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V O 

T H E S O P H I S T A. 

T H E following is the preface of Proclus * to this dialogue, as preferved in 
the Greek Scholia on Plato, publifhed by Ruhnkenius. " Plato not only calls 
a certain man a Soph iff, but alfo Love a , Pluto, and Jupiter, and fays that the 
fophiflical art is all-beautiful; whence we may conjecture that the dialogue has 
a more noble fcope than it appears to poffefs. For, according to the great 
Jamblichus, its fcope is concerning the fublunary demiurgus 3 ; fince this 
Divinity is the fabricator of images, and the purifier of fouls, always fepa-
rating them from contrary reafons, being a tranfmuter, and a mercenary 
hunter of rich young men. While he receives fouls coming from on high 
replete with productive principles, he takes from them a reward, viz. the 
fabrication of animals, in fuch a way as is accommodated to the nature of 
mortals. This Deity gives himfelf to non-being, becaufe he fabricates ma­
terial beings, and embraces matter,—a thing which is truly falfe. At the 
fame time, however, he looks to true being. H e is alfo many-headed, hurl­
ing forth many effences and lives, through which he furnifhes the variety of 
generation. The fame power is likewife a magician, in confequence of 
alluring fouls by natural reafons, fo that they are with difficulty divulfed 
from generation. For Love, alfo, and Nature, are called by fome magicians, 

1 Ficinus, who has given a verfion of this preface, afcribes it to Proclus, and doubtlefs from 
good authority. 

a This word is wanting in Ruhnkenius, and is fupplied from the verfion of Ficinus. 
3 Viz. Pluto. 
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on account of the fympathy and antipathy in things which have a natural 
fubfiftence. Now, therefore, Plato wifhes to inftruct us in an all-various 
fophift. For a philofopher is a fophift, as imitating the celeftial and alfo the 
fublunary demiurgus: for the divifive art imitates the progreflion of things 
from the one, and the fublunary the celeftial demiurgus ; and on this account 
he is a fophift. A fophift alfo among men is fo called, becaufe he imitates 
great things: and hence Plato denominates the fophift many-headed. The 
Elean gueft is analogous to the fuperceleftial and exempt father of the arti­
ficers of things, but his hearers to demiurgic intellections, one of thefe being 
analogous to the intellection of Jupiter, and the other to angelic intelligence, 
as being Mercurial and geometrical. And becaufe fabrication proceeds from 
the imperfect to the perfect, on this account the Elean gueft firft converfes 
with Theodorus, and afterwards converts himfelf to Socrates in particular 1." 
Thus far Proclus. 

Plato in this dialogue prefents us with fix definitions of a fophift ; but as 
definition cannot be obtained without divifion, for the latter is the principle 
of the former, hence he divides the genus of the fophift by its proper differ­
ences, from which, in conjunction with genus, fpecies is compofed and de-

1 I give the original of this fragment of Proclus for the fake of the learned Platonical reader, 
who may not have thefe Greek Scholia in his pofTeflion : for, to a genuine Platonift, every thing 
written by Proclus muft be invaluable. 'On ootpio-rnv xaxei b Tlxaruv xai TOV . . . . (fupple Epara) xat 
rov Atfojv, xat rov A i a , xai nayxaMv Xzyet zivat rr\v coQicrrtxyy ttxyw' b9sv UTTOVOX/JLZV, on y\aQupurzpou <THQ-

vrov ex£™ 0 ^ta^oyog. E°"T' y*p xara rov pzyav Ia[A&toxov cxoitog vuv irzpi rou biro azMvnv ^n/jtioupyou. 'Ourog 
yap ti£(07\o7TOiosj xai xaQaprng 4 ,vX<av> tvavricov Xoywv an XuP^uvi £ aGhnrixog, xai vzuv Trhoufiiav z/*fM(r8og 9i-
pzutng, i^uxas Lrrooixo^og TrXwptig hoyeev avutitv txcrxg, xxt (AHTQCV hxpSavuv Trap' auruvy rv\v Zao7roiov rr\v 
jczrx \oyov ruu-^unruv. 'Ourog zvfoforcA TW /xn O V T I , TX ZVUXX Sv/xtoupyuv, xxt T O W ? a^nSug 4/fj<Jo? ao-irx-
' ^ c / x t v o j , rnv yXTiv. Bte7T£i fo ztg ro ovrag ov. Ourog tJTtv o Tro*-vxtq>xhog> T r o X X a j cjctag xai (uag TTpoGeGkri-
pzvog, oV uv xaraaxeua^zi T«V 7roix»Mav rng yzvzcrstig. 'O JT aurog xai yon;, ug SzXyotv rag ^X^S r°ig Qvjixotg 
hoyots, ug £v(ronro<r7ru<TTCog r)(iiv wnro rng ytv£<rzuf. Kat yap b tpug yotg, xxt h p u a i ? OTTO rtvm (xxyog 
xsxXnrxt $ta rxg o*ufj.7rcc§ziag xxt avmraQttxg TWV <puatt. Nwv ouv rov TrxvroSxirov (ro<pto~rriV fiouXzrxt St-
Sxorxttv. Kat yap xxi b fiKocroQog o-o<p»<mis, wg [M[AOuy.£vog rov n oupavtov fafiioupycv xai TOV ytvzatoupyov. 
Kai r\ foaipzrtxn (xipzirai TJJV « 7 r o T O V hog rxv ovruv irpoofov, xai o yzvz^toupyog rov oupavtov tirifMoupyov. ho xai 
CO$tG~rr\g, xai aurog fo b <ro<pio-rn$ avfyurrog OJV foa TO Ta fJtiya'ha fjUfXzto-Oai, cotyiarvg xahzirat' c9zv xai rov ao-
Qtarnv •xo'Ki/xttya'hov ztpnxzv. 'O fo £zvog zig runov rou itarpog ruv fa/xtoupyovruv voziaQu vitzpovpavtog x a i zZnpYi-
fjLtvog' oi fo axpoarai eig rag foi/xtoupytxag vowngy b (izv tig rrtv rou Aioj, 6 fo tig rw ayytXixw, ug rLppaixog xai 
yeupzrptxog. Kai cvzi r\ fafitoupyia zx rou aretoug etg ro rztetov, foa rovro irpurov b %twg TW Qeobapu auy-

yinrat' ttra fof rnwrpotyng ru foia (lege thu) Xuxparet. 

6 fined. 
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fined. He alfo fhow?, conformably to what is delivered in the Parmenides, 
that being is fubordinate to the one ; and enumerates five genera of being, viz. 
effence, fame, and different, Jiermajiency and motion. He likewife teaches us 
that true effence belongs to incorporeal, and imaginable to corporeal na­
tures ; and is indignant with thofe who deny that there are forms fuperior 
to fenfibles, and alfo with thofe who contend that all things are either alone 
permanent, or alone in motion. Befides all this, he difputes concerning 
fcience and opinion, true and falfe difcourfe, verb and noun, fo far as they 
appear to pertain to the difcuflion of being. He likewife obferves, that the 
fophift is concealed from our view, becaufe he is involved in the darknefs of 
non-entity, and that a philofopher alfo is not eafily difcerned on account of 
the fplendor of being with which he is furrounded: " for the eyes of vul­
gar fouls (fays he) are unable to fupport the view of that which is divine." 

In order, however, to underftand the moft abftrufe part of this dialogue, it 
is neceffary to refer the reader to our copious Notes and Introduction to the 
Parmenides: for he whofe mental eye has gained a glimpfe of the ineffable 
light of fujiereffential unity, will more eafily perceive the fplendors of being. 

I only add, that Plato in this dialogue has given a moft beautiful fpecimen 
of that part of his dialectic 1 called divifion; a branch of the mafter fcience 
in which he and the moft illuftrious of his difciples were eminently fkilled, 
and by which they were enabled to difcover all the connecting media in the 
vaft feries of being, and to afcend from that which is laft in the univerfe to 
the ineffable principle of all things. 

* For an ample account of this mailer fcience fee the Introduction to the Parmenides. 

THE 
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PERSONS OF THE DIALOGUE. 

T H E O D O R U S , 11 An E L E A N G U E S T , or S t b a n g e b , 

S O C R A T E S , II And T H E J E T E T U S . 

are come, Socrates, according to our agreement yefterday, as good 
manners require, and have brought with us this gueft, who is an Elean by 
birth, but very different from the affociates of Parmenides and Zeno: he 
is however a great philofopher. 

Soc. Perhaps, therefore, Theodorus, according to the affertion of Homer 
you are conducting a certain God, and not a ftranger. For he fays, that 
both other Gods, and efpecially the hofpitable deity, are converfant with 
men who participate of juft fhame, and that they infpe.cl the infolent and 
the equitable conduct of men. So that perhaps he who now follows you, 
is one of the natures fuperior to man, who attends you in order to behold 
and confute us who difpute badly, as being himfelf a certain reprehending 
God. 

THEO. This is not the manner of this gueft, Socrates, but he is more 
modeft than thofe that are ftudious of contention. And he appears to me, 
as being a man, not to be a God, but to be divine : for fo I denominate all 
philofophers. 

» Odyff. lib. vii. ver. 4 8 5 , &c. See the Apology for the Fables of Homer, vol. i. p. 163 of this 
work. It is well obferved by the Greek Scholiaft on this place, that Socrates now, confidently 
with what he alTerts in the Republic, reprobates thefe verfes of Homer, but in a milder manner, 
in confequence of becoming an afibciate with the Elean gueft. 

4 Soc. 
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Soc. And you do well in calling them fo, my friend. But indeed the 
genus of philofophers is not much more eafily dift inguifhed, as I may fay, 
than that of divinity. For thofe who are not fi&itioufly but truly phi­
lofophers, appear through the ignorance of others to be of an all-various 
nature, while they wander about cities, and behold from on high the life of 
inferior natures. And to fome they appear to deferve no honour, but by 
others they are confidered as worthy of all honour. And fometimes they 
appear to be politicians, but at other times Sophifts ; and fometimes, in 
the opinion of certain perfons, they are confidered to be perfectly in fane. 
I would gladly, therefore, inquire of this our gueft, if agreeable to him, 
what his familiars the Eleans think of thefe things, and how they denomi­
nate them. 

THEO. What things do you mean, Socrates ? 
Soc. The fophift, politician, and philofopher. 
THEO. What, and of what kind, is the doubt about thefe, which you 

would wifh to have diffolved ? 
Soc. This: Whether they denominate all thefe, one or two. Or 

as there are three names, whether they alfo make a diftribution into three 
genera, and afcribe the refpeclive names to the refpective genera. 

THEO. But I think that he will not envioufly refufe to difcufs thefe 
things. Or how fhall we fay, gueft. ? 

GUEST. In this manner, Theodorus. For I fhall not envioufly refufe, 
nor is it difficult to inform you, that they think thefe are three genera: 
but to define clearly what each of them is, is not a fmall nor an eafy work. 

THEO. YOU have perhaps, Socrates, fallen upon queftions fimilar to thofe 
which we were afking this our gueft before we came hither. But he then 
gave us the fame anfwers as he juft now gave you : for he faid, that he 
had fufficiently heard, and did not forget them. 

Soc. You ought, therefore, to gratify us, O gueft, with refpecl to our 
firft queftion : But tell us thus much, whether you are accuftomed to dif­
cufs by yourfelf in a long difcourfe, that which you wifh to evince, or by 
interrogations, which I once heard Parmenides employing, and at the fame 
time delivering all-beautiful arguments, I being then a young and he a very 
elderly man. 

GUEST. If any one anfwers, Socrates, without difficulty, and in a placid 
manner 
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manner, it is more eafy to difcourfe with fuch a one by interrogating; but 
if not, it is better to difcourfe by onefelf. 

Soc. You are at liberty, therefore, to choofe whichever of thefe you 
pleafe: for we fhall all of us obey you without reluctance. But I would 
advife you to choofe fome young man for this purpofe, either Theaetetus 
here, or any other that you may think proper. 

GUEST. I am afhamed, Socrates, that, converfing with you now for the 
firft time, I have not given word for word, but, making a long difcourfe 
either by myfelf or to another, I have acted as if I had been framing a 
demonftration. For in reality no one fhould expect that the prefent 
queftion can be folved with the greateft facility : for it requires a very long 
difcuffion. On the contrary, not to gratify you, and thofe that are now 
affembled, efpecially fince you have afked in fo modeft a manner; would, a s 
it appears to me, be inhofpitable and ruftic ; fince, from what I have before 
faid, and from what you have now urged me to do, 1 fhall have Theaetetus 
here as my affociate in the difcuffion. 

THE£. By thus acting indeed, O gueft, as Socrates fays, you will gratify 
all of us. 

GUEST. It appears then,Theaetetus, that nothing further muft be faid againft 
thefe things. And as it feems, after this, I muft addrefs myfelf to you.. 
But if being weary through the length of the difcourfe you fhould become 
indignant, do not blame me, but thefe your companions, as the caufe of this.. 

Them. I am far from thinking that this will be the cafe : but if a. thing of 
this kind fhould take place, then we can call upon the namefake of Socrates 
here, who is of the fame age with me, and is my affociate in gymnaftic 
exercifes, and who is not unaccuftomed to accomplifh many laborious things 
in conjunction with me. 

GUEST. YOU fpeak well. Deliberate, therefore, about thefe things by 
yourfelf, in the courfe of the difputation : but now confider in common with 
me, beginning in the firft place ( a s it appears to me) from the fophift; 
and let us evince by our difcourfe what he is.. For now both you and I 
have only the name in common refpecting this thing: but perhaps each of 
us thinks differently as to the thing denominated. But it is always requifite 
refpecting every thing, rather to confent through reafons to the thing ifclf, 
than to the name alone without reafon- However, with refpect to the tribe 

which 
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which we now take upon us to inveftigate, it is by no means eafy to appre­
hend what a fophift is. It appears however to all men, and is an anticnt 
opinion, that whoever wifhes to labour through great things well, fhould 
exercife himfelf in fuch as are fmall and more eafy, before he attempts fuch 
as are the greateft. Now, therefore, as we are of opinion that the genus 
of a fophift is difficult to inveftigate, I would advife, Theaetetus, that we 
fhould firft of all confider the method of this inveftigation, in fomething 
more eafy: unlets you are able to fhow a more expeditious way. 

Tiieje. But I am not able. 
GUEST. Are you willing, therefore, that, adducing a vile thing, we fhould 

eftablifh it as a paradigm of a greater thing ? 
THEJE. Yes, 
GUEST. But what if we propofe a thing well known, and of a trifling 

nature, but which will contribute as well as any thing to the apprehenfion 
of greater things ? as for inftance a fifherman. Is he not known to every 
one ? and is it not likewife certain, that he does not deferve much ferious 
confideration ? 

THE^E. It is fo. 
GUEST. Yet I fufped he will furnifh us with a method, and reafoning 

procefs, not unadapted to our defign. 
THEJE. In this cafe, therefore, it will be well. 
GUEST. Come then, let us begin from this: and inform me, whether 

we fhould confider a fifherman, as one endued with art, or as without art, 
but poffeffing another power. 

THE;E. We muft by no means confider him as without art. 
GUEST. But there are nearly two fpecies of all arts. 
THEJE. HOW fo •? 
GUEST. Agriculture, and the care refpecting every mortal body, together 

with that pertaining to every thing compofite and plaftic, which we deno­
minate an utenfil, and in conjunction with thefe the imitative power, aH 
which may be juftly called by one name. 

THE£. HOW fo ? and by what name ? 
GUEST. When any one afterwards leads into exiftence that which was 

not before, then we fay that he who leads makes, and that the thing led is 
made, 

V O L . III. z E T H E i E . 
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THEJE . Right. 
GUEST. But all the particulars which we juft now mentioned poffefs a 

power adapted to this. 
Theje. They do. 
GUEST . In a fummary way, therefore, we (hall denominate them effective. 
Theje. Be it fb. 
GUEST . But after this, the whole fpecies of difcipline and knowledge, 

together with the fpecies of gain, conteft and hunting, may be called a 
certain art of acquiring, fince no one of thefe fabricates any thing, but pro­
cures things which are and have been, partly fubjecting them to its power 
by words and actions, and partly conceding them to thofe by whom they are 
received. 

THEJE. They may be fo called : for it is proper. 
GUEST. Since all arts, therefore, confift either in acquiring or in effecting, 

in which of thefe, Theaetetus, fhall we place the art of fifhing ? 
Theje. Doubtlefs in the art of acquiring. 
GUEST. But are there not two fpecies of the art of acquiring ? the one 

being a commutation between thofe that are willing, through gifts, buying, 
and wages ? But the other will be a mancipation, effected either by deeds 
or words. 

THEJE. It appears this muft be the cafe, from what has been faid. 
GUEST. But what ? Muft not mancipation alfo receive a twofold divifion ? 
THEJE. After what manner ? 
GUEST. The one being apparent, and wholly agoniftic; but the other 

being occult, and wholly confuting in hunting. 
THEJE. Yes. 
GUEST. It is likewife abfurd, not to give hunting a twofold divifion. 
THEJE. Inform me how. 
GUEST. One member of the divifion confifts of the inanimate, and the 

other of the animated kind. 
THEJE. Undoubtedly : for there are both thefe. 
GUEST. HOW, indeed, is it poflible there fhould not? And it is requifite 

that we fhould leave the hunting of inanimate things without a name, 
and that we fhould likewife difmifs the consideration of certain parts of 
the art of fwiuaming, and other trifling things of this kind ; and denominate 

the 
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the other part, which is the hunting of animated natures, the hunting of 
animals. 

THEJE. Be it fo. 
GUEST. But is it not juftly faid, that there is a twofold fpecies of the 

hunting of animals ? one being the hunting of the pedeftrian kind, which 
is diftinguifhed by many fpecies and names, but the other of every fwimming 
animal, and which is denominated hunting in water ? 

THEJE. Entirely fo. 
GUEST. But of the fwimming divifion, we fee that one kind cuts the air 

with wings, and that the, other is aquatic. 
THE;E, Undoubtedly. 
GUEST. But all the hunting of the winged tribe is called fowling. 
Them. It is fo. 
GUEST. But nearly that of all the aquatic tribe, fifhing. 
THE.*:. Yes. 
GUEST. But what? Muft we not divide this hunting into two greateft 

parts? 
Them. What are thefe parts ? 
GUEST. According to which we either fifli with nets, or by percuffion. 
Them. HOW do you fay ? And how do you divide each ? 
GUEST. That every thing which on all fides enclofing retrains anything 

for the fake of impediment, is fitly denominated a net. 
THE.E. Entirely fo. 
GUEST. But do you call a bow-net, dictuon x , a fnare, and a calling-net* 

any thing elfe than nets ? 
T H E ^ . Nothing elfe. 
GUEST. We muft fay, therefore, that this hunting with nets is a part of 

fifhing, or fomething of this kind. 
THE^. We muft. 
GUEST. But that which is accomplifhed with hooks and darts, by per-» 

cuflion, and which is different from the other kind of fifhing, it will be 
proper that we fhould now call by one word, percutient-hunting, unlefs you, 
Theastetus, have any thing better to fay. 

1 The ditluon was a larger and wider kind of net. 
2 E 2 Theje. 
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THEJE. Let us pay no attention to the name : for this is fufficient. 
GUEST. Of percutient-hunting, therefore, one kind is I think nocturnal, 

being effected by the light of fire ; and on this account it happens to be 
called igniferous. 

THEiE. Entirely fo. 
GUEST. But the other kind is diurnal, and is effected with tridents hooked 

on the extremities of rods ; the whole of this being aduncous fifhing. 
THEJE. It is indeed fo called. 
GUEST. Of aduncous-percutient-flffiing, therefore, that kind which is 

effected by darting the tridents into the water from on high, is I think 
called by fome tridental fifhing. 

THEJE. SO certain perfons fay. 
GUEST. Only one fpecies then, as I may fay, remains. 
THEJE. What is that? 
GUEST. A percuffion contrary to this, effected indeed with a hook, but 

not cafually ftriking any part of the body, as in fifhing with tridents, but 
piercing only the head and mouth of the fifh, and drawing it upwards with 
rods and reeds. By what name, Theaetetus, fhall we fay this ought to be 
called ? 

THEJE. By that of aduncous fifhing with rods: and we now appear to 
have accomplifhed that which we propofed to difcufs. 

GUEST. NOW, therefore, you and I have not only accorded in giving a 
name to fifhing, but we have likewife fufficiently explained the manner in 
w.hich it is conducted. For, of the whole art, one half we faid confifted in 
acquiring; and the half of this in manual fubjugation ; and again the half 
of this in hunting. Likewife that the half of hunting confifted in the cap­
ture of animals ; and that the half of the capture of animals was hunting in 
water. That again, of hunting in water, the downward divifion of the whole 
was fifhing ; that the half of fifhing was percntient; that the half of percutient 
fifhing was performed with a hook : and laftly, that the half of this confifted 
in drawing that which is downwards upwards; and that, thence deriving its 
name, it is called aduucous fifhing with rods. 

THEJE. This, therefore, has been in every refpect fufficiently fhown. 
GUEST. Come then, let us endeavour according to this paradigm to 

difcover what a fophift is. 
4 THEJE. 
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THEJE. By all means. 
GUEST. And this indeed was the firft object of inquiry in the example 

juft adduced, whether a fifherman is to be confidered as a rude character, or 
as one endued with a certain art. 

THEJE. It was. 
GUEST. And now, Theaetetus, fhall we call a fophift a rude character, or 

one in every refpect fkilful ? 
THEJE. We muft by no means call him a rude character. For I under­

ftand what you fay, that he who i s fo called ought not to be unfkilful, but 
endued with a certain art. 

GUEST. But with what art ought we to confider him endued? 
THEJE. I afk you the fame queftion. 
GUEST. By the Gods, then, are we ignorant that one of thefe men is 

allied to the other? 
THEJE. Which men ? 
GUEST. The fifherman and the fophift. 
THEJE. In what refpect are they allied ? 
GUEST. Both of them appear to me to be hunters. 
THEJE. Of what is this latter character a hunter ? for we have fpoken 

of the other. 
GUEST. We divided the whole of hunting into the fwimming and the 

pedeftrian. 
THEJE. We did. 
GUEST. And we difcuffed, indeed, the particulars refpecting the fwim­

ming part of aquatic natures; but we omitted the pedeftrian divifion, and 
faid that it was multiform. 

THEJE. Entirely fo. 
GUEST. Thus far, therefore, the fophift and the fifherman equally proceed 

from the art of acquiring. 
THEJE. They appear fo indeed. 
GUEST. Some however, abandoning the hunting of land animals, betake 

themfelves to the fea, to rivers and lakes, and hunt animals in thefe. 
THEJE. Undoubtedly. 
Gu EST. But fome fubjugate animals on the earth, and in rivers, as iu 

meadows abounding with riches and youthfulnefs. 
THEJE. 
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THEiE. How do you fay ? 
GUEST. Of pedeftrian hunting there are two greateft parts. 
THEJE. Of what kind is each of thefe parts ? 
GUEST. One is the hunting of tame, and the other of favage animals* 
THEiE. Is there any hunting then of tame animals ? 
GUEST. Either man is a tame animal, (adopt what I fay as you pleafe,) 

or no animal is tame ; or fome other animal is tame, hut man is a favage 
animal: or you may fay that man indeed is a tame animal, but you may 
think that there is no hunting of men. Adopt whichever of thefe divifions 
is moft agreeable to you. 

THEJE. But I think, O gueft, that we are a tame animal, and I fay that 
there is a hunting of men. 

GUEST. We muft fay then that there is alfo a twofold hunting of tame 
animals. 

THEJE. HOW fo ? 
GUEST. By defining predatory hunting, that which reduces into bondage, 

and tyrannic hunting, to be all of them violent hunting. 
THEiE. Well denned. 
GUEST. But that which pertains to judicial cafes, popular harangues, 

and difcourfe, may fummarily be called a certain art of perfuafion. 
T H E ^ . Right. 
GUEST. But of this art of perfuafion we fay there are two kinds. 
THEJE. What are they ? 
GUEST. One of them is private, and the: other public. 
THEJE. There are thefe two fpecies. 
GUEST. Again, with refpecl to the hunting of private perfuafion, one kind 

is effected by wages, and another by gifts. 
THEJE. I do not underftand you. 
GUEST. It feems you have never attended to the hunting of lovers. 
THEJE. In what refpect ? 
GUEST. In this, that befides other things they beftow gifts on thofe they 

have caught. 
THEJE. YOU fpeak moft true. 
GUEST. Let this then be a fpecies of the amatory art. 
THEJE. By all means. 

6 GUEST. 
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GuBST. But with refpecl to that fpecies of the hunting of perfuafion which 
is effected by wages, that part of it which converfes with others through 
favour, and entiiely procures enchantments through pleafure, that it may 
thence alone receive aliment as its reward, this I think we all of us call 
adulation, or a certain art adminiftering to pleafure. 

THEJE. Undoubtedly. 
GUEST. But another part of it profeffes to converfe for the fake of virtue, 

and requires money for its reward. Ought not this part, therefore, to be 
called by another name ? 

THEJE. Undoubtedly. 
GUEST. Endeavour to tell me this name. 
THEJE. It is evident. For we appear to me to have found a fophift; and 

I think this name is adapted to this other part of the object of our invefti-
gation. 

GUEST. According to the prefent reafoning, as it feems, Theaetetus, the 
profeftion of a fophift muft be called an art, fervile, fubjugating, and vena-
tic; hunting pedeftrian, tcrreftrial, and tame animals; or, in other words, 
privately bringing men into captivity for pecuniary rewards, and enfnaring 
rich and noble young men, through an opinion of erudition. 

THEJE. Entirely fo. 
GUEST. Further ftill, let us confider as follows :—For the object of our 

prefent inveftigation does not participate of a certain vile art, but of one 
various in the extreme. For, from what has been before faid, we may con­
jecture that it does not belong to that kind of art which we juft now men­
tioned, but to another kind. 

THEJE. What is that kind? 
GUEST. There were in a certain refpect two fpecies of the art of acquiring, 

the one confifting in hunting, and the other flowing from contracts. 
THEJE. There were. 
GUEST. We fay, therefore, that there are two fpecies of contracts, the 

one confifting in bellowing, and the other in buying and felling. 
THEJE. There are fo. 
GUEST. And again, we fay that the fpecies of contracts which confifts in 

buying and felling, muft receive a twofold divifion. 
THEJE. How ? 

GUEST. 
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GUEST. He who expofes his own works to fale may be called a feller of 
his own property ; but he who fells the works of others, an exchanger. 

THEiE. Entirely fo. 
GUEST. But what ? Is not that exchange which takes place in the fame 

city, and which is nearly the half of the whole of exchange, denominated 
cauponary ? 

THEJE. Yes. 
GUEST. And is not the other half that which takes place by buying and 

felling in different cities, and which we call emporic ? 
THEJE. Undoubtedly. 
GUEST. And do we not perceive, that of emporic exchange, one part per­

tains to the nutriment of the body, and the other to the difcipline of the 
foul, exchanging erudition for money ? 

THEJS. HOW do you fay ? 
GUEST. That part which pertains to the foul we are, perhaps, unac­

quainted with : for the other part we underftand. 
THEJE. We do. 
GUEST. But we fay that he who buys mufic in one city by learning, and 

fells it in another by teaching, and who acts in a fimilar manner with refpect 
to painting, enchantment, and many other things pertaining to the foul, as 
well ferious as jocofe,—we fay that fuch a one traffics no lefs than he who 
fells meats and drinks. 

THEJE. YOU fpeak mofttrue. 
GUEST. Will you not, therefore, fimilarly denominate him who wanders 

about different cities in order to exchange difciplines for money ? 
THEJE. Very much fo. 
GUEST. But of this merchandize pertaining to the foul, may not one part 

be moft juftly called demonftrative ; and may not the other part, though ridi­
culous, yet, fince it is no lefs the felling of difciplines than the former, be 
called by a name which is the brother to that of felling ? 

THEJE. Entirely fo. 
GUEST. But in this traffic of difciplines, he who fells the difciplines of 

other arts muft be called by a name different from him who fells the difci­
plines of virtue. 

THEJE. Undoubtedly. 
GUEST. 
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GUEST. For he who fells the difciplines of other arts may be aptly called 
a feller of arts ; but confider by what name he fhoul J be called who fells the 
difciplines of virtue. 

THE^E. By what other name can he be called without error, except that 
which is the object of our investigation at prefent, a fophift ? 

GUEST. By no other. We may, therefore, now collect as follows : that, 
by a fecond investigation, a fophift has appeared to us to be an exchanger, 4 
buyer and feller, a merchant reflecting difcourfes, and one who fells the, 
difciplines of virtue. 

THEJE. Very much fo. 
GUEST. In the third place, I think that you in like manner will call him, 

a fophift, who being fettled in a city, partly buys and partly himfelf fabric 
cates difciplines, which he fells in order to procure the neceffaries of life. 

THEJE. Why, indeed, fhould I not ? 
GUEST. YOU will, therefore, call him a fophift who is converfant in ac­

quiring, who traffics, and fells either his own inventions, or thofe of others, 
about the difciplines of virtue. 

THEJE. Neceffarily fo. For it is requifite to affent to reafon. 
GUEST. Let us ftill further confider, whether the genus which we are at 

prefent invcftigating is fimilar to a certain thing of this kind. 
THEJE. Of what kind ? 
GUEST. Of the art of acquiring, a certain part appeared to us to be; 

ag-oniftic. 
THEJE. It did. 
GUEST. It will not, therefore, be improper to give it a twofold divifion. 
THEJE. Inform me how you divide it. 
GUEST. One part is defenfive, and the other offensive. 
THEJE. It is fo. 
GUEST. Of the offenfive part, therefore, that which takes place when 

bodies fight againft bodies may be fitly called violence. 
THEJE. It may. 
GUEST. But what elfe, Thecetetus, can that which takes place when argu­

ments oppofe arguments be called, except contention ? 
THEJE. Nothing elfe. 
GUEST. But as to contentions, there muft be a twofold divifion. 
VOL. i n . 2 F THEJE, 
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THEJE. In what refpecl ? 
GUEST. For, f o far as contention takes place through employing prolix 

arguments againft prolix arguments in public concerning things juft and u n -
juft, it is judicial. 

THEJE. It is. 
GUEST. But when it takes place i n private, by a diflribution into minute 

parts, through queftion and anfwer, are we accuftomed t o call i t any thing 
elfe than contradiction ? 

THEJE. Nothing elfe. 
GUEST. But of contradiction, that part which is employed about contracts, 

and W h i c h fubfifts cafually, and without art, is t o be placed as a feparate fpe­
cies, fince reafon diftinguifhes it from other kinds o f contradiction; but it 
has neither been afligned a name by any o f the antients, nor does it deferve 
to be denominated by us at prefent. 

THEJE. True. 
GUEST. For it is divided into parts extremely fmall and all-various. But 

that which proceeds according to art, and difputes about things juft and un-
juft, and univerfally about other particulars, we are accuftomed t o call con­
tentious. 

THEJE. Undoubtedly. 
GUEST. But o f the contentious divifion, one part diflipates poffeflions, and 

the other accumulates wealth. 
THEJE. Entirely fo. 
GUEST. We fhould, therefore, endeavour t o difcover by what name each 

o f thefe ought t o be called. 
THEJE. It is proper to do fo. 
GUEST. It appears then t o me, that he who, through delighting in t h e 

ftudy o f contention, neglects his affairs, and is always hunting after trifling 
queftions, cannot be called any thing elfe than a man of words. 

THEJE. He may, indeed, be called fo. 
GUEST. But d o you now, in your turn, endeavour to inform me how he is 

to be denominated who endeavours t o acquire wealth from private contention, 
THEJE. Can any one with rectitude call him any thing elfe than that won* 

derful character the fophift, which we inveftigate, and w h o now again for 
the fourth time prefeuts himfelf t o our view ? 

4 GUEST. 
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2 GUEST. 

GUEST. AS reafon, therefore, again (hows us, a fophift is nothing elfe 
than that pecuniary genus which is converfant with the art of contention, 
with contradiction, controverfy, hoftile oppofition, and with the agoniftic art, 
and that of acquiring. 

THEJE. He is altogether fo. 
GUEST. Do you not perceive, therefore, that it is truly faid, this wild beaft 

is a various animal, and that, according to the proverb, he is not to be caught 
with the other hand ? 

THEJE. It will, therefore, be proper to ufe both hands. 
GUEST. It will be proper, and we muft do fo to the utmoft of our power. 

But inform me, whether we have any fervile names ? 
THE2E. We have many. But refpecting which of the many do you afk 

me ? 
GUEST. Such as when we fay to wafh, to diftribute, to boil, and to feparate. 
THEJE. Undoubtedly. 
GUEST. And befides thefe, to card wool, to draw down, to comb, and ten 

thoufand other fuch-like words which we meet with in the arts. Or do wc 
not? 

THEJE. Which among thefe do you wifh to ferve throughout, as an in* 
ftance of what you mean to evince ? 

GUEST. All the names that have been mentioned are in a certain refpect 
divifive. 

THEJB. They are. 
GUES r. According to my reafoning, therefore, fince there is one art in ail 

thefe, we fhould call them by one name. 
THEJE. By what name ? 
GUEST. Segregative. 
THEJE. Be it fo. 
GUEST. Confider, again, whether we are able to perceive two fpecies of 

this ? 
THEJE. YOU feem to urge me to a rapid confideration. 
GUEST. And, indeed, in all thefe fegregations, the worfe was feparatcd 

from the better, and the fimilar from the fimilar. 
THEJE. It appears that it was nearly fo faid. 
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GUEST- Of the latter of thefe fegregations, therefore, I cannot tell the 
name ; but 1 can of that which leaves the better and rejects the worfe. 

THEJE. Inform me what it is. 
GUEST. The whole of this feparation (as I conjecture) is called by all men 

a certain purification. 
THEJE. It is fo called. 
GUEST. Does not, therefore, every one fee that the cathartic fpecies is 

twofold I 
THEJE. Yes, If any one, perhaps, thinks about it at leifure; for I do 

not fee it at prefent. 
GUEST. And, indeed, it is proper to comprehend in one name the many 

.fpecies of purgations pertaining to the body. 
THEJE. What kind of purgations do you mean ? and by what name ought 

.they to be called } 
GUEST. The inward purgations of the bodies of animals, by gymnaftic 

and medicine, which purify by rightly feparating; and thofe which operate 
externally, and which it is vile to mention, viz. fuch as baths afford; and 
likewife the purgations of inanimate bodies, by means of the fuller's art, and 
the whole art of adorning the body, which occafions attention to things of a 
trifling nature,—all thefe appear to be allotted many and ridiculous names.. 

THEJE. Very much fo. 
GUEST. Entirely fo, indeed, Theretetus. But the order of reafoning cares 

neither more nor lefs, whether wiping with a fponge purifies in a fmall de­
gree, but the drinking a medicine is more advantageous to us, by the purifi­
cation it affords. For, that it may underftand all arts, by endeavouring to 
apprehend what is allied, and what not, it equally honours the feveral arts, 
and is of opinion that fome are not more ridiculous than others according 
to fimilitude. It likewife confiders hunting, effected through military difci-
pline, as in no refpect more venerable than fearching after vermin, but for 
the moft part more futile. And now, indeed, which was what you afked, 
we have comprehended in one name all the powers which are allotted the 
purification either of an animated or inanimate body ; but it is of no confe­
quence to the prefent difputation what name may appear to be more becom­
ing, if it be only placed feparate from the purgations of the foul, and include 

S i t t 
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in itfelf all fuch things as purify the body. For the order of reafoning now 
endeavours to feparate the purification of the dianoetic part from other pur­
gations, if we underftand what it willies to accomplifh. 

THEJE. But I do underftand, and I grant that there are two fpecies of 
purification ; one fpecies refpecting'the foul, and the other, which is feparate 
from this, refpecting the body. 

GUEST. You fpeak in the moft beautiful manner. Attend to me, there­
fore, in what follows, and endeavour to give a twofold divifion to what has 
been faid. 

THEJE. Wherever you may lead, I will endeavour to diftribute in con­
junction with you. 

GUEST. DO we not fay, then, that depravity in the foul is fomething dif­
ferent from virtue ? 

THEJE. Undoubtedly. 
GUEST. And we likewife faid, that purification confifts in rejecting what 

is depraved, and preferving what remains. 
THEJE. We did fay fo. 
GUEST. SO far, therefore, as we fhall difcover an ablation of depravity in 

the foul, we ought to call it purgation. 
THEJE. And very much fo. 
GUEST. TWO fpecies of depravity in the foul muft be eftabliftied. 
THEJE. What are they ? 
GUEST. The one is like difeafe in the body, but the other refembles inhe­

rent bafenefs. 
THEJE. I do not underftand you. 
GUEST. Perhaps you do not think that difeafe is the fame with fedition. 
THEJE. Again, I am not able to anfwer this queftion. 
GUEST. Whether do you think fedition is any thing elfe than the corrup­

tion of natural alliance through a certain difcord ? 
THEJE. It is nothing elfe. 
GUEST. And is bafenefs any thing elfe than entire deformity, arifing from 

the immoderation of things of one kind ? 
THEJE, It is nothing elfe. 
GUEST, What then, do we not fee in the foul of the depraved that opi­

nions 
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nions differ from defires, anger from pleafures, reafon from pain, and all thefe 
from each other? 

THEJE. And very much fo. 
GUEST. But all thefe are neceffarily allied to each other. 
THEJE. Undoubtedly. 
GUEST. We fhall fpeak rightly, therefore, in calling depravity the fedition 

and difeafe of the foul. 
THEJE. We fhall fpeak moft rightly. 
GUEST. But what, when we fee fuch things as participate of motion, and 

propofe to themfelves a certain end, wander from and mifs the mark accord­
ing to every impulfe, do we fay that they are affected in this manner through 
fymmetry to each other, or, ou the contrary, through a privation of fym-
melry ? 

THEJE. It is evident that this* happens through a privation of fymmetry. 
GUEST. But we know that every foul is involuntarily ignorant of any 

thing. 
THEJE. Very much fo. 
GUEST. But ignorance is nothing elfe than a delirium of the foul, which, 

while it is impelled to truth, wanders in its apprehenfion of things. 
THEJE. Entirely fo. 
GUEST. We muft confider, therefore, a foul involved in ignorance as bafe 

and deformed. 
THEJJE. So it appears. 
GUEST. It feems, therefore, that there are thefe two genera of evils in the 

foul; one of which is called by the multitude depravity, and is moft evi­
dently a difeafe. 

THEM. It is. 

GUEST. But the other the multitude call ignorance, but they are unwilling 
to acknowledge that this is a vice in the foul. 

THE,E. It muft by all means be granted, though when you juft now fpoke 
I was doubtful of it, that there are two genera of vice or depravity in the 
foul; and that we ought to confider timidity, intemperance, injuftice, and 
every thing elfe of this kind, as a difeafe in us ; but the paffion of abundant 
and all-various ignorance as bafenefs. 

GUEST. 
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GUEST. In the body, therefore, are there not two certain arts about thefe 
two paflions ? 

THEJE. What are thefe arts? 
GUEST. About bafenefs, gymnaftic ; but about difeafe, medicine. 
THEJE, It appears fo. 
GUEST. About infolcnce, therefore, injuftice, and timidity, is not chaftiz* 

ing juftice naturally the moft adapted of all arts ? 
THEJE. It is likely, as I may fay, according to human opinion. 
GUEST. But, can any one fay that there is a more proper remedy for all 

ignorance than erudition ? 
THEJE. NO one can. 
GUEST. Muft we fay, therefore, that there is only one kind of erudition, 

or that there are more kinds than one? But take notice, that there are two 
greateft genera of it. 

THEJE. I do take notice. 
GUEST. And it appears to me that we fhall very rapidly difcover this. 
THEJE. In what manner? 
GUEST. By perceiving that ignorance has a certain twofold divifion. For, 

being twofold, it is evident that it neceffarily requires a twofold mode of in-
ftruclion, correfponding to the members of its divifion. 

THEJE. What then? Is that apparent which is the object of your prefent 
inveftigation ? 

GUEST. I perceive, indeed, a great and ponderous fpecies of ignorance, 
which outweighs all its other parts. 

THEJE, Of what kind is it ? 
GUEST. When he who is ignorant of a thing appears to himfelf to know 

it. For it appears that through this all the deceptions in our dianoetic part 
take place. 

THEJE. True. 
GUEST. And I think that to this fpecies of ignorance alone the name of 

yufticity fhould be given. 
THEJE. Entirely fo. 
GUEST. HOW, therefore, do you think that part of erudition fhould be 

called which liberates from this fpecies of ignorance I 
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THEJE. I think, indeed, O gueft, that the other part is denominated de­
miurgic erudition, but that this is called by us difcipline. 

GUEST. It is nearly fo denominated, Theaetetus, by all the Greeks. But 
this alfo muft be confidered by us, whether the whole of this is indivifible, or 
poffeffes a certain divifion which deferves to be named. 
, THEJE. It is requifite to confider this. 

GUEST. It appears, therefore, to me, that this may be ftill further divided. 
THEJE. According to what ? 
GUEST. Of the erudition which is effected by difcourfe, one way appears 

to be more rough, and another part of it more fmooth. 
THEJE. Of what kind do we call each of thefe ? 
GUEST. The oneantient and paternal, which men formerly adopted to­

wards their children, and many ufe at prefent, viz. as often as children do 
wrong, partly feverely reproving) and partly mildly admonifhing them. But 
the whole of this may be called with the utmoft propriety admonition. 

THEJE. It may fo. 
GUEST. But fome are of opinion that all ignorance is involuntary, -and that 

no one who thinks himfelf wife is willing to learn thofe things in which he 
confiders himfelf as fkilled ; but that the admonitory fpecies of difcipline 
makes very fmall advances with great labour. 

THEJE. And they think right. 
GUEST. They likewife adopt another mode in order to difclofe this opinion. 
THEJE. What mode? 
GUEST. By inquiring into thofe particulars about which a man thinks he 

fays fomething to the purpofe, when at the fame time this is far from being 
the cafe. In the next place, they eafily explore the opinions of thofe that 
err, and, collecting them together by a reafoning procefs, render them the 
fame with each other: and after this they evince that thefe opinions are 
contrary to themfelves, reflecting the fame things, with reference to the 
lame, .and according to the fame. But thofe whofe opinions are thus ex­
plored, on feerng this, are indignant with themfelves, and become milder to 
others ; and after this manner are liberated from mighty and rigid opinions ; 
•.which liberation is of all others the moftpleafant to hear, and the moft firm 
to him who is the fubject of it. For, O beloved youth, thofe that purify 

thefe 
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thefe think in the fame manner as phyficians with refpecl to bodies. For 
phyiicians are of opinion, that the body cannot enjoy falubrious food till 
fome one removes,the impediments it contains. In like manner, thefe men­
tal purifiers think that the foul can derive no advantage from difciplines ac­
commodated to its nature, till he who is confuted is afhamed of his error, and, 
the impediments of difciplines being expelled, viz. falfe opinions, he becomes 
pure, and alone thinks that he knows the things which he does know, and 
not more than he knows. 

THEJE. This is the beft and the moft modeft of habits. 
GUEST. Hence, Theaetetus, we muft fay, that confutation 1 is the greateft 

and the chief of all purifications; and that he who is not confuted, even 
though he fhould be the great king himfelf, fince he would be unpurified in 
things of the greateft confequence, will be rude and bafe with refpect to 
thofe things in which it is fit he fhould be moft pure and beautiful, who 
wifhes to become truly happy. 

THEJE. Entirely fo. 
GUEST. But by whom fhall we fay this art is employed? For I am afraid 

to fay it is ufed by the fophifts. 
THEJE. On what account ? 
GUEST. Left we fhould honour them more than is fit, 
THEJE. But yet what has been juft now faid appears to be adapted to a 

certain character of this kind. 
GUEST. SO likewife a wolf refembles a dog, a moft favage a moft mild 

animal. But he who wifhes to be free from deception ought to guard againft 
fimilitude above all things : for it is a genus of the greateft lubricity. But, 
at the fame time, let thefe things be admitted ; for I think it is not proper 
to difpute about fmall terms, at a time when thefe ought to be carefully 
avoided. 

THEJE. It is not proper. 
GUEST. Let, therefore, a fpecies of the feparating art be cathartic: and 

let a part of the cathartic fpecies be limited to the foul. But of this let a part 
be doctrinal; and of the doctrinal let difcipline be a part. But of difcipline, 

1 Plato here alludes to the third energy of the diale&ic method, the end of which is a purifi­
cation from twofold ignorance. See the Introduction to the Parmenides. 
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that confutation which takes place about a vain opinion of wifciom (hould 
be called, as it appears from our prefent difcourfe, nothing elfe than that 
fophiftic art which is of a noble race. 

THEJE. It mould be fo called. But I am dubious, what, out of many 
things which prefent themfelves, it is fit truly and ftrenuoufly to call a 
fophift. 

GUEST. YOU are very properly dubious. But indeed it is proper to 
think, that even a fophift himfelf will now very much doubt, by what 
means he may efcape our arguments. For the proverb rightly fays, It is 
not eafy to avoid all things. Now, therefore, let us attack him with all our 
might. 

THEM. YOU fpeak well. 
GUEST. But, in the firft place, let us ftop as it were to take breath, and 

reafon among ourfelves, at the* fame time mutually refting when we are 
weary. Let us confider, then, how many forms the fophift affumes. For 
we appear from our firft investigation to have difcovered, that he is a 
mercenary hunter of the youthful and rich. 

THEJE. We do fo. 
GUEST. But from our fecond inveftigation it appears, that he is a certain 

merchant in the difciplines of the foul. 
THEJE. Entirely fo. 
GUEST. And did he not, in the third place, appear to be a huckfter 

about thefe fame things ? 
THEJE. He did. And did we not, in the fourth place, find him to be 

one who fells us his own inventions ? 
GUEST. YOU properly remind me. But I will endeavour to remember 

the fifth particular. For, in the next place, we found him to be one who 
ftrives in the agoniftic exercife about difcourfes, and who is defined from 
the art of contention. 

THEJE. We did fo. 
GUEST. The fixth form is indeed ambiguous ; but at the fame time we 

muft admit it, and grant that a fophift is a purifier of fuch opinions as are 
an impediment to difciplines refpecling the foul. 

THEJE. Entirely fo, 
GUEST. Do you therefore perceive, that, when any oue appears to poffefs 

a fcientific 
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a fcientiflc knowledge of many things, and is called by the name of one 
art, this is not a found phantafm ? It is indeed evident, that he wTho is thus 
affected with refpect to any art cannot behold that particular thing to 
which all thefe difciplines look. Hence he who poffeffes a multitude of 
difciplines fhould be called by many names, inftead of one name. 

THEJE. This appears to be in the higheft degree natural. 
GUEST. Left, therefore, the fame thing mould happen to us through in­

dolence in this investigation, let us repeat, in the firft place, one of the 
things which we faid refpecting the fophift: for one of thefe appears to me 
efpecially to indicate him. 

THEJE. Which of them ? 
GUEST. We faid that he was in a certain refpect a contradictor. 
THEJE. We did. 
GUEST. And does he not alfo become a teacher of this to others ? 
THEJE. Undoubtedly. 
GUEST. Let us now, therefore, confider, about what it is that fophifts 

fay they make others contradictors. But let our confideration from the 
beginning be as follows. With refpect to divine things which are un-
apparent to the many, do fophifts fufficiently impart the power of con­
tradiction ? 

THEJE. This is indeed afferted of them. 
GUEST. But what with refpect to things apparent, fuch as earth and 

heaven, and the particulars pertaining to thefe ? 
THEJE. What of them ? 
GUEST. For, in private converfations, when any thing is afferted in 

general refpecting generation and effence, we fay that the fophifts are 
fkilled in contradicting, and that they are able to render others like them­
felves. 

THEJE. Entirely fo. 
GUEST. But what, with refpect to laws, and all political concerns, do v 

they not alfo promife to make men contentious in thefe ? 
THEJE. NO one, as I may fay, would difcourfe with them unlefs they 

promiled this. 
GUEST. But writings containing fuch contradictions as ought to be urged 

2 0 2 agaiiift 
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againft the profeffors of the feveral arts, may every where be procured by 
him who willies to learn the art of contradiction. 

THEJE. YOU appear to me to allude to the writings of Protagoras re­
flecting wreflling and the other arts. 

GUEST. And to the writings of many others, O bleffed man. But is not 
the art of contradicting, fummarily a certain power, fufficient to bring all 
things into controverfy ? 

THEJE. It appears, therefore, that nearly nothing is omitted. 
GUEST. But by the Gods, O boy, do you think this is poflible ? For 

perhaps you young men behold this more acutely, but we more dully. 
THEJE. In what refpect ? and why do you particularly affert this ? For I 

do not underftand your prefent queftion. 
GUEST. I afked, if it were poffible for any one man to know all things. 
THEJE. If it were poffible, our race, O gueft, would be bleffed. 
GUEST. HOW, therefore, can any one destitute of fcience be able, by con­

tradicting, to urge any thing found againft him who is endued with fcience ? 
THEJE. He cannot in any refpect. 
GUEST. What then is it which will be wonderful in the fophiftic power ? 
THEJE. About what ? 
GUEST. The manner by which fophifts are able to produce an opinion in 

young men, that they are the wifeft of all men in all things ? For it is evident 
that, unlefs they contradicted rightly, or at leaft appeared to do fo to young 
men, and, when appearing to do fo, unlefs they were confidered to be more 
wife through their contentions, they would be without employment, and, as 
you faid, no one would give them money to become their difciple. 

THEJE. Doubtlefs no one would. 
GUEST. But now men are willing to do this. 
THEJE. And very much fo. 
GUEST. For I think the fophifts appear to have a fcientific knowledge of 

thofe particulars about which they employ contradiction. 
THEJE. Undoubtedly. 
GUEST. But do they employ contradiction in all things ? Shall we fay fb ? 
THEJE. Yes. 
GUEST. They appear, therefore, to their difciples to be wife in all things. 

3 THEJE. 
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THEJE. Undoubtedly. 
GUEST. But vet they are n o t : for this feems to be impoflible. 
THEJE. It does. 
GUEST. A fophift, therefore, appears to us to poffefs doxaftic, and not 

t rue fcience, about all things. 
THEJE. Ent irely fo. And what has been now faid, refpecting fophifts, 

feems to be moft rightly faid. 
GUEST. Le t us, therefore, affume a clearer paradigm refpecting them. 
THEJE. W h a t is that ? 
GUEST. This . But endeavour to attend to wha t I fay, and anfwer m e 

in the beft manner you are able. 
THEJE. O f what kind is the paradigm ? 
GUEST. Juft as if any one fhould affert that he neither fays any th ing, nor 

contradicts, but that he makes and caufes all things to be k n o w n by one a r t . 
THEJE. W h a t is your meaning in all this ? 
GUEST. YOU are obwoufly ignorant of the beginning of wha t is fa id: 

for, as it feems, you do not underftand the word all. 
THEJE. 1 do not. 
GUEST. 1 fay then that you and I are in the number of all things, and 

befides us, other animals and trees. 
THEJE. HOW do you fay ? 
GUEST. If any one fhould affert that he would m a k e you and m e , and 

all other living things. 
THEJE. O f what making do you fpeak ? For you do not mean a hufband-

man, becaufe the artificer you mention is a maker of animals. 
GUEST. I do fay fo. And beliJes this, he is the maker of the fea, the 

earth, the heavens, the Gods, and all other things. A n d as he rapidly makes 
each of thefe, fo he fills each for a fmall price. 

THEJE. YOU fpeak in jeft. 
GUEST. W h a t then ? May not he alfo be faid to jeft, who afferts that he 

knows all things, and profeffes himfelf able to teach another all things, for 
a fmall fum of money, and in a fhort t ime ? 

THEJE. Entirely lb. 
GuFST. But have you any fpecies of je t t ing more artificial and agreeable 

than the imitative ? 
THEJE, 
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THEJE. I have not. F u r you have ment ioned a very ample fpecies. 
which comprehends all things in one , and is nearly moft various. 

GUEST. DO we not , therefore, know that he who profeffes himfelf able to 
make all things by one ar t , in confequence of fabricating imitations and ho­
m o n y m s of th ings , by the art of paint ing, is able to deceive ftupid young 
men and boys, by fhowing them his pictures at a diftance, and induce them 
to believe that he is fufficient to effect whatever he pleafes ? 

THEJE. Undoubtedly. 
GUEST. But what as to difcourfes, will it not appear to us that there 

i s a n o t h e r certain ar t reflecting thele, by which feducers, as if employing 
certain incantat ions, are able to draw young men far away from the t ruth , 
by bewitching their ears with their difcourfes, and exhibiting to them images 
of every thing, inftead of reali t ies; fo as to caufe themfelves to appear to 
fpeak the t ru th , and to be the wifeft of all men in all things ? 

THEJE. W h y fhould there not be another certain art of this k ind? 
GUEST. Is it not, therefore, neceffary, T h e x t e t u s , that many of thofe 

who then hear thefe things, after through the courfe of t ime they have 
arrived at the perfection of manhood, and confider the things themfelves 
nigh at hand , and are compelled through paffions clearly to handle realities, 
will then abandon their former opinions, and be induced to confider thofe 
things as fmall, which once appeared to them to be great, thofe things 
difficult which they once confidered eafy, and thus at length entirely fubvert 
all the phantafms produced by difcourfe, through the works which take 
place in actions ? 

THEJE. I t appears fo to m e , as far as my age is capable of judging. For 
I a m of opinion, tha t as yet I r ank among thofe who are far diftant from 
the t ru th . 

GUEST. All we , therefore, w h o are prefent will endeavour to affift you. 
And now w e fhall endeavour, free from paffion, to approach as near as 
poflible to the t ru th . W i t h refpect to a fophift, then, inform me whether 
this is clear, that he ranks among enchanters , being an imitator of things ? 
or muft we yet doubt whe ther he poffeffes in reality the fciences of thofe 
things refpecting which he appears able to contradict ? 

THEJE. But how can we doubt this , O gueft ? For it is nearly evident from 
what has been faid that he is one of thofe who participate parts of erudition. 

GUEST, 
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GUEST. H e muft be confidered, therefore, as a certain enchanter and 
m i m i c 

THEJE. Undoubtedly. 
GUEST. Come then : for we muft now no longer drop our p r e y ; as we. 

have now nearly enclofed the fophift in a certain net of reafoning; fo that 
he cannot hereafter efcape from this. 

THEJE. F rom what ? 
GUEST. T h a t he is one of thofe who work miracles. 
THEJE. This alfo is my opinion refpecting him. 
GUEST. It feems, therefore, that we ftiould divide with the utmoft cele­

rity the image producing a r t ; and that , enter ing into it, if the fophift ev i ­
dently waits for us , we fhould apprehend him conformably to the royal 
mandate , and, delivering him up , exhibit our prey to the k i n g : but that , if he 
enters into the parts of the imitative ar t , we fhould follow h im, a lways 
dividing the part which receives him, till we apprehend him. For nei ther 
will he, nor any other genus, ever be able to fly from him who can purfue 
every particular through all things according to method. 

THEJE. YOU fpeak well. And in this manner , therefore, we muft act. 
GUEST. According to the. fuperior mode of divifion, I now appear to my­

felf to fee two fpecies of the imitative a r t ; but in which of thefe we fhould 
place the idea which is the object of our investigation, it does not yet appear, 
to me poffible to know. 

THEJE. But firft of all inform me by divifion wha t thefe two fpecies are . 
GUT;ST. I fee that one indeed is the affimilative 1 art . But this efpe-. 

cially takes place, when any one according to the commenfurations of a para­
digm, in length, depth, and breadth, and befides this by the addtiion of con­
venient colours, gives birth to a refemblance. 

THEJE. W h a t then, do not all thofe that imitate any thing endeavour to 
do this ? 

GUEST. N o t fuch as fafhion or paint any great work . F o r , if they fhould 
impart the true fymmetry of things beautiful, you k n o w that the upper parts 
would appear fmaller than is fit, and the lower parts greater , in confequence 
of the former being feen by us at a diftance, and the latter nigh at hand. 

1 See the Notes to the tenth book of the Republic 
THEJE. 
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TirEiE. Ent i re ly fo. 

GUEST. DO not therefore artifts, bidding farewell to t ruth, neglect real 
fymmetry, and accommodate to images fuch commenfurations as are only 
apparently beautiful? 

THE.E. Ent irely fo. 
GUEST. Is it not , therefore, juft to call the one fpecies, fince it is a like-

nefs, an image ? 
THEJE. Perfedly fo. 
GUEST. And is it not juft to call the other fpecies aflimilative? 
THEJE. Yes. 
GUEST. W e muft, therefore, call the other part of the imitative art , as 

w e faid above, affunilative. 
THEJE. W e muft fo call it. 
GUEST. But wha t fhall we call tha t which appears indeed fimilar to the 

beautiful, but , when infpected by h im who is endued with a power fufficient 
for the purpofe, is found not to refemble that to which it appears to be 
fimilar ? Muft we not call it a phantafm, fince it appears to be but is not 
fimilar ? 

THE/E. Undoubtedly. 
GUEST. IS not this part abundant ly to be found in paint ing, and in the 

whole of the imitative art ? 
THEJE. It is impoffible it fhould not . 
GUEST. But may we not wi th the greateft rectitude call that art which 

produces a phantafm, and not an image , phantaftic ? 
T H E ^ . Very m u c h fo. 
GUEST. I have already, therefore, faid that thefe were two fpecies of the 

image-producing ar t , viz. the affunilative and phantaft ic. 
THETE. Right . 
GUEST. But neither am I able now to fee clearly, that of which I was then 

dubious, v i z . in which of thefe ipecies the fophift is to be placed. For this 
is truly a wonderful man ; and it is extremely difficult to difcern him ; fince 
even n o w , in a very excellent and elegant manner , he has fled into a fpecies 
wh ich it is almoft impoffible to inveftigate. 

THEJE. It feems fo. 
GUEST. DO you then affent to this in confequence of underftanding i t ? 

or 
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or does a certain ufual impetus ariiing from difcourfe induce you to a rapid 
.coincidence of fentiment ? 

THEJE. HOW, and with a view to wha t , do you fay this ? 
GUEST. O bleffed man , w e are truly engaged in a fpeculation perfectly 

difficult. Fo r that this thing mould appear and feem to be, and yet is n o t ; 
and that a man mould affert certain things, and yet not fuch as are t rue ,—al l 
thefe things have always been fubjccts of the greateft doubt in former t imes , 
and are fo at prefent. For it follows, that he who fpeaks in this m a n n e r 
rnuft either fpeak falfely, or be of opinion that fuch things truly a r e ; and 
thus fpeaking, Theaetetus, it is extremely difficult for h im not to contradict 
himfelf. 

THEJE. W h y f o ? 
GUEST. Becaufe fuch a mode of fpeaking dares to admit tha t non-be ing 

is : for otherwife it would not be falfe, which it is. But the great P a r m e -
judes , O boy, while w e were yet boys, both from the firft and to the end, re ­
jected this mode of fpeaking. F o r , both in profe and verfe, he every where 
fpeaks as follows : " Non-be ings can never, nor by any means , be . Bu t do 
thou, when inquiring, reftrain thy conceptions from this p a t h . " T h e t ru th 
of this, therefore, is teftified by h i m , and this aflertion will the moft of all 
things become evident, if moderately difcuffed. Le t us, therefore, if it is not 
difagreeable to you, confider this in the firft place. 

THEJE. YOU may do as you pleafe with refpect to me . Bu t do you con-
fider what it is beft to inveftigate, and in this path lead me . 

GUEST. It will be proper fo to do. Te l l m e , t h e n : D a r e w e to p ronounce 
that which in no refpect is ? 

THEJE. HOW is it poffible w e fhould no t? 
GUEST. N o t for the fake of content ion, therefore, nor jeft ing, but feri-

oufly, every one who hears us ought to join wi th us in confidering the impor t 
of this word non-being. But can we think that he w h o is afked this queftion 
would know where to turn himfelf, or how to fhow wha t non-being is ? 

THEJE. YOU afk a difficult queftion, and to m e , as I may fay, ent i re ly 
impervious. 

GUEST. This , however, is evident, that non-being cannot be a t t r ibuted 
to any thing which ranks a m o n g beings. 

VOL. HI. 2 H THEJE. 
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THEJE. F o r h o w could it ? 
GUEST. Since, therefore, it cannot be attr ibuted to being, neither can any 

one r igh t ly at tr ibute it to any th ing . 
THEJE. Certainly not. 
GUEST. T h i s alfo is evident to us , that this word fomething is every 

w h e r e predicated of a certain being. For it is impoffible to fpeak of it alone, 
as if it were naked and folitary wi th refpect to all beings. 

THEJE. I t is impoffible. 
GUEST. T h u s confidering, therefore, muft you not agree wi th me , that he 

w h o fpeaks of fomething muft neceffarily fpeak of one certain th ing? 
THEJE. Y e s . 
GUEST. For you would fay, that the word fomething is a fign of one thing, 

and that certain-things is a fign of many things. 
THEJE. Undoubtedly. 
GUEST. But it is moft neceffary, as it appears, that he who fpeaks of that 

wh ich is not fomething muft entirely fpeak of noth ing . 
THEJE. This is moft neceffary. 
GUEST. Muft it not therefore follow, that neither this is to be granted,, 

that he who fpeaks of fomething fpeaks of that which is not even one thing, 
or nothing ? But nei ther muft we fay that he fpeaks who endeavours tt> 
enunciate non-being. 

THEJE. T h e doubts, therefore, in which our difcourfe is involved fhould 
come to an end. 

GUEST. You do not as yet fpeak of something great. For , O bleffed man, 
the greatest. a n j firft Q f d o u b t s ftill remains about thefe t h ings : for it is a 
doubt which takes place about the principle of non-being. 

THEJE. Te l l me how, and do not be remifs. 
GUEST. TO that which is, fomething elfe belonging to beings may happen. 
THEJE. Undoubtedly. 
GUEST. But fhall we fay, that any thing belonging to beings can ever be 

prefent to that which is not ? 
T H E ^ . H o w can we ? 
GUEST. But do we not rank the whole of number among beings? 
THEJE. Undoubtedly , if w e r a n k any th ing elfe among beings. 

3 GUEST. 
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GUEST. We mould, therefore, neither attempt to attribute the multitude 
of number, nor the one, to non-being. 

THEJE. Reafon fhows that we cannot with propriety. 
GUEST. How, therefore, can any one enunciate by the mouth, or altoge­

ther comprehend by the dianoetic power, non-beings, or non-being feparate 
from number ? 

THEJE. Tell me why not. 
GUEST. When we fay non-bcings, do we not endeavour to adjoin the 

multitude of number ? 
THEJE. Undoubtedly. 
GUEST. And when we fay non-being, do we not endeavour to adjoin the 

one ? 
THEJE. Mod clearly fo. 
GUEST. And befides this we fay, that it is neither juft nor right to endea­

vour to adapt being to non-being. 
THEJE. YOU fpeak moft truly. 
GUEST. DO you not, therefore, perceive, that non-being can neither be 

rightly enunciated, nor fpoken, nor yet be cogitated, itfelf by itfelf, but that 
it is incomprehenfible by thought, ineffable, non-vocal, .and irrational ? 

T i i E i E . Entirely fo. 
GUEST. Did I, therefore, juft now fpeak falfely when I faid, that I could 

produce the greateft doubt refpecting it ? 
THEJE. What then, can we mention any doubt greater than this? 
GUEST. DO you not fee, O wonderful youth, from what has been faid, 

that non-being leads him who confutes it into fuch perplexity, that in the 
very attempt to confute it he is compelled to contradict himfelf? 

THEJE. How do you fay? Speak yet clearer. 
GUEST. There is no occafion to confider any thing clearer in me. For, 

when I adopted the pofition, that non-being ought to participate neither of 
the one, nor of many, both a little before, and now, I employed the term the 
one. For I enunciated non-being. Do you perceive this ? 

THEJE. Yes. 
GUEST. And again, a little before, I faid that non-being was non-vocal, 

ineffable, and irrational. Do you apprehend me ? 
2 H 2 THEJE, 



236* Ttit S O P H I S f A . 

THEJE. I do. For how is it poffible I fhould not ? 
GUEST. When, therefore, I endeavoured to adapt being to non-being, did 

I not affert things contrary to what I had before advanced ? 
THEJE. It appears fo. 
GUEST. And in confequence of attributing this to it, did I not fpeak of it 

as one thing ? 
THEJE. Yes. 
GUEST. And befides this, while I called it irrational, ineffable, and non-» 

vocal, did we not make thefe affertions as pertaining to one thing ? 
THEJE. Undoubtedly. 
GUEST. For we have faid, that he who fpeaks of non-being in a proper 

manner, ought neither to define it as one, nor many, nor give it any appel­
lation whatever: for it is impoflible to denominate it, without at the fame 
lime calling it one thing. 

THEJE. Entirely fb. 
GUEST. What then will fome one fay of me? For, both formerly and 

now, he will find me vanquifhed in this contention reflecting non-being. So 
that, as I have already faid, you muft. not expect me to fpeak properly on 
this fubject. But come, let us now confider this affair in you. 

THEJE. HOW do you fay ? 
GUEST. Endeavour in a becoming and generous manner, as being a young 

man, and with all your might, to affert fomething about non-being, conform­
able to right reafon, without adding to it either eflence, or the one, or the 
multitude of number. 

THEJE. It certainly would be great rafhnefs in me to engage in a conteft 
in which you have been vanquifhed. 

GUEST. But, if it is agreeable to you, we will difmifs you and me ; and 
till we meet with fome one who is able to accomplifh this, we will fay that 
a fophift more than any other perfon conceals himfelf in an impervious 
£lace. 

THFJB. Very much fo, indeed. 
GUEST. If, therefore, we fhould fay that he poffeffed a certain phantaftic 

art from this ufe of words, he Would eafily attack us, and turn the difcourfe 
to the very contrary of what is aflerted.. For* while we call him a maker of 

images, 
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images, he will immediately afk us what we aiTert an image to be. Confi­
der therefore, Theaetetus, what anfwer we fhould give to this queftion of 
the fophift. 

THEJE. It is evident we fhould fay that images are fuch things as are fecn 
in water and mirrors, and befides this, fuch things as are painted and carved, 
and every thing elfe of this kind. 

GUEST. It feems, Theaetetus, that you have never feen a fophift. 
THEJE. Why fo? 
GUEST. He would appear to you to wink, or to be entirely deprived of 

eyes. 
THEJE. How fo? 
GUEST. He would laugh at you for anfwering him by appearances in 

mirrors, and by pictures and carvings, when you fpeak to him as being your-
felf endued with fight; and he will pretend that he knows nothing about 
mirrors, or water, or even fight itfelf, but that he alone interrogates you 
about this one thing. 

THEJE. What is that? 
GUEST. That which in all the particulars you have mentioned you think 

fit to call by one name, pronouncing the word image in all of them, as being 
one thing. Speak, therefore, and give affiftance, and do not yield to the man. 

THEJE. But what, O gueft, can we fay an image is, except that which, 
being itfelf fomething different, approaches to a true fimilitude to another 
thing ? 

GUEST. When you fay an image is fomething different, do you mean that 
it is truly different, or do you affert this of fomething elfe ? 

THEJE. It is by no means truly different, but only appears to be fb, or is 
fimilar. 

GUEST. DO you, therefore, call real being that which is true ? 
THEJE. I do. 
GUEST. But is not that which is not true contrary to the true ? 
THEJE. Undoubtedly. 
GUEST. When, therefore, you fay that which is fimilar is at the firtne 

time not true, you alTert that it is not. It has however a being. . 
THEJE. HOW fo ? 
GUEST. YOU fay that it truly is not. 

5 , • THEJR, 
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TttEJE, I t certainly is n o t ; but it is truly an image. 
GUEST. T h a t , therefore, which we called an image of being, is not truly 

being, and that which is not truly being, truly is. 
THEJE. Non-be ing appears to poffefs a certain connection of this kind 

w i t h being, and that in a very wonderful manner . 
GUEST. HOW is it poflible it mould not appear wonderful ? You now, 

therefore, perceive that the many-headed fophift, through this al ternation, 
compels us unwill ingly to confefs that non-being in a certain refpect is. 

THEJE. I fee it, and very much fo. 
GUEST. H o w , then , fhall we define this ar t , fo that we may be confident 

with ourfelves ? 
THE^S. W h a t is it you are afraid of, that you fpeak in this m a n n e r ? 
GAJEST. W h e n we faid that he was a deceiver about a phantafm, and that 

his ar t was a certain decept ion, whe the r fhall we fay that our foul theu 
opined falfely, through his a r t ; or what fhall we fay ? 

THEJE. T h i s very th ing. For wha t elfe can we fay ? 
GUEST. But is falfe opinion that which opines things contrary to things 

wh ich are ? 
THEJE. It is. 
GUEST. You fay, therefore, that falfe opinion opines things which are not . 
THEJE. I t is neceffary. 
GUEST. W h e t h e r does it opine that non-beings are not, or that things 

which have no fubfiftence whatever , in a certain refpect are ? 
THEJE. If any one is ever deceived, and in the fmalleft degree, it is ne­

ceffary he fhould opine that non-beings in a certain refpect are . 
GUEST. And will he not alfo opine, that things which entirely a re , in no 

refpect are ? 
THEJE. Yes , 
GUEST. A n d this alfo falfely ? 
THEJE. And this too. 
GUEST. And falfe fpeech, in my opinion, wil l think after the fame man­

ner , afferting that beings a re not , and tha t non-beings are . 
THEJE. Fo r how can it otherwife become falfe ? 
GUEST. Near ly , no otherwife. But the fophift will not fay fo. For by 

what poffible device can any one of a found mind admi t the things which 
have 
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have been previoufly granted, fince they are non-vocal , inerrable, i rrat ional , 
and incomprehenfible by the dianoetic power ? D o we underftand what the 
fophift fays, Theaetetus ? 

THEJE. HOW is it poflible we fhould not ? For he fays that our former 
aflertions are contrary to the prefent, fince we have falfely dared to alTert 
that non-being fubfifts in opinion and difcourfe. H e likewife adds, that w e 
have often been compelled to adapt being to non-being, though we have juft 
now acknowledged, that this is in a certain refpecl: the moft impoffible of all 
things. 

GUEST. You rightly recollect. But we fhould now confult wha t we 
ought to do refpecting the fophift. For , if we fhould a t tempt to inveftigate 
him, by placing him in the art of deceivers and enchanters, , you fee that many 
doubts will arife. 

THEJE. Many , indeed. 
GUEST. W e have, therefore, only difcuffed a fmall par t of them, fince 

they are, as I may fay, innumerable. 
THEJE. But if this is the cafe, it appears to be impoflible to apprehend a 

fophift. 
GUEST. W h a t then, fhall w e thus effeminately defift from our under­

taking ? 
THEJE. I fay we ought not, if there is the leaft poflibility of apprehending 

this man. 
GUEST. YOU will , therefore, pardon, and, as you juft now faid, be fatisfied, 

if we make but a fmall proficiency in fo arduous an affair. 
THEJE. HOW is it poflible I fhould not ? 
GUEST. I , therefore, in a ftill greater degree requeft this of you. 
THEJE. W h a t ? 
GUEST. Tha t you do not think I am become, as i t were , a cer tain parricide. 
THEJE. W h y do you requeft this ? 
GUEST. Becaufe it will be neceffary for us to examine wi th our opponents 

the difcourfe of our father Parmenides , and. to compel non-being in a cer­
tain refpect to be, and again being, in a certain refpect not to be. 

THEJE. It appears that a th ing of this kind muft be contended for in our 
difcourfe. 

GUEST. For how is it poflible this fhould not appear , and,, as i t- is faid, 
even 
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even to a blind man ? Fo r , while thefe things are nei ther confuted, nor 
aflented to , no one can fpeak either about falfe affertions, or about opinion, 
w h e t h e r refpecting refemblances, or images, or imitat ions, or phantafms, or 
of the arts converfant w i th thefe, wi thout being ridiculous in confequence of 
being compelled to contradict himfelf. 

THEJE. Moft t rue . 
GUEST. H e n c e , we muff dare to oppofe the paternal difcourfe; or we 

muft entirely difmifs i t , if a certain (luggifhnefs reftrains us from oppofing it. 
THEJE. But noth ing will in any refpecl: hinder us from oppofing it. 
GUEST. I ftill, therefore, requeft a third, and a trifling th ing of you. 
THEJE. On ly fay wha t it is. 
GUEST. I juft now faid that I was always wearied in the confutation of 

th ings of this k ind, and that I am fo at present. 
THEJE. YOU did fay fo. 
GUEST. I a m afraid left I fhould appear to you to be infane, in confe­

quence of wha t I have faid, and from immediately transferring myfelf up ­
wards and downwards . F o r we fhall enter on the confutation of the pa ter ­
nal difcourfe, for your fake, if we happen to confute it. 

THEJE. AS you will not , therefore, by any means be confidered by m e as 
acting in a diforderly m a n n e r by enter ing on this confutation, and demon­
ftration, on this account engage boldly in this affair. 

GUEST. C o m e then, whence fhall we begin this very dangerous difcourfe ? 
F o r it appears, O boy, to be moft neceffary for us to proceed in the following 
path . 

THEJE. W h a t is tha t path ? 
GUEST. T h a t we fhould firft of all confider thofe things which now appear 

to be clear , left we immediate ly defift from our under tak ing , deterred by its 
difficulty; and that we fhould proceed in an eafy manner , by mutual ly affent-
ing to each other , as if we w e r e engaged in a fubject which may be ealily 
difcuffed. 

THE^:. Speak m o r e clearly. 
GUEST . Parmenides appears to me to have fpoken wi th eafe, and who­

ever elfe has a t tempted to de te rmine the number and quality of beings. 
THEJE. HOW fo ? 
GUEST. I t feems to m e tha t each of t h e m has related a fable to us , as being 

boys. 



T H E S O P H I S T A . 

boys. O n e of t h e m , by afferting that the things which have a fubfiftence 
are three 1 ; but that fome of them fometimes oppofe each other in a hoftiie 
m a n n e r ; and at other t imes becoming friends, unite in mar r iage , bring forth, 
and adminifter a l iment to their offspring. But another of thefe fays that 
beings are only two, viz . the moift and the dry, or the hot and the c o l d ; 
and thefe heaffociates with each other . But the Eleat ic f ed a m o n g us, which 
derives its origin from Zenophanes , and from others ftill prior to h im, by de­
nominat ing all things one, difcuffes its doctrines in fables. But the lades *, 
and certain Sicilian mufes pofterior to thefe, have thought it more fafe to 
connect thefe with each other , and to fay that being is both many and one , 
but is held together by ftrife and friendfhip 3 . Fo r tha t which is difcordant 
always unites with fomething elfe, as the more vehement mufes affert. Bu t 
the more effeminate mufes always loofen the many from the one; and affert 
that the univerfe is alternately one, and in friendfhip wi th itfelf, th rough 
V e n u s ; and many, and hoftiie to itfelf, through a certain ftrife. But wi th 
refpect to all thefe affertions, whe ther they are t rue or falfe, to oppofe fuch 
illuftrious and antient men is difficult and rafh. T h i s , however , may be 
afferted without envy. 

THE*:, W h a t ? 

GUEST. Tha t they very much defpifed us who rank a m o n g the mul t i tude. 
For each of them finifhes his own work , wi thout being at ail concerned 
whether we can follow them in what they alTert. 

THEJE. How do you fay ? 

1 Of the antient philofophers that phyfiologized, fome faid that the firft beings were three m 
number, the hot and the cold as extremes, but the moiji as the medium, which fometimes concili­
ates the extremes, and fometimes not; but they did not place the dry in the rank of a principle, 
becaufe they thought it fubfifted either from a privation or a concretion of moifture. On the other 
hand, the followers of Anaxagoras aflerted that there were four elements, two of which, viz. heat 
and cold, ranked as agents, but the other two, drynefs and moijlure, as patients. Heraclitus and 

. Lmpedocles afferted that there is one matter of the univerfe, but different qualities, with which 
this matter fometimes accords, and at others is diflbnant. Heraclitus, however, was of opinion 
that the world, together with a certain difcordant concord, was nearly always fimilar, though not 
entirely the fame: for all things are in a continual flux. But Empedocles aflerted that the fub-
ilance of the world remained the fame, but that in one age all things were diflblved into chads 
through difcord, and in another were adorned through concord. 

% Viz. the Ioniaus. 3 This was the do&rine of Empedocles. 

VOL. i n . 2 1 GUEST. 
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GUEST. W h e n any one of them afferts that the many is, or w a s , or is ge ­
nera ted , or that this is the cafe wi th t w o or one , and that the hot is mingled 
w i th the cold, external ly adducing for this purpofe feparations and concre­
t ions ,—by the Gods , Theaetetus, do you underftand wha t they mean by each 
of thefe affertions ? Indeed, when I was younger, I was confident that I ac­
curately underftood that of which we are now dubious, when any one fpoke 
of n o n - b e i n g ; but now you fee in wha t difficulties we are involved through 
doubt ing about it. 

THEJE. I do fee. 
GUEST. Perhaps , therefore, receiving in no lefs a degree the fame paffion 

in our foul refpedfing being, we fay that it is eafy t o underftand it when it 
is enunciated by any one, but that this cannot be afferted of non-beings 
t h o u g h w e are fimilarly affeded wi th refpecl to both* 

THEJE. Perhaps fo. 
GUEST. And this very fame th ing has been faid by us refpe&ing the other 

particulars which w e ment ioned before. 
THEJE. Ent i re ly fo. 
GUEST. W e will confider, therefore, after this refpecting many things, if 

it is agreeable to you ; but let us now firfl fpeculate about that which is the 
greateft and principal th ing. 

THEJE. O f wha t are you fpeaking ? O r do you fay that we ought in the 
firft place to inveftigate being, and confider wha t they affert who are thought 
to evince fomething about it ? 

GUEST. Y o u clearly apprehend m e , Theaetetus. For I fay that we ought 
to proceed in the fame manne r as if thofe I juft now mentioned were pre­
fent, and to interrogate them as follows : Ye who affert that the hot and the 
cold, or any t w o fuch th ings , are all th ings, wha t is it you affirm to fubfift 
in both thefe, when you fay that both are , and that each is ? W h a t are we 
to underftand by this term of yours to be t Is it a third thing different f rom 
thofe t w o , and are we to eftablifh three things as constituting the all, and no 
longer t w o things, according to your hypothefis ? For , while you call ei ther 
of the two being, you cannot fay that both fimilarly are. Fo r each would 
nearly be one th ing , and not t w o . 

THEJE. YOU fpeak the t ru th . 
GUEST. A re you, therefore, wil l ing to call both of them being? 

THEJE. 
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THEJE. Perhaps fo. 
GUEST. But , O friends, we fhall fay, thus alfo you will moft clearly cal l 

t w o things one. 
THEJE. YOU fpeak wi th the utmoft rect i tude. 
GUEST. Since, therefore, we are thus involved in doubt, will you fuffi-

ciently unfold to us what you wifh to fignify when you pronounce being ? F o r 
it is evident that you have had a knowledge of thefe things for fome t ime 
paft : but we, indeed, at firft thought we k n e w them, but now we are d u ­
bious. Inftrucl us, therefore, firft of all in this, that we may no t th ink we 
learn the things afferted by you, w h e n the very contrary to this takes place* 
By fpeaking in this manner , and mak ing this requeft, both to thefe, and to 
fuch others as affert tha t the all is more than one thing, fhall we , O boy, e r r? 

THEJE. By no means . 
GUEST. But what wi th refpect to thofe who affert that the all is one , 

ought we not to inquire of them, to the utmoft of our power , wha t they call 
being f 

THEJE,, Undoubtedly . 
GUEST. TO this queftion, therefore, they may an fwer : D o you fay there 

is one thing alone ? W e do fay fo. O r will they not fpeak in this manne r? 
THE^ , They will. 
GUEST. W h a t then, do you call being any t h ing? 
T11E.E. Yes. 
GUEST. DO you call it the one l , employing t w o names ref lect ing the 

fame thing ? O r how do you fay ? 
THEJE. 

1 Plato here dividing the one and from each other, and fhowingthat the conception of the 
one is different from that of being, evinces that what is mod properly and primarily one is exempt 
from the one being. For the one being does not abide purely in an unmultiplied and uniform hyparxis. 
But the one withdraws itfelf from all addition; fince by adding any thing to it you diminifli its 
fupreme and ineffable union. It is neceffary, therefore, to arrange the one prior to the one being, 
and to fufpcnd the latter from the former. For, if the one in no refpect differs from the one being, 
all things will be one, and there will not be multitude in beings, nor will it be poffible to name 
things, left there fhould be two things, the thing itfelf, and the name. For all multitude being 
taken away, and all divifion, there will neither be a name of any thing, nor any difcourfe about it, 
but the name will appear to be the fame with the thing. Nor yet will a name be the name of a 
filing, but a name will be the name of a name, if a thing is the fame with a name, and a name the 

2 1 2 TAME 
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THEJE. W h a t anfwer will they give to thefe things, O gueft? 
GUEST. I t is evident, Theaetetus, tha t he who lays down this hypothefis 

-will not be able wi th perfect eafe to anfwer the prefent queftion, or any other 
whatever . 

THEJE. HOW fo ? 
GUEST. TO acknowledge that there are two names , whi le eftablifhing 

no th ing but one th ing , is r idiculous. 
THEJE. Undoub ted ly . 
GUEST. And this alfo is ridiculous, to affent in every refpecl to him w h o 

afferts that there is a n a m e to a th ing of which no account can be given. 
THEJE. In wha t manne r ? 
GUEST. H e w h o eftablilfies a n a m e different from a thing, fpeaks of two 

cer ta in things . 
THEJE. H e does. 
GUEST. A n d befides this , i f he afferts that a name is the fame with a 

th ing, he is e i ther compelled to fay that it is the n a m e of n o t h i n g ; or, if he 
lays it is the n a m e of fomething, it muft happen that a name is alone the 
n a m e of a n a m e , but of nothing elfe. 

THEJE. I t muft fo. 
GUEST. And the one muft be the one being alone of one, and this muft be 

the one being of a n a m e . 
THEJE. I t is neceffary. 
GUEST. Bu t wha t , do they fay that which is a whole is different from, 

one being, or the fame with it ? 
THEJE. Undoubtedly , they will and do fay fo. 
GUEST. If, therefore, a whole is, as Parmenides 1 fays, " that which is 

every 

fame with a thing v and a thing alfo will be a thing of a thing. For all the fame things will take 
place about a thing as about a name, through the union of thing and name. If thefe things, 
therefore, are abfurd, both the one and being have a fubfiftence, and being participates of the one. 

And hence the one is not the fame as the one being. See the Introduction and Notes to the Parmenides. 
1 The following extract from the Commentaries of Simplicius on Ariftotle's PhyHcs, p. 3 1 , 

contains an admirable account of the doctrine of Parmenides concerning the firft being : 
" That Parmenides did not confider the one being, TO h ov, to be any tiling among things genera­

ted and corrupted, is evident from his afTerting that t h e one is unbegctten and incorruptible. And, 
in ftiort, he was far from thinking that it is corporeal, fince he fays it is indivifible; for thus-

he 
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every where fimilar to the bulk of a perfecl fphere, entirely pone/Ting equal 
powers from the middle ; for nothing is greater or more (table than this — 
if this be the cafe, it is neceffary that being (hould have a middle and an 

extremity, 

he fpeaks: f nor is it divifible, fince the whole is fimilar.' Hence, neither can what he fays be 
adapted to the heavens, according to the affertions of fome, as we are informed by Eudemus, who 
were led to this opinion from that verfe of Parmenides, 

wavToOev EVHUKXOU o~<pMp>tt tvaXiyHwy oyxu, 

i. e. ' on all fides fimilar to the bulk of a perfecl fphere:' for the heavens arc not indivifible, nor 
a fphere fimilar to that which Parmenides mentions, though they form a fphere the moft accu­
rate of all fuch as are phyfical. It is alfo evident that neither does Parmenides call the one being 
pfychical, b* caufe he fays that it is immovable ; for the pfychical eflence, according to the 
Eleatics, pofiefles motion. He likewife fays, that the whole of this one bei >g is prefent at 
once, £ T T U vuv £<r.<v QJXOU orav, and that it fubfifts according to the fame, and after the fame manner. 

Taurov tv raurta re pttvov, Hat)' eauro re xeirai. 

1 Same in the fame abides, and by itfelf fubfifts.' And it is evident that it pofTeffes the 
whole at once, and according to the fame, in eflence, power, and energy, fince it is beyond 
a pfychical hypoftafis. Neit? er docs he fay that it is intellectual : for that which is intellectual 
fubfifts according to a feparation irom the intelligible, and a converfion to it. But, according 
to him, in the one being intellection, intelligible, and intellect, are the fame : for thus he writes— 

Taurov fo tan votiv rt, HCLI CU tvtxtv ton yon//a. 

i, e. 'Intellection, and that for the fake of which intellectual conception fubfifts, are the fame.*' 
He adds, ouycxpavtv rov eovrog, ' for it is not without being,' i. e. the intelligible, in which, fays he, 
you will find intellection has not a fubfiftence feparate from being. Further ftill, the intellectual is, 
feparated into forms, as the intelligible pre-affumes unitedly, or, in other words, caufally compre­
hends the feparation of forms. But where there is feparation, there difference fubfifts, and where 
this is, there non-being alfo is at the fame time apparent. Parmenides however entirely extermi­
nates non-being from being : for he fays, * non-beings never are, nor do they fubfift in any refpect; 
but do thou, inveftigating in this path, reftrain thy intellectual conception.' Neither likewife, 
according to him, is the one being a thing of pofterior origin, fubfifting in our conceptions, from 
an ablation of fenfibles; for this is neither unbegotten nor indeftructible. Nor is it that which 
is common in things: for this is fenfible, and belongs to things doxaftic and deceitful, about 
which he afterwards fpeaks. Befides, how could it be true to aflert of this, that it is at once all 
things, or that it contracts in itfelf intellect and the intelligible ? Shall we fay, therefore, that he 
calls the one being an individual fubftance? 'Jut this indeed is more diffonant. For an individual 
fubftance is generated, is diftinguifhed by difference, is material and fenfible, and is different from 
accident. It is alfo divifible and in motion. It remains, therefore, that the Parmenidean one 

3 being 
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extremity. And having thefe, it m u f t unavoidably have parts. Or how 
fliall we fay ? 

THEJE. Juft fo. 
GUEST. But, indeed, nothing hinders but that, when it is divided, it (hould 

have the paflion of the one, in all its parts, and that thus the one fhould be 
every being, and a whole. 

THEJE . Undoubtedly. 
GUEST. But is it not irrrpoffible that that which fuffers thefe things fhould 

be the one t 
THEJE. Why? 
GUEST. Becaufe, according to right reafon, that which is truly one fhould 

be faid to be entirely without parts. 
THEJE. It muft indeed neceffarily be fo. 
GUEST. But fuch a thing as we have juft now mentioned, in confequence 

of confifting of many parts, would not harmonize with the one. 
THEJE. I underftand you. 
GUEST. But whether will the whole having the pafTion of the one, be 

thus one, and a whole, or muft we by no means fay that the one is a whole ? 
THEJE. YOU propofe a difficult choice. 
GUEST, YOU fpeak moft true. For, fmce in a certain refpecl being is 

pafjive 

being mull be the intelligible, the caufe of all things: and hence it is intellect and intellection, 
in which all t h i n g 6 are unitedly and contractedly comprehended according to one union, in which 
alfo there is one nature of the one and being. Hence Zeno fays, that he who demonftrates the one 
will likewife aflign being, not as rejecting the one, but as fubfifting together with being. But all 
the above-mentioned conclufions accord with the one being: for it is without generation and in-
deftructible, entire and only-begotten. For that which is prior to all feparation will not be 
fecondary to any other being. T o this likewife it pertains to be all things at once, and to 
have no connection with non-being. The undivided alfo, and the immovable according to every 
form of divifion and motion, a fubfiftence perfectly uniform, and termination, for it is the end of all 
things, accord with this one being. If befides it is that for the fake of which intellection fubfifts, 
it is evidently intelligible : for intellection and intellect are for the fake of the intelligible. And 
if intellection and the intelligible are the fame in it, the tranfcendency of its union will be inefiiible." 

After this, Simplicius, in order to give credibility to what he has faid of Parmenides, and on 
account of the books of that philofopher being very rare in his time, the fixth century, has pre-
ferved a confiderable number of his verfes, which are well worthy the attention of the learned 
find philofophical reader. He then adds as follows: " We muft not wonder if Parmenides f a y 9 

that 



T H E S O P H I S T A , 147 

pajjive to the one, it does not appear to be the fame with the one, and all th ings 

will be more than one. Is it not fo ? 

T H E J E . Yes . 

GUEST. But likewife if being is a non-whole on account of its becoming 

paffive to whole, but yet is whole itfelf, being in this cafe will happen to be 

indigent of itfelf. 

THEJE. Entirely fo. 

GUEST. And being, according to this reafoning, fince it is deprived $ f 

itfelf, will be non-being. 
TH»;iE. It will fo. 

GUEST. And thus again all things will be more than one, fmce being 

and the whole are allotted their proper na ture , each feparate from the o ther . 

THEJE. T r u e . 

GUEST. And if the whole has in no refpect a fubfiftence, thefe fame) 

things will take place with refpecl to being; and befides, being not having a 

fubfiftence, neither will it at any t ime have been generated.-

THEJE. W h y not ? 

GUEST. W h a t e v e r is generated is always generated a w h o l e . So that he 

who does not place in the rank of beings, the one or the whole, ought 

neither to denominate effence, nor generat ion, as that which has a being, 

that the one being is fimilar to the bulk of a perfectly round fphere : for, on account of his poetry, 
he touches on a certain mythological fiction. In what, therefore, does this differ from that 
aflertion of Orpheus, It is of a white texture ? And it is evident that fome of the aflertions of 
Parmenides accord with other things pofterior to being. Thus, for iuftance, the unbegotten and 
the indeflructible are adapted to both foul and intellect ; and the immovable and abiding in 
famenefs to intellect. But all the aflertions at once', and genuinely underftood, accord with the 
one being. For though according to a certain fignification the foul is unbegotten, and alfo 
intellect, yet they are produced by the intelligible. Likewife this one or firft being is properly 
immovable, in which motion is not feparated according to energy. An abiding in famenefs alfo 
properly pertains to being. Eut foul and much-honoured intellect proceed from that which 
abides, and ire converted to it. It is likewife evident that fuch things as are faid to pertain to 
being pre-fubfit in it unitedly, but are unfolded from it with feparation. And it feems indeed 
that the one being is delivered by Parmenides as the firft caufe, fince it is at once, one and all, and 
the laft boundary. But if he does not fimply call it one, but the one being, and only-begotten, 
and a boundary but finite, perhaps he indicates that the ineffable caufe of all things is itablifhed 
above it." Simplicius concludes with obferving, that the objections both of Plato and Ariftotle to 
the aflertions of Parmenides arc philanthropic, and were made by thofe philofophers to prevent 
his doctrine from being perverted. 

T h e j e . 
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THEJE. I t appears that this is entirely t h e cafe. 
GUEST. Likewife , that which is not a whole ought not to be any quan­

t u m whatever . F o r , being a certain quan tum, fo far as it is fo, it muft 
neceffarily be a whole . 

THEJE, Ent i re ly fo. 
GUEST. I t appears, therefore, that every one will be involved in ten 

thoufand other infoluble doubts, w h o fays that being is alone either two or 
o n e . 

THEJE. Th i s is nearly evident by the things which have juft now been 
fhown. F o r greater and more difficult doubts will always follow each 
o the r in a connected feries, refpecting what has been above afferted. 

GUEST. But we have not yet difcuffed the affertions of thofe who accu­
rate ly difcourfe about being and non-being. At the fame t ime, wha t we 
have already faid is fufficient. But let us again confider thofe who fpeak 
inaccurately about thefe, tha t we may perceive from all things, that it is in 
no refpecl: more eafy to fay what being is, than what non-being is. 

THEJE. I t will be, therefore, requifite to confider thofe. 
GUEST. Indeed, there appears to be among thefe a certain gigantic war 

as it were , th rough the doubts in which they are mutually involved refpect-
ing effence. 

THEJE. HOW fo ? 
GUEST. Some of thefe draw down all things from heaven and the in-

vifible region to earth, feizing in reality, for this purpofe, rocks and oaks. 
F o r , in confequence of touching all fuch things as thefe, they ftrenuoufly 
con tend that that alone has a being which can be feen and handled and 
this they define to be body and effence. But if any one fays that there are 
other things which are wi thout a body, they perfectly defpife the affertion, 
and are unwil l ing to hear of any th ing that is not corporeal. 

THE;E. YOU fpeak of dire men : but I alfo have frequently met with 
fuch. 

GUEST. O n the cont rary , the opponents of thefe men very religioujly 
contend fupernally from the invifible region, and compel certain intelligible 
and incorporeal fpecies to be t rue effence : but by their a rguments they 

1 Is not this the doctrine of thofe who are called experimental philofophers ? If fo, the 

fable of the Giants is unfolded in thofe men. 
break 
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break into fmall pieces the bodies of the others , and that which is denomi ­
nated by them t ru th , at the fame t ime calling it flowing generation inftead 
of effence. But between thefe, Theaetetus, an immenfe conteji always fubfijled. 

THEJE. T r u e . 
GUEST. Le t us now, therefore, receive from each a par t icular account of 

the effence eftablifhed by each, 
THEJE. But how can we receive it ? 
GUEST. F r o m thofe tha t place effence in forms we may eafily receive 

i t : for they are more mild. But from thofe who violently d raw ail things 
to body we fhall receive it more difficultly. And perhaps it will be nearly 
impoflible to do fo. I t appears to m e , however , tha t w e fhould a61 in the 
following manner wi th refpecl to t hem. 

THEJE. H o w ? 
GUEST. I t will be beft, if poflible, to make t h e m in reality be t te r : but if this 

is impoflible, we muft be content w i th mak ing them fb in our difcourfe, and 
fuppofe them to anfwer more equitably than at prefent they would be wil l­
ing to do. For that which is affented to by bet ter m e n poffeffes m o r e 
authority than that which is affented to by worfe men . However , we pay 
no at tent ion to thefe things, but explore the t ru th . 

THEJE. Moft right. 
GUEST. Order them, therefore, as being made better to anfwer you, and 

to unfold the meaning of tha t which they affert. 
THEJE. Be it fo. 
GUEST. D o they, therefore, fay, that wha t they call a mor ta l animal is 

any thing ? 
THEJE. Undoubtedly they do. 
GUEST. And do they not acknowledge that this is an animated body ? 
THEJE. Ent i re ly fo. 
GUEST. And, admit t ing this, do they alfo acknowledge that foul is fome­

thing ? 
T H E * . Yes. 
GUEST. DO they likewife affert that one foul is juft, and another unjuf t ; 

and that one is wife, and another unwife ? 
THEJE. Undoubtedly. 
GUEST. But does not every foul become fuch through the habit and 

VOL. i n . 2 K prefence 
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prefencc of juftice, and the contrary, through the habit and prefence of the 
contraries to thefe ? 

THEJE. Thefe things alfo they will afTent to . 
GUEST. But wil l they fay that that is al together any th ing , wh ich is able 

to be prefent to and abfent from any th ing ? 
THEJE. T h e y will . 
GUEST. Since, therefore, juftice is fomething, and likewife prudence, and 

every other v i r tue , and the contrar ies to the virtues, together with foul in 
which thefe fubfift, whether will they fay that each of thefe is vifible and 
tangible, or that all of them are invifible ? 

THEJE. T h e y will nearly alTert that no one of thefe is vifible. 
GUEST. But wha t ? W i l l they fay that any one of things of this kind has 

a body ? 
THEJE. They will not give the fame anfwer to the whole of this queftion : 

but foul itfelf will appear to t hem to poflefs a certain body ; but with refpect 
to prudence, and the other things about which you juft now inquired, they 
will be reftrained by fhame from daring ftrenuoufly to alTert, that they are 
either nothing, or that all of t hem are bodies. 

GUEST. T h e men , Theaetetus, are clearly become better . F o r fuch of 
them as are Spartans or natives would not be afhamed to alTert this, but 
would contend that whatever cannot be- grafped by the hands is altogether 
nothing. 

THEJE. YOU nearly fpeak their concept ions. 
6UEST. L e t us, therefore, again afk t h e m . For , if they are will ing to 

grant that even any trifling th ing is incorporeal , it is fufHcient. For we afk 
them refpecling that which is connate wi th incorporeal , and at the fame 
t ime with corporeal natures , wha t it is they look to , when they fay that both 
of them have a being. 

THEJE. Perhaps they would not be able to give an anfwer, if they fhould 
fuffer any thing of this kind. 

GUEST. Confider whe the r , in confequence of our j ropofing this queftion, 
they will be willing to admit and acknowledge that being is a thing of this 
k ind. 

THEJE. O f what kind ? Speak, and perhaps we fhall underftand. 
GUEST. 1 fay then that whatever poffeiTes any power , whether of doing 

9 any 
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any thing naturally, or of fuffcring though in the lean: degree from the 
vileft thing, and though this takes place but once,—every th ing of this kind 
truly is. For I define being to be nothing elfe than power. 

THEJE. But fince they cannot at prefent fay any thing better than this, 
they muff admit it. 

GUEST. It is well faid: for perhaps afterwards both we and they may 
think differently. Le t this then now rema in acknowledged by them. 

THEJE. L e t it remain. 
GUEST. Let us now proceed to the others, the friends of forms. A n d 

do you unfold to us their fentiments. 
THE^E. Be it fo. 
GUEST. DO you then fay that generat ion is one thing, and efTence ano ther , 

feparating them from each other ? 
THEJE. W e do. 
GUEST. And do you admit tha t by our body we communica te with gene­

ration, through fenfe, but that by our foul we communica te with t rue 
effence, through the reafoning power ? D o you likewife fay, that t rue effence 
always fubfifts fimilarly according to the fame, but that generat ion fubfifts 
differently at different times ? 

THEJE. W e do. 
GUEST. But , O beft of men , wha t do you call the communion which 

fubfifts between thefe t w o ? Is it that which we juft. now ment ioned? 
THE;E. W h a t was that ? 
GUEST. PafTion or action arifing from a certain power , from the con­

currence of things with each other. Perhaps you, Thea^tetus , do not k n o w 
what anfwer they would give to this queftion ; but perhaps I do, th rough m y 
familiarity with them. 

THEJE. W h a t anfwer then would they give ? 
GUEST. They would not grant us that which was juft now faid to the 

earth-born men refpecling effence. 
THEJE. W h a t was that ? 
GUEST. W e eftablifhed this to be a fufficient definition of beings, v i z . 

when a power though the fmaHeft is prefent to any th ing, either o£ act ing 
or fuffering. 

2 K 2 THEJJE. 
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THEJE. We did. 
GUEST. TO this they will fay, that a power of acting and fufferjng is pre­

fent with generation, but that no power of this kind is adapted to eflence. 
THEJE. They will, therefore, fpeak to the purpofe. 
GUEST. TO this, however, we muft fay, that we require to hear from them 

ftill more clearly, whether they acknowledge that the foul knows, and that 
eflence is known. 

THEJE, They certainly fay fb. 
GUEST. But what ? Do you fay that to know, or to be known, is action, 

or paffion, or both ? Or do you fay that action is one thing, and paflion an­
other ? Or that neither of thefe participates in.no refpect of the other? It 
is evident, indeed, that neither participates of the other. For, if they ad­
mitted this, they would contradict what they afferted above. 

THEJE. I underftand you. 
GUEST. For if to know was to do fomething, it would neceffarily happen 

that what is known would fuffer, or become paffive. And thus, according 
to this reafoning, effence being known by knowledge, would, fo far as it is 
known, be moved, through becoming paffive; which we fay cannot take 
place about a thing at reft, 

THEJE. Right. 
GUEST. What then, by Jupiter, fhall we be eafily perfuaded that true 

motion, life, foul and prudence, are not prefent to that which is Jierfeclfy 
being, and that it neither lives, nor is wife, but abides immovable, not pof­
feffing a venerable and holy intellect ? 

THEJE. But it would be a dire thing, O gueft, to admit this. 
GUEST. Shall we fay then that it poffeffes intellect, but not life ? 
THEJE. And how ? 
GUEST. Or fhall we fay that both thefe refide in it, but that it does not 

poffefs thefe in foul ? 
THEJE. But after what other manner can it poffefs thefe ? 
GUEST. Shall we then fay that it poffeffes intellect, life, and foul, but that,, 

though animated, it abides perfectly immovable ? 

1 All thefe are caufdlly contained in the firft being, becaufe it is better than all thefe 
THEJE* 

http://in.no


T H E S O P H I S T A . 253 

THEJE. All thefe things apppear t o m e to be irrat ional . 
GUEST. W e mull: therefore grant , that both that which is moved, and 

motion, are beings. 
THEJE. Undoubtedly. 
GUEST. It follows therefore, Theaetetus, that intellect will never in any 

refpect be prefent to any thing immovable. 
THEJE. It does follow. 
GUEST. But, indeed, if we grant that all things are borne along and 

moved, we fhall by fuch an affertion take away famenefs from beings. 
THEJE. HOW fo ? 
GUEST. Does it appear to you that that which fubfifts according to the 

fame, and in a fimilar manner , and about the fame, can ever fubfift without 
permanency f 

THEJE. By no means. 
GUEST. But do you perceive that intellect, ever was , or is, wi thout thefe? 
THEJE. In the fmalleft degree. 
GUEST. But befides this, we fhould oppofe, by every poffible a rgument , 

h im who entirely taking away fcience, or prudence, or intellect, ftrenuoufly 
endeavours to introduce any thing elfe. 

THEJE. And very much fo. 
GUEST. But it is perfectly neceffary, as it appears, that the philofopher, 

and he who honours thefe things in the higheft degree, fhould not affent to 
thofe who, afferting that there is either one, or many fpecies of things, con­
fider the univerfe as ftanding ftill: nor yet fhould he by any means hear 
thofe who affirm that being is every where m o v e d ; but , according to the 
opinion even of boys, he fhould call things immovable , and things moved, 
confidered as fubfifting together, being, and the all . 

THEJE. Moft t rue. 
GUEST. DO we not, then, now appear to have equitably comprehended 

being in our difcourfe ? 
THEJE. Entirely fo. 
GUEST. NOW therefore, Theaetetus, as it appears to m e , we are ftrangely 

involved in doubt. 
THEJE. HOW fo ? and why do you alTert this ? 

GUEST. 
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GUEST. DO you not perceive, O bleffed man , tha t w e are at prefent in the 
greateft ignorance refpecling being, and yet we have appeared to ourfelves 
to fay fomething about it ? 

THEJE. I do perceive i t ; but I do not altogether underftand in wha t re­
fpecl we have deceived ourfelves. 

GUEST. Confider more clearly, whe the r , in confequence of aiTenting to 
thefe th ings , any one may juftly interrogate us, in the fame manner as we 
interrogated thofe w h o faid that the whole of things confifted of the hot and 
the cold. 

THEJE. R e m i n d m e w h a t thefe interrogations were . 
GUEST. By all m e a n s : and I will endeavour to do this by afking you the 

fame queftion as I then afked them, that we may at the fame t ime make 
fome advance in our inquiry. 

THEJE. Right. 
GUEST. DO you not then fay, that mot ion and permanency are contrary 

to each other ? 
THEJE. Undoubtedly . 
GUEST. And do you not likewife fay, tha t both and each of t hem fimilarly 

are ? 
THEJE. I do. 
GUEST. DO you, therefore, fay, that both and each are moved, when you 

admi t that they are ? 
THEJE. By no means . 
GUEST. But do you fignify that they ftand ftill, when you fay that both 

are ? 
THEJE. But how can I ? 
GUEST. YOU may, therefore, place in your foul being, as a third thing 

different from thefe, confidering it as comprehending under itfelf perma­
nency and mot ion ; and looking to the communion of thefe with effence, you 
may thus alTert that both of them are . 

THEJE. W e feem to prophefy that being is a certain third th ing , when we 
fay tha t there are motion and pe rmanency . 

GUEST. Being, therefore, is not both motion and permanency, but fome­
thing different from thefe. 

THEJE. 
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THEJE. I t appears fo. 
GUEST. H e n c e being, according to its own na ture , nei ther ftands ftill, 

nor is moved. 
THEJE. It is nearly fo. 
GUEST. W h e r e then ought he to turn his thoughts , who winSes to eftablirfi 

in himfelf any clear conceptions refpecting be ing? 
THEJE. W h e r e ? 
GUEST. I do not think it is yet eafy for h im to tu rn his thoughts any 

where . For , if being is not moved, why does it not ftand ftill ? O r h o w 
is it poffible, if it in no refpect ftands ftill, tha t it fhould not be moved ? 
But being has now appeared to us wi thout both thefe. Is this, however , 
poffible ? 

THEJE. I t is the moft impoffible of all things. 
GUEST. In the next place, therefore, it will be juft to call to mind this. 
THEJE. W h a t ? 
GUEST. T h a t being afked refpecling the n a m e of non-being, w e were in ­

volved in the greateft doubt refpecling w h a t it ought to be. D o you r e ­
member ? 

THEJE. Undoubtedly. 
GUEST. Are w e , therefore, now involved in lefs doubt refpecling being? 
THEJE. If it be poffible to fay fo, O gueft, w e appear to be involved in 

greater doubt. 
GUEST. Le t this ambiguity then reft here . But fince both being and non-

being equally participate of doubt, we may now hope, that if one of t hem 
fhall appear to be more obfcure, or more clear, the other likewife will appear 
to be the fame : and again, that if we fhould not be able to perceive one of 
them, the other will alfo be invifible to us. And thus we fhall purfue the 
difcourfe refpect ing both of them in the moft becoming manner we are able. 

THEJE. I t is well faid. 
GUEST. L e t us relate, then, after wha t manner we denominate this fame 

thing by many names. 
THEJE. Adduce for this purpofe a certain paradigm. 
GUEST. In fpeaking of man, we give him various appellations, and a t t r i ­

bute to him colour, figure, magni tude , vir tue, and v i c e ; in all which , and 
ten 
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t en thoufand other part iculars, we not only fay that man is, but that he is 
good, and an infinity of other things : and we act in a fimilar manner with 
refpecl: to other particulars ; for, confidering each as one thing, we again call 
i t many things, and by many names . 

THEJE. T r u e . 
GUEST. W h e n c e , I th ink, w e have given a feaft to young men, and to 

thofe who ff udy in old age. For it is eafy for every one immediately to ob­
ject , that it is impoffible for the many to be one, and the one many. Hence , 
they will exul t , not fuffering us to fay that a man is good, but that good is 
good, and man man . For I think, Theaetetus, that you have often met with 
young men w h o ferioufly apply themfelves to things of this kind, and fome­
times with men advanced in years, who , through the poverty of their pof-
feffions w i th refpect to wifdom, admire fuch things as thefe, and who think 
themfelves all-wife for having difcovered this. 

THEJE. Ent i re ly fo. 
GUEST. T h a t our difcourfe, therefore, may extend to all who have ever 

afferted any thing refpecting eflence, let wha t we fhall now fay in the way of 
interrogat ion be underftood as addreffed as well to thefe as to thofe others 
w h o m we have above ment ioned. 

THEJE. W h a t is it you are n o w going to fay? 
GUEST. W h e t h e r w e lhould nei ther conjoin eflence with motion and per­

manency , nor any thing elfe with any thing elfe, but, as if things were un­
mingled, and it were impoffible for t hem to communica te with each other, 
we fhould confider t hem as feparate in our difcourfe ? O r whether we fhould 
collect, all things into the fame, as if they were able to communicate with 
each other ? O r confider this as the cafe wi th fome things, but not with 
others ? W h i c h of thefe, Theaetetus, fhall we fay is to be preferred ? 

THEJE. I indeed have nothing to anfwer to thefe things. W h y , there 
fore, do you not , by anfwering to each particular, confider what follows 
from each ? 

GUEST. YOU fpeak well . W e will fuppofe them, therefore, if you pleafe, 
to fay, in the firft place, that nothing has any power of communicat ing with 
any th ing, in any refpecr. W i l l it not , therefore, follow, that motion and 
permanency in no refpect participate of eifence ? 

THEJE. 
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THEJE. T h e y certainly wi l l not . 
GUEST. But wha t ? W i l l any one of t h e m be, and a t the fame t ime have 

no communicat ion wi th elfence ? 
THEJE. I t will not . 
GUEST. F r o m commenting to this , all things, as it feems, wil l become ra­

pidly fubverted, as well the doctrine of thofe who contend that all things are 
moved, as of thofe who contend that all things ftand ftill, together w i t h the 
dogmas of thofe who affert that fuch things as fubfift according to forms or 
fpecies fubfift fimilarly according to the fame. F o r all thefe conjoin being 
wi th their doctrines, fome afferting that things are truly moved, and others 
that they t ruly ftand ftill. 

THEJE. Ent i re ly fo. 
GUEST. Such, likewife, as at one t ime uni te all things, and at another t ime 

feparate them, whether dividing from one th ing in to things infinite, or into 
things which have finite e lements , and compofing from thefe, and whe ther 
they confider this as partially, or as always taking place ,—in all thefe cafes 
they will fay nothing to the purpofe, if there is in no refpect a m i x t u r e of 
things. 

THEJE. R igh t . 
GUEST. Fu r the r ftill, we ourfelves fhall have difcourfed the moft ridicu-

loufly of all men , w h o permi t t ing nothing per ta in ing to the communion of 
the paffion of different, have yet ufed the appellation the other. 

THEJE. HOW fo ? 
GUEST. T h e y are in a certain refpect compelled to employ the t e rm to be, 

about all things, likewife the te rms feparate, others, and by itfelf, and ten 
thoufand others, from which being unable to abftain, and finding it neceffary 
to infert thefe expreffions in their difcourfes, they do not require any other 
confutation, but, as it is faid, they have an enemy and an adverfary a t home , 
vociferating within, and always walk as if carrying about wi th them t h e 
abfurd Eurycles 1 . 

THEJE. YOU very much fpeak of that which is like and t rue . 

1 " This is a proverb, fays the Greek Scholiaft on this dialogue, applied to thofe who prophefy 
evil to themfelves. For Eurycles appeared to have a certain daemon in his belly, exhorting him 
to fpeak concerning future events; whence he was called a ventriloquift." 

VOL. i n . 2 L GUEST. 
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GUEST. But what if we (hould permit all things to have the power of 
communica t ing wi th each o ther? T h i s , indeed, I myfelf a m able to diffolvc. 

THEJE. HOW ? 
GUEST. Becaufe mot ion itfelf would entirely ftand ftill, and again, perma­

nency itfelf would be moved, if they were mingled wi th each other . But 
this indeed is impoflible from the greateft neceflity, that motion (hould ftand 
ftill, and permanency be moved . 

THEJE. Undoubtedly . 
GUEST. T h e third th ing, therefore, alone remains . 
THEJE. I t does. 
GUEST. F o r one of thefe things is neceflary, ei ther that all things (hould 

be mingled together , or n o t h i n g ; or that fome things (hould be willing t o 
be mingled with each other , and that other things (hould be unwil l ing . 

THEJE. Undoubtedly . 
GUEST. And t w o of the members of this diviflon cannot be found. 
THEJE. T h e y cannot . 
GUEST. Every one , therefore, w h o wiflies to anfwer rightly (hould adopt 

tha t wh ich remains of the th ree . 
THEJE. And very m u c h fo. 
GUEST. B u t fince fome things are wil l ing to be mingled, and others 

not , they will nearly be affected in the fame manner as letters. Fo r fome of 
thefe are incongruous with refpect to each other , but others mutually har­
m o n i z e . 

THEJE. Undoubtedly. 
GUEST. Fo r vowels being in a part icular manner the bond, as it were , of 

the other letters, pervade through all of them, fo that wi thout fome one of 
thefe it is impoffible for any two of the others to accord wi th each other. 

THFJE. And very much fo. 
GUEST. Does every one, therefore, k n o w wha t letters wil l communicate 

with each other ? or is art requifite in order to accomplifh this fufficiently ? 
TKEJE. Ar t is requifite. 
GVEST. W h a t kind of art ? 
THEJE. T h e g rammat i c . 
GUEST And is not this the cafe wi th refpect to (harp and flat founds ? I 

mean, 
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mean, Is not he who knows by art what founds are confonant or diflbnantj 
a mufician, but he who is ignorant of this not fo ? 

THETE. It is. 
GUEST. And in other aits, and the privation of arts, we ( h a l l find o t h e r 

-fuch circumftanccs take place. 
THEJE. Undoubtedly. 
GUEST. Since then we have acknowledged, that the genera 1 of being are 

m i x e d 

1 Of the fciences, fome look to one fcientific object, as medicine to health, but other* 
extend to more than one, as arithmetic to philofophy, to a polity, to the tectonic art, and to 
many others; and others contribute to all arts, not the fabricative only, but alfo fuch as are theo­
retic, fuch as is the divifive art, of which Socrates fpeaks in the Phi4ebus. As, therefore, in the 
fciences fome are mofl total, and others partial, fo in intelligible caufes fome are altogether par­
tial, alone being the leaders of a peculiar number of one fpecies, but others extend themfelves to 
many, as equal, fimilar, and whole , for whole fo far as whole is not common to all things, fince a 

part fo far as a part is not a whole: and others extend themfelves to all things, becaufe all things 
participate of them fo far as they are beings, and not fo far as they are vital, or animated, or 
poflefs any other idiom, but according to the appellation itfelf of being. Becaufe, therefore, 
being is the firft among intelligible caufes, it has the moft total order among the genera; and 
thefe are five in number, viz. effence, fame, different, motion, permanency. For every being is effen-

tialized, is united itfelf to itfelf, is feparated from itfelf and other things, proceeds from itfelf, and its 
proper principle, and participates of a certain permanency, fo far as it preferves its proper form. 
Whether, therefore, it be intelligible, or fenfible, or a thing fubfifting between thefe two, it is com­
pofed from thefe genera. For all things are not vital, or wholes, or parts, or animated ; but of thefe 
genera all things participate. Likewife effence not fubfifting about a thing, neither will any thing elfe 
be there; for eflence is the receptacle of other things. Without the fubfiftence o f f a m e n e f s , that which 
is a whole will be diflipated; and difference being deftroycd there will be one thing alone without 
multitude. In like manner, motion and permanency not fubfifting, all things will be unenergetic and 
dead, without liability, and tending to non-entity. It is neceffary, therefore, that each of thefe 
fhould be in all things, and \\\T& effence (hould rank as the firft, being as it were the Vefta and monad 
of the genera, and arranged analogous to the one. After eflence, famenefs and difference muft 
fucceed, the former being analogous to hound, and the latter to infinity; and next to thefe motion 
and permanency. Of thefe genera too, fome are particularly beheld about the powers, and others 
about the energies of beings. For every being fo far as it is a being participates of a certain 
effence, as it is faid in this dialogue, and in the Parmenides. But every eflential power is either 
under fame, or under different, or under both. Thus for inftance heat, and every feparative 

power, fubfifts under different, but coldnefs, and every colleclive power, is under fame. And if there 
is any thing which fubfifts between thefe, it is under both fame and different. For every energy 
is either motion or permanency, or in a certain refpecl both; fince the energy of intellect may be 
rather faid to be permanency than motion, and in like manner every energy which preferves the 
energizing nature in the fame condition, or that about which it energizes. But the motion of 

2 L 2 bodies 
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mixed with each other, after the fame manner, ought not he neceffarily to 
proceed in his difcourfe fcientifically, who is about to fhow what genera mu­
tually accord, and what do not admit each other ? Likewife, whether thefe 
genera fo hold together through all things as to be capable of being mutually 
mingled ? And again in their divifions, if there is another caufe of divifion 
through wholes ? 

THEJE. How is it poflible fcience fhould not be requifite for this purpofe, 
and nearly, perhaps, the greateft of all fciences ? 

GUEST. What then, again, Theaetetus, fhall we call this fcience ? Or, 
by Jupiter, have we ignorantly fallen upon the fcience of the liberal ? And 
do we appear, while inveftigating a fophift, to have firft found a phiio-
fbpher? 

THEJE. How do you fay ? 
GUEST. DO we not fay, that tb divide according to genera, and neither to 

think the fame fpecies different, nor a different fpecies the fame, is the bufi-
liefs of the dialectic fcience ? 

THEJE. We do fay fo. 
GUEST. He, therefore, who is able to do this, fufficiently perceives one 

idea 1 every way extended through many things, the individuals of which 

bodies into each other does not abide in fame, but departs from that in which it fubfifts ; and 
that which changes the energizing nature in the fame and about the fame, is jlable motion. 
Every thing, therefore, by its very being participates of this triad, effence, power, and energy, on 
account of thefe five genera. 

1 Here genus is fignified by one idea extended through many: for genus is not an aggregate of 
fpecies, as a whole of parts, but it is prefent to every fpecies, to which it is at the fame time 
prior. But every fpecies fubfifting feparate from other fpecies, and from genus itfelf, participates 
of genus. By many ideas differentfrom each other, but externally comprehended under one idea, which 
is genus, fpecies are fignified : externally comprehended, indeed, genus being exempt from fpe­
cies, but comprehending the caufes of fpecies : for genera, truly fo called, are both more antient 
and more eflential than the fpecies which are ranked under them. Of genera, alfo, fome have a 
fubfiftence prior to fpecies, but others fubfift in them according to participation. To perceive 
thefe two, therefore, viz. one idea extended through many, the individuals of which fubfift apart 
from each other, is the province of the divifive power of dialeclic ; but the other two pertain to 
the definitive power of this art: for definition perceives one idea through many wholes conjoined 
in one, and collects into one definitive conception many ideas, each fubfifting as a whole. It alfo 
comie&s them with each other, and perfects one idea from the aflumption of all wholes; con­
joining the many in one. Befides this, it conGders the many which it has collected in one, lying 
apart, and the whole which i6 produced from them. 

are 
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are placed apart from each other, and many ideas different from each other 
externally comprehended under one, and one idea through many wholes 
conjoined in one ; and laftly, many ideas, every way divided apart from 
each other. This is to know fcientiflcally, how to diftinguifh according to 
genus, in what refpecl particulars communicate, and how far they do not 
communicate with each other. 

THEJE. Entirely fo. 
GUEST. But I think you do not give dialectic to any other than one 

who philofophizes purely and juflly. 
THEJE. For how is it poffible to give it to any other? 
GUEST. If we feek*, indeed, we fhall find a philofopher in a place, of this 

kind, both now and hereafter, though it is alfo difficult to fee this character 
clearly; but the difficulty of perceiving a fophift. is of a different kind from 
that with which the perceiving a philofopher is attended. 

THEJE. HOW fo ? 
GUEST. The former flying into the darknefs of non-being, aud by ufe 

becoming adapted to it, is with difficulty perceived through the obfcurity of 
the place. Is it not fo ? 

THEJE. SO it feems. 
GUEST. But the philofopher through reafoning, being always fituated near 

the idea of being, is by no means eafily difcerned, on account of the fplendor 
of the region. For the eyes of vulgar fouls are unable to fupport the view 
of that which is divine. 

THEJE. It is likely that thefe things fubfift in this manner, no lefs than 
thofe. 

GUEST. About this particular, therefore, we fhall perhaps at another 
time confider more clearly, if it be permitted us. But, with refpecl to the 
fophift, it is evident that we fhould not difmifs him till we have fufficiently 
furveyed him. 

THEJE. You fpeak well. 
GUEST. Since then it is acknowledged by us, that fome of the genera of 

being communicate with each other, and that fome do not, and that fome 
communicate with a few, and others with many things, and others again 
are not hindered from communicating through all things with all things; — 
this being the cafe, let us, in the next place, following the order of dif­

courfe, 
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courfe, fpeculate not about all fpecies, left we fhould be confounded by their 
multitude,—but, choofing certain of thofe which are called the greateft, let 
m , in the firft place, confider the qualities of each, and, in the next place, 
what communion of power they poffefs with each other, that we may not 
in any refped be indigent of difcourfe about being and non-being (though 
we may not be able to comprehend them with perfect perfpicuity), as far 
as the condition of the prefent fpeculation admits. If, therefore, while we 
are affimilating non-being, we fhould fay that it is truly non-being, we 
fhould be exculpated. 

THEJE. It would indeed be proper that we fhould. 
GUEST. But the greateft of all the genera which we have now mentioned 

are, being itfelf, permanency, and motion. 
THEJE. Very much fo. 
GUEST. And we have faid that the two latter are unmingled with each 

other. 
THEJE. Very much fo. 
GUEST. But being is mingled with both: for both after a manner are. 
THEJE. Undoubtedly. 
GUEST. Thefe things then become three. 
THE^:. Certainly. 
GUEST. Is not, therefore, each of thefe different from the other two, but 

the fame with itfelf? 
THEJE. It is. 
GUEST. What then fhall we now fay refpecting famenefs and difference ? 

Shall we fay that they are two certain genera, different from the other 
three, but yet always mingled with them from neceflity ? And thus are we 
to confider about five, and not three genera only ? Or are we ignorant thai 
we have denominated this famenefs and difference, as fomethino- belonging 
to the other three ? 

THEJ£. Perhaps fo. 
GUEST. But, indeed, motion and permanency are neither different nor 

fame. 
THEJE. How fo ? 
GUEST. That which we in common call motion and permanency can be 

neither of thefe. 
THEJE. 
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THEJE. Why? 
GUEST. Becaufe motion would be permanent, and permanency be moved. 

For, with refpecl to both, the one becoming the other, would compel that 
other to change into the contrary to its nature, as participating of the con* 
trary, 

THEJE. Very much fo. 
GUKST. But yet both participate of fame and different. 
THEJE. They do. 
GUEST. We muff not, therefore, fay that motion is either fame or dif­

ferent, nor yet muff we affert this of permanency. 
THEJE. We muft not. 
GUEST. Are, therefore, being and famenefs to be confidered by us as one 

certain thing ? 
THEJE. Perhaps fo. 
GUEST. But if being and famenefs fignify that which is in no refpecl 

different, when we again affert of motion and permanency, that both are, 
we thus denominate both of them the fame, as things which have a being. 

THEJE. But, indeed, this is impoffible. 
GUEST. It is impoffible, therefore, that famenefs and being fhould be one 

thing. 
THEJE. Nearly fo. 
GUEST. We muft place famenefs, therefore, as a fourth fpecies, in addi­

tion to the former three. 
THEJE. Entirely fo. 
GUEST. But what? Muft we not fay that difference is a fifth fpecies? 

Or is it proper to think that this, and being, are two names belonging to 
one genus ? 

THEJE. Perhaps fo. 
GUEST. But I think you will grant, that of beings, fome always fubfift: 

themfelves by themfelves, but others in relation to other things. 
THEJE. Undoubtedly. 
GUEST. But different is always referred to different. Is it not ? 
THEJE. It is. 
GUEST. But this would not be the cafe unlefs being and difference widely 

6 differed 
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differed from each other. But if difference participated of both fpecies, as 
is the cafe with being, there would be fome one among things different, 
which would be no longer different with reference to that which is different. 
But now it happens from neceffity. that whatever is different is fo from its 
relation to that which is different. 

THETE. It is as you fay. 
GUEST. We muft fay, then, that the nature of different muft be added as 

a fifth to the fpecies of which we have already fpoken. 
THEJE. Yes-
GUEST. And we muft likewife fay that it pervades through all thefe. For 

each one of the others is different, not through its own nature, but through 
participating the idea of .difference. 

THEJE, And very much fo. 
GUEST. But we may thus fpeak refpecting each of the five genera. 
THEJE* HOW? 
GUEST. In the firft place, that motion is entirely different from perma­

nency. Or how fhall we fay ? 
THEJE. That it is fo. 
GUEST. It is not, therefore, permanency. 
THEJE. By no means. 
GUEST. But it is, through participating of being. 
THEJE. It is. 
GUEST. Again, motion is different from famenefs. 
THEJE. Nearly fo. 
GUEST. It is not, therefore, famenefs. 
THEJE. It is not. 
GUEST. And yet it is fame, in confequence of all things participating of 

famenefs. 
THEJC. And very much fo. 
GUEST. It muft be confeffed, therefore, that motion is both fame, and 

not fame, nor muft we be indignant that it is fo. For, when we fay that it is 
both fame, and not fame, we do not fpeak of it in a fimilar manner; but 
when we fay it is fame, we call it fo, through the participation of famenefs 
with refpect to itfelf; and when we fay it is not fame, we call it fb through 

4 its 
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its communion with different, through which, feparating it from fame, ft 
becomes not fame, but different. So that it is again rightly faid to be not 
fame. 

THEJE. Entirely fo. 
GUEST. If, therefore, motion itfelf mould in any refpecl: participate of 

permanency, there would be no abfurdity in calling it (table. 
THEJE. Moft right, f i n c e we have acknowledged that fome of the genera 

are willing to be mingled with each other, and others not. 
GUEST. And, indeed, we arrived at the demonftration of this prior to 

what we have evinced at prefent, by proving that the thing fubfifts after 
this manner. 

THEJE. Undoubtedly. 
GUEST. But we may again fay that motion is different from different, j u f t 

as it is different from famenefs and permanency. 
THEJE. It is neceffary. 
GUEST. It ii£ therefore, in a certain refpecl, not different and different, 

according to this reafoning. 
THEJE. True. 
GUEST. What then follows ? Shall we fay it is different from three of 

the genera, but not from the fourth? acknowledging that the genera are 
five, about which, and in which, we propofe to fpeculate ? 

THEJE. And how ? 
GUEST. For it is impoflible to grant that they are fewer in number than 

they now appear to be. We may, therefore, fafely contend, that motion is 
different from being. 

THEJE. We may, moft fafely. 
GUEST. It clearly follows, therefore, that motion is truly non-being, and 

at the fame time being, fince it participates of being. 
THEJE. Moft clearly. 
GUEST. Non-being, therefore, is neceffarily in motion, and in all the 

genera. For, in all of them, the nature of different rendering them different 
from being, makes each to be non-being. Hence, we rightly fay that all of 
them are non-beings; and again, becaufe they participate of Being, that they 
are, and are beings. 

VOL. i n . 2 M THEJE. 
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THEJE. It appears fo. 
GUEST. About each of the fpecies, therefore, there is much of being, but 

there is alfo non-being infinite in multitude. 
THEJE. It appears fo. 
GUEST. Muft not, therefore, being itfelf be faid to be different from the 

others ? 
THE^:. It is neceffary. 
GUEST. Being, therefore, is not fo many in number as the others ; for> 

not being them, it is itfelf one, but is not other things, which are infinite in. 
number. 

THEJE. This is nearly the cafe. 
GUEST. We ought not, therefore, to be indignant at thefe things, fince 

the genera have naturally a mutual communion. But if fome one does not 
admit thefe things, yet, as we have been perfuaded by the former affertions. 
in like manner we ought to be perfuaded by thefe.. 

THEJE. YOU fpeak moft juftly. 
GUEST. We may alfo fee this. 
THEJE. What? 
GUEST. When we fay non-being, we do not, as it appears, fay any thing 

contrary to being, but only that which is different.'. 
THEJE. HOW fo ? 
GUEST. Juft as when we fay a thing is not great, do we then appear to 

you to evince by this word that which is fmall rather than that which is equal? 
THEJE. HOW is it poffible we fhould ? 
GUEST. We muft not, therefore, admit that the contrary to a thing is 

fignified, when negation is fpoken of; but thus much only muft be-aflerted, 
that the terms not, and neither, fignify fomething of other things, when 
placed before names, or rather before things, about which the names of the 
negations afterwards enunciated are diftributed. 

THE/E. Entirely fo. 
GUEST. This alfo we may confider by a dianoetic energy, if it is agreeable 

to you. 

1 By non»bcing% therefore, in this place, Plato means difference, one of the five genera of being, 
THEJE. 
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THEJE. What is that ? 
GUEST. The nature of different appears to me to be cut into fmall parts, 

in the fame manner as fcience. 
THEJE. HOW ? 
GUEST . This nature itfelf is one ; but a part of it refiding in any thing 

and being individually defined, poffeffes a private appellation of its own ; 
on which account there are faid to be many arts and fciences. 

THEJE. Entirely fo. 
GUEST. DO not, therefore, the parts of the nature of different, which is 

itfelf one thing, fuffer this very fame thing ? 
THEJE. Perhaps fo. But we muff fhow how this takes place. 
GUEST. IS there any part of different oppofite to the beautiful ? . 
THEJE. There is. 
GUEST. Muft we fay that this part is namelefs, or that it has a certain 

name ? 
THEJE. That it has a name. For every thing which we fay is not beau­

tiful, is not different from any thing elfe than the nature of the beautiful. 
GUEST. Come, then, anfwer me the following queftion. 
THEJE. What queftion? 
GUEST. When any thing is defined as belonging to one particular genus, 

and is again oppofed to a certain effence, does it happen that thus it is not 
beautiful ? 

THEJE. It does. 
GUEST. But the oppofition of being to being happens, as it feems, to be 

not beautiful. 
THEJE. Moft right. 
GUEST. What then ? Does it follow from this reafoning that the beau­

tiful belongs more to beings, and the non-beautiful lefs ? 
THEJE. It does not. 
GUEST. We muft fay, therefore, that the non-great and the great fimilarly 

are. 
THEJE. Similarly. 
GUEST. Hence, too, we muft affert of the juft and the non-juft, that the 

one in no refpecl: is more than the other. 
THEJE. Undoubtedly. 

2 M 2 GUEST. 
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GUEST. And the fame muft be faid of other things, fince the nature of 
different appears to rank among beings. But difference having a fubfiftence, 
it is neceffary to place the parts of it as no lefs having fubfiftence. 

THEJE. Undoubtedly. 
GUEST, As it appears, therefore, the oppofition of a part of the nature of 

different, and of the parts of being, are no lefs effence, if it be lawful fo to 
fpeak, than being itfelf; nor do they fignify that which is contrary to being, 
but only fomething different from it. 

THEJE. It is moft clear. 
GUEST. What then fhall we call it? 
TH E JE. It is evident that non-being, which we have fought after on account 

of a fophift, is this very thing. 
GUEST. Whether, therefore, as you fay, is it no more deficient of effence 

than the others ? And ought we now boldly to fay, that non-being poffeffes 
its own nature firmly, in the fame manner as the great was found to be great, 
and the beautiful beautiful, and the non-great to be non-great, and the non-
beautiful non-beautiful ? Shall we in like manner fay, that non-being was 
and is non-being, as one fpecies which muft be numbered among many 
beings ? Or muft we ftill, Theactetus, be diffident about this ? 

THEJE. By no means. 
GUEST. DO you perceive, therefore, how difobedient we have been to the 

prohibition of Parmenides ? 
THEJE. In what refpect ? 
GUEST. We have wandered beyond the limits he appointed us, by thus 

continuing ftill further to explore and evince. 
THEJE. HOW ? 
GUEST. Becaufe he fays, " Non-beings never, and by no means are ; but 

do you, while inveftigating, reftrain your conceptions from this path." 
THEJE. He does fpeak in this manner. 
GUEST. But we have not only fhown that non-beings are, but we have 

demonftrated what the form of non-being is. For, having evinced that the 
nature of different has a fubfiftence, and that it is divided into fmall parts, 
which are mutually diftributed through all things, we then dared to fay, that 
the part of it which is oppofed to the being of every thing, is itfelf truly non-
being. 

4 THEJE. 
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THEJE. And to me, O gueft, we appear to have fpoken with the greateft 
truth. 

GUEST. Let no one, therefore, fay, that we, having evinced that non-being 
is contrary to being, dare to affert that it is. For we fome time fince bade 
farewell to him who afks whether that which is contrary to any thing has a 
fubfiftence, and poffeffes a certain reafon, or is entirely irrational. But, with 
refpecl: to that which we now call non-being, either fome one who is not 
perfuaded by our arguments fhould confute us, as not having fpoken well; 
or, if he cannot do this, he muft alfo fay as we fay, that the geuera are min­
gled with each other, and that being and different pervading through all 
things, and through each other, different participating of being, is through 
this participation, not being that of which it participates, but fomething 
elfe. But, being different from being, it clearly follows that it is neceffarily 
non-being. And again, being, in confequence of participating of difference, 
will be different from the other genera: but being different from all of them, 
it is not any one of them, nor all the others, nor any thing befides itfelf. So 
that, without doubt, being is not ten thoufand things in ten thoufand things: 
and, in like manner, each and all of the other genera are multifarioufly DIS­
tributed, but are not themfelves multifarious. 

THEiE. True. 
GUEST. And if any one does not believe in thefe contrarieties, he fhould 

confider, and affert fomething better than has been now faid. Or if fome 
one, in confequence of finding this to be a difficult (peculation, rejoices, 
drawing the arguments from one fide to another, fuch a one, as our prefent 
reafoning afferts, is not engaged in a purfuit which deferves much ferious 
attention. For this neither poffeffes any thing elegant, nor is difficult to 
difcover ; but that is difficult, and at the fame time beautiful. 

THEJE. What? 
GUEST. That of which we have fpoken above; I mean that, omitting 

thefe particulars, we may be able to confute any one who afferts that differ­
ent is fame, or fame different. For, to fhow that fame is different, and 
different fame, that the great is fmall, and the fimilar diflimilar, and to rejoice 
in thus introducing contraries in difcourfe, is not a true confutation, but is 
evidently the province of one who has but a flight apprehenfton of the thing, 
and is recently born. 

THEJE. 
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THEJE. Ve ry much fo. 
GUEST. Fo r , O excellent young man , to endeavour to feparate every 

thing from -every th ing, is both inelegant , and the province of one rude and 
deftitute of philofophy. 

THEJE. W h y fo ? 
GUEST. TO diffolve each thing from all things, is the moft perfecl abolition 

of all difcourfe. For difcourfe fubfifts through the conjunction of fpecies 
with each o ther . 

THEJE. T r u e . 
GUEST. Confider, therefore, h o w opportunely we have now contended 

with men of this k ind , and compelled t hem to permit one thing to be min­
gled with another . 

THEJE. W i t h a view to what ? 
GUEST. TO this, that difcourfe may be one certain thing belonging to the 

genera of being. Fo r , if we are deprived of this, we fhall, for the moft part , 
be deprived of philofophy. And further ftill, it is requifite at prefent that we 
fhould mutually confent to determine what difcourfe is. But , if it is entirely 
t aken away from us, we can n o longer fpeak about any thing. And it will 
be taken away, if we admit that things are not in any refpect mingled with 
each other. 

THEJE. R igh t . But I do not underftand why we ftiould now mutual ly 
confent to de te rmine what difcourfe is. 

GUEST. But , perhaps, you will eafiJy underftand by attending to this. 
THEJE. TO what ? 
GUEST. N o n - b e i n g has appeared to us to be one of the o the r genera, and 

to be difperfed through all beings. 
THEJE. It has fo. 
GUEST. After this, therefore, w e fhould confider whe ther it is mingled 

wi th opinion and difcourfe. 
THEJE. O n what account ? 
GUEST. Becaufe, if it is not mingled wi th thefe, it muft neceffarily follow 

tha t all things are t r u e : but , if it is mingled with thefe, falfe opinion and falfe 
difcourfe muft be produced. F o r to opine, or fpeak of non-beings, is itfelf 
falfehood fubfifting in the dianoetic par t and difcourfe. 

THEJE. I t is fo. 

GUEST. 
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GUEST. But, being falfehood, it is deception. 
THEJE. It is. 
GUEST. And deception fubfifting, all things muft neceffarily be full of 

refemblances, images, and phantafy. 
THEJE. Undoubtedly. 
GUEST. But we have faid that the fophift flies into this place, while he 

denies that there is any fuch thing as falfehood. For he afferts that no one 
can either think or fpeak of non-being ; becaufe it in no refpect partici­
pates of effence. 

THEJE. Thefe things were faid by us. 
GUEST. But now it has appeared that non-being participates of being.. 

So that in this refpecl perhaps he will no longer oppofe us. Perhaps how­
ever he will fay, that of fpecies, fome participate of non-being, and others 
not; and that difcourfe and opinion rank among thofe things which do not 
participate it. So that he wiU again contend with us, that the image-making; 
and phantaftic art, in which we have faid he is concealed, has no fub­
fiftence ; fince opinion and difcourfe have no communion with non-being. 
He will likewife alTert that falfehood has not any kind of fubfiftence, fince 
this communion of things is no where to be found. Hence we muft in­
veftigate the nature of difcourfe, opinion, and phantafy, that, thefe becoming 
apparent, we may perceive their communion with non-being; and, per­
ceiving this, may evince that there is fuch a thing as falfehood ; and, having" 
evinced this, may bind the fophift in. it, if he is found to be guilty; orr 

liberating him, inveftigate in fome other genus. 
THEJE. That, O gueft, which we laid at firft about the fbphift, appears to 

be very true—I mean, that he is a genus difficult to apprehend. For he 
appears to be full of problems; nor can any one arrive at his retreats, till 
he has firft vanquished the obftacle which he throws in the way. For now 
we have fcarcely overcome the obftacle which he hurled fbrth, I mean that 
non-being is not, and he immediately throws in our way another. Hence 
it is requifite to fhow that there is falehood, both in difcourfe and opinion, 
and after this perhaps fomething elfe, and another thing after that, and fo 
on, as it appears, without end. 

GUEST. He, O Theaetetus, who is able to make advances continually, 
though 
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though in a fmall degree, ought to proceed boldly in this affair. For what 
will he be able to accompiifh in other things, who is without ardor in thefe ? 
For he who either effects nothing in thefe, or is repelled backwards, will 
fcarcely (according to the proverb) ever take the city. But now, O good 
man, fince as you fay this is accomplifhed, we fhall have captured the greateft 
wall, and the reft will be eafy and trifling. 

THEJE. YOU fpeak well. 
GUEST. Let us then now, in the firft place, as we faid, confider difcourfe 

and opinion, that we may more clearly fhow, whether non-being touches 
upon thefe, or whether both thefe are in every refpect true, and neither of 
them at any time falfe. 

THEJE. Right. 
GUEST. Come then, let us again fpeculate about nouns, in the fame 

manner as we did about fpecies'and letters. For that which is the object 
of our prefent inveftigation appears in a certain refpect to have a fimilar 
fubfiftence. 

THEJE. What is it you wifh to be conceived reflecting nouns ? 
GUEST. Whether all of them harmonize with each other; or fome 

accord, but others do not. 
THEJE. It is evident that fome accord, and others do not. 
GUEST. Perhaps your meaning is this, that fuch nouns as in an orderly 

fucceffion affert and evince fomething, mutually accord; but that fuch as 
fignify nothing by continuity, do not mutually accord. 

THEJE. HOW do you mean ? and what is it you fay ? 
GUEST. What I thought you would both underftand and affent to. For 

there is a twofold genus of vocal declarations reflecting effence. 
THEJE. HOW? 
GUEST. One, which is called nouns, and the other verbs. 
THEJE. Speak of each. 
GUEST* That which is a declaration in actions, we call a verb. 
THEJE. We do. 
GUEST. But a mark or fign of voice impofed on the agents themfelves, 

we call a noun. 
THEJE. Very much fo. 

GUEST. 
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GUEST. From nouns,"therefore, alone, enunciated in continued fucceflion, 
a fentence is never produced ; nor yet again from verbs enunciated without 
nouns. 

THEJE. Thefe things I have not learned. 
GUEST. But it is evident that you juft now acknowledged this, when look­

ing to fomething elfe. For this is what I wifhed to fay, that when thefe are 
enunciated in continued fucceflion, a fentence is not produced. 

THEJE. HOW fo ? 
GUEST. AS, for in fiance, walks, runs, fleeps, and fuch other words as 

fignify actions, all which when any one enunciates in continued fucceflion, 
he wdl not by this means produce a fentence. 

THEJE. For how can he? 
GUEST. Again, therefore, when any one fays, a lion, a ftag, a horfe, and 

fuch other nouns as fignify agents themfelves, a fentence will not yet be pro­
duced by this continuity. For the things enunciated do not evince action, 
or a privation of action, or the effence of a thing which is, or which is not, 
till verbs are mingled with nouns. But when they are harmonized, a 
fentence is immediately produced, and the firft connection of thefe is 
nearly the firft fentence, though it fhould be the fhorteft poflible. 

THEJE. HOW is this ? 
GUEST. When any one fays, A man learns, would you not fay that this 

is the fhorteft and firft fentence ? 
THEJE. I fhould. 
GUEST. For he then evinces fomething refpecting things which actually 

are, or are rifing into being, or have been, or will be. Nor does he deno­
minate only, but he finifhes fomething connecting verbs and nouns. Hence 
we fay that he fpeaks, and does not alone denominate, and to this con­
nection we give the name of difcourfe. 

THEJE. Right, 
GUEST. And thus as we faid refpecting things, that fome harmonized 

with each other, and that others did not, fo likewife with refpect to the figns 
of voice, fome do not harmonize, but others do, and produce difcourfe. 

THEJE. Entirely fo. 
GUEST. Further ftill, attend to this trifling thing, 
THEJE. TO what ? 

VOL, i n . % N GUEST. 
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GUEST. That difcourfe when it takes place muft neceffarily be a difcourfe 
about fomething: for it is impoffible that it can be about nothing. 

THEJE. It muft. 
GUEST. Ought it not, therefore, to be of fome particular kind ? 
THEJE. Undoubtedly. 
GUEST. Let us then give diligent attention; 
THEJE. For it is requifite. 
GUEST. I will, therefore, enunciate to you a fentence, in which a thing 

is conjoined with action, through a noun and a verb: but do you inform me of 
what it is a fentence. 

THEJE. I will, as far as I am able. 
GUEST. Theaetetus fits :—is this a long fentence ? 
THEJE. It is not; but a moderate one. 
GUEST. It is now your bufinefs to fay what it is about, and of whom it is 

a fentence. 
THEJE. It is evident that it is about me, and of me. 
GUEST. But what again with refpecr to this ? 
THEJE. To what? 
GUEST. Theaetetus, with whom I now difcourfe, flies. 
THEJE. Refpecring this alfo, no one can fay but that it is about me , and 

of me. 
GUEST. But we faid it was neceffary that every fentence fhould be of fome 

particular kind. 
THEJB. We did. 
GUEST. But of what kind muft each of the fentences juft now mentioned 

be? 
THEJE. One muft be falfe* and the other true. 
GUEST. But that which is true afferts things refpedingyou as they are. 
THEJE. Undoubtedly. 
GUEST. But that which is falfe afferts things refpecling you different from 

what they are. 
THEJE. It does. 
GUEST. It fpeaks, therefore, of things which are not, as if they were. 
THEJE. Nearly fo. 
GUEST. And it fpeaks of things which have a fubfiftence, but which do 

5 not 
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not belong to you. For we fay, that about every thing there are many things 
which have a fubfiftence, and many things which have no fubfiftence. 

THEJE. Very much fo. 
GUEST. In the firft place, therefore, it is moft neceftary, that the latter 

fentence which I enunciated refpecting you fhould be one of the fhorteft, 
according to the definition we have given of a fentence. 

THEJE. This muft now be acknowledged by us. 
GUEST. In the next place, it muft be confeffed that it is a fentence of 

fomething. 
THEJE. It muft. 
GUEST. But if it is not of you, it is not of any thing elfe. 
THEJE. For how fhould it ? 
GUEST. But if it is not of any thing, it cannot in any refpect be a fentence. 

For we have fhown that it belongs to things impoffible, that difcourfe (hould 
exift, and yet be a difcourfe of nothing. 

THEJE. Moft right. 
GUEST. When, therefore, other things are afferted of you, as if they were 

the fame, and things which are not, as things which are, fuch a compofition. 
of verbs and nouns becomes altogether, as it appears, a really and truly falfe 
difcourfe. 

THEJE. Moft true. 
GUEST. But what with refpect to the dianoetic energy, opinion, and 

phantafy, is it not now evident that all thefe genera, as well the falfe as the 
true, are produced in our fouls ? 

THEJE. HOW ? 
GUEST. YOU will eafily underftand, if you firft of all apprehend what each 

of them is, and in what they differ from each other. 
THEJE. Only inform me. 
GUEST. Are not, therefore, the dianoetic energy and difcourfe the feme, 

except that the former is an inward dialogue without voice, of foul with 
itfelf? 

THEJE. Entirely fo. 
GUEST. But the fluxion from the dianoetic energy through the mouth* 

proceeding with found, is called difcourfe. 
THEJE. True. 

i N 2 GUEST. 
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GUEST. We perceive this alfo in difcourfe. 
THEJE. What? 
GUEST. Affirmation and negation. 
THEJE. We do. 
GUEST. When, therefore, this takes place in the foul according to the-

dianoetic energy, accompanied with filence, can you call it any thing elfe than 
opinion ? 

THEJE. HOW can I? 
GUEST. But, when again, a certain paffion of this kind is prefent, not ac­

cording to the dianoetic energy, but through fenfe, can it be rightly denomi­
nated any thing elfe than phantafy ? 

THEJE. Nothing elfe. 
GUEST. Since, then, difcourfe is both true and falfe, and it appears that 

the dianoetic energy is a dialogue of the foul with itfelf, but opinion the con­
clufion of the dianoetic energy, and phantafy the mixture of fenfe and opi­
nion with each other, it is neceffary, fince thefe are allied to difcourfe, that 
fome of them fhould be fometimes true, and fometimes falfe. 

THEJE. Undoubtedly. 
GUEST. DO you perceive, therefore, that we have found more eafily than 

we expected, that opinion and difcourfe are fometimes falfe ? For juft now 
we were afraid, left by inveftigating this matter we fhould attempt a work 
which it is perfectly impoffible to accomplifh. 

THEJE. I do perceive. 
GUEST. Let us not, therefore, defpair as to what remains ; but, fince thefe 

things are rendered apparent, let us recall into our memory thofe divifions 
according to fpecies which we mentioned before. 

THEJE. Of what kind were they ? 
GUEST. We divided image-making into two fpecies; the one aflimilative, 

and the other phantaftic 
THEJE. We did. 
GUEST. And we faid we were dubious in which of thefe we fhould place 

the fophift. 
THEJE. Thefe things were faid by us. 
GUEST. And while we were doubting about this, we were oppreffed with 

a ftill darker vertigo, in confequence of that aflertion which is dubious to all 
men, 
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men, that there can be no fuch thing as either a refemblance, or an image, 
becaufe that which is falfe has never in any refpect any fubfiftence whatever. 

THEJE. You fpeak the truth. 
GUEST. But now fince difcourfe has become apparent, and likewife falfe 

opinion, it is poflible there may be imitations of things, and that from this 
difpofition the art of deceiving may be produced. 

THEJE. It is poflible. 
GUEST. And was it not alfo acknowledged by us above, that the fophift 

is converfant with thefe ? 
THFJE. It was. 
GUEST. Let us, therefore, again endeavour, by always bifecting the pro-

pofed genus, to proceed to the right hand part of the fection, attending to 
its communion with the fophift, til, having taken away all his common pro­
perties, and leaving the nature peculiar to him, we may be able efpecially to 
exhibit this to ourfelves, and afterwards to thofe who are naturally moft 
proximate to the genus of this method. 

THFJE. Right. 
GUEST. Did we not, therefore, begin dividing the effective art, and the 

art of acquiring ? 
THEJE. Yes. 
GUEST. And the art of acquiring prefented itfelf to us in hunting, contefts, 

merchandize, and fuch-like fpecies. 
THEJE. Entirely fo. 
GUEST. But now, fince the imitative art comprehends the fophift, it is 

evident that the effective art muft firft receive a twofold divifion. For imi­
tation is a certain making. We faid, indeed, it was the making of images, 
and not of things themfelves. Did we not ? 

THE^. Entirely fo. 
GUEST. But, in the firft place, let there be two parts of the effective art.. 
THEJE. What are they ? 
GUEST. The one is divine, the other human. 
THEJE. I do not yet underftand you. 
GUEST. If we remember what was faid at firft we afferted that the whole 

of the effective art was a power caufing things to exift afterwards which 
were not before. 

THEJE. 



278 T H E S O P H I S T A -

THEJE. We do remember. 
GUEST. But, with refpect to all mortal animals, and plants which are 

produced in the earth from feeds and roots, 'together with fuch inanimate 
natures as fubfift on the earth, whether they are bodies which can be lique­
fied, or not, can we fay that they were afterwards generated, when before 
they were not, by any other than a certain fabricating God ? Or fhall we 
employ the dogma and affertion of many ? 

THEJE. What is that ? 
GUEST. That nature generates thefe from a certain fortuitous caufe, and 

which operates without thought. Or fhall we fay that they are produced in 
conjunction with reafon and divine fcience, originating from Deity itfelf? 

THEJE. I, perhaps, through my age, often change my opinion. However, 
at prefent looking to you, and apprehending that you think thefe things were 
produced by Divinity, I think fotoo. 

GUEST. It is well, Theaetetus. And if we thought that in fome future 
time you would be of a different opinion, we fhould now endeavour to make 
you acknowledge this by the force of reafon, in conjunction with neceffary 
perfuafion ; but fince I know your nature to be fuch, that, without any argu­
ments from us, you would of yourfelf arrive at that conclufion to which I 
have drawn you, I fhall difmifs the attempt; for it would be fuperfluous. 
But I adopt this pofition, that things which are faid to fubfift from nature 
are produced by a divine art: but that the things which are compofed from 
thefe by men, are produced by human art: and that, according to this pofi­
tion, there are two genera of the effective art, one of which is human, and the 
other divine. 

THEJE. Right. 
GUEST. But, fince there are two genera, bifect each of them, 
THEJE. How? 
GUEST. Juft as the whole of the effective art was then divided according 

to breadth, fo now let it be divided according to length. 
THEJE. Let it be fo divided. ' 
GUEST. And thus all its parts will become four; two of which indeed, 

with reference to us, will be human; and two again, with reference to the 
Gods, divine. 

THEJE. They will. 
GUEST. 
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GUEST. But with refpect to thefe, as being again divided in a different 
manner, one part of each divifion is effective, but the remaining parts may 
be nearly called reprefentative. And hence, again, the effective art receives 
a twofold divifion. 

THEJE. Inform me again how each is to be divided. 
GUEST. With refpect to ourfelves and other animals, and the things from 

which they naturally confift, viz. fire and water, and the fifters of thefe, we 
know that each of thefe productions is the offspring of Divinity. Do we not? 

THEJE. We do. 
GUEST. After thefe the images of each, and not the things themfelves, 

follow; and thefe are produced by a daemoniacal artifice. 
THEJE. What kind of images are thefe? 
GUEST. Phantafms which occur in fleep, and fuch as appearing in the day 

are called fpontaneous; as, for inftance, fhadow, when darknefs is generated 
in fire: but this is twofold, when domeftic and foreign light concurring in 
one about fplendid 1 and fmooth bodies, and producing a fenfation of feeing 
contrary to accuftomed vifion, effect by thefe means a fpecies. 

THEJE. Thefe works, therefore, of divine making are two, viz. the things 
themfelves, and the image which follows each. 

GUEST. But what ? Shall we not fay that our art, by architecture, makes 
a houfe, but by painting, that other thing, the image of the houfe, which is, 
as it were, a human dream effected by men awake ? 

THEJE. Entirely fo. 
GUEST. Hence, by giving a twofold divifion after this manner to other 

things, we fhall again find twofold works of our effective action, and we 
muft call the one auturgic, or the thing itfelf effected, but the image, repre­
fentative. 

THEJE. I now underftand you better, and I admit thefe two fpecies of the 
effective art, with a twofold divifion, viz. the divine and human according 
to one fection ; and the thing itfelf effefted, and the offspring of certain 
imitations, according to the other. 

GUEST . Let us, therefore, recollect, that of the image-producing art we 

1 See the latter part of the Introduction to the Timaeus. 
faid, 



280 T H E S O P H I S T A . 

faid, one kind would be aflimilative, and the other phantaftic, if it fhould 
appear that the falfe is truly falfe, and one certain thing belonging to beings. 

THEJE. We did fay fo. 
GUEST. IS it not, therefore, apparent, that we have now indubitably enu­

merated two fpecies ? 
THEJE. Yes. 
GUEST. We muft, therefore, again give a twofold distribution to the 

phantaftic fpecies. 
THEJE. HOW ? 
GUEST. One kind being that which is effected through inftruments, but 

the other being the phantafm of that which exhibits itfelf as the instrument 
of the efficient. 

THEJE. HOW do you fay ? 
GUEST. I think, when any one employing your figure caufes body to ap* 

pear fimilar to body, or voice to voice, this is particularly called an imitation 
belonging to the phantaftic fpecies. 

THEJE. It is. 
GUEST. Calling this then imitative, we will divide it; but we will dif-

mifs the whole of the other member, as being now weary, and we will 
permit fome other perfon to colled it into one, and give it a proper deno­
mination. 

THEJE. Let the member then you fpeak of be divided, and let us difmifs 
the other. 

GUEST. And indeed, Theaetetus, it is fit to think that this alfo is twofold ; 
but take notice on what account. 

THEJE. Say. 
GUEST. Of thofe who imitate, fome knowing that which they imitate 

do this, but others not knowing it. Though, can we place any divifion 
greater than that of ignorance and knowledge? 

THEJE. We cannot. 
GUEST. Will not, therefore, that which we juft now Spoke of be an imi­

tation of thofe that are endued with knowledge ? For this man, knowing 
you, imitates your figure, 

THEJE, Undoubtedly. 
•GUEST. 
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GUEST. But what mall we fay refpecting the figure of juftice, and, in 
(hort, of the whole of virtue ? D o not many, though they are ignorant, 
think that they know this, and, while they imitate that which feems to them 
to be the figure of juftice, endeavour, both in words and works, to make it 
appear that it is inherent in them ? 

THEJE. Very many, indeed. 
GUEST. Are they not, therefore, difappointed in their expectations of ap­

pearing to be juft, as they are not fo in any refped ? Or does the very con­
trary to this take place ? 

THEJE. The very contrary takes place. 
GUEST. I think then we muft fay that this imitator is different from the 

other, he who is ignorant from him who knows, 
THEJE. We muft. 
GUEST. Whence, then, can any one derive a name adapted to each? 

Or is it evident that it is difficult ? Becaufe a certain antient caufe of the 
divifion of genera into fpecies was unknown to our anceftors, fo that 
none of them attempted to divide ; and on this account they were neceffarily 
very much in want of names. But at the fame time, though it may be a 
bolder aflertion, for the fake of diftinclion, we fhall call the imitation which 
fubfifts with opinion doxomimetic ; but that which fubfifts in conjunction with 
fcience, a certain hiftoric imitation. 

THEJE. Be it fo. 
GUEST. The other of thefe appellations, therefore, muft be ufed: for a 

fophift was not found to be among the fcientific, but among imitators. 
THEJE. ud very much fo. 
GUEST. Let us then confider this doxajiic imitator, or one who imitates 

from op? ion, as if he were iron, and fee whether he is found, or whether he 
contains in himfelf fomething twofold. 

THEJE. Let us confider. 
GUEST. He is, therefore, very copious. For, of fophifts, one is foolifh, 

thinking that he knows the things which he opines: but the figure of an­
other, through his rolling like a cylinder in difcourfe, is replete with abun­
dance of fufpicion and fear, that he is ignorant of thofe things which he 
feigns himfelf to know before others. 

THEJE. There are both thefe kinds of fophifts, as you have faid. 
VOL. ni. 2 o GUEST. 
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GUEST. May we not, therefore, place one of thefe as a fimple, and the 
other as an ironical imitator ? 

THEJE. It is proper fo to do. 
GUEST. And again, fhall we fay that the genus of this is one or two ? 
THEJE. DO you fee whether it is or not. 
GUEST. I confider; and two imitators appear to me: one employing 

irony among the multitude publicly, and in prolix difcourfes ; and the other 
compelling the perfon who converfes with him to contradict himfelf, and this 
privately, and by fhort difcourfes. 

THEJE. YOU fpeak moft rightly. 
GUEST. What then did we evince the imitator to be who employs prolix 

difcourfes ? Did we evince him to be a politician, or a popular fpeaker ? 
THEJE. A popular fpeaker. 

' GUEST. But what did we call the other,—a wife man, or fophiftic ? 
THEJE. TO call him a wife man is impoffible, fince we have placed him 

as one who is ignorant; but as he is an imitator of a wife man, he muft 
evidently receive a fimilar appellation. And I now nearly underftand that 
this character ought truly to be called one who is in every refpect a real 
fophift. 

GUEST. Shall we not, therefore, bind together his name, as we did before, 
connecting every thing from the end to the beginning ? 

THEJE. Entirely fo. 
GUEST. He, therefore, who compels thofe that converfe with him to con­

tradict themfelves, who is a part of the ironic genus, and a doxaftic imitator, 
who likewife belongs to the phantaftic genus, which proceeds from the repre-
fentative art, who is to be defined to be not a divine but a human production, 
and who by the artifice of his difcourfes belongs to the wonder-working divi­
fion; he who fays that a real fophift is of this ftock and confanguinity will, 
as it appears, fpeak moft truly. 

THEJE. Entirely fo. 

THE END OF THE SOPHISTA. 
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