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PLATO

Knowledge as Justified True Belief

Socrates: . . . what is one 1o say that knowl-
edge is7 For surely we are not going to give
up yet.

THEAETETUS: Not unless you do so.

Socrates: Then tell me, what deflinition can
we give with the least risk of contradicting
oursclves?

TueaeteTus: The one we tried before,
Socrates. I have nothing else to suggest,

Socrates: What was that?

TueaeTetus: That true belief is knowledge.
Suorely there can at least be no mistake in
believing what is true and the consequences
are always satisfactory.

Socrates: Try, and you will see, Theaetetus,
as the man said when he was asked if the
river was too deep to ford. So here, if we go
forward on our search, we may smumble
upon somcthing that will reveal the thing we
arc looking for. We shall make nothing out,
if we stay where we are,

TueaeTETUS: True. Let us go forward and see.

SocraTEs: Well, we need not go far to see this

much. You will find a whole profession to
prove that true belief is not knowledge.

TueaeTETUS: How $07 What profession”

SocraTes: The profession of those paragons of
intellect known as orators and lawyers.
There you have men who use their skill to
produce conviction, not by instruction, but
by making people believe whatever they
want them to believe. You can hardly imag-
ine teachers so clever as to be able, in the
short time allowed by the clock, to mstruct
their hearers thoroughly in the true facts of
a case of robbery or other violence which
those hearers had not witnessed.

THEAETETUS; No, | cannot fmagine that, but
they can convince them.

SocRaTES: And by convincing you méan mak-
ing them believe something.

TueaereTus: Of course.

SocraTtes: And when a jury is nightly con-
vinced of facts which can be known only by
an eyewitness, then, judging by hearsay and
accepting a true belief, they are judging
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withot knowledge, although, of they lind
the right verdict, their conviction 15 cormect?

THEAETETUS: Certainly,

SocraTeS: But if wrue belief and knowledge
weré the same thing, the best of jurymen
could never have a correct beliel without
knowledge, 1 now appears thal they must
be different things

THEARTETUS: Yes, Socrales, 1 have  heard
smmeone make the distinction, [ bad forgm-
ten, bul now it comes back 1w me. He said
thal true beliet with the addmion of an e
count {Adyos) was knowledge, while belief
without an account was outside its range,
Where no account could be given of a thing,
it was not “knowable’—thal was the word
he used—wherne ot could, it was knowahble.

Socaatis: A pood suggestion. But tell me how
he distinguished these knowable things from
the unknowable. [0 mey twern owt that whatl
you were told tallies with something 1 have
eard sand.

TreeaeTETUS: | am not sure if [ can recall thar,
baet [ think [ should recognize it if 1 heard Ot
stated.

Socraves: I you have had a dream, Jet me el
yiour ming in return. 1 osecom to have heard
some people say that what maght be called
the first elerments of which we and all other
things consist are such that no account can
b2 given of therm, Each of them just by irself
can enly be named; we cannol allribate to it
anything further or say (hat it exists or does
nat exist, for we should at once be attaching
e it cxistence or nonexistonoe, whensas we
cught to add nothing if we are o express
Just it alone. We ought not even o add s’
or ‘i’ or “each’ or “alone' or “this”, or any
other of a host of such terms. These terms,
running loose ahout the place, are atached
i everything, amd they are distinct from the
things to which they are applicd. IT it wers
passible for an element to be expressed in
any formuola exclusively belonging to it, na
olher terms ought o enter into that expres-
ston. Buot in fact there 08 ne formuelz in
which any element can be expressed; it can
cely be named, for a name i3 all there is
that belongs te il But when we come to

things composed of these elements, then,
just as these things are complex, so the
names are combined e anake 3 description
(hevosh, a description being precisely a
combination of names. Accordingly, ele-
ments are incxplicable and uaknowable, but
they can be percerved, while complexes
("syllables’} are keowable and explicable,
and you can have & frue notion of them. 5o
when a man gets hold of the rue notion of
something without an account, his mind
dees thank truly of i, butl he does not know
it, for if one cannol give and receive an ac-
count of a thing, one has no knowledpe of
thal thing. But when he has also pot hold of
an accoeunt, all this becomes possible 1o him
and he is fully equipped with knowledge,

Does that version represent the dream as
you heard it, or nom?

TuesereTs: Perfectly,

SOCRaTES: S0 this decam finds Taver amd you
hold that a true notion with the addition of
an account 15 knowledge?

THEAETETUS: Precisely.

SoCRATES: Can il ke, Theastetus, that, afl in a
mement, we have found out oday what so
many wise men have grown old in seeking
and have not fouend?

THEaeTETUS: [ at any rate, am saisfied w
pur present statement, Socrates,

SOCRATES: Yes, the statement just in fsell may
well be satsfactory, for how can there ever
he knowledge without an account and right
helief? But there s one point in the theory
a5 stated that does not [ind favor with me.

THeaeTETUS: What is tha?

Socrarsi: What might be considered its mosl
ingenious feature. [t says that the elements
are unknowable, bul whalever s complex
(“syllables™) can be known,

Treoaererus: I8 not that right?

Socuates: We must fnd cul, We hold as a sort
of hostage for the theory the llustration o
lerms of which it was stated,

Thneagrerus: Mamely?

S0CRATES: Letters—the elements of writing-—
amd syllables, That and nothing else was
protorype the author of this theory had n
mind, don’t you think?
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THEAETETUS: Yei, il was.

Socrates! Let us take up that illustration,
then, and put it to the questicn, or rather
pul the gquestion o owrselves. Dhd we learn
our letters on that principle or not? To hegin
with, is it true that an account can be given
of syllahles, but nol of letters?

THEAETETUS: I may be so

Socrates: [agree, decidedly. Suppose you are
asked about the fisst syllable of "Socrates,”
Eaplain, Theastetus, what s 5007 How will
you answer?

ThEarTETUS: 5 and O

SOCRATES: And you have there an account of
the syllable?

THEAETETUS: Yes

Socrkres: Go on, then, give me a similar ac-
counl of 5.

THEAETETUS. Bul how ¢an one state the ele-
ments of an element? The fact is, of course,
Socrates, that 8 &5 ong of Lthe consonants,
nothing but a naise, like @ hissing of the
tongue, while B nat anly has no arliculats
sound bul s not even & neise, amd Lthe same
is troe of most of the letters. S0 they may

he said 1w be inexplicable, when he
clearest of them, the seven wvowels them-
selves, have only a sound, and no sor of
acecaint can be given of them.

SoCrATES: S0 far, then, we have reached a right
sonclusion abewl knowledgpe.

THEAETETUS: Apparently.

SecraTES: Bul now, have we been right in de-
claring that the letter canmot be known,
though the syllable can?

THEAETETUS: That seems all righ,

Soceares: Take the syllable then, Do we mean
by that both the two letters or, if there ane
more than two, all the lemers? Or do we
Mmein a8 gingle entity that comes inte exist-
ence [rom the moment when they are pet 1o-

2 fether?

PHEaETETUS: [ should sy we mean all the let-
ters

SUCRATES: Then take the case of the two letters
H_H"mcm. .n.._._n twin logether are the first syl-

my mame. Anyone who knows that

.q_:”_hrv_n w:ﬂ& both the lettees, doesn’t he?

FTETUSS Naturally,

SOCRATES: S0 he knows S oand the O,

TuEagTETUS: Yo,

Soveares: Bur has he, then, no knowledge of
eack leter, so that he knows Both without
knowing either?

THEAETETUS: That is a monstrous absurdity,
Soerates.

SocearEs: And vel, iF i is necessary 1o know
each of twa i befioe one can know
both, he simply must know the leters Firse,
i b 15 ever to know the syllahbe, and so our
line theory will vanish and leave us in the
lurch.,

Tueagrerus: With a startling suddenness.

SOcRATES. Yos, becauss we are nod keeping a
goad watch vpon it Perhaps we ought 1o
have assumed that the syllable was aot the
lemers but a single eatity
them with a unitury charactes of i owne and
different from the lellers.

TuraereTus; By all means. Indecd, it may
well be so rather than Lthe other way,

SoceaTes) Let us consider that. We ought
ty ahandon an imposing theary in this poar.
spirited manner,

Tueaereres: Certainly net.

SOCEATES. Suppose, then, I is as we say now,
The syllable arises as 2 single entity from
any set of letters which can be combined.
andd thal holds of every complex, not only i
the case of letters,

THEAETETUS: By all means

SocraTES: In that case, it moust

THEAETETUS: Why?

SocnaTes: Becauss, of a thing has pare, the
whole thing must be the same as all the
parts. Cr do you say that a whole hiewise s
a single enlity that arises owt of the parts and
s dilferent from the aggregale of the parls?

o M parls,

SuceaTes: Then do you regard Lthe sum (18 250
miew) as the same thing as the whole, or are
they different?

Tueaereres: T am aot at all ¢leas, bat you 2l
me W answer boldly, so0 1 will 1ake the risk
af saving they are diffecent.

SocraTeS: Your boldness, Theastetus, is right;
whether your answer is so, we shall have 1o
consider
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THEAETETUS: Yes, certamly.

SoncpaTes: Well, then, the whale will be daffer-
enl from the sum, according W our pressnl
view,

THEAETETUS: Yi5,

SocraTEs Well but aow, is there amy differ-
ence between the sum and all the things
includes? Fuor instance, when we say, “onc,
pwa, three, Tour, five, sid,” or ‘twice three”
er “these times 1we’ or Cfour and two” ar
‘three and two and one,' are we in all these
cases expressing the same thing or different
thangs?

THEAETETUS: The same,

Socrates: Just six, and nothing else?

THEAETETUS: Yes.

Socrates: In fact, in each form of expression
we have exprssed all the six.

THEARTETUS: &5,

SocpaTEs: Bul when we expeess them all, is
there no sum Lthat we express?

THEAETETUS: There must be.

SocraTes: And s that sum anything else than

sixT?

THEAETETUS: Mo,

Socrates Then, at any rale in the case of
things that consist of a number, the words
~sum’ and ‘all the things” denote the same

thing.
THEAETETUS: S0 il seems.
Socrares: Let us put our argument, then. in
way. The number of [square feet in] an
aere, and the acre are the same thing, aren’t

they?

THEAETETUS: Yos.

Socrares: And 50 o with the nomber of [foet
in] a mile?

THEAETETUS Yei.

Socrates: And again with the aumber of [sol
diers in} #n army amd the army, and seoon,
in all cases, The total mumber is the same 25
the total thing in each case

TIUEAETETUS Tus.

SackaTES: But the number of [snits ] any col-
lection of things cannot be anything but
parts of that collection?

THEAETETUS: Mo,
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GoeraTES: Mow, anvihing that has parts cof-
siats of paris.

TueaeTETUS: Evidently.

SocraTES: But all the parls, we have agreed,
are the same as the sum, if the 1atal number
is 1o be the same as the toeal thing,

THEAETETUS T,

Snraatis The whole, then, does not consist of
parts, for if it were all the parts it would bz
& sum.

THEAETETUS: Apparently not.

Gocrares: Bul can a part be a part of anything
but its whole?

THEAETETUS: Yes, of the sum.

Socratos: You make o gallant Dight of it, The
petetus. Bul does not the sum’ mean pre-
cisely something from which nothing s
mssing ¥

THEAETETUS: Necessarily.

ZoraaTes: And s nol 3 whole exactly the same
thing— that from which nothing whalever s

1 something 15 ro-

missing? Whereas, w
moved, the thing becomes neither a whole
nor 4 sum; it changes ol the same maoment
from heing both 10 being nethes

TueacTeTus [ think now that thers is o dif-
ference hetwesn a sum and a whols.

BacpaTEs: Well, we were saying, wire we nod,
that when a thing has parts, the whaole or
sum will be the same thing as all the pares?

TueanTETUS: Certainly.

Socmates: To go hack, then, o the point [ owas
teying 1o make just now. i the syllable i
not the same thing 23 the letters, docs il not
follow that it canned have the bellers as parts
af itsell; mherwise, being the same
the letlers, it weuld be neither more nor less
knowahle than they are?

THEAETETUS: Yes

SockaTEs: And 1 was 10 aveid rthal conse-
quénce that we supposed the syllable to be
different from the letters.

THEAETETLS Yes

Sockares: Well, if the leiiers are nat parts of
the syllable, can you pame any things, other
than its leters, that are parts of a syllahle?

TrEAETETUS: Certaindy not, Sccrates. 1F 1 ad-
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mutted that it had any parts, it would surely
¢ oabserd o set aside the leters and look
for parts ef any other kind.

SoceaTes: Then, on the present showing, a syl-
fuble will be a thing that is absolulely one
ind cannot be divided inte parts of @any son?

THEAETETUS: Apparently.

Sockates: Do you semember then, my dear
Theaetetus, our accepting a shen while ago
a statement thal we thought satisfactory—
that mer account could be given of the pri-
mary  things of which other things anc
cemposed, because cach of them, taken just
by iself, was incomposite, and that it was
nol correct to altribule even ‘existence’ o
it, or to call it “this,” on the groond tha
these wiords expressed different things that
were eatranecus o it, and this was Lhe
ground for making the primary thing ines-
plicable and unknowable?

THeaeTETUS: [ remember.

Soceares: Then i nol exactly this, and aothing
else, the ground of s being simple in nature
amd indivisible into parts? [ can see oo other

ThesereTus: Evidently there 15 no ather.

Secrares: Then has not the syllable  now
turned out 1o be a thing of the same sart, if
it has not parts and is @ unitery thaing?

TueasTETUS: Cerlainly.

Socrates: To conclude, then, if, on the one
hand, the sylable is the same thing as a
number of letters and s a whole with the
letters as s parts, then the letters must be
neither more nor less knowable and expli-
cable than syllables, since we made out that
all the parts zre 1he same thing as Lhe whaole.

THEAETETUS: True.

SoceaTes: Buot if, on the other hand, the syi-
lahle is a wnity withour parts, syllable and
letter likewise are equally incapable of ex-
planaticn and unknowable, The same reason
will make them sa,

TueaeTETUS: [ see no way ol of that.

S0CHATES: If s0, we must nol accept this stale-
ment—1ihat the syllable can he koown and
explzingd, the letter cannot.

TreaETETUS: Mo, not if we hold by our argu-
menl,

SOCEATES. And again UL FOUE SWEL -
perience in lear lers rather in-
cline you 10 aceept the opposite view?

TueaseTETUS. What view do you mean?

Socwatis: This—that all the time o wEre
learming you were doing nothing else bl
Iryeng Lo destinguish by sight or hearing
zach letler by itself, so as aor w be confused
by any arrangement of them in spoken or
wrillen words,

ThzaereTus: That 15 quite true.,

SocEATES: And in the music school the height
of accomplishment lay precisely in b
able W follow each several aore and el
which string it helonged to, amd notes, as
cveryone would agree, are the elements of
music,

THeAETETUS, Precisely,

Sockares: Then, if we arc o argee from our
own experience of elements and complexes
e other cases, we shall conclude thar cle-
ments n general yield knowledge that is
much elearer than knowledge of the com-
plex and mone effective for a complele
grasp of anything we seek o know. [ any-
one lells us that the comples is by ats natere
knowable, while the element is unkaowable,
we shill suppose thal, whether he interds it
or not, he is playing with us,

TueaeTETLS: Cerdainly.

SocrarEs: Indeed we might, 1 think, fied other
arguments o prove (hat point. Bul we must
af allow them to distract our attention from
the question before us, namely, what can re-
ally be meant by saying that an account
athied 10 rue beliel vields knowledpe in its
most perfect form

THEAETETUS: Yos, we musl see whal that
MGans.

SoCEATES: Well then, what is this erm “ac
count” imended to convey o wus? [ othink o
msl mexn one of three things.

THessTETUS: What are they?

Socratos: The first will ke giving overr ex-
pression o one’s thought by means of vocal
sound with names and verbs, casting an im-
age of one’s notion on the stream than Cows
through the lips, like a reflection in @ misroe
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arin water, D you agiee that expression of
that sugt is an ‘account'?

Tuearterus: | do. We certainly call that ex-

predsing ourselves in speech (oo,

Socwares: On the other hand, that i a thing
that anyone can do more or leas readily. Il a
man is not born deal or dumb, be can sig-
maly what he thinks on any subject. Sa in
this sende anyone whalever who has 3 cor
reat notion evidently will have it ‘with an
account,” and there will be no place left any-
whese for w0 correct wotion apart from
knowledpe,

THEALTETUS: Tiue

SOCRATES: Then we must nol be oo ready o
charge the author of the definition of koowi-
edge now before vs with tulking nonsense,
Perhaps that is not what he meant. He ity
:.n_.ﬁ meant being able w reply to the ques-
Hon, what any glven hing 1s, by entmerar-
ing s elements.

THEALTETUS: For example, Socrates?

Socrates: For example, Hesiol says about a
wiigon, “In a wagon are 8 hundeed pieces of
!i__nun._n!n;.”zn_:n:.i..:.z.:ﬂ
Vimagine, could you. If we were asked whar
A wagon is, we should be content | we could
mention wheels, anle, body, rails, yuke.

TueaereTus: Certalnly,

Sochates Bt | dare siy he would think us
Just & ridieulous s if we replied 1o the
question aboul your own name by telling the
syliables. We might think and CAPICES Our-
selves correctly, bul we should be ahsurd if
we lancied ourselves to be grammarians and
able o pive such an sccount of the name
Theaeteius as & grammarian would offer. He
would say it is impossible o give a scien-
tific aceount of anything, shoet of adiling 10
YU Irie notion o complete catalepue of the
elemenis, as, | think, was snid earlice,

THEAETETUS: Yes, i was,

SoCEATES: In the same wuy, he would sav, we
may have a correct notion of the wagon., bu
__!. man who can give a comphete statenent
of s natare by going theough those hundred
parts has thereby adided an sccount o his
correct notion and, In place of mere belisf,

has arrived aaiechnieal knowledge of the
wagon s nature, by golng thiough all the cle-
mens i the whole.

THEatreTus: Don't you appeove, Socrates?

Socrates: Tell me if you approve, my friend,
and whether you accept the view that the
complete emimerativn of elements is an ac-
count of any given thing, whereas descrip-

crms of ayllables or of any Targer

beaves It unnecounted for, Then we
can look into the malier firthes

THEAETETUS: Well, | do sccept tha,

Sockates: Do you think, then, that anyone has
knowledpe of whalever it may be, when he
thinks that aac and the same thing i a part
somelines of one thing, sometimes of a dif-
Ferent thing, or again when he believes now
ere and now anothar thing to be part of one
and the sume thing?

TrearTETUS: Cerlalnly not,

Sockares: Have you forgotten, (hen, that when
you first began learing to read and wiite,
that was whal you and your school-fellows
dd?

THEAETETUS. Do you mean, when we thought
thal now one letter and now aenther was
part of the same syllable, and when we put
the same latler sometimes into the proper
sylluble, sometimes into another?

Socaares That is what | mean

THESETETVS: Then | luve eertainly nel forpot
ten, and Ldo ot think that one has reached
knowledge so long as one iv in that condi-
tion.

Socrates: Well, then, if al that stage you are
writing “Theaetess’ and you think you
ought 1o write T and H and E and do so,
and again when you ure trying to write
“Theodorus,” you think you ought to write T
el 1 aned du no, can wa iy that yeu know
tae Tirse syllable of your two names?

THEAETETUS: No, we hive just agreed thal one
has ot knowledge so long ax one is in that
condilion,

SocRaTES. And there is no reason why a person
should st be in the same comdition with e
spect fo the second, thied, and Fourth syl
fables as wel|?

THEAETETUS: None whitever,
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SOCRaTiES: Can we, then, say (hat whenever in
writing “Theagieius’ he puts down all the
letters in order, then he is in possession of
the complete catalogue of elements logether
with correct belied?

THEAETETUS Owinusly,

SocraTes: Being snill, as we agree. without
knowledpe, though his beliefs are correct?

THEAETETUS: Yes,

SOCHATES: Although he possgsses the ‘account”
i addition to right belief, For when he
wrale he was in possession of the catalogue
of the clements, which we agreed was the
‘account.

TrEsETRIux True.

Soceates. S0, my friend, there is such a thing
as right belie! together with an accoust,
which ia not yel entitled tw be called knowl-
el

THEAETETUS: | am ulrand s,

Socuares: Then, apparently, our idea that we
had found the pedfecily true definition of
knowledge was no betier than a goldea
dream. Oy shall we not condema the theory
yei? Pethaps the meaning 1o be given 1o “ac-
counl” i il this, but the remaining one of
the thiee, vne of which we said must be in-
tended by anyong who delings knowledge as
eorrect bellel together with an account,

THEARTETUS: A pood reminder. There is still
ang meaning lefl. The Dirst was what might
he called the image of thought in spoken
sound, and the one we have just discussed
was poing all through the elements 1o arrive
al the whole. Whal is the third?

Soceates The meaning most people would
give—being able 1o nome some mark by
which the thing one is asked about differs
from everything else,

Theacyrervus: Could you give me an cxample
ol such an account of a thing?

Socuares: Take the sin as an example. | dare
say you will be satislicd with the acoount of
it as the brightest of ithe heavenly bodies
that go round the earth.

TueareTus: Certainly,

Socmares: Let me explan the puint of this ex-
uwmple, It is w0 iustente what we were just

saying=—1that 1f you ger okd of the differ-
ence distinguishing any given thing from all
olhers, then, so same people say, you will
bave an "sccout’ of iU, whereas, so bong as
you fix upon samething common o other
thangs, your sccoumt will embrace all the
thangs that share it

Tueaererus | ownderstand, | agree that what
you deseribe muy farly be callied an “ac-
comunt.’

Socrares: And i, besides o right noting about
a thing, whatever it may be, v also grasp
its difference from all olher things, you will
have arrived al knowledge of what, till
then, you had onaly a noton of

TueasTeTua: We do say that, ceriainly.

Socrares; Really, Theaetelus, now 1 come to
ook at this statement ot ¢lose quarters, it s
like @ scene painingg. | eannol make it out at
all, thonagh, s long as | kepe ot o distance,
there seemed (o be some sense in il

ToeasvETUS Whit do you mean? Why so?

Soceares: | will explamm, of | can. Suppose 1
have a correct notion aboul you, if | add 10
that the account of you, then, we are 10 un-
derstand, | know you. Otherwise | have oaly
o P o

THEAETETUS! Yes,

Socraris Amd ‘accounl’ means pulling your
differentness inla wordy,

THEARTETUS, Yok,

Socraves: So, ol the time when | had only a
noteon, my mind dud ot prasp any of the
pounts in which you difler from others?

THEAETETUS: Apparently sol

Socrares: Then | owst have had befoce my
meind ene of those conmmon things which be-
long 1o another porson as much as o you

TeeaETETUS: Thit fallows,

SocraTes! But look here! 10 thal wis so, how
could T possibly be having o soton of you
rather tham of anyone elee? Suppose | was
thimking, Theactetus i one who i3 a man
and hus & nose and eyes and a mouth and so
forth, enumerating every part of the hody.
Will thinking in that way result in my think-
ing of Thewstetus rather than of Theodorus
or, a5 they aay, of the man in the streer?
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Tueanreius: How shoold u?

Sockares! Well, now suppose | think oot
merely of o man with a nose and syes, bul
ol one with & snub nose and prominent eyes,
Onee more shall T be having a notion of you
any more than of mysell or anyone ele of
that description?

THEArTETUS: No.

Socuares: In fact, there will be no nolion of
Thesetetus i my mind, 1 suppose, until this
particular snubaess has stamped amd regis-
teradl within me a record distinel from all
the other cases of snubness that | have seen,
and 30 with every other part of you. Then,
il ) meet you lomorrow, that trait will revive
my memory and give me a correct notion
about you,

TresrTeres: Cuite true,

Socwares: T that s so. the correct notion of
anyihing must itself include the differentooss
ol that thing,

ToeaevTerws: Evidently.

Socmares. Then what meaning is lefl for pel-
ting hold of an "scoount” in addition 10 the
corredt notion? IF, on the one hand, 0l
meany adding the notion of how a thing Jdil-
fers Trom other things, such an tnjunction ix
shimpily ntssurd.

Tunanrwrus; How so?

SOCRATES, When we have a correct nothon of
the way n which certzin things differ feom
other things, it tells us to add a correct no-
tion of the way in which they differ from
oiher things, On this showing, the most vi
clous of circles would be nothing (o this in-
Junction, [e might better deserve o be callid
(e sort of direction a blind man might give,
To tell us to get hold of something we al-
ready have, in order 1o pet to know some-
thing we are alrealy thinking of, suggests a
slate of the most absolute darkness.

TroarTirus: Whereas, if . . . 7 The suppaosi-
tion you made just now implied thal you
would state some alternative, What was 07

Socuares: I the direction w add an ‘wsecount’
means that we are to get to know the dilfer-
eniness, us opposed o merely having a mo-
o of i, this most admirable of all
definitions of knowledge will be a preily

business, because “petting to kaow' means
acquermng knowledpe, doesn't i?

THEARTETUS: Yes.

SocuaTes: So, apparently, to the  question,
“What is knowledge™ our defimtion will re-
Py, ‘Correct belief together with knowledge
of a differeniness.” for, according 1o i, "add-
g an account” will come 1w that

THEAETETUS: So il seems.

Sockarss: Yes, and when we are inquiring al-
fer the nature of knowledge, sothing couli
b sillier than to say that il i correet belief
together with a krowledge of diffeneniness
or of anything whatever.

50, Theacietus, neither perceplion, nor
true belicl. nor the addition of an "account”
ter true beliel can be knowledge,

Tueatrerus: Apparently nol.

SOCRATES, Are we in lahor, then, with any fur
ther child, my friend, or have we brought to
Birth all we have 1o say abowt knowledge?

TurarteTus: Indeed we have, and for my part
I have akeady, thanks to you, given uller-
ance o muore than 1 had & me

Sockares: All of which owr midwile's skill
pronounces ta he mere wind egis and ol
worth the rearing?

TuuarTeTUs: Undoubtedly,

Soceares: Then supposing you should ever
henceforth try 1o conceive afresh, Theaete-
tus, if you succeed, your embryo thoughi
will be the better a5 a consequence of W
day's scrwtiny, and if you semain barren,
you will be geniler and more agrecatils 1o
your companions, having the good sense mwil
to fancy you know what you do nol know
For that, and no more, is all that my arl can
effect; nor have 1 any of that knowledge
possessed by all the greal and admirable
men of our own day or of the past, Bul this
midwilie’s art is a gift from heaven; my
muother had it for women, and | for young
men of a penercus spirit and fug all in whan
Beauty dwells,

MNow [ must go to (he portico of (e
Kieg-Archon to meet the indictment which
Melelus has drawe wp against me. Hot @
morrow morning. Theodorus, let wi mes!
here again.




