negative particles, o_ and t,_, when prefixed to Anegative
IxxrUcle
words, do not imply opposition, but only difference from the doesnot

_/1 _
"_'_4.

,.

- j.
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Not-being

differs

from

s_i,t,
s**^_.,,,,
x._.

words, or more correctly
words, which _IlOwtllem.
Theaet. Quite true.

8ition, but
only differ-

object.

being,

bug is not more

.from the things represented

unreal.
by the

ence.
implyoppo-

Theaet. What is it ?
Str. There is another point to be considered, ifyou do not
Str. The nature of the other appears to me to be divided
n_ or
into fractions like knowledge.
difference
TheaeL How so ?

I

The parts
of other-

!

and
of
knowledge
S/r. Knowledge, like the other, is one ; _[nd yet the various
correspona: parts of knowledge have each of them their own particular
the P.gformer name, and hence ther,_ _re rnan,_
age
_ _,-t_ _n,-1kind_ of knowle_.
pressed by
Theaet.
Quite true.
prefixing
Slr. And is not the case the same with the parts of the
' not' to
the names other, which is also one ?
of the corTheaet. Very likely ; but will you tell me how ?
responding
parts of
Sir. There is some part of the other which is opposed to
knowledge, the beautiful ?

I

I,
!
!"
I

'_
J
¢
i
!

Theaet. There is.

I.

Sir. Shall we say that this has or has not a name ?
Theaet. It has ; for whatever we call not-beautiful is oth_
than the beautiful, not than something else.
Slr. And now tell me another mmg.
Theaet. What ?

I,

Thus the
not-beautifnl is the

Slr.
Is the not-beautiful
anything but this--an
-"'
- _" existence
parted off from a certain kind of existence, and again from
otherof me another point of view opposed to an existin_ someth_g ?
beau_f_,
Zheaet. True.
and is

equanyre_
withit.

Str. Then the not-beautiful
of__bei_ng
?
Theaet. Very true.

turns

out to be the opposition

the not-beautiful a less real existence ?
Theaet.
at all.
Str.
ButNot
upon
this view, is the beautiful

"

}_.i_i_

a more real and

Theaet. Yes.

\_

°tl

Str. 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.
theSir.
greatAnd
? the ngt.great may be said to ex_with
258

/

Beyond Parmenides.
Theaet. True..
Str. The same

may

be said

of other

393
things

the nature
of the other has a real existence
nature must equally be supposed
to exist.
Theaet. Of course.
Str.
other,

/:"
:

(
C '

Then, as would appear,
and of a part of being,

venture

to

say

so,

implies

not

the

opposite

tha-n being.,
"_hea'et. Beyond
Slr. What then

as _ruly

; seeing

t the parts

that
of this

The oppo-

essence

parts of

as

of being,
....... but

being
only

itself,

what

and

is other

and is to be reckoned
Do you, Theaetetus,

Sir. Do you observe
that our sceptic!sin
beyoad_ tile range 0(Parmyn_rohibiti.pn
Theaet. In what ?
have advanced

siuon
tween bethe

oetrlgaadother
is
also being.

question.
shall we call it ?

been found to be and is not-being,
among the many classes of being.
feel any doubt of this ?
Theaet. None whatever.

We

T,,,_o_.

the opposition
of a part of the
to one another,
is, if I may

Theaet. C]_arly: not-heln_ • zncl thin is the very nature for..
W_oh _h,__-_'-,hi_t compelled u_ t_ _rch_
~"
Sir. 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 ? _as
'the gi'eat Was follTlfl'-'tx_-greatat)d- the
beautiful
beautiful,
and the not-great
not-great,
and the notbeautiful
not-beautiful,
in the same manner
not-being
has

Str.

Sopkist.
sT_,,,_,,,

to a further

point,

has
?
and

Not-being
is
kind
of abeing,

one
still

carried
-'_
shown

_

us
--'-him

more than he forbad us to investigate.
Theaet. How is that .9
Str.

Why,

'Not-being
_ry.'

because

he says--

never is l, and do_.[_kaa_

Theaet. Yes, he says so.
Str. Whereas,
we have not only

thoughts from this w
E__..of

proved

that

things

which

is
for we
the what
natureform
of the
other not-being
is, and is
are; not
are, have
but shown
we have that
shown
of being
t Reading vo_o @_u,_.

whmh

in-

things other
thansome
eludes
an
given
thing.
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Nog-being is rdation.

Sophist.
sr_sc_,,
a',E^_os,

,ti
I"

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.
Theaet. And surely, Stranger, we were quite right.

opposition ; of
to--wethere is still
assert the
bei.._ of
not-being
for not-being
as to whetiaer
an opposite
of being,
to ,,,j._. vtl
Let not
that_ffirming or may the
thatSir.enquiry
we any
have one
longsay,
said then,
good-bye--i_ay
not" __-_
_and
may or may__not be capable of definition.
But as 259

_,

Our theory

Ii

theeomrestsupon touching our present account oiV'-ff_f-gel'ri_,'l-e-ff-Y'man either
mum'l_'_'ofconvince us of error, or, so long as he cannot, he too must
km'm'r'-.say, as we are saying, that there is a communion of classes,
-'ancl that being, and difference or othe_
all "thin-'_
and mutually interpenetrate,
so that the other.__a__ake.s, of._/_t/

!

i
i

!!
i.

/

;
_'_'_

_qY_"'.
_
_,
(_)

'_
"" " "".
#

_/5"

that
which
it partakes,
other, imcl is,
h_in_
being,of and
by reason
of thisbutparticipation
and other
yet isthan
not
_] _"_ _pfif'ta-a-_g
being, it is clearly a necessity th_of n2t-beig_g.shou!d.be.
And
the other, becomes a class
other than the remaining classes, and being other than all of

'

_

_

i, -'
them, is neot each one of them, andes n_o_all the rest___
_}
J_ undoubtedl Y there are thousands upon th_0u-_ands of Cea-_,e-_
in. _rrv.a.._'_
'
. , which h_i,_ i._ not, and all other things, whether regarded
_ a..¢.c.-,
ind'ividually or collectively,
many._respects are not.
Theaet. True.

in m an_, respects
-'

are, and

i_

_._=
_r*_.,._, ...
7_,'-J

We
should think
Sir. how
And hehecanwhofindis something
sceptical of
this'contradiction,
let
better
to say ; or if he must
sees
verbalalone
p,,-,les,
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 faeult_es,--]_-fiS-e-f_"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.
"..........
Theaet. What is it ?

,'

Str. A thing of which I have already spoken ;--_
alone these puzzles as involving no difficulty, he should

b.c..

able to follow and criticize in detail every argument_ _arid
when a man says that the same,is in a manner 9_her. o_-that
other, is the same t to understand and refute him from his own
point of view, and in the same respect in which he asserts

.

The
either

nature

of these affections.

of discourse,

o
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But to show that somehow and in

Sophist.

some sense the same is other, or the_9.tht./..,_dl_r
the great sr_Nc_,.
small, or the like unlike; and to delight in always _ing
T,r_u_
forwai*tt--gtrctr--C'6nWaffi-c_6ns, is no real refutation,
but is
clearly the new-born babe of some one who is only beginning
to approach the problem of being.
Theaet. To be sure.
Str. For certa!nly, my friend, the attempt to separate all
}
/
existences from one another is a barbari_
and u/t.e_y-tm. .......
worthy of an educated or philosophical mind.
Theaet. Why so ?
Str. The attempt at universal separation is the final anniz6o hilation of all reasoning ; for only by the union of conceptions
with one another do we attain to discourse of reason.
Theaet. True.
Sir. 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.
Theaet. Why so ? ........................

___._"*"¢"

Str. Why, that we mig_ be able to assert discourse to be The utter "_..
a kind of being; for if we could not, the worst of all coil_-_aaration
of all existsequences would follow; we should have no philosophy.
More- eneeswould
over, the necessity for determining
the nature 'of discourse depriveus
of dispresses upon us at this moment ; if utterly deprived of it, we course,and
could no more hold discourse; and deprived of it we should be without
--

discourse

if we admitted that there was no admixture of natures at all.
wecould
Theaet. Very true.
But I "7:1"onot understand why at this haveno
moment we must deter_e
the nztllre
of di-,_course,
philosophy.
Str. Perhaps you will see more clearly by the help of the
following explanation.
Theaet. What explanation ?
Str. Not-being h_ been acknowledged
by us to be one
among many classes diffused over all beijii_.
Theaet. True.
Str. And thence arises the question,
mingles with o__pinionand language.
Theaet. How so ?
Str.

If not

"

rt in

e

whether

si"

not-be!ng

t

n __-_-..._

things must be true; but.if not-being has a Dart then false
opinion an_d false speech are possible, for to think or to say

/)
i
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i

Are

false

o[n'nio_

and false

speech

l_ossible

?

SopMst. what is not--is falsehood, which thus arises in the region of
sT_,_,,
thought and in speech.
x,,_,-r_-_.
Theaet. That is quite true.
Str. And where there is falsehood surely there must be
deceit.
-----Theaet. Yes.
Weleft
Str. And if there is deceit, then.._._a!lthings must be full of
theSophist,
idols and images and fancies.
in the
regionof
Theaet. To b--esure.
_
images,
denying

Slr.

Into that region

the Sophist mas we ......
said_ made

his

[_,1_or . escape, and, when he had got there, denied the very possifalsehood, bility of falseho'_;
nq 6ne;'Ii._e_
_'6_'_'_/exlor
uttered falsehood, inasmuch as not-beinK.did..no.t in..a_£_i_.,,_._..
that notparting.
---being shown
has

Theaet.

to partake

Str. And now, not-being

been

bein_nd
defencecan direction,

True.

has been shown

to partake

of

of being,
this
line of

therefore he will not continue fightini_ in this
but he wili probably sa)" that some ideas partake of

no mainlonger
be
rained,

not-bein[[, and some not, and that language and opinion are
ot"[h_ non-partaking class ; and he vail still fight to the death

Yethe
still
evade
wnl

againsf'_e-existenc6

of t_.maki_hantastic
.........

art,

_

by
in which we have placed him, because, as he w_.__._ll
say, opinion
( 3 (9-_
denying and language do not partake of not-being, and unless this
thatopinion
participation---exists, there can be no such thing as falsehood.
[' -?_
and
language par- And, with the view of meeting this evasion, we must begin by
]'-take of
enquiring into the nature of_la uage, o_inion, and ima_ina-_...
us

not-being, tion, in order that when we _m
we may find also that _._N_..._
they have commu_t-being,
aiad, having made out 26t
-' "--the connexion of them, may thus prove that falsehood exists, i
f_ 0"-:_.
and therein we will imprison the Sobhist, if h'¢ deserves it_, Pz_
3
or, if not, we will let'" h-Tm'-go-_ain
and look for him in _ ""_f-_
,
another class.
Theaet. 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

_c_j>
.-..
"=,k_,
C_ _'
_9-s

even now, we have with difficulty got through his first
defence, which is the not-being of nnt-holn_, and 19 1 here is
another ; for w'e have still to show that falsehood exists in
t

H/'kat

is tke

nature

of language

and

o_'nion

?

the sphere of language and opinion, and there will be another
and another line of defence without end.
SO.. 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.
Theaet. Very true.
SO.. Then, as I was saying, let us first of all obtain a conceDtion
of language
and
opinion, in order that we may" have
x
o
-
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so#in.
sT_,g,
a-,,.,_,_vs.

--"
We want
to
obt_n
a cle_"

clearer grounds for_ng.,
whether not-being has any conception
concern with them, or whether_are
both always true, an.dd _eaa
d
neither of them ever fals_,
e.
opinion.
Theaet. True.
SO'. Then, now, let us speak of names t as before we were
speaking of ide..____
and 1_
for that is the direction in
which the answer may be expected.
Theaa. And what is the question at issue about names ?
As with
SO'. The question at issue is whether all names ....
maav be
connected with one another,or ..n.onet or on12¢some of them.
Theaet. Cle_-_--"l_fli_
true.
_
......................
$O.. I understand you to say that words which have a
meaning when in e_R_uence may be izonnected, bu_ds
which have no meaning
nected ?

when in sequence
.....

cannot

letters,
so
with
names:
_n]ysom,
canbe
connoted.

be con-

Theaet. What are you saying ?
SO.. 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.
Theaet. What are they ?
SO.. One of them is called nouns, and the other verg._bs.
Theaet. Describe them.
t_
262 SO'. That which denotes action we call a verb.
,, A_
Theaa. True.
- _
SO.. And the other, which is an_ articulate mark set on at
thosewho.do th_actionswe calla noun. ,,
..
2rl_aet. Quite true.
_r. A successionof nouns only is not a sentence,any Neither
nomm slone
more thanofverbs withoutnouns,
norverbs

-
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T_

sire:lest form of sente_e.

._Ma.
Theaet. I do not understand you.
sT_,u,
Str. I see that when you gave your assent you had somew_-r_,us, thing else in your mind. But what I intended to say was,
alonemake that a mere succession of nouns or of verbs is not discourse.
a sentence.
Theaet. What do you mean ?
Str. I mean that words like 'walks,' 'runs,'
'sleeps,' or
any other words whi.ch denote action, however many of them
you string together, do not make discourse.
Tkeaet. How can they ?
Slr. 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 t or of the existence oi existet_e_ nr nnn.ov;_tonc.F, ind-_ratod
by th.e,__tLt3_d_sj
until verbs are mi_e__d Wi_thnouns ; then the words fit, and
the smallest combination of them forms-i_guage,
and is the
simplest and least form of
Theaet. Again-I-ask, What do you mean ?
Str. When any one says 'A.__a_ lea r_as,' should you not
call this the simplest and least of sentences ?
Theaet. Yes.
Str. Yes, for he now arrives a tL._p.oint of_in_ng,
an
int!mation a...boutsomething 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
6_

_
I

we say that he discourses, and to this connexion of words we
give the name of discourse.
Theaet. True.
Str. 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.

A _tenc¢
musthave
a mtbj_t.
and be of
aqnality.-_
i.e. trueor
false.

Theaet. Quite true.
Str. There is another small matter.
Theaet. What is it ?
/
Str. A sentence must and cannot help having a _ubiectJ
Theaet. True.
Sir.And must be of a certain quality.
Theaet. Certainly.
Str. And now let us mind what we are about.

I

The quality of sentences.
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Theaet. We must do so.
s_pMst.
Str. I will repeat a sentence to you in which a thinK.__d _T_,_,.
an action are combined, by the help of a noun and{"_r_;ff
"_T_'US"
and you shall tell me of whom the sentence speaks. _
Examples.
Theaet. I will, to the best of my power.
263 Str. 'Theaetetus
sits'--not
a very long sentence.
Theaet. Not very.
Str. Of whom does the sentence speak, and who is the
subject ? that is what you have to tell.
Theaet. Of me ; I am the subject.
Str. Or this sentence, again-Theaet. What sentence ?
Sir. 'Theaetetus,
with whom I am now speaking, is flying.
Theaet. That also is a sentence which will be admitted by
every one to speak of me, and to apply to me.
Str. We agreed that every sentence must necessarily have
a' certain quality.
"--"
Tti_eae_. Yes.
'
Slr.
And what is the quality of each of these two sentences?
Theaet. The one, as I imagine, is fals%.and the other true.
Str. The true says what is true about you ?
Theael. Yes.
Str. And the false says what is other than true ?
Theaet. Yes.
Sir. And_peaks
of th!n_ which zre nc_t .q_ if
they were ?
Theaet. True.
Str. And says 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.
Theaet. Quite true.
Str. The second of the two sentences which related to you
was first of all an example of the shortest form consistent
with our definition.
Theaet. Yes, this was implied in our recent admission.
Str. And, in the second place, it related to a subject ?
Theaet. Yes.
Str. Who must be you, and can be nobody else ?
Theaet. Unquestionably.
Str. And it would be no sentence at all if there

were

_'_,
_:.,.-../7
"_'¢-" _-_
A true sentnee_
trne-_ts
_j_,a
fm'_ t_t
is false.

4oo

Tkought, o_inion, imagination.

so_h,'st, no subject, for, as we proved, a sentence which has no
s_,,c_.,
subject is impossible.
Tsx_rrwrvs.
Theaet.
Quite true.
%.TAft
Thin t_ase
Str. When _then,
is asserted of you as the _.me,.and.
_t
discourse
is
not-being
as
beinm
such
a
combination
of
nalln_
_rl
verbs
is
possible,
,,-d _
rea.Uy and_truly fal_ disc u_.
_
.
t-_-_, _'_,
°-.g
fo_ false
Theaet. Most true .....
, '_U,__¢
',.'. _ _,,,_
"
thought,

_ ©_'

opinion,
Sir. And therefore thoug[l_ opinion t and imaaJnation
imagianow proved to exist in our minds both as true and false.
ation,whieh
Theaet_ _
............................
akin
'to it, are
also_
sible.

_
.._._
_.'"
_'-_-_

¢_

'

"_'

are

Str. You will know better if you first gain a knowledge
of what they are, and in what they severally differ_ro
one
another.

Theaet. Give me the knowledge which you would wish me
to gain.
Sir. Are not thought and speech the same, with this
uttered
exception, that what is called thought is the unuttere__d _
convema- conversation of the soul with herself?
tion
dthe
soul, which,
when
uttm_,
becomes

The'_. Quite true,
S/r. But the stream of thought whic_.h flows, thhro_Alghthe
lips and is audible is called speech ?

_.._/
Theaet. True.
,_," Opinionis
Str. And we know that there exists in speech...
_J_
silent
Theaet. What exists ?
_,fr_,,,_c_on
Str. A0i.rma69 p.
or denial.
_[f.t,

Theaet. Yes, we know it.

0_
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Str.in the
When
theonly,
affirmation
or denial
takesname
place
silence
and
mind
have you
any other
]_ inw'l_lc'c'_'to

Imagin,_o- is
opinion

Th-eaet.
be no other
name. , not simpl_but
Str.
AndThere
when can
opinion
is presente_d
some form_ of s_nse, would you not call it imagination ?
Theaet. Certainly.

in

in a form
_2_tr. And seeing that language is true and false, and that
of_.
.'ffiought is the conversation "of the soul with herself, and
is the union of sense and opinion_ .the inference is that some
them, _nee
th_.vofar_
akin toand
lanKu
_ag'e
/ should
/_ve an
/' .of
opini__onis
the end
thinking,
imagination
or phantasy
_element ._f f'alseho0_! a_ w_*lla__of tn*th _

1
1

__

T_,¢.

Certainly.

An

arC. of deception

now _ossiMe.

4o[

SO'. Do you perceive, then, that false opinion and speech
s_ist.
have been discovered sooner than we expected ?--For just s_E,.
now we seemed to be undertaking a task which would never T,,._m_L
be accomplished.
Ttwaet. I perceive.
SO'. Then let us not be discouraged about the future ; but Recapitulationfrom
now having made this discovery, let us go back to our 23sff.
previous classification.
(s*_ra).-We divided

Theaet. What classification ?
_'_.
SO'. We divided !mage-makint[ into two. sortsl
the one
"(x.._ likeness-mrlkmg, the othe r l_naginative or phantastic,
_rue.
"_"_-SO.. And we said that we were uncertain in @
we
_ _
should place the Sophist.
Theaet. We did say so.
SO'. And our heads began to go round more and more
when it was asserted that there is no such thing as an

imagemaking
into
likenessmaking

and phantastic, and
then the
difficulty
which we
havejust
solved

image or idol or appearance, because in no manner or time arose.
or place can there ever be such a thing as falsehood.
i heaa. Tree. ........
SO.. And now, since there has been shown to be false
s_
false opinion t there may be imitations of
.........
real
exise_.es,
and out of this condition of themin.d
an art
of deception may arise,
Theaa. Quite possible.
SO'. And we have already admitted, in what preceded, that
the Sophist was lurking in one of the divisions of the likenessmaking "art ?
Theaet. Yes.

;._
. _-_'f_
_
.... ¢
y_'_%

SO'. Let us, then, renew the attempt, and in dividing any
class, always take the part to the right, ho!ding fast to that
which holds the Sophist' until we have strip_
all his common properties¢ and reached his difference or .
•65 pecullur
Then we may exhibit him in his true nature,
first to ourselves and then to kindred dialectical spirits.
_ry
good. "_
SO'. You may remember that all art was originally divided
by us into creative and acquisitive.
_ r,._ -._ -"_
.'-'"
,
_ ----7-_.7,._ 4
SO.. And the Sophist was flitting before us in the acquisitive
VOL. IV.
D d
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Division

of creation

into

divine

and

_uman.

sophia, class, in the subdivisions of hunting, contests, merchandize,
STRA.GU, and the like.
Tn_-_rrcs_
Theaet. Very true.
We have
SlY. But now that the imitative art h_ enclosed
him, it is
traced the
Sophist's clear that we must begin'_-y-y-y
dividing the art of creation;
descent
for imitation is a kind of creation--of
images, however, as
through
the subwe affirm, and not of real thirigs.
divisions
TheaeL Quite true.
ofacquisiStr.
In the first place, there are two kinds of creation.
rive : let
us now
Theaet. What are they ?
lookfor
Str. One of_and
the other divine.
him in the
branches
Theaet. I do not follow.
_--ofcreative.
of which
I

.

Str.

Every
• .

power, as . you may . remember

our
saving
.
J .

ori-

.__

imitation ].ginally, which causes things to exmt, not prevlously existing,
i_
j was defined by us as creative.
_,q_r_/_art_r_,_
Theaet. 'I remember.
'
-,'_'?. t/ _,m_;_
Str. Looking, now, at the world and all the animals and
(_) divin

I_V .1"

.

:

_

\

•

•

"

{_di_¢.

plants, at things which grow upon the e_h
from seeds and
roots, as well as at inanimate subs_es.which
are formed
within the earth, fusile or non.fusil% sttall 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 ?
Theaet. What is it ?

Natureis
to be

Str. The opinioo._t.hat nature brings thhr._ i,,t,_ l_in_g from
some spontaneous and unintelligent cause. Or shall we say

attributed

I

to an m-

I that they_-'a_t'eated"_'-f.v

a_-cllwne
_ ........
reason and_

knowled/_e

whic"_ comes frgm Gad "_ -to an un_rheaet. I dare say that, owing to my youth, I may often
intelligent, 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.
-Sir. Nobly said, Theaetetus,
and if I thought that you

•

_
aft'-

.r,J"

\lf,_v

I would have gently argued with you, and forced you to
were
who would
hereafter
change
your mind,
assent one
; butof asthose
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 b.y
nature are the wor_.of divine art t and that things which are

/_-':_
"_

_

9uci!
.......
le - molten
_7,,_:7
o _"_'"
] ..........
F,os_b7 =
_ :....
.....7
b_e,• also, P,',_'_
--_C,
" me]ttn_ -.,
fTo_:in?'. 2.a. m:_de li_ui_
r_ _,_
by heat
bo Cast; _,,,,._ed.

This

is the

lateral

division.
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made by man out of these are works of human art.

And so

there are two kinds ot making
human and the other divine.
Theaet. True.

the one

and

production,

Str. Then, now, subdivide each of the two sections which
we have already.
Theaet. How do you mean
266 Str. I mean to say that you shg.tlkLmake_a vertical division
_la

f produ_0r
invention,
teral one.
Theaet. I have done so.

_"

as you

have

J_

Sophia.

_,-_

STLU_CE..
THr.arrrrus.

f?,

]%_-"_-.--,.__"_.
..(.: ,_=_
__" ,-¢2

already made--a
- .........

/ _ _-_.v,

_,

Then, now, there are in all four parts or segments-Bothm
them have reference to us and are human, and two of divineand
in human
./f'tt'rerWhave
reference to the gods and are divine,
creation
Theaet.

True.

there is a
division for

Str. And, again, in the division which was supposed to be realities
made in the other way, one part in each subdivision is and a

division for

the making of the things themselves, but the two remaining
imagesand
parts may be called the making of likenesses ; and so the
i
t,kenesses.
productive art is again divided into two parts.
Theaet. Tell me the divisions once more.
Str. I suppose that we, and the other animals, and the
elements out of which things are made--fire,
water, and the
like--are
known
work of God.
Theaet. True.

by us to be each and all the creation and
'...........

Str. And there are images of them, which are not them, Divinely
but which correspond
to them;
and'-t'h_se
are also the made
-._
'.
images are
creation of a wonderful skill,
suchas
Th_e¥. What are they ?
dreams,
shadows,
Str. The appearances
which spring up of themselves in transposed
sleep or by davy, such as a shadow when darkness arises likenesses.
in a fire,
in bright
external
ordinary

or the reflection which is produced when the light
and smooth objects meets on their surface with an
light, and creates a perception the opposite of our
sight.

Theaet. Yes_.; and the images as well as the creation are_____~_
equally the work ot"a di_
SO'. And what shall we say of human art ? Do we not aimage
human
is
make one house by the art of building, and another by the (e.g.)the
Dd2

_-

L

\
"

_04

;;
_"
!_

"\

The

vertical

is into

realities

and

similit_s.

!"

.v_t.
art of drawing, which is a sort of dream created by man for
s_,_.
/ those who are awake ?
Ta_._.._s.
TkeaeL Quite true.
drawing of
.Sir. And oth_r_
of human creation
are also

:.

a house

r
:

•

.
__

.....

twofold .an_d_fgo "m'pa_s;
_.....--me art oi ma_}ng

i__')_on
_ _'_;,.A_
:
/,,w--_

Suchu.realities

_).here Is, the thing, wRh which
m eoncer_nea, ana me unage,

iS concerned.
Tkeaet. Now I b-_'-_"
_nders_and, and am ready to
acknowledge
that there are two kinds of production,
and
eac'l_of them twofold; in the lateral division tiaere is_both
a divine and a human production ; in the vertical there are
_nd
a cr_d
of similitu-_.
Str. And let'_s-fibT o_T_t_'_rff/_'_tive
class the

areproone part was to have been likeness.making,
ducedby phantastic, if it could be shown t_o-o-d_s
phantmtic, belongs to the class of real being.
Theaet. Yes. _

and the other
a reality and

Sir. And this appeared
to be the case; and therefore
now, without hesitation, we shall number the different kinds
as two.

Theaet. True.
Phantastic
is
further
divided
into

Slr. Then, now, let us again divide the _phantastic art.
Theaet. Where shall we make the division •

mimicry

Str.

There

is. one kind which is produced

267
/1"

by an instrument,_--

and a

orimitation
another in whic'---h-the'----creator
of the appearance is hirasel_ ]
nameless and
the instrument.
section.
Theaet. What do you mean ?
SO'. When any one makes himself appear like another in
his figure or his voice, imitation is the name for this part of
the phantastic art.
- ..............
Theaet. Yes.
Str. Let this, then, be named the _and
the province assigned to it ; as for the other division, we
weary and will give that up, leaving to some one else
duty of making the class and giving it a suitable name.
Theaet. Let us do as you say--assign
a sphere to the
and leave the other.

this
are
the
one

A further
Str. There is a further distinction, Theaetetus, which is
dtsmetio_
worthy of our consideration, and for a reason which I will
is
to be
dra_a_
tell you.

"

/f_

-"

/

/
i/
,
'

/
;_

_aa.

.q/t*

Let me hear.

Th@r@

nr@

_nm@

_ha

im;*_*_

1......

;_or

,.,h_t

"

*h ....

sgp_i,t.

im'_e_._nd cansome
do not"beknow.
of t_tw_.t_
T=t,am_s.
di_inetion
_ere who
_s_ly
greater And
thanwhat
that line
which
the mimic
divides i_Lmorancefrom knowledge ?
Tlwaet. There can be no greater,

. whoknows,
and the
mimic who

Str. Was not the sort of imitation of which we spoke is ignomm.
just now the imitation of those who know ? For he who
.....
.&_9.ly...know
would imita_.i.._.mtete
you would
.......... you and your
figure ?
Theaet. Na__tu,
rally.
Str. And what would you say of the figure or form of
' / '"
justice or of virtue in general ? Are we not well aware that
many_"_Gk
no kng_wledge of either: but .only a sort of
opin_n, do their best to show that this opinion is•really.___
enteLLmined
by t_,-b-_-'pressing
it, as far as they can,
in word and deed "/
....................
Tkeaet. Yes, that is very common.
Sir. And do they always fail in their attempt to be
thought just, when they are not?
Or is not the very
opposite true ?
Theaa. The very opposite.
Str. Such a one, then! should be descr!bed as an imitaI_. f
--to be distinguished from the oth_r,__.._A_.o_i___t.i_
J
disting_shed
from him who knows ?
Tiwaa. True.
Str. Can we find a suitable name for each of them ?

This Thelatter
is the

is clearly not an easy task ; for among the ancients there was
some confusion of ideas, which prevented them from attemptinto species -- ; wherefore there is no great
• ing to divide _nera
abundance of names.
Yet, for the sake of distinctness, I will
make bold to call the imitation which coexists with opini_
the i_nitation of appeard.nce--that wh_enq_ce,
a scientific or learned imitation.

C,ranted.....
Str. The f_ormer is our present concern, for the Sophist
• " "
'" indeo:l., but_ nvt amor_g thos_o
T/rout. Very true.
Str. Let us, then, examine our imitator of appearance, and

mimicof
appear_cc ; the
former,
the
_arned
mimic.

"'_"

#; , " /

_.,_s...:,..
#.

i
i

'
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Two

kinds

of imitators

or mimics.

so_o_ia, see whether he is sound, like apieee
s_**.,_,
there is still some crack in him.
T._,E_
Theaet. Let us examine him.

of iron, or whether

Slr.
Indeed there is_very
considerable crack; for if you
ofappearlook, you find that(dne_f
the two classes of imitators is a
may
be uncon- simple creature,_2_o--thinks that he knows that Whmh he o_'yy _68
SCiOUS of
"_ .'
-- "_ )'
,
_
fanoes ; the _¢[her_ort has k n_ocKe--d"__ga-_ment_s
;
his igno_
.
.
,
__
__,.a,.--,_
.......
.
j
raneeora untd he SUSl_"_and
fears that he is)_norant
of that which dissembler
to the many he pretends to know.
Thea-et__There-*are-'ce-rtain-lyt_e
two kinds which you describe.
The mimic

aDce

/

There is a

di_embler

public
and a
in

dissembler
in private.
The latter

isthe
SOPHIST°

Sir. Shall we regard one as the simple imitator--the
other
as the dissembling or ironical imitator ?
Theaet. Very good.
Sir. And shall we further speak of this latter class as
having one or two divisions ?
TheaeL Answer yourself.
__.._..
UD_n
consideration, then, there appear to me to be
(tw_o "_ thews
the dissembler, who haran_ues a m_41titude in
p'_ lic in a long-soeech, and tl(¢dissemMer,
who in private
and in short speech..es colxlpe!8_f]_ 9ersou who-_alxxe..w_
with him to contradict himself_
]Pheaet. What you say is most true.
Sir. And who is the maker of the longer speeches 9 Is he
the statesman or the _or
Theaet. The latter.

?

Str. And w_.--_
we call the other ? Is he the philoso_.pher or theISoo _ "
-Theaet. The._e__ilosophetk_l¢,} cannot be, for_uPon ou r view
an
ignorant

Hisfull

[ have a name which is formed by an_ion
ol t_e word
/_,oq,6_.
What shall we name him ? I am pretty sure that I
[ cannot be mistaken in terming him th_e true and very Sophist.
is Shall we but
he isname imitator
of the
wise making
he will "
| ]- he Str.
bindsince
up his
as we did
betore,
a chain from one end of his genealogy to the other ?
Theaet. By all means.
S/r. He, then z, who traces the pedigree of his art as

genealogy, follo..__ws--whot belonging

to the
I Reading

conscious

_'bJ, tl_.

or dissembling

T.ke pedigree

of the

Sophist.

section of the art of causing self-contradietlnn:

407
i._ an imitatQ[

sop/,ist.

o__a_"pearance, and is se_parated from tho rln_q_q
of phantastic
which is a branch of image-making into that further division

ST,^_E_,
T.E^_T
.....

of_.reation, the iugglinK_w_c_qL_t_L-h_-a_n,
i_
not
_i_¢--any
one who affirms t_he__t,_l...Sf_pbi_t3-o--h-.e--gfthis
blood and lineage will say the very truth.

STATESMAN.

INTRODUCTION

AND

ANALYSIS.

Ir_ the Phaedrus, the Republic, the Philebus, the Parmenides, Statesntan.
and the Sophist, we may observe the tendency of Plato to combine XN_ODUCtwo or more subjects or different aspects of the same subject in a
noN.
single dialogue. In the Sophist and Statesman especially we note
that the discussion is partly regarded as an illustration of method,
and that analogies are brought from afar which throw light on the
main subject. And in his later writings generally we further
remark a decline of style, and of dramatic power ; the characters
excite little or no interest, and the digressions are apt to overlay
the main thesis ; there is not the 'callida junctura' of an artistic
whole. Both the serious discussions and the jests are sometimes
out of place. The invincible Socrates is withdrawn from view ; and
new foes begin to appear under old names. Plato is now chiefly
concerned, not with the original Sophist, but with the sophistry
of the schools of philosophy, which are making reasoning Impossible ; and is driven by them out of the regions of transcendental
speculation back into the path of common sense. A logical or
psychological phase takes the place of the doctrine of Ideas in his
mind. He is constantly dwelling on the importance of regular
classification, and of not putting words in the place of things. He
has banished the poets, and is beginning to use a technical language. He is bitter and satirical, and seems to be sadly conscious
of the realities of human life. Yet the ideal glory of the Platonic
philosophy is not extinguished.
He is still looking for a city in
which kings are either philosophers or gods (cp. Laws, iv. 713).
The Statesman has lost the grace and beauty of the earlier
dialogues. The mind of the writer seems to be so overpowered
in the effort of thought as to impair his style ; at least his gift of
expression does not keep up with the increasing difficulty of his

4 x2
Stress.
t_ton.

Plago's lager style.
theme. The idea of the king or statesman and the illustration of
method are connected, not like the love and rhetoric of the Phaedrns, by 'little invisible pegs,' but in a confused and inartistic
manner, which fails to produce any impression of a whole on the
mind of the reader. Plato apologizes for his tediousness, and
acknowledges that the improvement of his audience has been his
only aim in some of his digressions. His own image may be used
as a motto of his style : like an inexpert statuary he has made the
figure or outline too large (277A), and is unable to give the proper
colours or proportions to his work. He makes mistakes only to
correct them--this seems to be his way of drawing attention to
common dialectical errors. The Eleatie stranger, here, as in the
Sophist, has no appropriate character, and appears only as the
expositor of a political ideal, in the delineation of which he is
frequently interrupted by purely logical illustrations. The younger
Socrates resembles his namesake in nothing but a name. The
dramatic character is so completely forgotten, that a special reference is twice made to discussions in the Sophist; and this,
perhaps, is the strongest ground which can be urged for doubting
the genuineness of the work. But, when we remember that a
similar allusion is made in the Laws (v. 739) to the Republic, we
see that the entire disregard of dramatic propriety is not always a
sufficient reason for doubting the genuineness of a Platonic writing
(see/nfra).
The searchafter
theStatesman,
whichiscarried
on,likethatfor
theSophist,
by themethodofdichotomy,
givesan opportunity
for
many humorousand satirical
remarks.Severalofthejests
are
mannered and laboured:forexample,the turnof words with
which thedialogue
opens;or theclumsyjokeaboutman being
an animal,
who hasa power oftwo-feet--both
whicharesuggested
by thepresence
ofTheodorus,
thegeometrician.
Thereispolitical
aswellas logical
insight
inrefusing
toadmitthedivision
of mankindintoHeIlenesand Barbarians:
'ifa cranecouldspeak,he
wouldinlikemanneropposemen and allotheranimals
tocranes.'
The prideoftheHelleneisfurther
humbled,by beingcompared
toa Phrygianor Lydian. Platoglories
in this
impartiality
ofthe
dialectical
method,which placesbirdsinjuxtaposition
withmen,
and thekingsideby sidewiththebird-catcher
;kingorvermindestroyer
are objects
of equalinterest
to science(cp.Parmen.

J

:i

The idealism of tt_e Statesman.
x3o D, E). There are other passages which show that the irony
of Socrates was a lesson which Plato was not slow in learning-as, for example, the passing remark, that ' the kings and statesmen of our day are in their breeding and education very like their
subjects;'
or the anticipation
that the rivals of the king will be
found in the class of servants;
or the imposing
attitude of the
priests, who are the established interpreters
of the will of heaven,
authorized by law. Nothing is more bitter in all his writings than
his comparison of the contemporary
politicians to lions, centaurs_
satyrs, and other animals of a feebler sort, who are ever changing
their forms and natures.
But, as in the later dialogues generally,
the play of humour and the charm of poetry have departed, never
to return.
Still the Politieus contains a higher and more ideal conception
of politics than any other of Plato's writings.
The city of which
there is a pattern in heaven (Rep. ix), is here described as-a Paradisiacal state of human society.
In the truest sense of all, the
ruler is not man but God ; and such a government
existed in a
former cycle of human history, and may again exist when the
gods resume their care of mankind.
In a secondary sense, the
true form of government
is that which has scientific rulers, who
are irresponsible
to their subjects.
Not power but knowledge is
the characteristic
of a king or royal person.
And the rule of a
man is better and higher than law, because he is more able to
deal with the infinite complexity of human affairs.
But mankind,
in despair of finding a true ruler, are willing to acquiesce in any
law or custom which will save them from the caprice of individuals.
They are ready to accept any of the six forms of government
which prevail in the world.
To the Greek, nomos was a sacred
word, but the political idealism of Plato soars into a region beyond ;
for the laws he would substitute the intelligent will of the legislator.
Education is originally to implant in men's minds a sense
of truth and justice, which is the divine bond of states, and the
legislator is to contrive human bonds, by which dissimilar natures
may be united in marriage
and supply the deficiencies of one
another.
As in the Republic, the government of philosophers, the
causes of the perversion of states, the regulation of marriages, are
still the political problems with which Plato's mind is occupied.
He treats them more slightly, partly because the dialogue is

413
State_.
l_TaoDu¢'IF1OW.
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TAe plan of tke dialogue.

Statesman. shorter, and also because the
ImaoDvccrossed by the other interest
TION,
absorb him.

discussion of them
of dialectic, which

is perpetually
has begun to

The plan of the Politicus or Statesman
may be briefly sketched
as follows : (i) By a process of division and subdivision
we discover the true herdsman
or king of men.
But before we can
rightly distinguish
as he is presented

him from his rivals, we must view him, (2)
to us in a famous ancient tale: the tale will

also enable us to distinguish the divine from the human herdsman
or shepherd : (3) and besides our fable, we must have an example;
for our example we will select the art of weaving, which will have
to be distinguished
from the kindred arts;
and then, following
this pattern, we will separate the king from his subordinates
or
competitors.
(4) But are we not exceeding all due limits ; and is
there not a measure of all arts and sciences, to which the art of
cliseourse must conform ? There is ; but before we can apply this
measure, we must know what is the aim of discourse:
and our
discourse only aims at the dialectical improvement
and others.--Having
made our apology, we return

of ourselves
once more to

the king or statesman,
and proceed to contrast
him with pretenders in the same line with him, under their various forms of
government.
(5) His characteristic
is, that he alone has science,
which is superior to law and written enactments;
these do hut
spring out of the necessities of mankind, when they are in despair
of finding the true king.
(6) Tl_e sciences which are most akin to
the royal are the sciences of the general, the judge, the orator,
which minister to him, but even these are subordinate
to him.
(7) Fixed principles
are implanted
by education, and the king
or statesman
completes
the political web by marrying together
dissimilar
natures, the courageous
and the temperate,
the bold
and the gentle, who are the warp and the woof of society.
The outline may be filled up as follows :-A_^LVS,S.

Soc. I have reason to thank you, Tfieodorus, for the acquaint- Stevh.
ance of Theaetetus
and the Stranger.
Theod. And you will have 257
three times as much reason to thank me when they have delineated the Statesman
and Philosopher,
as well as the Sophist.
Soc. Does the great geometrician
apply the same measure to all
three ? Are they not divided by an interval which no geometrical

Analysis
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ratio can express ? Theod. By the god Ammon, Socrates, you are
right; and I am glad to see that you have not forgotten your
geometry.
But before I retaliate on you, I must request the
Stranger
to finish the argument ....
The Stranger
suggests
that Theaetetus
shall be allowed to rest, and that Socrates the
younger shall respond
in his place; Theodorus
agrees to the
258 suggestion, and Socrates remarks
that the name of the one and
the face of the other give him a right to claim relationship
with
both of them.
They propose to take the Statesman
after the
Sophist;
his path they must determine,
and part off all other
ways, stamping upon them a single negative form (op. Soph.
2S7).
The Stranger begins the enquiry by making a division of the
arts and sciences
into theoretical
and practical--the
one kind
concerned with knowledge exclusively, and the other with action ;
arithmetic and the mathematical
sciences are examples of the
former, and carpentering
and handicraft arts of the latter (cp.
Philebus,
55 frO. Under which of the two shall we place the
Statesman ? Or rather, shall we not first ask, whether the king,
259 statesman,

master,

householder,

practise

one art or many ? As

the adviser of a physician may be said to have medical
and to be a physician, so the adviser of a king has royal
and is a king. And the master of a large household
may
pared to the ruler of a small state.
Hence we conclude
science
same.

of the king, statesman,
ahd householder
And this science is akin to knowledge

science
science
be comthat the

is one and the
rather than to

action.
For a king rules with his mind, and not with
But theoretical
science may be a science either
26o like arithmetic, or of ruling and superintending,
like
architect or master-builder.
And the science of the

his hands.
of judging,
that of the
king is of

the latter nature ; but the power which he exercises is underived
and uncontrolled,--a
characteristic
which distinguishes
him from
heralds, prophets, and other inferior officers.
He is the wholesale dealer in command, and the herald, or other officer, retails
26I his commands
to others.
Again, a ruler is concerned
with the
production of some object, and objects may be divided into living
and lifeless, and rulers into the rulers of living and lifeless
objeets.
And the king is not like the master-builder,
concerned
with lifeless matter, but has the task of managing living animals.

Statesman.
A,^Lvsts.

4I 6
Stagging.
._

Analysis
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And the tending of living animals may be either a tending of
individuals, or a managing of herds.
And the Statesman
is not
a groom, but a herdsman, and his art may be called either the art
of managing a herd, or the art of collective management :--Which
do you prefer ? _No matter.'
Very good, Socrates, and if you
are not too particular about words you will be all the richer some
day in true wisdom.
But how would you subdivide the herds- 262
man's art ? ' I should say, that there is one management
of men,
and another of beasts.'
Very good, but you are in too great a
hurry to get to man.
All divisions which are rightly made should
cut through the middle;
if you attend to this rule, you will be
more likely to arrive at classes.
' I do not understand
the nature
of my mistake.'
Your division was like a division of the human
race into Hellenes and Barbarians, or into Lydians or Phrygians
and all other nations, instead of into male and female;
or like
a division of number into ten thousand and all other numbers,
instead
further,

of into odd and even.
that though I maintain

And I should like you to observe 263
a class to be a part, there is no

similar necessity for a part to be a class.
But to return to your
division, you spoke of men and other animals as two classes--the
second of which you comprehended
under the general name of
beasts.
This is the sort of division which an intelligent crane
would make : he would put cranes into a c/ass by themselves
for
their special glory, and jumble together all others, including man,
in the class of beasts.
An error of this kind can only be avoided
by a more regular subdivision.
Just now we divided the whole 264
class of animals into gregarious
and non-gregarious,
omitting the
previous division into tame and wild. We forgot this in our hurry
to arrive at man, and found by experience,
as the proverb says,
that 'the more haste the worse speed.'
And now let us begin again at the art of managing herds.
You
have probably heard of the fish-preserves
in the Nile and in the
ponds of the Great King, and of the nurseries
of geese and cranes
in Thessaly.
These suggest a new division into the rearing or
management
with which

of land-herds
and of water-herds
:--I need not say
the king is concerned.
And land-herds
may be

divided into walking and flying;
political animal is a pedestrian.
longer

or a shorter

and every idiot knows that the
At this point we may take a 265

road, and as we are already

near the end,
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the longer,

which

417
is the way

of meso-

tomy, and accords with the principle which we were laying down.
The tame, walking,
herding animal, may be divided, into two
classes--the
horned and the hornless, and the king is concerned
with the hornless;
and these again may be subdivided
into
animals having or not having cloven feet, or mixing or not mixing
the breed ; and the king or statesman
has the care of animals
which have not cloven feet, and which do not mix the breed.
266 And now, if we omit dogs, who can hardly be said to herd, I
think that we have only two species left which remain undivided :
and how are we to distinguish them ? To geometricians,
like you
and Theaetetus,
I can have no difficulty in explaining that man is
a diameter, having a power of two feet; and the power of fourlegged creatures, being the double of two feet, is the diameter of
our diameter.
There is another
excellent jest which I spy in
the two remaining
species.
Men and birds are both bipeds, and
human beings are running a race with the airiest and freest of
creation, in which they are far behind their competitors ;--this is
a great joke, and there is a still better in the juxtaposition
of the
bird-taker
and the king, who may be seen scampering after them.
For, as we remarked
in discussing
the Sophist, the dialectical
methyl
is no respecter
of persons.
But we might have proceeded, as I was saying, by another and a shorter road.
In that
case we should have begun by dividing land animals into bipeds
and quadrupeds,
and bipeds into winged and wingless ; we should
then have taken the Statesman
and set him over the 'bipes
_67

implume,' and put the reins of government
into his hands.
Here let us sum up :--The
science of pure knowledge had a
part which was the science of command, and this had a part
which was a science of wholesale command; and this was divided
into the management
of animals, and was again parted off into
the management
of herds of animals, and again of land animals,
and these into hornless, and these into bipeds ; and so at last we
alTived at man, and found the political and royal science. And yet

we have not dearly distinguished
the political shepherd
from his
a68 riwls.
No one would think of usurping the prerogatives
of the
ordinary
shepherd,
trainer, matchmaker,

who on all hands is admitted
to be the
doctor, musician of his flock. But the royal

shepherd
has numberless
VOL. IV.

competitors,
Ee

from whom

he must

be
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Statesman. distinguished
; there are merchants, husbandmen,
physicians, who
As^Lyre. will all dispute his right to manage the flock. I think that we
can best distinguish
him by having recourse
to a famous old
tradition, which may amuse as well as instruct us; the narrative
is perfectly true, although the scepticism of mankind
is prone to
doubt the tales of old. You have heard what happened
in the
quarrel of Atreus and Thyestes ? 'You mean about the golden
lamb ?' No, not that; but another part of the story, which tells _69
how the sun and stars once arose in the west and set in the east,
and that the god reversed their motion, as a witness to the right
of Atreus.
'There
is such a story.'
And no doubt you have
heard of the empire of Crono_ and of the earthborn
men?
The
origin of these and the like stories is to be found in the tale which
I am about to narrate.
There

was a time when

God directed

the revolutions

of the

world, but at the completion of a certain cycle he let go ; and the
world, by a necessity of its nature, turned back, and. went round
the other way.
For divine things alone are unchangeable;
but
the earth and heavens,
although
endowed with many glories,
have a body, and are therefore liable to perturbation.
In the case
of the world, the perturbation
is very slight, and amounts only
to a reversal of motion.
For the lord of moving things is alone
self-moved;
neither can p.iety allow that he goes at one time in
one direction and at another time in another;
or that God has
given the universe opposite motions ; or that there are two gods,
one turning it in one direction, another in another.
But the truth 27 °
is, that there are two cycles of the world, and in one of them it is
governed
by an immediate
Providence,
and receives life and
immortality,
and in the other is let go again, and has a reverse
action during infinite ages. This new action is spontaneous,
and
is due to exquisite
perfection of balance, to the vast size of the
universe, and to the smallness of the pivot upon which it turns.
All changes in the heaven affect the animal world, and this being
the greatest of them, is most destructive to men and animals.
At
the beginning of the cycle before our own very few of them had
survived ; and on these a mighty change passed.
For their life
was reversed like the motion of the world, and first of all coming
to a stand then quickly returned to youth and beauty.
The white
locks of the aged became black ; the cheeks of the bearded man
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were restored
to their youth and fineness ; the young men grew
softer and smaller, and, being reduced to the condition of children
in mind as well as body, began to vanish away ; and the bodies of
those who had died by,violence,
in a few moments underwent
271 a parallel change and disappeared.
In that cycle of existence
there was no such thing as the procreation
of animals from one
another, but they were born of the earth, and of this our ancestors,
who came into being immediately
after the end of the last cycle
and at the beginning
of this, have preserved
the recollection.
Such traditions are often now unduly discredited,
and yet they
may be proved by internal evidence.
For observe how consistent the narrative is ; as the old returned to youth, so the dead
returned
to life; the wheel of their existence
having been reversed, they rose again from the earth : a few only were reserved
by God for another destiny.
Such was the origin of the earthborn
men.
'And

is this

cycle,

of which

you

are speaking,

the reign

of

Cronos, or our present state of existence?'
No, Socrates, that
blessed and spontaneous
life belongs not to this, but to the previous state, in which God was the governor of the whole world,
and other gods subject to him ruled over parts of the world, as is
still the case in certain places.
They were shepherds
of men
and animals, each of them sufficing for those of whom he had the
care. And there was no violence among them, or war, or devouring of one another.
Their life was spontaneous,
because in those
days God ruled over man ; and he was to man what man is now
to the animals.
Under his government
there were no estates, or
272 private possessions,
or families;
but the earth produced a sufficiency of all things, and men were born out of the earth, having
no traditions of the past ; and as the temperature
of the seasons
was mild, they took no thought for raiment, and had no beds, but
lived and dwelt in the open air.
Such was the age of Cronos, and the age of Zeus is our own.
Tell me, which is the happier of the two ? Or rather, shall I tell
you that the happiness
of these children of Cronos must have
depended
on how they used their time?
If having boundless
leisure, and the power of discoursing
not only with one another
but with the animals, they had employed these advantages with a
,view to philosophy, gathering from every nature some addition to
Ee2
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Statesman. their store of knowledge ;--or again, if they had merely eaten and
AN^L_'s,s. drunk, and told stories to one another, and to the beasts ;--in either
case, I say, there would be no difficulty in answering the question.
But as nobody knows which they did, the question must remain
unanswered.
And here is the point of my tale.
In the fulness
of time, when the earthborn
men had all passed away, the ruler
of the universe let go the helm, and became a spectator;
and
destiny, and natural impulse swayed
instant all the inferior
deities gave

the world.
At the same
up their hold; the whole 273

universe rebounded,
and there was a great earthquake,
and utter
ruin of all manner of animals.
After a while the tumult ceased,
and the universal creature settled down in his accustomed course,
having authority
over all other creatures,
and following the instructions of his God and Father, at first more precisely, afterwards
with less exactness.
The reason of the falling off was the
disengagement
of a former chaos;
'a muddy vesture of decay'
was a part of his original nature, out of which he was brought by
his Creator, under whose immediate guidance, while he remained
in that former cycle, the evil was minimized
and the good
increased to the utmost.
And in the beginning of the new cycle
all was well enough, but as time went on, discord entered in ; at
length the good was minimized and the evil everywhere
diffused,
and there was a danger of universal ruin.
Then the Creator,
seeing the world in great straits, and fearing that chaos and
infinity would come again, in his tender care again placed himself
at the helm and restored order, and made the world immortal and
imperishable.
Once more the cycle of life and generation
was
reversed; the infantsgrew intoyoung men, and the young men
became greyheaded ; no longerdid the animalsspringoutof the 274
earth; as the whole world was now lord of itsown progress,so
the partswere to be self-created
and self-nourished.
At first
the
case of men was veryhelplessand pitiable
; fortheywere alone
among the wild beasts,and had to carry on the strugglefor
existencewithout artsor knowledge, and had no food,and did
not know how to get any. That was the time when Prometheus brought them fire,Hephaestus and Athene taught
them arts,and other gods gave them seeds and plants. Out of
these human lifewas framed; for mankind were leftto themselves,and ordered theirown ways, living,like the universe,
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Enough of the myth, which may show us two errors of which
275 we were guilty in our account of the king. The first and grand
error was in choosing for our king a god, who belongs to the other
cycle, instead of a man from our own ; there was a lesser error
also in our failure to define the nature of the royal functions.
The myth gave us only the image of a divine shepherd,
the statesmen and kings of our own day very much
their subjects in education and breeding.
On retracing

whereas
resemble
our steps

we find that we gave too narrow a designation to the art which
was concerned with command-for-self
over living creatures, when
we called it the 'feeding' of animals in flocks.
This would apply
to all shepherds, with the exception of the Statesman ; but if we
say 'managing' or 'tending' animals, the term would include him
276 as well.
Having remodelled
the name, we may subdivide as
before, first separating
the human from the divine shepherd or
manager.
Then we may subdivide the human art of governing
into the government
of willing and unwilling subjects--royalty
and tyranny--which
are the extreme opposites of one another,
277 although we in our simplicity have hitherto confounded them.
And yet the figure of the king is still defective.
We have taken
up a lump of fable, and have used more than we needed.
Like
statuaries, we have made some of the features out of proportion,
and shall lose time in reducing them.
Or our mythus may be
compared to a picture, which is well drawn in outline, but is not
yet enlivened by colour.
And to intelligent persons language is,
or ought to be, a better instrument of description than any picture.
' But what, Stranger, is the deficiency of which you speak ?' No
higher truth can be made clear without an example;
every man
seems to know all things in a dream, and to know nothing when
he is awake.
And the nature of example can only be illustrated
278 by an example.
Children are taught to read by being made to
compare cases in which they do not know a certain letter with
cases in which they know it, until they learn to recognize it in all
its combinations.
Example comes into use when we identify
something unknown with that which is known, and form a common notion of both of them.
Like the child who is learning his
letters, the soul recognizes
some of the first elements of things ;
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Stalesman. and then again is at fault and unable to recognize them when they
A_^_Ysm. are translated
into the difficult language of facts. Let us, then, 279
take an example, which will illustrate the nature of example, and
will also assist us in characterizing
the political science, and in
separating
the true king from his rivals.
I will select the example
of weaving,
or, more precisely,
weaving

of wool.

In the first place,

all possessions

are

either

productive
or preventive;
of the preventive sort are spells and
antidotes, divine and human, and also defences,
and defences
are either arms or screens, and screens are veils and also shields
against
shelters

heat and cold, and shields against heat and cold are
and coverings, and coverings are blankets or garments,

and garments are in one piece or have many parts ; and of these
latter, some are stitched and others are fastened, and of these
again some are made of fibres of plants and some of hair, and
of these some are cemented with water and earth, and some are
fastened with their own material;
the latter are called clothes,
and are made by the art of clothing,

from which the art of weaving

28o

differs only in name, as the political differs from the royal science.
Thus we have drawn several distinctions,
but as yet have not
distinguished
the weaving of garments
from the kindred
and
co-operative
arts.
For the first process to which the material 28I
is subjected is the opposite of weaving--I
mean carding.
And
the art of carding, and the whole art of the fuller and the mender,
are concerned
with the treatment
and production
of clothes, as
well as the art of weaving.
Again, there are the arts which make
the weaver's
tools.
And if we say that the weaver's
art is the
greatest
and noblest of those which have to do with woollen
garments,--this,
although true, is not sufficiently distinct; because
these other arts require to be first cleared away.
Let us proceed,
then, by regular steps :--There
are causal or principal,
and cooperative or subordinate
arts. To the causal class belong' the arts 282
of washing and mending, of carding and spinning the threads, and
the other arts of working in wool ; these are chiefly of two kinds,
falling u,lder the two great categories of composition and division.
Carding is of the latter sort. But our concern is chiefly with that
part of the art of wool-working
which composes, and of which
one kind twists and the other interlaces the threads, whether the
firmer

texture

of the warp

or the

looser

texture

of the woof.

Mnalysis
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283 These are adapted to each other,
of th.em forms a woollen garment.

5.
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and the orderly composition
And the art which presides

Statesman.
AN^L,sis.

over these operations is the art of weaving.
But why did we go through
this circuitous
process,
instead
of saying at once that weaving is the art of entwining
the warp
and the woof?
In order that our labour may not seem to be lost,
I must explain the whole nature of excess and defect.
There are
two arts of measuring--one
is concerned with relative size, and
the other has reference to a mean or standard of what is meet.
The difference between good and evil is the difference between
a mean or measure
and excess or defect.
All things require
to be compared, not only with one another, but with the mean,
284 without which there would be no beauty and no art, whether
the art of the statesman
or the art of weaving or any other;
for all the arts guard against excess or ,_.efect, which are real
evils. This we must endeavour to show, if the arts are to exist ;
and the proof of this will be a harder piece of work than the
demonstration
of the existence
of not-being
which we proved
in our discussion
about the Sophist.
At present I am content
with the indirect
proof that the existence
of such a standard
is necessary
to the existence
of the arts.
The standard
or
measure, which we are now only applying
to the arts, may be
some day required with a view to the demonstration
of absolute
truth.
We may

now divide

this art of measurement

into two parts ;

placing in the one part all the arts whlch measure the relative
size or number of objects, and in the other all those which depend
z85 upon a mean or standard.
Many accomplished
men say that the
art of measurement
has to do with all things, but these persons,
although
in this notion of theirs they may very likely be right,
are apt to fail in seeing the differences
of classes--they
jumble
together in one the 'more'
and the 'too much,' which are very
different things.
Whereas
the right way is to find the differences
of classes, and to comprehend
the things which have any affinity
under the same class.
I will make one more observation
by the way. When a pupil
at a school is asked the letters which make up a particular
word,
is he not asked with a view to his knowing the same letters m all,
words?

And our enquiry

about the Statesman

in like manner

is

424
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our knowledge
Still less would

of politics, but
any one analyze

the nature of weaving for its own sake. There is no difficulty
in exhibiting
sensible images, but the greatest and noblest truths
have no outward form adapted to the eye of sense, and are only
revealed in thought.
And all that we are now saying is said 286
for the sake of them.
I make these remarks, because I want you
to get rid of any impression
that our discussion
about weaving
and about the reversal of the universe, and the other discussion
about the Sophist and
Please to observe
that
compared
with what is
for producing
pleasure,

not-being,
were tedious and irrelevantthey can only be fairly judged
when
meet;
and yet not with what is meet
nor even meet for making discoveries,

but for the great end of developing
the dialectical method and
sharpening the wits of the auditors.
He who censures us, should
prove that, if our words had been fewer, _.hey would have been 287
better calculated to make men dialecticians.
And now let us return

to our king or statesman,

and transfer

to

him the example of weaving.
The royal art has been separated
from that of other herdsmen,
but not from the causal and cooperative
arts which exist in states;
these
do not admit of
dichotomy,
and therefore
they must be carved neatly, like the
limbs of a victim, not into more parts than are necessary.
And
first (i) we have the large class of instruments,
which includes
almost everything
in the world;
from these may be parted off
(2) vessels which are framed for the preservation
of things, moist
or dry, prepared
in the fire or out of the fire.
The royal or 288
political art has nothing
to do with either of these, any more
than with the arts of making (3) vehicles, or (4) defences, whether
dresses, or arms, or walls, or (5) with the art of making ornaments, whether
pictures
or other playthings,
as they may be
fitly called, for they have no serious use.
Then (6) there are
the arts which
furnish
gold, silver, wood, bark, and other
materials, which should have been put first; these, again, have
no concern with the kingly science;
any more than the arts
(7) which provide food and nourishment
for the human body, 289
and which furnish occupation to the husbandman,
huntsman,
doctor, cook, and the like, but not to the king or statesman.
Further, there are small things, such as coins, seals, stamps,
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be comprehended
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in one

Thus they will embrace
exception
of animals,--but

of

every
these

have been already included in the art of tending herds.
There
remains only the class of slaves or ministers,
among whom I
expect that the real rivals of the king will be discovered.
I am
not speaking of the veritable
29° the hireling who lets himself

slave bought with money, nor of
out for service, nor of the trader

or merchant,
who at best can only lay claim to economical and
not to royal science.
Nor am I referring to government
officials,
such as heralds and scribes, for these are only the servants of the
rulers, and not the rulers themselves.
I admit that there may
be something strange in any servants pretending
to be masters,
but I hardly think that I could have been wrong
that the principal claimants to the throne will be
Let us try once more:
There are diviners
and
are full of pride and prerogative;
these, as the
know how to give acceptable
gifts to the gods,

in supposing
of this class.
priests, who
law declares,
and in many

parts of Hellas the duty of performing
solemn sacrifices
is
assigned
to the chief magistrate,
as at Athens
to the King
Archon.
At last, then, we have found a trace of those whom
29x

we were seeking.
But still they are only servants and ministers.
And who are these who next come into view in various forms
of men and animals and other monsters
appearing--lions
and
centaurs
and satyrs--who
are these?
I did not know them at
first, for every one looks strange when he is unexpected.
But
now I recognize the politician and his troop, the chief of Sophists,
the prince of charlatans,
the most accomplished
of wizards, who

must be carefully distinguished
from the true king or statesman.
And here I will interpose a question : What are the true forms of
government?
Are they not three--monarchy,
oligarchy, and
democracy ? and the distinctions
of freedom and compulsion, law
and no law, poverty and riches expand
these three into six.
Monarchy
may be divided into royalty and tyranny;
oligarchy
292 into aristocracy
and plutocracy;
and democracy
may observe
the law or may not observe it. But are any of these governments
worthy of the name?
Is not government
a science, and are we
to suppose that scientific government
is secured by the rulers
being many or few, rich or poor, or by the rule being compulsory
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Can the many attain

to science

? In no Hellenic

A_^Lvs_. city are there fifty good draught
players, and certainly
there
are not as many kings, for by kings we mean all those who
are possessed
of the'political
science.
A true government
must _93
therefore
be the government
of one, or of a few.
And they
may govern us either with or without law, and whether
they
are poor or rich, and however they govern, provided they govern
on some scientific principle,--it
makes no difference.
And as
the physician
may cure us with our will, or against our will,
and by any mode of treatment,
burning,
bleeding,
lowering,
fattening, if he only proceeds scientifically:
so the true governor
may reduce or fatten or bleed the body corporate, while he acts
according
to the rules of his art, and with a view to the good
of the state, whether
according to law or without law.
I do not like the notion, that there can be good government
without law.'
I must explain

: Law-making

certainly

is the business

of a king ; _-94

and yet the best thing of all is, not that the law should rule, but
that the king should rule, for the varieties of circumstances
are
endless, and no simple or universal rule can suit them all, or last
for ever. The law is just an ignorant brute of a tyrant, who insists
always on his commands
being fulfilled under all circumstances.
' Then why have we laws at aU ?' I will answer that question by
asking you whether the training master gives a different discipline
to each of his pupils, or whether he has a general rule of diet and
exercise which is suited to the constitutions
of the majority?
' The latter.'
The legislator, too, is obliged to lay down general 295
laws, and cannot enact what is precisely suitable to each particular
case.
He cannot be sitting at every man's side all his life, and
prescribe for him the minute particulars
of his duty, and therefore
he is compelled to impose on himself and others the restriction
of
a written law. Let me suppose now, that a physician or trainer,
having left directions
for his patients
or pupils, goes into a far
country, and comes back sooner than he intended ; owing to some
unexpected change in the weather, the patient or pupil seems to
require a different mode of treatment : Would he persist in his
old commands,
under the idea that all others are noxious and
heterodox ? Viewed in the light of science, would not the continuance

of such regulations

be ridiculous

?

And if the legislator,

Mnalysis
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296 or another like him, comes back from a far country, is he to be
prohibited
from altering
his own laws ? The common
people
say : Let a man persuade the city first, and then let him impose
new laws.
But is a physician only to cure his patients by persuasion, and not by force ? Is he a worse physician who uses a little
gentle violence in effecting the cure ? Or shall we say, that the
violence is just, if'exercised
by a rich man, and unjust, if by a poor
man ? May not any man, rich or poor, with or without law, and
297 whether
the citizens like or not, do what is i'or their good ? The
pilot saves the lives of the crew, not by laying down rules, but
by making his art a law, and, like him, the true governor
has a
strength of art which is superior to the law. This is scientific
government,
and all others are imitations
only.
Yet no great
number of persons can attain to this science.
And hence follows
an important
result.
The true political principle
is to assert
the inviolability
of the law, which, though not the best thing
possible, is best for the imperfect
condition of man.
298

I will explain my meaning by an illustration :--Suppose
that
mankind, indignant
at the rogueries
and caprices of physicians
and pilots, call together an assembly, in which all who like may
speak, the skilled as well as the unskilled, and that in their
assembly they make decrees for regulating the practice of navigation and medicine which are to be binding on these professions for
all time.
Suppose that they elect annually by vote or lot those

to whom authority in either department
is to be delegated.
And
299 let us further imagine, that when the term of their magistracy has
expired, the magistrates
appointed by them are summoned before
an ignorant and unprofessional
court, and may be condemned
and
punished
for breaking
the regulations.
They even go a step
further, and enact, that he who is found enquiring into the truth of
navigation and medicine, and is seeking to be wise above what is
written, shall be called not an artist, but a dreamer, a prating
Sophist and a corrupter
of youth;
and if he try to persuade
others to investigate
those sciences
in a manner
contrary
to
the law, he shall be punished
with the utmost severity.
And
like rules might be extended
to any art or science.
But what
would be the consequence
?
' The arts would utterly perish, and human life, which is bad
enough already, would become intolerable.'
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Statesman.
But suppose, once more, that we
A_A-vs,_ the guardian of the law, who was
and who perverted the law : would
than the other?
'Certainly.'
For

were to appoint some one as 3oo
both ignorant and interested,
not this be a still worse evil
the laws are based on some

experience and wisdom.
Hence the wiser course is, that they
should be observed, although this is not the best thing of all, but
only the second

best.

And whoever,

having skill, should try to

improve them, wouldact in the spiritof the law-giver. But then,
as we have seen, no great number of men, whether poor or rich,
can be makers of laws. And so, the nearest approach to true
government
is, when men do nothing contrary to their own 3ox
written laws and national customs.
When the rich preserve
their customs and maintain the law, this is called aristocracy, or
if they neglect the law, oligarchy.
When an individual rules
according to law, whether by the help of science or opinion, this
is called monarchy; and when he has royal science he is a king,
whether he be so in fact or not ; but when he rules in spite of law,
and is blind with ignorance
and passion, he is called a tyrant.
These

forms of government

exist,

because

men despair

of the

true king ever appearing among them ; if he were to appear, they
would joyfully hand over to him the reins ofgovernment.
But, as
there is no natural ruler of the hive, they meet together and make
laws. And do we wonder, when the foundation
of politics is in
the letter only, at the miseries of states ? Ought we not rather to 302
admire the strength of the political bond ? For cities have endured
the worst of evils time out of mind ; many cities have been shipwrecked, and some are like ships foundering, because their pilots
are absolutely ignorant of the science which they profess.
Let us next ask, which of these untrue forms of government
is
the least bad, and which of them is the worst?
I said at the
beginning, that each of the three forms of government,
royalty,
aristocracy, and democracy, might be divided into two, so that the
whole number of them, including the best, will be seven.
Under
monarchy we have already distinguished
royalty and tyranny;
of
oligarchy there were two kinds, aristocracy and plutocracy;
and
democracy may also be divided, for there is a democracy which
observes, and a democracy which neglects, the laws. The government of one is the best and the worst--the
government
of a few is 3o3
less bad and less good--the

government

of the many is the least
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bad and least good of them all, being the best Qf all lawless
governments,
and the worst of all lawful ones.
But the rulers of
all these states, unless they have
idols, and themselves idols-wizards,
many windings, the term ' Sophist'
And now enough of centaurs and
they may quit the political stage.

knowledge, are maintainers of
and also Sophists ; for, after
comes home to them.
satyrs : the play is ended, and
Still there remain some other

and better elements, which adhere to the royal science, and must
be drawn off in the refiner's fire before the gold can become quite
3o4 pure. The arts of the general, the judge, and the orator, will have
to be separated from the royal art ; when the separation has been
made, the nature of the king will be unalloyed.
Now there are
inferior
sciences,
such as music and others;
and there is a
superior

science,

which

determines

whether

music is to be learnt

or not, and this is different from them, and the governor of them.
The science which determines whether we are to use persuasion,
or not, is higher than the art of persuasion;
the science which
305 determines whether we are to go to war, is higher than the art of
the general.
The science which makes the laws, is higher than
that which only administers
them.
And the science which has this
authority over the rest, is the science of the king or statesman.
Once more we will endeavour to view this royal science by the
3o6 light of our example.
We may compare the state to a web, and I
will show you how the different threads are drawn into one.
You would admit--would
you not ?--that there are parts of virtue
(although this position is sometimes assailed by Eristics), and one
part of virtue is temperance,
and another courage.
These are two
principles
which are in a manner antagonistic
to one another;
and they pervade all natm-e ; the whole class of the good and
beautiful is included under them.
The beautiful may be subdivided

into two lesser

classes : one of these

is described

by us

3o7 in terms expressive
of motion or energy, and the other in terms
expressive
of rest and quietness.
We say, how manly l how
vigorous I how ready I and we say also, how calm ! how temperate !
how dignified ! This opposition of terms is extended by us to all
actions, to the tones of the voice, the notes of music, the workings
of the mind, the characters

of men.

The two classes

both have

their exaggerations
; and the exaggerations
of the one are termed
' hardness,'
' violence,' ' madness ;' of the other ' cowardliness,'
or

Statesman.
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State,ma.n. ' sluggishness.'
And if we pursue
._^L_X_ opposite characters
are naturally

307-31 I.
the enquiry, we find that these
at variance, and can hardly be

reconciled.
In lesser matters the antagonism
between them is
ludicrous, but in the State may be the occasion of grave disorders,
and may disturb the whole course of human llfe. For the orderly
class are always wanting to be at peace, and hence they pass
imperceptibly
into the condition of slaves;
and the courageous

3o8

sort are always wanting to go to war, even when the odds are
against them, and are soon destroyed by their enemies.
But the
true art of government,
first preparing
the material by education,
weaves the two elements into one, maintaining
authority over the
carders of the wool, and selecting
the proper
subsidiary
arts
which are necessary
for making the web.
The royal scienee is
queen of educators, and begins by choosing the natures which she
is to train, punishing with death and exterminating
those who are
violently carried away to atheism
and injustice, and enslaving 3o9
those who are wallowing in the mire of ignorance.
The rest of
the citizens she blends into one, combining the stronger element
of courage, which we may call the warp, with the softer element
of temperance,
which we may imagine to be the woof. These
she binds together, first taking the eternal elements of the honourable, the good, and the just, and fastening them with a divine cord
in a heaven-born
nature, and then fastening the animal elements
with a human cord. The good legislator can implant by education
the higher principles ; and where they exist there is no difficulty 3Io
in inserting the lesser human bonds, by which the State is held
together ; these are the laws of intermarriage,
and of union for the
sake of offspring.
Most persons
in their marriages
seek after
wealth or power; or they are clannish, and choose those who are
like themselves,--the
temperate
marrying the temperate,
and the
courageous the courageous.
The two classes thrive and flourish
at first, but they soon degenerate
; the one become mad, and the
other feeble and useless.
This would not have been the case, if
they had both originally held the same notions about the honourable and the good ; for then they never would have allowed the
temperate natures to be separated from the eourageous,
but they
would have bound them
together
by common
honours
and 31I
reputations,
by intermarriages,
and by the choice of rulers who
combine both qualities.
The temperate
ai'e careful and just, but

The verisimilitude

of tke myth.

43I

are wanting in the power of action ; the courageous fall short of
them in justiee, but in action are superior to them : and no state
can prosper

in which

either

of these

qualities

is wanting.

Statesman.
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noblest and best of all webs or states is that which the royal
science weaves, combining the two sorts of natures in a single
texture, and in this enfolding freeman and slave and every other
social element, and presiding over them all.
' Your picture, Stranger, of the king and statesman,
of the Sophist, is quite perfect.'

The principal
subjects in the
embraced
under six or seven

no less than

Statesman
may be conveniently
heads :--(I) the myth;
(2) the

dialectical interest;
(3) the political aspects of the dialogue; (4)
the satirical and paradoxical vein ; (5) the necessary imperfection
of law; (6) the relation of the work to tile other writings of
Plato ; lastly (7), we may briefly consider the genuineness
of the
Sophist and Statesman,
which can hardly be assumed without
proof, since the two dialogues
have been questioned
by three
such eminent
Platonic scholars as Socher, Sehaarschmidt,
and
Ueberweg.
I. The hand of the master is clearly visible in the myth.
First
in the connexion
with mythology ;-- he wins a kind of verisimilitude for this as for his other myths, by adopting received
traditions,
of which he pretends
to find an explanation
in his
own larger conception
(cp. Introduction
to Critias).
The young
Socrates has heard of the sun rising in the west and setting in
the east, and of the earth-born
men ; but he has never heard the
origin of these remarkable
phenomena.
Nor is Plato, here or
elsewhere,
wanting
in denunciations
of the incredulity
of 'this
latter age,' on which the lovers of the marvellous
have always
delighted to enlarge.
And he is not without express testimony
to the truth of his narrative ;--such testimony as, in the Timaeus
(4o D), the first men gave of the names of the gods (_They must
surely have known their own artcestors').
For the first generation of the new cycle, who lived near the time, are supposed to
have preserved a recollection
of a previous one. He also appeals
to internal evidence, viz. the perfect coherence of the tale, though
he is very well aware, as he says in the Cratylus (436 C, D), that
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may

be consistency

meaniag
in error

of

it.

as well

as in truth.

The

gravity and .minuteness
with which some particulars are related
also lend an artful aid. The profound interest and ready assent
of the young Socrates, who is not too old to be amused ' with a
tale which a child would love to hear,' are a further assistance.
To those who were naturally inclined to believe that the fortunes
of mankind are influenced
by the stars, or who maintained
that
some one principle, like the principle of the Same and the Other
ir_ the Timaeus, pervades all things in the world, the reversal of
the motion of the heavens seemed necessarily
to produce a reversal of the order of human life. The spheres
of knowledge,
which to us appear wide asunder as the poles, astronomy
and
medicine, were naturally connected in the minds of early thinkers,
because there was little o.r nothing in the space between them.
Thus there is a basis of philosophy,
on which the improbabilities
of the tale may be said to rest.
These are some of the devices
by which Plato, like a modern novelist, seeks to familiarize the
marvellous.
The myth,

like that of the Timaeus

and Critias,

is rather

his-

torical than poetical, in this respect corresponding
to the general
change in the later writings of Plato, when compared
with the
earlier ones.
It is hardly a myth in the sense in which the term
might be applied to the myth of the Phaedrus, the Republic, the
Phaedo, or the Gorgias, but may be more aptly compared
with
the didactic tale in which Protagoras
describes
the fortunes
of
primitive man, or
new society in the
may be observed
the Timaeus, and
there is no reason

with the description
of the gradual rise of a
Third Book of the Laws.
Some discrepancies
between the mythology
of the Statesman
and
between the Timaeus and the Republic.
But
to expect that all Plato's visions of a former,

any more than of a future, state of existence,
should conform
exactly to the same pattern.
We do not find perfect consistency
in his philosophy;
and still less have we any right to demand
this of him in his use of mythology and figures of speech.
And
we observe that while employing all the resources of a writer of
fiction to give credibility to his tales, he is not disposed to insist
upon their literal truth.
Rather, as in the Phaedo (ix 4 D), he
says_ 'Something
of the kind is true;'
or, as in the Gorglas
(5_7 A), 'This you will think to be an old wife's tale, but you can

T_e flrsl

and second fall

of man.

think of nothing
truer;'
or, as in the Statesman
(u77 B), he
describes his work as a 'mass of mythology,' which was introduced in order to teach certain lessons; or, as in the Phaedrus
(u3o A), he secretly laughs at such stories while refusing to disturb the popular belief in them.
The greater interest of the myth consists in the philosophical
lessons which Plato presents to us in this veiled form.
Here, as
in the tale of Er, the son of Armenius, he touches upon the question of freedom and necessity, both in relation to God and nature.
For at first the universe is governed by the immediate providence
of God,--this
is the golden age,--but
after a while the wheel is
reversed, and man is left to himself.
Like other theologians and
philosophers,
Plato relegates
his explanation
of the problem to
a transcendental
world ; he speaks of what in modern language
might be termed ' impossibilities
in the nature of things,' hindering God from continuing
immanent in the world.
But there is
some inconsistency
; for the ' letting go' is spoken of as a divine
act, and is at the same time attributed to the necessary imperfection of matter; there is also a numerieal
necessity for the suecessive births of souls.
At first, man and the world retain their
divine instincts, but gradually degenerate.
Genesis, the first fall of man is succeeded

As in the Book of
by a second;
the

misery and wickedness
of the world increase continually.
The
reason of this further decline is supposed
to be the disorganisation of matter : the latent seeds of a former chaos are disengaged,
and
and
with
tion

enve!ope all things.
The condition of man becomes more
more miserable ; he is perpetually waging an unequal warfare
the beasts.
At length he obtains such a measure of educaand help as is necessary for his existence.
Though deprived

of God's help, he is not left wholly destitute;
he has received
from Athene
and Hephaestus
a knowledge
of the arts; other
gods give him seeds and plants; and out of these human life is
reconstructed.
He now eats bread in the sweat of his brow, and
has dominion over the animals, subjected to the conditions of his
nature, and yet able to cope with them by divine help.
Thus
Plato may be said to represent in a figure--(1) the state of innocence ; (2) the fall of man ; (3) the still deeper decline into barbarism; (4) the restoration of man by the partial interference of
God, and the natural growth of the arts and of civilised society.
VOL. IV.
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Unanswered

questions.

Statesman. Two lesser features
of this description
should
not pass unX_TRODVC-noticed :--(I_. the primitive men are supposed
to be created out
T_o._.
of the earth, and not after the ordinary manner of human generation-half
the causes of moral evil are in this way removed;
(2) the arts are attributed
to a divine revelation:
and so the
greatest
Though

difficulty in the hmtory of pre-historie
man is solved.
no one knew better than Plato that the introduction
of

the gods is not a reason, but an excuse for not giving a reason
(Cratylus,
426), yet, considering
that more than two thousand
years later mankind are still discussing these problems, we may
be satisfied to find in Plato a statement
of the difficulties which
arise in conceiving the relation of man to God and nature, without
expecting to obtain from him a solution of them.
In such a tale,
as in the Phaedrus,
various aspects of the Ideas were doubtless
indicated tc Plato's own mind,'as the corresponding
theolo_cal
problems
are to us. The immanence
of things in the Ideas, or
the partial separation
of them, and the self-motion of the supreme
Idea, are probably the forms in which he would have interpreted
his own parable.
He touches upon another question of great interest-the
consciousness of evil what in the Jewish Scriptures is called 'eating
of the tree of the knowledge of good and evil.'
At the end of the
narrative (272 B), the Eleatic asks his companion whether this life
of innocence, or that which men live at present, is the better of
the two.
tte wants to distinguish
between the mere animal life
of innocence,
the 'city of pigs,' as it is comically te.rmed by
Glaucon in the Republic, and the higher life of reason and plfilosophy. But as no one can determine
the state of man in the world
before the Fall, 'the question must remain unanswered.'
Similar
questions
have occupied the minds of theologians
in later ages ;
but they can hardly be said to have found an answer.
Professor
Campbell well observes, that the general spirit of the myth may
be summed
up in the words of the Lysis (99a): 'If evil were
to perish, should we hunger any more, or thirst any more, or
have any similar sensations?
Yet perhaps
the question
what
will or will not be is a foolish one, for who can tell?'
As
in the

Theaetetus,

evil is supposed

to continue,--here,

consequence
of a former state of the world, a sort
vapour exhaling
from some ancient ehaos,--there,

as

the

of mephitic
as involved

7"he
in the
man.

possibility

ideal

of good,

and

and

actual.

incident

to the
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Once more--and
the dialogue--the

this is the point of connexion with the rest of
myth is intended to bring out the difference

between the ideal and the actual state of man.
In all ages of the
world men have dreamed of a state of perfection, which has been,
and is to be, but never is, and seems to disappear
under the
necessary
conditions
of human society.
The uselessness,
the
danger, the true value of such political ideals have often been
discussed;
youth is too ready to believe in them; age to disparage them.
Plato's 'prudens
quaestio'
respecting
the comparative
happiness
of men in this and in a former cycle of
existence
is intended to elicit this contrast between the golden
age and ' the life under Zeus' which is our own.
To confuse the
divine and human, or hastily apply one to the other, is a
'tremendous
error.'
Of the ideal or divine government
of the
world we can form no true or adequate conception ; and this our
mixed state of life, in which we are partly left to ourselves, but
not wholly deserted
by the gods, may contain
some higher
elements of good and knowledge than could have existed in the
days of innocence under the rule of Cronos.
So we may venture
slightly to enlarge a Platonic thought which admits of a further
application
to Christian theology.
Here are suggested
also the
distinctions between God causing and permitting evil, and between
his more and less immediate government
of the world.
If. The dialectical interest of the Statesman
seems to contend
in Plato's mind with the political ; the dialogue might have been
designated
by two equally descriptive
titles--either
the ' Statesman,' or 'Concerning
Method.'
Dialectic, which in the earlier
writings of Plato is a revival of the Socratic question and answer applied to definition, is now occupied with classification;
there
is nothing
in which he takes greater
delight than
processes
of division (cp. Phaedr. 266 B) ; he pursues them
a length out of proportion
to his main subject, and appears
value them as a dialectical exercise, and for their own sake.
poetical vision of some order or hierarchy

of ideas or sciences

in
to
to
A
has

already
been floating before us in the Symposium
and the
Republic.
And in the Phaedrus this aspect of dialectic is further
sketched out, and the art of rhetoric is based on the division of
vf2
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Dialectic regarded as a process of division.
the characters

of mankind

into their

several

classes.

The same

love of divisions is apparent in the Gorgias.
But in a well-known
passage of the Philebus occurs the first criticism on the nature of
classification.
There we are exhorted not to fall into the common
error of passing from unity to infinity, but to find the intermediate
classes ; and we are reminded that in any process of generalization, there may be more than one class to which individuals may
be referred, and that we must carry on the process of division
until we have arrived at the infima s)Oecies.
These precepts are not forgotten, either in the Sophist or in
the Statesman.
The Sophist contains four examples of division,
carried on by regular steps, until in four different lines of descent
we detect the Sophist.
In the Statesman the king or statesman
is discovered by a similar process;
and we have a summary,
probably made for the first time, of possessions
appropriated by
the labour of man, which are distributed into seven classes.
We
are warned against preferring
--if we divide in the middle,

the shorter to the longer method ;
we are most likely to light upon

species ; at the same time, the important remark is made, that 'a
part is not to be confounded with a class.'
Having discovered the
genus under which the king falls, we proceed to distinguish him
from the collateral species.
To assist our imagination in making
this separation,
we require an example.
The higher ideas, of
which we have a dreamy knowledge, can only be represented
by
images taken from the external world.
But, first of all, the nature
of example is explained by an example.
The child is taught to
read by comparing the letters in words which he knows with the
same letters in unknown
combinations;
and this is the sort of
process which we are about to attempt.
As a parallel to the king
we select the worker in wool, and compare the art of weaving
with the royal science, trying to separate
inferior classes to which they are akin.
advantage,

that weaving

either of them from the
This has the incidental

and the web furnish

us with a figure of

speech, which we can afterwards transfer to the State.
There are two uses of examples or images--in
the first place,
they suggest thoughts--secondly,
In the infancy of philosophy,
pictures

is

natural to

man:

and only by use familiarized

they give them a distinct form.
as in childhood, the language
of
truth in the abstract is hardly won,
to the mind.

Examples

are akin to

TAe

use

of

eacam_les

." TAe

mean.

analogies, and have a reflex influence on thought;
the vacant mind, and may often originate
new
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they people
directions
of

enquiry.
Plato seems to be conscious of the suggestiveness
of
imagery ; the general analogy of the arts is constantly employed
by him as well as the comparison
of l_articular arts--weaving,
the refining of gold, the learning to read, music, statuary, painting,
medicine, the art of the pilot--all of which occur in this dialogue
alone: though he is also aware that 'comparisons
are slippery
things,' and may often give a false clearness to ideas.
We shall
find, in the Philebus, a division of sciences into practical and
speculative, and into more or less speculative : here we have the
idea of master-arts,
or sciences which control inferior
ones.
Besides the supreme science of dialectic, ' which will forget us, if
we forget her,' another master-science
for the first time appears
in view--the
science of government, which fixes the limits of all
the rest.
This conception of the political or royal science as, from
another point of view, the science of sciences, which holds sway
over the rest, is not originally found in Aristotle, but in Plato.
The doctrine that virtue and art are in a mean, which is familiarized to us by the study of the Nieomachean
Ethics, is also first
distinctly asserted in the Statesman of Plato. The too much and
the too little are in restless motion : they must be fixed by a mean,
which is also a standard external to them. The art of measuring
or finding a mean between excess and defect, like the principle of
division in the Phaedrus, receives a particular application to the
art of discourse.
The excessive
length of a discourse
may be
blamed ; but who can say what is excess, unless he is furnished
with a measure or standard ? Measure is the life of the arts, and
may some day be discovered to be the single ultimate principle in
which all the sciences are contained.
Other forms of thought
may be noted--the
distinction between causal and co-operative
arts, which may be compared with the distinction between
primary and co-operative causes in the Timaeus (46 D); or between cause and condition in the Phaedo (99) ; the passing mention of economical science;
the opposition of rest and motion,
which is found in all nature ; the general conception of two great
arts of composition
politics, dialectic;

and division, in which are contained weaving,
and in connexion with the conception of a

mean, the two arts of measuring.
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element

of

tire

dialogue.

In the Theaetetus,
Plato remarks that precision in the use of
terms, though sometimes pedantic, is sometimes necessary.
Here
he makes the opposite reflection, that there may be a philosophical disregard of words.
The evil of mere verbal oppositions,
the requirement
of an impossible accuracy in the use of terms, the
error of supposing that philosophy was to be found in language,
the danger of word-catching,
have frequently
been discussed by
him in the previous
dialogues, but nowhere
has the spirit of
modern inductive philosophy been more happily indicated than in
the words of the Statesman :--' If you think more
and less about words, you will be richer in wisdom
older' (_5i E).
A similar spirit is discernible
in
able expressions,
' the long and difficult language of

about things,
as you grow
the remarkfacts' (278 D) ;

and 'the

to obtain

interrogation

of every

nature,

in order

the

particular contribution of each to the store of knowledge'
(272 C).
Who has described 'the feeble intelligence
of all things'
given
by metaphysics
better than the Eleatic Stranger in the words'The higher ideas can hardly be set forth except
through
the
medium of examples;
every man seems to know all things in
a kind of dream, and then again nothing when he is awake'
(277 D)?
Or where is the value of metaphysical
pursuits more
truly expressed
than in the words,--' The greatest and noblest
things have no outward
image of themselves
visible to man:
therefore
we should learn to give a rational account of them'
(286A) ?
IlL The political aspects of the dialogue are closely connected
with the dialectical.
As in the Cratylus, the legislator has 'the
dialectician standing on his right hand ;' so in the Statesman, the
king or statesman is the dialectician,
who, although
he may be in
a private station, is still a king. Whether
he has the power or
not, is a mere accident;
or rather he has the power, for what
ought to be is ('Was ist verntlnftig,
das ist wirklich');
and he
ought to be and is the true governor of mankind.
There is a
reflection in this idealism of the Socratic ' Virtue is knowledge ;'
and, without idealism, we may remark that knowledge
is a great
part of power.
Plato does not trouble himself to construct a
machinery

by which

'philosophers

shall

be made

kings,'

the Republic : he merely holds up the ideal, and affirms
some sense science is really supreme over human life.

as in
that

in

Contemporary

kistory."

Pla/o's

ideal

of the king.

He is struck by the observation 'quam parv_, sapientlY, regitur
mundus,'
and is touched with a feeling of the ills which afflict
states.
The condition of Megara before and during the Peloponnesian War, of Athens
under the Thirty
and afterwards,
of
Syracuse
and the other Sicilian cities in their alternations
of
democratic
excess and tyranny,
might naturally
suggest
such
reflections.
Some states he sees already shipwrecked,
others
foundering
for want of a pilot;
and he wonders not at their
destruction,
but at their endurance.
For they ought to have
perished
long ago, if they had depended
on the wisdom of their
rulers.
The mingled pathos and satire of this remark is characteristic of Plato's later style.
The king is the personification
of political science.
And yet he
is something more than this,--the
perfectly good and wise tyrant
of the

Laws (iv. 7Io), whose will is better

than

any law.

He is

the special providence who is always interfering with and regulating all things.
Such a conception has sometimes been entertained by modern
theologians,
and by Plato himself, of the
Supreme
Being.
But whether
applied to Divine or to human
governors
the conception
is faulty for two reasons, neither of
which are noticed by Plato :--first, because all good government
supposes a degree of co-operation
in the ruler and his subjects,an 'education
in politics'as
well as in moral virtue; secondly,
because government,
whether Divine or human, implies that the
subject has a previous knowledge of the rules under which he is
living.
There is a fallacy, too, in comparing
unchangeable
laws
with a personal governor.
For the law need not necessarily
be
an 'ignorant and brutal tyrant,' but gentle and humane, capable of
being altered in the spirit of the legislator, and of being administered so as to meet the cases of individuals.
Not only in fact, but
in idea, both elements must remain--the
fixed law and the living
will ; the written word and the spirit ; the principles of obligation
and of freedom ; and their applications
whether
made by law or
equity in particular cases.
There are two sides from which positive laws may be attacked :
--either from the side of nature, which rises up and rebels against
them in the spirit of Callicles in the Gorgias ; or from the side of
idealism, which attempts
to soar above them,--and
this is the
spirit of Plato in the Statesman.
But he soon falls, like Icarus,
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Tk.e warp

and tke woof of tke Slate.
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and is content to walk instead of flying ; that is, to accommodate
himseff to the actual state of human things.
Mankind have long

raN.

been in despair of finding the true ruler ; and therefore are ready
to acquiesce in any of the five or six received forms of government
as better than none.
And the best thing which they can do
(though only the second best in reality),
state to the conditions of actual life. Thus
the

Laws,

we have

three

forms

is to reduce the
in the Statesman,

of government,

which

ideal
as in

we may

venture to term, (i) the ideal, (2) the practical, (3) the sophistical
--what
ought to be, what might he, what is. And thus Plato
seems to stumble, almost by accident, on the notion of a constitutional monarchy, or of a monarchy ruling by laws.
The divine foundations of a State are to be laid deep in education (Rep. iv. 423), and at the same time some little violence may
be used in exterminating natures which are incapable of education
(cp. Laws, x). Plato is strongly of opinion that the legislator, like
the physician, may do men good against their will (cp. Gorgias,
522 foil.). The human bonds of states are formed by the intermarriage of dispositions
adapted to supply the defects of each
other. As in the Republic, Plato has observed that there are
opposite natures in the world, the strong and the gentle, the
courageous and the temperate, which, borrowing an expression
derived from the image of weaving, he calls the warp and the
woof of human society.
To interlace these is the crowning
achievement
of political science.
In the Protagoras,
Socrates
was maintaining that there was only one virtue, and not many :
now Plato _s inclined to think that there are not only parallel, but
opposite virtues, and seems to see a similar opposition pervading
all art and nature.
But he is satisfied with laying down the principle, and does

not inform

us by what further

opposites is to be effected.
In the loose framework of a single dialogue

steps

the union

of

Plato has thus com-

bined two distinct subjects--politics
and method.
Yet they are
not so far apart as they appear:
in his own mind there was a
secret link of connexion between them.
For the philosopher
or
dialectician
• execution
important
remarks.

is also

the only

true

king

of his plan Plato has invented

or statesman.

In the

or distinguished

several

forms of thoughh and made incidentally many valuable
Questions of interest both in ancient and modern politics

The

law

and

the

iberson.
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also arise in the course of the dialogue, which may with advantage
be furtherconsideredby us :--

Statesman.
I.x.lovvc.
TION.

a. The imaginary ruler, whether
God or man, is above the law,
and is a law to himself and to others.
Among the Greeks as
among the Jews, law was a sacred name, the giR of God, the bond
of states.
But in the Statesman
of Plato, as in the New Testament, the word has also become the symbol of an imperfect
which is almost an evil. The law sacrifices the individual
universal,

and is the tyranny

of the

good,
to the

many over the few (cp. Rep.

i. 359). It has fixed rules which are the props of order, and will
not swerve or bend in extreme
cases.
It is the beginning of
political society, but there is something
higher--an
intelligent
ruler, whether
God or man, who is able to adapt himself to the
endless varieties of circumstances.
Plato is fond of picturing the
advantages which would result from the union of the tyrant who
has power with the legislator who has wisdom : he regards this as
the best and speediest way of reforming mankind.
But institutions cannot thus be artificially created, nor can the external
authority of a ruler impose laws for which a nation is unprepared.
The greatest power, the highest wisdom, can only proceed one or
two steps in advance of public opinion.
In all stages of civilization
human nature, after all our efforts, remains intractable,--not
like
clay in the hands of the potter, or marble under the chisel of the
sculptor.
Great changes occur in the history of nations, but they
are brought about slowly, like the changes in the frame of nature,
upon which the puny arm of man hardly makes an impression.
And, speaking generally, the slowest growths, both in nature and
in politics, are the most permanent.
b. Whether the best form of the ideal is a person or a law may
fairly be doubted.
The former is more akin to us: it clothes
itself in poetry and art, and appeals to reason more in the form
of feeling : in the latter there is less danger of allowing ourselves
to be deluded by a figure of speech.
The ideal of the Greek state
found an expression
in the deification of law: the ancient Stoic
spoke of a wise man perfect in virtue, who was fancifully said to
be a king ; but neither they nor Plato had arrived at the conception of a person who was also a law. Nor is ii easy for the
Christian to think of God as wisdom, truth, holiness, and also as
the wise,

true, and holy one.

He is always

wanting

to break
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Comparative

excellence

of forms

of governn_enL

Statesman. through
the abstraction
and interrupt
the law, in order that he
Impose.
may
present
to
himself
the
more
familiar
image of a divine friend.
TIOI_
While the impersonal
has too slender a hold upon the affections
to be made the basis of religion, the conception of a person on
the other hand tends to degenerate
into a new kind of idolatry.
Neither criticism nor experience
allows us to suppose that there
are interferences
with the laws of nature;
the idea is inconceivable to us and at variance with facts. The philosopher
or
theologian who could realize to mankind
that a person is a law,
that the higher rule has no exception, that goodness, like knowledge, is also power, would breathe a new religious life into the
world.
c. Besides
actual forms
of political
many or of
'the good'
reply: 'The

the imaginary
rule of a philosopher
or a God, the
of government
have to be considered.
In the infancy
science, men naturally ask whether the rule of the
the few is to be preferred.
If by 'the few' we mean
and by 'the many,' 'the bad,' there can be but one
rule of one good man is better than the rule of all

the rest, if they are bad.'
For, as Heraeleitus
says, ' One is ten
thousand if he be the best.'
If, however, we mean by the rule of
the few the rule of a class neither better nor worse than other
classes, not devoid of a feeling of right, but guided mostly by
a sense of their own intere3ts, and by the rule of the many the
rule of all classes, similarly under the influence of mixed motives,
no one would hesitate to answer--'
The rule of all rather than
one, because all classes are more likely to take care of all than
one of another;
and the government
has greater
power and
stability when resting on a wider basis.'
Both in ancient and
modern times the best balanced form of government
has been
held to be the best; and yet it should not be so nicely balanced
as to make action and movement impossible.
The statesman who builds his hope upon the aristocracy, upon
the middle classes, upon the people, will probably, if he have
sufficient experience
of them, conclude that all classes are much
alike, and that one is as good as another, and that the liberties of
no class are safe in the hands of the rest.
The higher ranks have
the advantage in education and manners, the middle and lower
in industry and self-denial;
in every class, to a certain extent,
a natural sense of right prevails, sometimes
communicated
from

Natural

rulers

and natural

subjects.

the low.er to the higher, sometimes from the higher to the lower,
which is too strong for class interests.
There have been crises
in the history of nations, as at the time of the Crusades or the
Reformation,
or the French Revolution, when the same inspiration has taken hold of whole peoples, and permanently
raised
the sense of freedom and justice among mankind.
But even supposing
the different
classes of a nation, when
viewed impartially,
to be n on a level with each other in moral
virtue, there remain two considerations
of opposite kinds which
enter into the problem of government.
Admitting of course that
the upper and lower classes are equal in the eye of God and
of the law, yet the one may be by nature fitted to govern and the
other to be governed.
A ruling caste does not soon altogether
lose the governing
qualities, nor a subject class easily acquire
them. Hence the phenomenon
so often observed in the old Greek
revolutions,
and not without parallel in modern times, that the
leaders of the democracy have been themselves
of aristocratic
origin.
The people are expecting to be governed
by representatives
of their own, but the true man of the people either
never appears, or is quickly altered by circumstances.
T.heir
real wishes hardly make themselves
felt, although their lower
interests and prejudices
may sometimes be flattered and yielded
to for the sake of ulterior objects by those who have political
power.
They will often learn by experience
that the democracy
has become a plutocracy.
The influence ofwealth,
though not
the enjoyment
of it, has become diffused among the poor as well
as among the rich ; and society, instead of being safer, is more at
the mercy of the tyrant, who, when things are at the worst,
obtains a guard--that
is, an army--and
announces himself as the
saviour.
The other consideration
is of an opposite kind. Admitting that
a few wise men are likely to be better governors than the unwise
many, yet it is not in their power to fashion an entire people
according to their behest.
When with the best intentions
the
benevolent
despot begins his r_gime, he finds the world hard to
move.
A succession of good kings has at the end of a century
left the people an inert and unchanged
mass.
The Roman world
was not permanently
improved by the hundred years of Hadrian
and the Antonines.

The kings of Spain

during the last century
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Wisdom and _ower mus/ in some way be combined.

Sta2uman. were at least equal to any contemporary sovereigns in virtue and
lwrtov_ability. In certain states of the world the means are wanting to
'rIoN.
render a benevolent power effectual. These means are not a
mere external organization of posts or telegraphs, hardly the
introduction of new laws or modes of industry. A change must
be made in the spirit of a people as well as in their externals.
The ancient legislator did not really take a blank tablet and
inscribe upon it the rules which reflection and experlenee had
taught him to be for a nation's interest; no one would have
obeyed him if he had. But he took the customs which he found
already existing in a half-civilized state of society: these he reduced to form and inscribed on pillars; he defined what had
before been undefined, and gave certainty to what was uncertain.
No legislation ever sprang, like Athene, in full power, out of the
head either of God or man.
Plato and Aristotle are sensible of the difficulty of combining
the wisdom of the few with the power of the many. According
to Plato, he is a physician who has the knowledge of a physician,
and he is a king who has the knowledge of a king. But how the
king, one or more, is to obtain the required power, is hardly at all
considered by him. He presents the idea of a perfect government, but except the regulation for mixing different tempers in
marriage, he never makes any provision for the attainment of it.
Aristotle, casting aside ideals, would place the government in
a middle class of citizens, sufficiently numerous for stability,
without admitting the populace; and such appears to have been
the constitution which actually prevailed for a short time at
Athens--the rule of the Five Thousand--characterized
by Thucydides as the best government of Athens which he had known.
It may however be doubted how far, either in a Greek or modern
state, such a limitation is practicable or desirable ; for those who
are lea outside the pale will always be dangerous to those who
are within, while on the other hand the leaven of the mob can
hardly affect the representation of a great country. There is
reason for the argument in favour of a property qualification;
there is reason also in the arguments of those who would include
all and so ekhaust the political situation.
The true answer to the question is relative to the eireummaneea
of nations. How can we get the greatest intelligence combined

The law and'laissez-faire.'
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_ith the greatest
power ? The ancient legislator would have
found this question more easy than we do. For he would have
required that all persons who had a share of government
should
have received their education from the state and have borne her
burdens, and should have served in her fleets and arnlies.
though we sometimes
hear the cry that we must 'educate

But
the

masses, for they are our masters,' who would listen to a proposal
that the franchise should be confined to the educated or to those
who fulfil political duties ? Then again, we know that the masses
are not our masters, and that they are more likely to become so
if we educate them.
In modern politics so many interests have
to be consulted that we are compelled to do, not what is best, but
what is possible.
d. Law is the first principle of society, but it cannot supply all
the wants of society, and may easily cause more evils than it
cures.
Plato is aware of the imperfection
of law in failing to
meet the varieties of circumstances
: he is also aware that human
llfe would be intolerable
if every detail of it were placed under
legal regulation.
It may be a great evil that physicians should
kill their patients or captains cast away their ships, but it would
be a far greater evil if each particular in the practice of medicine
or seamanship
were regulated
by law.
Much has been said in
modern times about the duty of leaving men to themselves,
which
is supposed
to be the best way of taking care of them.
The
question
is often asked, What are the limits of legislation in
relation to morals ? And the answer is to the same effect, that
morals must take care of themselves.
There is a one-sided truth
in these answers, if they are regarded
as condemnations
of the
interference
with commerce
in the last century or of clerical
persecution
in the Middle Ages.
But 'laissez-faire'
is not the
best but only the second best.
What the best is, Plato does
not attempt
to determine;
he only contrasts
the imperfection
of law with the wisdom of the perfect ruler.
Laws should be just, but they must also be certain, and we are
obliged to sacrifice something of their justice to their certainty.
Suppose a wise and good judge, who paying little or no regard to
the law, attempted

to decide

with

perfect justice

the cases that

were brought before him. To the uneducated
person he would
appear to be the ideal of a judge.
Such justice has been often

Statesman.
I_,oDvcT,o,.
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Advanlages

off" the rule of law.

Sgagesn_n. exercised in primitive times, or at the present day among eastern
lm_oD_¢- rulers.
But in the first place it depends entirely on the personal
noN.
character of the judge.
He may be honest, but there is no check
upon his dishonesty, and his opinion can only be overruled, not
by any principle of law, but by the opinion of another judging
like himself without law. In the second place, even if he be ever
so honest, his mode of deciding
questions would introduce an
element
of uncertainty
into human life;
no one would know
beforehand
what would happen to him, or would seek to conform
in his conduct to any rule of law. For the compact which the
law makes with men, that they shall be protected
if they observe

the law in their dealings with one another, would have to be
substituted
another principle of a more general character,
that
they shall be protected
by the law if they act rightly in their
dealings with one another.
The complexity of human actions and
also the uncertainty
of their effects woLald be increased tenfold.
For one of the principal
advantages
of law is not merely that
it enforces honesty, but that it makes men act in the same way,
and requires
them to produce the same evidence of their acts.
Too many laws may be the sign of a corrupt and overcivilized
state of society, too few are the sign of an uncivilized one; as
soon as commerce begins to grow, men make themselves
customs
which have the validity of laws.
Even equity, which is the
exception
to the law, conforms to fixed rules and lies for the
most part within the limits of previous decisions.
IV. The bitterness of the Statesman
is characteristic
of Plato's
later style, in which the thoughts of youth and love have fled
away, and we are no longer attended by the Muses or the Graces.
We do not venture to say that Plato was soured by old age,
but certainly the kindliness
and courtesy of the earlier dialogues
have disappeared.
He sees the world under
grimmer
aspect:
he is dealing with the reality
with visions or pictures of them:
he is seeking

a harder
and
of things, not
by the aid of

dialectic only, to arrive at truth.
He is deeply impressed
with
the importance
of classification:
in this alone he finds the true
measure
of human things;
and very often in the process of
division curious results are obtained.
For the dialectical
art is
no respecter
of persons:
to the philosopher.
There

king and vermin-taker
are all alike
may have been a time when the king

The bitterness and cym'cism of Plato.

447

was a god, but he now is pretty much on a level with his subjects
in breeding
and education.
Man should be well advised that
he is only one of the animals, and the Hellene
in particular
should be aware that he himself was the author of the distinction
between

Hellene

and

Barbarian,

and

that

the Phrygian

would

equally divide mankind into Phrygians
and Barbarians, and that
some intelligent
animal, like a crane, might go a step further,
and divide the animal world into cranes and all other animals.
Plato

cannot

help

laughing

(cp. Theaet.

174 ) when

he thinks

of the king running after his subjects, like the pig-driver or the
bird-taker.
He would seriously have him consider how many
competitors
there are to his throne, chiefly among the
serving-men.
A good deal of meaning is lurking in the
sion -' There is no art of feeding mankind worthy tile
There is a similar depth in the remark,--'
The wonder
states is not that they are short-lived, but that they last so
spite of the badness of their rulers.'
V. There is also a paradoxical clement
dehghts
in reversing
which to the Greek
ignorant

and brutal

the accustomed
was the highest
tyrant--the

tyrant

in the Statesman

class of
expresname.'
about
long in
which

use of words.
The law
object of reverence
is an
is converted

into a bene-

ficent king.
The sophist
too is no longer, as in the earlier
dialogues,
the rival of the statesman,
but assumes
his form.
Plato sees that the ideal of the state in his own day is more
and more severed
from the actual.
From such ideals as he
had once formed, he turns away to contemplate
the decline of
the Greek cities which were far worse now in his old age than
they had been in his youth, and were to become worse and worse
in the ages which followed.
He cannot contain his disgust at
the contemporary
statesmen, sophists who had turned politicians,
in various forms of men and animals, appearing, some like lions
and centaurs,
others like satyrs and monkeys.
In this new
disguise the Sophists make their last appearance
on the scene :
in the Laws Plato appears to have forgotten them, or at any
rate makes only a slight allusion to them in a single passage
(Laws x, 9o8 D).
VI. The Statesman
is naturally connected
with the Sophist.
At first sight we are surprised
to find that the Eleatic Stranger
discourses
to us, not only concerning
the nature of Being and

Statesman.
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The

relation

of the Statesman

to other dialogues.

.Statesman. Not-being, but concerning the king and statesman.
We perceiver
lwrtoDuc,
however, that there is no inappropriateness
in his maintaining
TION.
the character
of chief speaker, when we remember
the close
connexion which is assumed by Plato to exist between politics
and dialectic.
In both dialogues the Proteus Sophist is exhibited,
first, in the disguise of an Eristic, secondly, of a false statesman.
There are several lesser features which the two dialogues have
in common.
The styles and the situations of the speakers
are
very similar ; there is the same love of division, and in both of

them the mind of the writer is greatly occupied about method,
to which he had
' Philosopher.'

probably

intended

to return

in the

projected

The Statesman
stands midway between the Republic and the
Laws, and is also related to the Timaeus.
The mythical
or
cosmical element reminds
us of the Timaeus,
the ideal of the
Republic.
A previous chaos in which the elements as yet were
not, is hinted at both in the Timaeus and Statesman.
The same
ingenious arts of giving verisimilitude
to a fiction are practised
in both dialogues, and in both, as well as in the myth at the
end
and

of the Republic, Plato
free-will.
The words

touches on the subject of necessity
in which he describes
the miseries

of states seem to be an amplification
of the ' Cities will never
cease from ill' of the Republic.
The point of view in both is
the same;
and the differences
not really important,
e.g. in the
myth, or in the account of the different
kinds of states.
But
the treatment of the subject in the Statesman is fragmentary,
and
the shorter and later work, as might be expected, is less finished,
and less worked out in detail.
The idea of measure
and the
arrangement
of the sciences supply connecting
links both with
the Republic and the Philebus.
More than any of the preceding dialogues, the Statesman seems
to approximate
in thought and language to the Laws.
There is
the same decline and tendency to monotony in style, the same
self-consciousness,
awkwardness,
and over-civility
(cp. 257 A,
u63 B, u65 B, 277 A, B, u83 C, 286 B, 293 A) ; and in the Laws
is contained the pattern of that second best form of government,
which, after all, is admitted
to be the only attainable
one in
this world.
The 'gentle
violence,'
the marriage
of dissimilar
natures, the figure of the warp and the woof, are also found

The genuineness

of the dialogue.
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in the Laws.
Both expressly recognize the conception of a first
or ideal state, which has receded into an invisible heaven.
Nor

Statesman.
I_RODUC-

does the account of the origin and growth of society really differ
in them, if we make allowance for the mythic character of the
narrative
in the Statesman.
The virtuous tyrant is common to
both of them ; and the Eleatie Stranger takes up a position similar
to that of the Athenian Stranger in the Laws.
VII. There would have been little disposition
to doubt the

T,o_.

genuineness

of the

Sophist

and

Statesman,

if they

had

been

compared
with the Laws rather
than with the Republic,
and
the Laws had been received, as they ought to be, on the authority
of Aristotle and on the ground of their intrinsic excellence,
as
an undoubted
work of Plato.
The detailed consideration
of the
genuineness

and order of the Platonic

dialogues

has been reserved

for another place : a few of the reasons for defending the Sophist
and Statesman
may be given here.
x. The excellence,
importance,
and metaphysical
originality
of the two dialogues:
no works at once so good and of such
length
are known
to have proceeded
from the hands of a
forger.
2. The resemblances
in them to other dialogues of Plato are
such as might be expected
to be found in works of the same
author, and not in those of an imitator, being too subtle and
minute to have been invented by another.
The similar
and turns of thought are generally inferior to the parallel
in his earlier writings;
and we might _i priori have
that, if altered_ they would have been improved.
But

passages
passages
expected
the com-

parison of the Laws proves that this repetition of his own thoughts
and words in an inferior form is characteristic
of Plato's later
style.
3. The

close connexion

ides, and Philebus,

involves

of them

with the Theaetetus,

the fate of these

dialogues,

Parmenas well as

ofthetwo suspectedones.
4-The suspicion
of them seems mainly toreston a presumption
that in Plato's writings we may expect to find an uniform type of
doctrine and opinion.
But however we arrange
the order, or
narrow the circle of the dialogues, we must admit that they exhibit
a growth and progress
of change or progress
VOL.

IV.

in the mind of Plato.
And the appearance
is not to be regarded
as impugning the
G

g
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genuineness
of any particular writings, but may be even an argument in their favour.
If we suppose the Sophist and PoHtieus to
stand halfway between the Republic and the Laws, and in near
connexion with the Theaetetus,
the Parmenides,
the Philebus, the
arguments
against them derived from differences of thought and
style disappear
or may be said without paradox in some degree to
confirm their genuineness.
There is no such interval
between
the Republic or Phaedrus
and the two suspected
dialogues, as
that which separates
all the earlier writings of Plato from the
Laws.
And the Theaetetus,
Parmenides,
and Philebus,
supply
links, by which, however different from them, they may be reunited

with the great

body of the Platonic

writings.

STATESMAN.
PERSONS

steph.

OF TIlE DIALOGUe.

THEODORUS.

THE

ELEATIC

SOCRATES.

TItE

YOUNGER

Socrates.

l/
STRANGER.
SOCRATES.

I owe you many thanks, indeed, Theodorus,

for Stalesman.

257 the ae_nce

both of Theaetetus and of the Stranger.
And in a little while, Socrates, you will owe me
,qiree times as many, when they have completed for you the
/ delineation of the State_.._._ssman
and of the Philoso_
as well

/

\

___.__.

Soc. Sophist, statesman,p p_er!
0 my dear Theo"-. dorus, do my ears truly witness that this is the estimate
_ "r6vmed_m
by the great calculator and geometrician _•
Theod. What"ff6-you_e-rates
_ ...........
-""
Soc. I mean that you rate them all at the same value,
whereas they are really separated by an interval, which no
geometrical ratio can express,
Theod. By Ammon, the god of Cyrenq, 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 Sty.
or with

Soc,A_,,.
"r.Eo_o_us,
s.,A._,.,.
Only a
third of
our task m

_therd°ne'
or
muchless
than a; such
third
a geometrician
as Theo-

dorusmust
knowStatesthat
the
man rises
abovethe
Sophist,
and the
Philosopher
abovethe

the __hichever
he prefers•
Statesman,
Stranger. That is my duty, Theodorus ; having begun I _t_°geomust go on, and not. leave the work unfinished.
But what metrical
shall be done with Theaetetus ?
ratio.
TheM. I n what respect ?
Str. Shall we relieve him, and take his companion, the
Young Socrates, instead of him ? What do you advise ?
Gg2

_£_

._' a.2-'

,,, <
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The

urbanity

of Socrages.

Stalesman.
Theod. Yes, give the other a turn, as you propose.
The
SO_RAT_ young always do better when they have intervals of rest.
T._o.o_us,
Soc. I think, Stranger, that both of them may be said to be
STRANGER_
Vo_._
in some way related to me ; for the one, as .you affirm, has 258
so_^T_s, the cut of my ugly face 1 the other is called by my name.
And we should always be on the look-out to recognize a
Socrates
kinsman by the style of his conversation.
I myself was
encourages
discoursing with Theaetetus yesterday, and I have just been
his
young
namesake
listening
to his answers; my namesake I have not y.et
todis- examined,but I must. Another timewilldo forme ; to-day
COUrS_
with
the lethim answeryou.
Stranger. 517".
Very good. Young Socrates,
do you hearwhat the
elderSocratesisproposing?
Young Socrates. I do.
Str. And do you agree to his proposal ?
Y. Soc. Certainly.
After the
Sir. As you do not object, still less can I. Afte_..khe
comes
Sophistthe

__phi.st, then, I think =_that t_atura]___follows
Statesman. next in the order of enquiry.
And please to say, whether
he, too, should be ranked among those who have science.
Y. Soc. Yes.
Str. Then the sciences must be divided as before ?

Y. Soc. I dare say.
Str. But yet the division will not be the same ?
Y. Soc. How then ?
Str. They will be divided at some other point.
Y. Soc. Yes.
Where
among the
sciences

shall we
discover
his path

Str. 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.
Y. Soc. To find the path is your business,
not mine.
Str. Yes, Socrates, but the discovery,
must be yours as well as mine.
Y. Soc. Very good.
I Str.

Well,

and

are

not

arithmetic

J Cp. Theaet.

143 E.

Stranger,

and

when once made,

and

certain

other

The

'path'

of the

king

kind_red arts, merel_¢ abstract
from action ?
Y. Soc. True.
Str.

or statesman.

knowledge,

But in the art of carpentering

not only kno'w_,_-uT'_ffe'aqso-makes
I the
knowle__'__.me'rged
did not
exist.
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wholly separated

States#_an.
sT,,,_,.
v....
SOCRA'rEs.

and all other handicrafts,
-th_n-gs which previously
in hiswork;
he

Y. Soc. Certainly.
_- ) Str. Then let us divide sciences in general into thosewhich _lences
(._ are practical and t'_ose W.lxtc/a_llectual.
,,.__
: _reealP_C"
Y. Soc. Let us assume these two divisions of science, intellectual.
which is one whole.
Slr. 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.
259
Y. Soc. Let me hear.
Sir. 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 ?
Y. Soc. Yes.
Str. And if any one who is in a private station is able to We note \
advise the ruler of a country, may ............
not he be said to have the s___enc-"-emay
that royal Ii
knowledge which the ruler himself ought to have?
Y..b'oc. True.
Soc.

]
]

2-

sessed by

•
private
But surely the science
of a true king is royal science ? amanas

Str.
Y.

be_s

Yes..,.,--.:.atwell

]

/

as by

.

Sir.And willnothe who possesses
thisknowledge,whether th_'t'_'
_°'_/

hehappens
tobea lerora
•

.

"

,

househol"*'_Tdl

only in reference to his art, be truly called 'royal ?
Y. Soc. He certainly ought to be.
Str. And the householder and master are the same ?
Y. Soc. Of course,
Str. Again,

a large household

con-master.cerned
state
:-will
_•
they differ at all,
Y. Soc. They will not.
Str. Then, returning to the
discussing, do we not clearly
all of them; and this science

may be compared
as far as government

to a small
is

point which we were just now
see that there is one science of
may be called either royal or

is likea

]

.'

z-"r-.¢_

__,_,

small
state;
whence
we

drawthe
inference
that
king,
statesman,

householderare '\k_
,
the same.

-

7
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The

king

does

not

_oork

with

his

hands.

political or economical ; we will not quarrel with any one
about the name.
Y. Soc. Certainly not.
Str. This, too, is evident, that the king _:annot 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.
Y. Soc. Clearly not.
Theroyal I Str. Then, shall we say that the king has a greater affinity
Statesnurn.

sT_,._,
Voo,,_
SOC_A_rg._

_ieaa_erhaS/to
knowledge than to manual
grea
altinity to / general ?
knowledge
Y. Soc. Certainly he has.
than
to the
manu_a /_

Sir.

arts

Then we may put all together

and

to practical

life in

as one and the same m

practicalam
or to _tatesmanship
and the statesman--the
kingly science and the
life.
/Icing.
Y. Soc. Clearly.
Str. And now we shall only be proceeding in due order if
we go on to divide the sphere of knowledge .9
Y. Soc. XPerygood.
- ........
Str. Think whether you can find any joint or parting in
knowledge.
Y. Soc. "Tell me of what sort.
Arithmetic Sir. Such as this: You may remember
is
art of calculation ?
of the
one type
kind
ofabstract
Y. Soc. Yes.

that we made an

Sir. Which was, unmistakeably, one of the arts of knowledge ?
the art of
Y. Soc. Certainly.
building of
another,-Sir. And to this art of calculation which discerns the
which
differences'of
numbers shall we as_iign any 0th'_r function
commands, except to. pass jud-'g_ent on their differenqes ?
Y. Soc. How could we ?
Sir. You know that the master-builder
does not work himscience.-which
judges ;

self, but is the ruler of workmen
Y. Soc. Yes.
Sir. He contributes
Y. Soc. True.

knowledge,

Sir. And may therefore
retical
s_
Y. Soc. Quite true.

?
not manual labour ?

be justly

said to share

in theo-260

Tke

'pargings'

of gke arts.
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Sir. Buthe
ought not, like the calculator, to regard his Stalesn_.n.
functions as at an end when he has formed a judgment;-sT,a,_
he-inu_/, assign to the individual wolkmen _c_, aptYff6pn_
vouN_
_CltA'rl_.
task until they have completed the work.
Y. Soc. True.
Sir. Are not all such sciences, no less than arithmetic and
the like, subjects of pure knowledge;
and is not the difference between the two classes, that the one sort has the
power ofjudgin_ only, and the other of rul_[_ng.as wel! ? ....
Y..._oc. i'hat is evident.
Sir. May we not very pro_.rJ_y say, that of _dge_
there are two divisions_hich
rules, and the h_ek
which ju_
Y?'S_oc. I should think so.
Sir. And when men have anything to do in common, that
they should be of one mind is surely a desirable thing ?
Y. So¢. Very true.
Sir. Then while we are at unity among ourselves, we need
not mind about the fancies of others ?
Y. Soc. Certainly not.
Str. 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 co/h'mand--'Tdi" _6 iS a ruler?
Y. Soc. The latter, clearly•
........
Sir. Then we must see whether there is a0_5'mark of
division in the art of command too. I am inclined to think
th£t there is a distinction similar to that of manufacturer and

The king's
knowledge
is of the
commandlagsort,
and
falls
in that
divisionof
it
whichis
supreme.

retail dealer, which parts off the king from the herald,
Y. Stw. How is this ?

not su_rdiaate.

.Sir. Why, does not the retailer receive and sell over again
the productions of others, which have been sold before ?
Y. So¢. Certainly he does.
Sir. And is not the herald under command, and does he
not recel_
an_'fi l_ls turn gtve them to others ?
Y..-qov. Very true.
....
Sir. Then shall wP mintrle thP Itin_lv art in the same class
with the art of
proph_
and
co'remand ; or,
manufacturers,

. " ¢._.,"

the herald, the interpreter, the boatswain, the
_
•
•
the numeroils
l¢indred arts 'wl3ich-'_cerclseM t,'t_
as in the precedin'_com---'p'-a'_lson_We spoke of...¢_.__
or sellers for themselves, and of retailers,-_

¢

_
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The

art

of command

dimde'd.

staUs,,ta., seeing, too, that the class of supreme rulers, or rulers for
sr.^_._.,
themselves,
is almost nameless--shall
we make a word
Vo_,_soo._,._
following 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.
Y. Soc. Very good.
Sir. Thus a very _
has been attained between 26t
the man who gives his own commands, and him who gives
another's.
And now _e
supremCff6_ber allows
of'aT_y further division.
ql_'5_7"_y
all means.
Str. I think that it does ; and please to assist me in making

_
_!

•i

_

the division.

//'Comm////_-"a'r_l

_.

///

I!

_" salteo_.t

,:
'_'

isforthel

/'_,

'_
,_
?,
'i
•
,
)!

o
'

_
kwhieh is

t9 eomnla..nd for the

sake of produ_hing
?
Str. Nor is there any difficulty in dividing the things pro__ainly.
duce dinto two classes.
"--IC.Soc. How would you divide them ._f
\
Sir. Of the whole class, some h_e life and sohae are
without life.
_z_"S_. True.

|_ther

_(I)

of life-

g/less, or

_funefion
\the

\

Y. Soc. At what point ?
One part may be set over the production of lifeless,
the other of livin_ objects ; and in this way the who]_"_
•
be divided.
Y. Soc. Certainly.
Slr.

_b/ l (a) of living

J

supposed

Str. And by the help of this distinction we may make, if
we please, a subdivision of the section of knowledge which
commands.

;. .t/t' I objects.:;[ _lv I The latter
"'i_/_
I is the

!

Y. Soc. At what point?
Str. Ma2_ not all rulersbe.

of

king ;

Slr. That division, then, is complete ; and now we may
leave one half, and take up the other; which may also be
into
two.
Y. Soc. Which of the two halves do you mean "?

divided

Str. Of _which
exercises command abxaa-.animals.z, l_r, surely, the royal science is not like that of a
master-workman,
a science presiding over lifeless objects ;-

No

matter

about

the king has a nobler function,
arid control of livin_ings.
I_..boc. True.

words.

which is the management
_

Slr. 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 ?
Y. Soc. True.
Sir. But th.__statesman is not a tender of individuals-not
""
like the driver or groom of a single ox or horse'i he_.is
rather otR._becompared with the keeper of a d_roy:eof horses
or oxen.
-'3_.Soc. Yes, I see, thanks to you.
Sir. Shall we call this art of tending
many animals
together, the art of managing a herd, or the art of collective
management ?
Y. Soc. No matter ;--whichever suggests itself to us in the
course of conversation,
Sir. 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,
leaving the discussion of the name,--can
you see a way in
262 which a person, by showing the art of h'_vdlng to be of t_0
kihd_, .,ay cause that which IS r_ow soug-Et-_/fi6h-g_VLwice
.........
_
the
nUmbei
_ oSth___
_.h__tyrrlQ_ngsthalf that
nlJ_"
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Statesman.
ST,A_.,,
Yov_
SOCP.XTES.
andhe
is the
manager.
not merely
ofindi-

viduals,
of creature,but
unitedin
no_ks.

It matters
notcall
whether
we
hisart
managing
a herd or
collective
management. If
a manis
not too
particular
about
words,he
willbeaU
the richer
in wisdom
when he
grows old.

_.Soc.
I will try ;--there appears to me to be one management of men and another of beasts,

Manage-

Sir. 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,
Y. Soc. What is the err'ffrr?
Sir. I think that we had better not cut off a single small
portion which is not a species, from many larger portions;
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 impression 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

twoherdskinds,iS
of
--of men.
and
of
beasts.--

|':

But not

:

so fast.
Wehave
omitted
inter-

!

ment of

mediate

steps,

havingonly
cut offone
class
from
aUtherest.

"

}

.-

)
!
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.:

Starer,ha,,. more likely way of finding classes.
Attention to this prinST,a_,.
ciple makes all the difference in a process of enquiry.
Voo_
Y. Soc. What do you mean, Stranger ?
._7amT_t_
Str. 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.
Y. Soc. What was tile error of which, as you say, we were

._

:
i_
_

Hene_es
Sir. The error was just as if some one who wanted to
and bar-is divide the human race, were to divide them after the fashion
barians
a similar which prevails in this part of the world; here they cut off
exampleof the Hellenes as one species, and all the other species of
false
division,
mankind, which are innumerable, and have no ties or cornmon language, they include under the single name of ' barbarians,' and because they have one name they are supposed
to be of one species also. Or suppose that in dividing

_:
[i
',;
_i
_
_:

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

A class is a part, but a part is not a c'iass.

guiltyin our recentdivision?

•
'!

Ii
[_
Ii

Partand

_;
"_"_
_!
;,

cass.

or Phrygians,
them
into male orand
anyfemale
other ; tribe,
and only
and separated
arrayed them
off Lydians
against
the rest of the world, when you could no longer make a
division into parts which were also classes.
263
Y. Soc. Very true ; but I wish that this distinction between

_
_

a part and a class could still be made somewhat plainer.
Str. 0 Socrates, best of men, you are imposing upon me
a very difficult task. We have already digressed further
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
dec_iT/are--

against

im_

that _o_-_,--h_ard

.X:gooWhat
. ?

,

Str.

That a classand a part are distinct.

me

The

logic

of cranes.
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Y. Soc. What did I hear, then ?

Starts,nan.

Slr. That a class is necessarily __is
no s.... c_
similar necessity that a part should.be .a class; that is the voo:,_
view'-whic_always
wish you to attribute to me, so_,_._.
Socrates..
-"YT_oc. So be it.
Sir. There is another thing which I should like to know.
Y. Soc. What is it ?
Str. The point at which we digrc_ssed; for, if I am not
mistaken, the _was
at the question, Where you
would divide the management
of herds.
To this y'_"6"f-appeared-rather
too ready to'answer
that there were two
species of animals; man being one, and al! brutes making
Y. Soc. True.
Sir. I thought that in taking away a part, you imagined
that the remainder formed a class, because you were able to
call them by the common name of brutes.
Y. So¢. That again is true.
Slr. Suppose now, O most courageous
of dialecticians,
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 together
all the others, including man, under the appellation of
brutes,--here
would be the sort of error which we must try
to avoid.
Y. Soc. How can we be safe ?
Str. If we do not divide the whole class of animals, we

The
crane
would
divide
living
creatures
into 'cranes
and all
other
animals.'

shall be less likely to fall into mat error.
Y. Soc. We had better not take the whole ?
Sir. Yes, there
division.
Y. Soc. How ?

lay the

source

of error

in our

former

Sir. 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 ?
Y. Soc. Yes.
264

Str. In that case, there was already implied a division of In
ourwe
haste
all animals int&..gg_.lUl.d__!d__L32aose whose nature can be omittedthe

d
i
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Land

"!
J
!

5"tatesn_an.

division

of

animals
'
"
!
3;
g;
"

i

tamed are called
are_
_I'rue.

s_._*,
Vo_._
SOCRATgS.

. It, .
_,i'_ ,t"

7

/I

wager

kerds.

tame, and those which caonot

Sir. And ,,.__.
the..............
political
I and ever was concerned

intowtame
and
t|

and

be tamed

scier/ce
of which. we a.re in. scare
-- s_h is
.
with tame animals, and is also con-

fine(_ls.__
to

.___
Yes.
Sir. 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 mistake
has already brought upon us the misfortune of which the
proverb speaks.
Y. Soc. What misfortune ?
]'I. ,_OC.

_
_,

Sir. The misfortune of too much hast.e___hich is too little
s_eed.
Y. Soc. And all the better, Stranger;
we got what we
deserved.

y
iL
_
:_

Str. Very well: Let us then begin again, and endeavour
to divide the collective rearing of animals ; for probably the
completion of the argument will best show what you are so
anxious to know. Tell me, then-Y. Soc. What ?

_,

The

"

collective
rearing of

/

animals

-,

includes
the rearing

'_
;-

ofbothland

and water
herds.

Sir. 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 ?
r. Soc. Yes, to be sure, I have seen them, and I have
often heard the others described.
Str. 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 ?
Y. Soc. Certainly.
Slr. I asked you, because here is a r_w division .Rf_lhe
management of herds, into the managen_ent of]and and of
_?_rds.
-"
Y. Soc. There is.
Sir. And do you agree that we ought to divide the collective rearing of herds into two corresponding
parts, the

Tke

longer

way.
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on_e the rearing of water, and the othe_d
States,,u_n.
herds ?
s__A._ou.
YouN_
."_oc.
Yes.
so_,T_.,_
Str. There is surely no need to ask which of these two
contains the royal art, for it is evident to everybody.
Y. Soc. Certainly.
Str. Any one can divide the herds which feed on dry.. _na heros
land ?
areofflying
or walking
animals.

Y. Soc. How would you divide them ?
Sir. I should distinguish
those which walk.
_ost
true.

between

those
.wh__. ich..fi.y and
_P_

Str. And where shall we look for ihe political animal ? _/_._._.._¢.
Might.not an idiot, so to speak_r;o_'_s-_e_gff.i_/ii?
_
/../_
Y. 5oc. Certainly.
Sir. The art of managing
the walking animal has to
._tc 7

divided, just as you might halve .aJa_ even
_Soc.
Clearly.
265 Str. 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.
Y. Soc. Cannot we have both ways ?
Str. Together?
What a thing to ask! but, if you take
them in turn, you clearly may.
Y. Soc. Then I should like to have them in turn.
Str. 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
,

. _

number.
be further

At this
point
we
may
take
either a
shorter

or a longer

way.

Let us

begin

with

with your desire, let us begin with the longer way ; while we thelonger
are fresh, we shall get on better.
And now attend to the one.
division.
Y. Soc. Let me hear.
Str. The tam_aslimalwa_
nature into two classes,
17_.boo. Uponwhat principle ?

di_ributed

by Thetame
walking
and
herding

.
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New

divisions

of Ao;ds.

Statesman.
Str. The one grows horns;
and the othe_out
s_aA.c_,
horns.
vo._
,_nA'r F.s.
Y. Soc. Clearly.
aoimals
Str. Suppose that you divide the science which manages
fall into
pedestrian animals into two corresponding
parts, and define
twoc_sses,
them
;
for
if
you
try
to
invent
names
for
them,
you will find
as they are
withor
the intricacy too great.
without
Y. Soc. How must I speak of them, then ?
horns ;
Sir. In this way: let the science of managing pedestrian
animals be divided into two parts, and one part assigned
to the horned herd, and the other to the herd that has
no horns.
Y. Soc. All that y6u say has been abundantly proved, and
may therefore be assumed.
Sir. The king is clearly the shepherd
of a polled herd,
who have no horns.
Y. Soc. That is evident.

and the
htter
into
those who
doanddo
notr_x
the breed.

TheSta_man has to
do with the
unmixed.

Dogsare
not herding
animals,
and may
fl_efo_
be excluded,

Slr. Shall we break up this hornless herd into sections,
and endeavour to assign to him what is his ?
Y..Soc. By all means.
Str. 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.
Y. Soc. What ?
Slr. I mean that horses and asses naturally breed from
one another.
Y. Soc. Yes.
Sir. But the remainder
of the hornless herd of tame
animals will not mix the breed.
Y. Soc. Very true.
Str. And of which has the Statesman
charge,--of
the
mixed or of the unmixed race ?
Y. Soc. Clearly of the unmixed.
Str. I suppose that we must divide this again as before.
Y. Soc. We must.
Sir. Every tame and herding animal has now been split 266
up, with the exception of two species ; for I hardly think
that dogs should be reckoned among gregarious animals.
Y. Soc. Certainly not; but how shall we divide the two
remaining species ?

,4

matkematical

joke.

Sir. There is a measure
of difference which
appropriately
employed by you and Theaetetus,
students of geometry,
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may be Statesman.
who are s,_,_,,.
vou_
SO0_AT'/t.S.

Y. Soc. What is that ?
Sir. The diameter; and, again, the diameter of a diameterk
Y. Soc. What do you mean _•
Sir. How does man walk, but as a diameter whose power
is two feet ?
Y. Soc. Just so.
Sir. And the power of the remaining kind, being the power
of twice two feet, may be said to be the diameter of our
diameter,

Next

foUowsthe
division

into bipeds

and quadrupeOs,who
may be
described

mathematically"
as having
a powerof
two and

Y. Soc. Certainly ; and now I think that I pretty nearly fourfeet.
understand you.
Sir. In these divisions, Socrates, I descry what would
make another famous .jest.
Y. Soc. What is it ?
Sir. Human beings have come out in the same class with VChatfunl
the freest and airiest of creation, and have been running birds
Menand
alone
a race with them.
remain,
Y. Soc. I remark that very singular coincidence,
and
bird- the
Sir. And would you not expect the slowest to arrive catcher is
last ?
running a
race with

Y. Soc. Indeed I should,
Sir. And there is a still more ridiculous consequence, 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 _.
Y. Soc. Certainly.
Sir. Then here, Socrates, is still clearer evidence of the
truth of what was said in the enquiry about the Sophist s.
Y. Soc. Vv'hat ?
Sir.
J Cp.

That the dialectical method is no respecter of persons.
M,.no

8_ ft.

* Cp. Soph.

227 B.

king.

Truly

dialectic is
no regarder
of persona.

i Plato is here introducing
a new subdivision,
i.e. that of bipeds into men
and birda.
Others 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
'freest
lind airiest of creation,'

the

explanation
' worthiest

we must translate
the words
and laziest of creation.'

above,

T_

f
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way.

"_,

Statesman. and doos not set the great above the small, but ahvays arrives
s_,_,,,Gn, in her own way at the truest result.
vou,G
Y. Soc. Clearly.
SOC_TXS.
Sgr. And now, I will not wait for you to ask me, but will
roaa.-of my own accord take you by the shorter road to the
Landdefinition of a king.
animals are
bipedsor
Y. Soc. By all means.
quadSir. I say that we should have begun at first by dividing
rupeds,
and bipeds land animals into biped and quad?upea;
a_llfi_wee"'8_
feathered
winged
herd;-and
that
alone,
co_"_"-o_ut
in
the sam-"m-e
class
or without
feathers:
wWn--man, we should divide bipeds into those which have
the latter
feathers and those which have not, and when tliey have
=man.
b_._.,_uiv,u,._,,'
.......
_,._'_ t_c ,,,t .of d_,.-tnanagement
of mankind
Theshorter

i
i!
_i
_.
,t

_!

,t
l

i!

is brought to light, the time will have come to_._p.Lq.duce
our Statesman and ruler, and set him like a charioteer
in
_h_h'_-an'_"d_over
to him the reins of state, for that
too is a vocation which belongs to him.
Y. Soc. Very good ; you have paid me the debt,--I mean, 267
that you have completed the argument, and I suppose that
you added the digression by way of interest *.
Sir. Then now, let us go back to the beginning, and join
the links, which together make the definition of the name of
A4_"
_ the Statesman's art.
_¢-_-_.
Y. Soc. By all means.
_._/¢'/_... l[/"ecapitu- Sir. The science of p_ure knowledge
h_ad, as we said
lation,
oHginalT35 a _
which was-s-_e-sc{ence
of rule or commahd, and'i_o-m--tK]s'was
derived another part, which was
"__-,_z._
I,e. ca_l
c--_mmand-for-se_, on the analogy of selling-for-self;
__,.Z_A_n
important secuon o----'-"-'_t
this was the management
of living
:/wf._
_//._.
[ animals, and this again was further limited to the manage'._.g.t.._
_/_.e.,,_

- _¢-._'"-_

t

....

: .__
___.
_7"fS,
_i
_i_
__
I._L-_,_-_j
, _
_._W_-¢.
i :Or,_ ,/" .... _,'"
_2/

ment of them m herds, and again m herds of pedestrian
animals.
The chief division of t'ne latter was the a_ of
managing pedestrian animals which are without horns; this
again has a part which can only be comprehended
under
one term by joining together
three names,--s_ng
pure-bred animals.
The only further subdivision is the art

',:/¢_@.t_,
..

of man-herdmg,--thm
has to do with bipeds, and m what
we were se_mg
after, and hay_e now found, being at once

:_

_

the royal and political./_
_ C157Rep. VI. 507 A.

Tke

king

Y. Soc. To be sure.
Str. And do you think,
done as you say ?
Y. Soc. What ?

and

kis

Socrates,

rivals.

that we really
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have

staesra_.
sT,^_u,
Voo,_
Soc'aATzs.

Str. Do you think, I mean, that we have really fulfilled Butthe
our intention ?--There has been a sort of discussion, and yet isargument
not
the investigation seems to me not to be perfectly worked r_ly at
out : this is where the enquiry fails,
an end.
Y. Soc. I do not understand.
Str. I will try to make the thought, which is at this moment
present in my mind, clearer to us both.
Y. Soc. Let me hear.
Str. There were many arts of shepherding, and one of
them was the political, which had the charge of one particular
herd ?
Y. Soc. Yes.
Str. And this the argument defined to be the art of rearing,
not horses or other brutes, but the art of rearing__ma_n
rue.

Sir. Note, however, a difference which distinguishes the
king from all other shepherds.
Y. Soc. To what do you refer ?
Sir. I want to ask, whether any one of the other herdsmen
has "a rival w____p__fesses an_l claims to share with_ him in
the _nt
of the herd i ?
Y"..50C. X/Vlaatdo you mean ?
Sir. I mean to say that merchants, husbandmen, providers The king,
of food, and also training-_nd
physicians, will all herdsmen,
unlike other

.,

contend with the herdsmen
of humanity, whom we call
Statesmen, declaring "that they themseives have t]ib--_'f6-b'f
268 rearing or man_tging mankind, and that'they 1-eat: not only
th_ Common herd, but also the-rulers thems-e-I_s.
Y. Soc. Are theynot right in sayingso ? ....
Sir. 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
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I Readingd _-l__,_u(ux_toy
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hisclaimsx _
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mentof
the herd.
,

t

_
;i

1.

466

The origin of many ancieng legends.

8t_cen_an. herd ; he is also their match-maker and aceoueheur;
no one
s=_,_,
else knows that department of science.
And he is their
vo_
merry-maker
and musician, as far as their nature is susSOC RA'I'I_.
ceptible of such influences, and no one can console and
natural tone's of his voice

or with instruments.

And the

same may
soothe
hisbeown
said herd
of tenders
better ofthan
animals
he in
can,general.
either with the
Y. Soc. Very true.
Str. 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 ?
How then
can

We

maintain

his

Y. Soc. Surely not.
Sir. Had we not reason just now 1 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

portion? )_ Statesman? and that we cannot reveal him ga.he_tr_ly is in
/: his own_nna_unfilwe
have disengaged
and separated him
from those who hang about him and claim to share in his
prerogatives ?
Y. Soc. Very true.
Sir. And that, Socrates, is what we must do, if we do not
mean to bring disgrace upon the argument at its close.
Y. Soc. We must certainly avoid that.
Str. Then let us make a new beginning, and travel by a
different road.
Y. Soc. What road ?
We reply

Str.

I think that we may have a little amusement ; there is

by telling

a famous a famous tale, of which a good portion may with advantage
tale,which be interwoven,
and then we may resume our series of
is amusing
divisions, and proceed in the old path until we arrive at the
s.s
wetl as
instructive, desired summit. Shall we do as I say ?
II. Soc. By all means.
Str. Listen, then, to a tale which a child would love to
hear ; and you are not too old for childish amusement.
Y. Soc. Let me hear.
Sir. There did reall]t happen, and will again h_ke
many other events of whieh ancient tradition has preserved
I Cp.supra,267 C, D.

+_-++-+ _,

: ++¢

Tke
the record,

great

the portent

mythological
which

wonder.

is traditionally
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said to have

Stausma=.

I occurred in the quarrel of Atreus and Thyestes.
You have sT,^,_..,
, heard, no doubt, and remem-_er what they say happened
at Vou,_
SOeRAXn.
that time ?
Y. Soc. I suppose you to mean the token of the birth of
the golden lamb.
_69 Str. 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._
Y. _here
is that legend also.
Str. Again, we have been often told of the reign of Cronos.
Y. Soc. Yes, very
often.
'
Sir. Bid ,_n,......
k^.. _h_, +ho m,_n ,_f fr_rrn+_r time_ ;were
earth-born, and not begotten of one ano+L_er?
Y. _oc. Yes, that is another old tradition,
Sir. All these stories, and ten thousand others which are
still more wonderful t hhve a common origin ; many of them
ha_e 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;-_or-the-tale
is suited
to th_row lighf on thenatur¢ of the__ing.
Y. Soc. Very good ; and I hope that you will give the
whole story, and leave out nothing.
Sir. Listen, then.
There is a time when God himself
....
_ • - _
•
guides
and
helps
to
roll
the world in its course ; and there is
............
a time, on the compleil61t Ol a certain cycle, when he lets go,
al{d the world bei_tur_,
an_originally
received intelligence
from its author and creator, turns
about and_
an mlaerent ri_'beSm-ty:rev_'t'he
• . opposite
di_t;tion,

_hy
Str. Why,

Wehave
all
heard
fragments
of it, such
as the of
reversal
the motion

of
sun and
stars, the
reignof
Crouus,
and the
storyof the
earth-born

men.

Thewhole
•
of the
^
,/I
-t-u
t/
_ v,y.-}t L
There is a .//*'#7--_ whoev_s(/
andguides
the world,
and
there
is a time

is that ?
because only the

when

he

lets go,

most divine

thin s of all

remain ever unchanged and the same, and body is not movesW°rld
itself +_.
incluaea m this'class.
Heaven and the universe, as.__._webutinan +,_,_
have termed them, althoug-g-g-_
they have been endowed by opp°site+,'`'`+-"/
the Creator with many glories, partake of a bodily n--fi'fi_Pe, Thisdirecti°n"
an_ titerefore cannot _---eent_r+_£ free from l_e_urbaLion, changeof
motion,
But_heir motion is, as far as possible, single and in the same whichisthe
Hh2

;'_.]

,f

+'

++

_
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The

reversal

of motion

S/agcsman. place, and of the same kind ; and is therefore only subject to
S_,A.c_R, a reversal, which is the least alteration possible.
For the
¥ovNu
Soe_T_S. lord of all moving things is alone able to rrlgve of h_
slightest
and-[o think that he moves them at one time in one direction
possible,is and at another time in another is blasphemy.
He__..c.g__nce
we
,_r_t_ e must not say that the world is either self-moved al__.ways,or
_e_menti_ _11 made to _ff'_u"ff'd" _i__ourses
; or
na'_27r_" that two Gods, having opposite purposes,
make it move 270
round.
But as I have already said (and this is the only
\

remaining alternative)the
world is_.ji_Led
_t o,,,_ ,;meh_r an
external power which _ne
and receives fresh life and
_im_mortality
from the renewing
hand of the Creator, and
again, when let go, moves spontaneously,
being set free at
such, a time as to have, during infinite cycles of years, a
reve-r_e movement:
this is due to its perfect balance, to its
vast size, and to the fact that it'-_u--'Fffs
on the sJlaallest-pi{zb't"-_J_"_Soc.---Youraccount o'T-t-l{e wo_d se--'-_msto be very
reasonable
indeed.
Sir. Let us now reflect and try to gather from what has
been said the nature of the phenomenon which we affirmed to
to be the cause of all these wonders.
It is this.
Y. Soc. What ?
Sir. The reversal which takes place from time to time of
the motion of the universe.
Y. Soc. How is that the cause ?
Sir. Of all changes of the heavenly motions, we may consider this to be the greatest and most complete.
Y. Soc. I should imagine so.
Str. And it may be supposed to result in the greatest
changes to the human beings who are the inhabitants of
the world at the time.
)I. Soc. Such changes would naturally occur.
Sir. And animals, as we know, survive with difficulty great
and serious changes of many different kinds when they come
upon them at once.
Y. Soc. Very true.
Sir. Hence there necessarily occurs a great destruction 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

and

the

consequences

of it.

469

particular, which takes place at the time when the transition is States#tan.
made to the cycle opposite to that in which we are now living, sT..... _,

_a'ar-rg-_.

voo.o
Soc_,'rr_

Sir. The life of all animals first came to a standstill, and At the time
the mortal nature ceased to be or look older, and was then oftranreversed and grew young and delicate" ' the white locks of the sitionfrom
our cycle
aged darkened again, and the cheeks of the bearded man to the
became smooth, and recovered
their former bloom;
the opposite,
a retrobodies of youths in theirprime grew sorer and smaller,gression
continually
by day and night returningand becoming as- intakes
the place
hfe
similated to the nature of a newly-born child in mind as ofmenand
well as body; in the succeeding
stage they wasted away animals.
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.
z7_
Y. Soc. Then how, Stranger, were the animals created in
those days; and in what way were they begotten of one
another ?
Sir. It is evident, Socrates, that there was no such thing
in the then order
.__ of nature • as the procreation-off..maimals-_
...
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 az_ tn yo,th._/'A'l_ni_.K-l:ixe return of the
dead, WhooP,re lying in the eanh_to life;
simultaneously with
the reversal--_f-t e'h--_world the wheel of their generation has
been-tUfn-ed b]icl_, and they are put toget'l:/e_ and rise and live
in the opp/5_Re"-oFd_r, unles_s--G-ocl-'h--as-carried any of them
away to sbme other lot. According to this tradition they
of necessity-sp_/ia-g
r
earth and have the name of
eaten-born t and so the above legend _-Ii_g'tb-Iliem.
Y. Soc. 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.

Men. in
_eage°f
_ronll_
t
sprang,not
fromone
another,
butfrom
the earth.

The tale is
so con-that
sistent
it mustbe
true.
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Whick was ka)O[n'er--life under Cronos or our own ?

Statesman.
Sir. I see that you enter into my meaning ;--no, that
sT_,_,,
blessed and spontaneous life does not belong to the present
vo....
cycle of the world, but to the previous one, in which God
8ocxAr_._.
Description

ofthe life
ofinno-

which
prevailed
in the days

superintended
the whole revolution of the universe ; and the
several parts of 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

,_ktheWhenGod respects sufficient for those of whom he was the shepherd ;
governed

"/, ["_" _

\
•

_,tf

neither was there any violence, or devouring

of one another,

world, or
war or other
quarrelblessings,
among which
them; belonged
and I might
tell dispenof ten
thousand
to that
sation.
The reason why the life of man was, as t_dition
...
says, spontaneous, is as follows: In those days God ltiraself
_
was their shepherd, and ruled over the_a, iust as _man, who"
_k, 4 \is "by compai'isOn a divine being, still rules over the--lower
. ]animals.----IYfi_l_i'-hTm there were no forms of government or
_)
_te
possession of women and children ; for all men rose 275

althoug_ the3_'fi_ng
of this sort, the earth gave them
fruits
in
abundance,
which
on trees and
shrubs And
unagain from the earth, having grew
no memo.___of
the past.
bidden, 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
Which
out of the earth.
Such was the life of man in the days of
wouldyou
Cronos,
Socrates
;
the character of our present life, which is
call happier, that said to be under Zeus, you know from your own experience.
Jifeor our Can you, and will you, determine which of them you deem
ownS, . _
happier ?
Y. Soc. Impossible.
Sir. Then shall I determine for you as well as I can ?
Y. Soc. By all means.
Wecannot
Sir. Suppose that the nurslings of Cronos, having this
say;
boundless leisure, and the power of holding intercourse, not
the lifefor
of
innocence only with men, but with the brute creation, had used all these
mightbe
advantages with a view to philosophy, conversing with the
a life of
philosophy, brutes as well as with one another, and learning of every
orofmere
nature which was gifted with .any special power, and was
eating

and

drinking,

able to contribute

some special experience

to the store of

No

answer

can

be given.

The

tale t_roceeds.
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wisdom, there would be no difficulty in deciding that they staus,,_..
would be a thousand times happier than the men of our own s_,._.
day. Or, again, if they had merely eaten and drunk until v°_"
SOCaA_
they were fidl, and told stories to one another and to the
animals--such
stories as are now attributed to them--in this
ease also, as I should imagine, the answer would be easy.
But until some satisfactory witness can be found of the love
of that age for knowledge and discussion, we had bett_r
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, a-rid
the earth-born race had all perished[ and every soul had
completed-i{ _ proper cycle of births and been _gwn in the
earth her appointed number_.aL.tim_ r the pilot of the univers_ let the helm go. _hi_.plar.e
_f view ; and
then Fate and innate desire reversed the motion of the
world.
Then also all the inferior deities who share the rule
the _,'p"_:...,,. power; bein b informed of what was happen.
ing, let go the parts of the world which were under their
273 control.
And the world turning round with a sudden shock,
being impelled in an opposite 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 uniwrsal creature, once more at
peace, attained to a calm, and settled 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 precisely at
first, but afterwards 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,
until attaining to the pre_nt order. From God, the constructor, the world received all that is good in "him, but from
a previous 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

WhenGod
let the

worldgo.
at first
there_
a
great earthquake,but
thingssoon
settled
down.
The
creatureat
first remembered

hisCreator,
but aft_s'wards
forgothim.
And so
therearose
greatd_order,
which continueduntil
oed once
more
took
the helm
and the old

aided by the pilot in nurturing the animals, the evil was orderwas
small, and great the g_od which he produced, but after the reinm_-d.
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T]w evil

inlwrenl

in Uze worm

diminis/zed

by God.

Statesman. separation, when the world was let go, at first all proceeded
sr,_,_,,,
well enough ; but, as time went on, there was m6re and
YouNa
so¢_,,
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 disappear 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 dispensation, he
set them in order and restored them, and made the world
imperishable
and immortal.
And this is the whole t aJ_e,of
which the first part will su_e_ tn ill_-_at.r_
nf the
At the
king.
For when the world turned towards the present cycle
beginning
ot_eneration,
the age of man again stood still, and a change
of our
cyclethere opposite to the previous one was the result.
The small
wasanother
creatures
which
had
almost
disappeared
grew
in
stature,
and
change in
the_feof the newly-born children of the earth became grey and died
man,
and sank into the earth again. All things changed, imitating 274
site tooppothe
former,
and following the condition of the universe, and of necessity
agreeing with that in their mode of conception and generation and nurture;
for no animal was any longer allowed to
come into being in the earth through the agency of other
creative 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,
Man, being and of the condition out of which they changed and of the
found tmcauses of the change r about men there is not much, and that
equal
to the
little is more to the purpose.
Deprived of the care of God,
struggle
who
had
possessed
and
tended
them, they were left helpless
for exist_ace, is
and defenceless, and were torn in pieces by the beasts, who
helpedby
were naturally fierce and had now grown wild. And in the
Prometheus, He- first ages they were still without skill or resource;
the food
phaestm, which once grew spontaneously
had failed, and as yet they
and
knew not how to procure it, because they had never felt
Athene.

.,4 greater

error

and

a less.
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the pressure of necessity.
For all these reasons they were Statesman.
in a great strait; wherefore also the gifts spoken of in the ST_.Gu.
SOC_T_S.
old tradition were imparted to man by the gods, together Vo,.c
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 thd 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
universM 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.
Y. Soc. What was this great,e_'ror of which you
Str. There were two; the_l_/a
lesser one, the _f_was
""_ '
an error on a much larger ani_ grander scale.
-Y. Soc. What do you mean ?
275 Sir. 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

Twomistakesmade
by us :-(z)we did
not speak
of a king
or statesman of the

......... he ought
cycle, and of one who w__d
when
to have cycle
present; or
been a man ; and thi_
a great error.
Again, we declared (2)deline
the nature
him to be the ruler of the entire State, without explaining of his
how : this was not the whole truth, nor very intelligible ; but rule.
still it was true, and therefore the second error was not so
great as the first.
Y. So¢. Very good.

Sir. Before we can expect to have a perfect description
the statesman we must define the nature of his oi_ce_'

of

Y. Soc. Certainly.
So-. And the myth was introduced in order to show, not
only that all others are rivals of the true shepherd who is

_ . ,-

the _j:.z_ ef .e:: _,.a,_.., uu;. ill order that we.**l._lit _iave a I
• /f_
clearer view of_
worth
to receive this _--appellation, because he alone of sheoherds and herdsmen,/g__
"
according

to the

image whica

care of human beings. .......

we__sve

emplgyea,

has the

,//,'_
/_-'_

.¢
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Errors

into

which

we have

fallen.

stats,_.
Y. Soc. Very true.
sT_,,_,.
Str. And I cannot help thinking, Socrates, that the form
Yo_,_
SO<;RAT£$.
of the divine shepherd in o,,__-_h'ghcr _n..that o--61_king
;
The m_e wh_ho
are now--on __r-_-"g'fff_to
be
shepherd much more like their subj_ts.!n
charaete_.antL._uch
more
is greater
nearly--to partake of their breeding and education.
even
than
a king ; for

now-a-days
kings and

theirsubjeersare
much upon
a level.

_.

_ff__,

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.
Y. Soc. Of course.
Slr.

SlY. To resume :--Do
you remember that we spoke of a
command-for-self exercised over animals, not singly but col7
overherd.¢
lecti;_ely, which we called the-'art of rearing a herd ?
should
be
Commandfor-self

called

not

)7. Soc.

Yes,

I

remember.

'rearingof
Sir. There, somewhere,
lay our error" for we never inherds,' but
by some
cluded or mentioned the Statesman;
and we did not observe
more
that he had no place in our nomenclature.
general
t_. such
Y. Soc. How was that ?
re'tending'
or ' man-

ageraent'
of herds,
which

will

include the

king.

/¢_

All other herdsmen 'rear' the_
a suitable term to apply tox'ffre _tatesman
name which is common to them all.
St?'.

but this is not
; we should use a

Y. Soc. True, if there be such a name.
Sir. 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 wra_t_r,,-n

with the rest, as the argument

Y. Soc.
Quite right ; but how shall we take the next step 276
seems
to require.
in the division ?
We

may

thensubdivide the
•tending'
of
as herds
we suby'

V'

Sir. As before we divided the art of'rearing'
herds accordingly as they were land or water h_rras, winged and
wingless, mixing or not mixing the breed, horned and hornless, so we may divide by these same differences the ' tend-

L/diviaed the j.qg.Lof
in
herds, comprehending
in our definition the kings'_p
'r_ng'
•of to-day and the rule of Ci'onos.
of herds.
Y. Soc. That is clear ; but I still ask, what is to follow.
Str. If the word had been .'managing'
herds, instead of
feeding or rearing
them, no o'-ne wouia have argued that

The

arg-ument

has

to be corrected
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there was no eare of men in the case of the politician, although Statesman.
it was justly contended, that there was no human art of feed- ST_R,
ing them which was worthy of the name, or at least, if there you..
Eoc_Tz._
were, many a man had a prior and greater right to shar6Tn
such an art than any king.
_--"YT"-._oc.True.
- ....
Sir. But no other art or science will have a
right than the royal science to care .for human
rule over_l.
-....
Y. Soc. Quite true.
Str. In the next place, Socrates, we must
that a great error was committed at the end of
Y. Soc. What was it ?

prior or better
society and to

surely notice
our analysis.

Str. 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 political
art, as though there were no more to be said.
Y. Soc. Certainly not.
Sir. Our first duty, as we were saying, was to remodel 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.

But we
shouldnot,
as before,
hastilye.all
the art of
managing
bipedsthe

royal_art.
_)

/

Y. S_._:_w
can they be made ?
Str.._frst,__y
separating the divine shepherd
from the It mustfirst
human_,_r_an
or ma--nager. ........
be
subdivided
- "x:Soc. True.
_into divine
Str. And the art of management which is assigned to man andhuman
n'lan_ewould again have to be subdivided,
ment;
and
Y. Soc. On what principle ?
the latter
into volunStr. On the principle of voluntary and compulsory,
Y. Soc. Why ?
"

--

Str. Because, if I am not mistaken, there has been
error here ; for our simplicity led us to rank kin_mat
•

• _

tary and
compulsory.that
an the king
maybe

together, whereas they are utterly d_stlnct, like their modes
_nment.
Y. Soc. True.
Str. Then, now, as I said, let us make the correction and
divide human care into two parts, on the principle
tar), and compulsory.
Y. Soc. Certainly.

of volun-

distin-

guished
fromthe
tyrant.
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like
Str. And

Statesman.

an

ill-finished

if we call

the

statue
management

or _iclure.
of violent

rulers

s,_,N_=, tyranny, and thevol untary management of herds of voluntary
YOUNGSOC_r_
_s,
may we not further assert that ne who has"
thin latter art of management is the true king and statesman ?
Y. Soc. I think, Stranger, Pant we have now completed the 277
account of the Statesman.
Alas l the
Slr. Would that we had, Socrates, but I have to satisfy
pictureof
myself
as well as you • and in nay judgment the figure of the
the king is
bothover- king is not yet perfected ; like statuaries who, in their too
done
and
great haste, having overdone the several parts of their work,
defective.
lose time in cutting them down, so too we, partly out of
haste, partly out of a magnanimous
desire to expose our
former error, and also because we imagined that a king
required grand illustrations,
have taken up a marvellous
t

lump of fable,This
and made
have us
been
obliged atto large,
use more
than was
necessary.
discourse
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 by
any painting or work of art : to the duller sort by works
of art.
Y. Soc. Very true ; but what is the imperfection which still
remains ? I wish that you would tell me.
We seem
Str. The higher ideas, my dear friend, can hardly be set
onlYknowtOthe
forth except through the
..........
m-ediu._ of examplesL.._er)r
man
higher
S_-O-'_WW
all things in a dreamy sort of way, and then
ideas
again to wake up and to know nothing.
through
examples
]I. Soc. What do you mean ?
dimly.
SO'. I fear that I have been unfortunate in raising a question about our experience 9fknowledge.
Y. Soc. Wliy-so? _
Str. Why, because my 'example'
requires the assistance
of another example.
Y. Soc. Proceed ; you need not fear that I shall tire.
Theme of
Str. I will proceed, finding, as I do, such a ready
e_amples listener in you : when children are beginning to know their
illustrated
by the way

letters

N

Tke

Al_kabet

of letters

and

of facts.

Y. Soc. What are you going to say ?
SO'. That they distinguish the several letters well enough
278 in very short and easy syllables, and are able to tell them
correctly,
Y. Soc. Certainly.
Sir. Whereas
in other syllables they do not recognize
them, and think and speak falsely of them.
Y. Soc. Very true.
Sir. Will not the best and easiest way of bringing them to
a knowledge of what they do not as yet know beY. Soc. Be what ?
Sir. To refer
correctly ab_n
these with the
to show them
same character
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Statesman.
s_L.._.,,
SocRA'rr_.
VouNo
in which

children

learn to
know
letters in
different

cornbinations.

them first of all to cases in which they judge
quest!pn_ and tke.ax ha compare
cases in which they do not as yet know, and
that the letters are the same, and have the
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.
Y. Soc. Certainly.
Sir. 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.
Y. Soc. Exactly.
Str. Can we wonder, then, that the soul has the same un- The

method

certainty about the alphabet of things, and sometimes and in
some cases is firmly fixed by the truth in each particular, and
then, again, in other cases is altogether at sea ; having 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 ?
Y. Soc. There is nothing wonderful in that.
Sir. 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 ?
Y. Soc. Hardly.

by

_wh,_hwe
_learn 'the
/long and
rdifficult

Languageof
facts'
stmilar. ,s
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Weaving

is ckosen

as an illustration

of royal

sdence.

Statesman.
Slr. Then you and I will not be far wrong in trying to
s_
see the nature of example in general in a small and particular
VoU,_so¢_.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 management of cities is ; and then the dream will become a reality
to us.
Y. Soc. Very true.
Sir. Then,
"_-\

/
\

/

once more,

let us resume

the previous

argu. 279

ment, 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.
Y. Soc. Exactly.

Weaving
Sir. What model is there which is small, and yet has any
may
be
madea
analogy with the political occupation ? Suppose, Socrates,
modelof
that if we have no other example at hand, we choose weavmauB.'$ art°
thestatesing, or, more precisely, weaving of wool--this will be quite
enough, without taking the whole of weaving, to illustrate
our meaning ?
Y. Soc. Certainly.
Str. 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 ?
Y. Soc. How do you mean ?
Str. I shall reply by actually performing the process.
Y. Soc. Very goqd.
._-_
PartiagsStr. All t_. s-which we make or acquire are eit_
clans_°ff
of larger tive or pre_entivej of the preventive class are _ine
fromwhich an_i huma/_--and also defences ; and defences_e
either mili.
weavingis tary weapons or pi_oreve't__p-_e_tions
are veils, and
de_ended.
also shield_
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 latter 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

Kindred

and co-operative arts.
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cemented with water and earth, and others are fastened Stauamau.
together by themselves.
And these last defences and cover- s_,_,**.
Soc_a_x_s.
ings which are fastened together by themselves are called You,;
clothes, and the art which superintends
them we may call,
from the nature of the operation, the art of clothing, just as
uSo before the art of the Statesman was derivea from the S-re're ; The art of
and may we not say't-h-_t--t'h-W'a-ft-'-6t weaving, _.t--Idiist that weaving
and the art
largest portion of it which was concerned with the making of of making
clothes (cp. 279 B), differs only in name from this art of clothes
differ only
clothing, in the same way that, in the previous case, the in name,
royal science differed from the political ?
l,kethe
royal and
_ost
true.
thepolitical
S/r. In the next place, let us make the reflection, that the sciences.
art of weaving clothes, which an incompetent person might
fancy to have been sufficiently described, has been separated
off from several others which are of the same family, but not
from the co-operative arts.
Y. Soc. And which are the kindred arts ?
Slr. I see that I have not taken you with me. So I think Reeapitulauon of
that we had better go backwards, starting from the end..the arts
We just now parted off from the weaving of clothes, the whichhave
been parted

making of blankets, which differ from each other in that one offfrom
is put under and the other is put around : and these are what weaving.
I termed kindred arts.
Y. Soc. I understand.
Str. And we have subtracted the manufacture of all articles
made of flax and cords,
cally termed the sinews
off the process of felting
by stitching and sewing,
the cobbler's art.

and all that we just now metaphoriof plants, and we have also separated
and the ISutting together of materials
of which the most important part is

Y. Soc. Precisely.
Str. 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 manu-
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Distinction

of weaving

from

kindred

arts.

Statts_a,,. facture of arms, which is a section of the great and manifold
s_u,
art of making defences ; and we originally began by parting
Vou.o
off the whole of the magic art which is concerned with
antidotes, and have left, as would appear, the very art of
Weaving
is
an artof
which we were in search, the art of protection against winter
protection cold, which fabricates woollen defences, and has the name of
against
cold, which
weaving.
fabricates
Y. Soc. Very true.
woollen
Sir. Yes, my boy, but that is not all ; for the first process 28t
defences.
But it must to which the material
is subjected is the opposite of weaving.
be further
Y. Soc. How so ?
distinSir. Weaving
Y. Soc. Yes.

guished.

is a sort of uniting ?

Str. But the first process is a separation of the clotted and
matted fibres ?
_
,
-

i
:

,i

Weaving
is not
carding

;

Y. Soc. What do you mean ?
Sir. I mean the work of the carder's art ; for we cannot
say that carding is weaving, or that the carder is a weaver.

Y. Soc. Certainly not.
normaking Sir. Again, if a person were to say that the art of making
thewarp
he would say
the woof ;or the warp and the woof was the art of weaving,
what was paradoxical and false.
norfulling,
nor
mending

;'

i
I
i
i

Str.
ShallTo we
or of the
Y. Soc.
be say
sure.that the whole art o _f__/iMe
f_1_r
mender has nothing to do with the car'F"_nd treatment of
clothes, or are we to regard all these as arts of weaving ?
Y. Soc. Certainly not.
Sir. 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 weaving, and
though assigning a larger sphere to that, will still reserve a
considerable field for themselves.

I

nor any art

i

which

Y. Soc. Very true.
Str. Besides these, there
and instruments of weaving,

toolsfor
weaving.

be co-operative causes in every work of the weaver.
Y. Soc. Most true.

i
!1

!
._

t

makes

are the arts which make tools
and which will claim at least to

Sir. 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

Ca_al

and co-operative arts.
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garraents--shall we be right ? Is not the definition, although statts,_n.
true, wanting in clearness and completeness ; for do not all sT_,_,
those other arts require to be first cleared away ?
vou_
SocaAcgs.
Y. Soc. True.
Sir. Then the next thing will be to separate them, in order
that the argument may proceed in a regular manner ?
Y. Soc. By all means.

Sir. Let us consider, in the first place,that there are two
kinds of arts entering into everythi0g'which
Y. Soc. What are they ?

we do.

Sir. The _aedffri_-ig?the
co_tio_l
or co-operative, the A)lam are
other tl_eq6rincipaLea_'s e.
_
either
Y. _t_cto
you mean ?
cauSalcooper.Or
Sir. The arts which do not manufacture the actual thing, ative.
but which furnish the necessary tools for the manufacture, Co-operativearts
without which the several arts could not fulfil their appointed
maketoots.
work, are co-operative ; but those which make the thingsi _ the
use cau_
them in
themselves are causal.
_
Y. Soc. A very reasonable distinction.
Sir. Thus the arts which make spindles, combs, and other
instruments of the production of clothes, may be called co-

production,

-and
those which treat and fabricate the things
themselves, causal.
Y. Soc. "V--ee_-true.
z82
Sir. The arts of washing and mending, and the other pre- In the case
ofworking
paratoryartswhich belong to the causalclass,and form a inwool,
divisionof the greatartof adornment,may be allcompre- washing,
hended under what we call the fuller's art.
mending,
carding,

Y. Soc.Very good.
Sir.Cardingand spinningthreadsand allthepartsof the
process which are concerned with the actual manufacture of
a woollen garment form a single art, which is one of those
universally acknowledged,--the
art of working in wool.
Y. Sac. To be sure.
Sir.

Of working in wool, again, there are two divisions,

andboththese
areparts
oftwoarts
atonce.

spinning,
etc.
belong
to the
causal
class.

of wool-

w0r_ng
thereare

Y. Soc. How isthat?
twogreat
Sir.Carding and one halfof theuse of thecomb, and the sections,
whichfall
other processesof wool-workingwhich separatethe corn-respect_y
posite,
may be classedtogetheras belongingboth to the art under
_$
VOL. IV.
I i

I'
-y

_
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The

universal

args

of composigion

and

division.

b

!_
!i
I;
t'

S_atesn_a_. of'wool-working, and also to one of the two great arts which
sT,,_,
are of universal application--the
art of composition and the
VovNc
so¢_
art of division.
Y. Soc. Yes.

J

art of composition

'_'
i',i

!
i
_
_
;;

Slr. To the latter belong carding and the other processes
and the art of which I was just now speaking ; the art of discernment or
of division, division in wool and yarn, which is effected in one manner
with the comb and in another with the hands, is variously
described under all the names which I just now mentioned.
Y. Soc. Very true.
we are
Str. Again, let us take some process of wool-working which
concerned
is also a portion of the art of composition, and, dismissing the
with
the
former,of elements of division which we found there 1, make two halves,
which there
one on the principle of composition, and the other on the
are two
parts, one principle of division.
which
1I. Soc. Let that be done.
twists,

and

Sir. And once more, Socrates, we must divide the part
eom- which belongs at once both to wool-working and composition,
if we are ever tO discover satisfactorily the aforesaid art of

another
!'
J,

which
bines.

'_

weaving,
Y. Soc. We must.
Sir. Yes, certainly, and let us call one part of the'art the
art of twisting threads, the other the art of combining them.
Both warp
Y. So¢. Do I understand
you, in speaking of twisting, to
andwoof
be referring to manufacture of the warp ?
are
made
by twisting; Slr. Yes, and of the woof too ; how, if not by twisting, is
but the
the woof made ?
thread of

i,
,,:
:
i_
i!

,I_
!,

the warp
is
arm,
whereas

Y. Soc. There is no other way.
Sir. Then suppose that you define the warp and the woof,
the thread
for I think that the definition will be of use to you.
of the woof
Y. Soc. How shall I define them ?
is loose

and soft.

_'
!i

Str. As thus : A p_.ece of carded wool which is drawn out
lengthwise and breadthwise is said to be pulled out.
_ Soc. Yes.

_:
:!

Sir.
-t_c_

i:_
ii
.iJ
,,

-_:

__04_/_
_D

And

thewool
i:_.__s'

thu_ep_areck_wlted__..tyvi'sted
_e_e_rations

by the

_ng

]]splndle'
the warp.and made int_.a fir!_)__threadz_is9aUed the Wall). a.rld
I Readingg_rcl_ "r_s_,_,ruc_s_ m).r_,,t_mY

_a_t"t_a.

The

nagure

of excess

and

defect.
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Y. Soc. True.

Sga*esn_.

Sir. And the threads which are more loosely spun, having

s_.oz_,

to the degree of force used in dressing the cloth,--the
• 83 threads
are thus tospun
called theof woof,
and and
the _.__
a softnesswhich
I_roportioned
the are
intertexture
the warp
ar_which is set over them may be called the art bt"_pinning
the_woof.
...............
--t_TSoc. Very true.
Sir. 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,
Y. Soc.-'v'eiy true.
Sir. 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 ?
Y. So¢. I thought, Stranger, that there was nothing useless
in what'was said.
Sir. 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 argunlents in general,
Y. Soc. Proceed.

wea,_ng
is
that
portion of
,heartof
compositionwhich
formsa
webby
the intertexture of

warpand
woof.
Butnot
could
we
have

de-

finedit
more
speedUy_-Thiscannot
question
be answered
until we
haveconsid_t the
whole

Sir. Let us begin by considering
the whole nature of natured
excess and defect, and then we shall have a rational ground excessand
defect.
on which we may praise or blame too much length or too
much shortness in discussions of this kind.
Y. Soc. Let us do so.
Sir. The points on which
are the following :-Y. Soc. What ?

I think that we ought to dwell

Sir. Length and shortness, excess and defect; with all of
these the art of measurement is conversant.
Y. Soc. Yes.
Sir. And the art of measurement has to be divided into two Therearc
two di-

parts, with a view to our present purpose,
' Y. So¢. Where would you make the division ?
Ii2

visionsot
theartof
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Tke

necessity

of a mean.

_!
'_
_!
1,

States,an.
SO'. As thus : I would make two pa__d
s_-_
to the relativity of Greatness and _malln_q_ther
;
Vo_,_So_,T=.
_ there is another, without which the existence of produc.
measu_ tion would be impossible.
ment: the
Y. Soc. What do you mean ?
a,_tcornSO..
Do you not think that it is only natural for the greater
pares
excessand to be called greater with .reference to the less alone, and the
defectwith less less with reference to the greater alone ?

i!

=ohother; Y.Soc.

t!
i',
'_i
,,
_,
i!
!'
_t

thesecond,
SO'. Well, but is there not also s?me__-,ed_g--ltm_
with
the
p_incipl¢ exceeded by the principle of the mea_.eg_n
_both in speech and
ofthe
action,_ot
this a reality, and the chief mark of differmean.
ence between good and bad men ?
Y. Sot:. Plainly.
SO.. 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 _o one another, but there m_t
also e_other
comparison o_with
the mean or ideal
standard ; woul-dy-_ ]ik-e _ohe-a_"
_'e r_on
w-_y?

t_

_
!i
i!
!l

---

Sir. If we assume the greater to exist..onl_ in relation to 284
the less, there will ne_,er be any_comparison ofe!ther with
the "rn-ea.fi.
!;
Y. Soc, True.
•!
Theex.SO'. And would not this doctrine be the ruin of all the arts
cen_ceof
and their creations ; would not the art of the Statesman and
':
the arts
!_
depends the aforesaid art of weaving disappear ? For all these arts
ontheir are on the watch aKainst
excess arid defect, not aS _s,
'iI;
observance
......
_,
ofthe
but as real evils, which occasion a difficulty in action ; and
ii
m_.rt ; the the--exeetl_ee-_Y beauty of every work of art is due to this
!,
neglect
'
itis th_of observance of measure.
ii
ruin.
Y. Soc. Certainly.
_i
Str. But if the science of the Statesman disappears, the
!i
_
search for the royal _cience will lag imnossible.
i!
_L_
_-_--o_.---_ry true.
!U"_ 1d_- Itis no
SO.. WeU_then, as in the ease of the Sophist we extoxted
_,i V__to
t the inference that n_ng_
had an existence, because here
_i
show_
_t
_ oftheI _
at which the argument elu_-d-e_b"d'r
gras_, sO in
:_
mtmmt t this we must endeavour to show that the greater and less axe
i[

r

./. _
,

tim tx_

not only to be measured with one another, but also have to

T/_e gwo _'nds

of measurement.

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.
Y. Soc. Yes, we must certainly do again what we did then.
Str. 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 :-Y. Soc. What ?
Sir.
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Statesman.

s_cu.
Vo_
SOCRA'I'_.
and defect
axerelative
toawell
mean,
as
as
to each
other.

That we shall some day require this notion of a mean At
present
we will

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 th_
of rnea.qlaTj, Bg. more.
_
or
less, not only with one another, but also with a view to the
at_i'n-men_: '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 ; btW-if-e_er
is wanting, there is neither.
Y. Soc. True ; and what is the next step ?
Sir. 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_e_--opp_x._ites;
and to have
another part in which they are measured with the mean, and
te}_....__
opportune, _fi-ff-t-iied-ue_-ancl with all those
words, in shOrt, which riChore a mean or standard removed
from the extremes.
Y. Soc. Here are two vast divisions, embracing two very
different spheres.
_S
Sir. 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 t--h-esame, and
-'-------'

"_

......

i Resutiag_aX6r_*.

not attempt
thetask; it
iSthatenoughthe
existenceof
the
arts
depends
on the
possibility
of a mean
stanaaxd.

The art of
mentmea_ure'is
ma by
man),to be
universal,
and with
a certain
truth
; but
amount
of
theyconfusethe
twodivision¢ of
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statt._,_,,
sT_,_,,

' Ideas

must

be given

t/trough

something.'

also fall into the converse error of dividing other things not
according to their real parts.
Whereas
the right way is, if

YotrNo
So¢_,_.

a man has first seen the_3g!_ of thing_togo
on witfi--_e
the art and enqui_desist
until ._he
" r
s
atso make co_
form distinct classes ; nor again should
f_aseaisfiacfions. he be able to rest contented with the manifold diversities

_1

l
:i
!
'tI

which are seen in a multitude

of things until he has compre-

I

hended all of them that have any affinity within the bounds
of one similarity and embraced them within the reality of a

i!
•
!i

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 di_e
art of measurement have been discovered

i

which

are concerned

with them, and not forget what they

i
!
,I,
_I
I
,;,'
:41
_'I

are.
Y. Soc. We will not forget.

!
:i
:i
,:
_,
il
iI
,_

Str. 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 ?
Y. Soc. Clearly, in order that he may have a better knowledge of all words.

!i

Str. 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.
Y. Soc. What is this new question ?

Stat_smanab°ut
the only to improve our know_._ledg.g__of
p.olificsror.v.ur
Ourenquiry
Str. And is our en
ui_,,*
,h,_ -q,at,_q_,,
is intended
reasoning generally ?

"'-")

ili

/

i]' x_

"

ii __dial.
_,

_tr'_makebet_r

./

a " ec-j;

_!
_i

_/_t_-_aons
!
,adan,lo-

!i'. .
iI
;_

'
"

Y. Soc. Clearly, as in the former example, the purpose

is

general.
Str. Still less would any rational man seek to analyse the
notion of weaving for its ownts_ke,-_!e
forget that some things have/sensible

seem to
imag)_s, which are

gies
we employ
which rea_y known, a_"l_
easff37 po,hte_t
when any one
in order to desires to answer an enquirer without any trouble or arguupo_thr°w'l'ight;i, ,- _ment
whereas
the greatest and highest truths have n'o)_586
mineparpose.

_

p:,,,¢, of
_ntended

_to_sa-'t_sfy

tl_'e soui of the

have the_-OuL-waTd"im--agc'_f themselves

enquirer

can adapt

visible _ anaa.y_hh;h

to the-"
he who ,

The

dialectician

may

be long

without

being

tedious.
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eye of sense i, and t_
we _c,,_,ghttc traL'v-ofirselves to Statesman.
give and accept a rational account of them" for immaterial ,s_ ,o,._.
things, "_'_are-Fff-fh-E-_0b-l-es__atest_
..............
are shown_ only in
,No
RATES.
thought and ide-_-, and in no other way, and all that we are"
_..
nows-'g'aying-_said
for the sake of them.
Moreover, there
"" )_
is always less difficulty in fixing the mind on small matters
than on great.
Y. Soc. Very good.
Sir. Let us call to mind the bearing of all this.
Y. Soc. What is it ?
Sir. I wanted to get rid of any impression of tediousness
which we may have experienced
in the discussion about
weaving, an_ the reversal of the universe, and in the discussion'conee__,_hi¢-_
knoW-fliffl: they were felt to
myself with this, fearing that
but irrelevant ; and all that I
to prevent the recurrence of
future.

and-th_-/_e.ing xaf_mat-.heing. I
be too long, and I reproached
they might be not only tedious
have now said is only designed
any such disagreeables
for the

Y. Soc. Very good.
Willyou proceed ?
Sir. 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 comparinl_ them with one
another, but with what is fitting, having regard to thepah of
measurement/which,
as we said, was to be borne in mind.
Y. Soc. Very true.

The
standard
by which
excess
and
defect
should
be
determined
i_ what

is

fitting, but

Sir. And yet, not everything
is to be judged even with a
viow to what is fitting ; foF'ff_ s-WohTd'6_l'ywatt 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

not whatis
fittingto
give pleasur_; for
the chief

ease_or rap_of
an enquiry, not our first, but our second
objec_st
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

enquiry
shoulabe,
not to give
pleasure,
b_tto
assertthe
method of
division
according
to species.

i Cp. Phaedr.
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Tla¢ arts

which

'must

be carved.'

_,_a,_.
on such occasions and cannot away with their circumlocution,
s_.E.,
that he should not be in such a hurry to have done with
VO_so_^_. them, when he can only complain that they are tedious, but 287
he should prove that if they had been shorter they would
discourse, / have made those who took part in them better dialecticians,
!

/

.

if shorter,

]

any other
he need
himself--he
and
more praise
capableandof blame,
expressing
the not
truthtrouble
of things
; about

I

thelisteners
havemade //
better din- I

it
i

leeticians?t should pretend not to hear them.
But we have had enough
Let us now_,of this, as you will probably agree with me in thinking.
Let

H

apply our _ US return

i!

exm"
weawng
to
the"rae°f _ s_eaving"
Y. _et
us do as you say.
Statesman.
Sir. The art of the king has been set_L-_e
Fromking- similar arts of shepherds, and I ind_icfi"
shipthe
have _-ff-db---withherds at all. There still remain, however, of
other arts
of tending the causal and co-operative arts those which are immediately

::I'
_,_
_ir
l

to our

Statesman, _

h;_

c-_e

....
,h,l

_rore.

il

h_
distinguishcd,_t_nat_:been
causal
_epazhave
and
c°ncernedwith
frOmy.
Soc.°ne
another.very
States'
good. and which must first
be

i]

cooperSir. You know that these arts cannot easily be divided into
ativeam
two halves ; the reason will be very evident as we proceed.
Th_ can.
Y. Soc. Then we had better do so.
not be
Sir. We must carve them like a victim into members or

:_
_t
I
]I

,;

:i

bisected,

and must
there.tore
be _a_y

'I
;il
!]
ii

it
_:/i]
!l
:}_
!_i'
!i
:;l
',!.

limbs, since we cannot bisect them _. For we certainly should
divide everything into as few parts as possible.
Y. Soc. What is to be done in this case ?
Str. What we did in the example of weaving--all
those
arts which furnished the tools were regarded by us as. cooperative.

Y. Soc. Yes.
Str. So now, and with still _ich
set aside
make any implement
in a State, wh_ther ffre_t ,_,- _,,_all,
whichtheurts
may'__ r_d
by us__ c.o-operatiw; fr,,,_i_,,,,,,
............... _o.,_
provide
neither State nor States mansh_ would be possible; andIet
Cx)inst_- we aren_rie'd--to_ay'-_at
m_ats,-any-_9-f't_-m .....
is a product of
Thus we

anderthis
head
we
might
place
anrhing

the kingly art.
Y. Soc. No, indeed.
Str. The task of separating

this class from others is not an

;
i Cp. Phaedr. a65 E.
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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.
Y. Soc. What class do you mean ?
Str. A class which may be described as not having this
powera; that is to say, not like an instrument, framed for
production, but. designed tor the Azreese__Miofiof that which
is produced.
Y. Soc. To what do you refer ?
Str. To the class of vessels, as they are comprehensively
termed, which are constructed for the preservation of things
a88moist 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 mistaken, literally nothing to .do with the royal art of which
we are in search.
Y. Soc. Certainly not.
Sir. 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.
Y. Soc. What is it ?
Str. A vehicle, which is certainly not the work o5 the
Statesman, but of the carpenter, potter, and coppersmith.
Y__erstand.
Sir. And is there not a fourth class which is again different,
and in which most of the things formerly mentioned are conrained,---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.
Y. Soc. Certainly.
Str. Shall we add a fifth class, of ornamentation and drawing, and of the imitations produced by drawing and music,

_I

I Or, taking the words in a different
say another _
became
not like

context,
' As not
an instrument,'

having political

power

st,us,nan.
s_,_=,,
vou_o
60e.l_',t_.

Ca)_ts;

¢3)seat,or
vehicles;

¢4)acfc_'_;

Cs)pLytm_gs;

_i

490

The

!i
I:
[il

xtates,,,an, which are designed for amusement
ST_a_R, comprehended
under one name?
yo_,,_
Y. Soc. What is it ?
soc_ru.

l
i:

classes

of prwperly.
only, and may be fairly

Str. Plaything is the name.
Y. Soc. Certainly.
Str. That one name may be fitly predicated

:

Y. Soc. That again I understand.
(6)mateSir. Then there is a class which provides materials for all
rials(metal, these, out of which and in which the arts already mentioned
wood,
&c.); fabricate their works ;--this manifold class, I say, which is

t

the creation and offspring
sixth ?

i

vide for the manufacture of composite species out of simple
arts which manufacture corks and papyri and cords, and pro_

|[ kinds--the
whole class may be termed the primitive and
simple
possession
no
concern
at all. of man, and with this the kingly science has

i
t

Y. Soc. True.
(7)food.

Str. The
mingle
their provision
particles

of food
of all of
other
with
the and
particles
the things
human which
body,

may be called by the general term of nourishment,
and minister to the body, will form a seventh class,
you have any better name to offer. This, however,
tains rather to the husbandman,
huntsman, trainer,
cook, and is not to be assigned to the Statesman's art.

j
I
]

[

of many other arts, may I not rank

Str. I am referring to gold, silver, and other metals, and all
Y. Soc. What do you mean ?
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

I
I
t

i

of all of them,

is their sole aim.
for none of these things have a serious purpose--amusement

i!
[
!

seven

unless
which _89
apperdoctor,

Theseseven

S/r. These _
classes include nearly every description
Soc. Certain l_not.
of Y.prope_ith
the exception of tame animals.
Con-

almost

all

]

include
po_sessions,

sider ;---_ere_as
the oriK'inal material, which ought to have
been placed--first;
next Come instruments, _hicles,

I
.

except
tame

d_,
nourishment;
be included under one of these--as

,_

anima.ls
;

small things, which may
for example, coins, seals

Where

are

the

rivals

of the

king?
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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 implements.
The art of herding, which has been already
divided into partsl will include all property in tame animals,
except slaves,
Y. Soc. Very true.

stauman.
sT,x_cz_,
x,o,_c
SOCRATE_

Sir. The class of slaves and ministcrs only remains_ and
I suspect that in this the real aspirants for the throne, who
are the rivals of the king in the formation of the political
web, will be disc_p__yc_:eA;
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.
Y. Soc. I agree.
Str. Let us go a little nearer, in order that we may be
more certain of the complexion of this remaining class.
Y. Soc. Let us do so.

under
herding.
Thus
_m-and
_aiate.rs
alone
remain;
and among
themwe

Str. We

shall find from our present

point

and all

tame
animals,
except
staves,have
beenineluded

\,

'_

for the

' 1

rivalsof
theking.

}
]

of view that Butslaves

/

certainly do /

the greatest servants are in a case and condition which is the
reverse of what we anticipated,
11.Soc. Who are they ?
Sir. Those who have been purchased, a_ndh__ay_._obecome
possessions ; t'_"esese are unm.jgak_eahly slav_% -and certainly
do no_
royal science.
Y. Soc. Certainly not.
Slr. Again, freemen who of their own accord become the
servants of the other classes in a State, and who'exchange
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
29o or for other productions--the
money-changer, the merchant,
the ship-owner, the retailer, will not put in any claim to
statecraR or politics ?
Y. Soc. No ; unless, indeed, to the politics of commerce.
Sir. But surely men whom we see acting as hirelings and
serfs, and too happy to turn their hand to anything, will not
profess to share in royal science ?

'\

must look

not claim
ro.yal /
science;/

/

nor
traders;

nor
hirelings;

//

/

t_
(!1
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',i{

Staerman.
Y. Soc. Certainly not.
ST_._,.,.
Slr. But .what would you say of some other
v,_o
officials ?

• :;
i;i
}_i

nor state

oeae:_ls;

,.!

r Priestly

:ride

and

arm_ition.
serviceable

Y. Soc. Who are they, and what services do they perform
Str. There are heralds, and scribes perfected by practice,
and divers others who have great skill in various sorts of
business
shall
we call
connected
them ? with

the

governmentf----'hof states--what

as IT.
youSoc.
just They
nov_c_led'them,
are the officials_
but not
andthemselves
se
of_7"C_-'--_.
the rulers,_,
I

nor

"-_
be
tending There
to be may
a ruler,
have been dreaming
claimants to political
this_u-r-h-6b_.
Y. Soc. Very true.

something
any that
servant
preand yet I strange
do not inthink
I could
when I imagined that the..p_0__O_cjpM
science would be found somewhere in
-

-'-

_¢rs;

Str.have
Well,notletyetus been
draw tested:
nearer, in
andthetry first
the place,
claims there
of some
who
are
diviners, who have a portion of servile or ministerial science,
and are thought to be the interpreters
of the gods to men.
Y. Soc. True.

norpriests.
l
._
t

Sir. 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

t

behalf blessings
branches
of the servile
in return
or ministerial
from them. art.Now both these

]

Y. Soc. Yes, clearly.
Sir. 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 impression of

nut here
weare
getting on
the right
both #est
!!
:

•

:

',

•

i

I

and divine_
track;for
ambitious.

are

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
ancient sacrifices are supposed to be celebrated by him who
has been chosen by lot to be the King Archon.
Y. Soc. Precisely.

The five forms
29t

of government.
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SO.. But who are these other kings and priests elected by stateman.
lot who now come into view followed by their retainers and sr,._x_,
Yov_
a vastthrong,as the formerclassdisappearsand the scene Soc_,T_
changes ?
At last tim
Y. Soc. Whom can you mean ?
fat_ pouSO.. They are a strange crew.
tieian,the
greatest of
Y. Soc. Why strange ?
Sophists
Sir.A minute ago I thoughtthat they were animalsof and
wizards,
every tribe
; formany of them are likelionsand centaurs,appearsin
and many more like satyrs and such weak and shifty crea- view,surrounded
tures ;--Protean
shapes quickly changing into one another's by his
forms and natures ; and now, Socrates, I begin to see who troopwho
take
they arc.
Protean
Y. Soc. Who arc they ? You seem to be gazing on some shapes.
strange vision.
Slr. 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.
-YyS0_.--'WHois he ?
Sir. The chiefof Sophists and m9st accomplished of He mustbe
wizards,who must at any costbe separatedfrom the true from
separated
the
king or Statesman,if we are ever to see daylightin the king
at
present enquiry,
anycost.
Y. Soc. That is a hope not lightly to be renounced.
SO.. Never, if I can help it; and, first, let me ask you a
question.
Y. Soc. What ?
SO.. Is not monarchyarecogn_e.d
Y. Soc. Yes.

form of government?

The_ are
threechief
forms of

SO'. And, after monarchy, next in order comes the govern- government of the few ?
rnent;
monarchy,
Y. Soc. Of course,
the me of

Sir. Is not the third form of governmentthe rule
of the
thefew,
-_
and demo.multitude, which is called by the name of democracy?
_Certainly.
"--

cracy;
theseexpandinto
SO.. And do not these three expand in a manner into five, ave bythe
producing out of themselves two other names ?
divisionof
monarchy

Y. Soc. What are they ?
Str. There is a criterion

of voluntary

and involuntary,

into royalty
and

:
i!'
;!:
=il
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Tke

stat_mr_
s_
vo_
Socm_'rlm,

true

_.....
they distinguish

by

Y. Soc:____

not, ]_mo_cr_y
an-"d'W-hetherthe
oligarchy.t°cracy
ani or Slr.
alone, multitude
whether
I petty with their consent _
i ord_a-gd

i.

_.

_tg°vern'of Sir. And the gov_nment
of tl_ew
thefew
the names of ar'_tocr_/cy and olig_ycl_y.
intoaxis-

:

of government.

_
and riches, law and the _,
which men
now-a-days ap_
t6---them;
thC two first they subdivide
accordingly, and ascribe to monarchy,, ..._two forms _wo

tzr_ay,
correspondin__g_ames,
and of the _
Very true.
,!

criterion

Butthes_
formsof
governmeat are

based
on
falseprinciples,

IVa_
c_c

rule over
the mentheof laws
p_o- :z92
rigidly
observing
rnn_nt, a wl-w_ysin

name.

Str. But do you suppose that any form of government
which is defined by these characteristics of the one, the few,
or the many, of poverty or wealth, of voluntary or compulsory
submission, of written law or the absence of law, can be a
right one ?
Y. Soc. Why not ?
Str. Reflect; and follow me.
Y. Soc. In what direction ?
Str. Shall we abide by what we said at first, or shall we
retract our words ?
Y. Soc. To what do you refer ?
Str. If I am not mistaken, we said that royal power was a
science ?
,,
Y. Soc. Yes.
Slr. And a science of a peculiar
out of the rest as having a character
and authoritative ?
Y. Soc. Yes.

kind, which was selected
which is at

Sir. And there was one kind of authority over lifeless
things and another over living animals;
and so we proceeded 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 ?
Y. Soc. True.

i
:
',
;,]i

;

I

c,
\ The_ar_- .Sir. Hence we are led to observe that the
\ _
of
• • ,.f,h,, .qtate
_,°,_,_,_
_ ,k- r
i.h, voluna m,e
prme,--I_ ............
_,. ,.-d.ly_
(. _

tary or involuntary, .o__y

or rlt-h_,_- httt sogte notion of"

The

science

of politics

is possessed

by a few

only.
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science must enter into it, if we are to be consistent with s_¢sntan.
what has preceded,
s_o,,_,
Y. Soc. And we must be consistent.
Vou_o
SocgA'rEs.
Sir. Well, then, in which of these various forms of States ment is not
may the science of government, which is among the greatest
of all sciences and most difficult to acquire, be supposed to
reside .9 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.
Y. Soc. That, as the argument has already intimated, will
be our duty.
Str. Do you think that the multitude in a State can attain
political science ?
Y. Soc. Impossible.
Sir. But, perhaps, in a city of a thousand men, there would
be a hundred, or say fifty, who could ?
Y. Soc. 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 Hellas, and there would

that it is
offewor
many,

vol_atary
or involuntary, but
that it is
scientific.

_-_-

certainly not be as many kings.
For kings we may truly
call those_ewho possess royal science, whet-'_iEF-_ryy"fh-le or
293

not, as was shown in ttte_previou_ment
Str. Thank you for reminding me;
is that anytrue form of governmen(can

S/ J
_.-o...

"

1.
___
/_.
and the consequence
The seience/_
/_
o_supposed
to ofgxa_- _.
__.,
ment can

be the gQyernment of one, t_'-6_-,or, at__nx_r,t_te,-o'_a-fe_'_ ....
onlybe _.__t'
Y. Soc. Certainly.
attainedby'
l
.
a veryf_
Str. And these, whether they rule with the wil, or against /
"--,,--_*_,_/
the will, of their subjects, with written laws or without k)
written laws, and whether they are poor or rich, and what-//
ever be the nature of their rule, mus t be supposed, .according \
to our [L_resentview, to r_,l,_m_ome-_errtific
principle; just /
as the vhvsician, whether he cures us against our will or (3
with o_r will, and wh_'e.r_-l_._7_
of treatment,--/
incision, l_ng,
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
, Cp. supra, a59 A.

/ J, Cd".ff
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Can

tAere

be good

government

without

law ?"

Su_er,nam in some other way, or even fattens his patients,

is a phy-

STL_GU.
all the• samc_,so long as he exercises authority-oVer
YOUNO
/" sieian
_
secure/
them acc_le_
of art: if he__o_n]yldoes the_

and m.

on_per-YCg('_-ihe
"of
command.

Andthiswe

th-----tohe e

art of medicine, or of any other

Y. Soc. Quite true.
Stg.
Then that can be the only true fnrm nf gevz."r._-at

So longas

thenorsgOver-rule
which the governors are really found to os
._ e,
_iea_
are not mere jareteadcrs, whether they rule according to
ti_cally,
it orwl"--_Tfh-o_out
law, over willing or unwilling subjects, and
matters
not
whether rich or poor themselves--none
of these things can with
theyr_e
propriety
be
included
in
the
notion
of the ruler.
with or
without

Y.

Soc.

t,, +*,-*p,,kl;_
m_they
......
or exiling some; whether
corporate by sending out
or, by introducing persons
they act according to the

rules
and justice,
and use their tl_
p b_w_¥'w_th
view
to t_g_]of wisdom_2'¢q_
and ;mprcvzmznt,
c_tj 6;_, awhich
the_y._tule,_.axtd_.whigh__ha_s ..thgse char_¢_.ri'stics,
ma£be
described as the only tnaeS_te.
All other governments
are n-o-tgenuine or real, but only imitations of this, and some
of thenr-are--ffetter an_l'-'gome of them are worse ; the better
are said to be well governed, but they are mere imitations
like the others.

'
"_

• young
Socrates

in
and
law
are
any

True.

law,over
Str. And whethe_w
willing or
unwilling purge the State by'killing
some,
subjects, they reduce the size of the body
from the hive swarms of citizens,
from without, increase it ; while

%_/z./t

art

Y. Soc. I agree, Stranger, in the greater part of what you
say ; but _to._..oooo
_
_lin_without_[_u_--the.
e.x.pression has
governa haT_ sound.
"-'_
meatwithStr. You have been too quick for me, Socrates ; I was just _94
out
laws.
going to ask you whether you objected to any of my statements.
And now I see that we shall have to consider this
"

objects to

[r

notion of there being good governmen '_'without.laats_.
Y. Soc. Certainly.

that the_l_,r-s-liould
e/ls -/
th_\th_

rule, but that a man should rule _ R-

posinn_him to have wisd0m_a0d royal power.
Do you see
theSO'.
business
There o_
can be no and
doubtyetthat
thelegislation
best thingis of
in all
a manner
is not
why this is ?

Tke

rough

and

general

characler

of legislation.

Y. Soc. Why ?
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Statesman.

Str. Because the law does not.p,e_rfec0y, eo__prehend what sT_,,,c_,
is noblest and mo_'_Y'i'_/'_and
therefore cannot enforce vou._
SOCRATES.
what is best. The differences of men and actions, and the_
endless irregular movemcrlt._ nf h.m_n
thln_%
dc_ Ilot admit
of/_n.y_....universal a_ule.
And no art whatsoever
can lay o_n
a rule which will last for all time.
Y. Soc. Of course not.

ruleof
law;
forthe
corn plexity
of human

affairscannot be met
Str. But the law is always striving to make one ;--like,.._an by legisobstinate and ignorant tyrant, who will riot allow anything to lation.
be_"_lS
appomtmentj or any question to be Law is like
asked--not
even in sudden changes of circumstances, when an
ob- and
stinate
something happens to be better than what he commanded for ignorant
some one.
tyrant.
Y. Soc. Certainly;
the law treats us all precisely in the
manner which you describe.
Str. A perfectly simple principle can never be applied to a
state of things which is the reverse of simple.
Y. Soc. True.
Sir. Then if the_a.w___ngk
the p erfec_tip_n_gf_dght, why
are we compelled ., to make laws at all?
The reason.of this
has next to be investigated.
Y. Soc. Certainly.
Sir. 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?

N

Why then
arelaws
made ?

As the
trainingmaster
makes

rules.
,ot
foreach

Y.Soc. Yes; theyareverycommon among us.
particular
Str.And what are the ruleswhich are enforcedon theircase--that
would be

pupilsby professional
trainersor by othershaving similarimpossible
authority?
Can you remember?
--but for
the gener-

Y. Soc. To what do you refer ?
ality,
Sir. 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.
Y. Soc. Very true.
Str. And therefore they assign equal amounts of exercise
to them all ; they send them forth together, and let them rest
VOL.
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Illustrations

from

graining

#¢atesma**.together from their running,
sT,.,,_,,
of bodily exercise may be.
YovxG
So_,,_.
Y. Soc. True.

and

wrestling,

from

medicine.

or whatever

the form

Slr. And now observe that the legislator who has to pre- 295
legislator side over the herd, and to enforce justice in their dealings
enactswhat
with one another, will not be able, in enacting for the general
is gener_ty forthe good, to provide exactly
l'-_--'_--_"
what s suitable for each--particular
best ; for
case.
he cannot
so too the

sitbyeach

S0C. He cannot be expected to do so.
Sir. He will lay down lawssin i_ general fnrm for the
thr
-)
.
.
_
.
-majority, roughly me_e_.an6ividuals;
and
•dtrect h)m. some.-af.them he will del(ver in #_ti_,,
and others will be
"-_7.

man's side

://

\

_,

_

; and these last will be traditional customs of the
Y. Soc. He will be right.
Slr. 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.
Y. Soc. So I should infer from what has now been said.
Sir. Or rather, my good friend, from what is going to be
said.
Y. Soc. And what is that ?

Again,a
physician,
who is

goingto a
foreign
Cotlntty,
winleave
in writing

for his
i]
!

directions

pa_e,_.
But if he
shotOd
return
sooner
than he

expexted
mad find

Sir. Let us put to ourselves the case of a physician, or
trainer, who is about to go into a far country, and is expecting 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
Y..5oc. True.
pupils
Str. orButpatients.
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 former pre-

a changeof scription ? Would he persist in obse.rying the ori_inal_aw,
treatment neither hirn._eff _iving any new et_mm_mttm_n_-* nor the
_ry,
patient daring to do otherwise than was prescribed, under
hi"
will

Methods

of reform.

499

the idea that this course only was healthy and medicinal, all Statesman.
others noxious and heterodox ? Viewed in the light of ST_o_,
science and true art, would not all such enactments
be vo_o
SOCtATgS.
utterly ridiculous ?
Y. Soc. Utterly.
Str. And if he who gave laws, written or unwritten,

deter-

mining what was good or bad, honourable or dishonourable,
just or unjust, to the tribes of men who flock together in their
several cities, and are governed in accordance with them ; if,
296 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?
Y. Soc. Certainly.
Str. Do you know a plausible saying of the common people
which is in point ?
Y. Soc. I do not recall what you mean at the moment.
Str. They say that if any one knows how the ancient laws
--

.

disregard
his former
preseripThe leglslator,in
tion.
like
manIlers
wouldnot
hesitateto
change his
owntaws,if
he cameto
lifeagain.

Areformer
carry

man-

the improvement,
legislate,his but
other-of kinawith
_may
be improved, and
he then
must he
firstmay
persuade
ownnotState
sho_fld
him
; but
wise.

even if he

Y. Soc. And are they not right ?
Sir. 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.
Y. Soc. What do you mean ?
Sir. 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 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.
Y. Soc. Most true.

usea little
_iolenee,
what
harm?

Str. In the political art error is not called disease, but evil,
or disgrace, or injustice.
Y. Soc. Quite true.
Kk2

n physieiaablamed
not
is

forcuring
aagainst
patient
his
will;

5oo

Some

gentle

violence

may

be exercised

by statesmen.

Statesman.
_/r. And when the citizen, contrary to law and custom, is
s_N_..,
compelled to do what is juster and better and nobler than he
VO_so_,T_ did before, the last and most absurd thing which he could
ana we
say about such violence is that he has incurred disgrace or
should not evil or injustice at the hands of those who compelled him.
condemn
any one

Y. Soc.

Very

true.

whocornSir. And shall we say that the violence, if exercised by a
pelsmen
rich
man, is just, and if by a poor man, unjust'_
May not
to act
morejustly, any man, rich or poor, with or without laws, with the will of
the citizens or against the will o--fthe qi_do
w'h--_"is for
In governth(_-?
]s-not_t_ue
principle of government,
ment.as in according to which the wise and_an
will order the
Sl_am_llship. art is affairs of his s_
? As the pilot, by watching continually 297
superior

to law.

over the interests ot' 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
to tbc.la_ "_ Nor can'----ffise
strength of art which is s_
rulers ever err w---h_
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.
Y. Soc. No one can deny what has been now said.
Str. Neither, if you consider, can any one deny the other
statement.
Y. Soc. What was it ?

The true

Sir. We said th_
number of p_ons,
whoever
they may be, can attain political knowledge, or order a _state
wisely, but that the t_._ruegovernm_ent is tn he found _ a
wesaid,
s_or
in an individual, and that other States are
is of few
orofan
but imitations of this, as we said a little while ago, some for
individua the better and some for the worse.
form
of
government, as

other

formsa_e
Y. Soc. What do you mean ? I cannot have understood
imitations
your
previous remark about imitations.
of this.
Sir. 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.
Y. Soc. What do you mean ?

Tke
Str.

best

and

tke

second

best forms

The idea which has to be grasped

of government.

5ol

by us is not easy or stat_,,_n.

familiar ; but we may attempt to express it thus :--Supposing
._,_N_,,
the government of which I have been speaking to be t_'__.
true model, then the others must use the written laws of this _rhe,
ney-co y
--in no other way can they be saved; they will have to do |ts.lawsp
what is now generally approved,
in the world,
Y. Soc. What is this ?

although

not the best thing

Sir. 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 ?
Y. So¢. By all means.
Str. I must again have recourse to my favourite images ;
through them, and them alone, can I describe kings and
rulers,
Y. Soc. What images ?
S/r. The noble pilot and the wise physician, who ' is worth
many another man '--in the similitude of these let us endeayour to discover some image of the king.
Y. Soc. What sort of an image ?
298 Sir. 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 arrives;
or they cause mishaps at sea and cast
away their freight ; and are guilty of other rogueries.
Now
suppose that we, bearing all this in mind, were to determine,
aRer consideration, that neither of these arts shall any. longer
be allowed to exercise absolute control either over freemen

_dpunish
severely the
infringementof
them.--Yet

ibis
i_noT"
the best
thing,

but

oon_e
_o
_
The real

_'_"

natureof
this second
bestmay
be
withshown
the
help of our

favorite
images.
Suppose
the
crimes
of physiciansand
pilotsto
be such
thatit is
necessary
to putcheck
some
uponthem:
_,assembly
of nonprofes-sional
persons is
canedto
m_ke
minute
regulations
whichmust
be
observed
in the
pmtice of
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Absurd

consequences

wkick

flow

Stat_n,tn. or over slaves, but that we will summon an assembly either
s_._.,
of. all the people, or of the rich only, and that anybody who
vou_o
likes, whatever may be his calling, or even if he have no
Soc_-r_s.
medicine calling, may offer an opinion either about seamanship
or
or seaman- about diseases--whether
as to the manner in which physic
s_p.
or surgical instruments
are to be applied to the patient, or
again about the vessels and the nautical 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 triangular
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.
Y. Soc. What a strange notion !
Str. Suppose further, that the pilots and physicians are )
s_ elected appointed annually, either out of the rich, or out of the whole
j/
snnwa!y people, and that they are elected by lot ; and that after their
and_nea
election they navigate vessels and heal the sick according to
to
account
at theend the written rules.
ot their
Y. Soc. Worse and worse.
Pilots and
physicians

/

year of

omee,
Slr. But hear what follows :--When the year of office has
and
expired,
the pilot or physician has to come before a court
p_hed
Utheyhave of review, in which the judges are either selected from the 299
vio_ted
wealthy classes or chosen by lot out of the whole people ;
any of the
written
and anybody who pleases may be their accuser, and may lay
naes.

to their charge, that during the past year they havegated their vessels or healed their patients according to the
letter of the law and the ancient customs of their ancestors ;
and if either of them is condemned, so_ust
/_ax what he m to suffer or pay.

conditions, deserves to_ff.ex-4mb_nalty.
.Str. Yet once more, we shall have to enact that if an._L.qn_g___.
detected
into piloting
nav_r under such
into
_.eour utis
t
Y.
Soc. Heenquiring
who is willing
to t_akeand
a command
sa_an,
heal_true
nature of medicine, or about the winds_
-

(/

from

the

exclusive

rbgime

of law.
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or other conditions ot the atmosphere, contrary to the written Statesman.
rules, and has any ingenious notions about such matters, he ST,A,_,.
is not to be called a pilot or physician, but a cloudy prating Vou_
._ac_tATr_.
_o_further
on the ground that he is a corrupter of shipis to
t_g,
who would persuade them to follow the art of be formedicine or piloting in an unlawful manner, and to exercise bidden
on
pain of
an arbitrary rule over their patients or ships, any one who is death.
qualified by law may inform against him, and indict him
in some court, ahd 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
pr_ser
and health
is known
the national

than the laws ; and as Youching healing
and-piloting and _ation,
the_nature o___them
customs.

e written laws and
If such were the mode of procedure,
What

S'trerg_s_'alJout-these
selves
and about g_,
and
any branch of hunting, or about p_
or imitation in
general, or _,
or any sort of handicraft,
or husbandry, or _
or if we were to see an art of r_
horses, or ten_s,
or divination, or any ministerial
servace, or dra-Cght-playing, or any science conversant with
number, whether simple or square or cube, or comprising
motion,--I
say, if all these thin sg.E._were d,_ne in ,hi_ _.a_according to wr-"fi_n regulations, and not according to art,
w_uld
be the result'7-."

wouldthe
con-be
sequence
of such

procedureto
these
or
to arts ?
other

Y. Soc. All the_ arts wou!d utterly perish, and coul_d_never Tbeywould
be recovered, because _
would be unlawfuL' And utterly
perish.
human life, which is bad e_ugha!r_eady,

utt u .
3o0

w ou!d then become

Str. But what, if while compelling all these operations to con.$_
Butthe
be regulated by. written law, we were to appoint as the quenee
guardian of the laws some one elected by a show of _
ifthe
guardians
or by Iot, a_d hg carilag._nothing about the laws, were to act of the laws
contrary to them from motives of interest or favour, and broke them
_'itlqout knowledge,--would
not this be a still worse evil in
owntheir
than the former ?
interest
y. ....
wouldbe
ooc. very true.
)stiU wor_
Str. To go against the laws, which are based upon long ex-|For la_s "
perience, and the wisdom of counsellors who have
graciously/a_e
based
•
/ on exrecommended
them and persuaded
the multitude to pass/perienee

5o4

But

the

evils

of arbitrary

rule

are

even

worse.

Statesman.l them, would be a far greater and more ruinous error than
s,_,c.,,
l any adherence to written law ?
Vo.._
Soc_z_s.
Y. Soc. Certainly.
and are
Sir. Therefore, as there is a danger of this, the next best
madeby
thing in legislating is not to allow either the individual or
wisemen. the multitude to break the law in any respect whatever.
Y. Soc. True.
Str. The laws would be copies of the true particulars of
action as far as they admit of being written down from the
lips of those who have knowledge ?
Y. Soc. Certainly they would.
Butin
certain

] Sir. And, as we were saying; h_e
and
f
is
a
true
Statesman,
will
do
many.
things
within
his
own
eases there I
_ - ....................
my be
i splYe_e of acffofi'_y_[s
art without regard to the--fi'_aws,when
something
has
better
than ' he=is of opinion t_i-_"g6_-_fl_tng--6th-_i:t_g_it_-aVwtflt_-he
whatthe _ written down an--denjoined to be observed during his absence
law prewould be better.
scribes,

and this /
theseien-/
tific ruler/

Y. Soc. Yes, we said so.
Str. And any individual

or any number

of men, having

_n ha,qfixed
laws, in acting contrary to them with a view to somein *iew./thing
better, would only be acting, as far as they are able,
[ like the true Statesman ?
Y. Soc. Certainly.
Str. 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
f

• perfect truth, and an imitation no longer.
Y. Soc. Quite true.
Str. And the principle that no great number of men are
able to acquire a knowledge of any art has been already
admitted by us.
Y. Soc. Yes, it has.

Str. Then the royal or political art. if ther e be such an
art, will never be 'attained either by the wealthy or"by-the
other mob.
Y. Soc. Impossible.
The lower
SO'. Then the nearest approach which these lower forms
forn_of
of government can ever make to the true government of the 3oI
_t are
one scientific ruler, is to do nothing contrary to their own
betterif
written laws and national customs.
tl_-y

Lawful

and lawless forms

Y. Soc. Very good.
Sir. When the rich imitate the true
ment is called arm ocracy ; an wen
the .law% oligarchy.
"F-'-..Soc. True.

of government.

Statesman.
form, such a govern- sT_c_,.
egar esg-o--f 7o0,_
SocaA,rz.s,
-

observe the

l_w.

Str. Or again, when an individual rules according
in imitation of him who knows, we call him a king;
he rules according to l_"_e
give
whether he rules with ob6_wlgdge,
Y. Soc. To be sure. f_'----'_Q-_:
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same name,

thanoUgarchy.
royalty
than

Str. 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 governmeak% as they are
now reckoned, become one.
Y. Soc. That is true.

tyranny.

Str.

Artd when an individual

him_h'¢

to law Thus
and if a_st_r_y
is better

ruler governs

neither

by l_

nor._._by__custo_rn,
but following in the step_s_ofthe true man of
science pretends that he"6"_ only act for the best by violating
the law---_,while in reality appetite and ignorance are the
motives of the imit._ti_y
nat s_mh an one be called a
tyrant ?
"-'YT-Soc. Certainly.
Str. And this we believe to be the origin of the tyrant and The lower
the king, of _es,
and arise,
anti de_oe-racie_s:-formsof
mentarise
becafi_e men are offended a(the one monarch, and can never governbe made to beiieve that any one can-be worthy of such because
the
rule of one
authority, or is able and willing in the spirit of virtue and man is
knowledge to act justly and holily to all ; they fancy that he,reg arded
-_
"
\with
will be a despot who will wrong and harm ._q
s.iay wnom
_u_picion.
he'i_l'6-ases of us; for if there could be such a despot as we /
describe, they would acknowledge that we ought to be too t f
glad to have him, and that he alone would be the happy
ruler of a true and perfect State.
J
Y. Soc. To be sure.

/

Str. But then, as th_he_e
s no...ng_Llike
a ber.h_et and ha.s. In them i
no natural head who
is_. at once--_ recognized
to . be
the superior 'lawand
.
.-, ........
...........
custom are I
botll m boded
re_mind, mankind.are
o_'ffg_t9_ m.eet and supreme.
'
mak6- a_,
and e"_ndeav'-6__ approach as nearly as they can
to the true form of government.
Y. Soc. True.

'

5o6

The

raise

.

Slr.
And when the foundation of politics is in th_eel_etter
L-only. and in cl_.om,_and "l_n0wledge--_s divorced from_m_action,
)can we wonder, Socrates, at the miseries which there are,
What
and always will be, in States?
Any other art, built on such
wonderif a foundation and thus conducted, would ruin all that it 302
there is
to_=
()ught we not rather to wonder at the natural
where
m_ry
stre_h'_f
the political bond ? For States have endured
custom
all
this,
time
out of mind, and yet some of them still remain
rules ?
Yet, in spite and are not overthrown,
though many of them, like ships at
of it. states sea, founder
from time to time, and perish and have perished
survive,
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 unacquainted with politics, of which, above all other sciences,
they believe themselves to have acquired the most perfect
knowledge.
Y. Soc. Very true.
Whichof
Sir. Then the question arises :--which
of these untrue
the untrue
forms
of
forms of government is the least oppressive to their subjects_
governth-ough they are all oppressive;
an'd-w_'i_'the
wor_st of
mentis
them
?
Here
is
a
consideration
which
is
beside
our
present
best, which ._..__.worst?
purpose, and yet having regard to the whole it seems to
influence all our actions : we must examine it.
Y. Soc. Yes, we must.
One of the
Str. You may say that of the three forms, the same is at
three chief
once the hardest and the easiest.
forms is
Stattsman.!

s_a_
vou_.

,
i

bestand
worst.

Y. Soc.
Sir. I
which I
monarchy,
_"_oc.

If we
divide
these three
formsand

Sir. If we divide each of these we shall have six, from
which the true one may be distinguished as a seventh.
Y. Soc. How would you make_the_division ?

add
perfect
the

What do you mean ?
am speaking of the three forms of government,
mentioned at the beginning of this discussion-the rule of the few) and the rul.e_of th. ,_ny.
True.
- .................

Slr.l,___/
the ru_Ze
of tile few_
has-_n auspicicu4s
willbe,
and_b_y',
_ox:_[]6-m___..__.r_y_or
the rule of the many, which
alsevtt_°_nther'
before_asone
LnmaL_
forms.
Y. So_v-_io_.
.
.
Sir. On the same prTfiblp-Ie-aTs-fiefore, although the name
state, there

False politicians

are' the worst of So/hists.

is now discovered

to have a twofold meaning.

tinction
of the
ruling_
well as to
rest.

or
without
_..........
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For the dis- Statesntan.

law, applies to this as sT,^,_,,
Vo_.,G
_OCRATIgS.

Sir. 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 others alone
are left for us, the principle of law and the absence of law
will bisect them all.
Y. Soc. That would seem to follow, from what has been
said.
Str. Then monarchy, when bound b_zgood __tions
Mgn_rehy,
: ....aria; --_awfe..gs"_,--(he
-in-the
form /
or .........
laws, _
best oI all the six,
_
_aw_£e._"is
of royalty
most bitter and oppressive to the subject:,
is the best;
Y. Soc. True.
and inofthe
form
3o3

SO'. The government
of the few, which is intermediate
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 e._her any gTeat good or any
great evil, when compared with the others, because the
_e
too minutely subdivided and too many hold them.
And this therefore is the worst of all lawful governments,
and th--_be_
la_l_---_nnes. -_fthey are all-withou(th-e
,
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.
Y. Soc. You are quite right, and we should choose that
above

nil.

//

tyranny

the worst. /
ThegoVernment
of the
fewis intermediatein
good and
evil. Demoeraeyis
the best and
of
lawless

theworst
of lawful
governments.The
seventh
formis
among

statesiswhat
God
among

/_z/

Str. The members
_th-4he exception men.
/_
of the one which has knowledge
.......................
_ma_e
set aside as being not holders
The up-of

/-

/

/

Statesmen b_----phniders
of the most monstrous
i_mselves
idols ; and, being the greatest imitators
and magicians,-t_hey_ are al_ t_hS-g_d_te-stof Sophists.
Y.S'fTr-hTe
name of Sophist after many windings in the
argument appears to have been most justly fixed upon the
politicians, as they are termed,
Sir. And so our satyric drama has been played out; and
the troop of Centaurs and Satyrs, however unwilling to leave

'

theuntrue
formsof
_overnment are

m_r_partisans
and
thegreatest
of.Sophists.
The impostors
aepart.

•

5o8

Statesmanskip

and/ke

arts

wkick

are

akin

to it.

Statesn_t. the stage, have at last been separated from the _eal
s_,Nc_,,
science.
YoU,Os_T_. _-Y=Soc. So I perceive.
_a_e
Sir. There remain, however, natures still more troublerefinersof some, because they are more nearly akin ib the king, and
gold,now
we
more difficult to discern ; the examination
of them may be
have
got rid of compared to the process of refining gold.
the earth
Y. Soc. What is your meaning ?
and
dross :
there
Sit'. The workmen begin by sifting away the earth and
remainthe
stones and the like ; there remain in a confused mass the
arts
of the
general,
valuable elements akin to gold, which can only be separated
judge,
by fire,--copper,
silver, and other precious metal ; these are
orator,
whichare
at last refined away by the use of tests, until the gold is left
nearlyakin quite pure.
to StatesY. Soc. Yes, that is the way in which these things are said
manship,
be done.

and for

to

that reason
difficult
to

Sir. In "like manner, all alien and uncongenial matter has
been separated from political science, and what is precious
and of a kindred nature has been left; there remain the

separat_
fromit.

The ease
ofmusic
may help
as.

of oratory which is an ally of the royal art, and persuades
men to do justice, and assists in guiding the helm of States:-304
How can we best clear away all these, leaving him whom we
seek
unalloyed
nobleralone
arts and
of the
general ?and the judge, and the higher sort
Y. Soc. That is obviously what has in some way to be
attempted.
Slr. 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.
11.Soc. What question ?
Str. There is such a thing as learning music or handicraft
arts in general ?
Y. Soc. There is.

z_
is
an
art
aboveit,
which
decide_
whether it

Sir. And is there any higher art or science, having power
to decide which of these arts are and are not to be learned ;what do you say ?
Y. Soc. I should answer that there is.

shallbe
k_,_t or

SO'. And do we acknowledge
from the others ?

this science to be different

The

supremacy

of _olitical

science.
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IT.Soc. Yes.

Slatesman.

Sir. And ought the other sciences to be superior to this, s.... _,,
or no single science to any other ? Or ought this science to vouN_
Soc_'r g_.
be the overseer and governor of all the others ?
Y. Soc. The latter.
Sir. You mean to say that the science which
whether we ought to learn or not, must be supeffor
science which is learned or which teaches ?

judges
to the

Y. Soc. Far superior.
Str. And the science which determines whether we ought
to persuade or not, must be superior to the science which is
able to persuade .9
Y. Soc. Of course.
Str. Very good; and to what science do we assign the
power of persuading a multitude by a pleasing tale and not
by teaching ?
In Y. Soc. That power, I think, must clearly be assigned to
rhetoric.
Str. And to what science do we give the power of deterining whether we are to employ persuasion or force towards
y one, or to refrain altogether ?
Y. Soc. To that science which governs the arts of speech
a_ersuasion.
Sir. Which, if I am not mistaken, will be politics .9
Y. Soc. Very good. ---_---Sir. Rhetoric
seems to be quickly distln_ui._hed
from
politics, being a different species, yet minister;-g
t,_ it.
_: Soc. Yes.
S#'. But what would you think of another sort of power or
science ?
Y. Soc. What science ?
Str. The science which

has to do with military operations

This art is

the art of
politics,
whichis
also
superior
to rhetoric,

and to
general-

against
not ?

our enemies--is

that to be regarded

as a science or ship,

Y. Soc. How can generalship
and military tactics be
regarded as other than a science?
Str. 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 .9
Y. Soc. Ifwe are to be consistent,

we must say different.

5Io

Subordinate

or ministerial

sciences.

Statesman.
Sir. And we must also suppose that this rules the other, if 3o5
s,_,_
we are not to give up our former notion ?
YOUNG
so_,T_
Y. Soc. True.
Str. And, considering how great and terrible the whole art
of war is, can we imagine any which is superior
truly royal ?
"-_.Soc. No other.

to it but th_____e

Str. The art of the general is only ministerial, and therefore not political .9
Y. Soc. Exactly.
andto the
St?'. Once more let us consider the nature of the righteous
adminisjudge.
tration of
justice.
Y. Soc. Very good.
Str. Does he do anything but decide the dealings of men
one
or
unjust in accordance with the
/'with
another to be just
/standard

which he receives

from the king and legislator,--

(,,, showing

/
(
t

The politieal

his own peculiar virtue only in this, that h_ejs not
or
pity,
by any
by
pe,ELg__ed
gifts,
fears, or
or
sort of favour
or enmity, into deciding the suits of men with one another
contrary to the appointment of the legislator ?
Y. Soc. No ; his office is such as you describe.
Str. 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 ?
---"-'-:'_:"
Y. Soc. True.
Str. The review of all these sciences shows that none

or

royalart
of them is political or royal.
commands not itself to act, but to rule
all the

others;

For the truly royal ought
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
orders.
the Y.greatest
importance,
Soc. True.

whilst

others

should

execute

his

Str. And, therefore, the arts which we have described, as
they have no authority over themselves or one another, but
are each of them concerned with some special action of their
own, have, as they ought to have, special names corresponding
to their several actions.
Y. So¢. I agree.
Str. And the science

which

is over

them

all, and

has

Can parts

of virtue

be opposed?

5x I

charge of the laws, and of all matters affecting the State, and States,,u_n.
ty_aves
them all into one, if we would describe under sT_,.._..
a name characteristic of their common nature, most truly we vo_,,
SOOtArgS.
ma_.

and weaves

Y. Soc. Exactly so.
Sir. Then, now that we have discovered the various classes
in a State _, shall I analyse politics after the pattern which
weaving supplied ?
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Y. Soc. I greatly wish that you would.
Sir. Then I must describe the nature of the royal web,
and show how the various threads are woven into one
piece,
Y. Soc. Clearly.
Sir. A task has to be accomplished,
which, although
difficult, appears to be necessary.
Y. Soc. Certainly the attempt must be made.
Sir. To assume that one part of virtue differs in kind
from another, is a position easily assailable by contentious
disputants, who appeal to popular opinion,
Y. Soc. I do not understand,
Sir. Let me put the matter in another way: I suppose that
you would consider cour_q_r.gg_to
be a part of virtue ?
Y. Soc. Certainly I should.
Sir. And you would think temperance to be different from
courage; and likewise to be a part of virtue ?
Y. Soc. True.
Sir. I shall venture to put forward a strange
them.
Y. Soc. What is it ?

287-9 o, 3o3-5-

The nature
of this web
mustnow
beconsidered.

Certain

parts ofsuch
virtue,
as courage
andtemperan_j
are
antago-

nistie.

theory about

Sir. Tl_3t they are two princ_ich
thorn.ghly _hate
one another and are antagonistic throughout a great part of
nat e.
na'_Y. Soc. How singular!
Sir. Yes, very--for all the parts of virtue are commonly
said to be friendly to one another,
Y. Soc. Yes.
Sir. 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,
I Cp. supra,

totether
in
the political
web.
them

Common
opinion

however
doesnot
_alow
Let
us this.
investigate
thematter.

5i2

Antagonism

of classes

of actions.

Y. Soc. Tell me how we shall consider that question.
s_,,._,E_,
Str. We must extend our enquiry to all those things
VouNc
beautiful and at the same time place in
SOCRATES. which we consider
two oppositeclasses.
Y. Soc. Explain ; what are the 3, ?
Sir. 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 yourself
before now, or been present when others praised them.
Y. Soc. Certainly.
Sir. And do you remember the terms in which they are
praised ?
Y. Soc. I do not.
Sir. I wonder whether I can explain to you in words the
thought which is passing in my mind.
}: Soc. Why not ?
We express
Str.
You fancy that this is all so easy:
Well, let us
our
adconsider
these
notions
with
reference
to
the
opposite
classes
miration
forquick of action under which they fall. When we praise quickness
and
and energy and acuteness, whether of mind or body or
getic eneraction
byapplying sound, we express
our praise of the quality which we
the
epithet
admire
by
one
word,
and that one word is manliness or
' brave '
Statesman.

to it,

courage.

and for

Str. We speak of an action as energetic and brave,
and manly, and vigorous too ; and when we apply the
of which I speak as the common attribute of all
natures, we certainly praise them.
Y. Soc. True.
Str. And do we not often praise the quiet strain of

Y. Soc. How ?

gentle and
quiet action

by calhng
itor 'calm'
' temperate.'

quick
name
these
307
action

also ?
Y. Soc. To be sure.
S/r. And do we not then say the opposite of what we said
of the other ?
Y. Soc. How do you mean ?
Sir. We exclaim How calm! How temperate l in admiration of the slow and quiet working of the intellect, and

depth of voice, and of all rhythmical
movement and of
l of
steadiness
and when
gentleness
in action,
of smoothness
music
in general,
these have
a proper
solemnity. and
Of

The

lovers

of peace

and

of war.
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indicative
of order, we predicate not courage, but a name s_._=,
all
such actions
Statesman.
Y. Soc. Very true.
vou.o
._Xm ^'rr).s.
S_. But when, on the other hand, either of these is out
of place, the names of either are changed into terms of
censure,
Y. Soc. How so ?
Sir. Too great sharpness
or quickness or hardness
is Butwhen
termed violence or madness ; too great slowness or gentle- these
ties arequaliin
ness is called cowardice
or sluggishness;
and we may excess,we
observe,
that for the most part these qualities, and the eau
themor
violence
temperance
and man.liness of the opposite characters, are madness,
arrayed as enemies on opposite sides, and do not mingle cowardice
or sluggishwith one another in their respective actions;
and if we hess.pursue the enquiry, we shall find that men who have these These
different qualities of mind differ from one another,
extremes
do not
Y. Soc. In what respect ?
meet in
Sir. In respect of all the qualities which I mentioned, and the
same
persons.
very likelyof many others. According to theirrespective
affinities
toeitherclassof actionstheydistribute
praiseand
blame,--praisc
to the actionswhich arc akin to theirown,
blame to thoseof the oppositeparty--andoutof thismany
quarrelsand occasions
ofquarrelariseamong them.
Y. Soc. True.
Str. The

difference

between

the

two classes

is often

a

trivial concern ; but in a state, and when affecting really
important matters, becomes of all disorders the most hateful.
Y. Soc. To what do you refer ?
Str. To nothing short of the whole regulation of human

The geaae

life. For the orderly class are always ready to lead a peaceful are
wining
to pay
any
life,
quietly
doin_ theirown business;thisis theirmanner price
_or
of behavingwithallmen athome, and theyareequallyready peace
;
to findsome way of keepingthepeace with foreignStates.
And on accountof thisfondnessof theirs
forpcace_whichis ;
oRen out of season whe-r_--ffi-_1"F--_ence
prevails,
_they/
bcc_mc by degrees_nwarlik%.and bring up theiryoung,_,/
men to bc likethemselves; they are at the mercy of thor/
enemies; whence in a few years theyand theirchiidrenand
thewhole city
o-0-R-en
passi_crceptiblyfrom the condition
of
f_._memenintn that of slaves.
VOL. IV.
L 1
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StatesmansMl_, like weaving, will test its materials.

_.

Y. Soc. What a cruel fate I

s,_

Sir. And now think of what happens with the more COUr-

rob'NO

//
'//

soa_.
ageous natures. Are they not always inciting their country
_e
', to go to war, owing to their excessive love of the military
courageous life ? they raise up enemies against themselves many and
arealway_
mighty, and either utterly ruin their native-land or enslave
_fl_JOllS
'
andY. subject
Soc. That,
it to again,
its foes is? true.
Stg.
Must we not admit, then, that where these two classes
always aM exist, they always feel the greatest antipathy and antagonism
_tagotowards one another ?
_"
Y. Soc. We cannot deny it.
And so we
havefound Str. And returning to the enquiry with which we began,
whatwe
have we not found that considerable
portions of virtue are
soltght.
_
L
at variance with one another, and give rise to a similar opposition in the characters who are endowed with them ?
Y. Soc. True.

These two

A further
point.
No con-

Str. Let us consider a further point.
Y. Soc. What is it ?

strue_art
Str. I want to know, whether any constructive art will
winusebid
rn_lte
any, even the most trivial thing, out of bad and good
material,
if this ca,
materials indifferently, if this can be helped ? does not
be uoid_, 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 ?
I,'. Soc. To be sure.
Andstates-

Str.

Then the true and natural art of statesm__nahip will

/ never
allow
w_,e t_

and bad men, if this can be avoided ; but will begin by testing

_e_u_
uh"C_man
natu_'_s in play, and after testing them, will entrust
_.b. she_ them to proper teachers who are the ministers of her
w_[_sea_t) u
ses--she
will herself cd,_ ¢wders. and rnMqtain _Usuitable ( that
as t-he art of weavinK continually gives orders
Mtur_, \ and maintains 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.
Y. So¢. Quite true.
Str. In like manner, the royal science appears to me to be

3o8

The
the

mistress

weaving

of

of all lawful

the

warp

educators

and
and

the

woof.
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instructors,

and Statesman.

having this queenly power, will not permit them to train
r_en 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
inclin'ation, and,' fr6m the necesSiVy-_l _ _ri-e_h 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.
Y. Soc. That is commonly said.
309 Str. But those who are wallowing in ignorance and baseness she bows under the yoke of slavery.
/
Y. Soc. Quite right.
Str. 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 weav_X,,_tuge_er;
taking on-_-e-off6 h_iiid"those whose
natures 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
represented
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 :
Y. Soc. In what manner ?

s_,.w.
Vou,_
_a'm.
but win
exterminate
the
evil,

_.,
a_ enslave_
/_e igno-

rant.

Therest
of the
_ti__mshe
winweave
intoone,
combining
courage,
which
is
the warp,
with gentlen_s and
order,
whichform
thewoof.

S_r. First of all, she takes the eternal clement of the soul She hinds
and binds it with a divine cord, to which it is akin, and then element
the divine
the animal nature, and binds that with human cords,
with a
divine, the
Y. Soc. I do not understand what you mean.
human with
Str. The meaning is, that the opinion about the honourable a human
and the just ahd good_eir
npp,_,_e% w_i,-h _ t-rumfOrd cord.
soul. - is isimn/anted--_'-l"_a--_-tain,
in a nature
corifirmedm the
by reason,
"a divine_ principle,
.... and when imof _nly
birth,
_z:"Svl="_es ; what else should it be ?
S/r. Only the Stat_man
and the good legislator, having
the inspiration of the royal muse, can implant this opinion,
and he, only in the rightly educated, whom we were just now
describing,
Y. Soc. Likely enough,
L12

Y "

"

•

aboutthe
opinion
just
Trueand

good, when
confirmed
by

reason,

is a divine
principle.
and the
statesman

alonecan
the citizen.
implantitin
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The

divine

and

Auman

bonds

of society.

Slater_an.
Str. But him who cannot, we will not designate by any of
s_^_¢_,
the
names which are the subject of the present enquiry.
Yo_
so_A_.
Y. Soc. Very right.
The
Str. The courageous
soul when attaining this truth becotwageous comes civilized, and rendered more capable of partaking of
soul is
justice" but when not partaking, is inclined to brutality.
Is
civilized
by it.
not that true ?
Y. Soc. Certainly.
the peaceSir. And again, the peaceful and orderly nature, if sharing
fuIis
rendered
in these opinions, becomes temperate
and wise, as far as
temperate this may be in a State, but if not, deservedly
obtains the
and wise.
ignominious name of silliness.
Y. Soc. Quite true.
Str. 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 ?
Y. Soc. Impossible.
Str. But in those who were originally of a noble nature, 3]o
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 ?
Y. Soc. Very true.
Wherethe
Str. Where this divine bond exists there is no difficulty in
divinebond
imagining, or when you have imagined, in creating the other
exists
it is
easyto
bonds, which are human only.
create
the
Y. Soc. How is that, and what bonds do you mean ?
human
bonds, i.e.
Str. Rights of intermarriage,
and ties which are formed
tics of inter- between States by giving and taking children
in marriage,
malTiage.
--The
or between individuals by private betrothals and espousals.
trueobject For most persons form marriage connexions
without due
of marriage
is the pro- regard tq_what__creation
of children.
creation of
Y. Soc. In what way ?
c_ldren,
Sir. They seek after wealth and Dower.
which in matrinot
wealth
or power molly are objects not worthy even of a serious censure.
orrank.
_-n_fieed
to cons_
Str.

More reason

is there to consider

the practice of those

who make famil_ their chir.Xaim, and to indicate their error.

Different

natures

lo be associated

in marriage.
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Y. Soc. Quite true.
Sir. They act on no true principle at all ; they seek their
ease and receive with open arms those who are like themselves, and hate those who are unlike them, being too much
influenced by feelings of dislike.

Statesman.
ST=A_,.
vov,G
Soc_xu.

o Y. Soc. How so ?
Str. The quiet orderly class seek for natures like their
wn, and as far as they ean they marry and give in marriage

Likeshould
with like,
notconsort

they seek natures like their own, whereas they should both
do precisely the opposite,
Y. Soc. How and why is that ?
Sir. Because courage, when untempered
by the gentler
nature during many generations,
may at first bloom and
I
exclusively in this class, and the courageous do the same;
, strengthen, but at last bursts forth into downright madness.
Y. Soc. Like e"fi'_ugh.
Str. And then, again, the soul which is over-full of modesty
and has no element of courage in many successwe generations, is apt to grow too indolent, and at last to become utterly
paralyzed and useless.
_,
again, is quite likely.
Str. It was of these bonds I said that there would be no
difficulty in creating them, if only both classes originally
held the same opinion about the honourable
and good;-indeed, in this single work, the whole process of royal
•
weaving m comprised--never
to allow temperate natures to
be separated from the brave, but to weave them together,
like the warp and the woof, by _----nr--_
common ........
sentimentsand
3I I hono---d'_-and repul:_/tion, _ind 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.
Y. Sot:. How do you mean ?
Str. 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 careful
and just and safe, but is_wanting in thoroughness
and go.
Y. Soc. Certainly, that is very true.
Str. The character of the courageous, on the other hand,
falls short of the• former in iustice and c_ution, but has the
power of action

in a remarkable

wmde-

generate
into raad-

hessand
modesty
into help- l
lessness.
oreourage i

Roral
science
pl'_Xrg'dl_
this by
weaving
together
the ternperateand
courage-ous.

/

.

-7,

degree, and whcre either of _jff...2__.
/--

--_j
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The co_letion

of the web.

State,n_. these two qualities is wanting, there cities cannot altogether
s_,_,
prosper either in their public or private life.
Vo_,Csoc,A,_
Y. Soc. Certainly they cannot.
And thus
Sir. This then we declare to be the completion of the web
thepolitical of political action, which is created by a direct _f
webis
the brave and textures,
whenever the royal science
completed.
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.
Y. Soc. Your picture, Stranger, of the king and statesman,
no less than of the Sophist, is quite perfect.

PHILEBUS.

.

5: ,

INTRODUCTION

AND

ANALYSIS.

THE Philebus appears to be one of the later writings of Plato, in PMlcbus.
which the stylehas begun toalter,
and thedramaticand poetical XN'_OD_element has become subordinate
to the speculative and philosoT,oN.
phical.
In the development
of abstract thought great advances
have been made on the Protagoras or the Phaedrus, and even on
the Republic.
But there is a corresponding
diminution of artistic
skill, a want of character in the persons, a laboured march in the
dialogue, and a degree of confusion and incompleteness
in the
general design.
As in the speeches of Thucydides, the multiplication of ideas seems to interfere with the power of expression.
Instead of the equally diffused grace and ease of the earlier
dialogues
there
occur two or three
highly-wrought
passages
(pp. 15, 16, 63) ; instead of the ever-flowing
play of humour, now
appearing, now concealed, but always present, are inserted a good
many bad jests, as we may venture to term them (cp. 17 E, a3 B,
D, 28 C, a9 B, 3 ° E, 34 D, 36 B, 43 A, 46 A, 62 B). We may
observe an attempt at artificial ornament
(43 E, 53 D, E), and
far-fetched modes of expression
(48 D, 65 A) ; also clamorous demands on the part of his companions,
that Socrates shall answer
his own questions
(54 B, 57 A), as well as other defects of style,
which remind us of the Laws.
The connexion is often abrupt and
inharmonious
(a 4 C, &c.), and at 42 D, E, 43 A, 48 A, B, 49, 5o, far
from clear.
Many points require further explanation;
e.g. the
reference of pleasure to the indefinite class (31 A), compared with
the assertion which ahnost immediately follows, that pleasure and
pain naturally have their seat in the third or mixed class : these
two statements
are unreconciled.
In like manner, the table of
goods

does

not distinguish

between

the two heads

of measure

and symmetry (66 A, B); and though a hint is given that the
divine mind has the first place (as C), nothing is said of this in
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PJtlkb_.
Im_oD_"riOt.

7"ke

characters

of

the

Philebus.

the final summing up.
The relation of the goods to the sciences
does not appear ; though dialectic may be thought to correspond
to the highest good, the sciences and arts and true opinions are
enumerated
in the fourth class.
At p. 5o D, 67 B, we seem to
have an intimation of a further discussion, in which some topics
lightly passed over were to receive a fuller consideration.
The
various

uses of the word. ' mixed,'

for the mixed

life, the

mixed

class of elements,
the mixture of pleasures,
or of pleasure
and
pain, are a further source of perplexity.
Our ignorance
of the
opinions whiclT Plato is attacking is also an element of obscurity.
Many things in a controversy might seem relevant, if we knew to
what they were intended to refer. But no conjecture will enable
us to supply what Plato

has not told us ; or to explain,

from our

fragmentary
knowledge of them, the relation in which his doctrine stood to the Eleatic Being or the Megarian good, or to the
theories of Aristippus or Antisthenes
respecting pleasure.
Nor
are we able to say how far Plato in the Philebus conceives the
finite and infinite (which occur both in the fragments of Philolaus and in the Pythagorean
table of opposites) in the same
manner as contemporary
Pythagoreans.
There is little in the characters which
The Socrates

of the Philebus

is devoid

is worthy

of remark.

of any touch of Socratic

irony, though here, as in the Phaedrus (235 C), he twice attributes
the flow of his ideas to a sudden inspiration (zo B, 25 B, C). The
interlocutor

Protarchus,

the son of Callias, who has been a hearer of

Gorgias (.58A), is supposed to begin as a disciple of the partisans of
pleasure, but is drawn over to the opposite side by the arguments
of Socrates.
The instincts of ingenuous youth are easily induced
to take the better part.

Philebus,

who

has withdrawn

from the

argument, is several times brought back again (pp. i8, 19, 22, aS),
that he may support pleasure, of which he remains to the end the
uncompromising
advocate.
On the other hand, the youthful group
of listeners by whom he is surrounded, ' Philebus' boys' as they
are termed, whose presence is several times intimated (I6 A, B,
19 D, 67 B), are described as all of them at last convinced by the
arguments
of Socrates.
They bear a very faded resemblance
to
the interested audiences of the Charmides, Lysis, or Protagoras.
Other signs _,f relation to external life in the dialogue, or references to contemporary
things
and persons, with the single

Advance

in _hiloso_hy;

exception of the allusions
(44 B, C), and the teachers

decline in style.
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to the anonymous
enemies of pleasure
of the flux (43 A), there are none.
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The omission of the doctrine of recollection,
derived from a previous state of existence, is a note of progress in the philosophy of
Plato.
The transcendental
theory of pre-existent
ideas, which is
chiefly discussed by him in the Meno, the Phaedo, and the Phaedrus, has given way to a psychological
one.
The omission is
rendered
memory

more significant
by his having occasion to speak of
as the basis of desire.
Of the ideas he treats in the same

sceptical spirit (I 5 A, B) which appears in his criticism of them in
the Parmenides
(i3i ft.). He touches on the same difficulties and
he gives no answer to them.
His mode of speaking of the analytical and synthetical processes (16 B ft.) may be compared with his
discussion of the same subject in the Phaedrus (265, 6) ; here he
dwells on the importance
of dividing the genera into all the species,
while in the Phaedrus he conveys the same truth in a figure, when
he speaks of carving
the whole, which is described
under the
image of a victim, into parts or members,
'according
to their
natural articulation,
without breaking any of them.' There is also
a difference,
which may be noted, between
the two dialogues.
For whereas
in the Phaedrus,
and also in the Symposium,
the
dialectician
is described
as a sort of enthusiast
or lover, in the
Philebus,

as in all the later writings

is wanting;

the

way of illustration. (cp. 53
jeers of which they treat
kinds of pleasure, true and
the order and relation of
vanced than the Philebus,
physical

truth

of Plato, the element

topic is only introduced,

of love

as in the Republic,

by

D, Rep. v. 474 D, E). On other subin common, such as the nature and
false opinion, the nature of the good,
the sciences, the Republic
is less adwhich contains, perhaps,
more meta-

more obscurely

expressed

than any other

Platonic

dialogue.
Here, as Plato expressly tells us, he is ' forging weapons
of another make' (a3 B), i.e. new categories and modes of conception, though ' some of the old ones might do again.'
But if superior in thought and dialectical power, the Philebus
falls very far short of the Republic
in fancy and feeling.
The
development
of the reason undisturbed
by the emotions seems
to be the ideal at which

Plato aims in his later dialogues.

There

is no mystic enthusiasm
or rapturous contemplation
of ideas.
Whether
we attribute this change to the greater feebleness of
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Plan

of lke Dialog'ue.

Plu'idms. age, or to the development
of the quarrel between philosophy
lxrmDvc- and poetry in Plato's own mind, or perhaps, in some degree, to a
_oN.
carelessness
about artistic effect, when he was absorbed in abstract
ideas, we can hardly be wrong in assuming,
of indications, derived from style as well
Philebus belongs to the later period of his
But in this, as in all the later writings of

amid such a variety
as subject, that the
life and authorship.
Plato, there are not

wanting thoughts andexpressions in which he rises to his highest
level (i5, x6, I7, 63, 67).
The plan is complicated, or rather, perhaps,
renders the progress of the dialogue difficult

the want of plan
to follow.
A few

leading ideas seem to emerge : the relation of the one and many,
the four original elements, the kinds of pleasure, the kinds of
knowledge, the scale of goods. These are only partially connected
with one another.
The dialogue is not rightly entitled ' Concerning pleasure' or' Concerning good,' but should rather be described
as treating of the relations of pleasure and knowledge, after they
have been duly analyzed, to the good. (I) The question is asked,
whether pleasure or wisdom is the chief good, or some nature
higher than either; and if the latter, how pleasure and wisdom
are related to this higher good. (a) Before we can reply with
exactness, we must know the kinds of pleasure and the kinds of
knowledge.
(3) But still we may affirm generally, that the combined life of pleasure and wisdom or knowledge has more of the
character of the good than either of them when isolated.
(4) To
determine which of them partakes most of the higher nature, we
must know under which of the four unities or elements
they
respectively
fall.
These are, first, the infinite;
secondly,
the
finite ; thirdly, the union of the two ; fourthly, the cause of the
union.
Pleasure is of the first, wisdom or knowledge of the third

,r

class, while reason or mind is akin to the fourth or highest.
(5) Pleasures are of two kinds, the mixed and unmixed.
Of
mixed pleasures there are three classes--(a)
those in which both
the pleasures and pains are corporeal, as in eating and hunger ; (_)
those in which there is a pain of the body and pleasure of the
mind, as when you are hungry and are looking forward to a feast;

(r) those in which the pleasure and pain are both mental. Of
unmixed pleasures
smell, knowledge.

there are four kinds : those

of sight, hearing,

The one and the many.
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(6)The sciencesare likewisedividedintotwo classes,theo- P_ileb_.
retical
and productive: of the latter,
one partispure, the other Im'_oDvc.
TION.
impure.
The pure part consists of arithmetic, mensuration,
and
weighing.
Arts like carpentering,
which have an exact measure,
are to be regarded as higher than music, which for the most part
is mere guess-work.
But there is also a higher arithmetic, and a
higher mensuration, which is exclusively theoretical ; and a dialectical science,
knowledge.

which

is higher

still and

the

truest

and purest

(7) We are now able to determine the composition of the perfect life.
First, we admit the pure pleasures
and the pure
sciences;
secondly, the impure
sciences,
but not the impure
pleasures.
We have next to discover what element of goodness
is contained in this mixture.
There are three criteria of goodness
--beauty,
symmetry,
truth.
These are clearly more akin
reason than to pleasure, and will enable us to fix the places

to
of

both of them in the scale of good.
First in the scale is measure;
tl_e second place is assigned to symmetry;
the third, to reason
and wisdom ; the fourth, to knowledge and true opinion ; the fifth,
to pure pleasures

; and here the Muse says ' Enough.'

' Bidding farewell to Philebus and Socrates,' we may now consider the metaphysical
conceptions
which are presented
to us.
These are (I) the paradox of unity and plurality ; (II) the table of
categories or elements ;(III) the kinds of pleasure ; (IV) the kinds
of knowledge ; (V) the conception
of the good.
We may then
proceed
to examine
(Vi) the relation of the Philebus to the
Republic, and to other dialogues.
I. The paradox of the one and many originated in the restless
dialectic of Zeno, who sought to prove the absolute existence of
the one by showing the contradictions
that are involved in admitting the existence of the many (cp. Parm. _28 fir.). Zeno illustrated
the contradiction
by well-known
examples taken from outward
objects.
But Socrates seems to intimate that the time had arrived
for discarding

these

hackneyed

illustrations

; such difficulties

had

long been solved by common sense (' solvitur ambulando')
; the
fact of the co-existence of opposites was a sufficient answer to them.
He will leave them to Cynics and EHstics ; the youth of Athens
may discourse

of them

to their

parents.

To no rational

man

Scientific
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could the circumstance
that the body is one, but has many merebets, be any longer a stumbling-block.
Plato's

difficulty

seems

to begin

in the region

of ideas.

He

cannot understand
how an absolute unity, such as the Eleatic
Being, can be broken up into a number of individuals, or be in
and out of them at once.
Philosophy had so deepened or intensified the nature of one or Being, by the thoughts of successive
generations,
that the mind could no longer imagine ' Being' as in
a state of change or division.
To say that the verb of existence
is the copula, or that unity is a mere unit, is to us easy; but
to the Greek in a particular stage of thought such an analysis
involved the same kind of difficulty as the conception of God
existing both in and out of the world would to ourselves.
Nor
was he assisted by the analogy of sensible objects.
The sphere
of mind was dark and mysterious to him ; but instead of being
illustrated by sense, the greatest light appeared to be thrown on
the nature of ideas when they were contrasted with sense.
Both here and in the Parmenides (ia 9 ft.), where similar difficulties are raised, Plato seems prepared to desert his ancient ground.
He cannot tell the relation in which abstract ideas stand to one
another, and therefore he t_nsfers
the one -and many out of his
transcendental world, and proceeds to lay down practical rules for
their application to different branches of knowledge.
As in the
Republic

he supposes

the philosopher

to proceed

by regular

steps, until he arrives at the idea of good ; as in the Sophist and
Politicus he insists that in dividing the whole into its parts we
should bisect in the middle in the hope of finding species ; as in
the Phaedrus (see above) he would have 'no limb broken' of the
organism

of knowledge

;---so in the Philebus

he urges the neces-

sity of filling up all the intermediate links which occur (compare
Bacon's'media
axiomata') in the passage from unity to infinity.
With him the idea of science may be said to anticipate science ; at
a time when the sciences were not yet divided, he wants to impress upon us the importance of classification ; neither neglecting
the many individuals, nor attempting to count them all, but finding
the genera and species under which they naturally fall. Here,
then, and in the parallel passages of the Phaedrus and of the
Sophist, is found the germ of the "most fruitful notion of modern
science.

TAe four

calegories

." (z)

TAe

infinite

or indefinite

."

At p. zS Plato describes with ludicrous exaggeration the influence
exerted by the one and many on the minds of young men in their
first fervour of metaphysical
enthusi_m
(cp. Rep., Book vii. 539).
But they are none the less an everlasting
quality of reason or
reasoning which never grows old in us. At first we have but a
confused
conception of them, analogous to the eyes blinking at
the light in the Republic.
To this Plato opposes the revelation
from Heaven of the real relations of them, which some Prometheus, who gave the true fire from heaven, is supposed
to have
imparted to us. Plato is speaking at pp. IS, z6 of two things--(z)
the crude notion of the one and many, which powerfully
affects
the ordinary
mind when first beginning
to think (i 5 D-x6 A);
(2) the same notion when cleared up by the help of dialectic
(I6 C-E).
To us the problem of the one and many has lost its chief interest
and perplexity.
We readily acknowledge that a whole has many
parts, that the continuous is also the divisible, that in all objects of
sense there is a one and many, and that a like principle may be
applied by analogy to purely intellectual conceptions.
If we attend
to the meaning of the words, we are compelled to admit that two
contradictory statements are true. But the antinomy is so familiar
as to be scarcely observed by us. Our sense of the contradiction,
like Plato's, only begins in a higher sphere, when we speak of
necessity and free-will, of mind and body, of Three Persons and
One Substance, and the like. The world of knowledge is always
dividing more and more ; every truth is at first the enemy of every
other truth.
Yet without thi_ division there can be no truth ; nor
any complete truth without the reunion of the parts into a whole.
And hence the coexistence of opposites in the unity of the idea is
regarded by Hegel as the supreme principle of philosophy ; and
the law of contradiction, which is affirmed by logicians to be an
ultimate principle of the human mind, is displaced by another
law, which asserts the coexistence of contradictories as imperfect
and divided elements of the truth. Without entering further into
the depths of Hegelianism, we may remark that this and all similar
attempts to reconcile antinomies have their origin in the old Platonic problem of the ' One and Many.'
II. x. The first of Plato's categories
This

is the negative

of measure

or elements

or limit ; the

is the infinite.
unthinkable,

the

52 7
Ph_u.
Im,oDueT*ON.

528

(2) The finite:

(3) The

union

of the two:

/']t_ebtu.
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unknowable;
of which nothing can be affirmed;
the mixture
or chaos which preceded
distinct kinds in the creation
of the

•r,o..

world;
the first vague impression
of sense;
the more or less
which refuses to be reduced to rule, having certain affinities with
evil, with pleasure,
with ignorance,
and which in the scale of
being is farthest
removed
from the beautiful and good.
To a
Greek of the age of Plato, the idea of an infinite mind would have
been an absurdity.
He would have insisted that 'the good is of
the nature of the finite,' and that the infinite is a mere negative,
which is on the level of sensation, and not of thought.
He was
aware that there was a distinction
between
the infinitely great
and the infinitely small, but he would have equally denied the
claim of either to true existence.
Of that positive infinity,
or infinite
reality,
which we attribute
to God, he had no
conception.
The Greek conception
of the infinite would be more, truly
described,
in our way of speaking, as the indefinite.
To us, the
notion of infinity is subsequent
rather than prior to the finite,
expressing
not absolute vacancy or negation, but only the removal
of limit or restraint,
which we suppose
to exist not before but
after we have already set bounds to thought and matter, and
divided them after their kinds.
From different points of view,
either the finite or infinite may be looked upon respectively
both
as positive and negative (cp. ' Omnis determinatio
est negatio');
and the conception of the one determines
that of the other.
The
Greeks and the moderns
seem to be nearly at the opposite poles
in their manner of regarding
them.
And both are surprised
when they make the discovery, as Plato has done in the Sophist,
how large an element negation forms in the framework
of their
thoughts.
2, 3. The finite element which mingles with and regulates the
infinite is best expressed
to us by the word _law.'
It is that
which measures all things and assigns to them their limit ; which
preserves them in their natural state, and brings them within
the sphere of human cognition.
This is described by the terms
harmony_ health_ order_ perfection,

I

Z

q

and

the like.

All things,

in

as far as they are good, even pleasures, which are for the most
part indefinite, partake of this element.
We should be wrong
in attributing to Plato the conception
of laws of nature derived

(4) The cause of the union.
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from observation
and experiment.
And yet he has as intense
a conviction
as any modern philosopher
that nature does not
proceed
by chance.
But observing
that the wonderful
construction
of number and figure, which he had within himself,
and which seemed
to be prior to himself, explained a part of
the phenomena
of the external world, he extended their principles
to the whole, finding in them the true type both of human life and
of the order of nature.
Two other points may be noticed respecting
the third class.
First, that Plato seems to be unconscious of any interval or chasm
which separates
the finite from the infinite.
The one is in
various ways and degrees working in the other.
Hence he has
implicitly answered
the difficulty with which he started, of how
the one could remain one and yet be divided among many individuals, or ' how ideas could be in and out of themselves,'
and
the like.
Secondly,
that in this mixed class we find the idea
of beauty.
C_ood, when exhibited
under the aspect of measure
or symmetry,
becomes beauty (64 E). And if we translate his
language into corresponding
modern terms, we shall not be far
wrong in
conceives
4. Last
the cause

saying that here,.as
well as in the Republic,
Plato
beauty under the idea of proportion.
and highest in the list of principles
or elements
is
of the union of the finite and infinite, to which Plato

ascribes the
universe, he
be a mind in
Zeus.
This

order of the world.
Reasoning
from man to the
argues that as there is a mind in the one, there must
the other, which he identifies with the royal mind of
is the first cause of which 'our ancestors spoke,' as

he says, appealing to tradition, in the Philebus as
Timaeus.
The 'one and many' is also supposed
revealed by tradition.
For the mythical element has
disappeared.
Some characteristic
differences
may here be
distinguish
the ancient
from the modern
mode
God.
a. To

Plato,

impersonal.

the
Nor

idea
in

of God

ascribing,

attributes
to him, and in speaking
and neuter gender,
did he seem
the

difference
VOL.

IV.

between

the

or mind
as appears

well as in the
to have been
not altogether
noted, which
of conceiving

is both personal
to us, both

and
these

of God both in the masculine
to himself inconsistent.
For

personal
31 m

and

impersonal

was

not

Phileba_s.
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Plato's conception of God differeng from our own.
marked to him as to ourselves.

We make a fundamental

dis-

I_tinction between a thing and a person, while to Plato, by the
r_oM. help of various intermediate abstractions, such as end, good,
cause, they appear almost to meet in one, or to be two aspects
of the same. Hence, without any reconeitiati6n or even remark,
in the Republic he speaks at one time of God or Gods, and at
another time of the Good. So in the Phaedrus he seems to pass
unconsciously from the concrete to the abstract conception of
the Ideas in the same dialogue. Nor in the Philebus is he careful
to show in what relation the idea of the divine mind stands to the
supreme principle of measure.
_. Again, to us there is a strongly-marked distinction between
a first cause and a final cause.
And we should commonly
identify a first cause with God, and the final cause with the
world, which is His work. But Plato, though not a Pantheist, and
very far from confounding God with the world, tends to identify
the first with the final cause. The cause of the #nion of the
finite and infinite might be described as a higher law; the
final measure which is the highest expression of the good may
also be described as the supreme law. Both these conceptions
are realized chiefly by the help of the material world; and
therefore when we pass into the sphere of ideas can hardly be
distinguished.
The four principles are required for the determination of the
relative places of pleasure and wisdom. Plato has been saying
that we should proceed by regular steps from the one to the
many. Accordingly, before assigning the precedence either to
good or pleasure, he must first find out and arrange in order
the general principles of things. Mind is ascertained to be akin
to the nature of the cause, while pleasure is found in the infinite
or indefinite c.lass. We may now proceed to divide pleasure and
knowledge after their kinds.
III. x. Plato speaks of pleasure as indefinite, as relative, as
a generation, and in all these points of view as in a category
distinct from good. For again we must repeat, that to the Greek
' the good is of the nature of the finite,' and, like virtue, either
is, or is nearly allied to, knowledge.
The modern philosopher
would remark that the indefinite is equally real with the definite.
Health and mental qualities are in the concrete undefined ; they

Plato's
are nevertheless

c_igicism

of pleasure

real

and

goods,

Plato

criticized.
rightly
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regards

them

as

falling under the finite class.
Again, we are able to define objects
or ideas, not in so far as they are in the mind, but in so far as
they are manifested
externally,
and can therefore
be reduced
to rule and measure.
And if we adopt the test of definiteness,
the pleasures of the body are more capable of being defined than
any other pleasures.
As in art and knowledge
generally, we
proceed from without inwards,
beginning
with facts of sense,
and passing to the more ideal conceptions
of mental pleasure,
happiness,
and the like.
2. Pleasure
is depreciated
as relative, while good is exalted as
absolute.
But this distinction
seems to arise from an unfair mode
of regarding them ; the abstract idea of the one is compared with
the concrete experience
of the other.
For all pleasure and all
knowledge
in relation

may be viewed either
to the mind (cp. Aristot.

abstracted
from the mind, or
Nic. Ethics, x. 3, 4). The first

is an idea only, which may be conceived
as absolute and unchangeable,
and then the abstract idea of pleasure will be equally
unchangeable
with that of knowledge.
But when we come to
view either as phenomena
of consciousness,
the same defects
are for the most part incident to both of them.
Our hold upon
them is equally transient
and uncertain;
the mind cannot be
always in a state of intellectual
tension, any more than capable
of feeling pleasure always.
The knowledge which is at one time
clear and distinct, at another
seems to fade away, just as the
pleasure
of health al_er sickness, or of eating after hunger, soon
passes into a neutral state of unconsciousness
and indifference.
Change and alternation
are necessary
for the mind as well as
for the body; and in this is to be acknowledged,
not an element
of evil, but rather a law of nature.
The chief difference between
subjective
pleasure
and "subjective knowledge
in respect of permanence is that the latter, when our feeble faculties are able to
grasp it, still conveys to us an idea of unehangeableness
which
cannot be got rid of.
3. In the language of ancient philosophy, the relative character
of pleasure is described
as becoming
or generation.
This is
relative to Being or Essence, and from one point of view may
be regarded as the Heraclitean
flux in contrast with the Eleatic
Being;

from another,

as the transient
Mm2

enjoyment

of eating

and

PM/e/_s.
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Some
compared

unsatisfacgory

with the supposed

_Ooings.

Pkilcln_s.

drinking

l,m_au¢,
TION.

pleasures.
But to us the distinction is unmeaning,
and belongs
to a stage of philosophy which has passed away.
Plato himself
seems to have suspected
that the continuance
or life of things
is quite as much to be attributed to a principle of rest as of motion

permanence

of intellectual

(cp. Charm. x59 , i6o; Cratyl. 437)- A later view of pleasure is
found in Aristotle,
who agrees with Plato in many points, e.g.
in his view of pleasure as a restoration to nature, in his distinction
between bodily and mental, between necessary and non-necessary
pleasures.
But he is also in advance of Plato; for he affirms
that pleasure is not in the body at all; and hence not even the
bodily pleasures are to be spoken of as generations, but only as
accompanied by generation (Nic. Eth. x. 3, 6 ; I. 8, Io).
4. Plato attempts to identify vicious pleasures with some form
of error, and insists that the term false may be applied to them :
in this he appears to be carrying out in a confused manner the
Socratic doctrine, that virtue is knowledge, vice ignorance.
He
will allow of no distinction between
the pleasures
and the
erroneous opinions on which they are founded, whether arising
out of the illusion of distance or not. But to this we naturally
reply with Protarchus,
that the pleasure is what it is, although
the calculation may be false, or the after-effects
painful.
It is
difficult to acquit Plato, to use his own language, of being a 'tyro
in dialectics,' when he overlooks such a distinction.
Yet, on the
other hand, we are hardly fair judges of confusions of thought in
those who view things differently from ourselves.
5-There
appears also to be an incorrectness
in the notion
which occurs both here and in the Gorgias, of the simultaneousness of merely bodily pleasures and pains.
We may, perhaps,
admit, though even this is not free from doubt, that the feeling
of pleasurable hope or recollection
is, or rather may be, simultaneous

with

acute

bodily

suffering.

coexistence
of the pain of thirst
they are not really simultaneous,

But" there

is

no

such

with the pleasures
of drinking ;
for the one expels the other.

Nor does Plato seem to have considered
that the bodily pleasures,
except in certain extreme cases, are unattended
with pain.
Few
philosophers
and drinking

will deny that a degree of pleasure
attends eating
; and yet surely we might as well speak of the pains

of digestionwhich follow,as of the pains of hunger and thirst

t_lato's classification
which

precede

them.

Plato's

of pleasures
conception

superficial.

is derived

partly
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the extreme ease of a man suffering pain from hunger or thirst,
partly from the image of a full and empty vessel.
But the truth
is rather, that while the gratification
of our bodily desires con-

l'kilebus.
I,,,oD_T,O_

stantly affords some degree of pleasure, the antecedent pains are
scarcely perceived
by us, being almost done away with by use
and regularity.
6. The desire to classify pleasures
as accompanied
or not accompanied
by antecedent
pains, has led Plato to place under
one head the pleasures
of smell and sight, as well as those
derived from sounds of music and from knowledge.
He would
have done better to make a separate
class of the pleasures
of
smell, having no association of mind, or perhaps
to have divided
them into natural and artificial.
The pleasures of sight and sound
might then have been regarded as being the expression
of ideas.
But this higher and truer point of view never appears to havc
occurred
to Plato.
Nor has he any distinction
between the finc
arts and
adequate

the mechanical;
and, neither here nor anywhere,
conception of the beautiful in external things.

an

7. Plato agrees
partially
with certain
'surly
or fastidious'
philosophers,
as he terms them, who defined pleasure
to be
the absence
of pain.
They are also described
as eminent
in
physics.
There is unfortunately
no school of Greek philosophy
known to us which combined these two characteristics.
Antisthenes,
who was an enemy of pleasure,
was not a physical
philosopher
; the atomists, who were physical philosophers,
were
not enemies of pleasure.
Yet such a combination
of opinions
is far from being impossible.
Plato's omission to mention them
by name has created
the same uncertainty
respecting
them
which also occurs respecting
the 'friends
of the ideas' and the
'materialists'
in the Sophist.
On the whole, this discussion is one of the least satisfactory
in the dialogues of Plato.
While the ethical nature of pleasure
is scarcely considered,
and the merely physical
phenomenon
imperfectly
analysed,
too much weight is given to ideas of
measure and number, as the sole principle of good. The comparison of pleasure
and knowledge
is really a comparison
of
two elements,
be excluded

which haw

no

from each other.

common measure,andwhich cannot
Feeling

is not opposed

to know-

/
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arts

divided

into

emlhirical

and

scientific.

ledge, and'in all consciousness
there is an element of both.
most abstract kinds of knowledge
are inseparable
from

The
some

pleasure or pain, which accompanies the acquisition or possession
of them : the student is liable to grow weary of them, and soon
discovers that continuous mental energy is not granted to men.
The most sensual pleasure, on the other hand, is inseparable
from the consciousness
of pleasure;
no man can be happy
who, to borrow Plato's illustration,
is leading the life of an
oyster.
Hence (by his own confession)
the main thesis is not
worth determining;
the real interest lies in the incidental discussion.
We can no more separate pleasure from knowledge
in the Philebus
in the Republic.

than

we can

separate

justice

from

happiness

IV. An interesting account is given in the Philebus of the rank
and order of the sciences or arts, which agrees generally with the
scheme of knowledge
in the Sixth Book of the Republic.
The
chief difference is, that the position of the arts is more exactly
defined.

They are divided

into an empirical

part and a scientific

part, of which the first is mere guess-work, the second is deter°
mined by rule and measure.
Of the more empirical arts, music is
given as an example ; this, although affirmed to be necessary to
human life ('6s B), is depreciated.
Music is regarded from a point
of view entirely opposite to that of the Republic, not as a sublime
science, coordinate with astronomy,
but as full of doubt and
conjecture.
According
to
here adopted, it is rightly
pentering,
because
to measure.
The theoretical
abstract

science,

the standard
placed lower

the latter
element

when

of accuracy
in the scale

is more capable

of being

of the arts may also become

separated

which is
than carreduced
a purely

from matter, and is then said to

be pure and unmixed.
The distinction which Plato here makes
seems to be the same as that between pure and applied mathematics, and may be expressed in the modern formula--science
is
art theoretical, art is science practical.
In the reason which he
gives for the superiority of the pure science of number
mixed or applied, we can only agree with him in part.

over the
He says

that the numl_rs which the philosopher employs are always the
same, whereas the numbers _#hich are used in practice represent
different sizes or quantities.
He does not see that this power of
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expressing different quantities by the same symbol is the charac- PM_.
teristic and not the defect of numbers, and is due to their abstract Im-_._.
nature ;--although we admit of course what Plato seems to feel in
_o_
his distinctions between pure and impure knowledge, that the
imperfection of matter enters into the applications of them.
Above the other sciences, as in the Republic, towers dialectic,
which is the science of eternal Being, apprehended by the purest
mind and reason. The lower sciences, including the mathematical, are akin to opinion rather than to reason, and are placed
together in the fourth class of goods. The relation in which they
stand to dialectic is obscure in the Republic, and is not cleared
up in the Philebus.
V. Thus far we have only attained to the vestibule or antechamber of the good ; for there is a good exceeding knowledge,
exceeding essence, which, like Glaueon in the Republic (Book vi.
5o9), we find a difficulty in apprehending. This good is now to
be exhibited to us under various aspects and gradations. The
relative dignity of pleasure and knowledge has been determined ;
but they have not yet received their exact position in the scale of
good_ Some difficulties occur to us in the enumeration: First,
how are we to distinguish the first from the second class of goods,
or the second from the third ? Secondly, why is there no mention
of the supreme mind ? Thirdly, the nature of the fourth class.
Fourthly, the meaning of the allusion to a sixth class, which
is not further investigated.
(x) Plato seems to proceed in his table of goods, from the more
abstract to the less abstract ; from the subjective to the objective ;
until at the lower end of the scale we fairly descend into the
region of human action and feeling. To him, the greater the
abstraction the greater the truth, and he is always tending to see
abstractions within abstractions; which, like the ideas in the
Parmenides, are always appearing one behind another. Hence
we find a difficulty in following him into the sphere of thought
which he is seeking to attain. First in his scale of goods he
places measure, in which he finds the eternal nature : this would
be more naturally expressed in modern language as eternal law,
and seems to be akin both to the finite and to the mind or cause,
which were two of the elements in the former table. Like the
supreme nature in the Timaeus, like the ideal beauty in the
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or the Phaedrus, or like the ideal good in the

I_ooucRepublic,thisis the absoluteand unapproachablebeing. But
TIO_k
thisbeing is manifestedin symmetry and beautyeverywhere,in
the order of nature and of mind, in the relations
of men to one
another. For the word _measure' he now substitutes
the word
'symmetry,' as ifintendingto express measure conceived as
relation.Hc then proceeds to regard the good no longer in an
objective
form,butas the human reasonseekingtoattaintruthby
the aid of dialectic;
such at leastwe naturallyinferto be his
meaning,when we considerthatboth here and in the Republic
the sphere ofuog_or mind isassignedtodialectic.
(2)Itisremarkable (seeabove)thatthispersonalconceptionof mind isconfined
to the human mind, and not,as atp. o._C, extended tothe divine.
(3)Ifwc may be allowed to interpretone dialogueof Platoby

•

another,the sciencesof figureand number are probablyclassed
with the arts and true opinions,because they proceed from
hypotheses (cp.Rep. Book vi.511). (4)The sixthclass,
ifa sixth
class is to be added, is playfully set aside by a quotation from
Orpheus : Plato means to say that a sixth class, if there be such
a class, is not worth considering, because pleasure, having only
gained the fifth place in the scale of goods, is already out of the
running.
VI. We may now endeavour to ascertain the relation of the
Philebus to the other dialogues.
Here Plato shows the same indifference to his own doctrine of Ideas which he has already manifested in the Parmenides
and the Sophist.
The principle of the
one and many of which he here speaks, is illustrated by examples
in the Sophist and Statesman.
Notwithstanding
the differences of
style, many resemblances
may be noticed between the Philebus
and Gorgias. The theory of the simultaneousness
of pleasure and
yain is common to both of them (Phil. 36 B, Gorg. 496 E) ; there is
also a common tendency in them to take up arms against pleasure,
although the view of the Philebus, which is probably the later of
the two dialogues_

is the more moderate.

At p. 46 A, 13, there

seems to be an allusion to the passage in the Gorgias (494), in
which Socrates dilates on the pleasures of itching and scratching.
Nor is there any real discrepancy in the manner in which Gorgias
and his art are spoken of in-the two dialogues.
For Socrates, at
p. 58, is far from implying that the art of rhetoric has a real sphere

Plato and his predecessors.
of practical

uselulness

: he only means
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that the refutation

of the

claims of Gorgias is not necessary for his present purpose.
He is
saying in effect : 'Admit, if you please, that rhetoric is the greatest
and usefullest
of sciences :--this does not prove that dialectic is
not the purest and most exact.'
From the Sophist and Statesman
we know that his hostility towards the sophists and rhetoricians
was not mitigated in later life; although both in the Statesman
and Laws he admits of a higher use of rhetoric.
Reasons have been already given for assigning a late date to
the Philebus.
That the date is probably
later than
Republic,
may be further argued on the following
x. The general
resemblance
to the later dialogues

that of the
grounds :-and to the

Laws : _. The more complete account of the nature of good and
pleasure : 3- The distinction between perception, memory, recollection, and opinion (pp. 34-38) which indicates a great progress
in psychology;
also between
understanding
and imagination,
which is described
under the figure of the scribe and the painter
(P- 39). A superficial notion may arise that Plato probably wrote
shorter dialogues,
such as the Philebus,
the Sophist, and the
Statesman,
as studies or preparations
for longer ones.
This view
may be natural ; but on further reflection is seen to be fallacious,
because these three dialogues are found to make an advance upon
the metaphysical
conceptions
of the Republic.
And we can more
easily suppose that Plato composed
shorter writings after longer
ones, than suppose
that he lost hold of further points of view
which he had once attained.
It is more easy to find traces of the Pythagoreans,
Eleaties,
Megarians,
Cynics, Cyrenaics
and of the ideas of Anaxagoras,
in the Philebus,
than to say how much is due to each of them.
Had we fuller records
of those old philosophers,
we should
probably find Plato in the midst of the fray attempting to combine
Eleatic and Pythagorean
doctrines, and seeking to find a truth
beyond either Being or number;
setting up his own concrete
conception
of good against the abstract practical good of the
Cynics, or the abstract intellectual good of the Megarians, and his
own idea of classification
against the denial of plurality in unity
which is also attributed to them; warring against the Eristics
as destructive
of truth, as he had formerly fought against the
Sophists;
taking up a middle position between the Cynics and
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Cyrenaics in his doctrine of pleasure ; asserting with more consistency than Anaxagoras the existence of an intelligent mind and
cause.
Of the Heracliteans,
whom he is said by Aristotle to have
cultivated in his youth, he speaks in the Philebus, as in the
Theaetetus and Cratylus, with irony and contempt.
But we have
not the knowledge which would enable us to pursue further the
line of reflection here indicated;
nor can we expect .to find
perfect dearness
or order in the first efforts of mankind to
understand the working of their own minds.
The ideas which
they are attempting
to analyse, they are also in process
of
creating;
the abstract universals of which they are seeking to
adjust the relations have been already excluded by them from
the category

_,_y,_.

of relation.

The Philebus,

like the Cratytus,

is supposed

to be the

con-

tinuation of a previous discussion.
An argument respecting the
comparative claims of pleasure and wisdom to rank as the chief
good has been already carried on between Philebus and Socrates.
The argument is now transferred to Protarcims, the son of Callias st_h.
II
(z9 B), a noble Athenian youth, sprung from a family which had
spent ' a world of money' on the Sophists (cp. Apol. 2o A, B ;
Crat. 39I C; Protag. 337 D). Philebns, who appears to be the
teacher (x6 B, 36 D), or elder friend, and perhaps the lover (53 D),
of Protarchus, takes no further part in the discussion beyond
asserting in the strongest manner his adherence, under all circumstances, to the canse of pleasure.
Socrates

suggests

that they shall have a first and second palm

of victory.
For there may be a good higher than either pleasure
or wisdom, and then neither of them will gain the first prize, but
whichever of the two is more akin to this higher good will have a is
right to the second.
They agree, and Socrates opens the game
• by enlarging on the diversity and opposition which exists among
pleasures.
For there are pleasures of all kinds, good and
wise and foolish--pleasures
of the temperate as well as of the
intemperate.
Protarchus replies that although pleasures may be
opposed .in so far as they spring from opposite sources, nevertheless as pleasures they are alike. Yes, retorts Socrates, pleasm_
is like pleasure, as figure is like figure and colour like colour;
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yet we all know that there is great variety among figures
I3 colours.
Protarchus
does not see the drift of this remark;

and
and

Socrates proceeds to ask how he can have a right to attribute a
new predicate
(i.e. 'good')
to pleasures
in general, when he
cannot deny that they are different ? What common property in
all of them does he mean to indicate by the term 'good' ? If he
continues
to assert that there is some trivial sense in which
pleasure is one, Socrates may retort by saying that knowledge is
I4 one, but the result will be that such merely verbal and trivial
conceptions,
whether of knowledge or pleasure, will spoil the
discussion, and will prove the incapacity of the two disputants.
In order to avoid this danger, he proposes that they shall beat a
retreat, and, before they proceed, come to an understanding
about
the 'high argument'
of the one and the many.
Protarchus
agrees to the proposal, but he is under the impression that Socrates means to discuss the common question-how a sensible object can be one, and yet have opposite attributes,
such as 'great' and 'small,' 'light' and 'heavy,' or how there can
be many members in one body, and the like wonders.
15 has long ceased to see any wonder in these phenomena;

Socrates
his diffi-

culties begin with the application of number to abstract unities
(e.g. 'man,' 'good') and with the attempt to divide them.
For
have these unities of idea any real existence ? How, if imperishable, ,-an they enter into the world of generation

?

How, as units,

can they be divided and dispersed among different objects ? Or
do they exist in their entirety in each object ? These difficulties
are but imperfectly answered by Socrates in what follows.
We speak of a one and many, which is ever flowing in and out
of all things, concerning which a young man often runs wild in
his first metaphysical
enthusiasm,
talking about analysis
and
16 synthesis
to his father and mother and the neighbours, hardly
sparing even his dog. This cone in many ' is a revelation of the
order of the world, which some Prometheus
first made known to
our ancestors;
and they, who were better men and nearer the
gods than we are, have handed it down to us. To know how to
I7 proceed

by regular steps

from one to many, and from many to

one, is just what makes the difference between
eristic and
dialectic.
And the right way of proceeding is to look for one
idea or class in all" things, and when you have found one to look

P_.
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for more than one, and for all that there

,_ALVS_

found

them

all and regularly

divided

are, and when you have

a particular

field of know-

ledge into classes, you may leave the further
consideration
of
individuals.
But you must not pass at once either from unity to
infinity, or from infinity to unity.
In music, for example, you
may begin with the most general notion, but this alone will not
make you a musician:
you must know also the number
and
nature of the intervals, and the systems which are framed out of
them, and the rhythms of the dance which correspond
to them.
And when you have a similar knowledge of any other subject,
you may be said to know that subject.
In speech again there are x8
infinite varieties of sound, and some one who was a wise man, or
more than man, comprehended
them all in the classes of mutes,
vowels, and semivowels,
and gave to each of them a name, and
assigned them to the art of grammar.
' But whither, Socrates, are you going ? And what has this to
do with the comparative
eligibility of pleasure
and wisdom?'
Socrates
replies,
that before we can adjust their respective
claims, we want to know the number and kinds of both of them.
What are they?
He is requested
to answer the question him- I9
self. That he will, if he may be allowed to make one or two 20
preliminary
remarks.
In the first place he has a dreamy recollection of hearing
that neither pleasure
nor knowledge
is the
highest good, for the good should be perfect and sufficient.
But zl
is the life of pleasure perfect and sufficient, when deprived
of
memory,
consciousness,
anticipation
? Is not this the life of an
oyster ? Or is the life of mind sufficient, if devoid of any particle
of pleasure ? Must not the union of the two be higher and more sz
eligible than either separately
? And is not the element which
makes this mixed life eligible more akin to mind than to pleasure ?
Thus pleasure
is rejected and mind is rejected.
And yet there
may be a life of mind, not human but divine, which conquers still.
But, if we are to pursue this argument further, we shall require 23
some new weapons ; and by this, I mean a new classification of
existence.
(x) There is a finite element of existence, and (2) an infinite, and (3) the union of the two, and (4) the cause of the union.
More may be added if they are wanted, but at present we can do
without them.
And first of the infinite or indefinite :--That is the _-4
cla.q__which is denoted

by the terms more or less, and is always in
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25 a state
' gently,'

of comparison.
' extremely,'

All words

25-30.
or ideas

and other comparative

54 I
to which
expressions

the words
are ap-

plied, fall under this class.
The infinite would be no longer
infinite, if limited or reduced to measure by number and quantity.
The opposite class is the limited or finite, and includes all things
which have number and quantity.
And there is a third class of
generation
into essence by the union of the finite and infinite, in
which the finite gives law to the infinite ;--under this are compre26 hended health, strength, temperate seasons, harmony, beauty, and
the like. The goddess of beauty saw the universal wantonness
of
all things, and gave law and order to be the salvation of the soul.
But no effect can be generated without a cause, and therefore there
27 must be a fourth class, which is the cause of generation ; for the
cause or agent is not
And now, having
which our conqueror
mixed class, m which

the same as the patient or effect.
obtained our classes, we may determine
life is to be placed : Clearly in the third
the finite gives law to the infinite.
And

in
or
in

which is pleasure to find a place ? As clearly in the infinite or indefinite, which alone, as Protarchus
thinks _who seems to confuse
the infinite with the superlative),
gives to pleasure the character of
28 the absolute good.
Yes, retorts Socrates, and also to pain the
character of absolute evil. And therefore
the infinite cannot be
that which imparts to pleasure the nature of the good.
But where
shall we place mind ? That is a very serious and awful question,
which may be prefaced by another.
Is mind or chance the lord
of the universe ? All philosophers
will say the first, and yet,
perhaps, they may be only magnifying themselves.
And for this
29 reason I should like to consider the matter a little more deeply,
even though some lovers of disorder in the world should ridicule
my attempt.
Now the elements
earth, air, fire, water, exist in us, and they
exist in the cosmos ; but they are purer and fairer in the cosmos
30 than they are in us, and they come to us from thence.

And as we

have a soul as well as a body, in like manner the elements of the
finite, the infinite, the union of the two, and the cause, are found to
exist in us. And if they, like the elements, exist in us, and the
three first exist in the world, must not the fourth or cause which
is the noblest of them, exist in the world?
And this cause is
wisdom or mind, the royal mind of Zeus, who is the kingof all, as

Phileln_s.
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how well this agrees with the testimony
mind toI be the ruler of the universe.
belongs to the class which
infinite or indefinite class.
of both.

have other

6.
noble

attributes.

Observe

of men of old, who affirmed
And remember
that mind

we term the cause, and pleasure to the 3I
We will examine the-place and origin

What is the origin of pleasure ? Her natural seat is the mixed
class, in which health and harmony
were placed.
Pain is the
violation, and pleasure the restoration of limit. There is a natural
union of finite and infinite, which in hunger, thirst, heat, cold, is 32
impaired--this
is painful, but the return to nature, in which the
elements
are restored
to their normal proportions,
is pleasant.
Here is our first class of pleasures.
And another class of pleasures
and pains are hopes and fears ; these are in the mind only.
And
inasmuch as the pleasures are unalloyed by pains and the pains
by pleasures,
the examination
of them may show us whether
all
pleasure is to be desired, or whether this entire desirableness
is
not rather the attribute of another class.
But if pleav_,res and
pains consist in the violation and restoration
of limit, may there
not be a neutral State, in which there is neither dissolution
nor 33
restoration ? That is a further question, and admitting, as we
must, the possibility of such a state, there seems to be no reason
why the life of wisdom should not exist in this neutral state,
which is, moreover,
the state of the gods, who cannot, without
indecency, be supposed to feel either joy or sorrow.
The second class of pleasures
involves memory.
There are
affections which are extinguished
before they reach the soul, and
of these there is no consciousness,
and therefore
no memory,
And there are affections which the body and soul feel together, 34
and

this

feeling

is termed

consciousness.

And

preservation
of consciousness,
and reminiscence
consciousness.
Now the memory of pleasure,

memory

is the

is the recovery of
when a man is in 35

pain, is the memory of the opposite of his actual bodily state, and
is therefore not in the body, but in the mind.
And there may be
an intermediate
state, in which a person is balanced between
pleasure and pain ; in his body there is want which is a cause of 36
pain, but in his mind a sure hope of replenishment,
which is
pleasant.
(But if the hope be converted into despair, he has two
pains and not a balance of pain and pleasure.)
Another question

Analysis
37 is raised:

May not pleast_res,

3 7-4 2.
like opinions,
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be true

and

false ?

In the sense of being real, both must be admitted to be true : nor
can we deny that to both of them qualities may be attributed ; for
38 pleasures as.well as opinions may be described as good or bad.
And though we do not all of us allow that there are true and false
pleasures, we all acknowledge
that there are some pleasures associated with right opinion, and others with falsehood and ignorance.
Let us endeavour to analyze the nature of this association.
• Opinion is based on perception, which may be correct or mistaken.
You may see a figure at a distance, and say first of all,
' This is a man,' and then say, ' No, this is an image made by the
shepherds.'
And you may affirm this in a proposition
to your
39 companion, or make the remark mentally to yourself.
Whether
the words are actually spoken or not, on such occasions there is a
scribe within who registers them, and a painter who paints the
images of the things which the scribe has written down in the soul,
--at least that is my own notion of the process ; and the words and
images which are inscribed
by them may be either true or false ;
and they may represent
either past, present, or future.
And, representing
the future, they must also represent the pleasures and
40 pains of anticipation--the
visions of gold and other fancies which
are never wanting in the mind ofman.
Now these hopes, as they
are termed, are propositions, which are sometimes true, and sometimes false ; for the good, who are the friends of the gods, see
true pictures of the future, and the bad false ones. And as
there may be opinion about things which are not, were not, and
will not be, which is opinion still, so there may be pleasure
about things which are not, were not, and will not be, which is
pleasure sfill,--that is to say, false pleasure ; and only when false,
4t can pleasure,
like opinion,
Protarchus reclaims.

be vicious.

Against

this conclusion

Leaving his denial for the present, Socrates proceeds to show
that some pleasures are false from another point of view.
In desire, as we admitted, the body is divided from the soul, and hence
pleasures and pains are often simultaneous.
And we further admitted that both ofthem belonged to the infinite class. How, then,
4* can we compare

them ? Are we not liable, or rather certain, as

in the case of sight, to be deceived by distance and relation ? In
this ease the pleasures and pains are not false because based upon
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And there is another

illu-

ANA-_r_. sion : pain has otten been said by us to arise out of the derangement--pleasure
out of the restoration--of
our nature.
But in
passing from one to the other, do we not experience
neutral
states, which although they appear pleasurable
or painful are
really neither ? For even if we admit, with the wise man whom 43
Protarchus loves (and only a wise man could have ever entertained
such a notion), that all things are in a .perpetual flux, still these
changes are often unconscious,
and devoid either of pleasure or
pain. We assume, then, that there are three states--pleasurable,
painful, neutral ; we may embellish a little by calling them gold,
silver, and that which is neither.
But there

are certain natural

philosophers

who will not admit 44

a third state. Their instinctive dislike to pleasure leads them to
affirm that pleasure is only the absence of pain. They are noble
fellows, and, although we do not agree with them, we may use
them as diviners who will indicate to us the right track.
They will
say, that the nature of anything is best known from the examination of extreme eases, e.g. the nature of hardness from the examination of the hardest things ; and that the nature of pleasure
will be best understood from an examination of the most intense
pleasures.
Now these are the pleasures of the body, not of the 45
mind ; the pleasures
of disease and not of health, the pleasures
of
the intemperate
and not of the temperate.
I am speaking, not of
the frequency
or continuance,
but only of the intensity
of such
pleasures, and this is given them by contrast with the pain or sickness of body which precedes
them.
Their morbid nature is 46
illustrated
by the lesser instances of itching and scratching,
respecting which I swear that I cannot tell whether they are a pleasure or a pain.
(i) Some of these arise out of a transition from
one state of the body to another, as from cold to hot ; (2) others are
caused by the contrast of an internal pain and an external pleasure
in the body : sometimes
the feeling of pain predominates,
as in
itching and tingling, when they are relieved by scratching ; sometimes the feeling of pleasure

: or the pleasure

which they give may 47

be quite overpowering,
and is then accompanied
utterable feelings which have a death of delights
::'

by all sorts of unin them. But there

are also mixed pleasures which are in the mind only. For are not
love and sorrow as well as anger ' sweeter than honey,' and also 48

,L
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in the spectator

of

tragedy ? and of comedy also ? ' I do not understand
that last.'
Well, then, with the view of lighting up the obscurity of these
mixed feelings, let me ask whether envy is painful.
' Yes.'
And
yet the envious man finds something
pleasing in the misfortunes
of others ? ' True.'
And ignorance is a misfortune ? ' Certainly.'
And one form of ignorance
49 himself richer, fairer, better,

is self-conceit--a
man may fancy
wiser than he is ? ' Yes.' And he

who thus deceives himself may be strong or weak ? 'He may.'
And if he is strong we fear him, and if he is weak we laugh at
5o him, which is a pleasure, and yet we envy him, which is a pain ?
These mixed feelings are the rationale of tragedy and comedy, and
equally the rationale of the greater drama of human life 1. Having
shown how soITow, anger, envy are feelings of a mixed nature, I
will reserve the consideration of the remainder for another occasion.
5I

Next follow the unmixed

pleasures

; which, unlike

the philoso-

phers of whom
I was speaking,
I believe to be real.
These
unmixed pleasures are : (i) The pleasures
derived from beauty of
form, colour, sound, smell, which are absolutely
pure; and in
52 general those
derived from
are pure, but
this, however,
we need take

which are unalloyed with pain: (2) The pleasures
the acquisition of knowledge, which in themselves
may be attended by an accidental pain of forgetting ;
arises from a subsequent
act of reflection, of which
no account.
At the same time, we admit that the

latter pleasures
are the property
of a very few. To these pure
and unmixed pleasures
we ascribe measure, whereas all others
belong to the class of the infinite, and are liable to every species of
excess.
And here several questions arise for consideration :What is the meaning of pure and impure, of moderate and im53 moderate ? We may answer
the question by an illustration:
Purity of white paint consists in the clearness or quality of the
a There appears to be some eonfnsion in this passage. There is no dif_culty
in seeing that in comedy, as in tragedy, the spectator may view the performance with mixed feelings of pain as well as of pleasure ; nor is there any difficulty in understandingthat envy is a mixed feeling, which rejoices not without
pain at the misfortunesof others, and langhs at their igaomace of themselves.
But PLato seems to think further that he has explained the feeling of'the
spectator in comedy sufficiently by a theory whieh ouly applies to comedy in
so far as in comedy we laugh at the conceit or weakness of others. He h_L_
eerta/nlygiven a very.partial explanation of the :idiculous.
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white, and this is distinct

from

53-57.
the quantity

or amount

of white

^N*LrmS. paint ; a little pure white is fairer than a great deal which is impure.
But there is another question :-Pleasure
is affirmed by
ingenious philosophers
to be a generation ; they say that there are
two natures-one
self-existent,
the other d_pendent;
the one
noble and majestic, the other failing in both these qualifies.
' I do
not understand.'
There are lovers and there are loves.
' Yes, I
know, but what is the application ?' The argument
desires to intimate that there are relatives and there
and that the relative is for the sake of the absolute
tion is for the sake of essence.
Under relatives I
clone with a view to generation;
and essence is

is in play, and
are absolutes,
; and genera- 54
class all things
of the class of

good.
But if essence is of the class of good, generation
must be of
some other class ; and our friends, who affirm that pleasure is a
generation, would laugh at the notion that pleasure is a good ; and
at that other notion, that pleasure is produced by generation, which 55
is only the alternative of destruction.
Who would prefer such an
alternation to the equable life of pure thought ? Here is one
absurdity, and not the only one, to which the friends of pleasure
are reduced.
For is there not also an absurdity "in affirming that
good is of the soul only; or in declaring that the best of men, if
he be in pain, is bad ?
And now, from the consideration
of pleasure, we pass to that of
knowledge.
Let us reflect that there are two kinds of knowledge
--the one creative or productive, and the other educational
and
philosophical.
Of the creative arts, there is one part purer
more akin to knowledge than the other.
There is an element
guess-work
mad an element of number and measure in them.

or
of
In 56

music, for example, especially
in flute-playing,
the conjectural
element pi'evails ; while in carpentering
there is more application
of rule and measure.
Of the ct_.sfive arts, then, we may make two
classes -the less exact and the more exact.
And the exacter part
of all of them is really arithmetic and mensuratioh.
But arithmetic and mensuration
again may be subdivided with reference
either to their use in the concrete,

or to their nature in the abstract

--_
they are regarded
popularly
in building and binding,
or
theoretically
by philosophers.
And, borrowing
the analogy of 57
pleasure, we may say that the philosophical
use of them is purer
than the other.
Thus we have two arts of arithmetic, and two of
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mensuration.
And truest of all in the estimation of every rational
man is dialectic, or the science of being, which will forget and
disown us, if we forget and disown her.
58

' But, Socrates, I have heard Got'gias say that rhetoric is the
greatest and usefullest of arts ; and I should not like to quarrel
either with him or you.'
Neither
is there any inconsistency,
Protarchus, with his statement in what I am now saying; for I am
not maintaining that dialectic is the greatest or usefullest, but only
that she is the truest of arts ; my remark is not quantitative
but
qualitative, and refers not to the advantage or reputation of either,
but to the degree of truth which they attain--here
Gorgias will not
care to compete; this is what we affirm to be possessed in the

59 highest degree by dialectic.
And do not let us appeal to Gorgias
or Philebus or Socrates, but ask, on behalf of the argument, what
are the highest truths which the soul has the power of attaining.
And is not this the science which has a firmer grasp of them than
any other ? For the arts generally are only occupied with matters
of opinion, and with the production and action and passion of this
sensible world.
But the highest truth is that wh?ch is eternal and
unchangeable.
And reason and wisdom are concerned with the
eternal ; and these are the very claimants, if not for the first, at
least for the second place, whom I propose as rivals to pleasure.
And now, having the materials, we may proceed to mix them-60 first recapitulating the question at issue.
Philebus affirmed pleasure to be the good, and assumed them to
be one nature ; I affirmed that they were two natures, and declared
that knowledge was more akin to the good than pleasure.
I said
that the two together were more eligible than either taken singly;
61 and to this we adhere.
Reason intimates, as at first, that we
should seek the good not in the unmixed life, but in the mixed.
The cup is ready, waiting to be mingled, and here are two
fountains, one of honey, the other of pure water, out of which to
make the fairest possible mixture.
There are pure and impure
pleasures--pure
and impure sciences. Let us consider the sections
of each which have the most of purity and truth; to admit them all
62 indiscriminately would be dangerous.
First we will take the pure
sciences ; but shall we mingle the impure--the
art which uses the
false rule and the false measure ? That we must, if we are any of
us to find our way home ; man cannot-live upon pure mathematics
Nn2
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PMkbus. alone, h_nd must I include music, which is admitted to he guessA_^LYfJ._work ? _Yes, you must, if human life is to have any humanity.'
Well, then, I will open the door and let them aU in ; they shall
mingle in an Homeric ' meeting of the waters.' And now we turn
to the pleasures ; shall I admit them ? ' Admit first of all the pure
pleasures ; sec.ondly, the necessary.'
And what shall we say about
the rest? First, ask the pleasures--they
will be too happy to
dwell with wisdom. Secondly, ask the arts and sciences--they
reply that the excesses of intemperance are the ruin of them ; and
that they would rather only have the pleasures of health and
temperance, which are the handmaidens of virtue. But still we
want truth ? That is now added ; and so the argument is complete,
and may be compared to an incorporeal law, which is to hold fair
rule over a living body. And now we are at the vestibule of the
good, in which there are three chief elements--truth, symmetry,
and beauty. These will be the criterion of the comparative claims
of pleasure and wisdom.
Which has the greater share of truth ? Surely wisdom ; for
pleasure is the veriest impostor in the world, and the perjuries
of lovers have passed into a proverb.
Which of symmetry?
Wisdom again; for nothing is more
immoderate than pleasure.
Which of beauty ? Once more, wisdom; for pleasure is often
unseemly, and the greatest pleasures are put out of sight.
Not pleasure, then, ranks first in the scale of good, but measure,
and eternal harmony.
Second comes the symmetrical and beautiful and perfect.
Third, mind and wisdom.
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Fourth, sciences and arts and true opinions.
Fifth, painless pleasures.
Of a sixth class, I have no more to say. Thus, pleasure and
mind may both renounce the claim to the first place. But mind 67
is ten thousand times nearer to the chief good than pleasure.
Pleasure ranks fiRh and not first, even though all the animals
in the world assert the contrary.

t"T'OD_CFrom the days of Aristippus and Epicurus to our own times the
1"ION.
nature of pleasure has occupied the attention ofphilgsophers.
' Is

Socrages

an

ulilitarian.

pleasure an evil ? a good ? the only good ?' are the simple forms
which the enquiry assumed among the Socratic schools.
But at
an early stage of the controversy
another question was asked:
' Do pleasures
differ in kind ? and are some bad, some good, and
.some neither bad nor good ?'
There are bodily and there are
mental pleasures,
which were at first confused but afterwards
distinguished.
A distinction was also made between
necessary
and unnecessary
pleasures;
and again between pleasures
which
had or had not corresponding
pains.
The ancient philosophers
were fond of asking, in the language of their age, ' Is pleasure a
"becoming"
only, and therefore transient and relative, or do some
pleasures partake of truth and Being ?' To these ancient speculations the moderns
have added a further
question :--' Whose
pleasure ? The pleasure of yourself, or of your neighbour,--of
the
individual, or of the world ?' This little addition has changed the
whole aspect of the discussion : the same word is now supposed
to include two principles
as widely different as benevolence
and
self-love.
Some modern writers have also distinguished
between
pleasure the test, and pleasure the motive of actions.
For the
universal test of right actions (how I know them) may not always
be the highest or best motive of them (why I do them).
Socrates, as we learn from the Memorabilia of Xenophon, first
drew attention to the consequences
of actions.
Mankind were said
by him to act rightly when they knew what they were doing, or,
in the language of the Gorgias, ' did what they would.'
He seems
to have been the first who maintained that the good was the useful (Mere. iv. 6, 8). In his eagerness for generalization,
seeking, as
Aristotle says, for the universal in Ethics (Metaph. i. 6. § §2,3), he took
the most obvious intellectual aspect of human action which occurred
to him.
He meant to emphasize,
not pleasure, but the calculation
of pleasure ; neither is he arguing that pleasure is the chief good,
but that we should have a principle of choice.
He did not intend
to oppose ' the useful' to some higher conception, such as the
Platonic ideal, but to chance and caprice.
The Platonic Socrates
pursues
the same vein of thought in the Protagoras
(351 foiL),
where he argues against the so-called sophist that pleasure
and
pain are the final standards
and motives of good .and evil, and
that the salvation of human life depends upon a right estimate of
pleasures
greater or less when seen near and at a distance.
The
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Opponenls of pleasure.

PMltbu:. testimony of Xenophon is thus confirmed by that of Plato, and we
l_rrtoDue- are therefore
justified in calling Socrates the first utilitarian;
r_o_.
as indeed there is no side or aspect of philosophy which may not
with reason be ascribed to him--he is Cynic and Cyrenaie, Platonist
and Aristotelian
in one.
But in the Phaedo the Socratic has
already passed into a more ideal point of view (pp. 68, 69) ; and
he, or rather Plato speaking in his person, expressly repudiates
the notion that the exchange of a less pleasure
for a greater can
be an exchange
of virtue.
Such virtue is the virtue of ordinary
men who live in the world of appearance
; they are temperate only
that they may enjoy the pleasures of intemperance,
and courageous
from fear of danger.
Whereas
the philosopher
is seeking after
wisdom and not after pleasure, whether near or distant : he is the
mystic, the initiated, who has learnt to despise the body and is
yearning
all his life long for a truth which will hereat_er
be
revealed to him. In the Republic (ix. 582) the pleasures of knowledge are affirmed to be superior to other pleasures, because the
philosopher
so estimates them ; and he alone has had experience
of both kinds.
(Compare a similar argument urged by one of the
latest defenders
of Utilitarianism,
Mill's Utilitarianism,
p. x2.) In
the Philebus, Plato, although he regards the enemies of pleasure
with complacency,
still further modifies the transcendentalism
of
the Phaedo.
For he is compelled to confess, rather reluctantly,
perhaps, that some pleasures, i. e. those which have no antecedent
pains, claim a place in the scale.of goods.
There have been many reasons why not only Plato but mankind
in general have been unwilling to acknowledge
that 'pleasure is
the chief good.'
Either they have heard a voice calling to them
out of another world;or
the life and example
of some great
teacher

has

cast their

thoughts

of right

and

wrong

in another

mould ; or the word ' pleasure'
has been associated in their mind
with merely animal enjoyment.
They could not believe that
what they were always striving to overcome,
and the power or
principle
pleasure

in them which
of doing good

overcame, were of the same nature.
The
to others and of bodily self-indulgence,

the pleasures
of intellect
and the pleasures
of sense, are so
different :--_.Vhy then should they be called by a common name
Or, if the equivocal or metaphorical
use'of the word is justified by
custom (like the use of other words which at first referred only to.

Admissions

favourable

lo jkleasure and utility.
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the body, and then by a figure have been transferred
to the mind),
still, why should we make an ambiguous word the corner-stone
of

/'M/ebus.
I_n-.oDcc.

moral philosophy?
To the higher thinker the Utilitarian
or
hedonistic mode of speaking has been at variance with religion
and with any higher conception both of politics and of morals.
It
has not satisfied their imagination ; it has offended their taste.
To
elevate pleasure, 'the most fleeting of all things,' into a general idea

_o_.

seems to such men a contradiction.
They do not desire to bring
down their theory to the level of their practice. The simplicity of the
'greatest happiness' principle has been acceptable to philosophers,
but the better part of the world has been .slow to receive it.
Before proceeding,
we may make a few admissions which will
narrow the field of dispute ; and we may as well leave behind a
few prejudices, which intelligent opponents of Utilitarianism
have
by this time 'agreed to discard' (Phil. 14 D). We admit that Utility
is coextensive
with right, and that no action can be right which
does not tend to the happiness of mankind ; we acknowledge that
a large class of actions are made right or wrong by their consequences only; we say further that mankind are not too mindful,
but that they are far too regardless of consequences,
and that they
need to have the doctrine of utility habitually inculcated on them.
We recognize the value of a principle which can supply a conneeting link between
Ethics and Politics, and under which all
human actions are or may be included.
The desire to promote
happiness
is no mean preference
of expediency to right, but one
of the highest and noblest motives by which human nature can be
animated.
Neither in referring actions to the test of utility have
we to make a laborious calculation, any more than in trying them
by other
classified

standards
sufficiently

of morals.
For long ago they have been
for all practical purposes by the thinker, by

the legislator, by the opinion of the world.
Whatever may be the
hypothesis on which they are explained, or which in doubtful cases
may be applied to the regulation of them, we are very rarely, if
ever, called upon at the moment of performing
them to determine
their effect upon the happiness of mankind.
There is a theory
Paley and others--the

which has been contrasted with Utility by
theory of a moral sense : Are our ideas of

right and wrong innate or derived from experience ? This, perhaps, is another of those speculations
which intelligent men might
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' agree to discard.'
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alternative is equally consistent with a transcendental
or with an
eudaemonistic
system of ethics, with a greatest
happiness
principle or with Kant's law of duty.
Yet to avoid misconception,

For it has been worn threadbare

; and either

what appears to be the truth about the origin of our moral ideas
may be shortly summed up as follows :--To each of us individually
our moral ideas come first of all in childhood through the medium
of education, from parents and teachers, assisted by the unconscious influence of language;
they are impressed
upon a mind
which at first is like a waxen tablet, adapted to receive them ; but
they soon become fixed or set, and in after life are strengthened,
or perhaps weakened
by the force of public opinion.
They may
be corrected
and enlarged by experience,
they may be reasoned
about, they may be brought home to us by the circumstances
of
our lives, they may be intensified by imagination,
by reflection,
by a course of action likely to confirm them.
Under the influence
of religious feeling or by an effort of thought, any one beginning
with the ordinary rules of morality may create out of them for
himself ideals of holiness and virtue.
They slumber in the minds
of most men, yet in all of us there remains some tincture of affection, some desire of good, some sense of truth, some fear of the
law. Of some such state or process each individual is conscious in
himself, and if he compares his own experience with that of others
he will find the witness of their consciences
to coincide with that
of his own.
All of us have entered into an inheritance
which we
have the power of appropriating
and making use of. No great
effort of mind is required
on our part; we learn morals, as we
learn

to talk,

instinctively,

from

conversing

with others,

in an

enlightened
age, in a civilized country, in a good home.
A welleducated child of ten years old already knows the essentials
of
morals : ' Thou shalt not steal,' ' thou shalt speak the truth,' ' thou
shalt love thy parents,' ' thou shalt fear God.' What more does he
want ?
But whence eomes this common inheritance
or stock of moral
ideas ?

Their

beginning,

like

all

other

beginnings

of human

things, is obscure,
and is the least important
part of them.
Imagine, if you will, that Society originated
in the herding of
brutes, in their parental instincts, in their rude attempts at selfpreservation

:ibtan

is not man in that he resembles,

but in that

of our moral ideas.
he

differs

from

them.

We

must

pass

into
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another

cycle

of

existence,
before we can discover
in him by any evidence
accessible
to us even the germs of our moral ideas.
In the
history of the world, which viewed from within is the history
of the human mind, they have been slowly created by religion,
by poetry, by law, having their foundation
in the natural affections and in the necessity of some degree of truth and justice in a
social state ; they have been deepened and enlarged by the efforts
of great thinkers who have idealized and connected
them--by the
lives of saints and prophets
who have taught and exemplified
them.
The schools of ancient philosophy which seem so far from
us--Socrates,
Plato, Aristotle,
the Stoics, the Epicureans,
and a
few modern teachers, such as Kant and Bentham, have each of
them supplied 'moments'
of thought to the world.
The life of
Christ has embodied a divine love, wisdom, patience, reasonableness.
From his image, however imperfectly handed down to us,
the modern world has received a standard more perfect in idea
than the societies of ancient times, but also further removed from
practice.

For there

is certainly

a greater

interval

between

the

theory and practice of Christians
than between the theory and
practice of the Greeks and Romans ; the ideal is more above us,
and the aspiration
after good has often lent a strange power to
evil. And sometimes, as at the Reformation,
or French Revolution, when the upper classes of a so-called Christian country have
become corrupted
by priestcraft, by casuistry, by licentiousness,
by despotism, the lower have risen up and re-asserted
the natural
sense of religion and right.
We may further ramark that our moral ideas, as the world
grows older, perhaps
as we grow older ourselves,
unless they
have been undermined
in us by false philosophy or the practice
of mental analysis, or infected by the corruption
of society or by
some moral disorder in the individual, are constantly assuming a
more natural and necessary
character.
The habit of the mind,
the opinion of the world, familiarizes them to us ; and they take
more and more the form of immediate intuition.
The moral sense
comes last and not first in the order of their development,
and is
the instinct which we have inherited or acquired, not the nobler
effort of reflection which created them and which keeps them
alive.

We do not stop to reason

about common

honesty.

When-

/'hi/e_.
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ever we are not blinded by self-deceit, as for example in judging
the actions of others, we have no hesitation in determining
what

_o_.

is right and wrong.
The principles
of morality, when not at
variance with some desire or worldly interest of our own, or with
the opinion of the public, are hardly perceived by us ; but in the
conflict of reason and passion they assert their authority and are
not overcome without remorse.
Such is a brief outline of the history of our moral ideas.
We
have to distinguish,
first of all, the manner in which they have
grown up in the world from the manner
in which they have
been communicated
to each of us. We may represent
them to
ourselves as flowing out of the boundless
ocean of language and
thought in little rills, which convey them to the heart and brain of
each individual.
But neither must we confound the theories or
aspects of morality with the origin of our moral ideas.
These are
not the roots or ¢origines' of morals, but the latest efforts of reflection, the lights in which the whole moral world has been regarded
by different thinkers and successive
generations
of men.
If we
ask: Which of these many theories is the true one ? we may
answer:
All of them--moral
sense, innate ideas, a pr_,
a 10oslerio_" notions, the philosophy
of experience,
the philosophy
of
intuition-all
of them have added something to our conception of
Ethics ; no one of them is the whole truth.
But to decide how far
our ideas of morality are derived from one source or another ; to
determine
what history, what philosophy
has contributed to them ;
to distinguish the original, simple elements from the manifold and
complex applications
of them, would be a long enquiry too far
removed from the question which we are now pursuing.
Beating in mind the distinction which we have been seeking to establish between our earliest and our most mature ideas of morality,
we may now proceed to state the theory of Utility, not exactly in
the words, but in the spirit of one of its ablest and most moderate
supporters I :--'That
which alone makes actions either right or
desirable
is their utility, or tendency to promote the happiness of
mankind, or, in other words, to increase the sum ofpleastire
in the
world.
But all pleasures are not the same : they differ in quality
as well as in quantity, and the pleasure which is superior in quality
is incommensurable

with the inferior.
Neither
Mill's Utilitarianism.

is the pleasure

or

tIigker
happiness,

asikecls of Ulililarianism.

which we seek, our own pleasure,

5 55

but that of others,--

Pkilebus.

of our family, of our country, of mankind.
The desire of this, and
even the sacrifice of our own interest to that of other men, may
become a passion to a rightly educated nature.
The Utilitarian
finds a place in his system for this virtue and for every other.'
Good or happiness or pleasure
is thus regarded as the true and
only end of human life. To this all our desires will be found to
tend, and in accordance with this all the virtues, including justice,
may be explained.
Admitting that men rest for a time in inferior
ends, and do not cast their eyes beyond them, these ends are
really dependent
on the greater end of happiness, and would not
be pursued, unless in general they had been found to lead to it.
The existence of such an end is proved, as in Aristotle's time, so
in our own, by the universal fact that men desire it. The obligation to promote it is based upon the social nature of man; this
sense of duty is shared by all of us in some degree, and is capable
of being greatly fostered and strengthened.
So far from being
inconsistent with religion, the greatest happiness
principle is in
the highest degree agreeable to it. For what can be more reasonable than that God should will the happiness of all his creatures ?
and in working out their happiness we may be said to be ' working
together with him.'
Nor is it inconceivable that a new enthusiasm
of the future, far stronger than any old religion, may be based upon
such a conception.
But then for the familiar phrase of the 'greatest happiness prineiple,' it seems as if we ought now to read _the noblest happiness
principle,' ' the happiness of others principle '--the principle not of
the greatest, but of the highest pleasure, pursued with no more
regard to our own immediate
interest than is required by the law
of self-preservation.
Transfer the thought of happiness to another
life, dropping
the external circumstances
which form so large a
part of our idea of happiness in this, and the meaning of the word
becomes indistinguishable
from holiness, harmony, wisdom, love.
By the slight addition ' of others,' all the associations of the word
are altered;

we seem

to have passed

morals to the opposite.
For allowing
is reflected on burselves, and also
before he can do good to others, still
trifling exception, and the happiness

over from one theory

of

that the happiness of others
that every man must live
the last limitation is a very
of another is very far from

I_r_ODUcT1ON.
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Ulilitarianlsm
compensating

and Utilitarians.

for the loss of our own.

According

to Mr. Mill, he

INrxoDo¢- would best carry out the principle of utility who sacrificed his own
_o_.
pleasure most to that of his fellow-men.
But if so, Hobbes and
Butler, Shaftesbury
and Hume, are not so far apart as they and
their followers imagine.
The thought of self and the thought of
others are alike superseded
in the more general notion of the
happiness of mankind at large.
But in this composite good, until
society becomes perfected, the friend of man himself has generally
the least share, and may be a great sufferer.
And now what objection
have we to urge against a system of
moral philosophy
so beneficent, so enlightened,
so ideal, and at
the same time so practical,--so
Christian, as we may say without
exaggeration,--and
which has the further
advantage
of resting
morality on a principle intelligible to all capacities ? Have we not
found that which Socrates and Plato 'grew old in seeking' ? Are
we not desirous of happiness,
at any rate for ourselves and our
friends, if not for all mankind ? If, as is natural, we begin by
thinking of ourselves first, we are easily led on to think of others ;
for we cannot help acknowledging
that what is right for us is the
right and inheritance
of others.
We feel the advantage
of an
abstract
principle wide enough and strong enough to override all
the particularisms
of mankind ; which acknowledges
a universal
good, truth, right; which is capable of inspiring men like a passion, and is the symbol of a cause for which they are ready to
contend to their life's end.
And if we test this principle by the lives of its professors,
it would certainly
appear inferior to none as a rule of action.
From the days of Eudoxus
(Arist. Ethics, x. 2) and Epicurus
to our own, the votaries of pleasure have gained belief for their
principles
by their practice.
Two of the noblest and most disinterested
men who have lived in this century,
Bentharn
and
J. S. Mill, whose lives were a long devotion to the service of
their fellows,
have been among
the most enthusiastic
supporters of utility; while among their contemporaries,
some who
were of a more mystical turn of mind, have ended rather in
aspiration

than

in action,

and

have been

found

unequal

to the

duties of life. Looking back on them now that they are removed
from the scene, we feel. that mankind has been the better for
them.

The

world

was against

them

while

they lived;

but this

The debt which the world owes to it and them.
is rather a reason

for admiring

than

for depreciating

them.
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Nor

Phi&bu.r.

can any one doubt that the influence
of their philosophy
on
politics---especially
on foreign polities, on law, on social life,
has been upon the whole beneficial.
Nevertheless,
they will
never have justice done to them, for they do not agree either
with the better feeling of the multitude or with the idealism of
more refined thinkers.
Without Bentham, a great word in the

lsrRoouc.
rxo_.

history of philosophy
would have remained
unspoken.
Yet to
this day it is rare to hear his name received with any mark
of respect such as would be freely granted
to the ambiguous
memory
of some father
of the Church.
The odium which
attached
to him when alive has not been removed
by his
death.
For he shocked his contemporaries
by egotism and want
of taste;
and this generation
which has reaped the benefit of
his labours has inherited the feeling of the last.
He was before
his own age, and is hardly remembered
in this.
While acknowledging
the benefits which the greatest happiness
principle has conferred
upon mankind, the time appears to have
arrived, not for denying its claims, but for criticizing them and
comparing
them with other principles
which equally claim to
lie at the foundation
of ethics.
Any one who adds a general
principle
to knowledge
has been a benefaetor
to the world.
But there is a danger that, in his first enthusiasm,
he may not
recognize the proportions
or limitations
to which his truth is
subjected ; he does not see how far he has given birth to a truism,
or how that which is'a truth to him is a truism to the rest
of the world;

or may

degenerate

in the

believes that to be the whole which
necessary
foundation
which is really
the truth.
The
of' the morrow,'

next

generation.

He

is only a part,--to
be the
only a valuable aspect of

systems of all philosophers
require the criticism
when the heat of imagination which forged them

has cooled, and they are seen in the temperate
light of day. All
of them have contributed
to enrich the mind of the civilized
world;

none

of them

which their authors
We may
remarks :-

preface

occupy

that

supreme"

would have assigned
the

criticism

or exclusive

to them.
with

a

few

Mr. Mill, Mr. Austin, and others, in their eagerness
the doctrine

place

of utility, are fond of repeating

preliminary
to maintain

that we are in a
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7"he practical
state

of

cer/ain O, qf morals.

PMlebus.

lamentable

uncertainty

about

morals.

While

other

ImaoDv¢Tio,.

branches
of knowledge
have made extraordinary
progress,
in
moral philosophy
we are supposed
by them to be no better
than children, an.d with few exceptions--that
is to say, Bentham
and his followers--to
be no further advanced than men were
in the age of Socrates and Plato, who, in their turn, are deemed
to be as backward in ethics as they necessarily were in physics.
But this, though often asserted, is recanted almost in a breath
by the same writers who speak thus depreciatingly
of our modern
ethical philosophy.
For they are the first to acknowledge
that
we have not now to begin classifying
actions under the head
of utility; they would not deny that about the general conceptions
of morals there is a practical agreement.
There is no more doubt
that falsehood is wrong than that a stone falls to the ground,
although the first does not admit of the same ocular proof as
the second.
There is no greater uncertainty about the duty of
obedience to parents and to the law of the land than about the
properties of triangles.
Unless we are looking for a new moral
world which has no marrying and giving in marriage, there is
no greater disagreement
in "theory about the right relations
of the sexes than about the composition of water.
These and
a few other simple principles, as they have endless applications
in practice, so also may be developed in theory into counsels
of perfection.
To what then is to be attributed this opinion which has been
often entertained about the uncertainty "of morals?
Chiefly to
this,--that
philosophers
have not always distinguished
the theoretical and the casuistical uncertainty of morals from the practical
certainty.
example,

There is an uncertainty about details,--whether,
for
under given circumstances
such and such a moral

principle is to be enforced, or whether in some cases there may
not be a conflict of duties:
these are the exceptions
to the
ordinary rules of morality, important, indeed, but not extending to
the one thousandth or one ten-thoasandth
part of human actions.
This is the domain of casuistry.
Secondly, the aspects
under
which

the most

general

principles

of morals

may be presented

to us are many and various.
The mind of man has been more
than usually active in thinking about man. "The conceptions
of
harmony, happiness, right, freedom, benevolence, self-love, have

The

use o/ moral philoso)Ohy.

all of them seemed
to some philosopher
or other the
and most comprehensive
expression
of morality.
There
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difference, or
the right and
notion which
comprehensive
is the sphere
certainties
at

at any rate no great difference, of opinion about
wrong of actions, but only about the general
furnishes
the best explanation
or gives the most
view of them.
This, in the language
of Kant,
of the metaphysic
of ethics.
But these .two uneither end, g_ ro_ mlX_ova _aO_Xov and _ ro_ xa0'

&a_o, leave space enough for an intermediate
principle
which
is practically
certain.
The rule of human life is not dependent
on the theories
of
philosophers:
we know what our duties are for the most part
before we speculate
about them.
And the use of speculation
is not to
minds an
conception
another,
they are

teach us what we already know, but to inspire in our
interest
about morals in general, to strengthen
our
of the virtues
by showing that they confirm
one
to prove to uS, as Socrates
would have said, that
not many, but one.
There
is the same kind of

pleasure and use in reducing
to a few very simple truths.

morals, as in reducing
physics,
And not unfrequently
the more

general
principle
may correct prejudices
and enable us to regard our fellow-men
generous
spirit.
The two qualities
principles
of.ethics

which seem
are, (x) that

and misconceptions,
in a larger and more

to be most
they should

required
in first
afford a real ex-

planation of the facts, (2) that they should inspire the
should harmonize, strengthen,
settle us. We can hardly
the influence which a simple principle
such as ' Act
promote the happiness
of mankind,'
or 'Act so that

mind,estimate
so as to
the rule

on which thou attest may be adopted
as a law by all rational
beings,' may exercise on the mind of an individual.
They will
often seem to open a new world to him, like the religious conceptions of faith or the spirit of God. The difficulties of ethics
disappear
when we do not suffer ourselves to be distracted
between different points of view.
But to maintain their hold
on us, the general principles must also be psychologically true-they must agree with our experience,
they must accord with
the habits of our minds.
When

we are told that actions

are right

or wrong

only in
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Ambiguity

of li_e word 'tIap#'ness."

Pkilei_us. so far as they tend towards happiness, we naturally ask what
I_rtoDu¢. is meant by 'happiness.'
For the term in the common use of
T,o_. language is only to a certain extent "commensurate with moral
good and evil. We should hardly say that a good man could be
utterly miserable (Arist. Ethics, i. io. §§ i2, x3), or place a bad man
in the first rank of happiness.
But yet, from various circumstances, the measure of a man's happiness may be out of all
proportion to his desert. And if we insist on calling the good
man alone happy, we shall be using the term in some new and
transcendental sense, as synonymous with well-being. We have
already seen that happiness includes the happiness of others
as well as our own ; we must now comprehend unconscious
as well as conscious happiness under the same word. There
is no harm in this extension of the meaning, but a word which
admits of such an extension can hardly be made the basis of
a philosophical system.
The exactness which is required in
philosophy will not allow us to comprehend under the same
term two ideas so different as the subjective feeling of pleasure
or happiness and the objective reality of a state which receives
our moral approval.
Like Protarchus in the Philebus, we can give no answer to
the question, 'What is that common quality which in all states
of human life we call happiness? which includes the lower
and the higher kind of happiness, and is the aim of the noblest,
as well as of the meanest of mankind?'
If we say 'Not
pleasure, not virtue, not wisdom, nor yet any quality which
we can abstract from these'--what
then ? After scenting to
hover for a time on the verge of a great truth, we have gained
only a truism.
Let us ask the question in another form. What is that which
constitutes happiness, over and above the several ingredients
of health, wealth, pleasure, virtue, knowledge, which are included
under it ? Perhaps we answer, ' The subjective feeling of them.'
But this is very far from being coextensive with right. Or we
may reply that happiness is the whole of which the abovementioned are the parts. Still the question recurs, 'In what
does the whole differ from all the parts ?' And if we are unable
to distinguish them, happiness will be the mere aggregate of the
goodsoflife.

The utilitarian

theorydoes not ex;blain facts.

Again, while admitting
that in all right action there is an
element of happiness,
we cannot help seeing that the utilitarian
theory supplies a much easier explanation
of some virtues than
of others.
Of many patriotic or benevolent
actions we can give
a straiglatforward
account by their tendency to promote happiness.
For the explanation
of justice, on the other hand, we have to go
a long way round.
No man is indignant with a thief because he
has not promoted the greatest happiness
of the greatest number,
but because he has done him a wrong.
There is an immeasurable interval between
a crime against property
or life, and the
omission of an act of charity or benevolence.
Yet of this interval
the utilitarian
theory takes no cognizance.
The greatest
happiness principle
strengthens
our sense of positive duties towards
others, but weakens our recognition
of their rights.
To promote
in every way possible the happiness
of others may be a counsel
of perfection, but hardly seems to offer any ground for a theory
of obligation.
For admitting
that our ideas of obligation
are
partly derived from religion and custom, yet they seem also to
contain other essential
elements which cannot be explained by
the tendency
the necessity
others which
upon us with
had better'

of actions to promote happiness•
Whence comes
of them?
Why are some actions rather than
equally tend to the happiness
of mankind imposed
the authority
of law?
'You ought'
and 'you
are fundamental
distinctions
in human thought;

and having
and unsettle

such distinctions,
them ?

why

should

we

seek

to efface

Bentham
and Mr. Mill are earnest in maintaining
that happiness includes the happiness
of others as well as of ourselves.
But what two notions can be more opposed in many cases than
these ? Granting
that in a perfect state of the world my own
happiness
and that of all other men would coincide, in the
imperfect
state they often diverge,
and I cannot truly bridge
over the difficulty by saying that men will always find pleasure
in sacrificing themselves
or in suffering for others•
Upon the
greatest
a share,

happiness
principle
it is admitted
and in consistency
I should pursue

that I am to have
my own happiness

as impartially
as that of my neighbour.
But who can decide
what proportion
should be mine and what his, except on the
principle
that l am most likely to be deceived
in my own
VOI..
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0

0

561
Philebus.
Imaon_.crtow.

562
/'_s.
l_oDuc_o..

Ig lends

to weaken

raoraligy.

favour, and had therefore better give the larger share, if not
all, to him ?
Further, it is admitted that utility and right coincide, not in
particular instances, but in classes of actions.
But is it not
distracting to the conscience of a man to be told that in the
particular case they are opposed ? Happiness is said to be the
ground of moral obligation, yet he must not do what clearly
conduces to his own happiness if it is at variance with the
good of the whole. Nay, further, he will be taught that when
utility and right are in apparent conflict any amount of utility
does not alter by a hair's-breadth the morality of actions, which
cannot be allowed to deviate from established law or usage ;
and that the non-detection of an immoral act, say of telling
a lie, which may often make the greatest difference in the consequences, not only to himself, but to all the world, makes none
whatever in the act itself.
Again, if we are concerned not with particular actions but with
classes of actions, is the tendency of actions to happiness a principle upon which we can classify them ? There is a universal law
which imperatively declares certain acts to be right or wrong :can there be any universality in the law which measures actions
by their tendencies towards happiness ? For an act which is the
cause of happiness to one person may be the cause of unhappiness
to another i or an act which if performed by one person may
increase the happiness of mankind may have the opposite effect
if performed by another. Right can never be wrong, or wrong
right, but there are no actions which tend to the happiness of mankind which may not under other circumstances tend to their unhappiness.
Unless we say not only that all right actions tend to
happiness, but that they tend to happiness in the same degree in
which they are right (and in that case the word 'right" is plainer),
we weaken the absoluteness of our moral standard; we reduce
differences in kind to differences in degree; we obliterate
the stamp which the authority of ages has set upon vice and
crime.
Once more : turning from theory to practice we feel the importance of retaining the received distinctions of morality. Words
such as truth,justice, honesty, virtue, love, have a simple meaning;
they have become sacred to us,--' the word of God' written on

Hap#mess

an

uncertain

quantity.
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the human heart : to no other words can the same associations

be

attached.
We cannot explain them adequately on principles
of
utility; in attempting to do so we rob them of their true character.
We give them a meaning often paradoxical
and distorted, and
generally weaker than their signification in common language.
And as words influence men's thoughts, we fear that the hold of
morality may also be weakened, and the sense of duty impaired,
if virtue and vice are explained only as the qualities which do or
do n6t contribute

to the pleasure

of the world.

In that

very ex-

pression we seem to detect a false ring, for pleasure is individual
not universal ; we speak of eternal and immutable justice, but not
of eternal and immutable pleasure ; nor by any refinement can we
avoid some
word.
Again:

taint of bodily sense
the higher

adhering

the view which

to the meaning

men take

of the

of life, the more

they lose sight of their own pleasure
or interest.
True religion
is not working for a reward only, but is ready to work equally
without a reward.
It is not ' doing the will of God for the sake of
eternal happiness,'
but doing the will of God because it is best,
whether rewarded or unrewarded.
And this applies to others as
well as to ourselves.
For he who sacrifices himself for the good
of others, does not sacrifice himself that they may be saved from
the persecution
which he endures for their sakes, but rather that
they in their turn may be able to undergo similar sufferings, and
like him stand fast in the truth.
To promote their happiness is
not his first object, but to elevate their moral nature.
Both in his
own case and that of others there may be happiness
in the
distance, but if there were no happiness he would equally act as
he does.
We are speaking of the highest and noblest natures;
and a passing thought naturally arises in our minds, 'Whether
that can be the first principle of morals which is hardly regarded
in their own case by the greatest benefactors of mankind _'
The admissions that pleasures differ in kind, and that actions
are already classified;
the acknowledgment
that happiness indudes the happiness
of others, as well as of ourselves;
the
confusion
(not made by Aristotle)
between conscious and unconscious happiness,
or between
happiness
the energy
and
happiness the result of the energy, introduce uncertainty and
inconsistency
into the whole enquiry.
We reason readily
002
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One

moral

frinciple

helps

to

complele

another.

and cheerfully
from a greatest
happiness
principle.
find that utilitarians
do not agree among themselves

But we
about the

meaning
of the word.
Still less can they impart to others
a common conception
or conviction of the nature of happiness.
The meaning of the word is always insensibly slipping away from
us, into pleasure, out of pleasure, now appearing
as the motive,
now as the "test of actions, and sometimes varying in successive
sentences.
And as in a mathematical
demonstration
an error in
the original

number

disturbs

the whole calculation

which follows,

this fundamental
uncertainty
about the word vitiates all the
applications
of it. Must we not admit that a notion so uncertain
in meaning,
so void of content,
so at variance with common
language and opinion, does not comply adequately with either of
our two requirements
? It can neither
strike the imaginative
faculty, nor give an explanation
of phenomena
which is in
accordance
with our individual
experience.
It is indefinite;
it
supplies only a partial account of human actions:
it is one among
many theories of philosophers.
It may be compared with other
notions, such as the chief good of Plato, which may be best
expressed
to us under the form of a harmony,
obedience
to law, which may be summed up
'duty,' or with the Stoical 'Follow nature,' and
no advantage
over them.
All of these present
of moral truth.
None of them are, or indeed
the only principle of morals.
And this brings us to speak of the most serious

or with Kant's
under the word
seems to have
a certain asl)ect
profess to be,
objection

to the

utilitarian system--its
exclusiveness.
There is no place for Kant
or ttegel, for Plato and Aristotle alongside of it. They do not
reject the greatest happiness principle, but it rejects them.
Now
the phenomena
of moral action differ, and some are best explained
upon one principle and some upon another : the virtue of justice
seems to be naturally connected with one theory of morals, the
virtues
of temperance
and benevolence
with another.
The
characters
of men also differ; and some are more attracted by
one aspect of the truth, some by another.
The firm stoical nature
will conceive virtue under the conception
of law, the philanthropist
under that of doing good, the quietist
resignation,
the enthusiast
under that of faith
upright

man of the world will desire

above all things

under that of
or love.
The
that morality

If

Benlkam

' could

come

back

to life '/

should be plain and fixed, and should use language in its ordinary
sense. Persons of an imaginative temperament will generally be
dissatisfied with the words ' utility' or ' pleasure' : their principle
of right is of a far higher character--what or where to be found they
cannot always distinctly tell ;--deduced from the laws of human
nature, says one ; resting on the will of God, says another ; based
upon some transcendental idea which animates more worlds than
one, says a third :
$; aIOloar,_woOiwr,.
To satisfy an imaginative nature in any degree, the doctrine of
utility must be so transfigured that it becomes altogether different
and loses all simplicity.
But why, since there are different characters among men, should
we not allow them to envisage morality accordingly, and be thankful to the great men who have provided for all of us modes and
instruments of thought?
Would the world have been better if
there had been no Stoics or Kantists, no Platonists or Cartesians ?
No more than if the other pole of moral philosophy had been
excluded. All men have principles which are above their practice;
they admit premises which, if carried to their conclusions, are a
sufficient basis of morals. In asserting liberty of speculation we
are not encouraging individuals to make right or wrong for themselves, but only conceding that they may choose the form under
which they prefer to contemplate them. Nor do we say that one
of these aspects is as true and good as another; but that they all
of them, if they are not mere sophisms and illusions, define and
bring into relief some part of the truth which would have been
obscure without their light. Why should we endeavour to bind
all men within the limits of a single metaphysical conception ?
The necessary imperfection of language seems to require that
we should view the same truth under more than one aspect.
We are living in the second age of utilitarianism, when the
e.harm of novelty and the fervour of the first disciples has passed
away. The doctrine is no longer stated in the forcible paradoxical
mmaner of Bentham, but has to be adapted to meet objections ; its
eorners are rubbed off, and the meaning of its most characteristic
expressions is softened. The array of the enemy melts away
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The greatest

happiness

of the greatest

I_,_o_u¢_ number was a great original idea when enunciated by Bentham,
T_o_. which leaveneda generationand has leRitsmark on thoughtand
civilization
in allsucceed/ng times. His grasp of ithad the intensityof genius. In the spiritof an ancient philosopherhe
would have denied that pleasuresdifferedin kind,or thatby
happiness he meant anything but pleasure. He would perhaps
have revoltedus by his thoroughness. The 'guardianshipof his
doctrine'has passed into'other.hands
; and now we seem to see
itsweak points,itsambiguities,
itswant of exactnesswhile assuming the highestexactness,itsone-sidedness,
itsparadoxical
explanationof severalof the virtues.No philosophy has ever
stood thiscriticism
of the next generation,
though thefoundersof
allofthem have imaginedthattheywere builtupon a rock. And
the utilitarian
system, likeothers,has yieldedto the inevitable
analysis.Even in the opinion of 'her admirers she has been
terribly
damaged' (Phil.2"3A), and is no longer the only moral
philosophy,but one among many which have contributedin
various

degrees

to the intellectual

progress

of mankind.

But because the utilitarian philosophy can no longer claim ' the
prize,' we must not refuse to acknowledge
the great benefits conferred by it on the world.
All philosophies
are refuted in their
turn, says the sceptic, and he looks forward to all future systems
sharing the fate of the past. All philosophies remain, says the
thinker ; they have done a great work in their own day, and they
supply posterity with aspects of the truth and with instruments of
thought.
Though they may be shorn of their glory, they retain
their place in the organism of knowledge.
And still there
explained

remain

many rules of morals which

and more forcibly inculcated

than on any
promote the
world ? may
would cause

on the principle

are better
of utility

other. The question Will such and such an action
happiness
of myself, my family, my country, the
check the rising feeling of pride or honour which
a quarrel, an estrangement,
a war. ' How can I con-

tribute to the greatest happiness
of others ?' is another form of
the question which will be more attractive to the minds of many
than a deduction of the duty of benevolence
from a p.k,_" principles.
In politics especially hardly any other argument can be
allowed to have weight except the happiness of a people.
All

Utility

and ot_er _rinci_les

parties alike profess

of morals.

to aim at this, which though

often used only

as the disguise of self-interest has a great and real influence on the
minds of statesmen.
In religion, again, nothing can more tend to
mitigate superstition than
the will of God. This is
superstitions of men may
the good of men is not

the belief that the good of man is also
an easy test to which the prejudices and
be brought :--whatever does not tend to
of God. And the ideal of the greatest

happiness of mankind, especially if believed to be the will of God,
when compared with the actual fact, will be one of the strongest
motives to do good to others.
On the other hand, when the temptation is to speak falsely, to
be dishonest or unjust, or in any way to interfere with the rights
of others, the argument that these actions regarded as a class will
not conduce to the happiness of mankind, though true enough,
seems to have less force than the feeling which is already implanted in the mind by conscience
and authority.
To resolve.
this feeling into the greatest happiness principle takes away from
its sacred and authoritative character.
The martyr will not go to
the stake in order that he may promote the happiness of mankind,
but for the sake of the truth : neither will the soldier advance to
the cannon's mouth merely because he believes military discipline
to be for the good of mankind.
It is better for him to know that
he will be shot, that he will be disgraced, if he runs away--he
has no need to look beyond military honour, patriotism, ' England
expects every man to do his duty.' These are stronger motives
than the greatest happiness of the greatest number, which is the
thesis of a philosopher, not the watchword of an army. For in
human actions men do not always require broad principles;
duties often come home to us more when they are limited and
defined, and sanctioned

by custom and public opinion.

Lastly, if we turn to the history of ethics, we shall find that our
moral ideas have originated not in utility but !n religion, in law, in
conceptions
of nature, of an ideal good, and the like. And many
may he inclined to think that this conclusively disproves the claim
of utility to be the basis of morals.
But the utilitarian will fairly
reply (see above) that we must distinguish
the origin of ethics
from the principles of them--the
historical germ from the later
growth of reflection.
And he may also truly add that for two
thousand years and more, utility, if not the originating, has been
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l'Mle_,
the grea_ corrective principle in law, in politics, in religion, leading
I_T_DU¢- men to ask how evil may be diminished and good increased--by
no_
what course of policy the public interest may be promoted, and
to understand that God wills the happiness, not of some of his
creatures and in this world only, but of all of them and in every
stage of their existence.
' What is the place of happiness or utility in a system of moral
philosophy ?' is analogous to the question asked in the Philebus,
' What rank does pleasure hold in the scale of goods?' Admitting
the greatest happiness principle to be true and valuable, and the
necessary foundation of that part of morals which relates to the
consequences of actions, we still have to consider whether this or
some other general notion is the highest principle of human life.
We may try them in this comparison by three tests--definiteness,
comprehensiveness, and motive power.
There are three subjective principles of morals,--sympathy,
benevolence, self-love. But sympathy seems to rest morality on
feelings which differ widely even in good men ; benevolence and
self-love torture one haft of our virtuous actions into the likeness
of the other. The greatest happiness principle, which includes
both, has the advantage over all these in comprehensiveness, but
the advantage is purchased at the expense of definiteness.
Again, there are the legal and political principles of morals-freedom, equality, rights of persons ; ' Every man to count for one
and no man for more than one,' ' Every man equal in the eye of the
law and of the legislator.' There is also the other sort of political
morality, which if not beginning with ' Might is right,' at any rate
seeks to deduce our ideas of justice from the necessities of the
state and of society. According to this view the greatest good of
men is obedience to law: the best human government is a rational
despotism, and the best idea which we can form of a divine being
is that of a despot acting not wholly without regard to law and
order. To such a view the present mixed state of the world, not
wholly evil or wholly good, is supposed to be a witness. More
we might desire to have, but are not permitted. Though a human
tyrant would be intolerable, a divine tyrant is a very tolerable
governor of the universe. This is the doctrine of Thrasymachus
adapted to the public opinion of modern times.
There is yet a third view which combines the two :--freedom is

The
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of goods.
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obedience to the law, and the greatest order is also the greatest
freedom ; ' Act so that thy action may be the law of every inteUigent being.'
This view is.noble and elevating;
but it seems to err,
like other transcendental
principles of ethics, in being too abstract.
For there is the same difficulty in connecting the idea of dutywith
particular duties as in bridging the gulf between _a,p_+ua and _m'a;
and when, as in the system of Kant, this universal idea or law is
held to be independent
of space and time, such a tulra+ov daor
becomes almost unmeaning.
Once more there are the religious
will of God revealed

in Scripture

principles

of morals :--the

and in nature.

No philosophy

has supplied a sanction
equal in authority
to this, or a motive
equal in strength to the belief in another life. Yet about these too
we must ask What will of God ? how revealed to us, and by what
proofs ? Religion, .like happiness,
is a word which
influence apart from any consideration
of its content :
for great good or for great evil.
But true religion is the
of religion and morality, beginning with divine perfection

has great
it may be
synthesis
in which

all human perfection is embodied.
It moves among ideas of holiness, justice, love, wisdom, truth ; these are to God, in whom they
are personified, what the Platonic ideas are to the idea of good.
It
is the consciousness
of the will of God that all men should be as
he is.
the

It lives in this world

phenomena

of this world,

and

is known

but it extends

to us only through
to worlds

beyond.

Ordinary
religion which is alloyed with motives of this world
may easily be in excess, may be fanatical, may be interested, may
be the mask of ambition,-may be perverted
in+a thousand ways.
But of that religion which combines
the will of God with our
highest ideas of truth and right there can never be too much.
This impossibility of excess is the note of divine moderation.
So then, having briefly passed in review the various principles
of moral philosophy,
we may now arrange our goods in order,
though, like the reader of the Philebus, we have a difficulty in
distinguishing
the different aspects of them from one another, or
defining the point at which the human passes into the divine.
First, the eternal will of God in this world and in another,-justice, holiness, wisdom, love, without succession of acts (o_x 1_
_¢t¢
_rp_,,cru,), which is known
enced by us as divine perfection.

to us in part only, and rever-

PMlel,us.
I_no_oc.
TIO_.

57 °

Aristotle,

to

be

intert_reled

by

Plato,

/'/u'/t,_r.
Secondly, human perfection, or the fulfilment of the will of God
brr,oD_=- in this world, and co-operation
with his laws revealed to us by
_o_.

reason and experience,
in nature, history, and in our own minds.
Thirdly, the elements of human perfection,--virtue,
knowledge,
and right opinion.
Fourthly, the external conditions of perfection,--health
and the
goods of life.
Fifthly, beauty and happiness,--the
inward enjoyment of that
which is best and fairest in this world and in the human soul.

THE Philebus is probably the latest in time of the writings of
Plato with the exception of the Laws.
We have in it therefore
the last development
of his philosophy.
The extreme and onesided doctrines of the Cynics and Cyrenaics are included in a larger
whole (pp. 2o, 21, 44, &c.) ; the relations of pleasure and knowledge
to each other and to the good are authoritatively
determined
(63ff.);
the Eleatic Being and the Heraclitean
Flux no longer
divide the empire of thought (25 ft.) ; the Mind of Anaxagoras
has
become the Mind of God and of the World.
The great distinction
between pure and applied science for the first time has a place in
philosophy;
the natural claim of dialectic to be the Queen ofthe
Sciences is once more affirmed.
This latter is the bond of union
which pervades
the whole or nearly the whole of the Platonic
writings.
And here as in several other dialogues (Phaedrus
265,
Rep. 534 ft., Symp. 2to fir., &c.) it is presented
to us in a manner
playful yet also serious, and sometimes as if the thought of it were
too great for human utterance and came down from heaven direct
(I6C, 25B ). It is the organization
think of at a time when knowledge

of knowledge
wonderful
to
itself could hardly be said to

exist.
It is this more than any other element which distinguishes
Plato, not only from the presocratic
philosophers,
but from
Socrates himself.
We have not yet reached the confines of Aristotle, but we make
a somewhat nearer approach to him in the Philebus than in the
earlier_Platonie

writings.

The

germs

of logic are beginning

to

appear, but they are not collected into a whole, or made a separate
science or system.
Many thinkei's of many different schools have
to be interposed
between
the Parmenides
or Philebus of Plato,

not Plato by Aristotle
and the

Physics

: Transition

or bletapl_ysies

in Plato himself.

of Aristotle.

It is this interval

upon which we have to fix our minds if we would rightly understand the character of the transition from one to the other.
Plato
and Aristotle do not dovetail into one another ; nor does the one
begin where the other ends ; there is a gulf between them not to
be measured by time, which in the fragmentary state of our knowledge it is impossible
to bridge over.
It follows that the one
cannot be interpreted

by the other.

At any rate, it is not Plato

who is to be interpreted by Aristotle, but Aristotle by Plato.
Of
all philosophy and of all art the true understanding is to be sought
not in the afterthoughts of posterity, but in the elements out of
which they have arisen.
For the previous stage is a tendency
towards the ideal at which they are aiming ; the later is a declination or deviation from them, or even a perversion of them. No
man's thoughts were ever so well expressed by his disciples as
by himself.
But although Plato in the Philebus does not come into any close
connexion with Aristotle, he is now a long way from himself and
from the beginnings

of his own philosophy.

At the time of his

death he left his system still incomplete;
or he may be more
truly said to have had no system, but to have lived in the successive stages or moments of metaphysical
thought which presented
themselves
from time to time. The earlier discussions
about
"universal ideas and definitions

seem

to have died away ; the cor-

relation of ideas has taken their place.
The flowers of rhetoric
and poetry have lost their freshness and charm ; and a technical
language has begun to supersede and overgrow them.
But the
power of thinking tends to increase with age, and the experience
of life to widen and deepen.
The good is summed up under
categories

which

are not summa

genera, but heads or gradations

of thought.
The question of pleasure and the relation of bodily
pleasures to mental, which is hardly treated of elsewhere in Plato,
is here analysed with great subtlety.
The mean or measure is
now made the first principle of good. Some of these questions
reappear in Aristotle, as does also the distinction between metaphysics and mathematics.
But there are many things in Plato
which have been lost in Aristotle; and many things in Aristotle
not to be found in Plato.
The most remarkable deficiency in
Aristotle

is the disappearance

of the Platonic

dialectic, which in
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The

relatiom

of

A_slolIe

and

Plato.

Phi/ebua. the Aristotelian
school is only used in a comparatively
I_ruoDuc- portant and trivial sense.
The most remarkable
additions
,_oN.

unim°
are the

invention of the Syllogism, the conception of happiness as the
foundation of morals, the reference of human actions to the
standard of the better mind of the world, or of the one ' sensible
man' or 'superior person.'
His conception of o6a,'a, or essence, is
not an advance upon Plato, but a return to the poor and meagre
abstractions of the Eleatic philosophy.
The dry attempt to reduce
the presocratic philosophy by his own rather arbitrary standard
of the four causes, contrast.s unfavourably
with Plato's general
discussion of the same subject (Sophist 242 , 243). To attempt
further to sum up the differences between the two great philosophers would be out of place here. Any real discussion of their
relation to one another must be preceded by an examination into
the nature and character of the Aristotelian writings and the form
in which they have come down to us. This enquii'y is not really
separable from an investigation of Theophrastus
as well as Aristotle and of the remains of other schools of philosophy as well as
of the Peripatetics.

But, without entering

on this wide field, even

a superficial consideration of the logical and metaphysical works
which pass under the name of Aristotle, whether we suppose
them to have come directly from his hand or to be the tradition
of his school, is sufficient to show how great was the mental
activity which prevailed in the latter half of the fourth century B.c. ;
what eddies and whirlpools of controversies were surging in the
chaos of thought, what transformations
of the old philosophies
were taking place everywhere, what eclecticisms and syncretisms
and realisms and nominalisms were affecting the mind of Hellas.
The decline of philosophy during this period is no less remarkable
than the loss of freedom; and the two are not unconnected with
each other.
But of the multitudinous
sea of opinions which were
current

in the age of Aristotle

we have no exact

account.

We

know of them from allusions only.
And we cannot with ad-'
vantage flU up the void of our knowledge by conjecture: we can
only make allowance

for our ignorance.

There are several passages in the Philebus which are very
characteristic of Plato, and which we shall do well to consider not
only in their connexion,

but apart from their connexion

as inspired

Plalo's

oracular

sayings.
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sayings or oracles which receive their full interpretation
only from
the history of philosophy in later ages. The more serious attacks
on traditional beliefs which are often veiled under an unusual
simplicity
excessive
about the
compared

or irony are of this kind.
Such, for example, is the
and more than human awe which Socrates expresses
names of the gods (x2 C), which may be not unaptly
with the importance
attached by mankind to theologlcal

terms in other ages; for this also may be comprehended
under
the satire of Socrates.
Let us observe the religious and intellectual enthusiasm
which shines forth in the following, 'The
power and faculty of loving the truth, and of doing all things for
the sake of the truth' (58 E) : or, again, the singular acknowledgment in 23 C, which may be regarded as the anticipation of a new
logic, that ' In going to war for mind I must have weapons of a
different make from those which I used before, although some of
the old ones may do again.'
Let us pause awhile to reflect on a
sentence (29 A) which is full of meaning to reformers of religion
or to the original thinker
of all ages:
'Shall we then agree
with them of old time, and merely reassert the notions of others
without risk to ourselves ; or shall we venture also to share in the
risk and bear the reproach
which will await us' : i.e. if we assert
mind to be the author of nature.
Let us note the remarkable
words (3o C), ' That in the divine nature of Zeus there is the soul
and mind of a King, because there is in him the power of the
cause,' a saying in which theology and philosophy are blended and
reconciled ; not omitting to observe the deep insight into human
nature which is shown by the repetition
of the same thought
(28 C) ' All philosophers
are agreed that mind is the king of
heaven and earth' with the ironical addition, _in this way truly
they magnify themselves.'
nation felt by the generous

Nor let us pass unheeded
the indigyouth (at)A) at the 'blasphemy'
of

those who say that Chaos and Chance

Medley

created

the world ;

or the significance
of the words ' those who said of old time that
mind rules the universe'
(3° D) ; or the pregnant
observation
(43 C) that 'we are not always conscious of what we are doing
or of what happens to us,' a chance expression
to which if philosopfiers had attended they would have escaped many errors in
psychology.
We may contrast the contempt which is poured upon
the verbal difficulty of the one and many, and the seriousness with

Philebus.
lwrRoauc.
T_o_.
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Plato a s_kectator of _Oast,Jvresent, and future.

PMtdna.
which the unity of opposites is regarded from the higher point of
Iwr_oDuc. view of abstract ideas (I 4 C, i5) : or compare the simple manner
_o_.
in which the question of cause and effect (p. aT) and their mutual
dependence is regarded by Plato (to which modern science has
returned in Mill and Bacon), and the cumbrous fourfold division
of causes in the Physics and Metaphysics of Aristotle, for which
it has puzzled the world to find a use in so many centuries.
When we consider the backwardness of knowledge in the age of
Plato, the boldness with which he looks forward into the distance,
the many questions of modern philosophy which are anticipated
in his writings, may we not truly describe him in his own words
as a ' spectator of all time and of all existence' ?

PHILEBUS.
,PERSONS
SOCRATES.

OF THE

DIALOGUE.

PROTARCHUS.

PHILgBUS.

st_.
Socrates. OBSERVE, Protarchus, the nature of the position
Phild,us.
xx which you are now going to take from Philebus, and what So_,.,T_,,
the other position is which I maintain, and which, if you do p,oT^,c.vs.
PHILgSUS.
not approve of it, is to be controverted by you. Shall you
and I sum up the two sides ?
Protarchus.
By all means,
Soc. Philebus was saying that enjoyment and pleasure and
delight, and the class of feelings akin to them, are a good to
every living being, whereas I contend, that not these, but
wisdom and intelligence
and memory, and their kindred,
right opinion and true reasoning,
are better and more
desirable than pleasure for all who are able to partake of
them, and that to all such who are or ever will be they are
the most advantageous
of all things.
Have I not given,
Philebus, a fair statement of the two sides of the argument ?
Philebus. Nothing could be fairer, Socrates.
Soc. And do you, Protarchus, accept the position which is
assigned to you ?
Pro. I cannot do otherwise, since our excellent Philebus
has leR the field.
Soc. Surely the truth about these
means, to be ascertained,
Pro. Certainly.
So¢. Shall we further agree-Pro. To what ?

matters

ought,

Philebus,
whois now
to be succeededby
Protarchus.
maintains
that
pleasure
isthegoocl;
Soemtcs
prefers
wisdom.

by all Whichof
th_
twois
positions
the _ruer?
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The firs[

and

second

prize.

t'hile_us.
Soc. That you and I must now try to indicate some state
Soo_s,
and disposition of the soul qchich has the property of making
v_orA_:.us,all men happy.
|)HILEBL'S,
Pro. Yes, by all means.
Soc. And you say that pleasure, and I say that wisdom, is
such a state ?
Pro. True.
In fl_e
courseof
our enquiry
bomething
superior
both to
pleasure
and to
wisdom
may ap-

Soc. And what if there be a third state, which is better
than either _" Then both of us are vanquished--are
we not
But if this life, which really has the power of making men
happy, turn out to be more akin to pleasure than to wisdom,
the life of pleasure may still have the advantage over the life
of wisdom.
12

Pro. True.

pear.
In
Soc. Or suppose that the better life is more nearly allied
that case,
if pleasure to wisdom, then wisdom conquers, and pleasure is defeated ;
be more
--do you agree ?
a'ldn to this
Pro,
Certainly.
superior
nature,
So¢. And what do you say, Philebus ?
pleasure
must
be
Phi I say, and shall always say, that pleasure is easily the
adj,dged conqueror ; but you must decide for yourself, Protarehus.
conqueror:
Pro. You, Philebus, have handed over the argument to
but
if
wisdom, me, and have no longer a voice in the matter ?
wisdom.
Phi True enough.
Nevertheless
I would clear myself and
deliver my soul of you ; and I call the goddess herself to
witness that I now do so.

We will

begin
with
pleasure,
whichis
o_e, but
also has

many
_rieties,
some
of
them being

mutually
opposed.

Pro. You may appeal to us ; we too will be the witnesses
of your words.
And now, Socrates, whether Philebus is
pleased or displeased, we will proceed with the argument.
Soc. Then let us begin with the goddess herself, of whom
Philebus says that she is called Aphrodite, but that her real
name is Pleasure.
Pro. Very good.
Soc. The awe which I always feel, Protarchus, about the
names of the gods is more than human--it exceeds all other
fears.
And now I would not sin against Aphrodite
by
naming her amiss ; let her be called what she pleases.
But
Pleasure I know to be manifold, and with her, as I was just
now saying, we must begin, and consider what her nature is.
She has one name, and therefore you would imagine that she

Pleasure

is one, but

lakes

many

different

forms.
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is one ; and yet surely she takes the most varied and even Philehus.
unlike forms.
For do we not say that the intemperate has So¢_,,_
pleasure, and that the temperate
has pleasure in his very WoT,_c.us.
temperance,--that
the fool is pleased when he is full of
foolish fancies and hopes, and that the wise man has pleasure in his wisdom?.and
how foolish would any one be
who ai_rmed that all these opposite pleasures are severally
alike !
Pro. Why, Socrates, they are opposed in so far as they
spring from opposite sources, but they are not in themselves
opposite.
For must not pleasure be of all things most absolutely like pleasure,--that
is, like itself?
Soc. Yes, my good friend, just as colour is like colour;-in so far as colours are colours, there is no difference between
them ; and yet we all know that black is not only unlike, but
even absolutely opposed to white : or again, as figure is like
figure, for all figures are comprehended under one class ; and
yet particular figures may be absolutely opposed to one
I3 another, and there is an infinite diversity of them.
And we
might find similar examples in many other things ; therefore
do not rely upon this argument, which would go to prove the
unity of the most extreme opposites.
And I suspect that we
shall find a similar opposition among pleasures.
Pro. Very likely;
but how will this invalidate
the
argument ?
SOC. Why, I shall reply, that dissimilar as they are, you
apply to them a new predicate, for you say that all pleasant
things are good; now although no one can argue that
pleasure is not pleasure, he may argue, as we are doing, that
pleasures are oftener bad than good; but you call them all
good, and at the same time are compelled, if you are pressed,
to acknowledge that they are unlike. And so you must tell
us what is the identical quality existing alike in good and
bad pleasures, which makes you designate all of them as
good.
Pro. What do you mean, Socrates ? Do you think that
any one who asserts pleasure to be the good, will tolerate
the notion that somepleasures
are good and others bad ?
Soc. And yet you will acknowledge that they are different
from one another, and sometimes opposed ?
VOL. IV.
P p

Pleasur_
areopposedwhen
springing
from
opposite
sources:in
themselves
they are

_alalike.

But thi$
proves only

that all
pl_sur_
are
pleasures,
andnot
thatall
pleasures
am good.
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Dialectic

and

eristic.

Pro. Not in so far as they are pleasures.
Soc. That is a return to the old position, Protarchus, and
so we are to say (are we?) that there is no difference in
pleasures, but that they are all alike; and the examples
which have just been cited do not pierce our dull minds, but
we go on arguing all the same, like the weakest and most
inexperienced
reasoners _ '
Pro. What do you mean ?
Soc. Why, I mean to say, that in self-defence I may, if I
like, follow your example, and assert boldly that the two
things most unlike are most absolhtely alike ; and the result
will be that you and I will prove ourselves to be very tyros
in the art of disputing;
and the argument will be blown away
and lost. Suppose that we put back, and return to the old
position ; then perhaps we may come to an understanding
with one another.

Pro. How do you mean ?
Soc. Shall I, Protarchus,
have my own question asked of
me by you ?
Pro. What question ?
To say that
Soc. Ask me whether wisdom and science and mind, and
there are r/o
aiffer_eeS those other qualities which I, when asked by you at first what
between
is the nature of the good, affirmed to be good, are not in the
pleasure:i,
is as absurd same case with the pleasures of which you spoke.
as to say
Pro. What do you mean ?
that nothere
Soc. The sciences are a numerous class, and will be found
are
diUer_nces to present great differences.
But even admitting that, like
betwee,
the
pleasures,
they
are
opposite
as well as different, should I I4
sciences.
be worthy of the name of dialectician if, in order to avoid
this difficulty, I were to say (as you are saying of pleasure)
that there is no difference between one science and another ;
--would not the argument founder and disappear like an idle
tale, although we might ourselves escape drowning by cli_tging
to a fallacy ?
Pro. May none of this befal us, except the deliverance!
Yet I like the even-handed justice which is applied to both
our arguments.
Let us assume, then, that there are many
and diverse pleasures, and many and different sciences.
Probably

corrupt.

Ckildisk

jOuzzles.
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Soc. And let us have no concealment, Protarchus, of the Fhae_s.
differences between my good and yours; but let us bring SO_*AT,_.
them to the light in the hope that, in the process of testing p_oT,_c,us.
them, they may show whether pleasure is to be called the
good, or wisdom, or some third quality; for surely we are
not now simply contending
in order that my view or that
yours may prevail, but I presume that we ought both of us
to be fighting for the truth.
Pro. Certainly we ought.
Soc. Then let us have a more definite understanding
and We have
lighted

establish the principle on which the argument rests,
Pro. What principle ?
Soc. A principle about which all men are always in a
difficulty, and some men sometimes against their will.
Pro. Speak plainer.
Soc. The principle which has just turned up, which is a
marvel of nature ; for that one should be many or many one,
• are wonderful propositions ; and he who affirms either is very
open to attack.
Pro. Do you mean, when a person says that I, Protarchus,
am by nature one and also many, dividing the single 'me'
into many 'me's,' and even opposing them as great and
small, light and heavy, and in ten thousand other ways ?
Soc. Those, Protarchus, are the common and acknowledged
paradoxes about the one and many, which I may say that
everybody has by this time agreed to dismiss as childish and
obvious and detrimental
to the true course of thought ; and
no more favour is shown to that other puzzle, in which a
person proves the members and parts of anything to be
divided, and then confessing that they are all one, says
laughingly in disproof of his own words: Why, here is a
miracle, the one is many and infinite, and the many are
only one.
_Pro. But what, Socrates, are those other marvels connected
with this subject which, as you imply, have not yet become
I5 common and acknowledged ?
Soc. When, my boy, the one does not belong to the class
of things that are born and perish, as in the instances which
we were giving, for in those cases, and when unity is of this
concrete nature, there is, as I was saying, a universal consent
Pp2

upon the
om atoblemof
One andthe
Many.

The coexistence
of the One

and Many
in concrete
objec_
presents no
dimcutty.

Our
troubles
begin with
abstract
unities.
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The youtk

who Aus no_ yet

'_Oassed Ms Metu2khysz'cs:

Phitd,us. that no refutation is needed ; but when the assertion is made
so_,A,_,, that man is one, or ox is one, or beauty one, or the good one,
P,o_A,c.u_.then the interest which attaches to these and similar unities
and the attempt which is made to divide them gives birth to
a controversy.
Pro. Of what nature ?
Whatis
theideas
relation
of

and phinomena?

S0¢. In the first place, as to whether these unities have a
real existence;
and then how each individual unity, being
always the same, and incapable either of generation
or of
destruction, but retaining a permanent individuality, can be
conceived either as dispersed and multiplied in the infinity of
the world of generation, or as still entire and yet divided from
itself, which latter would seem to he the greatest impossibility
of all, for how can one and the same thing be at the same
time in one and in many things ? These, Protarehus, are the
real difficulties, and this is the one and many to which they
relate ; they are the source of great perplexity if ill decided,
and the right determination of them is very helpful.
Pro. Then, Socrates, let us begin by clearing up these
questions.
Soc. That is what I should wish.

Pro. And I am sure that all my other friends will be glad
to hear them discussed ; Philebus, fortunately for us, is not
disposed to move, and we had better not stir him up with
questions.
Soc. Good ; and where shall we begin this great and multifarious battle, in which such various points are at issue ?
Shall we begin thus ?
Pro. How ?
The co-

existence
of one and
many is
a consequence
of thought.
--The enthuslasra
of young
men when
they
first
discover
the _e.

Soc. We say that the one and many become

identified by

thought, and that now, as in time past t they run about together, in and out of every word which is uttered, and that this
union of them will never cease, and is not now beginning, but
is, as I believe, an everlasting quality of thought itself, which
never grows old. Any young man, when he first tastes
these subtleties, is delighted, and fancies that he has found a
treasure of wisdom ; in the first enthusiasm of his joy he
leaves no stone, or rather no thought unturned, now rolling
up the many into the one, and kneading them together, now
unfolding and dividing them ; he puzzles himself first and

J

Socrates'

favourite

metkod.
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above all, and then he proceeds to puzzle his neighbours,
x6 whether they are older or younger, or of his own age--that
makes no difference;
neither father nor mother does he
spare;
no human being who has ears is safe from him,
hardly even his dog, and a barbarian would have no chance
of escaping him, if an interpreter could only be found.
Pro. Considering,
Socrates, how many we are, and that
all of us are young men, is there not a danger that we and
Philebus may all set upon you, if you abuse us?
We
understand what you mean ; but is there no charm by which
we may dispel all this confusion, no more excellent way of
arriving at the truth?
If there is, we hope that you will
guide us into that way, and we will do our best to follow,
for the enquiry in which we are engaged, Socrates, is not
unimportant.
Soc. The reverse of unimportant, my boys, as Philebus
calls you, and there neither is nor ever will be a better than
my own favourite way, which has nevertheless
already often
deserted me and left me helpless in the hour of need.
Pro. Tell us what that is.
SOC. One which may be easily pointed out, but is by no
means easy of application;
coveries in the arts.
Pro. Tell us what it is.

it is the parent

phile_us.
so=,_T,,
v,o_^_.us.

What we

want
is to
finda path
to the
truth.

Socrates'
favourite
method
is
to proceed
fromunity
to infinity,
from the
one to the
many,

by

Qf all the dis- regular
steps,
omitting
none of the

Soc. A gift of heaven, which, as I conceive, the gods intertossed among men by the hands of a new Prometheus, and mediate
species.
therewith a blaze of light ; and the ancients, who were our
betters and nearer the gods than we are, handed down the
tradition, that whatever things are said to be are composed
of one and many, and have the finite and infinite implanted
in them: seeing, then, that such is the order of the world,
we too ought in every enquiry to begin by laying down one
idea of- that which is the subject of enquiry; this unity we
shall find in everything.
Having found it, we may next We must
proceed to look for two, if there be two, or, if not, then for go on
defining

three or some other number, subdividing each of these units, while_,y.
until at last the unity with which we began is seen not thing
mains reto be
only to be one and many and infinite, but also a definite aeaned.
number; the infinite must not be suffered to approach the
many until the entire number of the species intermediate
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Intermediate

species ." From

Unity to Infinity,

t'Mlebus, between unity and infinity has been discovered,--then,
and
so_,^T_, not till then, we may rest from division, and without further
P,oT,_c._s. troubling ourselves about the endless individuals may allow
them to drop into infinity.
This, as I was saying, is the
way of considering
and learning and teaching one another,
which the gods have handed down to us. But the wise men I7
of our time are either too quick or too slow in conceiving
plurality in unity.
Having no method, they make their one
and many anyhow, and from unity pass at once to infinity;
the intermediate
steps never occur to them. And this, I
repeat, is what makes the difference between the mere art of
disputation and true dialectic.
Pro. I think that I partly understand
you, Socrates, but I
should like to have a clearer notion of what you are saying.
The true
Soc.
I may illustrate my meaning by the letters of the
method to
alphabet, Protarchus, which you were made to learn as a
apphed
grammar, child.
Pro. How do they afford an illustration ?
Soc. The sound which passes through the lips whether of
an individual or of all men is one and yet infinite.
Pro. Very true.
Soc. And yet not by knowing either that sound is one or
that sound is infinite are we perfect in the art of speech, but
the knowledge of the number and nature of sounds is what
makes a man a grammarian.
Pro. Very true.
and to
Soc. And the knowledge which makes a man a musician is
music,
of the same kind.
Pro. How so?
Soc. Sound is one in music as well as in grammar ?
Pro. Certainly.

Soc. And there is a higher note and a lower note, and
a note of equal pitch :--may we affirm so much ?
Pro. Yes.
Soc. But you would not be a real musician if this was all
that you knew; though if you did not know this you would
know almost nothing of music.
Pro. Nothing.
Soc. But when you have learned what sounds are high
and what low, and the number and nature of the intervals

a.e from znAnay u.ay.
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and their limits or proportions, and the systems compounded
Philebus.
out of them, which our fathers discovered, and have handed So_,^T_s,
down to us who are their descendants
under the name of V,oT^,c.us,
PIll I.EBUS.
harmonies;
and the affections corresponding
to them in
the movements
of the human body, which when measured
by numbers ought, as they say, to be called rhythms and
measures;
and they tell us that the same principle should
be applied to every one and many ;--when, I say, you have
learned all this, then, my dear friend, you are perfect; and
you may be said to understand
any other subject, when you
have a similar grasp of it. But the infinity of kinds and the
infinity of individuals which there is in each of them, when
not classified, creates in every one of us a state of infinite
ignorance ; and he who never looks for number in anything,
will not himself be looked for in the number of famous men.
18

Pro. I think that what Socrates
Philebus.

is now saying is excellent,

Phi. I think so too, but how do his words bear upon us
and upon the argument ?
Soc. Philebus is right in asking that question of us, Protarchus.
Pro. Indeed he is, and you must answer him.
Soc. I will; but you must let me make one little remark
first about these matters; I was saying, that he who begins
with any individual unity, should proceed from that, not to
infinity, but to a definite number, and now I say conversely,
that he who has to begin with infinity should not jump to
unity, but he should look about for some number representing a certain quantity, and thus out of all end in one. And
now let us return for an illustration of our principle to the
case of letters,
Pro. What do you mean ?
Soc. Some god or divine man, who in the Egyptian legend
is said to have been Theuth, observing that the human voice
was infinite, first distinguished in this infinity a certain number of vowels, and then other letters which had sound, but
were not pure vowels (i. e. the semivowels);
these too exist
in a definite number;
and lastly, he distinguished
a third
class of letters which we now call mutes, without voice and
without sound, and divided these, and likewise the two other

If amen
has
with

tostart
in-

finity,he
shouldnot
jump
at
one, to
unity,but
should
proeeedfirst
to
some
definite
quantity.--

An
tionillustraof this
process
takenfrom
grammar.
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W/tere
classes

of vowels

are we going?

and semivowels,

into the individual

sounds,

soc_,r_,
and told the number
of them, and gave to each and all of
v.ov^Rc.us,
them the name of lettersand observing
that none of us
PHILEBUS,
could learn any one of them and not learn
them all, and
in consideration
of this common
bond which
in a manner
united them, he assigned
to them all a single art, and this he
called the art of grammar
or letters.
Phi. The illustration,
Protarchus,
has assisted me in understanding

the original

statement,

which I just now complained.
Soc. Are you going to ask,
with the argument
?
Phi. Yes, that is a q_estion
been long asking.

but I still
Philebus,
which

Soc. Assuredly
you have already
the question
which,
as you say,
asking ?
Phi
How so ?

Soc.
Phi.

And we maintain
True.

what

this

Protarchus

defect
has

and

of

to do
I have

arrived
at the answer to
you have been so long

We wish
Soc. Did we not begin by enquiring
to compare
pleasure
eligibility of pleasure
and wisdom ?
and
Phi. Certainly.
If then
wisdom.
we would

feel the

into

that they are each

the

comparative

of them

one ?

follow
the
true
method of
investigation, we
must seek

Soc. And the precise
question
to which the previous
disCussion
desires
an answer
is, how they are one and also
many [i. e. how they have one genus and many species],
and
are not at once infinite, and what number
of species
is to be
to discover
to either of them before they pass into infinity t.
the
number assigned
and nature
Pro. That is a very serious
question,
Philebus,
to which z9
of
their
Socrates
has
ingeniously
brought
us
round,
and
please
to
kinds.
consider
which of us shall answer
him ; there may be some-

thing ridiculous in my being unable to answer, and therefore
imposing
the task upon you, when I have undertaken
the
whole charge of the argument,
but if neither
of us were able
to answer, the result methinks
would be still more ridiculous.
Let us consider,
then, what we are to do :--Socrates,
if I
understood
him rightly,
is asking
whether
there
are not
kinds of pleasure,
and what is the number
and nature
of
them, and the same of wisdom.
t i.e. into the infinite number of individuals.

Socrates

must

answer.

He

remembers

sometMng.
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Soc. Most true, O son of CaIlias ; and the previous argu- P_iZe_us.
ment showed that if we are not able to tell the kinds of so_A,_s,
everything
that has unity, likeness, sameness, or their v_oT,_._.
PltILEBU._
opposites, none of us will be of the smallest use in any
enquiry.
Pro. That seems to be very near the truth, Socrates.
Happy would the wise man be if he knew all things, and
the next best thing for him is that he should know himself.
Why do I say so at this moment?
I will tell you. You,
Socrates, have granted us this opportunity
of conversing
with you, and are ready to assist us in determining what is
the best of human goods.
For when Philebus said that
pleasure and delight and enjoyment and the like were the
chief good, you answered--No,
not those, but another class
of goods; and we are constantly reminding ourselves
of
what you said, and very properly, in order that we may not
forget to examine and compare the two. And these goods,
which in your opinion are to be designated as superior to
pleasure, and are the true objects of pursuit, are mind and
knowledge and understanding
and art, and the like. There
was a dispute about which were the best, and we playfully
threatened that you should not be allowed to go home until
the question was settled ; and you agreed, and placed yourself at our disposal.
And now, as children say, what has
been fairly given cannot be taken back ; cease then to fight
against us in this way.
Soc. In what way ?
uo Phi. Do not perplex us, and keep asking questions of us
to which we have not as yet any sufficient answer to give ;
let us not imagine that a general puzzling of us all is to be
the end of our discussion, but if we are unable to answer, do

Philebus
and Protarchus
confess
!Uemselves
mcapab)e

you answer,as you have promised. Consider,then,whether ofdoing
you willdividepleasureand knowledge accordingto theirthe.They
therefore
kinds; or you may letthe matterdrop,ifyou are ableand askhelp
of
willingto findsome other mode of clearingup our con- Socrates.
troversy.
Soc. If you say that, I have nothing to apprehend, for the
words cif you are willing' dispel all my fear ; and, moreover,
a god seems to have recalled something to my mind.
Phi. What is that ?
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t"hilebus.
so_^,,_,
P,o_.us.
socrates
has h_'trd
someone
saythat
neither
pleasure
nor wisdom
is the
good,
but
some

The

nature

of the good.

Soc. I remember to have heard long ago certain discussions about pleasure and wisdom, whether awake or in a
dream I cannot tell ; they were to the effect that neither the
one nor the other of them was the good, but some third
thing,which was different
from them,and betterthaneither.
If this be clearly established,
then pleasure will lose the
victory, for the good will cease to be identified with her :Am I not right ?
Pro, Yes.

third thing.
Soc. And there will cease to be any need of distinguishing
•If
thisb_
the
kinds of pleasures, as I am inclined to think, but this will
brought to
light, there appear more clearly as we proceed.
winbe
Pro. Capital, Socrates ; pray go on as you propose.
need tono
distinguishthe
Soc.
But, let us first agree on some little points.
kinds of
Pyo.
What are they ?
pleasure
and
Soc. Is the good perfect or imperfect ?
wisdom.
Pro. The most perfect, Socrates, of all things.
Let
usfirst
Soc. And is the good sufficient ?
admit that
the good is
Pro.
Yes, certainly, and in a degree surpassing all other
perfect,and things.
sumeient,
Soc. And no one can deny that all percipient beings desire
and above
all things and hunt after good, and are eager to catch and have the
to
be
good about them, and care not for the attainment of anything
desired.
which is not accompanied by good.
Pro. That is undeniable.
Next let us
r,eparate
the life of
pie,azure

fromthe
life
of wisand
examine
each apart.
dom,

Now let us part off the life of pleasure from the life
wisdom, and pass them in review.
Pro. How do you mean ?
SOC. Let there be no wisdom in the life of pleasure,
nor
any pleasure in the life of wisdom, for if either of them is the
chief good, it cannot be supposed to want anything, but if
either is shown to want anything, then it cannot really be
the chief good.
Pro. Impossible.
2i
Soc. And will you help us to test these two lives ?
Pro. Certainly.
Soc. Then answer.
_Pro. Ask.
Soc.

of

Soc. Would you choose, Protarehus,
to live all your life
long in the enjoyment of the greatest pleasures ?

Pleasure

and

wisdom

alike

fall

skort

of iL
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Pro. Certainly I should•
P_ilebus.
Soc. Would you consider that there was still anything S_,^T_.
wanting to you if you had perfect pleasure ?
PR_r,_c.us.
Pro. Certainly not.
Soc. Reflect ; would you not want wisdom and intelligence
and forethought, and similar qualities ? would you not at any
rate want sight ?
Pro. Why should I ? Having pleasure I should have
all things•
Soc. Living thus, you would always throughout your life
enjoy the greatest pleasures ?
Pro. I should.
Soc. But if you had neither mind, nor memory, nor knowledge, nor true opinion, you would in the first place be
utterly ignorant of whether you were pleased or not, because
you would be entirely devoid of intelligence,
Pro. Certainly.
Soc. And similarly, if you had no memory you would not
recollect that you had ever been pleased, nor would the
slightest recollection
of the pleasure which you feel at
any moment remain with you;
and if you had no true
opinion you would not think that you were pleased when
you were;
and if you had no power of calculation you
would not be able to calculate on future pleasure, and
your life would be the life, not of a man, but of an oyster
or 'pulmo marinus.'
Could this be otherwise ?
Pro. No.

pleasure
without
knowledge
is pleasure
of
which
we are un-

conscious.
--the lifeof
an oyster.

Soc. But is such a life eligible ?
Pro. I cannot answer you, Socrates;
the argument has
taken away from me the power of speech.
Soc. We must keep up our spirits ;--let us now take the
life of mind and examine it in turn.
Pro. And what is this life of mind ?
Soc. I want to know whether any one of us would consent
to live, having wisdom and mind and knowledge and memory
of all things, but having no sense of pleasure or pain, and
wholly unaffected by these and the like feelings 9•
Pro. Neither life, Socrates, appears eligible to me, nor
is likely, as I should imagine, to be chosen by any one else.
2z Soc. What would you say, Protarchus,
to both of these

Andknowledge.
without
pleasure,is
equally
undesirable.
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Better

tkan

eitker

is tke

PMlebus. in one, or to one that was made
SOC_ATZS,

union

of tke

out of the union of the

tWO 9

_oTA_C.US, Pro. Out of the union, that is, of pleasure
p.,_,u_,
wisdom ?
The
life ofmixed

pleasure
andwisdom
is to be
preferred.

' _d so
says
socrates,
' is not
the
same
with
thegood.'-'mind,'
Nor your
rejoins
Philebas.-• Not my
mind,eer_inly.
but
the divine,
Yes. And
Iaddmight
that
the ex_pleasure,'

leneeoftbe
mixed life

is due
rather to
wisdom
than to
#easure.'

two.

with mind and

Soc. Yes, that is the life which I mean.
Pro. There can be no difference of opinion ; not some but
all would surely choose this third rather
other two, and in addition to them.

than either

of the

But do you see the consequence ?
Pro. To be sure I do.
The consequence
is, that two
out of the three lives which have been proposed are neither
sufficient nor eligible for man or for animal.
Soc. Then now there can be no doubt that neither of
So¢.

them has the good, for the one which had would certainly
have been sufficient and perfect and eligible for every living
creature or thing that was able to live such a life; and if
any of us had chosen any other, he would have chosen
contrary to the nature of the truly eligible, and not of his
own free will, but either through ignorance or from some
unhappy necessity.
Pro. Certainly that seems to be true.
Soc. And now have I not sufficiently shown that Philebus'
goddess is not to be regarded as identical with the good ?
PhL Neither is your ' mind ' the good, Socrates, for that
will be open to the same objections.
Soc. Perhaps, Philebus, you may be right in saying so of
my ' mind' ; but of the true, which is also the divine mind,
far otherwise.
However,
I will not at present claim the
first place for mind as against the mixed life ; but we must
come to some understanding
about the second place.
For
you might affirm pleasure and I mind to be the cause of
the mixed life ; and in that case although neither of them
would be the good, one of them might be imagined to be
the cause of the good.
And I might proceed further to
argue in opposition
to Philebus, that the element which
makes this mixed life eligible and good, is more akin and
more similar to mind than to pleasure.
And if this is true,
pleasure cannot be truly said to share either in the first
or second place, and does not, if I may trust my own mind,
attain even to the third.

Prolegomena

: Four

categories

assumed.
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Pro. Truly, Socrates, pleasure appears to me to have had p_i_e_.
23 a fall ; in fighting for the palm, she has been smitten by so¢....
the argument, and is laid low. I must say that mind would P*OT^RC.O_.
have fallen too, and may therefore
be thought to show
discretion in not putting forward a similar claim. And if
pleasure were deprived not only of the first but of the
second place, she would be terribly damaged in the eyes
of her admirers, for not even to them would she still appear
as fair as before.
Soc. Well, but had we not better leave her now, and
not pain her by applying the crucial test, and finally
detecting her ?
Pro. Nonsense, Socrates.
Soc. Why ? because I said that we had better not pain
pleasure, which is an impossibility ?
Pro. Yes, and more than that, because you do not seem
to be aware that none of us will let you go home until you
have finished the argument.
Soc. Heavens ! Protarchus, that will be a tedious business,
and just at present not at all an easy one.
For in going
to war in the cause of mind, who is aspiring to the second
prize, I ought to have weapons of another make from those
which I used before; some, however, of the old ones may
do again.
And must I then finish the argument ?
Pro.
Of course you must.
Soc. Let us be very careful in laying the foundation.
Pro. What do you mean ?
Soc. Let us divide all existing things into two, or rather,
if you do not object, into three classes,
Pro. Upon what principle would you make the division ?
Soc. Let us take some of our newly-found notions,
Pro. Which of them ?
Soc. Were we not saying that God revealed a finite element
of existence, and also an infinite ?
Pro. Certainly.
Soc. Let us assume these two principles, and also a third,
which is compounded out of them; but I fear that I am
ridiculously clumsy at these processes
of division and
enumeration,

Pro.

What do you mean, my good friend ?

Insupporting
theof
claims
mindto the
second
place,

somenew
weapons
will be required.

Allthings
may be
divided
into three
or four
classes:
(_)the
finite,
(a) the infinite,
{3ltheof
union
thetwo,
and
cause of
(4)the
the union.

590
pkite_s.
so_T_
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Tke
Soc.
Pro.
Soc.
this as

infinite

wkick

lkargakes

of more

and

I say that a fourth class is still wanted.
What will that be ?
Find the cause of the third or compound,
a vfourth class to the three others.

less.

and add

Pro. And would you like to have a fifth class or cause of
resolution as well as a cause of composition ?
Soc. Not, I think, at present ; but if I want a fifth at some
future time you shall allow me to have it.
Pro. Certainly.
Soc. 'Let us begin with the first three;
and as we find
two out of the three greatly divided and dispersed, let us
endeavour
to reunite them, and see how in each of them
there is a one and many.
Pro. If you would explain to me a little more about them, 24
perhaps I might be able to follow you.
Soc. Well, the two classes are the same which I mentioned
before, one the finite, and the other the infinite ; I will first
show that the infinite is in a certain sense many, and the
finite may be hereafter discussed.
Pro. I agree.
The class
Soc. And now consider well; for the question to which
of the
I invite your attention is difficult and controverted.
When
infinite
containsan you speak of hotter and colder, can you conceive any limit
thingsinto
in those qualities ?
Does not the more and less, which
which
the
moreand
dwells in their very nature, prevent their having any end ?
theless
for if they had an end, the more and less would themselves
enter ; for
the more have an end.
andthe
Pro. That is most true.
less are

wlthout
limit and

measure.

Soc. Ever, as we say, into the hotter and the colder there
a more and a less.
Pro. Yes.

enters

Soc. Then, says the argtiment, there is never any end
of them, and being endless they must also be infinite.
Pro. Yes, Socrates, that is exceedingly true.
Soc. Yes, my dear Protarchus, and your answer reminds
me that such an expression
as 'exceedingly,'
which you
have just uttered, and also the term 'gently,' have the same
significance as more or less; for whenever they occur they
do not allow of the existence of quantity--they
are always
introducing
degrees
into actions, instituting
a comparison

----"'1

The finite

or definite.
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of a more or a less excessive or a more or a less gentle,
Philebus.
and at each creation of more or less, quantity disappears,
so_,_,T_.
For, as I was just now saying, if quantity and measure did v.o_A,c._
not disappear,
but were allowed to intrude in the sphere
of more and less and the other comparatives,
these last
would be driven out of their own domain.
When definite
quantity is once admitted, there can be no longer a 'hotter'
or a 'colder'
(for these are always progressing,
and are
never in one stay);
but definite quantity is at rest, and
has ceased to progress.
Which proves that comparatives,
such as the hotter and the colder, are to be ranked in the
class of the infinite.
Pro. Your remark certainly has the look of truth, Socrates;
but these subjects, as you were saying, are difficult to follow
at first. I think, however, that if I could hear the argument
repeated by you once or twice, there would be a substantial
agreement between us.
Soc. Yes, and I will try to meet your wish; but, as I
would rather not waste time in the enumeration of endless
particulars, let me know whether
of the infinite-25 Pro. What?

I may not assume as a note

Soc. I want to know whether such things as appear to
us to admit of more or less, or are denoted by the words
' exceedingly,'
' gently,' ' extremely,' and the like, may not
be referred to the class of the infinite, which is their unity,
for, as was asserted in the previous argument,
all things
that were divided and dispersed should be brought together,
and have the mark or seal of some one nature, if possible,
set upon them--do you remember ?
Pro. Yes.
Soc. And all things which do not admit of more or less,
but admit their opposites, that is to say, first of all, equality,
and the equal, or again, the double, or any other ratio of
number and measure--all
these may, I think, be rightly
reckoned by us in the class of the limited or finite ; what do
you say ?
Pro. Excellent, Socrates.
Soc. And now what nature shall we ascribe to the third or
compound

kind ?

But all
things
which
admitof
equality.
numberand
measure.
f_
u.d_r
theclass
of the
finite.
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The

mingling

of the

o#/bosiles.

t"hiltbus.
Pro. You, I think, will have to tell me that.
so_,T_
Soc. Rather God will tell you, if there be any God who
P,oTA_c,US.will listen to my prayers.
Pro. Offer up a prayer, then, and think.
Soc. I am thinking, Protarchus,
and I believe that some
God has befriended us.
Pro.
of what
Soc.
Pro.

What do you mean, and what proof have you to offer
you are saying ?
I will tell you, and do you listen to my words.
Proceed.

Soc. Were we not speaking just now of hotter and colder ?
Pro. True.
Soc.
greater,
placed
Pro.
So¢.
Pro.
The union
of
andfinite
infinite

givesrise

to the
third class,

Add to them drier, wetter, more, less, swifter, slower,
smaller, and all that in the preceding argument we
under the unity of more and less.
In the class of the infinite, you mean ?
Yes ; and now mingle this with the other.
What is the other ?

Sot:. The class of the finite which we ought to have brought
together as we did the infinite ; but, perhaps, it will come to
the same thing if we do so now ;--when the two are combined,
a third will appear.
Pro. What do you mean by the class of the finite ?
Soc. The class of the equal and the double, and any class
which puts an end to difference and opposition, and by
introducing number creates harmony and proportion among
the different elements.

Pro. I understand;
you seem to me to mean that the
various opposites, when you mingle with them the class
of the finite, take certain forms.
Soc. Yes, that is my meaning.
Pro. Proceed.
under
wh/ehare
included
health and

harmony
and beauty
and the
and every

ma of
good.

Soc. Does not the right participation
in the finite give
health--in disease, for instance ?
Pro.
Certainly.
Soc. And whereas the high and low, the swi_ and the 56
slow are infinite or unlimited, does not the addition of the
principles aforesaid introduce a limit, and perfect the whole
frame of music ?
Pro. Yes, certainly.

TAg nature

of gag laird

and fourgA

classes.
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Soc. Or, again, when cold and heat prevail, does not the P_.iZe_r.
introduction of them take away excess and indefiniteness,
soo_,T_,
and infuse moderation and harmony ?
e_o-r_,c,u,.
Pro. Certainly.
Soc. And from a like admixture of the finite and infinite
come the seasons, and all the delights of life ?
Pro. Most true.
Soc. I omit ten thousand other things, such as beauty and
health and strength, and the many beauties and high perfections of the soul : 0 my beautiful Philebus, the goddess,
methinks, seeing the universal wantonness and wickedness
of all things, and that there was in them no limit to pleasures
and self-indulgence, devised the limit of law and order,
whereby, as you say, Philebus, she torments, or as I
maintain, delivers the soul.--What
think you, Protarchus ?
Pro. Her ways are much to my mind, Socrates.
Soc. You will observe that I have spoken of three
classes ?
Pro. Yes, I think that I understand you : you mean to say
that the infinite is one class, and that the finite is a second
class of existences ; but what you would make the third I am
not so certain.
So¢. That is because the amazing variety of the third class Th_ third
is tOOmuch for you, my dear friend ; but there was not this classtakes
an amazing
difficulty with the infinite, which also comprehended many varietyof
forms, and

classes, for all of them were sealed with the note of more is therefore
and less, and therefore appeared one.
moredieaPro. True.
c_t
toconceive
than
Soc. And the finite or limit had not many divisions, and the two first
we readily acknowledged it to be by nature one ?
¢:_s.
Pro. Yes.
Soc. Yes, indeed;
and when I speak of the third class,
understand
me to mean any offspring of these, being a birth
into true being, effected by the measure which the limit
introduces.
Pro. I understand.
Soc. Still there was, as we said, a fourth class to be investigated, and you must assist in the investigation ; for does not
everything which comes into being, of necessity come into
being through a cause ?
voL iv.

Qq

The
class fourth
is the
eau._of the
unionor
finite and
,n_nit_.
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Recapitulation.

t'_itebus.
Pro. Yes, certainly ; for how can there be anything which
soc_,,s,
has no cause ?
P,OTA,¢,_S. Soc. And is not the agent the same as the cause in all except
name ; the agent and the cause may be rightly called one ?
Pro. Very true.
27
Soc. And the same may be said of the patient, or effect ;
we shall find that they too differ, as I was saying, only in
name--shall we not ?
Pro. We shall.
Soc. The agent or cause always naturally leads, and the
patient or effect naturally follows it ?
Pro. Certainly.
Soc. Then the cause and what is subordinate to it in generation are not the same, but different ?
Pro. True.
Soc. Did not the things which were generated, and the
things out of which they were generated, furnish all the
three classes ?
Pro. Yes.
Soc. And the creator or cause of them has been satisfactorily proven to be distinct from them,--and
be called a fourth principle ?
Pro. So let us call it.

Order of
the elasses:
(I) the in-

finite;
(2)the
finite ;
(3)the
union of
these ;

14)the
cause of
the union,

may therefore

Soc. Quite right; but now, having distinguished the four, I
think that we had better refresh our memories by recapitulating each of them in order.
Pro. By all means.
SOC. Then the first I will call the infinite or unlimited, and
the second the finite or limited;
then follows the third, an
essence compound and generated ; and I do not think that I
shall be far wrong in speaking of the cause of mixture and
generation as the fourth.
Pro. Certainly not.
Soc. And now what is the next question,
hither ? Were we not enquiring whether
belonged to pleasure or wisdom ?
Pro. We were.

and how came we
the second place

Soc. And now, having determined these points, shall we
not be better able to decide about the first and second place,
which was the original subject of dispute ?

A

question

about

pleasure

,. another

about

mind.
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Pro. I dare say.
Philebus.
Soc. We said, if you remember, that the mixed life of soc_,r_s,
pleasure and wisdom was the conqueror--did
we not ?
v_oT,,c_v,,
_HILIEBUS.
Pro. True.
Soc. And we see what is the place and nature of this life
and to what class it is to be assigned _•
Pro. Beyond a doubt,
Soc. This is evidently comprehended
in the third or mixed
class; which is not composed of any two particular
ingredients, but of all the elements of infinity, bound doffn by
the finite, and may therefore be truly said to comprehend the
conqueror life.
Pro. Most true.
Soc. And

what shall we say, Philebus,

is all sweetness
to be placed ?
tion before you
Phi. Let me

of your life which

To the
third
belongs
the mixed
lifeof
pleasure
and
wisdom.

Pleasure

and also

; and in which of the aforesaid classes is that .pain_long
Perhaps you will allow me to ask you a ques- to the first
answer ?
ctus.
hear.

Soc. Have pleasure and pain a limit, or do they belong to
the class which admits of more and less ?
P/u. They belong to the class which admits of-more,
Socrates ; for pleasure would not be perfectly good if she
were not infinite in quantity and degree.
28 Soc. Nor would pain, Philebus, be perfectly evil. And
therefore the infinite cannot be that element which imparts
to pleasure some degree of good. But now--admitting,
if you To which
like, that pleasure is of the nature of the infinite--in which doesmind
belong ?
of the aforesaid classes, 0 Protarchus and Philebus, can we
without irreverence place wisdom and knowledge and mind ?
And let us be careful, for I think that the danger will be very
serious if we err on this point.
PhL You magnify, Socrates, the importance of your favourite
god.
Soc. And you, my friend, are also magnifying your
favourite goddess;
but still I must beg you to answer the
question.
Pro. Socrates is quite right, Philebus, and we must submit
to him.
Phi. And did not you,
my place ?

Protarchus,
Qq2

propose

to answer in
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Is

the

world

the

work

of mind

or of chance

?

Phild,us.
Pro. Certainly I did ; but I am now in a great strait, and
SO_AT_, I must entreat you, Socrates, to be our spokesman, and then
P_n^,mo,,
we shall not say anything wrong or disrespectful of your
PmLlet_
favourite.

To the
highest,
as philosophers
declare.

Soc. I must obey you, Protarchus; nor is the task which
you impose a difficult one; but did I really, as Philebus
implies, disconcert you with my playful solemnity, when I
asked the question to what class mind and knowledge
belong ?
Pro. You did, indeed, Socrates.
Soc. Yet the answer is easy, since all philosophers
assert
with one voice that mind is the king of heaven and earth--in
reality they are magnifying themselves.
And perhaps they

_t they
are in-

are right.
But still I should like to consider the class of
mind, if you do not object, a little more fully.
terested
Ph£ Take your own course, Socrates, and never mind
witnesses,
andthere- length ; we shall not tire of you.
fore further
So0. Very good ; let us begin then, Protarchus, by asking
proof is
needed,
a question.
Pro. What question ?
First.we
So¢. Whether all this which they call the universe is left to
agreethat
the world is the guidance of unreason and chance medley, or, on the congoverned trary, as our fathers have declared, ordered and governed by
by
tnind, a marvellous intelligence and wisdom.
and not by
chance.
Pro. Wide
asunder are the two assertions,
illustrious
Socrates, for that which you were just now saying to me
appears to be blasphemy; but the other assertion, that mind
orders all things, is worthy of the aspect of the world, and of
the sun, and of the moon, and of the stars and of the whole
circle of the heavens ; and never will I say or think otherwise.
Soc. Shall we then 'agree with them of old time in mainraining 1 this doctrine,--not
merely reasserting
the notions
of others, without risk to ourselves,--but
shall we share in _9
the danger, and take our part of the reproach which will
await us, when an ingenious individual declares that all is
disorder ?
Pro. That would certainly
t Or, ' maintain
in accordance
_8 D, and infra 5o D.

with

be my wish.
our

previous

statements

:' but cf. supra

The

body

made

ujb of the four

elemenls.
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Soc. Then now please to consider the next stage of the P, itet_s.
argument,
soc,^T_
Pro. Let me hear.
PROTARCItU$.
SOC. We see that the elements which enter into the nature Next.our
bodies

are

of the bodies of all animals, fire, water, air, aad, as the storm- dependeat
tossed sailor cries, 'land' [i. e. earth_ reappear in the constitu- on the
tion of the world,
bodyof
the
universe,
Pro. The proverb may be applied to us ; for truly the storm whence the
gathers over us, and we are at our wit's end.
elements,
which comSoc. There is something to be remarked about each of posethem.
these elements,
a_ed_v_.
Pro. What is it ?
Soc. Only a small fraction of any one of them exists in us,
and that of a mean sort, and not in any way pure, or having
any power worthy of its nature.
One instance will prove this
of all of them ; there is fire within us, and in the universe.
Pro. True.
Soc. And is not our fire small and weak and mean ? But
the fire in the universe is wonderful
and in every power that fire has.
Pro. Most true.

in quantity and beauty,

Soc. And is the fire in the universe nourished and generated and ruled by the fire in us, or is the fire in you and me,
and in other animals, dependent on the universal fire ?
Pro. That is a question which does not deserve an answer.
Soc. Right ; and you would say the same, if I am not mistaken, of the earth which is in animals and the earth which is
in the universe, and you would give a similar reply about all
the other dements ?
Pro. Why, how could any man who gave any other be
deemed in his senses?
Soc. I do not think that he could--but now go on to the
next step. When we saw those elements of which we have
been speaking gathered up in one, did we not call them a
• body?
Pro.. We did.
Soc. And the same may be said of the cosmos, which for
the same reason may be considered to be a body, because
made up of the same elements.
Pro. Very true.
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is gtte cause.

_,hi/eb,_s. Soc. But is our body nourished wholly by this body, or is
soo_T_,
this body nourished by our body, thence deriving and having
P*OT^*_,t,S
the qualities of which we were just now speaking ?
Pro. That again, Socrates, is a question which does not
deserve to be asked.
Soc. Well, tell me, is this question worth asking ?
30
Pro. What question ?
And,
Soc. May our body be said to have a soul ?
following
Pro.
Clearly.
out
the
analogy,
Soc. And whence comes that soul, my dear Protarchus,
wemust
unless the body of the universe, which contains elements
conclude
that our
like those in our bodies but in every way fairer, had also a
souis-,,d
soul ? Can there be another source ?
minds come
Pro. Clearly, Socrates, that is the only source.
Soc. Why, yes, Protarehus;
for surely we cannot imagine
that of the four classes, the finite, the infinite, the composition
of the two, and the cause, the fourth, which enters into all
things, giving to our bodies souls, and the art of self-management, and of healing disease, and operating in other ways
to heal and organize, having too all the attributes of wisdom ;
--we cannot, I say, imagine that whereas the self-same elements exist, both in the entire heaven and in great provinces
of the heaven, only fairer and purer, this last should not also
in that higher sphere have designed the noblest and fairest
things ?
Pro. Such a supposition is quite unreasonable.
whichis the
Soc. Then if this be denied, should we not be wise in
5upr_e
adopting the other view and maintaining that there is in the
Ca.U$_,
universe a mighty infinite and an adequate limit, of which we
have often spoken, as well as a presiding cause of no mean
power, which orders and arranges years and seasons and
months, and may be justly called wisdom and mind ?
Pro. Most justly.
Soc. And wisdom and mind cannot exist without soul ?
Pro. Certainly not.
Soc. And in the divine nature of Zeus would you not say
that there is the soul and mind of a king, because there is in
him the power of the cause ? And other gods have other
attributes, by which they are pleased to be called.
Pro. Very true.
from the

_o_
mind or
of
the Universe,

The

mixed

class

again.
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Soc. Do not then suppose that these words are rashly
PMlebus.
spoken by us, O Protarchus, for they are in harmony with so_,T_.
the testimony of those who said of old time that mind rules P,oT,_¢._
the universe.
Pro. True.
Soc. And they furnish an answer to my enquiry (cp. 28 A) ;
for they imply that mind is the parent of that class of the four
which we called the cause of all ; and I think that you now
have my answer,
Pro. I have indeed, and yet I did not observe that you had
answered.

Thusmind
is shownto
belong
to
the fourth
oreaus_
class.

Soc. A jest is sometimes refreshing, Protarchus, when it
interrupts earnest.
31
Pro. Very true.
Soc. I think, friend, that we have now pretty clearly set
forth the class to which mind belongs and what is the power
of mind.
Pro. True.
So¢. And the class to which pleasure
long ago discovered ?
Pro. Yes.

belongs has also been

So¢. And let us remember, too, of both of them,
mind was akin to the cause and of this family; and
pleasure is infinite and belongs to the class which
has, nor ever will have in itself, a beginning, middle,
of its own.
Pro. I shall be sure to remember.

(x) that
(2) that
neither
or end

Soc. We must next examine what is their place and under Howdo
what conditions they are generated.
And we will begin with pl_
and p*im
pleasure, since her class was first examined ; and yet pleasure originate
cannot be rightly tested apart from pain.
Pro. If this is the road, let us take it.
Soc. I wonder whether you would agree with me about the
origin of pleasure and pain.
Pro. What do you mean ?
Soc. I mean to say that their natural seat is in the mixed
class.
Pro. And would you tell me again, sweet Socrates,
of the aforesaid classes is the mixed one ?
Soc. I will, my fine fellow, to the best of my ability.

which
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Pro. Very good.
Soc. Let us then understand the mixed class to be that
which we placed third in the list of four.
Pro. That which followed the infinite and the finite ; and
in which you ranked health, and, if I am not mistaken, harmony.
Soc. Capital ; and now will you please to give me your
best attention ?

Pro. Proceed; I am attending.
the body
Soc. I say that when the harmony in animals is dissolved,
theyarise
there
is also a dissolution of nature and a generation of pain.
through
therestorPro. That is very probable.
a_ou
and
Soc. And the restoration of harmony and return to nature
dis_lution
ofthe
isthesourceof pleasure,
ifI may be allowedtospeak in the
harmony
finite
andof fewest and shortestwords about matters of the greatest
infinite,
moment.
Pro. I believethatyou are right,Socrates;but willyou
trytobe a little
plainer
?
Soc. Do notobviousand every-dayphenomena furnishthe
simplcstillustration
?
Pro. What phenomena do you mean ?
Soc. Hunger, forexample,isa dissolution
and a pain.
Pro. True.
In

Soc. Whereas eating is a replenishment
and a pleasure ?
Pro. Yes.
32
Soc. Thirst again is a destruction and a pain, but the
effect of moisture replenishing the dry place is a pleasure:
once more, the unnatural separation and dissolution caused
by heat is painful, and the natural restoration and refrigeration ispleasant.
Pro. Very true.
Soc. And the unnatural freezing of the.moisture
in an
animal is pain, and the natural process of resolution and
return of the elements to their original state is pleasure.
And would not the general proposition seem to you to hold,
that the destroying of the natural union of the finite and
infinite, which, as I was observing before, make up the class
of livingbeings,ispain,and thatthe process of returnof all
thingstotheirown natureispleasure?
Pro. Granted; what you sayhas a generaltruth.

T_

neutral

slate.

6oi

Soc. Here then is one kind of pleasures and pains origin- p,i//¢6,0.
ating severally in the two processes which we have de- so,_r,
scribed
?
P_^*CR_L
Pro. Good.
Soc. Let us next assume that in the soul herself there is an In thesold
antecedent hope of pleasure which is sweet and refreshing, thereare
pleasures
and an expectation of pain, fearful and anxious,
andpaius
Pro. Yes ; this is another class of pleasures and pains, of
expectation
correwhich is of the soulonly,apartfrom thebody, and ispro- sponding
duced by expectation,
tothe.
Soc. Right ; for in the analysis of these, pure, as I suppose
them to be, the pleasures being unalloyed with pain and the
pains with pleasure, methinks that we shall see clearly
whether the whole class ot pleasure is to be desired, or
whether this quality of entire desirableness is not rather to
be attributed to another of the classes which have been
mentioned ; and whether pleasure and pain, like heat and
cold, and other things of the same kind, are not sometimes to
be desired and sometimes not to be desired, as being not in
themselves good, but only sometimes and in some instances
admitting of the nature of good.
Pro. You say most truly that this is the track which the
investigation should pursue.
Soc. Well, then, assuming that pain ensues on the dissolution, and pleasure on the restoration of the harmony, let us
now ask what will be the condition of animated beings who
are neither in process of restoration nor of dissolution.
And
mind what you say : I ask whether any animal who is in that
condition can possibly have any feeling of pleasure or pain,
great or small ?
Pro. Certainly not.
33 Soc. Then hbre we have a third state, over and above that

_t bes_
dissolution
and restoratioa,there
is a neutnd
state
of the
body,

of pleasure and of pain ?
Pro. Very true.
,So¢. And do not forget that there is such a state ; it will
make a great difference in our judgment of pleasure, whether
we remember this or not. And I should like to say a few
words about it.
Pro. What have you to say ?
Soc. Why, you know that if a man chooses

the life of inhewhlch.pl,_,if
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Consciousness,

memory,

recollection.

t'_itd_s, wisdom, there is no reason why he should not live in this
Soc.^rEs, neutral state.
r_oT^tcau_ Pro. You mean that he may live neither rejoicing nor
the man
sorrowing?
who
Soc. Yes ; _md if I remember rightly, when the lives were
choosesthe
lifeof
compared, no degree of pleasure, whether great or small, was
wisdom
thoughttobe necessary
to him who chosethelifeof thought
may live,
Rkethe
and wisdom.
Gods,
Pro. Yes, certainly, we said so.
having
neither
Soc. Then he will live without pleasure;
and who knows
•joy nor
whether this may not be the most divine of all lives ?
sorrow.
Pro. If so, the gods, at any rate, cannot be supposed to
have either joy or sorrow.
Soc. Certainly not--there
would be a great impropriety
in the assumption of either alternative.
But whether the
gods are or are not indifferent to pleasure is a point which
may be considered hereafter if in any way relevant to the
argument, and whatever is the conclusion we will place it to
the account of mind in her contest for the second place,
should she have to resign the first.
Pro. Just so.
LetusconSoc. The other class of pleasures, which as we were
siderthe
saying
is purely mental, is entirety derived from memory.
pleasures
of
ra*mory.
Pro. What do you mean ?
So¢. I must first of all analyze memory, or rather perception which is prior to memory, if the subject of our
discussion is ever to be properly cleared up.
Pro. How will you proceed ?
Some
Soc. Let us imagine affections of the body which are
,a_=tio_s
extinguished
before they reach the soul, and leave her
of the body
do not
unaffected ; and again, other affections which vibrate through
soul ; the
those both soul and body, and impart a shock to both and to each
whichdo
of them.
am_
Pro. Granted.
t_ov_

,ae_tiom.

Soc. And the soul may be truly said to be oblivious of the
first but not of the second ?
Pro. Quite true.
Soc. When I say oblivious, do not suppose that I mean
forgetfulness in a literal sense; for forgetfulness is the exit of
memory,which in this case has not yet entered; and to

Tke

nagure

of desire.

603

speak of the loss of that which is not yet in existence,
never has been, is a contradiction ; do you see ?
Pro. Yes.

and

P_i_,us.
so_,_.
paoT^_._us.

Soc. Then just be so good as to change the terms.
Pro. How shall I change them ?
34

Soc. Instead of the oblivion of the soul, when you are
describing the state in which she is unaffected by the shocks
of the body, say unconsciousness.
Pro. I see.
Soc. And the union or communion of soul and body in one
feeling and motion would be properly called consciousness ?
Pro. Most true.
Soc. Then now we know the meaning of the word ?
Pro. Yes.
Soc. And memory may, I think, be rightly described as
the preservation of consciousness ?
Pro. Right.
Soc. But do we not distinguish memory from recollection ?
Pro. I think so.
Soc. And do we not mean by recollection the power which
the sou] has of recovering, when by herself, some feeling
which she experienced when in company w:th the body?
Pro. Certainly.
Soc. And when she recovers of herself the lost recollection
of some consciousness or knowledge,
recollection and reminiscence ?

the recovery

Memory
is the
preservalion of

conscious
affections ;
recollection

is the
recovery
of thera.

is termed

Pro. Very true.
Soc. There is a reason why I say all this.
Pro. What is it ?
Sot:. I want to attain the plainest possible notion of
pleasure and desire, as they exist in the mind only, apart
from the body; and the previous analysis helps to show the
nature of both.

Thesepreliminary
remarks
willhelp
ustounderstand the

Pro. Then now, Socrates, let us proceed to the next point, natureof
SOC. There are certainly many things to be considered in "vie_m
and desire.
discussing the generation and whole complexion of pleasure.
At the outset we must determine the nature and seat of
desire.
Pro. Ay;
nothing.

let us enquire

into

that,

for we shall

lose
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_oT,,_.w.
What is
desire
?--

The wish
_orreplenishm_rlt.

Desire

is a menial

acg.

Soc. Nay, Protarchus, we shall surely lose the puzzle if we
find the answer.
Pro. A fair retort ; but let us proceed.
Soc. Did we not place hunger, thirst, and the like, in the
class ofdesires ?
Pro. Certainly.
Soc. And yet they are very
nature have we in view when
name ?

different"
what common
we call them by a single

Pro. By heavens, Socrates, that is a question which is not
easily answered ; but it must be answered.
Soc. Then let us go back to our examples.
Pro. Where shall we begin ?
Soc. Do we mean anything when we say ' a man thirsts' ?
Pro. Yes.
Soc. We mean to say that he ' is empty' ?
Pro. Of course.
Soc. And is not thirst desire ?
Pro. Yes, of drink.
Soc. Would you say of drink, or of replenishment
drink ?

with 35

Pro. I should say, of replenishment with drink.
Soc. Then he who is empty desires, as would appear, the
opposite of what he experiences ; for he is empty and desires
to be full
?
Pro. Clearly so.
l_t how
Soc. But how can a man who is empty for the fii'st time,
a m_n_
whenf_t
attain either by perception or memory to any apprehension
empty,
of replenishment, of which he has no present or past exd,_re
perience ?
mlfleaishmcntof
Pro. Impossible.
which
So¢. And yet he who desires, surely desires something ?
has
noheex_erieace_
Pro. Of course.
Vethe do_
Soc. He does not desire that which he experiences, for he
d.-_ it,
experiences thirst, and thirst is emptiness ; but he desires
replenishment ?
Pro. True.
Soc. Then there must be something in the thirsty
man
which insome way apprehendsreplenishment
?
Pro. There must.

Coincidence of a mental pleasure witk a kodily pain.
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So¢. And that cannot be the body, for the body is supposed
to be emptied ?
Pro, Yes.

Phi'ebb.
soo_,_,
_OTAmCH_.

Soc. The only remaining alternative is that the soul apprehends
the replenishment
by the help of memory;
as is
obvious, for what other way can there be ?
Pro. I cannot imagine any other,
Soc. But do you see the consequence ?
Pro. What is it ?

not
everhowwith
hisbody,
but
with
his mind
bythehelp
ormemory.

Soc. That there is no such thing as desire of the body.
Pro. Why so ?
Soc. Why, because the argument shows that the endeavour
of every animal is to the reverse of his bodily state.
Pro. Yes.
Soc. And the impulse which leads him to the opposite of
what he is experiencing proves that he has a memory of the
opposite state.
Pro. True.
Soc. And the argument,
having proved that memory TUemind.
attracts us towards the objects of desire, proves also that seat
then,is
of t_
the impulses and the desires and the moving principle in desire.
every living being have their origin in the soul.
Pro. Most true.
Soc. The argument will not allow that our body either
hungers or thirsts or has any similar experience.
Pro. Quite right.
Soc. Let me make a further observation;
the argument
appears to me to imply that there is a kind of life which
consists in these affections.
Pro. Of what affections, and of what kind of life, are you
speaking ?
Soc. I am speaking of being emptied and replenished, and
of all that relates to the preservation and destruction of
living beings, as well as of the pain which is felt in one of
these states and of the pleasure which succeeds to it.
Pro. True.
Soc. And what would you say of the intermediate state ?
Thereis
an
intermediate
Pro. What do you mean by 'intermediate'?
Soc. I mean when a person is in actual suffering and yet life,
which a
combines
remembers past pleasures which, if they would only return, bodilypain

6o6

Are

pleasures

and

pains

false

as

well

as true ?

?kilt_.
Soc_T_
e,or_.us.

would relieve him ; but as yet he has them not. May we
not say of him,-that he is in an intermediate state ?
36
Pro. Certainly.
with
the
Soc. Would you say that he was wholly pained or wholly
mental
p]_-ure of pleased ?
hope.
Pro. Nay, I should say that he has two pains; in his
body there is the actual experience of pain, and in his soul
longing and expectation.
Soc. What do you mean, Protarchus, by the two pains ?
May not a man who is empty have at one time a sure hope
of being filled, and at other times be quite in despair ?
Pro. Very true.
Soc. And has he not the pleasure of memory when he is
hoping to be filled, and yet in that he is empty is he not at
the same time in pain ?
Pro. Certainly.
Soc. Then man and the other animals have at the same
time both pleasure and pain ?
Pro. I suppose so.
nutwhen
Soc. But when a man is empty and has no hope of being
the
hopeis
filled,
there will be the double experience
of pain.
You
turned into
despair,
observed this and inferred that the double experience was
there is a
the single case possible.
double
r_n.
Pro. Quite true, Socrates.
Soc. Shall the enquiry into these states of feeling be made
the occasion of raising a question ?
Pro. What question ?
A quesSoc. Whether we ought to say that the pleasures
and
tion.--Can
pains
of
which
we
are
speaking
are
true
or
false
?
or
some
there be
false pleatrue and some false ?
sures,as
Pro. But how, Socrates, can there be false pleasures and
there are
false
pains ?
opinions?
So¢. And how, Protarchus,
can there be true and false
*No," re-joins Pro- fears, or true and false expectations,
or true and false
utrehns;
opinions ?
' opinions
maybe
Pro. I grant that opinions may be true or false, but not
false,but pleasures.
not
Soc. What do you mean ? I am afraid that we are raising
stirs.'p_eaa very serious enquiry.
Pro. There I agree.

Analog),

of pleasure

and

opinion.
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Soc. And yet, my boy, for you are one of Philebus' boys Phitebus.
(ep. i6 A), the point to be considered, is, whether the enquiry so_,T_
is relevant to the argument.
V.CCA_CHU_
Pro. Surely.
Soc. No tedious and irrelevant discussion can he allowed ;
what is said should be pertinent.
Pro. Right.
Soc. I am always wondering at the question which has
now been raised.
Pro. How so?
Soc. Do you deny that some pleasures are false, and others
true ?
Pro. To be sure I do.
Soc. Would you say that no one ever seemed to rejoice
and yet did not rejoice, or seemed to feel pain and yet did
not feel pain, sleeping or waking, mad or lunatic ?
Pro. So we have always held, Socrates.
37 Soc. But were you right ? Shall we enquire into the truth Socrates
of your opinion 9•
proceeds
discuss theto
Pro. I think that we should,
question.
Soc. Let us then put into more precise terms the question
which has arisen about pleasure and opinion.
Is there such
a thing as opinion ?
Pro. Yes.
"Soc. And such a thing as pleasure
Pro. Yes.

?

Soc. And an opinion must be of something
Pro. True.

?

Soc. And a man must be pleased by something ?
Pro. Quite correct,
Soc. And whether the opinion be right or wrong, makes
no difference ; it will still be an opinion ?
Pro. Certainly.
Soc. And he who is pleased, whether he is rightly pleased
or not, will always have a real feeling of pleasure ?
Pro. Yes ; that is also quite true.
Soc. Then, how can opinion be both true and false, and
pleasure true only, although pleasure and opinion are both
equally real ?
Pro. Yes ; that is the question.

Allnltasures_d
opinions,

whether
rightorare
wrong,
real.

i

i
i
_
?
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False

pleasures

acco_t_ny

false

o#'nions.

P_i_i,as.
Soc. You mean that opinion admits of truth and falsehood,
So_,m.
and hence becomes not merely opinion, but opinion of a cere.OTA._U_ tain quality; and this is what you think should be examined ?
Pro. Yes.
Butdo
Soc. And further, even if we admit the existence of qualipl_m'ures, ties in other objects, may not pleasure and pain be simple
like
opinions, and devoid of quality ?
admit of
Pro. Clearly.
quality?
Certainly
So¢. But there is no difficulty in seeing that pleasure and
theydo.
pain as well as opinion have qualities, for they are great or
small, and have various degrees of intensity ; as was indeed
said long ago by us.
Pro. Quite true.
Soc. And if badness attaches to any of them, Protarchus,
then we should speak of a bad opinion or of a bad pleasure ?
Pro. Quite true, Socrates.
Soc. And if rightness attaches to any of them, should we
not speak of a right opinion or right pleasure ; and in like
manner of the reverse of rightness ?
Pro. Certainly.
Soc. And if the thing opined be erroneous, might we not
say that the opinion, being erroneous, is not fight or rightly
opined ?
Pro. Certainly.
Falseplea506. And if we see a pleasure or pain which errs in respect
_are
of its object, shall we call that right or good, or by any
pleasures
basedon
honourable name ?
fak_
opinion.

Howdo
these_r
from
pleasures
on
u, ue
opinion?

Pro. Not if the pleasure is mistaken ; how could we ?
Soc. And surely pleasure oRen appears to accompany an
opinion which is not true, but false ?
Pro. Certainly it does ; and in that case, Socrates, as we 38
were saying, the opinion is false, but no one could call the
actual pleasure false.
Soc. How eagerly, Protarchus, do you rush to the defence
of pleasure 1
Pro. Nay, Socrates, I only repeat what I hear.
Soc. And is there no difference, my friend, between that
pleasure which is associated with fight opinion and knowledge, and that which is oRen found in all of us associated
with falsehood and ignorance ?

The process

or forming

an

opinion.
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Pro. There must be a very great difference between them.
Soc.
ference.
Pro.
Soc.
Pro.

Then, now let us proceed to contemplate

p_itt_.

this dif- so_A,_.
_ox^R_u_

Lead, and I will follow.
Well, then, my view is-What is it ?

Soc. We agree--do we not ?--that there is such a thing as
false, and also such a thing as true opinion ?
Pro. Yes.
Soc. And pleasure and pain, as I was just now saying,
are often consequent upon these--upon
true and false opinion,
I mean.
Pro. Very true.
Soc. And do not opinion and the endeavour to form an
opinion always spring from memory and perception ?
Pro. Certainly.
Soc. Might we imagine the process to be something of this
nature ?
Pro. Of what nature ?

Opinions
springfrom
memory
andperception.

Soc. An object may be often seen at a distance not very
clearly, and the seer may want to determine what it is which
he sees.
Pro. Very likely.
Soc. Soon he begins to interrogate
Pro. In what manner?

himself.

Soc. He asks himself--' What is that which appears to be
standing by the rock under the tree 7' This is the question
which he may be supposed to put to himself when he sees
such an appearance.
Pro. True.
Soc. To which he may guess the right answer, saying as if
in a whisper to himself--' It is a man.'
Pro. Very good.
Soc. Or again, he may be misled, and then he will say' No, it is a figure made by the shepherds.'
Pro. Yes.
Soc. And if he has a companion, he repeats his thought to
him in articulate sounds, and what was before an opinion,
has now become a proposition.
Pro. Certainly.
VOL. IV.
Rr
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PMkbus.
Soc. But if he be walking alone when these thoughts occur
so_,_**, to him, he may not unfrequenfly keep them in his mind for
P,o,_,_vs. a considerable time.
Pro. Very true.
Soc. Well, now, I wonder whether you would agree in my
explanation of this phenomenon.
Pro. What is your explanation ?
Soc. I think that the soul at such times is like a book.
Pro. How so ?
which
Soc. Memory and perception
meet, and they and their 39
write down
in thesoul attendant feelings seem to me almost to write down words in
prop,,the soul, and when the inscribing feeling writes truly, then
sitions
which are the expressions
relating to true opinion and true propositions
objects
of opinion, come into our souls--but when the scribe within
perceived.

Imaginus writes falsely, the result is false.
ationatthe
Pro.
I quite assent and agree to your statement.
same
time
Soc..
I
must bespeak your favour also for another mist,
draws
picturesof who is busy at the same time in the chambers
of the
them.
soul.
There
Pro. Who is he?
propoand
SOC. The painter, who, after the scribe has done his work,
pictures
draws
images in the soul of the things which he has demay be
true or
scribed.
t_se.
Pro. But when and how does he do this ?
sitions

Soc. When a man, besides receiving from sight or some
other sense certain opinions or statements, sees in his mind
the images of the subjects of them ;--is not this a very
common mental phenomenon ?
Pro. Certainly.
Soc. And the images answering to true opinions and words
are true, and to false opinions and words false ; are they not ?
Pro. They are.
Sot. If we are right so far, there arises a further question.
Pro. What is it ?
Do the

Soc. Whether we experience
the feeling of which I am
speaking only in relation to the present and the past, or in
pictures
relation to the future also ?
_er
to
the"
Pro. I should say in relation to all times Mike.
futu_, as
_lftto
Soc. Have not purely mental pleasures and pains been
tlzpa_tand described already as in some cases anticipations of the bodily
pmpo-_md
s_tions

pt_mmt ?

IIoike

is opinion

and

imagination

of tke future.

ones ; from which we may infer that anticipatory
and pains have to do with the future ?
Pro. Most true.

pleasures

Soc. And do all those writings and paintings which, as we
were saying a little while ago, are produced in us, relate to
the past and present only, and not to the future ?
Pro. To the future, very much.
So¢. When you say ' Very much,' you mean to imply that
all these representations
are hopes about the future, and that
mankind are filled with hopes in every stage of existence ?
Pro. Exactly.
Soc.
Pro.
Soc.
gods ;
Pro.
Sac.
4o Pro.

6i I
/'_//d_.
soc_Tn,
P_,_^_.us.

Ce_,_nly
theydo
and then ;
theyarc
hopes.

Answer me another question.
What question ?
A just and pious and good man is the friend of the
is he not ?
Certainly he is.
And the unjust and utterly bad man is the reverse ?
True.

Soc. And all men, as we were saying just now, are always
filled with hopes ?
Pro. Certainly.
Sot:. And these hopes, as they are termed, are propositions
which exist in the minds of each of us ?
Pro. Yes.
Soc. And the fancies of hope are also pictured in us; a
man may often have a vision of a heap of gold, and pleasures
ensuing, and in the picture there may be a likeness of himself
mightily rejoicing over his good fortune.
Pro. True.
Sac. And may We not say that the good, being friends of
the gods, have generally true pictures presented to them,
and the bad false pictures ?
Pro. Certainly.
Sac. The bad, too, have pleasures painted in their fancy
_.S well as the good ; but I presume that they are false
pleasures,
Pro. They are.
Sac. The bad then commonly delight in false pleasures,
and the good in true pleasures ?
Pro. Doubtless.
RF2

And the
goodhave
true hopes
presented
to
theirby
minds

thegods,
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False pleas=res are ¢onsee_nt upon false o#'nions.

PMkb_.
Soc. Then upon this view there are false pleasures in the
sooam,
souls of men which are a ludicrous imitation of the true, and
p,o_A_c,vs, there are pains of a similar character ?
Pro. There are.
Soc. And did we not allow that a man who had an opinion
at all had a real opinion, but often about things which had no
existence either in the past, present, or future ?
Pro. Quite true.
Soc. And this was the source of false opinion and opining ;
am I not right ?
Pro. Yes.
Butthese
Soc. And must we not attribute to pleasure and pain a
false
similar
real but illusory eharacter'_
pleasures
havea real
Pro. How do you mean ?
existence.
Soc.
I mean to say that a man mu_t be admitted to have
real pleasure who is pleased with anything or anyhow ; and
he may be pleased about things which neither have nor have
ever had any real existence, and, more often than not, are
never likely to exist.
Pro. Yes, Socrates, that again is undeniable.
Soc. And may not the same be said about fear and anger
and the like ; are they not often false ?
"Pro. Quite so.
Opinions
Soc. And can opinions be good or bad except in as far as
are
omy
they
are true or false ?
bad if they
are rose :
Pro. In no other way.
Is thisthe
Soc.
Nor can pleasures be conceived to be bad except in 4x
case
with
#easurea? so far as they are false.
--ProPro. Nay, Socrates, that is the very opposite of the truth ;
tarehns
reclaims
for no one would call pleasures and pains bad because they
ag_nst the are false, but by reason of some other great corruption to
notion,
which they are liable.
Soc. Well, of pleasures which are corrupt and caused by
corruption we will hereafter speak, if we care to continue the
enquiry ; for the present I would rather show by another
argument
that there are many false pleasures existing or
coming into existence in us, because this may assist our
final decision.
Pro. Very true ; that is to say, if there are such pleasures.
Soc. I think that there are, Protarchus;
but this is an

Summary

of conclusions.

opinion which should be well assured, and not rest upon
a mere assertion,
Pro. Very good.
Soc. Then now, like wrestlers, let us approaeh and grasp
this new argument.
Pro. Proceed..
Soc. We were maintaining a little while since, that when
desires, as they are termed, exist in us, then the body has
separate feelings apart from the soul--do you remember ?
Pro. Yes, I remember that you said so.
Soc. And the soul was supposed to desire the opposite of
the bodily state, while the body was the source of any
pleasure or pain which was experienced.
Pro. True.
Soc. Then now you may infer what happens in such cases.
Pro. What am I to infer ?
Soc. That in such cases pleasures and pains come simultaneously;
and there is a juxtaposition
of the opposite
sensations which correspond to them, as has been already
shown.
Pro. Clearly.
Soc. And there is another
Pro. What is it ?

point to which we have agreed.

Soc. That pleasure and pain both admit of more and less,
and that they are of the class of infinites.
Pro. Certainly, we said so.
Soc. But how can we rightly judge of them ?
Pro. How can we ?
So¢. Is it our intention to judge of their comparative importance and intensity, measuring pleasure against pain, and
pain against pain, and pleasure against pleasure ?
Pro. Yes, such is our intention, and we shall judge of them
accordingly.
42 So¢. Well, take the case of sight.
Does not the nearness
or distance of magnitudes obscure their true proportions, and
make us opine falsely; and do we not find the same illusion
happening in the case of pleasures and pains ?
Pro. Yes, Socrates, and in a degree far greater.
Soc. Then what we are now saying is the opposite of what
we were saying before.
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illusion

of distance

and ¢ontrast.

t'lilt_.
Pro. What was that ?
so_._r_,
Soc. Then the opinions were true and false, and infected
r_,r,.,_,,u_,the pleasures and pains with their own falsity.
Pro. Very true.
Pteas_res Soc. But now it is the pleasures which are said to be true
andpains
are often and false because they are seen at various distances, and
false,be- subjected to comparison ; the pleasures appear to be greater
cause they and more vehement when placed side by side with the pains,
various and the pains when placed side by side with the pleasures.
d_ta_ees
Pro. Certainly, and for the reason which you mention.
and
in
va_ous
Soc. And suppose you part off from pleasures and pains
reatiom, the element which makes them appear to be greater or less
than they really are : you will acknowledge that this element
is illusory, and you will never say that the corresponding
excess or defect of pleasure or pain is real or true.
Pro. Certainly not.
Theseare
Soc. Next let us see whether in another direction we may
not
the
not
find pleasures and pains existing and appearing in living
only instancesof beings, which are still more false than these.
ra_
Pro. What are they, and how shall we find them ?
pleasures
andt_ar_.
Soc. If I am not mistaken, I have often repeated that pains
Pumm,
e
and
aches and suffering and uneasiness of all sorts arise out
andpain
mayarise of a corruption of nature caused by concretions, and dissolua.om
tions, and repletions, and evacuations, and also by growth
certain
ehaagesin and decay ?
thet_aily
Pro. Yes, that has been often said.
oonstitutioa.
Soc. And we have also agreed that the restoration of the
natural state is pleasure ?
Pro. Right.
Soc. But now let us suppose an interval of time at which
the body experiences none of these changes.
Pro. When can that be, Socrates ?
Soc. Your question, Protarchus, does not help the
argument.
Pro. Why not, Socrates ?
Soc. Because it does not prevent me from repeating mine.
Pro. And what was that ?
Soc. Why, Protarchus, admitting that there is no such interval, I may ask what would be the necessary consequence
if there were ?

The generation

of pleasure

Pro. You mean, what would happen
changed either for good or bad ?
Soc. Yes.

and

pain.

if the body were not

Pro. Why then, Socrates,
I should suppose that there
would be neither pleasure nor pain.
4_ Soc. Very good ; but still, if I am not mistaken, you do
assert that we must always be experiencing one of them ,• that
is what the wise tell us; for, say they, all things are ever
flowing up and down.
Pro. Yes, and their words are of no mean authority,
Soc. Of course, for they are no mean authorities themselves; and I should like to avoid the brunt of their argument.
Shall I tell you how I mean to escape from them ?
And you shall be the partner of my flight,
Pro. How ?
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Such
changesare
always
goingon,
though
they are
not always
perceptible;
only the
greatest

are accompaniedby
p_ure
and pain.

Soc. To them we will say : ' Good ; but are we, or living
things in general, always conscious of what happens to us-for example, of our growth, or the like ? Are we not, on
the contrary, almost wholly unconscious of this and similar
phenomena?'
You must answer for them.
Pro. The latter alternative is the true one.
Soc. Then we were not right in saying, just now, that
motions going up and down cause pleasures and pains ?
Pro. True.
So¢. A better
will be-Pro. What ?

and more unexceptionable

way of speaking

Soc. If we say that the great changes produce pleasures
and pains, but that the moderate and lesser ones do neither.
Pro. That, Socrates, is the more correct mode of speaking.
Soc. But if this be true, the life to which I was just now Thus the

neutral life

referring again appears,
Pro. What life ?
Soc. The life which we affirmed to be devoid either of pain
or of joy.
Pro. Very true.
So¢. We may assume then that there are three lives, one
pleasant, one painful, and the third which is neither ; what
sayyou ?
Pro. I should say as you do that there are three of them.

reappears.
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Pleasure

not

merely

tke

negation

of _Oain.

Phikb_.
Sac.
But if so, the negation of pain will not be the same
so_,.,,_._, with pleasure.
_o_,,_u_
Pro. Certainly not.
T_s
Sac. Then when you hear a person saying, that always to
neutral
life,
live
without pain is the pleasantest of all things, what would
though
rainier,
you understand him to mean by that statement ?
i_
not
Pro. I think that by pleasure he must mean the negative of
plea_nt.
pain.
Sac. Let us take any three things ; or suppose that we
embellish a little and call the first gold, the second silver, and
there shall be a third which is neither.
Pro. Very good.
Soc. Now, can that which
silver ?

Yet some
people

thinkthat
it is.

is neither
"

be either

gold or

Pro. Impossible.
Sac. No more can that neutral or middle life be rightly or
reasonably spoken or thought of as pleasant or painful.
Pro. Certainly not.
Soc. And yet, my friend, there are, as we know, persons 44
who say and think so.
_Pro. Certainly.
Sac. And do they think that they have pleasure when they
are free from pain ?
Pro. They say so.
Sac. And they must think or they would not say that they
have pleasure.
Pro. I suppose not.
Sac. And yet if pleasure and the negation of pain are of
distinct natures, they are wrong.
_Pro. But they are undoubtedly of distinet natures.
Sac. Then shall we take the view that they are three, as
we were just now saying, or that they are two only--the one
being a state of pain, whieh is an evil, and the other a
cessation of pain, which is of itself a good, and is called
pleasant ?
Pro. But why, Socrates, do we ask the question at all ? I
do not see the reason.
Sac. You, Protarehus, have clearly never heard of certain
enemies of our friend Philebus.
Pro. And who may they be ?

,4

use

to be made

of ttte adversaries

of 2Measure.
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Soc. Certain persons who are reputed to be masters in P_itebus.
natural philosophy, who deny the very existence of pleasure, soc_T_.
Pro. Indeed !
Pao'rAP.C_lVS.
Soc. They say that what the school of Philebus calls
pleasures are all of them only avoidances of pain.
Pro. And would you, Socrates, have us agree with them ?
Soc. Why, no, I would rather use them as a sort of
diviners, who divine the truth, not by rules of art, but by
an instinctive repugnance and extreme detestation which a
noble nature has of the power of pleasure, in which they
think that there is nothing sound, and her seductive influence is declared by them to be witchcraft, and not pleasure.
This is the use which you may make of them.
And when
you have considered the various grounds of their dislike,
yOU shall hear from me what I deem to be true pleasures,
Having thus examined the nature of pleasure from both
points of view, we will bring her up for judgment,
Pro. Well said.
SOC. Then let us enter into an alliance with these philosophers and follow in the track of their dislike.
I imagine that
they would say something of this sort ; they would begin at
the beginning, and ask whether, if we wanted to know the
nature of any quality, such as hardness, we should be more
likely to discover it by looking at the hardest things, rather
than at the least hard ? You, Protarchus, shall answer these
severe gentlemen as you answer me.
Pro. By all means, and I reply to them, that you should
look at the greatest instances.
So¢. Then if we want to see the true nature of pleasures
45 as a class, we should not look at the most diluted pleasures,
but at the most extreme and most vehement ?
Pro. In that every one will agree.
So¢. And the obvious instances of the greatest pleasures,
as we have often said, are the pleasures of the body ?
Pro. Certainly.
Soc. And are they felt by us to be or become greater,
when we are sick or when we are in health ? And here
we must be careful in our answer, or we shall come to
grief.
Pro.

7'

How will that be ?
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Soc. Why, because we might be tempted to answer, ' When
we are in health.'
Pro. Yes, that is the natural answer.
Soc. Well, but are not those pleasures the greatest of which
mankind have the greatest desires ?
Pro. True.

but in a
morbid
state.

Soc. And do not people who are in a fever, or any similar
illness, feel cold or thirst or other bodily affections more
intensely?
Am I not right in saying that they have a
deeper want and greater pleasure in the satisfaction of their
want ?
Pro. That is obvious as soon as it is said.

Soc. Well, then, shall we not be right in saying, that if a
person would wish to see the greatest pleasures he ought
to go and look, not at health, but at disease ? And here
you must distinguish :--do not imagine that I mean to ask
whether those who are very ill have more pleasures than
those who are well, but understand that I am speaking of
the magnitude of pleasure ; I want to know where pleasures
are found to be most intense.
For, as I say, we have to discover what is pleasure, and what they mean by pleasure who
deny her very existence.
The
Pro. I think I follow you.
p_.mr_
Soc. You will soon have a better opportunity
of showing
of
wantonne._are
whether you do or not, Protarchus.
Answer now, and tell
more
me whether you see, I will not say more, but more intense
intense
thanthose and excessive pleasures in wantonness than in temperance ?
of temper- Reflect before you speak.
an_
Pro. I understand you, and see that there is a great difference between them ; the temperate are restrained by the wise
man's aphorism of ' Never too much,' which is their rule, but
excess of pleasure possessing the minds of fools and wantons
becomes madness and makes them shout with delight.
Soc. Very good, and if this be true, then the greatest
pleasures and pains will clearly be found in some vicious
state of souI and body, and not in a virtuous state.
Pro. Certainly.
46
Soc. And ought we not to select some of these for examination, and see what makes them the greatest ?
Pro. To be sure we ought.

licking

and

Soc. Take the ease of the
certain disorders,
Pro. What disorders ?

scratcking.
pleasures

619
which

arise

out of

Soc. The pleasures of unseemly disorders, which our severe
friends utterly detest.
Pro. What pleasures ?
Soc. Such, for example, as the relief of itching and other
ailments by scratching, which is the only remedy required.
For what in Heaven's name is the feeling to be called which
is thus produced in us ?--Pleasure
or pain ?
Pro. A villainous mixture of some kind, Socrates, I should
say.

Soc. I did not introduce'the argument, O Protarchus, with
any personal reference to Philebus, but because, without the
consideration of these and similar pleasures, we shall not be
able to determine the point at issue.
Pro. Then we had better proceed to analyze this family of
pleasures.
Soc. You mean the pleasures which are mingled with pain ?
Pro. Exactly.
Soc. There are some mixtures which are of the body, and
only in the body, and others which are of the soul, and only
in the soul ; while there are other mixtures of pleasures with
pains, common both to soul and body, which in their composite
state are called sometimes pleasures and sometimes pains,
Pro. How is that ?

Ph//ebt..
s_,
P_o_c._s.

Morbid

#easure_
are
such a.s
those of
scratching,
which are
of a mixed
character.

Mixed
pleasures

maybe of
thebody,
of
or thesoul,
common
to both.

Soc. Whenever, in the restoration or in the derangement
of nature, a man experiences
two opposite feelings; for
example, when he is cold and is growing warm, or again,
when he is hot and is becoming cool, and he wants to have
the one and be rid of the other ;--the sweet has a bitter, as
the common saying is, and both together fasten upon him
and create irritation and in time drive him to distraction.
Pro. That description is very true to nature.
Sot:. And in these sorts of mixtures the pleasures and Etther
element
pains axe sometimes equal, and sometimes one or other of mayprethem predominates ?
dominate
in the
Pro. True.
mixture.
Soc. Of cases in which the pain exceeds the pleasure, an
example is afforded by itching, of which we were just now
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speaking, and by the tingling which we feel when the boiling
and fiery element is within, and the rubbing and motion _
only relieves the surface, and does not reach the parts
affected;
then if you put them to the fire, and as a last

pleasures:
(,) ofthe
bodyonly
--the
relief
of itching
bywatching ;

resort apply cold to them, you may often produce the most
intense pleasure or pain in the inner parts, Which contrasts
and mingles with the pain or pleasure, as the case may be, of
the outer parts; and this is due to the forcible separation of 47
what is united, or to the union of what is separated, and to
the juxtaposition of pleasure and pain.
Pro. Quite so.
Soc. Sometimes the element of pleasure prevails in a man,
and the slight undercurrent
of pain makes him tingle, and
causes a gentle irritation ; or again, the excessive infusion of
pleasure creates an excitement in him,--he even leaps for joy,
he assumes all sorts of attitudes, he changes all manner of
colours, he gasps for breath, and is quite amazed, and utters
the most irrational exclamations.

Pro. Yes, indeed.
Soc. He will say of himself, and others will say of him,
that he is dying with these delights ; and the more dissipated
and good-for-nothing
he is, the more vehemently he pursues
them in every way; of all pleasures he declares them to be
the greatest ; and he reckons him who lives in the most
constant enjoyment of them to be the happiest of mankind.
Pro. That, Socrates, is a very true description
of the
opinions of the majority about pleasures.
(_)comraon Soc. Yes, Protarchus,
quite true of the mixed pleasures,
to
body
which
arise
out
of
the
communion
of external and internal
and mind-vacuity
accompanied by
hope;

sensations in the body ; there are also eases in which the
mind contributes an opposite element to the body_ whether of
pleasure or pain, and the two unite and form one mixture.
Concerning these I have already remarked, that when a man
is empty he desires to be full, and has pleasure in hope and
pain in vacuity.
But now I must further add what I omitted

before, that in all these and similar emotionsin which body
and mind are opposed (and they are innumerable),
and pain coalesce in one.
Reading with the MSS. Kw4_o'_,.

pleasure

Mbced

_leasures

of t]_e mind.

Pro. I believe that to be quite true.
Soc. There still remains one other
pleazures and pains,
Pro. What is that ?
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Soc. The union which, as we were saying, the mind often onlyexperiences of purely mental feelings.
Pro. What do you mean ?
Soc. Why, do we not speak of anger, fear, desire, sorrow,
love, emulation, envy, and the like, as pains which belong to
the soul only .9
Pro. Yes.
Soc. And shall we not find them also full of the most a. anger;
wonderful pleasures ? need I remind you of the anger
' Which stirs even a wise man to violence,
And is sweeter than honey and the honeycomb?'

48 And you remember how pleasures
lamentation and bereavement ?

mingle

with pains

in b. sorrow;

Pro. Yes, there is a natural connexion between them.
Soc. And you remember also how at the sight of tragedies
the spectators smile through their tears ?
Pro. Certainly I do.
Soc. And are you aware that even at a comedy the soul
experiences a mixed feeling of pain and pleasure ?
Pro. I do not quite understand you.
Soc. I admit, Protarchus, that there is some difficulty in
recognizing this mixture of feelings at a comedy.
Pro. There is, I think.
Soc. And the greater the obscurity of the case the more
desirable is the examination of it, because the difficulty in deteeting other cases of mixed pleasures
Pro. Proceed.
Soc. I have just mentioned
a pain of the soul ?
Pro. Yes.

c.
the
mixed
feelings
with which

spectators
regard
tragedy
and
eomedy ;

and pains will be less.

envy ; would you not call that

So¢. And yet the envious man finds something in the
misfortunes of his neighbours at which he is pleased ?
Pro. Certainly.
Soc. And ignorance, and what is termed clownishness, are
surely an evil ?

d. envy.
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of tire ridiculous.

Pro. To be sure.
So¢. From these considerations
ofthe ridiculous.

learn to know the nature

Fromeuvy
Pro. Explain.
weproo_a
Soc. The ridiculous is in short the specific name which is
to
theconside_aao, used to describe the vicious form of a certain habit ; and of
of the
vice in general it is that kind which is most at variance with
ridiculous.
Thesense the inscription at Delphi.
of the
Pro. You mean, Socrates, _ Know thyself.'
ridicmous
Soc.
I do; and the opposite would be, 'Know
not
is excited
by._fthyself.'
deception.
Pro. Certainly.
Soc. And now, O Protarchus, try to divide
three.
Pro. Indeed I am afraid that I cannot.

which may

t_
sho_
(x)about
money,
(_)about
beauty,

this

into

Soc. Do you mean to say that I must make the division for
you ?
Pro. Yes, and what is more, I beg that you will.
Soc. Are there not three ways in which ignorance of self
may be shown ?
Pro. What are they ?
Soc.
In the first place, about money; the ignorant may
fancy himself richer than he is.
Pro. Yes, that is a very common error.
Sot7. And still more often he will fancy that he is taller or
fairer than he is, or that he has some other advantage of
person which he really has not.
Pro. Of course.

m_d(3)
Soc. And yet surely by far the greatest number err about
about
the goods of the mind ; they imagine themselves to be much
wisdom
andv_tue, better men than they are.
49
Pro. Yes, that is by far the commonest delusion.
So¢. And of all the virtues, is not wisdom the one which
the mass of mankind are always claiming, and which most
arouses in them a spirit of contention and lying conceit of
wisdom ?
Pro. Certainly.
Soc. And may not all this be truly called an evil condition ?
Pro. Very evil.

Analysis

of tke

ridiculous

continued.

Soc. But we must pursue the division a step further, Protarehus, if we would see in envy of the childish sort a
singular mixture of pleasure and pain.
Pro. How can we make the further division which you
suggest ?
Soc. All who are silly enough to entertain
this lying
conceit of themselves may of course be divided, like the rest
of mankind, into two classes--one
having power and might ;
and the other the reverse,
Pro. Certainly.
Soc. Let this, then, be the principle of division; those of
them who are weak and unable to revenge themselves, when
they are laughed at, may be truly called ridiculous, but those
who can defend themselves may be more truly described as
strong and formidable; for ignorance in the powerful is
hateful and horrible, because hurtful to others both in reality
and in fiction, but powerless ignorance may be reckoned, and
in truth is, ridiculous.
Pro. That is very true, but I do not as yet see where is the
admixture of pleasures and pains,
Sot:. Well, then, let us examine the nature of envy.
Pro. Proceed.
Soc. Is not envy an unrighteous
pleasure, and also an
unrighteous pain ?
Pro. Most true.
Soc. There is nothing envious or wrong in rejoicing at the
misfortunes of enemies ?
Pro. Certainly not.
Soc. But to feel joy instead of sorrow at the sight of our
friends' misfortunes--is
not that wrong ?
Pro. Undoubtedly.
Sot:. Did we not say that ignorance was always an evil ?
Pro. True.
So¢. And the three kinds of vain conceit in our friends
which we enumerated--the
vain conceit of beauty, of wisdom,
and of wealth, are ridieul_ous if they are weak, and detestable
when they are powerful:
May we not say, as I was saying
before, that our friends who are in this state of mind, when
harmless to others, are simply ridiculous ?
Pro. They are ridiculous.

, ;:(:_:,
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And do we not acknowledge this ignorance of theirs
misfortune ?
Certainly.
And do we feel pain or pleasure in laughing at it ?
Clearly we feel pleasure.
And was not envy the source of this pleasure which 50
at the misfortunes of friends ?

Pro. Certainly.
Soc. Then the argument shows that when we laugh at the
folly of our friends, pleasure, in mingling with envy, mingles
with pain, for envy has been acknowledged
by us to be
mental pain, and laughter is pleasant ; and so we envy and
laugh at the same instant.
Pro. True.
Sot:. And the argument implies that there are combinations
at_o,sof
of
pleasure and pain in lamentati6ns, and in tragedy and
pleasure
and pain comedy, not only on the stage, but on the greater stage of
take
place, human life ; and so in endless other cases.
not only
on the
Pro. I do not see how any one can deny what you say,
stage,
but
Socrates,
however eager he may be to assert the opposite
in human
life, and
opinion.
ariseout
Soc. I mentioned
anger, desire, sorrow, fear, love, emuof many
other
lation, envy, and similar emotions, as examples in which we
causes
should find a mixture of the two elements so often named ;
_ides
did I not ?
sorrow,
envy, and
Pro. Yes.
anger.
So6. We may observe that our conclusions hitherto have
"had reference only to sorrow and envy and anger.
Pro. I see.
Combin-

a,t,h_
instances
will
_mce.

Soc. Then many other cases still remain ?
Pro. Certainly.
Sac. And why do you suppose me to have pointed out to
you the admixture which takes place in comedy ? Why but
to convince you that there was no difficulty in showing the
mixed nature of fear and love and similar affections ; and I
thought that when I had given you the illustration, you
would have let me off, and have acknowledged as a general
truth that the body without the soul, and the soul without
the body, as well as the two united, are susceptible of all
sorts of admixtures of pleasures and pains; and so further

Unmixed

or true

pleasures.
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discussion would have been unnecessary.
And now I want PMIttms.
to know whether I may depart; or will you keep me here soc,_,_.
until midnight .9 I fancy that I may obtain my release with- v,oT_,c,o_
out many words ;--if I promise that to-morrow I will give
you an account of all these cases.
But at present I would
rather sail in another direction_ and go to other matters
which remain to be settled, before the judgment can be given
which Philebus demands.
Pro. Very good, Socrates ; in what remains take your own
course.

Soc. Then after the mixed pleasures the unmixed should
have their turn ; this is the natural and necessary order,
5t
Pro. Excellent.
Soc. These, in turn, then, I will now endeavour to indicare;
for with the maintainers
of the opinion that all
pleasures are a cessation of pain, I do not agree, but, as I
was saying, I use them as witnesses, that there are pleasures
which seem only and are not, and there are others again
which have great power and appear in many forms, yet are
intermingled with pains, and are partly alleviations of agony
and distress, both of body and mind.
Pro. Then what pleasures, Socrates, should we be right in
conceiving to be true ?
Soc. True pleasures are those which are given by beauty
of colour and form, and most of those which arise from
smells ; those of sound, again, and in general those of which
the want is painless and unconscious, and of which the
fruition is palpable to sense and pleasant and unalloyed with
pain.
Pro. Once more, Socrates, I must ask what you mean.
Soc. My meaning is certainly not obvious, and I will
endeavour to be plainer.
I do not mean by beauty of form
such beauty as that of animals or pictures, which the many
would suppose to be my meaning;
but, says the argument,
understand
me to mean straight lines and circles, and the
plane or solid figures which are formed out of them by
turning-lathes
and rulers and measurers of angles ; for these
I affirm to be not only relatively beautiful, like other things,
but they are eternally and absolutely beautiful, and they have
peculiar pleasures, quite unlike the pleasures of scratching.
VOL.
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mixed
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or true.
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SucA

_leasures

kuve

no altem4ant

)Oains.

Phlte_s. And there are colours which are of the same character,
so_Am,
and have similar pleasures ; now do you understand
my
p,o_¢_o_, meaning?
{_)colour.
Pro. I am trying to understand, Socrates, and I hope that
you will try to make your meaning clearer.
(3)s°und;
Soc.
When sounds are smooth and clear, and have a
single pure tone, then I mean to say that they are not
relatively but absolutely beautiful, and have natural pleasures
associated with them.
(4)by
Sweet
smells,

and (s)by
knowledge.

Pro. Yes, there are such pleasures.
5o¢. The pleasures of smell are of a less ethereal sort, but
they have no necessary admixture of pain ; and all pleasures,
however and wherever experienced, which are unattended by
pains, I assign to an analogous class.
Here then are two
kinds of pleasures.
Pro. I understand.
Soc. To these may be added the pleasures of knowledge, if52
no hunger of knowledge and no pain caused by such hunger
precede them.
Pro. And this is the ease.
Soc. Well, but if a man who is full of knowledge loses his
knowledge, are there not.pains of forgetting ?
Pro. Not necessarily, but there may be times of reflection,
when he feels grief at the loss of his knowledge.
Soc. Yes, my friend, but at present we are enumerating
only the natural perceptions,
and have nothing to do with
reflection.

Pro. In that case you are right in saying that the loss of
knowledge is not attended with pain.
Soc. These pleasures
of knowledge, then, are unmixed
with pain ; and they are not the pleasures of the many but of
a very few.
Pro. Quite true.
Excessive
Soc. And now, having fairly separated the pure pleasures
pleasures
are
inand those which may be rightly termed impure, let us further
finite ;
add to our description of them, that the pleasures which are
moderate
in excess have no measure, but that those which are not in
pleasures
have
excess have measure ; the great, the excessive, whether more
m_uz
or less frequent, we shall be right in referring to the class of
or limit.
the infinite, and of the more and less, which pours through

Tire

nature

of flurity.
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body and soul alike ; and the others we shall refer to the
class which has measure,
Pro. Quite right, Socrates.
Soc. Still there is something
pleasures.
Pro. What is it ?

P_ilebus.
so:R^,_.
P_o_R_us.

more to be considered

about

Soc. When you speak of purity and clearness, or of excess,
abundance, greatness and sufficiency, in what relation do
these terms stand to truth ?
Pro. Why do you ask, Socrates ?
Sot:. Because, Protarchus, I should wish to test pleasure
and knowledge in every possible way, in order that if there
be a pure and impure element in either of them, I may
present the pure element for judgment, and then they will be
more easily judged of by you and by me and by all of us.
Pro." Most true.
Soc. Let us investigate all the pure kinds;
for consideration a single instance,
,Pro. What instance shall we select ?
53

first selecting

Soc. Suppose that we first of all take whiteness.
Pro. Very good.
Soc. How can there be purity in whiteness,

We must
selectthe
pure and
not the
impure
kinds of
pleasure
and knowcorn-ledge
for
pafison.

and what Purityis
givene

purity ? Is that purest which is greatest or most in quantity, notby
or that which is most unadulterated and freest from any quantity,
admixture of other colours ?
but by
quality.

Pro. Clearly that which is most unadulterated.
Soc. True, Protarchus ; and so the purest white, and not
the greatest or largest in quantity, is to be deemed truest
and most beautiful ?
Pro. Right.
Soc. And we shall be quite right in saying that a little
pure white is whiter and fairer and truer than a great deal
that is mixed.
Pro. Perfectly right.
Soc. There is no need of-adducing many similar examples
in illustration of the argument about pleasure ; one such is
sufficient to prove to us that a small pleasure or a small
amount of pleasure, if pure or unalloyed with pain, is always
pleasanter
and truer and fairer than a great pleasure or
a great amount of pleasure of another kind.
BS_
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Relatives

and

absolutes:

generation

and

essence.

Pkitebus.
Pro. Assuredly ; and the instance you have given is quite
so_.T.,
sufficient.
_o_^_c...,.
Soc. But what do you say of another question :--have we
Wise men
not heard that pleasure
is always a generation, and has no
say that
pl_._,re is true being?
Do not certain ingenious philosophers
teach
a generthis doctrine, and ought not we to be grateful to them ?
atiou. does
Pro. What do they mean ?
What
this mean?
Soc.
I will explain to you, my dear Protarchus, what they
mean, by putting a question.
Pro. Ask, and I will answer.
Thereare
Soc.
I assume that there are two natures, one self-existent,
two natures, the

absolute
and the :
relative
the latter is

forthe
sake
of the
former,

and the other ever in want of something.
Pro. What manner of natures are they ?
Soc. The one majestic ever, the other inferior.
Pro.

You speak riddles.

Soc. You have seen loves good and fair, and also" brave
lovers of them.
Pro. I should think so.
Soc. Search the universe for two terms which are like
these two and are present everywhere.
Pro. Yet a third time I must say ], Be a little plainer,
Socrates.
Soc. There is no difficulty, Protarchus;
the argument
is
only in play, and insinuates that some things are for the sake
of something else (relatives), and that other things are the
ends to which the former class subserve (absolutes).
Pro. Your many repetitions make me slow to understand.
Soc. As the argument proceeds, my boy, I dare say that 54
the meaning will become clearer.
Pro. Very likely.
Soc. Here are two new principles.
Pro. What are they ?
Soc. One is the generation of all things, and the other is
essence.
Pro. I readily
essence,

Generationis
relative to

accept

from

you

both

generation

and

SOC. Very right ; and would you say that generation is for
the sake of essence, or essence for the sake of generation ?
Reading

_b _rol*oe,_*' tp_ (conj. Badham).

Pleasure

is a generation

Pro. You want

to know

essence is, properly speaking,
Soc. Yes.

and

tAerefore

whether

that

not
which

a good.
is called

for the sake of generation

?
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Pro. By the gods, I wish that you would repeat your essence,
which is an
question,
absolute.
Soc. I mean, 0 my Protarchus, to ask whether you would
tell me that ship-building is for the sake of ships, or ships
for the sake of ship-building ? and in all similar cases I
should ask the same question.
Pro. Why do you not answer yourself, Socrates ?
Soc. I have no objection, but you must take your part.
Pro. Certainly.
Soc. My answer is, that all things instrumental, remedial,
material, are given to us with a view to generation, and that
each generation is relative to, or for the sake of, some being
or essence, and that the whole of generation is relative to the
whole of essence.
Pro. Assuredly.
Soc. Then pleasure, being a generation, must surely be
for the sake of some essence ?
Pro. True.
Soc. And that for the sake of which something else is Absolutes
done must be placed in the class of good, and that which areto
placed be
in
is done for the sake of something else, in some other class, the classof
my good friend,
Pro. Most certainly,
Soc. Then pleasure, being a generation, will be rightly
placed in some other class than that of good ?
Pro. Quite right,
Soc. Then, as I said at first, we ought to be very grateful
to him who first pointed out that pleasure was a generation
only, and had no true being at all; for he is clearly one
who laughs at the notion of pleasure being a good.
Pro. Assuredly.
Soc. And he would surely laugh also at those who make

good, relafives in

someother
class.
Thus
pleasure,
which is a
generation
andrelatire,
is not
a good.
{Many
thanksto
him who
firstpointed

thisouL)

generation their highest end.
Pro. Of whom are you speaking, and what do they mean ?
Soc. I am speaking of those who when they are cured of It is absurd
hunger or thirst or any other defect by some process of pleasure
to make
generation are delighted at the process as if it were pleasure ; consistin
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Absurdity

of making

pleasure

the

good.

P,t_s.
and they say that they would not wish to live without these
So_,T,_. and other feelings of a like kind which might be mentioned.
P.OT*RCH_ Pro. That is certainly what they appear to think.
55
generation
So¢.
And
is
not
destruction
universally
admitted
to
be
the
and destruction ; opposite of generation ?
Pro. Certainly.
Soc. Then he who chooses thus, would choose generation
and destruction rather than that third sort of life, in which,
as we were saying, was neither pleasure nor pain, but only
the purest possible thought.
Pro. He who would make us believe pleasure to be a
good is involved in great absurdities, Socrates.
Soc. Great, indeed ; and there is yet another of them.
Pro. What is it ?
and absurd
to say

Soc. Is there not an absurdity

in arguing

that there is

(_)thatin
thebody
there is

nothing good or noble in the body, or in anything else, but
that good is in the soul only, and that the only good of the
nothing
SOUlis pleasure ; and that courage or temperance or undergood;
standing, or any other good of the soul, is not really a good ?
(=) thatthe
--and is there not yet a further absurdity in our being cornonly
good
of the soul pelled to say that he who has a feeling of pain and not of
is pleasare;
pleasure is bad at the time when he is suffering pain, even
(3)
that a
,_,, is
though he be the best of men ; and again, that he who has a
vicious
feeling of pleasure, in so far as he is pleased at the time
when
in
pain and
when he is pleased, in that degree excels in virtue ?
•irmous
Pro. Nothing, Socrates, can be more irrational than all
when he is
pleased,

this.

And now
forknowledge:
somekinds
Are
purerthan
others?

Soc. And now, having subjected pleasure to every sort of
test, let us not appear to be too sparing of mind and knowledge: let us ring their ,metal bravely, and see if there be
unsoundness
in any part, until we have found out what in
them is of the purest nature ; and then the truest elements
both of pleasure and knowledge
may be brought up for
judgment.
Pro. Right.
Kaow_ge
Soc. Knowledge has two parts,--the
one productive, and
is (=)productile_d the other educational ?
(=) =_,.=Pro. True.
tionai ;

of the
former

Soc. And in the productive or handicraR arts, is not one
part more akin to knowledge, and the other less; and may

•Degrees

of exactness

and

inexactness

in the

arts.
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not the one part be regarded as the pure, and the other as Ph/k_.
the impure ?
so,=_,_
Pro. Certainly.
P_.,c,_L
Soc. Let us separate the superior or dominant elements in thereis a
pure and

each of them.
impure
Pro. What are they, and how do you separate them ?
sort.
Soc. I mean to say, that if arithm6tic, mensuration,
and Thepure
weighing be taken away from any art, that which remains inelements
the prowill not be much.
duetive
Pro. Not much, certainly,
Soc. The rest will be only conjecture, and the better use
of the senses which is given by experience and practice, in
addition to a certain power of guessing, which is commonly
56 called art, and is perfected by attention and pains,
Pro. Nothing more, assuredly,
Soc. Music, for instance, is full of this empiricism;
for
sounds are harmonized, not by measure, but by skilful conjeeture ; the music of the flute is always trying to guess the
pitch of each vibrating note, and is therefore mixed up with
much that is doubtful and has little which is certain,
Pro. Most true.

artsare
arithmetic,
men._ration, and
weighing ;
therestis
guesswork
and

ex-

perienee.
Music,
medicine,
etc.aecu°
are
less
ratethan
the art of
building.

Soc. And the same will be found to hold good of medicine
and husbandry and piloting and generalship.
Pro. Very true.
Soc. The art of the builder, on the other hand, which uses
a number of measures and instruments, attains by their help
to a greater degree of accuracy than the other arts.
Pro. How is that ?
Soc. In ship-building
and house-building,
and in other
branches of the art of carpentering, the builder has his rule,
lathe, compass, line, and a most ingenious machine for
straightening
wood.
Pro. Very true, Socrates.
Soc. Then now let us divide the arts of which we were Artsmay
speaking into two kinds,--the
arts which, like music, are less into
be divided
more
exact in their results, and those which, like carpentering,, are andless
more exact,
exacL
Pro. Let us make that division.
Soc. Of the latter class, the most exact
which we just now spoke of as primary.

of all are those
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Pure

and

in_ure

kind,

of knowledge.

Pro. I see that you mean arithmetic, and the ki,ldred arts

so_,_,,
of weighing and. measuring.
pno_Am,u,.
Soc. Certainly, Protarchus; but are not these also disof arithtinguishable into two kinds "_
merit
and
measuPro. What are the two kinds ?
ratio..
Soc. In the first place, arithmetic is of two kinds, one of
which
belongto which is popular, and the other philosophical.
the former
Pro. How would you distinguish them ?
class,there
Soc. There is a wide difference between them, Protarchus;
two
kinds,-some arithmeticians reckon unequal units; as for example,
onepare,
two armies, two oxen, two very large things or two very
the
other
impure,
small things. The party who are opposed to them insist
that every unit in ten thousand must be the same as every
other unit.
Pro. Undoubtedly there is, as you say, a great difference
among the votaries of the science ; and there may be reasonably supposed to be two sorts of arithmetic.
Soc. And when we compare the art of mensuration which
is used in building with philosophical geometry, or the art 57
of computation which is used tn trading with exact calculation, shall we say of either of the pairs that it is one or
two ?
Pro. On the analogy of what has preceded, I should be of
opinion that they were severally two.
Soc. Right ; but do you understand why I have discussed
the subject ?
Pro. I think so, but I should like to be told by you.
Thuswe
SOC. The argument has all along been seeking a parallel to
thatas
pleasure,
and true to that original design, has gone on to ask
of pleasure.
so ofknow- whether one sort of knowledge is purer than another, as one
ledge,
are
twothere pleasure is purer than another.
sore. and
Pro. Clearly; that was the intention.
one is
Soc. And has not the argument in what has preceded,
purer than
the other, already shown that the arts have different provinces, and
vary in their degrees of certainty ?
Pro. Very true.
Soc. And just now did not the argument first designate a
particular art by a eommon term, thus making us believe
in the unity of that art; and then again, as if speaking of
two different things, proceed to enquire whether the art as

Dialectic

tke

' top'

of knowledge.
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pursued by philosophers, or as pursued by non.philosophers,
PZ//tbus.
has more of certainty and purity ?
so_^_s.
Pro. That is the very question which the argument is P_oT^._,us.
asking.
Soc. And how, Protarchus, shall we answer the enquiry ?
Pro. 0 Socrates, we have reached a point at which the
difference of clearness in different kinds of knowledge is
enormous.
Soc. Then the answer will be the easier.
Pro. Certainly;
and let us say in reply, that those arts
into which arithmetic and mensuration
enter, far surpass
all others; and that of these the arts or sciences which
are animated by the pure philosophic impulse are infinitely
superior in accuracy and truth,
Soc. Then this is your judgment; and this is the answer
which, upon your authority, we will give to all masters of the
art of misinterpretation
?
Pro. What answer ?
Soc. That there are two arts of arithmetic, and two of
mensuration;
and also several other arts which in like
manner have this double nature, and yet only one name.
Pro. Let us boldly return this answer to the masters of
whom you speak, Socrates, and hope for good luck.
Soc. We have explained what we term the most exact arts
or sciences,
Pro. Very good.
Soc. And yet, Protarchus, dialectic will rethse to acknowledge us, if we do not award to her the first place.
58 Pro. And pray, what is dialectic ?
SOC. Clearly the science which has to do with all that
knowledge of which we are now speaking;
for I am sure
that all men who have a grain of intelligence will admit that
the knowledge which has to do with being and reality, and
sameness and unchangeableness,
is by far the truest of all.
But how would you decide this question, Protarchus ?
Pro. I have often" heard Gorgias maintain, Socrates, that
the art of persuasion far surpassed every other; this, as he
says, is by far the best of them all, for to it all things submit,
not by compulsion, but of their own free will. Now, I should
not like to quarrel either with you or with him.

The purer
_t_n-of
sists
those_rts
intowhich
mathematie_
enter;
and
of mathematics

them_Iv_
there is a
p_r and
an impurer

_and.

where

shall we

_aee dial_tic, the
_tof
sciences ?

erotarehm
is afra/d
that
he will
of_d
if he
c,orgias,
assg,as
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The

resi#,ctive

aims

of dialectic

and

rl_etoric.

l"_ik_.
Soc. You mean to say that you would like to desert, if you
so_,,,__, were not ashamed ?
P,o_^,_o,.
Pro. As you please.
thefirst
Soc. May I not have led you into a misapprehension ?
place to
dtalectic.
Pro. How?
and SoSoc. Dear Protarchus, I never asked which was the greatest
crates, if to

rhetoric,
Socrates

or best or usefullest of arts or sciences, but which had clear.
hess and accuracy, and the greatest amount of truth, howassures him ever humble and little useful an art.
And as for Gorgias,
that if he
doesnot
if you do not deny that his art has the advantage in usefuldeny that
hess to mankind, he will not quarrel with you for saying that
rhetoric .is
the most the study of which I am speaking is superior in this par_.ful of
ticular of essential truth ; as in the comparison of white
artsand
colours, a little whiteness, if that little be only pure, was
sciences,
Gorgias
said to be superior in truth to a great mass which is impure.
willnot
And now let us give our best attention and consider well,
quarrel
with him
not the comparative use or reputation of the sciences, but
forsaying
the power or faculty, if there be such, which the soul has of
that
dialectic is the loving the truth, and of doing all things for the sake of it ;
truest.,
let us search into the pure element of mind and intelligence,
and then we shall be able to say whether the science of
which I have been speaking is most likely to possess the
faculty, or whether there be some other which has higher
claims.
Pro. Well, I have been considering, and I can hardly
think that any other science or art has a firmer grasp of the
truth than this.
t_aec_c

differs from
the generality of

Soc. Do you say so because you observe

general
and are
have which
to do opinion
withthe
nature
c_g_a_le
created,
and therefore never enquiry
attain
Pro.
certainty.

that the arts in 59

and those engaged 3 in them make use of opinion,
resolutely engaged in the investigation of matters of
? Even he who supposes himself to be Occupied with
is really occupied with the things of this world, how
how acting or acted upon. Is not this the sort of
in which his life is spent ?
True.

Soc. He is labouring, not after eternal being, but about
things which are becoming, or which will or have become.
Pro. Very true.
I Reading Seo_.

The

science

of the

eternal

ranks

first.

Soc. And can we say that any of these things which neither
are nor have been nor will be unchangeable, when judged
by the strict rule of truth ever become certain ?
Pro. Impossible.
Soc. How can anything fixed be concerned with that which
has no fixedness ?
Pro. How indeed ?
Soc. Then mind and science when employed about such
changing things do not attain the highest truth ?
Pro. I should imagine not.
Soc. And now let us bid farewell, a long farewell, to you
or me or Philebus or Gorgias, and urge on behalf of the
argument a single point.
Pro. What point ?
Soc. Let us say that the stable and pure and true and
unalloyed has to do with the things which are eternal and
unchangeable
and unmixed, or if not, at any rate what is
most akin to them has; and that all other things are to be
placed in a second or inferior class,
Pro. Very true.
Soc. And of the names expressing cognition, ought not the
fairest to be given to the fairest things ?
Pro. That is natural,
Soc. And are not mind and wisdom the names which are
to be honoured most ?
Pro. Yes.
Soc. And these names may be said to have their truest
and most exact application when the mind is engaged in the
contemplation of true being ?
Pro. Certainly.
Soc. And these were the names which I adduced of the
rivals of pleasure ?
Pro. Very true, Socrates.
Soc. In the next place, as to the mixture, here are the
ingredients,
pleasure and wisdom, and we may be compared to artists who have their materials ready to their
hands.
Pro. Yes.
Sac. And now we must begin to mix them ?
Pro. By aU means.
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Soc. But had we not better have a preliminary word and
refresh our memories ?
Pro. Of what ?
5o¢. Of that which I have already mentioned.

Well says

us sum up. the proverb, that we ought to repeat twice and even thrice 6o
that which is good.
Pro. Certainly.
Soc. Well then, by Zeus, let us proceed, and I will make
what I believe to be a fair summary of the argument.
Pro. Let me hear.
ByPhilebus 5o¢. Philebus says that pleasure is the true end of all
p_s_re
living beings, at which all ought to aim, and moreover that
wa_ aff_meato it is the chief good of all, and that the two names 'good'
be
and ' pleasant' are correctly given to one thing and one
goodthe
:
Socram
nature; Socrates, on the other hand, begins by denying
preferred this, and further says, that in nature as in name they are two,
Wi._om.
and that wisdom partakes more than pleasure of the good.
Is not and was not this what we were saying, Protarchus ?
Pro. Certainly.
we agr_t
Soc. And is there not and was there not a further point
thatthe
which was conceded between us ?
good mttst
be characPro. What was it ?
terisea
by _lf_cy;

butwe
to,rod
both that
p_m_
=dwisdom
bythemselvesare
aevoiaof
thisq_aity.

Soc. That the good differs from all other things.
Pro. In what respect ?
Soc. In that the being who possesses good always everywhere and in all things has the most perfect sufficiency, and
is never in need of anything else.
Pro. Exactly.
Soc. And did we not endeavour to make an imaginary
separation
of wisdom and pleasure,
assigning to each a
distinct life, so that pleasure was wholly excluded
from
wisdom, and wisdom in like manner had no part whatever
in pleasure ?
Pro. We did.
Soc. And did we think that either of them alone would be
sufficient ?
Pro. Certainly not.
Soc. And if we erred in any point, then let any one who
will, take up the enquiry again and set us right ; and
assuming memory and wisdom and knowledge
and true

Neilher

pleasure

nor

r_,isdom

alone

suite.

opinion to belong to the same class, let him consider
whether he would desire to possess or acquire,--I
will not
say pleasure, however abundant or intense, if he has no
real perception that he is pleased, nor any consciousness
of what he feels, nor any recollection, however momentary,
of the feeling,--but
would he desire to have anything at
all, if these faculties were wanting to him?
And about
wisdom I ask the same question;
can you conceive that
any one would choose to have all wisdom absolutely devoid
of pleasure, rather than with a certain degree of pleasure, or
all pleasure devoid of wisdom, rather than with a certain
degree of wisdom ?
Pro. Certainly
not, Socrates;
but why repeat
such
questions any more ?
61 Sot:. Then the perfect and universally eligible and entirely
good cannot possibly be either of them _•
Pro. Impossible.
Soc. Then now we must ascertain the nature of the good
more or less accurately, in order, as we were saying, that the
second place may be duly assigned ?
Pro. Right.
Soc. Have we not found a road which leads towards the
good ?
Pro. What road ?
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therefore
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first.

And before
the second
place can
beassigned,
we must
discover
the nature
of the
good.

Soc. Supposing that a man had to be found, and you could
discover in what house he lived, would not that be a great
step towards the discovery of the man himself?
_Pro. Certainly.
Soc. And now reason intimates to us, as at our first begin- Reason
ning, that we should seek the good, not in the unmixed life tensus
that we
but in the mixed,
shouldlook
for it in the

Pro. True.
mixed
Soc. There is greater hope of finding that which we are dass.
seeking in the life which is well mixed than in that which
is not ?
Pro. Far greater.
Soc. Then now let us mingle, Protarchus,
at the same
time offering up a prayer to Dionysus or Hephaestus, or
whoever is the god who presides over the ceremony of
mingling.
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then
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and
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shall we
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_ndsof
them,or

T_

ceremony

of mingling.

Pro. By all means.
Soc. Are not we the cup-bearers?
and here are two
fountains which are flowing at our side: one, which is
pleasure, may be likened to a fountain of honey;
the
other, wisdom, a sober draught in which no wine mingles,
is of water unpleasant but healthful ; out of these we must
seek to make the fairest of all possible mixtures.
Pro. Certainly.
Soc. Tell me first ;hshould we be most likely to succeed
if we mingled every sort of pleasure with every sort of
wisdom ?

the pure

oDty_

Pro. Perhaps we might.
Soc. But I should be afraid of the risk, and I think
I can show a safer plan.
Pro. What is it ?

that

Soc. One pleasure was supposed by us to be truer than
another, and one art to be m6re exact than another.
Pro. Certainly.
Soc. There was also supposed
to be a difference in
sciences;
some of them regarding only the transient
and
perishing, and others the permanent and imperishable
and
everlasting and immutable ; and when judged by the standard
of truth, the latter, as we thought, were truer than the
former.
Pro. Very good and right.
Soc. If, then, we were to begin by mingling the sections of
each class which have the most of truth, will not the union
suffice to give us the loveliest of lives, or shall we still want
•some elements of another kind ?
Pro. I think that we ought to do what you suggest.
6_
Soc. Let us suppose a man who understands justice, and
has reason as well as understanding about the true nature of
this and of all other things.
Pro. We will suppose such a man.
We cannot
Sot?. Will he have enough of knowledge if he is acquainted
excludethe only with the divine circle and sphere, and knows nothing of
impure
kin_ of
our human spheres and circles, but uses only divine circles
kno_xlge,
and measures in the building of a house ?
for they
are rePro. The knowledge which is only superhuman, Socrates,
qnired by
is ridiculous in man.

The

' meetin_

of the

waters.'
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Soc. What do you mean ? Do you mean that you are to Pfiiletrus.
throw into the cup and mingle the impure and uncertain art sooarEs,
which uses the false measure and the false circle ?
VaoT_c._.
Pro. Yes,
home.
Soc. And
just now, is
in purity ?
Pro. Yes,
a life at all.

we must,

if any of us is ever to find his way the needs
of everyday life.
am I to include music, which, as I was saying
full of guesswork and imitation, and is wanting
I think that you must, if human

life is to be

Soc. Well, then, suppose that I give way, and, like a
doorkeeper who is pushed and overborne by the mob, I open
the door wide, and let knowledge of every sort stream in,
and the pure mingle with the impure ?
Pro. I d6 not know, Socrates, that any great harm would All the
sciences
come of having them all, if only you have the first sort.
maybe
Soc. Well, then, shall 1 let them all flow into what Homer admitted.
poetically terms ' a meeting of the waters' ?
but
the
pleasu_
Pro. By all means,
require
Soc. There--I
have let them in, and now I must return moreconsideration.
to the fountain of pleasure.
For we were not permitted to
begin by mingling in a single stream the true portions of both
according to our original intention ; but the love of all knowledge constrained us to let all the sciences flow in together
before the pleasures.
Pro. Quite true.
Soc. And now the time has come for us to consider about
the pleasures also, whether we shall in like manner let them
go all at once, or at first only the true ones.
Pro. It will be by far the safer course to let flow the true
ones first,
Sot:. Let them flow, then;
and now, if there are any
necessary
pleasures,
as there were arts and sciences
necessary, 'must we not mingle them?
Pro. Yes ; the necessary pleasures
should certainly be
allowed to mingle.
63 So¢. The knowledge of the arts has been admitted to be
innocent and useful _lways; and if we say of pleasures in
like manner that all of them are good and innocent for all
of us at all times, we must let them all mingle ?

•

L

First,let
us have
thetrue
ones;
secondly,
wemust
have the

necessary.
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Pkilei_.

so_T_,
p,m,,,_
Let us
conmflt the

and
wisdom,

Pleasure
Pro.
we take
Soc.
pleasure
Pro.

and

wisdom

converse

with

Socrates.

What shall we say about them, and what course shall
?
Do not ask me, Protarehus ; but ask the daughters of
and wisdom to answer for themselves.
How ?

Soc. Tell us, 0 beloved--shall
we call you pleasures or
by some other name ?--would you rather live with or without
wisdom ? I am of opinion that they would certainly answer
as follows :
Pro. How ?

The
Soc. They would answer, as we said before, that for any
pleasures
single
class to be left by itself pure and isolated is not good,
say that
theycannot nor altogether possible;
and that if we are to make comli,e
alone
parisons
of
one
class
with
another and choose, there is no
or without
knowl_ge; better companion than knowledge of things in general, and
likewise the perfect knowledge, if that may be, of ourselves
in every respect _.
Pro. And our answer will be :--In that ye have spoken
well.
Soc. Very true.
And now let us go back and interrogate
wisdom and mind: Would you like to have any pleasures
in the mixture ? And they will reply :m, What pleasures
do you mean ?'
Pro. Likely enough.
and wisSoc. And we shall take up our parable and say: Do you
dora,
that
wish
to have the greatest and most vehement pleasures for
she desires
onlytrue your companions in addition to the true ones?
'Why,
andvirSocrates,'
they
will
say,
'
how
can
we
?
seeing
that
they
are
tttOtlS
p_easures, the source of ten thousand hindrances to us ; they trouble
nota|lof
the souls of men, which are our habitation, with their
them.
madness;
they prevent us from coming to the birth, and
are commonly the ruin of the children which are born to
us, causing them to be forgotten and unheeded ; but the
true and pure pleasures, of which you spoke, know to be
of our family, and also those pleasures which accompany
health and temperance, and which every Virtue, like a goddess, has in her train to follow her about wherever she goes,w
mingle these and not the others ; there would be great want
I Reading _r_P, _i,.

The

elements

of the good.

64 of sense in any one who desires to see a fair and perfect
mixture, and to find in it what is the highest good in man
and in the universe, and to divine what is the true form
of good--there
would be great want of sense in his allowing
the pleasures, which are always in the company of folly
and vice, to mingle with mind in the cup.'--Is not this a very
rational and suitable reply, which mind has made, both on
her own behalf, as well as on the behalf of memory and true
opinion ?
Pro. Most certainly.
Soc. And still there must be something more added, which
is a necessary ingredient in every mixture.
Pro. What is that ?

641
l"hildms.
So_r,_,
P,or,_,,os.

Truthis
.mindispens/_ble
element
in the

Sac. Unless truth enter into the composition, nothing can mixture.
truly be created or subsist.
Pro. Impossible.
Soc. Quite impossible;
and now you and Philebus must
tell me whether anything is still wanting in the mixture, for
to my way of thinking the argument is now completed, and
may be compared to an incorporeal law, which is going to
hold fair rule over a living body.
Pro. I agree with you, Socrates.
Sac. And may we not say with reason that we are now at Weare
the vestibule of the habitation of the good ?
nowat th,,
vestibule
Pro. I think that we are.
ofthe
Sac.. What, then, is there in the mixture which is most
precious, and which is the principal cause why such a state
is universally beloved by all ? When we have discovered it,
we will proceed to ask whether this omnipresent nature is
more akin to pleasure or to mind.
Pro. Quite right; in that way we shall be better able
to judge.
Sac. And there is no difficulty in seeing the cause which
renders any mixture either of the highest value or of none
at all.
Pro. _0Vhat do you mean ?
Sac. Every man knows it.
Pro. What ?
Sac. He knows that any want of measure and symmetry
in any mixture whatever must always of necessity be fatal,
vol.. Ix'.
r t

rg

good.
What
the mostis
pr_ous
element
in the
mixture?
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Tke

final

comparison

Of lMeasure

and

wisdom.

P_ilet_s. both to the elements and to the mixture, which is then
soc_A,_
not a mixture, but only a confused medley which brings
P.oT,,_HU_confusion on the possessor of it.
Measure,
Pro. Most true.
whichis
,.qoc. And now the power of the good has retired into the
theessence
of beauty region of the beautiful ; for measure and symmetry are beauty
and virtue, and virtue all the world over.
Pro. True.
Soc. Also we said that truth was to form an element in the
mixture.
Pro. Certainly.
Symmetry. SOC. Then, if we are not able
beauty,and
truthare
idea only, with three we may
tlmcause
Symmetry, Truth are the three,
of the
mixture
we may regard as the single
=rodofthe the mixture as being good by
good in it. them.
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to hunt the good with one"
catch our prey;
Beauty,
and these taken together
cause of the mixture, and
reason of the infusion of

Pro. Quite right.
Soc. And now, Protarchus,
any man could decide well
enough whether
pleasure or wisdom is more akin to the
highest good, and more honourable among gods and men.
Pro. Clearly, and yet perhaps the argument had better be
pursued to the end.
Of cactiof
Soc. We must take each of them separately in their
thesethree
relation
to pleasure and mind, and prorrounce upon them ;
elements
wisdomhas for we ought to see to which of the two they are severally
j hrger
most akin.
a.ta, than
#mma_
Pro. You are speaking of beauty, truXh, and measure ?
Soc. Yes, Protarchus, take truth first, and, after passing in
review mind, truth, pleasure, pause awhile and make answer
to yourself,--as
to whether pleasure or mind is more akin to
truth.
Pro. There is no need to pause, for the difference between
them is palpable ; pleasure is the veriest impostor in the
world ; and it is said that in the pleasures of love, which
appear to be the greatest, perjury is excused by the gtxis;
for pleasures, like children,, have not the least particle of
reason in them ; whereas mind is either the same as truth, or
the most like truth, and the.truest.
Soc. Shall we next consider measure, in like manner, and

TAe

classes

or categowies

of goocls.

ask whether pleasure has more of this than wisdom, 6r
wisdom than pleasure ?
Pro. Here is another question which may be easily
answered;
for I imagine that nothing can ever be more
immoderate than the transports of pleasure, or more in
confot'mity with measure than mind and knowledge.
Soc. Very good; but there still remains the third test:
Has mind a greater share of beauty than pleasure, and is
mind or pleasure the fairer of the two ?
Pro. No one, Socrates, either awake or dreaming, ever
saw or imagined mind or wisdom to be in aught unseemly, at
any time, past, present, or future.
Soc. Right.
Pro. But when we see some one indulging in pleasures,
66 perhaps in the greatest of pleasures, the ridiculous or disgraceful nature of the action makes us ashamed; and so
we put them out of sight, and consign them tQ darkness,
under the idea that they ought not to meet the eye of day.
Soc. Then, Protarchus, you will proclaim everywhere, by
word of mouth to this company, and by messengers bearing
the tidings far and wide, that pleasure is not the first of
possessions, nor yet the second, but that in measure, and the
mean, and the suitable, and the like, the eternal nature has
been found.
Pro. Yes, that seems to be the result of what has been
now said.

"
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P_ite_,u.
-Zoc_T_.
v_oT_=,u,.

Theorder
ofgoods:(_)_earar_
theeternal
nature;

Soc. In the second class is contained the symmetrical and (2)thesymbeautiful and perfect or sufficient, and all which are of that memcal
and'i_--rfamily,
feet ;
Pro. True.
Soc. And if you reckon in the third class mind and wisdom,
you will not be far wrong, if I divine aright,
Pro. I dare say.
Sot:. And would you not put in the fourth class the goods
which we were affirming to appertain specially to the soul-sciences and arts and true opinions as we called them ?
These come after the third class, and form the fourth, as they
are certainly more akin to good than pleasure is.
Pro. Surely.
Soc. The fifth class are the pleasures which were defined
Tt2

(s) mind
and
wisdom ;
(4)science.
true and
am.
opinions;

_) pure
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Conclusion.
by us as painless, being *.he pure pleasures of the soul herself,
as we termed them, which accompany, some the sciences,
and some the senses t.
Pro. Perhaps.
Soc. And now, as Orpheus
' With

says,

the sixth generaXiun cease the glory of my _ong.'

Here, at the sixth award, let us make an end;
remains is to set the crown on our discourse.
Pro. True.
vinal recapituiation.

all that

Soc. Then let us sum up and reassert what has been said,
thus offering the third libation to the saviour Zeus.
Pro. How ?
Soc. Philebus affirmed that pleasure was always and
absolutely the good.
Pro. I undei-stand ; this third libation, Socrates, of which
you spoke, meant a recapitulation.
Soc. Yes, but listen to the sequel; convinced of what
I have just been saying, and feeling indignant at the doctrine,
which is maintained, not by Philebus only, but by thousands
of others, I affirmed that mind was far better and far more
excellent, as an element of human life, than pleasure.
Pro. True.
Soc. But, suspecting that there were other things which
were also better, I went on to say that if there was anything
better than either, then I would claim the second "place for
mind over pleasure, and pleasure would lose the second
place as well as the first.
Pro. You did.
Soc. Nothing could be more satisfactorily shown than the 67
unsatisfactory nature of both of them.
Pro. Very true.
Soc. The claims both of pleasure and mind to be the absolute good have been entirely disproven in this argument,
because they are both wanting in self.sul_ciency and also in
adequacy and perfection.
Pro. Most true.
Soc. But, though

they

I Reading

must

both

resign
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in iavour of

Conclusion.
another,

mind

is ten

thousand

times
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nearer

to the nature of the conqueror
than pleasure.
Pro. Certainly.
Soc. And, according
to the judgment
which
given, pleasure
will rank fifth,
Pro. True.

and

has

more

akin

J'_//ebus.

now been

So_AT,_
i'tor,J_us.
Pl_ast_
is
the last
and lowest

of goods,
and not

Soc. But not first; no, not even if all the oxen and horses
and animals in the world by their pursuit of enjoyment
pro-

first,even
if asserted
to be so

claim her to be so ;--although
the many trusting in them, as
diviners trust in birds, determine
that pleasures make up the
good of life, and deem the lusts of animals to be better
witnesses
than the inspirations
of divine philosophy.
Pro. And now, Socrates, we tell you that the truth of what
you have been saying
is approved
by the judgment
of all
of

US.

Soc. And will you let me go ?
Pro. There is a little which yet remains,
and I will remind
you of it, for I am sure that you will not be the first to
go away from an argument.

by all the
animals
in
the
world.
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