
T H E  

D I A L O G U E S  OF PLAT0 

T R A N S L A T E D  I N T O  E N G L I S H  

WZTH A N A L Y S E S  AND  INTRODUCl'IOiVS 

THIRD E D I T I O N  

REVISED  AND CORRECYZ'D THROUGHOUT, W I T H  AfAARGlNAL ANALYSES 

A N D   A N  INDEX  OF SUEIECTS A N D  PROPER .VAAfES 

O X F O R D   U N I V E R S I T Y   P R E S S  
L O N D O N :  H U M P H R E Y   M I L F O R D  





T O  h l Y  F O R M E R  P U P I L S  

I N  B A L L I O L  C O L L E G E  

.4ND I N  T H E  U N I V E R S I T Y  OF O X F O R J )  

WHO  DURING  FIFTY  YEARS 

HAVE  BEEN THE  BEST  OF  FRIENDS  TO  hlE 

THESE VOLUMES  ARE  INSCRIBED 

I N  GRATEFUL  RECOGKITION 

01; THEIR NEVER  FAILING  ATTACHMENT 





THE additions and afterations  which  have been made, both in the 
Introductions  and in the Text of this  Edition, affect at least  a  third 
of the alork. 

Having regard to  the extent  of these alterations, and to  the annoy- 
ance  which is naturally felt by  the owncr of a book at the possession 
of it in  an inferior form,  and stifl move kern&  by  the writer himself, 
who ptaust always desire  to be read as he is at his best, I have thozghl 
that the possessor of either of the fonner Editions (1870 and 1876) 
might wish to exchange it for  the  presetlt  one. I have thergorc 
arranged  that those who woufd like io make  this  txchange, on deposil- 
ing a  perfect  and  undarnaged  copy of the Jrst or  second  Edition  with 
any agent of the Clarendon Press, shall be entitled  to  receive a copy 
of a new Edition  at  hay-prict. 





PREFACE 

T O  T H E  F I R S T  E D I T I O N  

THE Text which has been mostly followed  in this 
Translation of Plato is the  latest 8vo. edition of Stall- 
haum ; the principal deviations  are noted at the bottom 
of the page. 

I have to acknowledge  many  obligations to old friends 
and pupils. These  are :-Mr. John  Purves, Fellow of 
Balliol College, with whom I have  revised  about half 
of the  entire  Translation;  the Rev.  Professor  Campbell, 
of St.   Andrew, who has helped me in the revision of 
several  parts of the work, especially of the  Theaetetus, 
Sophist,  and  Politicus;  Mr. Robinson  Ellis,  Fellow of 
Trinity  College,  and Mr. Alfred Robinson, Fellow of 
New  College,  who  read with me the  Cratylus  and  the 
Gorgias; Mr. Paravicini,  Student of Christ  Church,  who 
assisted  me in the  Symposium ; Mr. Raper, Fellow of 
Queen’s  College,  Mr.  Monro,  Fellow of Oriel  College, 
and Mr. Shadwell,  Student of Christ  Church,  who  gave 
me similar assistance in the Laws. Dr.  Greenhill, of 
Hastings,  has  also ltindly sent me remarks  on  the 
physiological part of the  Timaeus, which I have in- 
serted  as  corrections  under  the head of crrnfn at  the 
end of the  Introduction. The degree of accuracy which 
I have been enabled  to attain is i n  great measure due 
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to  these  gentlemen,  and I heartily  thank  them  for  the 
pains  and  time  which  they  have  bestowed on my work. 

I have  further  to  explain  how  far I have  received  help 
from  other  labourers in the  same field. The  books 
which I have  found of most use  are  Steinhart  and 
Milller’s German  Translation of Plato  with  Introduc- 
tions ; Zeller’s ‘ Philosophie  der  Griechen,’  and ‘ Pla- 
tonische Studien;’  Susemihl’s ‘ Genetische  Entwickelung 
der Platonischen  Philosophie ; ’ Hermann’s ‘ Geschichte 
der Platonische;  Philosophie ; ’ Bonitz, ‘ Platonische 
Studien ; ’ Stallbaum’s  Notes  and  Introductions ; Pro- 
fessor  Campbell’s  editions of the  ‘Theaetetus,’  the 
‘ Sophist,’  and  the ‘ Politicus ; ’ Professor  Thompson’s 
‘ Phaedrus ; ’ Th.  Martin3 ‘ Etudes  sur le TimCe ; ’ Mr. 
Poste’s  edition  and  translation of the ‘ Philebus ; ’ the 
Translation of the  ‘Republic,’  by  Messrs.  Davies  and 
Vaughan,  and  the  Translation of the  ‘Gorgias,’  by  Mr. 
Cope. 

I have  also  derived  much  assistance  from  the  great  work 
of Mr. Grote,  which  contains  excellent  analyses of the 
Dialogues,  and is rich in original  thoughts  and  observa- 
tions. I agree  with him in rejecting  as  futile  the  attempt 
of Schleiermacher  and  others  to  arrange  the  Dialogues  of 
Plato  into  a  harmonious  whole.  Any  such  arrangement 
appears to me  not  only  to  be  unsupported  by  evidence,  but 
to  involve  an  anachronism in the  history of philosophy. 
There is a  common  spirit  in  the  writings of Plato,  but  not 
a  unity of design in the  whole,  nor  perhaps  a  perfect  unity 
in any  single  Dialogue. The  hypothesis of a  general  plan 
which is worked  out in the  successive  Dialogues is an 
after-thought of the  critics  who  have  attributed  a  system  to 
writings  belonging  to  an  age  when  system  had  not as  yet 
taken  possession of philosophy. 

If Mr.  Grote  should  do  me  the  honour  to  read  any 
portion of this  work  he will  probably  remark  that I have 
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endeavoured  to  approach  Plato from a point of  view which 
is opposed to  his own. The aim  of the  Introductions  in 
these  volumes  has been to  represent  Plato as  the  father of 
Idealism,  who  is  not to  be  measured  by  the  standard of 
utilitarianism or  any  other modern  philosophical  system. 
H e  is  the  poet  or  maker of ideas,  satisfying the  wants of 
his own age,  providing  the  instruments of thought for 
future  generations. He is no  dreamer,  but a great philo- 
sophical genius  struggling with the  unequal  conditions of 
light  and  knowledge under which he is living. H e  may be 
illustrated by  the  writings of moderns,  but he must be 
interpreted  by  his  own,  and  by  his place in the  history of 
philosophy. We are  not concerned  to  determine  what is 
thc  residuum of truth which  remains for ourselves. His 
truth  may  not  be  our  truth,  and  nevertheless may have  an 
extraordinary  value  and  interest for us. 

I cannot  agree  with  Mr.  Grote in admitting as  genuine 
all the  writings  commonly  attributed  to  Plato in antiquity, 
any  more  than  with  Schaarschmidt  and  some other  German 
critics who reject  nearly half  of them. The German 
critics, to whom I refer,  proceed chiefly  on grounds of 
internal  evidence ; they appear to me to lay too much stress 
on the variety of doctrine  and  style,  which  must  be 
equally  acknowledged as a fact, even in the  Dialogues 
regarded  by  Schaarschmidt as genuine, e.g. in the Phae- 
drus,  or  Symposium,  when  compared with the Laws. H e  
who  admits  works so different in style  and  matter  to  have 
been the composition of the  same  author,  need  have  no 
difficulty (see vol.  iv, Appendix) in admitting  the  Sophist 
or the Politicus. [The negative argument adduced by the 
same  school of critics,  which is based  on  the  silence of 
Aristotle, is not  worthy of much  consideration. For why 
should  Aristotle,  because he  has  quoted  several Dialogues 
of Plato,  have  quoted  them all?  Something must  be 
allowed to chance,  and to the  nature of the  subjects  treated 
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d i n  them.] On  the.other  hand, Mr. Grote  trusts mainly 
to  the Alexandrian Canon.  But I hardly  think  that  we 
are justified in attributing much  weight  to  the  authority of 
the Alexandrian  librarians in an age  when  there  was  no 
regular publication of books, and  every temptation  to  forge 
them ; and in which the  writings of a school  were  naturally 
attributed  to  the  founder of the school. And  even  without 
intentional  fraud, there  was an inchation to  believe rather 
than  to  enquire.  Would  Mr.  Grote  accept as  genuine all 
the  writings which he  finds in the  lists of learned  ancients 
attributed  to  Hippocrates,  to  Xenophon,.  to  Aristotle? 
The  Alexandrian  Canon of the  Platonic writings is deprived 
of credit  by  the  admission of the  Epistles,  which  are  not 
only  unworthy of Plato,  and in several  passages plagiarized 
from him,  but  flagrantly  at  variance with historical fact. 
It will be seen  also  that  I do not agree with  Mr. Grote’s 
views  about the  Sophists ; nor with the low  estimate  which 
he has formed of Plato’s Laws; nor  with his opinion 
respecting Plato’s doctrine of the rotation of the  earth. 
But I ‘am not going to  lay  hands  on  my  father  Par- 
menides’  [Soph. 241 Dl, who will, I hope, forgive me for 
differing from  him on these points. I cannot  close  this 
Preface  without  expressing my deep  respect for his  noble 
and gentle  character,  and  the  great  services which he  has 
rendered  to  Greek  Literature. 

BALLIOL COLLEGE, 
Jnrmnvy, 1871 



PREFACE 
TO 

THE SECOND AND T H I R D   E D I T I O N S  

I N  publishing  a  Second  Edition (1875) of the  Dialogues 
of Plato in English, I had  to  acknowledge  the  assistanc? 
of several  friends: of the  Rev. G. G. Bradley,  Master of 
University  College,  now  Dean of Westminster,  who  sent 
me  some  valuable  remarks on the  Phaedo ; of Dr.  Green- 
hill, who  had  again  revised  a  portion of the  Timaeus ; of 
Mr. R. L. Nettleship,  Fellow  and  Tutor of Balliol  College, 
to whom I was indebted  for  an  excellent  criticism of the 
Parmenides;  and,  above  all, of the  Rev.  Professor  Camp- 
bell of St. Andrews,  and  Mr.  Paravicini,  late  Student of 
Christ  Church  and  Tutor of Balliol College,  with  whom I 
had  read  over  the  greater  part of the  translation.  I  was 
also  indebted  to  Mr.  Evelyn  Abhott,  Fellow  and  Tutor of 
Balliol College,  for  a  complete  and  accurate  index. 

In this,  the  Third  Edition, I am under  very  great  obli- 
gations  to  Mr.  Matthew  Knight,  who  has  not only favoured 
me with  valuable  suggestions  throughout  the  work,  but 
has  largely  extended  the  Index (from 61 to 175 pages) 
and  translated  the  Eryxias  and  Second  Alcibiades;  and  to 
Mr. Frank  Fletcher, of Balliol College,  my  Secretary,  who 
has  assisted  me chiefly in Vols. iii, iv, and v. I am  also 
considerablyindebted  to  Mr. J:W. Mackail,  late  Fellow of 
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Balliol College,  who  read  over  the  Republic in the  Second 
Edition  and  noted  several  inaccuracies. 

In both  editions  the  Introductions to the  Dialogues  have 
been enlarged,  and  essays  on  subjects  having  an affinity to 
the  Platonic  Dialogues have been  introduced  into  several 
of them. The analyses have been  corrected,  and  innu- 
merable  alterations  have  been  made in the  Text.  There 
have  been added  also, in the  Third  Edition,  headings  to  the 
pages  and a marginal analysis  to  the  text of each  dialogue. 

At  the  end of a long  task,  the  translator  may  without 
impropriety  point out the difficulties which  he  has  had  to 
encounter.  These have been  far  greater  than  he  would 
have  anticipated ; nor  is  he  at all sanguine  that  he  has 
succeeded in  overcoming them.  Experience  has  made 
him feel that a translation,  like a picture,  is  dependent  for 
its effect on very  minute  touches ; and  that  it  is a work of 
infinite pains,  to  be  returned  to in many  moods and viewed 
in different lights. 

I. An  English  translation  ought  to  be idiomatic and 
interesting, not only to the  scholar,  but  to  the  unlearned 
reader.  Its  object  should not simply  be  to  render  the 
words of one  language  into  the  words of another  or  to 
preserve  the  construction  and  order of the  original ;-this 
is  the ambition of a schoolboy,  who wishes  to  show  that 
he  has  made a good  use of his  Dictionary  and  Grammar ; 
but  is  quite  unworthy of the  translator,  who  seeks  to  pro- 
duce on his  reader  an impression  similar or  nearly  similar 
to  that  produced  by  the  original. T o  him the  feeling 
should  be  more  important  than  the  exact  word, He should 
remember  Dryden's  quaint admonition not  to ' lacquey  by 
the  side of his  author,  but to mount  up  behind him'.' He 
must  'carry in his  mind a comprehensive view  of the  whole 
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work,  of  what  has  preceded  and of what  is  to follow,-as 
well as of  the  meaning of particular  passages. His version 
should  be  based,  in  the  first  instance,  on an  intimate  know- 
ledge of the  text ; but  the  precise order  and  arrangement  of 
the  words  may  be left to  fade  out of sight,  when  the  transla- 
tion  begins  to  take  shape. H e  must form a  general  idea 
of  the two  languages,  and  reduce  the one  to  the  terms of 
the  other.  His  work  should be rhythmical  and  varied,  the 
right  admixture of words  and  syllables,  and  even  of  letters, 
should  be  carefully  attended to ;  above  all, it should  be 
equable in style.  There must also be quantity,  which  is 
necessary in prose  as  well  as in verse : clauses,  sentences, 
paragraphs,  must  be in due  proportion.  Metre  and  even 
rhyme  may  be  rarely  admitted;  though  neither  is  a 
legitimate  element of prose  writing,  they  may  help  to 
lighten  a  cumbrous  expression  (cp.  Symp. 185 Dl 197, 
198). The translation  should  retain as far as  possible 
the  characteristic  qualities of the  ancient  writer - his 
freedom,  grace,  simplicity,  stateliness,  weight,  precision ; 
or  the  best  part of him will be  lost  to the  English  reader. 
It should  read as an  original  work,  and  should  also  be  the 
most  faithful  transcript  which  can  be  made of the  language 
from  which  the  translation is taken,  consistently  with  .the 
first  requirement of all, that it be  English.  Further,  the 
translation  being  English, it should  also  be  perfectly  intel- 
ligible  in  itself  without  reference  to  the  Greek,  the  English 
being  really  the  more  lucid  and  exact of the  two  languages. 
In  some  respects it may  be  maintained  that  ordinary 
English  writing,  such as  the  newspaper  article, is superior 
to  Plat0 : at  any  rate it is couched  in  language  which  is 
very  rarely  obscure.  On  the  other  hand,  the  greatest 
writers  of  Greece,  Thucydides,  Plato,  Eschylus,  Sophocles, 
Pindar,  Demosthenes,  are  generally  those  which  are  found 
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to be  most  difficult  and to diverge  most  widely  from  the 
English  idiom. The  translator will often  have  to  convert 
the  more  abstract  Greek  into  the  more  concrete  English, 
or vice zl~rsa, and  he  ought  not to  force  upon  one  language 
the  character of another.  In  some  cases,  where  the 
order is  confu.sed, the  expression feeble, the  emphasis  mis- 
placed, or  the  sense  somewhat  faulty,  he will not strive i n  
his rendering to reproduce  these  characteristics,  but will 
re-write  the  passage  as his author  would  have  written it at 
first,  had he not been  nodding '; and  he will not  hesitate 
to supply  anything  which,  owing  to  the  genius  of  the 
language  or  some  accident of composition, is omitted in 
the  Greek,  but is necessary to  make  the  English  clear  and 
consecutive. 

It is difficult to harmonize all these conflicting elements. 
I n  a  translation of Plato  what  may be termed  the  interests 
of the  Greek  and  English  are  often  at  war  with  one 
another.  In  framing the English  sentence  we  are'insen- 
sibly diverted from the  exact  meaning of the  Greek ; when 
we  return to the  Greek  we  are  apt to cramp  and  overlay 
the English. W e  substitute,  we  compromise, we  give  and 
take,  we  add  a little here  and  leave  out  a little there.  The 
translator  may  sometimes be allowed to sacrifice minute 
accuracy for the  sake of clearness  and  sense.  But  he is 
not  therefore at liberty  to  omit  words  and  turns of ex- 
pression  which  the  English  language is quite  capable of 
supplying. H e  must  be  patient  and self-controlled ; he 
must  not  be  easily  run  away  with.  Let him never  allow 
the  attraction of a  favourite  expression,  or  a  sonorous 
cadence, to 66erpower his better  judgment,  or  think  much 
of an ornardent  which is out of keeping  with  the  general 
character of his  work. H e  must  ever be casting his eyes 
upwards from the  copy to the  original,  and  down  again 
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from  the original to  the  copy  (Rep. vi. 501 A). His calling 
is  not  held  in  much  honour  by  the  world of scholars;  yet 
he himself may be  excused  for  thinking i t  a kind of glory 
to  have  lived so many  years in  the  companionship of one 
of the  greatest of human  intelligences,  and in some  degree, 
more  perhaps  than  others, to have  had  the  privilege. of 
understanding  him  (cp.  Sir  Joshua  Reynolds’  Lectures: 
Disc. xv. sub fin.). 

There  are  fundamental  differences in Greek  and  English, 
of which  some  may be managed  while  others  remain 
intractable. (I). The  structure of the  Greek  language is 
partly  adversative  and  alternative,  and  partly  inferential ; 
that is to  say,  the  members of a  sentence  are  either 
opposed  to  one  another, or  one of them  expresses  the 
cause or effect or condition or  reason of another.  The 
two  tendencies  may be called the  horizontal  and  perpen- 
dicular  lines of the  language;  and  the  opposition  or 
inference  is  often  much  more  one of words  than of ideas. 
But modern  languages  have  rubbed off this  adversative 
and inferential  form : they  have  fewer  links of connexion, 
there is less  mortar in the  interstices,  and  they  are  content 
to  place  sentences  side  by  side,  leaving  their relation to 
one  another  to be gathered  from  their  position  or  from 
the  context. The  difficulty of preserving  the effect of 
the  Greek  is  increased by the  want of adversative  and 
inferential  particles in English,  and  by  the  nice  sense of 
tautology  which  characterizes all modern  languages. W e  
cannot  have  two * buts ’ or two ‘ fors ’ in the  same  sentence 
where  the  Greek  repeats dhhd or ydp. There, is a  similar 
want of particles  expressing  the  various  &adations of 
objective  and  subjective thought-nov, 83, P$J*,  &no!, and 
the like,  which are so thickly  scattered  over  the  Greek 
page.  Further,  we  can  only realize  to a  very  imperfect 
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degree  the  common  distinction  between 06 and ~ ( 4 ,  and  the 
combination of the  two  suggests a subtle  shade of negation 
which  cannot  be  expressed in English.  And  while  English 
is  more  dependent  than  Greek  upon  the  apposition of 
clauses  and  sentences,  yet  there  is a difficulty  in using 
this  form of construction  owing  to  the  want of case 
endings.  For  the  same  reason  there  cannot  be  an  equal 
variety in the  order of words  or  an  equal  nicety of 
emphasis in English  as  in  Greek. 

(2). The formation of the  sentence  and of the  paragraph 
greatly  differs in Greek  and  English.  The  lines  by  which 
they  are divided are  generally much  more  marked in 
modern  languages  than in ancient.  Both  sentences  and 
paragraphs  are  more  precise  and definite-they do  not  run 
into  one  another.  They  are  also  more  regularly  developed 
from  within. The  sentence  marks  another  step in an 
argument  or a narrative  or a statement ; in reading a para- 
graph  we  silently  turn  over  the  page  and  arrive  at  some 
new  view or aspect of the  subject.  Whereas in Plato  we 
are  not  always  certain  where a sentence  begins  and  ends; 
and  paragraphs  are  few  and  far  between.  The  language 
is  distributed in a  different  way,  and  less  articulated 
than  in  English.  For it was  long  before  the  true  use 
of the  period  was  attained  by  the  classical  writers  both  in 
poetry  or  prose; it was X O A A ~ S  ndpas  rchfvraiw 2n ly iwqpa .  
The  balance of sentences  and  the  introduction of para- 
graphs  at  suitable  intervals  must  not  be  neglected if the 
harmony of the  English  language  is  to  be  preserved.  And 
still a caution  has  to  be  added  on  the  other  side,  that  we 
must avoid giving it a numerical or mechanical  character. 

(3). This,  however, is not one of the  greatest difficulties 
of  the  translator ; much  greater  is  that  which  arises from 
the restriction  of  the  use of the  genders.  Men  and  women 
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in English are masculine and feminine, and  there  is a similar 
distinction  of sex in the words  denoting animals;  but all 
things else, whether outward  objects or abstract ideas, are 
relegated to the class of neuters.  Hardly in some  flight 
of poetry do  we  ever endue  any of them  with the  charac- 
teristics of a sentient being, and then only by speaking 
of them in the feminine gender. The virtues may be 
pictured in female forms, but they  are not so described 
in language; a ship is humorously  supposed  to be the 
sailor’s bride; more doubtful are  the personifications of 
church and country as females. Now the  genius of the 
Greek  language is the  opposite of this. The same 
tendency  to personification  which is  seen in the  Greek 
mythology is common also in the  language;  and  genders 
are attributed to things as well as  persons according  to 
their  various  degrees of strength  and weakness ; or from 
fanciful resemblances  to the male or female form, or 
some analogy too subtle  to be discovered. When  the 
gender of any object was once fixed, a similar gender 
was naturally assigned to similar objects, or to  words of 
similar formation. This use of genders in the  denotation 
of objects or ideas not  only affects the  words  to which 
genders  are  attributed, but the words with- which 
they are construed or connected, and  passes into the 
general  character of the  style.  Hence  arises a diffi- 
culty in translating  Greek into English which cannot 
altogether be overcome. Shall  we speak of the  soul  and 
its qualities, of virtue,  power, wisdom, and  the like, as 
feminine or  neuter ? The usage of the English language 
does not admit of the  former, -and yet  the life and beauty 
of the  style  are impaired by the latter. Often  the  trans- 
lator will have  recourse  to the repetition of the  word,  or 
to the ambiguous ‘ they,’ ‘their,’ &c. ; for  fear of spoiling 
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the effect of the  sentence  by  introducing ‘ it.’ Collective 
nouns in Greek  and  English  create a similar  but  lesser 
awkwardness. 

(4). The  use of relation is far  more  extended in Greek 
than in English.  Partly  the  greater  variety of genders 
and  cases  makes  the  connexion of relative  and  antece- 
dent less ambiguous:  partly also the  greater  number of 
demonstrative  and  relative  pronouns,  and  the  use of the 
article,  make  the  correlation of ideas  simpler  and  more 
natural. The  Greek  appears  to  have  had  an ear or 
intelligence  for  a  long  and  complicated  sentence  which 
is  rarely  to  be found in modern  nations ; and in order  to 
bring  the  Greek  down  to  the  level of the  modern,  we 
must  break  up  the  long  sentence  into two or  more  short 
ones.  Neither  is  the  same  precision  required in Greek 
as in Latin or  English,  nor in earlier  Greek  as in later; 
there  was  nothing  shocking to the  contemporary of 
Thucydides  and  Plato in anacolutha  and  repetitions.  In 
such  cases  the  genius of the  English  language  requires 
that  the  translation  should  be  more  intelligible  than  the 
Greek. The  want of more  distinctions  between  the de- 
monstrative pronouns  is  also  greatly felt. Two genitives 
dependent  on  one  another,  unless familiarised by idiom, 
have  an  awkward effect in English.  Frequently  the  noun 
has  to  take  the  place of the  pronoun. ‘ This ’ and  ‘that’ 
are found repeating  themselves  to  weariness in the  rough 
draft of a  translation. As in the  previous  case,  while  the 
feeling of the  modern  language is more  opposed  to  tau- 
tology,  there is also  a  greater difficulty in avoiding  it. 

(5). Though no precise  rule can be laid down  about 
the  repetition of words,  there  seems  to  be a kind of im- 
pertinence in presenting  to  the  reader  the  same  thought 
in the  same  words,  repeated twice over in the  same 
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passage without any new  aspe'ct or modification of  it. 
And the evasion of tautology-that is, the  substitution 
of one word  of precisely the  same  meaning  for another-is 
resented by us equally with the repetition of words.  Yet 
on the  other hand the least difference of meaning or  the 
least change of  form  from a substantive to an adjective, 
or from a participle  to a verb, will  often remedy  the  un- 
pleasant effect. Rarely  and only for  the  sake of emphasis 
or clearness can  we  allow an important word  to be used 
twice over in two successive sentences or even  in the same 
paragraph. The particies and  pronouns, as  they  are of 
most frequent occurrence, are also the most troublesome. 
Strictly speaking, except a few of the commonest of them, 
and,' the,' &c., they  ought not to occur twice in the  same 

sentence. But the Greek has no such precise rules; 
and hence any literal translation of a Greek  author is  full 
of tautology. The tendency of modern languages is to 
become more correct as well as more  perspicuous than 
ancient. And,  therefore] while the  English  translator 
is limited  in the power of expressing relation or  con- 
nexion, by the law of his own language increased pre- 
cision and also increased clearness  are required of him. 
The familiar use of logic, and the  progress of science, 
have in these two respects raised the  standard. But 
modern languages, while they have become more  exacting 
in their demands, are in many ways not so well furnished 
with powers of expression as the  ancient classical ones. 

Such  are a few  of the difficulties which have  to he 
overcome in the  work of translation ; and we are far from 
having exhausted the list. (6). The excellence of a 
translation will consist, not merely in the faithful render- 
ing of words,  or in the composition of a sentence only, 
or  yet of a single  paragraph, but in the colour and  style 



k 
b 

xxii Preface t o  the Second and Third Editions. 
f 

of the whole work.  Equability of tone is best  attained !. 

by the exclusive use of familiar and idiomatic words. 
But  great  care  must be taken;  for an idiomatic phrase, z f 

if an exception to  the  general  style, is of itself a disturbing I I 
element. No word,  however  expressive  and exact, should E 
be employed, which makes  the  reader  stop  to  think,  or 
unduly  attracts  attention by difficulty and peculiarity, or 
disturbs  the effect of the  surrounding  language. I n  
general  the  style of one  author  is not appropriate  to 
another;  as in society, so in letters,  we  expect  every man 
to  have ‘ a  good  coat of his own,’  and not  to  dress himself 
out in the  rags of another. (a)  Archaic expressions  are i? 
therefore  to  be avoided. Equivalents may  be  occasionally g 
drawn from Shakspere,  who is the common property of 
us all;  but  they must  be  used sparingly.  For, like 
some  other men of genius of the  Elizabethan and 
Jacobean  age,  he  outdid  the capabilities of the  language, 
and many of the  expressions which he  introduced have 

- been laid aside and have dropped  out of use. (b) A  similar 
principle should be observed in the  employment of Scrip- ! 
ture.  Having a greater force  and beauty than other f 
language,  and a  religious  association, it disturbs  the even 3 

flow of the  style.  It may be  used to  reproduce in the .$ j: 

translation the quaint effect of some  antique  phrase in e 
the original,  but rarely ; and  when adopted, it should .) 5 
have a  certain freshness  and a suitable  ‘entourage.’  It f 
is strange  to  observe that the most effective use of 1 
Scripture  phraseology  arises  out of the application  of 
it in a sense not intended by the  author. (c) Another t 
caution : metaphors differ in different languages,  and  the E 
translator will often  be  compelled to  substitute  one  for 4 
another,  or to paraphrase  them,  not  giving  word for  word, i 
but diffusing over several words  the  more  concentrated 

5 
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thought of the original. ,The Greek of Plato  often  goes 
beyond the  English in its  imagery: cp. Laws iii. 695 c, 
&v rtal v;v ~ T L  ~ p ~ ~ p h  d ~ d p a ~ a  hihcmsat ; Rep. i. 345 E ; ix. 
588 C ,  &c. Or again the modern  word, which in substance 
is  the  nearest equivalent to  the  Greek, may be found to 
include associations alien to  Greek life : e.g. G b ~ a ~ ~ a i ,  
‘jurymen,’ rh  piua T B U   ~ O A L T G U ,  ‘ the bourgeoisie.’ (d) The  
translator  has also to provide expressions  for philo- 
sophical terms of very indefinite meaning in the  more 
definite language of modern philosophy. And  he  must 
not allow discordant elements  to enter  into  the work. 
For example, in translating  Plato, it would equally be 
an anachronism to intrude on him the  feeling and  spirit 
of the Jewish or Christian Scriptures  or  the technical 
terms of the  Hegelian or Darwinian philosophy. 

(7). As no two words are precise equivalents  (just  as  no 
two leaves of the forest are  exactly similar), it is a mistaken 
attempt at precision always to  translate  the  same  Greek 
word  by the same English word. There  is  no reason 
why in the  New  Testament 6 ~ r t a t o d u q  should always be 
rendered ‘ righteousness,’ or 8 ~ a t b i r t ~  covenant.’ In  such 
cases the  translator may be allowed to employ two words 
-sometimes when the two meanings occur in the  same 
passage, varying them by an ‘ or ’-e, g. intortjpq, science ’ 
or ‘ knowledge,’ &os, ‘ idea ’ or class,’ U U C $ ~ O & ~ ,  tern- 
perance ’ or ‘ prudence,’-at the point where  the  change of 
meaning occurs. If translations  are  intended not for  the 
Greek  scholar  but  for  the  general  reader,  their  worst 
fault will be that  they sacrifice the  general effect and 
meaning to  the over-precise rendering of words and 
forms of speech. 

(8). There is no kind of literature in English which cor- 
responds  to the  Greek Dialogue ; nor is the  English 



language  easily  adapted  to it. The  rapidity  and  abrupt- 
ness of question  and  answer,  the  constant  repetition of $ 
8' o"s, e l m ,  +v, &c.,  which  Cicero  avoided in Latin (de 
Amicit. c. I), the  frequent  occurrence of expletives,  would, 
if reproduced in a  translation,  give  offence  to  the  reader. 
Greek  has a freer  and  more  frequent  use of the  Interroga- 
tive,  and  is of a  more  passionate  and  emotional  character, 
and  therefore  lends itself  with greater  readiness to the 
dialogue  form.  Most  of  the  so-called  English  Dialogues 
are  but  poor  imitations of Plato, which fall very  far  short of 
the  original. The  breath of conversation,  the  subtle  adjust- 
ment of question  and  answer,  the lively  play of fancy, the 
power of drawing  characters,  are  wanting in them.  But 
the  Platonic  dialogue  is  a  drama as well as a dialogue, of 
which Socrates  is  the  central  figure,  and  there  are  lesser 
performers as well  :-the insolence of Thrasymachus,  the 
anger of Callicles  and Anytus,  the  patronizing  style of 
Protagoras,  the  self-consciousness of Prodicus  and  Hip- 
pias,  are all part of the  entertainment. T o  reproduce  this 
living  image the  same  sort of effort is required as  in 
translating  poetry. The  language, too, is of a finer 
quality;  the  mere  prose  English  is  slow in lending itself 
to  the  form of question  and  answer,  and so the  ease.of 
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conversation  is  lost, and  at  the  same time the dialectical 
precision  with  which the  steps of the  argument  are  drawn I 

out  is  apt to be impaired. 
11. In  the  Introductions to the  Dialogues  there  have 

been  added  some  essays on modern  philosophy,  and  on 
political and social life. The  chief subjects  discussed in 
these  are Lftility, Communism,  the  Kantian  and  Hegelian 
philosophies,  Psychology,  and  the  Origin of Language 

' There have  been added also in the  Third  Edition  remarks on other subjects. 
A list of the most important of these additions is given at  the  end of this  Preface 
(see p, ssxviii). 
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Ancient  and  modern  .philosophy  throw  a  light  upon one 
another: but  they  should  be  compaied,  not  confounded. 
Although  the  connexion  between  them is sometimes  acci- 
dental, it is  often  real. The  same  questions  are  discussed 
by  them  under  different  conditions of language  and  civil- 
ization ; but in some  cases a mere  word  has  survived,  while 
nothing or hardly  anything of the  pre-Socratic,  Platonic,  or 
Aristotelian  meaning is retained. There  are  other ques- 
tions  familiar  to the  moderns,  which  have  no  place in 
ancient  philosophy. The  world  has  grown  older in two 
thousand  years,  and  has  enlarged  its  stock of ideas  and 
methods of reasoning.  Yet  the  germ of modern  thought 
is found in ancient,  and  we  may claim to  have  inherited, 
notwithstanding  many  accidents of time  and  place,  the 
spirit of Greek  philosophy. There is, however,  no  con- 
tinuous  growth of the  one  into  the  other,  but  a  new 
beginning,  partly  artificial,  partly  arising  out  of the  ques- 
tionings of the  mind  itself,  and  also  receiving  a  stimulus 
from  the  study of ancient  writings. 

Considering  the  great  and  fundamental  differences 
which  exist in ancient  and  modern  philosophy,  it  seems 
best  that  we  should  at  first  study then1 separately,  and 
seek  for  the  interpretation of either,  especially  of  the 
ancient,  from  itself  only,  comparing  the  same author with 
himself  and  with  his  contemporaries,  and  with  the  general 
state  of  thought  and  feeling  prevalent in his  age.  After- 
wards  comes  the  remoter  light  which  they  cast on one 
another. W e  begin  to  feel  that  the  ancients  had  the 
same  thoughts  as  ourselves,  the  same  difficulties  which 
characterize all periods of transition,  almost  the  same 
opposition  between  science  and  religion.  Although  we 
cannot  maintain  that  ancient  and  modern  philosophy are 
one  and  continuous  (as  has  been  affirmed  with  more  truth 
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respecting  ancient  and  modern  history),  for  they  are 
separated  by  an  interval of a  thousand  years,  yet  they 
seem  to  recur in a sort of cycle,  and  we  are  surprised 
to  find that ‘the new is ever  old,  and  that  the  teaching 
.of the  past  has still a  meaning  for us. 

111. In  the  preface  to  the  first  edition  I  expressed  a 
strong  opinion  at  variance  with Mr. Grote’s,  that  the 
so-called  Epistles of Plato  were  spurious, His friend 
and  editor,  Professor  Bain,  thinks  that  I  ought  to  give 
the  reasons  why I differ  from so eminent  an  authority. 
Reserving  the  fuller  discussion of the  question  for  another 
place, I will shortly  defend  my  opinion  by  the  following 
arguments :- 

(a) Because  almost  all  epistles  purporting  to  be of 
the  classical  age of Greek  literature  are  forgeries  Of 
all  documents  this  class  are  the  least  likely  to  be  preserved 
and  the most  likely  to  be  invented. The  ancient  world 
swarmed  with  them ; the  great  libraries  stimulated  the 
demand  for  them ; and  at  a  time  when  there  was  no  regular 
publication of books,  they  easily  crept  into  the  world. 

(b) When  one epistle  out of a  number is spurious, 
the  remainder of the  series  cannot  be  admitted  to be 
genuine,  unless  there  be  some  independent  ground  for 
thinking  them so : when all but  one  are  spurious,  over- 
whelming  evidence  is  required of the  genuineness of the 
one : when they  are  all  similar in style  or  motive,  like 
witnesses  who  agree in the  same  tale,  they  stand  or  fall 
together.  But  no  one,  not  even  Mr.  Grote,  would  main- 
tain  that all the  Epistles of Plato  are  genuine,  and  very 
few  critics  think  that  more  than  one  of  them is so. And 
they  are  clearly all written  from  the  same  motive,  whether 
serious  or  only  literary.  Nor is there  an  example in 

’ Compare Bentley’s Works (Dyce’s Edition), vol. ii. 136 foll., 2 2 2 .  
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Greek  antiquity of a  series of Epistles,  continuous  and 
yet  coinciding  with  a  succession of events  extending  over 
a  great  number of years. 

The external  probability  therefore  against  them is 
enormous,  and  the  internal  probability is not  less : for 
they  are  trivial  and  unmeaning,  devoid  of  delicacy  and 
subtlety,  wanting in a  single  fine  expression.  And  even 
if this  be  matter of dispute,  there  can  be no dispute  that 
there  are  found in them  many  plagiarisms,  inappropriately 
borrowed,  which is a common  note of forgery  (compare 
330 C foll. with  Rep. iv. 425 E, 426 B, vi. 488 A :  347 E 
with Phaedrus 249 D : 326 A, B and 328 A with  Rep. v. 
473 C,  D,  &c.). They imitate  Plato,  who  never  imitates 
either  himself or  any  one  else ; reminiscences of the 
Republic  and  the  Laws  are  continually  recurring in them ; 
they  are  too  like him and  also  too  unlike  him, to be 
genuine (see especially Karsten,  Commentatio  Critica  de . 

Platonis  quae  feruntur  Epistolis, p. 111 foll.). They  are 
full of egotism,  self-assertion,  affectation,  faults  which of 
all writers  Plato  was  most  careful  to  avoid,  and  into  which 
he  was  least  likely  to fall  (ib.  p. gg foll.). They  abound in 
obscurities,  irrelevancies,  solecisms,  pleonasms,  inconsist- 
encies (ib. p. 96 foll.), awkwardnesses of construction, 
wrong  uses of words (ib. pp. 58, 59, 117, 121). They also 
contain  historical  blunders,  such as  the  statement  respect- 
ing  Hipparinus  and  Nysaeus,  the  nephews of Dion (328 
A), who  are  said  to  ‘have  been  well  inclined  to  philo- 
sophy,  and well able  to  dispose  the  mind of their  brother 
Dionysius in the  same  course,’  at  a  time  when  they  could 
not  have  been  more  than  six or  seven  years  of  age- 
also  foolish  allusions,  such as  the comparison  of  the 
Athenian  empire  to  the  empire of Darius (332 A, B), 
which  show  a  spirit  very  different from that of Plato;  and 



? 

mistakes of fact, as e.g.  about  the  Thirty  Tyrants (p. 324 C), 
whom the  writer of the  letters  seems  to have  confused  with 
certain inferior  magistrates,  making  them in all fifty-one. 
These palpable errors  and  absurdities  are  absolutely  irre- 
concileable with their  genuineness. And as  they  appear 
to have a common parentage,  the  more  they  are  studied, 
the  more  they will be found to  furnish evidence against 
themselves. The Seventh, which is  thought  to  be  the 
most important of these  Epistles,  has affinities with the 
Third  and  the  Eighth, and is quite  as impossible and 
inconsistent as  the  rest.  It is therefore involved in the 
same condemnation.-The final conclusion  is  that  neither 
the  Seventh  nor  any  other of them, when carefully 
analyzed, can be imagined to  have  proceeded from the 
hand or mind of Plato. The  other testimonies  to  the 
voyages of Plato  to  Sicily and the  court of Dionysius are 
all of them later  by  several  centuries  than  the  events  to 
which they  refer. No  extant  writer mentions  them  older 
than  Cicero  and  Cornelius  Nepos.  It  does not seem im- 
possible  that so attractive a theme  as  the  meeting of a 
philosopher and a tyrant, once imagined by the  genius of 
a Sophist, may have passed  into a romance  which became 
famous in Hellas  and  the world. It may have  created  one 
of the mists of history, like the  Trojan  war  or  the legend 
of Arthur, which  we are unable  to  penetrate. In  the  age 
of Cicero,  and  still  more in that of Diogenes Laertius  and 
Appuleius,  many other  legends had gathered  around  the 
personality of Plato,-more voyages, more  journeys  to 
visit tyrants  and  Pythagorean  philosophers. But if, as we 
agree with Karsten in supposing,  they  are  the  forgery of 
some  rhetorician  or  sophist, we cannot agree with him in 
also  supposing  that  they  are of any historical value, the 
rather  as  there is no early  independent testimony by 

i 
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which they  are  supported  or with which they can be 
compared. 

I\‘. There is another  subject  to which I must briefly 
call attention,  lest I should  seem  to have  overlooked it. 
Dr.  Henry  Jackson, of Trinity  College,  Cambridge, in a 
series of articles  which he  has  contributed  to  the  Journal 
of Philology (1881-6 ; Vol. x. 132-150, 253-293 ; xi. 287- 
331 ; xiii. 1-40; xiv. 173-230, extending  to  about 200 

pages), has  put forward an  entirely  new explanation of the 
Platonic Ideas.’ H e  supposes  that in the mind of Plato 
they took, at different times in his life, two essentially 
different forms :-an earlier  one which is found chiefly in 
the  Republic  and  the  Phaedo, and a later, which appears 
in the  Theaetetus,  Philebus,  Sophist,  Politicus,  Parmeni- 
des, Timaeus.  In  the  first  stage of his philosophy Plato 
attributed  Ideas  to all things,  at  any  rate  to all things 
which have  classes or common notions : these  he  sup- 
posed to exist  only  by  participation in them. In  the  later 
Dialogues he  no  longer included in them manufactured 
articles  and  ideas of relation,  but  restricted  them  to ‘ types 
of nature,’  and  having become  convinced that  the  many 
cannot be  parts of the  one,  for  the  idea of participation in 
them he  substituted imitation of them (xi. 292). T o  quote 
Dr. Jackson’s  own expressions (x. 2g7),-‘ whereas in the 
period of the  Republic  and  the  Phaedo,  it  was proposed 
to pass  through ontology to  the  sciences,  in  the period of 
the  Parmenides  and  the  Philebus, it is  proposed to pass 
through  the  sciences  to ontology ’ : or, as he repeats  in 
nearly  the  same  words (xi. 320),-‘whereas in the  Re- 
public and in the  Phaedo  he  had  dreamt of passing 
through ontology  to the  sciences,  he  is now content  to 
pass  through  the  sciences to ontology.’ 

This  theory is supposed  to  be basCd on  Aristotle’s 



Metaphysics  (Book I. c. 6), a  passage  containing  an  account f 
of the  ideas,  which  hitherto  scholars  have  found  impos- 3 
sible  to  reconcile  with  the  statements of Plato  himself. 
The  preparations  for  the  new  departure  are  discovered in I 
the  Parmenides  and in the  Theaetetus;  and it is said  to 
be  expressed  under  a  different  form  by  the adpas and  the 
Zinctpov of the  Philebus  (vol. x. 275 folk). T h e  d p a s  of 
the  Philebus is the  principle  which  gives  form  and  measure 
to  the B m p o v  ; and in the ' Later  Theory' is  held  to  be  the 
T ~ U O U  or p&plou which  converts  the  Infinite  or  Indefinite 
into  ideas. They  are  neither mpaiuovra nor t lmlpa, but 
belong  to  the PkKTbU y d ~ o s  which  partakes of both. 

With  great  respect  for  the  learning  and  ability of Dr. 
Jackson, I find myself  unable to  agree in this  newly 
fashioned  doctrine of the  Ideas,  which  he  ascribes to Plato. 
I have  not  the  space  to go into  the  question  fully;  but 
I will briefly state  some  objections  which  are, I think,. 
fatal  to it. 

(I). First,  the  foundation of his  argument is laid in the 
Metaphysics of Aristotle.  But we cannot  argue,  either 
from  the  Metaphysics, or from any  other  of  the  philo- 
sophical  treatises of Aristotle,  to  the  dialogues of Plato 
until  we  have  ascertained  the  relation  in  which  his so- 
called  works  stand to the  philosopher  himself. There is 
of course no doubt of the  great  influence  exercised  upon 4 
Greece  and  upon  the world by  Aristotle  and  his  philo- 3 .  

sophy.  But  on  the  other  hand  almost  every  one  who  is 4 
capzble of understanding  the  subject  acknowledges  that 't 7 

his  writings  have  not  come  down  to us in an  authentic 
form  like  most of the  dialogues of Plato. How much of 
them is to be  ascribed  to  Aristotle's  own  hand,  how  much a 
is due  to  his  successors in the  Peripatctic  School, is a 
question  which  has  never  been  determined,  and  probably I 
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never can be, because the solution of it  depends  upon 
internal  evidence only. To ‘the  height of this great 

: argument  I do not propose to ascend. But  one little 
I fact, not irrelevant to  the  present discussion, will show 

how  hopeless is  the  attempt to explain Plato out  of the 
: writings of Aristotle. In  the  chapter of the Metaphysics 
! quoted by Dr.  Jackson (I. 6), about two octavo pages in 

length, there occur no less  than  seven  or  eight  references, 
to Plato, although  nothing  really corresponding  to them 

i can be found in  his extant  writings :-a small matter 
i truly;  but what  a  light does it throw  on  the  character of 
j the entire book in which they  occur! W e  can hardly 
: escape from the conclusion that they  are not statements 
! of Aristotle respecting  Plato,  but of a later  generation of 

Aristotelians respecting a later  generation of Platonists 
1 (2). There is no hint in Plato’s own writings  that he was 
,! conscious of having made any  change in the Doctrine of 

Ideas  such as  Dr.  Jackson  attributes to him, although in 
j the Republic the platonic Sociates  speaks of ‘ a longer 

and  a shorter  way’ (iv. 435; vi. 504), and of a way in 
i which his disciple Glaucon  ‘will  be  unable to follow him’ 
; (vii. 533) ; also of a  way of Ideas, to which he still holds 
I fast, although it has often deserted him (Philebus 16 C, 
i Phaedo g7-108), and although in the  later  dialogues  and 

in the Laws the reference to Ideas disappears, and Mind 
claims her own (Phil. 31, 65 ; Laws xii. 965 B). N O  hint 
is given of what Plato meant by the  ‘longer  way’  (Rep. iv. 
435 D), or ‘ the way in which  Glaucon was  unable to follow 

i (ib. vii. 533A); or of the relation of Mind to  the  Ideas.  It 
might be said with truth  that  the conception of the  Idea  pre- 
dominates in the first half ofthe Dialogues,which, according 

CP. the  striking remark of the  great Scaliger respecting the Magna Moralia :- 
.. Haec *on sunt Adstotelis, f u m m  utitur atrctov Aridofelis nom& /anpn,,z suo. 



xxxii Preface t o  the Second end Thiyd Editions. 

to the  order adopted in this work, ends with the Republic, 
the ‘conception of Mind ’ and a way of speaking  more in 
agreement with modern  terminology, in the  latter half. 
But there  is no  reason  to suppose  that Plato’s theory, or, 
rather,  his various  theories, of the  Ideas  underwent  any 
definite change  during his period of authorship. They  are 
substantially  the  same in the twelfth Book of the  Laws 
(962, 963 foll.) as in the Meno and Phaedo ; and  since  the 
Laws  were  written in the  last decade of his life, there  is no 
time to which this  change of opinions can be  ascribed. It 
is  true  that  the  theory of Ideas  takes  several different 
forms,  not  merely  an  earlier  and a later  one, in the 
various  Dialogues. They  are personal and impersonal, 
ideals  and  ideas,  existing  by participation or  by imitation, 
one  and many, in different parts of his  writings  or &en in 
the  same passage  (cp. Vol. 11. p. 13 foll.). They  are  the 
universal definitions of Socrates,  and  at  the  same time ‘of 
more  than mortal knowledge’  (Rep. vi. 485). But  they 
are always the negations of sense, of matter, of generation, 
of the  particular:  they  are always the  subjects of know- 
ledge  and not of opinion ; and  they  tend, not to diversity, 
but  to  unity.  Other  entities  or  intelligences  are akin  to 
them,  but not the  same with  them, such  as mind, measure, 
limit, eternity,  essence  (cp.  Philebus sub j n .  ; Timaeus 
passim): these  and similar terms  appear  to  express  the 
same  truths from a different point of view, and  to  belong 
to  the  same  sphere with them.  But  we are not justified, 
therefore, in attempting to identify them,  any  more  than 
in wholly opposing them. The  great oppositions of 
the  sensible  and intellectual, the  unchangeable  and  the 
transient, in whatever form of words expressed, are always 
maintained in Plato. But  the  lesser logi,cal distinctions, 
as  we should call them, whether of ontology or predication, 
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which troubled  the  pre-Socratic  philosophy  and  came 
to the  front in Aristotle, are  variously  discussed  and 
explained. Thus far  we  admit  inconsistency in Plato,  but 
no  further. H e  lived in an  age  before  logic  and  system 
had wholly  permeated  language,  and  therefore  we  must 
not always  expect  to find in him systematic  arrangement 
or logical precision :-‘poerna magis putandurn.’ But  he 
is always  true  to  his own context,  the  careful  study of 
which is of more  value  to  the  interpreter  than all the 
commentators  and  scholiasts  put  together. 

(3). The  conclusions  at  which  Dr.  Jackson  has  arrived 
are  such  as  might  be  expected  to follow from  his  method 
of procedure. For  he  takes  words  without  regard  to  their 
connexion,  and  pieces  together  different  parts of dialogues 
in  a purely  arbitrary  manner, although there is no indica- 
tion  that the  author  intended  the  two  passages  to  be so 
combined,  or  that  when  he  appears to be  experimenting 
on  the  different  points of view from  which  a subject of 
philosophy  may  be  regarded,  he is secretly  elaborating a 
system.  By  such a use of language  any  premises  may be 
made to lead to any  conclusion. I am not  one of those 
who believe Plato  to  have  been a mystic  or  to  have had 
hidden  meanings;  nor  do I agree with. Dr. Jackson in 
thinking  that  ‘when  he is precise  and  dogmatic,  he  gener- 
ally  contrives  to  introduce  an  element of obscurity  into 
the  exposition’ (J. of Philol. x. 150). The  great  master 
of language  wrote  as  clearly  as  he  could in an  age  when 
the  minds of men  were  clouded  by  controversy,  and philo- 
sophical  terms  had  not  yet  acquired a fixed meaning. 
I have  just said that  Plato is to be interpreted  by  his 
context;  and I do  not  deny  that in some passages, 
especially in the  Republic  and  Laws,  the  context is at 
a greater  distance  than  would  be allowable in a modern 

VOL. I. C 
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writer.  But  we  are  not  therefore  justified in connecting 
passages  from  different  parts of his  writings, or  even from 
the  same  work,  which  he  has  not himself joined. We 
cannot  argue  from  the  Parmenides  to  the  Philebus,  or 
from  either  to  the  Sophist,  or  assume  that  the  Parmenides, 
the  Philebus,  and  the  Timaeus  were  written  simul- 
taneously,’ or  ‘were  intended  to  be  studied in the  order 
in  which they  are  here  named ’ (J. of Philol. xiii. 38). We 
have  no  right  to  connect  statements  which  are  only acci- 
dentally  similar. Nor  is it safe  for the  author of a theory 
about  ancient  philosophy  to  argue  from  what will happen 
if his  statements  are  rejected.  For  those  consequences 
may  never  have  entered  into  the  mind of the  ancient 
writer  himself;  and  they  are  very  likely  to  be  modern  con- 
sequences  which  would  not  have  been  understood  by 
him. ‘ I cannot  think,’  says  Dr.  Jackson,  ‘that  Plato 
would  have  changed  his  opinions,  but  have  nowhere  ex- 
plained  the  nature of the  change.’  But  is it not  much 
more  improbable  that  he  should  have  changed  his 
opinions,  and  not  stated in an  unmistakable  manner  that 
the  most  essential  principle of his  philosophy  had  been 
reversed ? It  is  true  that  a  few of the  dialogues,  such as 
the  Republic  and  the  Timaeus,  or  the  Theaetetus  and  the 
Sophist,  or  the  Meno  and  the  Apology,  contain  allusions 
to  one  another.  But  these  allusions  are  superficial  and, 
except in the  case of the  Republic  and  the  Laws,  have  no 
philosophical  importance. They  do not  affect  the sub- 
stance of the  work.  It  may  be  remarked  further  that 
several of the dialogues,  such  as  the  Phaedrus,  the So- 
phist, and the  Parmenides,  have  more  than  one  subject. 
But  it  does  not  therefore follow that  Plat0  intended  one 
dialogue  to  succeed  another, or  that  he  begins  anew in 
one  dialogue  a  subject  which  he  has left unfinished  in 

i 

i 



Py&& t o  the  Second ana’ Thiya’ Editions. xxxv 

another,  or  that  even in the  same  dialogue  he  always in- 
tended  the  two  parts  to  be  connected  with  each  other. We 
cannot  argue  from  a  casual  statement  found in the  Par- 
menides  to  other  statements  which  occur in the  Philebus. 
Much  more truly is his  own  manner  described  by  himself 
when  he  says  that  ‘words  are  more plastic than  wax’ 
(Rep. ix. 588 C), and ‘ whither  the  wind  blows,  the  argu- 
ment  follows ’ (ib. iii. 394 D). The  dialogues of Plato  are 
like  poems,  isolated  and  separate  works,  except  where 
they  are  indicated  by  the  author  himself  to  have  an 
intentional  sequence. 

It is this method of taking  passages  out of their  context 
and  placing  them  in  a  new  connexion  when  they  seem  to 
confirm a  preconceived  theory,  which is the  defect of Dr. 
Jackson’s  procedure. I t  may be  compared,  though  not 
wholly  the  same  with it,  to that  method  which  the  Fathers 
practised, sometimes  called ‘the mystical  interpretation of 
Scripture,’ in which  isolated words  are  separated  from  their 
context,  and  receive any  sense  which  the  fancy  of  the 
interpreter  may  suggest.  It is akin to the  method  employed 
by Schleiermacher of arranging  the  dialogues of Plat0 in 
chronological  order  according  to  what  he  deems  the  true 
arrangement of the  ideas  contained in  them.  (Dr.  Jackson 
is  also  inclined, having  constructed  a  theory,  to  make  the 
chronology  of Plato’s writings  dependent  upon  it1.)  It 
may  likewise  be  illustrated  by the  ingenuity  of  those  who 
employ  symbols to find in Shakespeare  a  hidden  meaning. 
I n  the  three  cases  the  error is nearly  the  same :-words 
are  taken  out  of  their  natural  context,  and  thus  become 
destitute of any  real  meaning. 

(4). According to Dr.  Jackson’s ‘ Later  Theory,’ Plato’s 
Ideas,  which  were  once  regarded  as  the summa genera of 

’ See J. of Philol. xiii. 38, and elsewhere. 
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all things, are now to be  explained as Forms or Types of 
some things only,-that is to  say, of natural  objects: 
these  we conceive imperfectly,  but are always seeking in 
vain to have a more  perfect notion of them. He  says 
(J. of Philol. xi. 319) that ' Plato hoped  by the  study of a 
series of hypothetical or provisional  classifications to 
arrive  at  one in which nature's distribution of kinds  is 
approximately represented,  and so to attain approximately 
to  the  knowledge of the ideas. But  whereas in the 
Republic,  and  even in the  Phaedo,  though  less hopefully, 
he had sought to convert his provisional  definitions  into 
f i n d  ones  by  tracing  their connexion  with the sunzrnuln 
genus, the & y d d v ,  in the  Parmenides  his  aspirations  are 
less ambitious,' and so on. But  where  does  Dr.  Jackson 
find any  such notion as this in Plato  or  anywhere in 
ancient  philosophy ? Is it not an anachronism, gracious  to 
the modern  physical  philosopher,  and the more  acceptable 
because it seems  to form a link between ancient  and 
modern  philosophy, and between  physical  and  metaphysical 
science ; but  really unmeaning ? 

(5). To this ' Later  Theory ' of Plato's  Ideas I oppose  the 
authority of Professor Zeller, who affirms that  none of the 
passages  to which Dr. Jackson  appeals  (Theaet. 185 C, foll.; 
Phil. 25 B foll. ; Tim. 57 C ; Parm. 130 B foll., 142 B-155 E, 
157 B-159 E) ' in the smallest degree  prove his point '; and 
that i n  the second  class of dialogues, in which the ' Later 
Theory of Ideas ' is supposed to be found,  quite  as clearly 
as in the  first,  are admitted Ideas, not only of natural 
objects,  but of properties, relations, works of art, negative 
notions (Theaet. 176 E; Parin. 130 B foll.; Soph. 254 B foll., 
258 B) ; and  that what Dr.  Jackson  distinguishes  as  the 
first class  of dialogues from the second  equally assert or 
imply that  the relation of things to the  Ideas, is one of 
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participation in them as  well as of imitation of them (Prof. 
Zeller’s summary of his  own  review of Dr. Jackson,  Archiv 
fiir Geschichte  der Philosophie, Vol. I, Berlin, 1888, pp. 
617, 618). 

In conclusion I may remark  that in Plato’s writings 
there is both  unity, and  also  growth  and  development; 
but  that  we must  not intrude  upon him either a system 
or a technical language. 

BALLIOL  COLLEGE, 
October, 1891. 



NOTE 

The  chief  additions to the Introductions in the Third 
Edition consist of Essnys on fhe following su6jects:- 

(I)  Language . . . . . . . Vol. I, 295-321. 
(2) The decline of Greek Literature . . ,, 424-419. 
(3) The  ‘Ideas’ of Plato  and  Modern Philo- 

(4) The myths of Plato . . . . . ,, 316-324. 
(5) The relation ofthe Republic,  Statesman  and 

(6) The legend of Atlantis . . . . . ,, 429-433. 

sophy . . . . . . . Vol. 11, 12-25. 

Laws. . . . . . . . Vol. 111, ccxi-ccxvii. 

(7) Psychology . . . . . . . Vol. IV, 175-191. 
(8)  Comparison of the Laws of Plato with 

Spartan and  Athenian Laws and In- 
stitutions . . . . . . . Vol.V, ccxiii-ccxxxvi. 
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I N T R O D U C  T I 0 N. 

THE subject of the  Charmides  is  Temperance  or uo@pooLv~ ,  a Chamilr‘cs. 
peculiarly Greek notion, which  may also be  rendered Moderation’, 
Modesty, Discretion,  Wisdom, without completely exhausting by 
all these terms  the various associations of the word. It may  be 
described as  ‘mens  sana  in  corpore sano,’ the  harmony  or  due 
proportion of the  higher  and  lower  elements of human  nature 
which ‘makes a man  his  own  master,’  according to the definition 
of the Rcpublic. In  the accolnpanying  translation the  word  has 
been rendered in different places either  Temperance  or  Wisdom, 
as  the connection seemed to require : for in  the philosophy of 
Plato cro@pouirq still  retains  an intellectual element  (as  Socrates  is 
also said to have identified uo@pou;v~ with u o @ h  : Xen. Mem.  iii. 9, 
4), and  is not yet  relegated to the  sphere of moral  virtue, as in the 
Nicomachean Ethics of Aristotle (iii. IO). 

Steph. The beautiful youth,  Charmides,  who  is  also the most temperate ANALYSIS. ig of human beings, is asked  by Socrates,  ‘What  is  Temperance ? ’ 
He answers characteristically, (I) ‘Quietness.’ ‘ But  Temperance 
is a fine and noble thing ; and quietness in many  or most cases is 
not so fine a thing as quickness.’ He  tries again and  says (2) that 
temperance is modesty. But  this  again is  set aside bya sophistical 

161 application of Homer : for temperance is good as well as noble, 
and  Homer  has declared that  ‘modesty  is not good for a needy 
man.’ (3) Once  more  Charmides  makes the attempt. This time 

162 he  gives a definition which he  has heard,  and of which Socrates 
conjectures  that  Critias  must be the  author : ‘ Temperance is doing 
one’s own business.’ But the  artisan  who  makes  another man’s 
shoes  may  be temperate,  and  yet  he  is not doing  his own 
business;  and  temperance defined thus would be  opposed to the 

* Cp. Cic. Tusc. iii. 8, 16, ‘ uw$ywuth~, quam soleo equidem turn temperan- 
tiam,  tum  moderationem  appellare,  nonnunquam  etiam  modestiam : ’ foll. 

€32 



4 AnaCysis 162-1 74. 
Clrarmides. division of labour which exists  in  every  temperate or  well-ordered 

AN*‘ysls. state. How  is this riddle to  be explained ? 
Critias, who  takes the place of Charmides,  distinguishes in his 163 

answer  between  ‘making’  and ‘doing,’ and with the  help of a 
misapplied quotation from  Hesiod assigns to the words ‘doing’ 
and ‘work’ an exclusively good sense : Temperance  is  doingone’s 
own  business ; 4 4 )  is doing good. 

Still  an  element of knowledge  is wanting which Critias is readily 164 
induced  to admit  at  the suggestion of Socrates ; and, in the spirit 
of Socrates and of Greek life generally, proposes as a fifth  definition, 165 
(5)  Temperance is self-knowledge. But  all sciences have a 
subject : number is the subject of arithmetic, health of medicine- 
what is the subject of temperance or wisdom ? The  answer  is that 166 
(6) Temperance is the knowledge  of what a man knows  and of 167 
what he does not  know.  But this is contrary to analogy ; there  is 
no vision of vision, but only of visible things ; no  love of loves, but 
only of  beautiful things; how then can there be a knowledge  of 
knowledge?  That which is older, heavier, lighter, is older, heavier, 168 
and lighter than  something else, not than itself,  and this  seems to 
be true of all relative notions-the object of relation is outside of 
them ; at  any  rate  they can only have relation to themselves in the 
form of that object. Whether  there  are  any such cases of reflex 
relation or  not,  and  whether  that  sort of  knowledge  which we 
term  Temperance is of this reflex nature.  has yet to  be determined 169 
by  the great metaphysician. But  even  if  knowledge  can  know 
itself,  how does  the knowledge  of  what we know  imply the 170 
knowledge of what we do not know? Besides, knowledge  is an 
abstraction only, and will  not inform us of any particular subject, 
such as medicine, building, and the like. It may tell us that 1 7 1  

we  or other men  know something, but can never tell us what we 
know. 

Admitting  that there is a knowledge of what we know and of 172 

what  we  do not  know,  which  would supply a rule  and  measure of 
all things, still there would  be  no  good  in this ; and  the knowledge 
which temperance gives must  be of a kind which  will do us good ; I73 
for temperance is a good.  But this universal knowledge does not 
tend to our happiness  and good : the  only kind of knowledge  which 
brings  happiness is the knowledge  of  good and evil. To this 174 
Critias replies-that  the science or knowledge  of  good and evil, and 



5 
all the other sciences, are regulated by the higher  science or CharntiJeJ. 
knowledge  of  knowledge. Socrates replies by again dividing the ANALYSIS. 

abstract from the concrete,  and asks how this knowledge conduces 
to happiness’in the  same definite way in  which  medicine conduces 

And now, after  making all these concessions, which are really 
inadmissible, we  are still as far as  ever from ascertaining the 
nature of temperance,  which  Charmides has already discovered, 

176 and had therefore  better rest in the knowledge that the more 
temperate  he  is the happier  he w?ill  be, and not trouble himself 
with the speculations of Socrates. 

175 to  health. 

In this Dialogue  may  be noted ( I )  The Greek ideal of beauty  and INTROUUC. 

goodness, the vision  of the fair soul in the fair body, realised in 
the beautiful Charmides ; (2) The  true conception of  medicine as 
a science of the whole as well as  the parts,  and of the mind as well 
as the body,  which is playfully intimated in the  story of the 
Thracian ; (3) The tendency of the  age to verbal distinctions, 
which here, as in  the Protagoras  and  Cratylus, are ascribed to 
the ingenuity of Prodicus;  and to interpretations  or rather 
parodies of Homer or Hesiod, which are eminently  characteristic 
of Plato and  his  contemporaries ; ( 4 )  The  germ of an ethical 
principle contained in the notion that  temperance is Idoing 
one’s  own  business,’ which in  the Republic  (such  is the shifting 
character of the Platonic philosophy) is given as  the definition,not 
of temperance, but of justice; (5) The impatience  which is  ex- 
hibited  by Socrates of any definition of temperance in which  an 
element of science or knowledge  is  not included ; (6) The beginning 
of metaphysics and logic implied in the two  questions : whether 
there can  be a science of science, and  whether  the knowledge  of 
what  you know is  the  same-as  the knowledge of what you do not 
know ; and  also in  the distinction between ‘ what you  know ’ and 
that you  know,’ d O I ~ F Y  and & L  &tv ; here too is  the first conception 

of an absolute self-determined  science (the claims of which, 
however, are disputed  by  Socrates,  who asks cui bono ?) as well as 
the first suggestion of the difficulty  of the abstract  and concrete, 
and  one  of the earliest anticipations of the relation of subject  and 
object, and of the subjective element in knowledge-a ‘rich 
banquet’ of metaphysical questions in which we  ‘taste of many 

TWN. 
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Chamides. things,’ (7) And  still the mind of Plato,  having snatched for 
INTRODUC- a moment at  these  shadows of the future, quickly rejects them : 

thus early has he  reached the conclusion that  there can  be no 
science which is a ‘science of nothing’  (Parmen. 132 B). (8) The 
conception of a science of  good and  evil also first occurs here, 
an anticipation of the Philebus and Republic as well as of moral 
philosophy in later ages. 

The dramatic interest of the Dialogue chiefly centres in the 
youth  Charmides, with whom Socrates talks in the kindly spirit of 
an  elder.  His childlike  simplicity  and  ingenuousness are con- 
trasted with the dialectical  and rhetorical arts of Critias, who  is the 
grown-up man of the world, having a tincture of philosophy. No 
hint is  given, either  here  or in the  Timaeus, of the infamy  which 
attaches to the name of the  latter in  Athenian history. He is 
simply a cultivated person who,  like his kinsman  Plato, is ennobled 
by the connection of his family with Solon (cp. Tim. 20,’21), and 
had  been the follower, if not the disciple, both of Socrates and of 
the  Sophists. In the argument he is not unfair,  if allowance is 
made  for a slight rhetorical tendency, and  for a natural  desire to 
save his reputation with the company ; he  is  sometimes nearer  the 
truth than  Socrates. Nothing  in his language or behaviour is 
unbecoming the guardian of the beautiful Charmides. His love 
of reputation is characteristically Greek, and contrasts with the 
humility of Socrates. Nor in  Charmides  himself  do we find any 
resemblance to the Charmides of history, except, perhaps, the 
modest  and retiring nature which, according to Xenophon, at one 
time of his life prevented him  from speaking in the Assembly 
(hlem. 3, 7) ; and we  are surprised to hear that, like Critias, he 
afterwards became  one of the thirty  tyrants, In  the Dialogue he 
is a pattern of virtue, and is therefore in no need  of the  charm 
which Socrates is unable to  apply. With youthful naivete; keeping 
his secret  and  entering into the  spirit of Socrates, he enjoys the 
detection of his elder and guardian Critias,  who is easily Seen  to 
be the author of the definition  which  he has so great an interest 
in maintaining (262 B). The preceding definition, ‘Temperance  is 
doing one’s own  business,’ is assumed  to  have  been  borrowed  by 
Charmides  from another; and when  the  enquiry becomes more 
abstract he is superseded  by Critias (cp. Theaet. 168 E ;  Euthyd. 
zgo E). Socrates  preserves  his accustomed irony to the end;  he 
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The dsfilzitions of temperance. 7 
is  in the neighbourhood of several great truths, which he views in C/tarnri&$. 
various lights, but always either by bringing them to the test of INTRODUC. 

conimon sense, or by demanding too great exactness in the use of 'IoN' 

words, turns aside from them and  comes at last to no  conclusion. 
The definitions of temperance proceed  in regular  order from the 

popular to the philosophical. The first two are simple enough 
and partially true, like the first thoughts of an intelligent youth ; 
the  third, which is a real contribution to ethical philosophy, is 
perverted by the ingenuity of Socrates, and  hardly rescued by  an 
equal perversion on the  part of Critias. The remaining  definitions 
have a higher aim,  which is to introduce the element of knowledge, 
and at last to unite good and  truth in a single science.  But the 
time  has  not yet arrived for the realization of this vision of meta- 
physical philosophy;  and such a science when brought nearer to 
us in the Philebus and the Republic  will  not be called  by the name 
of uw$pouiv~. Hence  we  see with surprise that Plato, who in his 
other writings identifies good and  knowledge, here opposes them, 
and asks, almost in the spirit of Aristotle, how  can there be a 
knowledge of knowledge, and even if attainable,  how  can such 
a knowledge be of any  use ? 

The difficulty of the Charmides arises chiefly  from the two 
senses of the word uw#pou6y, or temperance. From the ethical 
notion of temperance, which is variously defined  to  be quietness, 
modesty, daing our own business, the doing of  good  actions, the 
dialogue passes on  to the intellectual conception of u w ~ p o u i u ~ ,  

which is declared also to be the science of self-knowledge, or of the 
knowledge of what we know  and do not  know, or of the knowledge 
of good and evil. The dialogue represents a stage in the history 
of philosophy in which  knowledge and action were not yet dis- 
tinguished. Hence  the confusion betiveen them, and the easy 
transition  from one to the other. The definitions  which are 
offered are all rejected, but it  is  to be observed that  they all tend 
to  throw a light on the nature of temperance, and that, unlike the 
distinction of Critias between roteiu, rrpdrmr, f'ppyd[dat, none of 
them are merely  verbal quibbles. It is implied that  this question, 
although  it has not yet received a solution in theory, has been 
already answered  by Charmides  himself,  who has  .learned to 
practise the virtue of self-knowledge which philosophers are 
vainly trying to define in words. In a similar spirit we might say 
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Chartm2cs. to a young man who  is disturbed by  theological  difficulties, ‘Do 
INTRoDx- not trouble yourself about such  matters, but only lead a good  life ; ’ 

and  yet in either case it  is  not  to  be denied that right ideas of truth 
may contribute greatly to the improvement of character. 

TION. 

The reasons why the Charmides, Lysis,  Laches have been placed 
together and first in the  series of Platonic dialogues, are : (i) Their 
shortness  and simplicity. The Charmides  and the Lysis, if  not 
the Laches, are of the  same <quality’  as  the  Phaedrus and 
Symposium : and it is probable, though far from certain, that the 
slighter effort preceded  the  greater one.  (ii) Their eristic, or 
rather Socratlc character ; they belong  to the classcalled dialogues 
of search ( m q m r r d ) ,  which  have  no  conclusion.  (iii) The absence 
in them of certain favourite  notions of Plato, such as the doctrine 
of  recollection and of the Platonic ideas ; the questions, whether 
virtue can  be taught ; whether  the  virtues are one  or many.  (iv) 
They have a want of depth,  when compared with the dialogues 
of the middle  and later period ; and a youthful beauty and  grace 
which is wanting  in the later ones. (v) Their resemblance to one 
another; in all the  three boyhood has a great  part. These reasons 
have various degrees of weight in determining  their place  in the 
catalogue  of the Platoni? writings, though they  are not  conclusive. 
No arrangement of the Platonic  dialogues  can  be strictly chrono- 
logical. The order which has been  adopted is  intended mainly 
for the convenience of the reader; at the same time, indications of 
the  date supplied either by  Plato  himself or allusions found  in the 
dialogues have not  been  lost  sight of.  Much  may  be said about this 
subject, but the  results can  only  be probable ; there  are no materials 
which  would enable us to attain to anything like certainty. 

The relations of knowledge  and virtue are again brought forward 
in the companion dialogues of the  Lysis  and  Laches ; and also in 
the Protagoras  and  Euthydemus. The opposition of abstract  and 
particular knowledge in this dialogue  may  be  compared with a 
similar opposition of ideas and  phenomena  which occurs in the 
Prologue to the  Parmenides, but seems  rather to belong to a later 
stage of the philosophy of Plato. 



CHARMIDES, OK TEMPERANCE. 

PERSOAT OF THE DIALOGUE. 

SOCRATES, who i s  the mvrator. CHAKMIDES. 

CHAEREPHON.  CRITIAS. 

SCENE  :"The Palaestra of Taureas, which is near the Porch of the 
King Archon. 

ESTERDAY evening I returned from the  army  at  Poti- C,&f,i& '';; Y daea,  and  having  been  a  good  while away, I thought g;;;;;;? 
that I should  like  to go and-look  at my  old  haunts. SO 1 
went  into  the  palaestra of Taureas,  which  is  over  against  the who h a  

Socrates, 

temple  adjoining  the  porch of the  King  Archon,  and  there I just *e- 

found a  number of persons,  most of whom I knew,  but not all. Athens, 
turned to 

My  visit  was  unexpected,  and  no  sooner  did  they  see  me visitshis 
entering  than  they  saluted  me  from  afar  on  all  sides ; and Old friends 

Chaerephon,  who  is  a  kind of madman,  started  up  and  ran  to them  the 
and tells 

me, seizing  my  hand,  and  saying, How did  you  escape, :;::cct 
Socrates ?-(I should  explain  that  an  engagement  had  taken Potidaea. 
place at  Potidaea  not  long  before  we  came away, ofwhich  the 
news  had  only  just  reached  Athens.) 

You  see, I replied,  that  here I am. 
There was  a  report,  he  said,  that  -the  engagement  was  very 

That, I replied, was not far  from  the  truth. 
I suppose,  he  said,  that  you  were  present. 
I was. 
Then  sit down, and tell us the  whole  story,  which  as  yet  we 

I took the  place  which  he  assigned to me,  by the  side of 

severe,  and  that  many of our  acquaintance  had fallen. 

have  only  heard  imperfectly. 



IO Return o f  Socrates from Potidaea. 

Charmids. Critias  the  son of Callaeschrus,  and  when I had  saluted  him 
SKRATES~ and  the  rest of the  company, I told them  the  news from the 
c ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ .  army, and  answered  their  several  enquiries. 
CRlTlAS, 

ceeds to 
He pro- 

make  en- 
quiries 
about  the 
state of 
philosophy 
and about 
the  youth ; 

of the 
and is told 

beautiful 
Charmides, 

Then,  when  there  had  been  enough of  this, I, in my turn, 
began  to  make  enquiries  about  matters  at  home-about  the 
present  state of philosophy,  and  about  the  youth. I asked 
whether  any of them  were  remarkable for wisdom or beauty, 
or both.  Critias,  glancing  at  the  door,  invited  my  attention I 

to  some  youths  who  were  coming  in,  and  talking  noisily 
to  one  another, followed  by a crowd. Of  the  beauties, 
Socrates,  he  said, I fancy  that you  will soon  be  able  to 
form a  judgment. For those  who  are  just  entering  are  the 
advanced  guard of the  great beauty, as  he is thought  to be, 
of the  day,  and  he  is  likely to  be not far off himself. 

W h o  is he, I said ; and who is his  father ? 
Charmides,  he  replied,  is  his  name ; he is my  cousin,  and 

the  son of my uncle  Glaucon: I rather  think  that  you  know 
him too, although  he  was  not  grown up at  the  time of your 
departure. 

Certainly, I know him, I said, for he  was  remarkable 
even  then  when  he  was  still  a child, and I should  imagine 
that by this time he  must  be  almost  a  young  man. 

You will see,  he  said, in a. moment  what  progress  he  has 
made  and  what  he  is like. H e  had  scarcely  said  the word, 
when  Charmides  entered. 

Now  you know, my friend,  that I cannot  measure  anything, 
and of the beautiful, I am simply  such  a  measure  as  a  white 
line is of chalk; for almost all young  persons  appear  to  be 
beautiful  in  my  eyes.  But  at  that  moment,  when I saw him 
coming in, I confess  that I was  quite  astonished  at  his  beauty 
and  stature ; all  the  world  seemed  to be enamoured of him ; 
amazement  and  confusion  reigned  when  he  entered;  and 
a troop of lovers followed  him. That  grown-up  men  like 
ourselves  should  have  been affected  in this  way  was  not 
surprising, but I observed  that  there  was  the  same  feeling 
among  the  boys ; all of them,  down  to  the  very  least child, 
turned  and  looked  at him, as if he  had  been  a  statue. 

Chaerephon  called  me  and  said:  What  do  you  think of 
him, Socrates ? Has  he  not a beautiful face ? 

Most beautiful, I said. 

54 



The beautzyud Chamzides. I 1  

But  you  would  think  nothing of his face, he  replied, if you Clramzides. 

And  to  this  they  all  agreed. 
By  Heracles, I said,  there  never  was  such  a  paragon, if 

What  is  that?  said  Critias. 
If  he  has  a  noble  soul ; and  being  of  your  house,  Critias, 

he  may  be  expected  to  have  this. 
H e   i s   a s  fair  and  good  within,  as  he  is  without,  replied 

Critias. 
Then,  before  we  see  his body, should  we  not  ask  him  to whose 

show us his  soul,  naked  and  undisguised ? he is just of an ~ ~ ' ~ ~ ~ s  

age  at  which  he will like  to  talk. body. 
1 5 5  That   he will, said  Critias,  and I can  tell  you  that  he is a 

philosopher  already,  and  also  a  considerable poet, not in 
his  own  opinion  only,  but  in  that of others. 

That, my dear  Critias, I replied, is a  distinction  which 
has  long  been  in  your family, and is inherited by you from 
Solon.  But  why  do  you  not call  him, and  show  him  to  us ? 
for even if he  were  younger  than  he is, there could  be no 
impropriety  in  his  talking  to us in  the  presence of  you, who 
are  his  guardian  and  cousin. 

Very well, he  said ; then I will  call him ; and  turning  to 
the  attendant,  he  said,  Call  Charmides,  and  tell  him  that 
I want  him  to  come  and  see  a  physician  about  the  illness 
of which  he  spoke  to  me  the  day  before  yesterday.  Then 
again  addressing me, he  added: He has  been  complaining 
lately of having  a  headache  when  he  rises  in  the  morning: 
now  why  should  you  not  make  him  believe  that  you  know 
a  cure  for  the  headache ? 

could see  his  naked  form : he is absolutely  perfect. SOCRATES, 
CHAEREPHON, 
CKIFIAS. 

he  has  only  one  other  slight  addition. 

W h y  not, I said ; but will he  come ? 
H e  will  be sure  to  come,  he  replied. 
H e  came  as  he  was  bidden,  and  sat  down  between  Critias Hehimelf 

and me. Great  amusement  was  occasioned by every  one E';::: 
pushing  with  might  and  main  at  his  neighbour  in  order to anda 

make  a  place  for him next  to  themselves,  until  at  the two ends kg:w 
of  the  row  one  had  to  get  up  and  the  other  was  rolled  over ensues. 
sideways.  Now  I,  my  friend,  was  beginning  to feel awkward ; 
my  former  bold  belief  in  my  powers of conversing  with  him 
had  vanished,  And  when'  Critias  told  him  that I was  the 



him. 

for the 
The cure 

headache. 

The eyes, 
as phy- 
sicians 
tell us, 
cannot be 

12  How t o  c a m  a hadache. 

Charmides.. person  who  had  the  cure,  he  looked  at  me  in  such  an  inde- 
SO"-S, scribable  manner,  and  was  just  going  to  ask a question. And 

a t  that  moment  all  the  people  in  the  palaestra  crowded  about 
The fee" us, and, 0 rare ! I caught a sight  of  the  inwards of his  gar- 
gested to ment,  and  took  the flame, Then I could no  longer  contain 
Socrates by myself. I thought  how well Cydias  understood  the  nature 
the sight of of love, when,  in  speaking of a fair youth,  he  warns  some  one 

'not  to  bring  the fawn in  the  sight of the  lion  to  be  devoured 
by him,' for I felt that I had  been overcome  by a sort of 
wild-beast  appetite.  But I controlled myself, and  when  he 

C H A R M I D E S  

ings sug- 

asked  me i i  i knew  the  cure of the  headache, I answered, 
but  with  an effort, that I did know. 

And  what  is it ? he  said. 
I replied  that  it  was a kind of leaf, which  required  to  be 

accompanied by a charm,  and if a  person would repeat  the 
charm  at  the  same  time  that  he  used  the  cure,  he would  be 
made  whole ; but  that  without  the  charm  the  leaf would be 
of no avail. 

said. 
Then I will write  out  the  charm from your  dictation,  he 156 

With my consent? I said, or without  my consent? 
With  your consent,  Socrates,  he  said,  laughing. 
Very good, I said ; and  are  you  quite  sure  that you know 

my name ? 
I ought  to  know you, he  replied, for there  is  a  great  deal 

said  about you among my companions;  and I remember 
when I was a child  seeing you in company with my  cousin 
Critias. 

I am  glad  to find that  you  remember me, I said;  for I 
shall  now  be  more  at home  with you  and  shall  be  better  able 
to  explain  the  nature of the  charm,  about which I felt a 
difficulty before. For  the  charm will do more,  Charmides, 
than  only  cure  the  headache. I dare  say  that  you  have 
heard  eminent  physicians  say  to  a  patient  who comes to 
them  with  bad  eyes,  that  they  cannot  cure  his  eyes by them- 

cured with- selves,  but  that if his  eyes  are to be  cured,  his  head  must  be 
out the treated ; and  then  again  they  say  that  to  think of curing  the 
head* nor head  alone,  and  not  the  rest of the body  also, is  the  height 
without of folly. And  arguing  in  this way they  apply  their  methods 
the body: to  the  whole body, and  try  to  treat  and  heal  the  whole  and 

the head 



The c w e  of Zanaolxis. 1 3  

the  part  together.  Did  you  ever  observe  that  this is what Charmides. 
they  say? SOCRATES, 

Yes,  he  said. 
And  they  are  right,  and  you would agree with them ? 
Yes,  he  said,  certainly I should. 
His  approving  answers  reassured me, and I began by 

degrees  to  regain confidence, and  the vital heat  returned. 
Such,  Charmides, I said,  is  the  nature of the  charm, which I 
learned  when  serving with the  army from one of the  physicians 
of the  Thracian  king  Zamolxis,  who  are  said  to be so skilful 
that  they  can  even  give  immortality.  This  Thracian told  me 
that  in’these  notions of theirs, which I was  just  now  mention- 
ing, the  Greek  physicians  are  quite  right  as  far  as  they go ; but 
Zamolxis,  he  added, our king, who is also  a  god,  says  further, 
‘that  as  you  ought  not to attempt to cure  the  eyes  without  the 
head, or the  head  without  the body, so neither  ought you to nor the 
attempt  to  cure  the body without  the  soul ; and this,’ he said, ::zi‘th- 
‘is the  reason  why  the  cure  ofmany  diseases is unknown to the soul. 
physicians of Hellas,  because  they  are  ignorant of the whole, 
which ought to be studied  also ; for  the  part can never be well 
unless  the  whole is well.’ For all  good and evil, whether  in 
the  body or in human  nature,  originates,  as  he  declared,  in 
the  soul,  and overflows  from thence,  as if from the  head  into 

1 5 7  the  eyes.  And  therefore if the  head  and  body  are  to be  well, 
you must begin by curing  the  soul;  that is the  first  thing. 
And  the  cure, my dear  youth,  has  to be  effected by the  use of 
certain  charms,  and  these  charms  are fair words ; and by. 
them temperance is implanted  in  the soul, and  where  temper- 
ance is, there  health is speedily  imparted,  not  only  to  the 
head, but  to the  whole body.  And he who  taught  me  the 
cure  and  the  charm  at  the  same time added  a  special  direction : 
‘Let  no  one,’  he  said,  ‘persuade  you  to  cure  the  head, until 
he  has first given you his soul to be cured  by the  charm. 
For this,’ he  said, ‘is the  great  error of our day  in  the  treat- 
ment of the  human body, that  physicians  separate  the soul 
from the body.’ And  he  added with  emphasis, at  the  same 
time making me swear  to  his  words,  ‘Let  no  one,  however 
rich, or noble, or fair, persuade you to  give him the  cure, 
without  the charm.’  Now I have  sworn,  and I must  keep my 
oath,  and  therefore if you will allow  me to  apply  the  Thracian 

CHARMLDQL 



14 Th nodZe ancestry of Charmides. 
Charmides. charm first to  your soul, as the  stranger  directed, I will 
S ~ ~ T E S .  afterwards  proceed  to  apply  the  cure  to  your  head.  But  if 
cHARY& not, I do  not  know  what  I am to  do with  you, my dear 

Charmides. 
Critias,  when he  heard this, said : The headache will  be an 

unexpected  gain  to my young  relation, if the  pain in his  head 
compels him to improve his mind : and I can  tell you, Socrates, 
that  Charmides is not  only  pre-eminent  in  beauty  among  his 
equals, but  also in  that  quality which is given  by the  charm ; 
and this, as you  say,  is temperance ? 

CRIT~AS 

Yes, I said. 
Then let  me  tell  you  that  he  is  the  most  temperate  of  human 

beings, and for his  age  inferior to none  in  any quality. 
Yes, I said,  Charmides ; and  indeed I think  that  you  ought 

to  excel  others in  all good  qualities ; for if I  am  not  mistaken 
there  is  no  one  present  who could easily  point  out two 
Athenian  houses,  whose union  would  be  likely to  produce  a 
better  or  nobler scion than  the two  from  which  you are 
sprung.  There is your father’s  house,  which is  descended 
from Critias  the  son of Dropidas,  whose family has  been 
commemorated  in  the  panegyrical  verses of Anacreon,  Solon, 
and  many  other poets, as famous  for beauty  and  virtue  and  all 

Theout- other  high  fortune:  and  your  mother’s  house  is  equally 158 
ward form distinguished ; for your  maternal uncle, Pyrilampes,  is  re- 
mides  does puted  never  to  have found his equal, in  Persia  at  the  court of 
no dis- credit to the  great king, or on the  continent of Asia,  in  all the  places  to 
hisgreat which he  went as ambassador, for stature  and  beauty;  that 
ancestors. whole family is not  a  whit  inferior to the  other.  Having  such 

ancestors you ought  to be first in  all  things, and,  sweet  son 
of Glaucon,  your  outward form  is no  dishonour  to  any 

Hashe of  them. If  to  beauty you add  temperance,  and if in other 
also) respects you are  what  Critias  declares you to be, then,  dear temperance 

Charmides, blessed art thou, in  being  the  son of thy  mother. 
And here  lies  the  point; for if, as  he  declares,  you  have  this 
gift  of temperance  already,  and  are  temperate  enough,  in  that 
case you have  no  need of any  charms,  whether of Zamolxis or  
of Abaris  the  Hyperborean,  and I may  as well let you have 
the  cure of the  head  at  once;  but if you have  not  yet  ac- 
quired  this quality, I must  use  the  charm before I give  you  the 
medicine. Please,  therefore, to  inform me whether you admit 



His tem.erance. ' 5  

the  truth  of  what  Critias  has  been  saying ;-have you or  have ciurmtiaes. 
you not  this  quality of temperance ? SXRATES,  

Charmides  blushed,  and  the  blush  heightened  his  beauty, The 
for  modesty  is  becoming  in  youth ; he  then  said  very  ingenu- modest 
ously, that  he  really  could  not  at  once  answer,  either  yes,  or reply of 
no, to  the  question  which  I  had  asked:  For,  said  he, if Charmides' 
I affirm  that I am  not  temperate,  that  would be a strange 
thing  for  me  to  say of myself,  and  also I should  give  the  lie 
to  Critias, and  many  others  who  think as he  tells  you,  that 
I am  temperate : but, on  the  other  hand, if I say  that I  am, I 
shall  have  to  praise myself, which  would  be ill manners ; and 
therefore  I  do  not  know  how  to  answer  you. 

I said  to  him : That  is  a  natural  reply,  Charmides,  and I 
think  that you and I ought  together  to  enquire  whether  you 
have  this  quality  about  which I am  asking  or  not ; and  then 
you will not  be  compelled  to  say  what  you  do  not  like; 
neither  shall  I  be  a  rash  practitioner of medicine : therefore, 
.if you  please, I will share  the  enquiry  with you, but I will not 
press  you if you would  rather  not. 

There  is  nothing  which I should  like  better,  he  said ; and 
as  far as I  am  concerned  you  may  proceed  in  the  way  which 
you think best. 

159 I think,  I  said,  that  I  had  better  begin by asking  you a Awestion 
question ; for if temperance  abides  in you, you  must  have  an :t$ir- 
opinion  about her;  she  must  give  some  intimation of her m c e :  

nature  and qualities,  which  may  enable  you  to form a notion What is i t ?  

of  her. Is  not  that  true? 

CHARMIDES. 

Yes,  he  said,  that  I  think  is  true. 
You  know  your  native  language, I said, and  therefore you 

Certainly,  he  said. 
In  order,  then,  that I may  form  a  conjecture  whether  you 

have  temperance  abiding  in  you  or not,  tell me, I said,  what, 
in  your  opinion,  is  Temperance ? 

At  first  he  hesitated,  and  was  very  unwilling  to  answer : 
then  he  said  that  he  thought  temperance  was  doing  things Firstdefini- 
orderly  and  quietly,  such  things  for  example as walking  in 
the  streets,  and  talking,  or  anything  else of that  nature,  In BnCe is 
a  word, he said, I should  answer that,  in  my  opinion, quietness. 
temperance  is  quietness. 

must be able  to  tell  what  you feel about  this. 



16 Dejgition of temperance. 

Charmides. Are you right,  Charmides ? I said. No doubt  some would 
Soc~*rw affirm that  the  quiet  are  the  temperate; but  let us  see 

whether  these  words  have  any  meaning;  and  first  tell me 
whether you  would  not  acknowledge temperance  to be of the 
class of the noble and good ? 

CHARHIDES. 

Yes. 
But in 
many 
actions 

is found to 
quickness 

be better 
than quiet- 
ness ; 

wnting, 
reading, 
running, 
etc. 

e. g. 

But  which is best  when  you are  at  the  writingmaster’s, to 

Quickly. 
And  to  read quickly or slowly? 
Quickly  again. 
And in playing  the lyre, or wrestling,  quickness or sharp- 

Yes. 
And  the  same  holds in boxing and in the  pancratium ? 
Certainly. 
And  in  leaping  and  running  and in  bodily  exercises gener- 

ally, quickness  and agility are good ; slowness,  and  inactivity, 
and  quietness, are bad ? 

write  the  same  letters quickly or  quietly ? 

ness  are far better  than  quietness  and  slowness ? 

That is evident. 
Then, I said,  in all bodily  actions,  not  quietness,  but the 

Yes,  certainly. 
And is temperance  a  good ? 
Yes. 
Then, in  reference  to  the body,  not  quietness,  but  quick- 

ness will  be the  higher  degree of temperance, if temperance 
is a  good ? 

greatest  agility  and  quirkness, is noblest  and  best ? 

True,  he  said. 
And  which, I said, is better-facility in learning, or difficulty 

in learning ? 
Facility. 
Yes, I said ; and facility in learning is learning quickly, 

True. 
and difficulty in  learning is learning  quietly  and  slowly? 

And is it not better  to  teach  another quickly and  ener- 

Yes. 
And  which is better,  to  call  to  mind,  and to remember, 

getically, rather  than  quietly  and slowly ? 

quickly  and  readily, or quietly  and  slowly? 



Temperance is pietness-is modesty. I 7  

The  former. Charnrida. 
1 6 0  And is not  shrewdness  a  quickness  or  cleverness of the S X R A T ~ ~ ,  

soul,  and  not a quietness ? CHARhllnKS. 

True. 
And  is  it  not  best  to  understand  what is said, whether  at 

the  writing-master’s or  the  music-master’s,  or  anywhere else, 
not as quietly  as  possible,  but  as  quickly  as  possible ? 

Yes. 
And  in  the  searchings  or  deliberations of the  soul,  not  the 

quietest, as  I imagine,  and  he  who  with difficulty deliberates 
and  discovers, is thought  worthy  of  praise,  but  he  who  does 
so most  easily  and  quickly? 

Quite  true,  he said. 
And  in  all  that  concerns  either  body  or  soul,  swiftness 

and  activity  are  clearly  better  than  slowness  and  quiet- 
ness ? 

Clearly  they  are. 
Then  temperance  is  not  quietness,  nor  is  the  temperate Temper- 

life quiet,-certainly  not  upon  this  view;  for  the life which  is ~ ~ i ~ ~ ~ -  
temperate is supposed  to be the good. And of  two things, more quiet- 

one  is  true,-either  never,  or  very  seldom, do the  quiet ’’?$;:. 
actions  in life appear  to  be  better  than  the  quick  and  ener- 
getic  ones ; or supposing  that of the  nobler  actions,  there  are 
as  many  quiet,  as  quick  and  vehement : still,  even  ifwe  grant 
this, temperance  will  not  be  acting  quietly  any  more  than 
acting  quickly  and  energetically,  either  in  walking  or  talking 
or  in anything  else ; nor will the  quiet life be  more  temperate 
than  the  unquiet,  seeing  that  temperance  is  admitted  by  us 
to  be  a  good  and  noble  thing,  and  the  quick  have  been 
shown  to be as good as  the  quiet. 

I think,  he said,  Socrates,  that  you  are  right. 
Then  once  more,  Charmides, I said, fix your  attention, 

and  look  within ; consider  the effect  which  temperance  has 
upon  yourself,  and  the  nature of that  which  has  the effect. 
Think  over  all this,  and,  like  a  brave  youth,  tell  me-What 
is  temperance ? 

After a moment’s  pause,  in  which  he  made  a  real  manly Second 
effort  to  think,  he  said : My  opinion is, Socrates,  that 
temperance  makes  a  man  ashamed  or  modest,  and  that anceis 

temperance is the  same  as  modesty. modesty. 

VOL. I. C 



18 Temperance is a man  doing his own  business. 

says that 
But Homer 

modesty is 
not always 
good. 

Third 
definition : 
Temper- 
ance is 
doing  our 
own busi- 
ness. 
Charmides 
had  heard 
this  from 
Critias, 
who denies 
that  he 
said  it. 

The terms 

definition 
of the 

are  am- 
biguous. 

Very  good, I said ; and  did  you  not  admit,  just now, that 

Yes,  certainly,  he  said. 
And  the  temperate  are  also  good ? 
Yes. 
And  can  that  be  good  which  does  not  make  men  good? 
Certainly not. 
And  you  would  infer  that  temperance is not  only  noble, 

That  is  my  opinion. 161 
Well, I said;  but  surely  you  would  agree  with  Homer 

temperance  is  noble ? 

but  also  good ? 

when  he  says, 
‘ Modesty is not good  for a  needy man ’ 1 

Yes,  he  said; I agree. 
Then  1 suppose  that  modesty is and is not  good ? 
Clearly. 
But  temperance,  whose  presence  makes  men  only  good, 

That  appears  to  me  to  be  as  you  say. 
And  the  inference is that  temperance  cannot  be  modesty- 

if temperance is a  good,  and if modesty  is  as  much  an  evil  as 
a good ? 

All  that,  Socrates,  appears  to  me  to  be  true ; but I should 
like  to  know  what  you  think  about  another  definition of tern- 
perance,  which I just  now  remember  to  have  heard  from 
some  one,  who  said,  ‘That  temperance  is  doing  our  own 
business.’ Was  he  r ight  who affirmed that ? 

You monster! I said ; this  is  what  Critias,  or  some 
philosopher  has told you. 

Some  one else,  then,  said  Critias;  for  certainly I have 
not. 

But  what  matter,  said  Charmides,  from  whom I heard 
this ? 

No matter  at all, I replied;  for  the  point  is  not  who  said 
the  words,  but  whether  they  are  true  or  not. 

There  you  are  in  the right,  Socrates,  he  replied. 
T o  be  sure, I said ; yet I doubt  whether  we  shall  ever be 

able  to  discover  their  truth  or  falsehood;  for  they  are  a 
kind  of  riddle. ’ 

and  not bad, is  always  good ? 

What  makes  you  think so ? he  said. 



Because, I said, he  who  uttered  them  seems  to  me  to  have Ciramidcs. 
meant  one  thing,  and  said  another. Is the  scribe,  for SKRATES, 

example,  to  be  regarded  as  doing  nothing  when  he  reads  or C"rRm'i'xs~ 

writes ? 
I should  rather  think  that  he  was  doing  something. 
And  does  the  scribe  write  or  read,  or  teach  you  boys 

to  write  or  read,  your  own  names  only,  or  did  you  write  your 
enemies'  names  as well as  your  own  and  your  friends'? 

As much one  as  the  other. 
And  was  there  anything  meddling  or  intemperate in this ? 
Certainly  not. 
And  yet if reading  and  writing  are  the  same  as  doing,  you writing is 

But  they  are  the  same  as  doing. your 

And  the  healing  art,  my  friend,  and  building,  and  weaving, 
and  doing  anything  whatever  which is done by art,-these your 
all  clearly  come  under  the  head of doing? business ? 

Certainly. 
And  do  you  think  that  a  state  would  be  well  ordered by a hfust a 

were  doing  what  was  not  your  own  business ? doing; is 
writing 

law which  compelled  every  man  to  weave  and  wash  his  own 
coat, and  make  his  own  shoes,  and  his  own flask and strigil, make 

162 and  other  implements,  on  this  principle of every  one  doing coat, 
and  performing  his  own,  and  abstaining  from  what is not  his 
own ? 

etc. ? 

I think  not,  he  said. 
But, I said,  a  temperate  state will  be a well -ordered 

Of  course,  he  replied. 
Then  temperance, I said,  will not be doing  one's  own 

business;  not  at  least  in  this way, or  doing  things of this 
sort ? 

state. 

Clearly  not. 
Then,  as I was  just  now  saying,  he  who  declared  that  tem- 

perance  is a man  doing  his  own  business  had  another  and a 
hidden  meaning;  for I do  not  think  that  he  could  have  been 
such  a fool as  to  mean  this. Was he  a fool who told  you, 
Charmides ? 

Nay,  he  replied, I certainly  thought  him  a  very  wise 

Then I am  quite  certain  that  he  put  forth  his  definition  as 
man. 

c 2  



2 0  

The secret 
dissatisfac- 
tion of 
Critias, 

who main- 
tains the 
definition 
against 
Socrates. 

Critias draws verbal distinctions, 

a riddle,  thinking  that  no  one would  know the  meaning of the 
words  ‘doing  his  own business.’ 

I  dare say, he  replied. 
And  what  is  the  meaning of a  man  doing  his  own  business ? 

Can you  tell  me ? 
Indeed,  I  cannot;  and I should  not  wonder if the  man 

himself who  used  this  phrase did not  understand  what  he 
was  saying.  Whereupon  he  laughed slyly, and  looked  at 
Critias. 

Critias  had  long  been  showing  uneasiness, for he felt that 
he  had a reputation to maintain  with  Charmides  and  the  rest 
of the  company. H e  had,  however,  hitherto  managed  to 
restrain  himself; but  now he could no  longer  forbear,  and I 
am  convinced of the  truth of the  suspicion which I entertained 
at  the time, that  Charmides  had  heard  this  answer  about 
temperance from  Critias.  And  Charmides,  who  did  not  want 
to answer himself,  but to  make  Critias  answer,  tried  to  stir 
him  up. H e  went  on  pointing  out  that  he  had  been  refuted, 
at which Critias  grew  angry,  and  appeared,  as  I  thought, 
inclined  to  quarrel with  him ; just  as  a  poet  might  quarrel 
with  an  actor  who  spoiled  his  poems in repeating  them ; so 
he  looked  hard  at him and  said- 

Do you  imagine, Charmides,  that  the  author of this defini- 
tion of temperance  did  not  understand  the  meaning of his 
own  words,  because you do not  understand  them? 

Why,  at  his age, I said, most  excellent  Critias,  he can 
hardly be expected  to  understand ; but you, who  are  older, 
and  have  studied,  may well be assumed to  know  the  meaning 
of them ; and  therefore, if you agree with  him, and  accept  his 
definition of temperance, I would much  rather  argue with 
you than  with him about  the  truth or falsehood of the 
definition. 

I entirely  agree,  said  Critias,  and  accept  the definition. 
Very good, I said ; and now  let  me  repeat my question - 

Do you  admit, as I was  just  now  saying,  that  all  craftsmen 
make  or  do  something ? 

I do. 
And do they  make or do  their own business  only,  or  that of 163 

They  make or do  that of others also. 
others  also ? 



which he has Zearned from Prodicus. 21 

And  are  they  temperate,  seeing  that  they  make  not  for Charnrides. 
themselves or  their  own  business  only? 

Why  not  ? he  said. 
No -objection  on  my  part, I said,  but there  may  be a 

difficulty on  his  who  proposes  as  a  definition of temperance, 
‘doing  one’s  own  business,’  and  then  says  that  there  is  no 
reason  why  those  who  do  the  business of others  should  not  be 
temperate. 

the  business of others  are  temperate ? I said, those  who  make, 
not  those  who do. contra- 

W h a t !  I asked;  do you mean  to  say  that  doing  and 
making are not  the  same ? 

No more,  he  replied,  than  making  or  working  are  the 
same ; thus  much I have  learned  from  Hesiod,  who  says  that 
‘work is no  disgrace,’  Now  do  you  imagine  that if he  had 
meant  by  working  and  doing  such  things  as  you  were  de- 
scribing, he would  have  said  that  there  was  no  disgrace 
in  them-for  example,  in the  manufacture of shoes, or  in 
selling pickles, or  sitting  for  hire  in a house of ill-fame ? That, 
Socrates,  is  not  to  be  supposed : but I conceive him to  have 
distinguished  making  from  doing  and  work;  and,  while 
admitting  that  the  making  anything  might  sometimes  become 
a  disgrace,  when  the  employment  was  not  honourable,  to 
have  thought  that  work  was  never  any  disgrace  at all. For  He tries to 

things  nobly  and  usefully  made  he  called  works ; and  such Save him- 

makings  he  called  workings,  and  doings ; and  he  must  be  sup- distinc- 
self by new 

posed  to  have  called  such  things  only  man’s  proper  business, tions* 
and  what is hurtful,  not  his  business:  and  in  that  sense 
Hesiod,  and  any  other  wise  man,  may  be  reasonably  supposed 
to call him  wise  who  does  his  own  work. 

0 Critias, I said, no  sooner  had  you  opened  your  mouth, 
than I pretty  well  knew  that  you  would  call  that  which  is I 
proper  to  a  man,  and  that  which  is  his own, good ; and  that 
the  makings ( T O + ~ S )  of the  good  you  would  call  doings 
(r&rr), for I am  no  stranger  to  the  endless  distinctions  which 
Prodicus  draws  about  names.  Now I have  no  objection 
to  your  giving  names  any  signification  which  you  please, 

The  English reader has to observe that  the  word ‘make’ (wortiv), in 

Nay’ , said  he ; did I ever  acknowledge  that  those  who  do and is 

Greek, has also the Sense of ‘ do’ ( w p h r r v ) .  



2 2  ' K n o w  thysedf?' 

Charruides. if you will only tell  me  what  you  mean by them.  Please 
SOCRATES, then to  begin again,  and  be  a  little  plainer. Do you  mean 

that  this  doing  or  making,  or  whatever  is  the  word which you 
would use, of good  actions,  is  temperance ? 

CRITI.4S. 

I do, he  said. 
Then  not  he  who  does evil, but  he  who  does good,  is tem- 

Yes,  he  said ; and you, friend,  would  agree. 
No matter  whether I should or not ; just now, not  what I 

think,  but  what you are  saying,  is  the  point  at  issue. 
Well,  he  answered ; I mean  to  say,  that  he  who  does evil, 

?'emper- and  not  good, is not  temperate ; and  that  he is temperate  who 
anceis the does good, and  not  evil:  for  temperance I define  in  plain 
doing Of words  to be the  doing of good  actions. 
actions. And  you  may be very  likely  right  in  what you are  saying; 164 

perate ? 

Fourth 
definition : 

good 

but I am  curious  to  know  whether  you  imagine  that  temperate 
men  are  ignorant of their  own  temperance ? 

I do  not  think so, he  said. 
And  yet  were you not  saying,  just now, that  craftsmen 

might be temperate  in  doing  another's  work,  as  well  as  in 
doing  their  own ? 

I was,  he  replied ; but  what  is  your  drift ? 
I have  no  particular-drift,  but I wish that you  would  tell me 

Cross- whether  a  physician  who  cures  a  patient  may  do  good  to  him- 
tion by self  and  good to another  also ? 
Socrates of I think  that  he may. 
Critias, 
who admits 
that the Yes. 
temperate And  does  not  he  who  does  his  duty  act  temperately  or 
man does 
not always ~ i s e l y  ? 
know  him- Yes,  he  acts wisely. 
self to be 
acting But  must  the  physician  necessarily  know  when  his  treat- 
temper- ment  is  likely to prove beneficial, and  when  not ? o r  must  the 
ately, and then di- craftsman  necessarily  know  when  he is likely  to be benefited, 
gresses into and  when  not  to be benefited, by the  work  which  he is doing? 
alengthy I suppose not. explana- 
tion or the Then, I said,  he  may  sometimes  do  good  or  harm,  and  not 
Delphic know  what  he  is  himself  doing,  and  yet,  in  doing good, as  you 
motto, 
'Know say,  he  has  done  temperately  or wisely. W a s  not  that  your 
thyself,' statement ? 

examina- 

And  he  who  does so does  his  duty? 



is ApoZZo’s sahtation of Ais worshippeers. 23 

Yes. Chamridcs. 
Then,  as would seem, in doing  good,  he  may act wisely or SWRATES, 

temperately,  and be  wise or  temperate,  but  not  know  his  own cRIT1ha 

wisdom or  temperance ? which he 
explains  as 

But  that,  Socrates,  he  said,  is  impossible ; and  therefore if meaning 
this is, as  you imply, the  necessary  consequence of any of my s:z.m- 
previous  admissions, I will withdraw them, rather  than  admit 
that  a  man  can  be  temperate  or  wise  who  does  not  know 
himself;  and I am not  ashamed  to  confess  that I was  in  error. 
For  self-knowledge  would  certainly be maintained  by  me  to 
be the  very  essence of  knowledge, and  in  this I agree  with 
him who  dedicated  the  inscription, ‘ Know  thyself! ’ at  Delphi. 
That  word, if I am  not  mistaken,  is  put  there  as  a sort of 
salutation which the  god  addresses  to  those  who  enter  the 
temple;  as  much  as  to  say  that  the  ordinary  salutation of 
‘ Hail ! ’ is not  right,  and  that  the  exhortation ‘ Be  temperate ! ’ 
would be  a  far  better  way of saluting  one  another.  The 
notion of  him who  dedicated  the  inscription was, as I believe, 
that  the god speaks  to  those  who  enter  his temple, not  as  men 
speak ; but, when  a  worshipper  enters,  the  first  word  which  he 
hears  is ‘ Be  temperate ! ’ This, however, like  a  prophet  he 
expresses  in  a  sort of riddle, for ‘ Know  thyself!’  and ‘Be , 

temperate I ’  are  the  same,  as I maintain,  and as the  letters 
imply [crw#ph, yvS61 craurdv], and  yet  they  may be easily mis- 

16s understood;  and  succeeding  sages  who  added ‘ Never  too 
much,’ or, ‘Give  a  pledge,  and evil is nigh  at  hand,’  would 
appear to have so misunderstood  them ; for  they  imagined  that 
‘ Know  thyself! ’ was  a  piece of advice which the god  gave, 
and  not  his  salutation of the  worshippers  at  their  first  coming 
in;  and  they  dedicated  their  own  inscription  under  the  idea 
that  they  too would give  equally  useful  pieces of  advice. Shall 
I tell  you, Socrates,  why I say all  this ? My  object  is to leave 
the  previous  discussion (in  which I know  not  whether  you  or Fifthdefini- 
I are  more  right, but, at  any  rate, no clear  result  was  attained), gmLr- 
and  to  raise a new  one  in which I will attempt  to prove, anceissrlr- 
if you deny,  that  temperance  is self-knowledge. knowledge. 

Yes, I said,  Critias ; but  you  come  to  me  as  though I pro- 
fessed  to  know  about  the  questions  which I ask,  and  as  though 
I Could,  if I only would, agree with you’. Whereas  the fact 

Reading,  according to Heunde’s  conjecture, 6poho-pjaov~ds rot. 



24 A rather  warm dispute  arises 
Ckarmides. is that I enquire  with you into  the  truth of that which  is ad- 
SOCRATBS, vanced from  time to time, just  because I do  not  know;  and 

when I have  enquired, I will say  whether I agree with you  or 
not. Please  then to  allow me  time  to reflect. 

CRITIAS. 

Reflect, he said. 
But tern- I am reflecting, I replied,  and  discover  that  temperance, or  

wisdom, if implying  a  knowledge of anything,  must be a 
science of science, and  a  science of something. 
something. Yes, he  said ; the  science of itself. 

Is not medicine, I said,  the  science of health ? 
True. 
And  suppose, I said, that I were  asked by you  what  is  the 

use  or effect of medicine,  which is  this  science of health, I 
should  answer  that  medicine is of very  great  use in pro- 
ducing  health, which, as you  will  admit,  is an  excellent 
effect. 

Granted. 
What then And if  you were to ask me, what is the  result  or effect  of 
o f i t ?  architecture, which is the  science of building, I should  say 

houses,  and so of other  arts, which  all have  their  different 
results.  Now I want you,  Critias,  to  answer  a  similar 
question  about  temperance,  or wisdom,  which, according  to 
you,  is  the  science of  itself.  Admitting  this view, I ask of 
you, what  good work, worthy of the  name wise, does tem- 
perance or wisdom, which is the  science of itself, effect? 
Answer me. 

terial result 
No ma- That  is  not  the  true way  of  pursuing  the  enquiry,  Socrates, 
any he  said ; for  wisdom  is  not  like  the other sciences, any  more 
than in the than  they  are  like  one  another : but  you proceed  as if they 

were alike. For  tell  me, he said, what  result  is  there of sciences. 
computation or  geometry,  in  the  same  sense as a  house is the 
result of building, or  a  garment of weaving, or  any  other 
work  of  any  other  art ? Can you show  me  any  such  result of 1 6 6  
them ? You  cannot. 

is the result 

But still That  is true, I said ; but  still  each of these  sciences  has a 
~~~~~~ subject which is  different from the  science, I can  show  you 
have asub- that  the  art of computation  has  to  do with  odd and  even 
ject-matter* numbers  in  their  numerical  relations  to  themselves  and  to 

each  other. Is not  that  true ? 
Yes,  he  said, 



between Socrates and C d i a s .  2 5  

And  the  odd  and  even  numbers  are  not  the  same  with  the Charnrides. 

They  are not. 
The  ar t  of weighing,  again,  -has to do with lighter  and 

art of computation ? SOCRATES, 
CRITlAS. 

heavier;  but  the  art of weighing  is  one  thing,  and  the  heavy . 
and  the  light  another. Do you  admit  that? 

Yes. 
Now, I want  to know, what  is  that  which  is  not  wisdom, 

and of which  wisdom is the  science ? 
You  are  just  falling  into  the  old  error,  Socrates,  he  said. Temper- 

You  come  asking  in  what  wisdom  or  temperance  differs from ::::: is 
the  other  sciences,  and  then  you  try  to  discover  some  respect defined to 

in  which  they  are  alike ; but they  are not, for  all the  other :zit::e of 
sciences  are of something else, and  not of themselves ; wis- other 
dom  alone  is  a  science of other  sciences,  and of  itself. And 
of this, as I believe, you  are  very  well  aware:  and  that you itself. 
are  only  doing  what  you  denied  that you were  doing  just now, 
trying  to  refute me, instead of pursuing  the  argument. 

other  motive  in  refuting  you  but  what I should  have  in  ex- 
amining  into  myself?  which  motive would be  just  a  fear of my to which 
unconsciously  fancying  that I knew  something of which I was ~~~~~~~ 

ignorant,  And  at  this  moment I pursue  the  argument  chiefly putsanend. 

for  my  own  sake,  and  perhaps  in  some  degree  also  for  the 
sake of my  other  friends.  For  is  not  the  discovery of things 
as they  truly  are,  a  good  common  to  all  mankind ? 

And  what if I am ? How can  you  think  that I have  any Persona& 

Yes,  certainly,  Socrates,  he  said. 
Then, I said,  be  cheerful,  sweet sir, and  give  your  opinion 

in  answer  to  the  question  which I asked,  never  minding 
whether  Critias  or  Socrates is the  person  refuted;  attend 
only  to  the  argument,  and  see  what will come of the  refu- 
tation. 

I think  that  you  are  right,  he  replied;  and I will do  as  you 
Adifficulty: 
A  science 

Tell me, then, I said,  what  you  mean  to affirm about ofitselfand 
other 

I mean  to  say  that  wisdom  is  the  only  science  which  is must also 

But  the  science of science, I said,  will  also  be  the  science absence of 

say. 

wisdom. sciences 

the  science  of  itself  as  well  as of the  other  sciences. 

of the  absence of science. 

be a  science 
of the 

science. 



26 N o  sense without an object, 

Charmides. Very  true,  he  said. 
SOCMTES, Then  the  wise  or  temperate man, and  he  only, will know 167 
CRITI~S.  himself,  and  be  able  to  examine  what  he  knows  or  does  not 

know, and  to  see  what  others  know  and  think  that  they  know 
and  do  really  know;  and  what  they  do  not know, and  fancy 
that  they know, when  they  do not. No other  person will be 
able  to  do  this.  And  this is wisdom and  temperance  and 
self-knowledge-for a  man  to  know  what  he knows, and  what 
he  does  not know. That  is  your  meaning? 

Yes,  he  said. 
Now  then, I said,  making  an  offering of the  third  or  last 

argument to Zeus  the  Saviour,  let  us  begin  again,  and ask, in 
the first  place, whether  it  is  or  is  not  possible  for  a  person  to 
know  that  he knows  and does  not  know  what  he  knows  and 
d%Cii&now ; and  in  the  second place, whether, if perfectly 
possible,  such  knowledge  is of-any use. 

/ 

That  is  what  we Gave to  consider,  he  said. 
And  here,  Critias,  I  said,  I  hope  that  you will  find a way 

out of a difficulty into  which I have  got myself. Shall I  tell 
you  the  nature of the  difficulty? 

[ 
By all  means,  he  replied. 
Does  not  what  you  have  been  saying, if true,  amount  to 

this : that  there  must  be  a  single  science  which  is  wholly a 
science of  itself and of other  sciences,  and  that  the  same  is 
also  the  science of the  absence  of  science ? 

Yes. 

conceiv-. 
But is this But  consider  how  monstrous  this  proposition is, my  friend : 
able) in  any  parallel  case,  the  impossibility will be  transparent 

How is that ? and  in  what  cases  do  you  mean ? 
In  such  cases  as  this:  Suppose  that  there  is a kind of 

vision  which  is  not  like  ordinary vision, but  a  vision of itself 
and  of  other  sorts of  vision, and of the  defect  of them, which 
in  seeing  sees  no  colour,  but  only  itself  and  other  sorts of 
vision : Do  you  think  that  there  is  such a kind of vision ? 

to you. 

Certainly  not. 
O r  is there  a  kind of hearing  which  hears  no  sound  at all, 

but  only itself and  other  sorts of hearing, or  the  defects of 
them ? 

There  is not. 
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O r  take  all  the  senses : can you  imagine  that  there  is  any C/munlges. 
sense of itself and of other  senses,  but which is  incapable  of socRATss. 
perceiving  the  objects of the  senses? C R ~ A S .  

I thinknot. It is not 
Could  there be any  desire which is not  the  desire of any bv the 

supported 

pleasure,  but of itself,  and of all other  desires ? analogy of 

Certainly not. 
Or can  you imagine a wish  which wishes  for  no good,  but tions; 

I should  answer, No. 
O r  would you  say  that  there  is  a love  which is not  the love 

I should not. 

sense or of 
the affec- 

only  for  itself  and  all  other  wishes ? 

of beauty,  but of  itself and of other  loves? 

168 O r  did you ever  know of a  fear which fears itself or  other 
fears,  but has no object of fear ? 

I never  did,  he  said. 
O r  of an  opinion which is an  opinion of itself and of other 

opinions,  and which has  no  opinion on the  subjects of opinion 
in general ? 

Certainly  not. 
But  surely  we  are  assuming  a  science of this  kind, which, 

having  no  subject-matter, is a  science of itself and of the 
other  sciences? 

Yes,  that is what is affirmed. 
But  how  strange is this, if it  be indeed  true : we  must  not 

however  as  yet  absolutely  deny  the  possibility of such  a 
science ; let us rather  consider  the  matter. 

You  are  quite  right. 
Well  then,  this  science of which  we are  speaking is a and 

science of something,  and is of a nature  to be a  science of 
something? 

involves a 
contradic- 
tion in the 
case of 
compara- Yes. 

Just  as  that  which is greater  is of a nature  to be greater tive terms. 
than  something  else' ? 

science, as  any other  relative differs from the object of relation. But where 
Socrates  is intending to show that science differs from the object of 

there  is comparison-greater, less, heavier, lighter,  and  the like-a relation to 
self as  well  as  to  other  things involves an absolute  contradiction ; and  in  other 
cases, as in the case of the senses, is  hardly conceivable. The use of the 
genitive after the  comparative in Greek, ye?& IIYOP, creates  an unavoidable 
obscurity in the  translation. 



28 The reZation t o  se@ 

The rela- 
tion to self 
generally 
incredible 
and hardly 

certain. 
ever 

Yes. 
Which is less, if the  other is conceived  to be greater? 
T o  be sure. 
And if we could find  something  which  is  at  once  greater 

than itself, and  greater  than  other  great  things,  but  not 
greater  than  those  things  in  comparison of which  the  others 
are  greater,  then  that  thing  would  have  the  property of being 
greater  and  also  less  than  itself? 

That,  Socrates,  he  said,  is  the  inevitable  inference. 
O r  if there  be a double  which  is  double of  itself and of 

other  doubles,  these will  be halves ; for  the  double  is  relative 
to  the  half? 

That  is  true. 
And  that  which is greater  than  itself will also be  less, and 

that  which is heavier will also  be  lighter,  and  that  which  is 
older will also  be  younger : and  the  same of other  things ; 
that  which  has  a  nature  relative  to  self will retain  also  the 
nature of its  object : I mean  to  say,  for  example,  that  hearing 
is, as  we say,  of sound  or voice. Is that  true ? 

Yes. 
Then if hearing  hears itself,  it  must  hear  a voice ; for  there 

Certainly. 
And  sight  also,  my  excellent  friend, if it sees itself  must 

No. 
Do you  remark,  Critias,  that  in  several of the  examples 

which  have  been  recited  the  notion of a  relation  to  self  is 
altogether  inadmissible,  and  in  other  cases  hardly  credible- 
inadmissible,  for  example,  in  the  case of magnitudes,  num- 
bers,  and  the  like ? 

is  no  other  way of hearing. 

see  a  colour,  for  sight  cannot  see  that  which  has  no  colour. 

Very  true. 
But  in  the  case of hearing  and sight, or in  the  power of 

self-motion,  and  the  power  of  heat to burn,  this  relation  to 
self will be  regarded  as  incredible by some,  but  perhaps  not 169 
by others.  And  some  great man, my  friend,  is  wanted,  who 
will satisfactorily  determine  for us, whether  there  is  nothing 
which  has  an  inherent  property of relation  to  self, or  some 
things  only  and  not  others ; and  whether  in  this  class of 
self-related  things, if there  be  such  a class, that  science  which 
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is  called  wisdom or  temperance  is  included, I altogether ChamidLs. 
distrust  my  own  power of determining  these  matters : I am SXEATES, 

not  certain  whether  there is such  a  science of science  at  all ; CR'T'*S' 

and  even if there be, I should  not  acknowledge  this  to  be 
wisdom or temperance,  until I can also  see  whether  such a 
sciewe would or  would not  do us any  good;  for I have  an 
impression  that  temperance  is  a  benefit  and a good. And 
therefore, 0 son of Callaeschrus,  as  you  maintain  that 
temperance  or  wisdom is a  science of science,  and  also of 
the  absence of science, I will request you to  show  in  the first 
place, as I was  saying before, the possibility, and  in  the 
second place, the  advantage, of such  a  science;  and  then 
perhaps you may  satisfy  me  that you are  right  in  your view 
of temperance. 

Critias  heard me say this, and  saw  that I was  in  a diffi- 
culty;  and  as  one  person  when  another  yawns  in  his 
presence  catches  the infection of yawning from  him, so did 
he  seem to  be driven  into  a difficulty  by my difficulty. But 
as  he  had a reputation to maintain,  he  was  ashamed to 
admit  before  the  company  that  he could not  answer  my 
challenge  or  determine  the  question  at  issue ; and  he  made 
an  unintelligible  attempt  to  hide  his  perplexity. In  order 
that  the  argument  might  proceed, I said  to him, Well  then, 
Critias, if you like,  let us  assume  that  there is this  science of 
science ; whether  the  assumption  is  right or wrong  may 
hereafter  be  investigated.  Admitting  the  existence of it, will 
you  tell  me  how  such  a  science  enables us to distinguish  what 
we know or  do  not know,  which, as we were saying, is self- 
knowledge or wisdom : so we were  saying? 

Yes,  Socrates,  he  said ; and  that I think is certainly  true : A know- 
for he  who  has  this  science  or  knowledge which knows itself ~ ~ ~ ~ , &  
will  become  like  the  knowledge which he has,  in the  same or Q know- 

way  that  he  who  has  swiftness will be swift, and  he  who  has zfZzf 
beauty will  be  beautiful, and  he  who  has  knowledge will  know. 
In  the  same  way  he  who  has  that  knowledge which  is  self- 
knowing, will know  himself. 

I do  not doubt, I said, that  a  man will  know  himself, when 
he  possesses  that which has  self-knowledge : but what  neces- 
sity  is  there  that,  having this, he  should  know  what  he  knows 
and  what  he  does  not  know? 
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Charmides. Because, Socrates,  they  are  the  same. 170 

SOCRATEq, Very likely, I said ; but I remain  as  stupid  as  ever;  for Still 
I fail to  comprehend  how  this  knowing  what you  know and  do 
not  know  is  the  same  as  the  knowledge of self. 

CRITIAS. 

What  do you  mean ? he said. 

us a  know- 
never give This is what I mean, I replied : I will admit  that  there is a 
ledge of science of science ;-can this  do  more  than  determine  that of 
other two things  one is and  the  other is not  science or knowledge ? 

capable of But  is  knowledge  or  want of knowledge of health  the  same 
pistinguish- as  knowledge or  want of knowledge of justice ? 
Ing  them. 

things : No, just  that. 
for it is in- 

Certainly  not. 

The science 
or know- 
ledge of 
knowledge 
is unmean- 
ing and 
unprofit- 
able. 

The  one is medicine, and  the  other  is  politics;  whereas 
that of which we are  speaking is knowledge  pure  and  simple. 

Very true. 
And if a man  knows only, and  has  only  knowledge of know- 

ledge, and  has  no  further  knowledge of health  and  justice,  the 
probability is that  he will only  know  that  he  knows some- 
thing,  and  has  a  certain  knowledge,  whether  concerning  him- 
self or other men. 

True. 
Then how will this  knowledge or science  teach him to  know 

what  he  knows ? Say  that  he knows  health ;-not wisdom or 
temperance, but the  art of medicine  has  taught  it  to him  ;-and 
he  has  learned  harmony from the  art of music, and  building 
from the  art of building,-neither,  from  wisdom or  temper- 
ance : and  the  same of other  things. 

That is evident. 
How will wisdom, regarded  only  as a knowledge of know- 

ledge or science of science, ever  teach him that  he  knows 
health, or that  he  knows  building ? 

It  is impossible. 
Then  he  who is ignorant of these  things wiil only  know 

True. 
Then wisdom or being  wise  appears to  be not  the know- 

ledge of the  things which  we do or  do  not know,  but only  the 
knowledge  that  we  know  or do not  know ? 

that  he knows,  but not  what  he  knows ? 

That is the  inference. 
Then  he  who  has  this  knowledge will not  be able  to  examine 
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whether  a  pretender  knows  or  does  not  know  that  which  he Charmides. 
says  that  he  knows : he will only  know  that  he  has  a  know- SOCRATES, 

ledge of some  kind ; but  wisdom will not  show  him of what CR'TrAs. 

the  knowledge  is ? 
Plainly  not. 
Neither will he  be  able  to  distinguish  the  pretender  in  medi- 

cine  from  the  true  physician,  nor  between  any  other  true  and 
false  professor  of  knowledge.  Let  us  consider  the  matter  in 
this  way : If the  wise  man  or  any  other  man  wants  to  distin- 
guish  the  true  physician  from  the false, how will he  proceed ? 
He will not  talk  to  him  about  medicine ; and that, as we were 
saying,  is  the  only  thing which the  physician  understands. 

True. 
And,  on  the  other  hand,  the  physician  knows  nothing  of 

science,  for  this  has  been  assumed  to  be  the  province  of ' 

wisdom. 
True. 

1 7 1  And  further,  since  medicine  is  science,  we  must  infer  that 
he  does  not  know  anything of medicine. 

Exactly. 
Then  the wise  man  may  indeed  know  that  the  physician  has 

some  kind  of  science  or  knowledge ; but  when  he  wants  to 
discover  the  nature of this  he will ask, What  is  the  subject- 
matter?  For  the  several  sciences  are  distinguished  not by 
the  mere fact that  they  are  sciences,  but by the  nature of their 
subjects. Is not  that  true ? 

Quite  true. 
And  medicine is distinguished  from  other  sciences  as 

Yes. 
And  he  who  would  enquire  into  the  nature of medicine 

must  pursue  the  enquiry  into  health  and  disease,  and  not 
into  what is extraneous ? 

having  the  subject-matter of health  and  disease ? 

True. 
And  he  who  judges  rightly will judge of the  physician  as 

He will. 
He will consider  whether  what  he  says is true,  and 

whether  what  he  does  is right,  in  relation to health  and 
disease ? 

a  physician  in  what  relates  to  these ? 
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chamides. H e  will. 

CWTIAL 
s c s A T %  But  can any  one  attain  the knowledge of either  unless  he 

have  a knowledge of medicine ? 
H e  cannot. 
No one  at all, it  would  seem, except  the  physician  can 

have  this knowledge ; and  therefore  not  the  wise man ; he 
would have  to  be  a  physician  as  well  as  a  wise  man. 

This Then,  assuredly, wisdom or temperance, if only a science 

science and scienceof of science, and of the  absence of science or knowledge, will 
ofthe not  be  able  to  distinguish  the  physician who  knows  from one 
absence who  does  not know but pretends  or  thinks  that  he  knows, or 
of science 
which has any  other  professor of anything  at  all ; like  any  other  artist, 
raisedsuch he will only know his fellow in  art or wisdom, and  no  one 
great - 
expecta- else. 
tions  in our That is  evident, he said. z:$Fo But  then  what profit, Critias, I said, is  there  any  longer  in 
beimpos- wisdom or  temperance which yet  remains, if this  is  wisdom ? 

If, indeed, as we were  supposing  at first, the wise man had 
been  able to distinguish  what  he knew and  did  not  know, 

Very  true. 

and  that  he knew the  one  and  did  not know the  other,  and 
to recognize  a  similar faculty of discernment  in  others,  there 
would  certainly  have  been  a  great  advantage  in  being  wise ; 
for then  we  should  never  have  made  a  mistake,  but  have 
passed  through life the  unerring  guides of ourselves  and of 
those  who  are  under us ; and  we  should  not  have  attempted 
to  do  what  we  did  not know, but we should  have  found  out 
those  who knew, and  have  handed  the  business  over  to  them 
and  trusted  in  them;  nor  should  we  have allowed those  who 
were  under us to  do  anything  which  they  were  not  likely to 
do well ; and  they would be  likely  to  do well just  that of 
which  they  had  knowledge ; and  the  house  or  state  which 
was ordered or administered  under  the  guidance of wisdom, 
and  everything  else of which wisdom was  the  lord, would 
have  been well ordered; for  truthguiding,  and er- 
been  eliminated,  in  all  their  doings,  men would_h_aye8e 172 
well, and would have  been  happy. Was  not this, Critias, 
what  we  spoke of as  the  great  advantage of w i s h - t o  
know-et-iskn2wn  and*what  is  unknown- to u s ?  

Very  true,  he said."" 



On the wrong track.’ 33 

And  now  you  perceive, I said,  that  no  such  science is to Chamides. 
be found  anywhere. SOCRATES, 

I perceive,  he  said. 
May  we  assume  then, I said,  that  wisdoz, viewed in  this Yet the a 

new  light  merely  as  a  knowledge of knolrledge aTd ignor- <ri2p 
ancei  has  this  advantage :-that he  who  possesses  such ledge may 
knowledge will more  easily  learn  anything  which  he  learns ; ~ ~ e ~ i ~ o  
and  that  everything will be  clearer  to him, because,  in test the 
addition  to  the  knowledge of individuals,  he  sees  the  science, ~~$l~~ 
and  this  also will better  enable  him  to  test  the  knowledge 
which  others  have of what  he  knows  himself;  whereas  the 
enquirer  who  is  without  this  knowledge  may be supposed  to 
have  a  feebler  and  weaker  insight?  Are  not  these,  my 
friend,  the  real  advantages  which  are  to  be  gained from 
wisdom ? And  are  not  we  looking  and  seeking  after  some- 
thing  more  than is to  be  found  in  her? 

CRITIAS 

That  is very likely, he  said. 
That  is very likely, I said;  and  very likely,  too,  we  have 

been  enquiring  to  no  purpose ; as I am  led to  infer,  because 
I observe  that if this is wisdom,  some  strange  consequences 
would follow. Let us, if you  please,  assume  the  possibility of 
this  science of sciences,  and  further  admit  and allow, as  was 
originally  suggested,  that  wisdom is the  knowledge of what 
we  know  and  do  not know. Assuming  all  this, still, upon 
further  consideration, I am  doubtful,  Critias,  whether wisdom, 
such  as this,  would do us much  good. For  we  were  wrong, 
I think,  in  supposing,  as  we  were  saying  just now, that  such 
wisdom ordering  the  government of house  or  state would  be 
a  great  benefit. 

How so? he said. 
Why, 1 said,  we  were  far  too  ready  to  admit  the  great Adoubt 

benefits  which  mankind  would  obtain from their  severally 
doing  the  things  which  they knew, and  committing  the advantage 
things of which  they  are  ignorant  to  those  who  were  better ~ : ~ ~ ~ ? c ~ s ~  

acquainted with them. i 1 even  if it is 
assumed to 
be possible. 

Were  we  not  right  in  making  that  admission ? 
I think  not. 
How  very  strange,  Socrates ! 
By  the  dog of Egypt, I said,  there I agree  with  you : and 

1 was  thinking  as  much  just  now  when I said  that  strange 
VOL. 1. D 
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Charmides. consequences  would follow, and  that I was  afraid  we  were 
SOCRAIES, on  the  wrong  track ; for  however  ready  we  may  be  to  admit 
CRITIAS. that  this  is wisdom, I certainly  cannot  make  out  what  good 173 

this  sort of thing  does  to us. 
What   do you  mean ? he  said ; I wish  that  you  could  make 

me  understand  what you mean. 
I dare  say  that  what I am  saying  is  nonsense, I replied ; 

and  yet if a  man  has  any  feeling of what  is  due  to  himself,  he 
cannot  let  the  thought  which  comes  into  his  mind  pass  away 
unheeded  and  unexamined. 

I like  that,  he  said. 
A dream of Hear,  then, I said,  my  own  dream;  whether  coming  through 
knowledge, the  horn  or  the  ivory  gate, I cannot  tell. The  dream 

is  this:  Let  us  suppose  that wisdom  is  such  as  we  are  now 
defining,  and  that  she  has  absolute  sway  over  us;  then 
each  action will  be done  according  to  the  arts  or  sciences, 
and  no  one  professing  to  be  a  pilot  when  he  is  not,  or  any 
physician or general,  or  any  one  else  preteqding  to  know 
matters of which  he  is  ignorant, will deceive or elude  us ; our 
heaIth will  be improved ; our  safety  at  sea,  and  also  in  battle, 
will  be assured ; our coats  and  shoes,  and  all  other  instru- 
ments  and  implements will be  skilfully  made,  because  the 
workmen will be good and  true. Aye, and if you  please, 
you  may  suppose  that  prophecy,  which  is  the  knowledge  of 
the  future, will  be under  the  controI of wisdom,  and  that  she 
will deter  deceivers  and  set  up  the  true  prophets  in  their 
place  as  the  revealers  of  the  future.  Now I quite  agree  that 
mankind,  thus  provided, would  live and  act  according  to 

universal 

But the, 
possesslon 
of all  this 
knowledge 

necessarily 
will not 

give the 
knowledge 
of good 
and evil 
which  can 
alone make 
men happy. 

knowledge,  for  wisdom  would  watch  and  prevent  ignorance 
from  intruding  on  us.  But  whether  by  acting  according 
to  knowledge  we  shall  act  well  and  be  happy,  my  dear 
Critias,-this  is a point  which  we  have  not  yet  been  able 
to  determine. 

Yet I think,  he  replied,  that  if you discard  knowledge, 
you  will  hardly  find  the  crown of happiness  in  anything 
else. 

But of what  is  this  knowledge ? I said. Just  answer me 
that  small  question. Do you  mean a knowledge of shoe- 
making ? 

God forbid, 
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O r  of working  in  brass ? Cirarmidcs. 
Certainly  not. 
Or in wool, or wood, or  anything of that  sort ? 
No, I do not. 
Then, I said,  we  are  giving  up  the  doctrine  that  he  who 

lives according to knowledge  is  happy, for these live accord- 
ing to knowledge,  and  yet  they  are not allowed by you to be 
happy; but I think  that  you  mean to  confine happiness to 
particular  individuals  who live according to knowledge,  such 

174 for example  as  the  prophet, who, as I was  saying,  knows  the 
future. Is it of him you  are  speaking  or of some  one  else ? 

Socumes, 
Cam*s. 

Yes, I mean him,  but there  are  others  as well. 
Yes, I said,  some  one  who  knows  the  past  and  present 

as well as  the  future,  and  is  ignorant of nothing.  Let us 
suppose  that  there is such  a  person,  and if there is, you 
will allow that  he is the most knowing of all  living  men. 

Certainly  he is. 
Yet I should  like  to  know  one  thing  more : which of the 

different kinds of knowledge  makes him happy?  or  do  all 
equally  make  him  happy ? 

Not  all  equally, he  replied. 
But which  most tends to make him happy?  the  knowledge 

of what  past,  present, or  future  thing? May I infer  this  to 
be the  knowledge of the  game of draughts ? 

Nonsense  about  the  game of draughts. 
Or of computation ? 
No. 
O r  of health ? 
That is nearer  the  truth,  he  said. 
And  that  knowledge which is nearest of all, 1- said, is the 

The  knowledge with  which he  discerns  good  and evil. 
Monster ! I said ; you have  been  carrying  me  round  in  a Not uni- 

knowledge of what ? 

circle, and all  this  time  hiding from  me the fact that  the life 
according  to  knowledge  is  not  that which makes  men  act but the 
rightly  and  be  happy,  not  even if knowledge  include  all  the 
sciences, but one  science only, that of good  and evil. For, and evil, is 
let  me  ask  you,  Critias,  whether, if you take  away this, ?yr;y 
medicine will not  equally  give  health,  and  shoemaking man. 

equally  produce  shoes,  and  the  art of the  weaver  clothes ?- 
D 2  
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Chumnder. whether  the  art of the pilot  will not  equally  save  our  lives 
SOCRATFS, at  sea,  and  the  art of the  general in war? 

Without And  yet, my dear Critias,  none of these  things will  be 
this no 
other well or beneficially done, if the  science of the good  be 
science can wanting. 
be of much 
avail. True. 

CRITIAS. Quite so. 

But that  science  is  not  wisdom  or  temperance, but a 
science  of  human  advantage ; not  a  science,of  other sciences, 
or of ignorance, but of good and evil : and if this  be of use, 
then  wisdom  or  temperance will not be of use. 

This And  why, he  replied, will not  wisdom  be of use ? For, 
science of goodor however  much we assume  that  wisdom  is  a  science of 
advantage sciences,  and  has  a sway over  other sciences, surely  she will 
isaffirmed have  this  particular  science of the good under  her  control, 

by Socrates And will  wisdom  give  health ? I said ; is not this  rather 
lo be wis- the effect of medicine ? Or does  wisdom  do  the work of any dom. 

of the  other arts,-do they not  each of them do their own 
work?  Have we not  long ago asseverated  that  wisdom 
is  only  the knowledge of knowledge  and of ignorance,  and of 
nothing  else ? 

by Critias and in this way will  benefit us. 

That is  obvious. 
Then wisdom will not be the  producer of health. 
Certainly not. 
The  art of health is  different. 
Yes,  different. 
Nor  does  wisdom  give  advantage, my good  friend;  for 175 

that  again we have  just  now been attributing to another 
art. 

Very  true. 
How  then can  wisdom be advantageous,  when giving no 

That,  Socrates,  is  certainly inconceivable. 
advantage ? 

Reapitula- You see  then,  Critias,  that I was not  far  wrong  in  fearing 
%&- that I could have  no  sound  notion  about  wisdom; I was 
merit says quite  right  in  depreciating  myself; for that which  is admitted 

defini- to be the best of all things would never  have  seemed  to us ' No ' to all 

tions. useless, if I had been good for anything  at  an  enquiry. 
But  now I have  been  utterly defeated, and  have failed to 
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, discover  what  that  is  to which the  imposer of names  gave Charmia'ts. 
/ this  name  of  temperance or  wisdom. And  yet  many  more SOCRATES, 

admissions  were  made by us than could  be  fairly granted; C H A n m D ~  

: for we admitted  that  there  was  a  science of science, although 
the  argument  said No, and  protested  against u s ;  and we 
admitted  further,  that  this  science  knew  the  works of the 
other  sciences  (although  this too was  denied by the  argu- 
ment), because  we  wanted  to  show  that  the wise man  had 
knowledge  of what  he  knew  and  did  not  know;  also  we 
nobly disregarded,  and  never even considered,  the impossi- 
bility  of a  man  knowing in a  sort of way  that which he  does 
not  know at  all;  for  our  assumption was, that  he  knows  that 
which he  does  not  know;  than which nothing,  as I think, 
can be  more  irrational.  And  yet,  after  finding us so easy 
and  good-natured,  the  enquiry is still  unable to discover  the 
truth ; but  mocks us to a  degree,  and  has  gone  out of its  way 
to prove  the  inutility of that which we admitted  only by a sort 
of supposition  and fiction  to  be the  true definition of temper- 
ance  or  wisdom : which  result,  as  far  as I am concerned, is 
not sp much  to be lamented, I said.  But for your sake, 
Charmides, I am very sorry-that  you, having  such  beauty 
and  such  wisdom  and  temperance of soul, should  have 
no  profit or good in  life  from your  wisdom  and  temperance. 
And  still  more  am I grieved about the  charm which I learned Very likely 
with so much  pain,  and  to so little  profit,  from the  Thracian, 
for the  sake of a  thing which  is nothing  worth. I think need of the 
indeed  that  there  is  a  mistake,  and  that I must be a bad zze?f 
enquirer,  for  wisdom or  temperance 1 believe to be really  a a fool who 
great  good ; and  happy  are you, Charmides, if you certainly ~ f i ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ l e  

176 possess it. Wherefore  examine yourself, and  see  whether ing. 

you have  this gift and can do  without  the  charm ; for if you 
can, I would rather  advise you  to regard  me simply as  a fool 
who  is  never  able to reason  out  anything;  and  to  rest 
assured  that  the  more wise and  temperate you  are,  the 
happier you  will  be. 

Charmides  said : I am  sure  that I do  not know, Socrates, Ne\,erthe- 
whether I have  or  have  not  this gift of wisdom  and  temper- l?::i+ 
ance; for  how can I know  whether I have  a thing, of which desirous 
even  you and  Critias are, as  you say, unable  to  discover  the zf:med. 
nature ?-(not that I believe you.) And  further, I am surc, 
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chuvmides. Socrates;, that I do  need  the  charm,  and as far  as I am 
SOCUTES, concerned, I shall be willing  to be charmed by you daily, 
CalTIAs, until  you  say  that I have  had  enough. 

Very  good,  Charmides,  said  Critias ; if you  do  this I shall 
have a proof of your  temperance,  that is, if you  allow 
yourself to  be charmed by Socrates,  and  never  desert  him 
at all. 

You may  depend on my following and  not  deserting him, 
said  Charmides : if you  who  are  my  guardian  command  me, 
I should be very  wrong  not to obey  you. 

CHARMIDES, 

And I do  command you, he said. 
Then I will do  as you say,  and begin this  very day. 
You sirs, I said,  what are you conspiring  about ? 
W e  are  not  conspiring,  said  Charmides, we have  conspired 

already. 
And  are you about  to  use violence, without  even  going 

through  the  forms of justice ? 
Yes, I shall  use  violence,  he  replied,  since  he  orders me ; 

and  therefore  you  had  better  consider well. 
But  the  time  for  consideration  has  passed, I said,  when 

violence is employed ; and you, when you are  determined  on 
anything,  and in the  mood of  violence, are irresistible. 

Do not  you  resist  me  then,  he  said. 
I will not  resist you, I replied. 

j 
f 
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I N T R O D U C T I O N .  

No answer is given in  the Lysis to the question, ‘What is Lysis. 
Friendship ? ’ any  more than in the Charmides to the question, 
‘ What  is Temperance ? ’ There  are several  resemblances in the two 
Dialogues : the same youthfulness and  sense of beauty  pervades 
both of them ; they are alike rich in the description of Greek life. 
The question is again raised of the relation of knowledge to virtue 
and  good,  which  also recurs in the Laches ; and  Socrates appears 
again as  the elder friend of the two  boys, Lysis  and Menexenus. 
In  the Charmides, as also in the Laches, he  is described as middle- 
aged ; in the Lysis  he is advanced in years. 

seem to  have no relation to  each other. The first is a conversation 
between Socrates  and  Lysis, who,  like  Charmides, is an Athenian 
youth of noble descent and of great beauty, goodness, and intelli- 

Steph. gence: this  is  carried  on in the absence of Menexenus, who  is 
‘07 called away to take part in a sacrifice. Socrates asks Lysis 

whether  his  father  and  mother  do not  love  him very much ? ‘ To be 
sure  they do.’ ‘The,] of course they allow  him to do exactlyas  he 

208 likes.’ ‘ Of course not : the  very  slaves have more  liberty  than he 
209 has.‘ ‘ But  how is  this ? ’ ‘The reason  is  that  he is not  old  enough.’ 

‘ No ; the real  reason is that  he  is not  wise  enough : for are  there 
not some  things which he  is allowed to do, although he  is not 
allowed to do others ? ’ ‘Yes, because he  knows them, and  does 

210 not know the others.’ This leads to the conclusion that all men 
everywhere will trust him in what  he knows, but not in  what  he 
does not  know ; for in such  matters he  will  be unprofitable to them, 
and  do  them no  good. And no one will  love him, if he  does  them 
no good ; and he can only do  them good by knowledge ; and as he 
is still without knowledge, he can have as yet  no conceit of know- 
ledge. In this  manner  Socrates  reads a lesson to Hippothales, the 

The Dialogue consists of two scenes or conversations which ANALYSIS. 



42 AnaGysis 210-218. 
Lysir. foolish lover of Lysis, respecting  the  style  ofconversation which he 

should address to his beloved. 
After the  return of Menexenus, Socrates, at the request of Lysis, 21 I 

asks him a new question : ‘ What is friendship ? You, Menexenus, 
who have a friend already, can tell me, who  am  always longing to 212 
find  one, what  is the secret of this  great blessing.‘ 

When one  man loves another, which is the friend-he who loves, 213 
or he  who is loved ? or are both friends ? From the first of these 
suppositions they are driven to the second ; and from the second 
to the  third; and  neither the two boys nor  Socrates are satisfied 
with any of the three or with all of them.  Socrates turns to the 214 
poets, who affirm that God brings like to like (Homer),  and to 
philosophers  (Empedocles), who also assert  that like is  the friend 
of like.  But the bad are not friends, for they  are not  even like 
themselves,  and still less are  they like one  another.  And  the 
good  have  no  need of one another, and therefore  do not care about 215 

one  another. Moreover there  are  others  who  say that  likeness  is 
a cause of aversion, and unlikeness of love and  friendship;  and 
they too  adduce the authority of poets  and  philosophers in support 
of their  doctrines; for Hesiod says that ‘ potter is jealous of 
potter, bard of bard ; ’ and  subtle doctors tell us that ‘ moist is  the 216 
friend of dry, hot of  cold,’ and  the like. But  neither can their 
doctrine be maintained; for then  the  just would  be the friend of 
the unjust, good of evil. 

Thus  we  arrive at the conclusion that like is not the friend of 
like, nor unlike of unlike ; and therefore good is not the friend of 
good, nor evil of evil, nor good of evil, nor evil  of  good. What 
remains but that the indifferent, which  is  neither.good nor evil, 
should be  the friend (not of the indifferent, for that would be  ‘like 217 
the friend of like,’ but) of the good, or rather of the beautiful ? 

But why should the indifferent have this  attachment to  the 
beautiful or  good?  There  are circumstances  under which such an 
attachment would be natural. Suppose  the indifferent, say  the 
.human  body, to be desirous of getting rid of some evil, such as 
disease, which is not essential but only accidental to it (for if the 
evil were essential the body  would cease to be indifferent, and 
would  become  evil)--in such a case the indifferent becomes a 218 
friend of the good for the  sake of getting rid of the evil. In this 
intermediate  ‘indifferent’ position the philosopher or lover of 
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wisdom stands : he is not wise, and  yet not unwise, but he has Lysis. 
ignorance accidentally clinging to him, and he  yearns for wisdom ANALYSIS 

as the cure of the evil. (Cp. Symp. 204.) 
After  this  explanation  has been received with triumphant accord, 

2x9 a fresh dissatisfaction begins to steal over the mind of Socrates: 
Must  not friendship be  for the sake of some ulterior end ? and what 
can that final cause or  end of friendship be, other  than the good ? 

But the good is  desired  by us  only as  the  cure of evil;  and 
220 therefore if there  were no evil there would be no friendship. 

Some  other  explanation  then  has to  be devised. May not desire 
221 be the source of friendship?  And desire  is of what a man wants 

and of what  is congenial to him.  But then  the congenial cannot 
222 be the  same as  the like ; for like, as has  been  already shown, cannot 

be the friend of like. Nor can the congenial be the good ; for good 
is  not the friend of  good, as  has been also shown. The problem is 
unsolved, and  the three friends,  Socrates,  Lysis,  and Menexenus, 
are still unable to find  out what a friend is. 

Thus, as in the Charmides  and  Laches,  and  several of the other INTRO- 

Dialogues  of Plato (compare especially the Protagoras  and  Theaete- DUCT’oN’ 

tus), no conclusion is  arrived  at.  Socrates maintains his  character 
of a ‘ know nothing; ’ but the boys  have already  learned the lesson 
which he  is  unable to teach them,  and they  are  free from the 
conceit of knowledge. (Cp. Charm. pp. 175, 176.) The dialogue is 
what would  be  called in the language of Thrasyllus  tentative or 
inquisitive. The subject is continued in the  Phaedrus  and 
Symposium, and  treated, with a manifest reference to the Lysis, in 
the eighth and  ninth books of the Nicomachean Ethics of Aristotle. 
As in other writings of Plato (for example, the Republic), there is 
a progress from unconscious morality, illustrated by the friendship 
of the two  youths,  and  also by the sayings of the  poets (‘who are 
our fathers in  wisdom,’ and  yet only tell us half the tnrth,  and 
in this  particular  instance are not  much improved upon  by the 
philosophers), to a more  comprehensive notion of friendship. 
This, however,  is far from being cleared of its perplexity. Two 
notions appear to be struggling or balancing in  the mind of 
Socrates :-First, the  sense  that friendship arises out of human 
needs  and wants; Secondly,  that the higher form or ideal of 
friendship  exists only for the sake of the good. That  friends are 
not necessarily either like or unlike, is also a truth confirmed by 
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Lysis. experience. But the  use of the  terms ‘like ’ or ‘good’  is too 
INTRO- strictly limited ; Socrates  has allowed himself to be carried  away 

by a sort of eristic or illogical  logic against which no definition  of 
friendship would  be able to stand. In  the course of the  argument 
(217 Dl E) he  makes a distinction between property  and accident 
which is a real contribution to the science of logic. Some  higher 
truths  appear  through  the mist. The manner in which the field of 
argument  is widened, as in  the Charmides  and  Laches by the in- 
troduction of the idea of  knowledge, so here  by  the introduction of 
the good, is  deserving of attention. The sense of the inter- 
dependence of good and evil, and the allusion to the possibility of 
the non-existence of evil, are also very remarkable. 

The dialectical interest is fully sustained by the dramatic 
accompaniments. Observe, first, the scene, which is a Greek 
Palaestra,  at a time  when a sacrifice is going on, and the  Hermaea 
are  in course of celebration ; secondly, the ‘ accustomed irony ’ of 
Socrates,  who declares, as in the Symposium (177 D), that he is 
ignorant of all other  things, but claims to have a knowledge 
of the mysteries of  love. There  are likewise several  contrasts of 
character; first of the dry, caustic Ctesippus, of whom Socrates 
professes a humorous sort of fear, and Hippothales the flighty 
lover, who  murders  sleep by  bawling  out the name of his beloved ; 
there  is also a contrast between the false, exaggerated,  sentimental 
love  of Hippothales  towards  Lysis,  and the childlike and innocent 
friendship of the boys with one another. Some difference appears 
to be intended  between the characters of the more talkative 
Menexenus  and the reserved  and  simple Lysis. Socrates  draws 
out the latter by a new  sort of irony, which is sometimes adopted 
in talking to children, and consists in asking a leading question 
which  can only be  answered in a sense  contrary to the intention 
of the question : ‘Your father and mother of course allow  you to 
drive the  chariot?’ ‘No  they do not.’ When Menexenus  returns, 
the serious dialectic begins. He is described as  ‘very pugnacious,’ 
and we  are  thus prepared for the  part which a mere youth takes 
in a difficult argument. But Plato has not forgotten dramatic 
propriety,  and  Socrates  proposes at last to refer the question to 
some older person (q A). 

DUCTION. 
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Lysis. 

SOME QUESTIONS  RELATING TO FRIENDSHIP. INTRC- 

The subject of friendship  has a lower  place in  the modern than 
in  the ancient  world, partly because a higher place  is  assigned by 
us  to love and  marriage. The very  meaning of the word has 
become slighter  and  more superficial; it seems almost to be 
borrowed from the ancients, and  has  nearly disappeared in 
modern treatises on Moral Philosophy. The received examples 
of friendship  are  to  be found chiefly among  the  Greeks  and 
Romans. Hence  the casuistical or  other questions  which arise 
out of the relations of friends have  not often been  considered 
seriously in modern times. Many of them will be found to be  the 
same which are discussed in  the Lysis. We may  ask  with 
Socrates, I) whether friendship  is of similars or dissimilars,’ or of 
both ; 2) whether  such a tie  exists between the good only and  for 
the  sake of the  good;  or 3) whether  there  may not be  some 
peculiar  attraction,  which draws  together  ‘the  neither good nor 
evil’ for the  sake of the good and because  of the evil ; 4) whether 
friendship is  always mutual,-may there not  be a one-sided and 
unrequited friendship?  This question, which,like  many others, is 
only  one of a laxer  or  stricter use of words, seems to have greatly 
exercised the  minds both of Aristotle and Plato. 
5) Can we  expect friendship to be  permanent,  or  must we 

acknowledge  with Cicero, ‘Nihil  d@cilus qunm  anzicitiam  usque 
ad extremum  vitae ,permanere’? Is not friendship,  even  more 
than love, liable to be  swayed by the caprices of fancy?  The 
person  who  pleased us most at first sight or upon a slight acquaint- 
ance, when  we  have  seen him  again,  and under different circum- 
stances,  may  make a much  less favourable impression on our 
minds. Young  people swear  ‘eternal friendships,’ but  at these 
innocent perjuries  their  elders laugh. No one  forms a friendship 
with the intention of renouncing it ; yet  in  the course of a varied 
life it is practically  certain that  many  changes will occur of 
feeling, opinion, locality, occupation, fortune,  which will divide us 
from  some  persons and unite us’ to others. 6) There  is  an ancient 
saying, Qui amicos amicum non  habet. But is not some  less 
exclusive  form of friendship better suited to the condition and 
nature of man ? And in those  especially  who  have  no family ties, 
may not the feeling pass beyond  one or a few, and embrace all 

DUCTION. 
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with whom we come into contact, and, perhaps in a few pas- 
sionate and  exalted natures, all  men everywhere? 7) The ancients 
had their three kinds of friendship, ‘for the sake of the pleasant, 
the useful,  and the good :’ is the last to  be  resolved  into the two first ; 
or are  the two  first  to  be  included in the last?  The subject was 
puzzling  to them: they could  not say that friendship was only a 
quality, or a relation, or a virtue, or a kind of‘ virtue ; and they had 
not in the age of Plato reached the point of regarding it, like 
justice, as a form or attribute of virtue. They had another per- 
plexity : 8) How could  one  of the noblest  feelings of human nature 
be so near to  one  of the most detestable corruptions of i t? (cp. 
Symposium 180 ff., 218 ff. ; Laws VIII, 835 ff.). 

Leaving the Greek or ancient point of view, we may regard the 
question  in a more general way. Friendship is  the union of two 
persons in  mutual  affection  and  remembrance of one another. 
The friend  can  do  for  his  friend  what  he  cannot  do  for  himself. 
He can  give  him  counsel  in time of difficulty; he  can teach him 
‘to see himself as others  see  him’ ; he  can stand by  him, when all 
the world are against  him ; he  can  gladden  and enlighten him  by 
his presence; he ‘can divide  his  sorrows,’  he  can ‘double his 
joys;’  he can anticipate his wants. He will  discover  ways of 
helping him  without creating a sense of his  own superiority; he 
will  find  out his mental trials, but only that he  may minister to 
them. Among true friends jealousy has no place: they do not 
complain of one another for making  new  friends, or for not 
revealing  some secret of their lives ; (in friendship too there must 
be reserves ;) they do  not intrude upon  one another, and they 
mutually  rejoice  in any good  which happens to either of them, 
though  it  may  be  to the loss of the other. They may  live apart 
and  have  little intercourse, but  when they meet, the old tie is 
as strong as ever-according  to the common  saying, they find 
one another always the same. The greatest good  of friendship is 
not  daily intercourse, for circumstances rarely admit of this ; but  on 
the great occasions of life, when  the advice  of a friend is needed, 
then  the word  spoken in season about  conduct,  about health, 
about  marriage,  about  business,-the letter written from a distance 
by a disinterested person who sees with clearer eyes may  be of 
inestimable  value. When  the heart is failing  and despair  is 
setting in, then to hear the voice or grasp the hand of a friend, in 
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a shipwreck, .in a defeat, in  some  other  failure  or  misfortune,  may Lysis. 
restore  the  necessary courage  and  composure to the paralysed  and INTRO- 

disordered mind, and  convert the feeble person  into a hero; (cp. 
Symposium 179 ff.). 

It  is  true that  friendships are  apt to be  disappointing : either  we 
expect too  much from  them ; or  we  are indolent  and  do  not ‘keep 
them in repair ; ’ or being admitted to intimacy with another,  we  see 
his faults too clearly  and  lose our respect for him ; and  he loses 
his affection for us. Friendships  may  be too violent;  and  they 
may  be too sensitive. The egotism of one of the  parties  may  be 
too much  for  the other. The  word of counsel or  sympathy  has 
been  uttered too obtrusively, at  the  wrong time, or  in  the  wrong 
manner; or the  need of it has not been  perceived until too late. 
‘Oh if he  had only told me’  has been  the  silent  thought of many 
a troubled soul. And some  things  have to be indicated rather  than 
spoken,  because the  very mention of them  tends to disturb the 
equability of friendship. The alienation of friends, like many 
other  human evils, is  commonly due to a want of tact and insight. 
There  is not  enough of the Scimus et hanc veniam pefimusque 
damzrsque vicissim. The sweet  draught of sympathy  is  not  inex- 
haustible;  and it tends to weaken the  person who too freely partakes 
of  it. Thus  we  see that there  are  many causes which impair  the 
happiness of friends. 

W e  may expect a friendship  almost divine, such as philo- 
sophers have  sometimes  dreamed of:  we find what is human. 
The good  of  it is  necessarily limited; it does not take  the place 
of marriage; it  affords rather a solace than  an  arm of support. 
It had better not be  based  on  pecuniary obligations ; these  more 
often mar than  make a friendship. It is most likely to be  per- 
manent  when the  two  friends are equal and independent, or  when 
they  are engaged  together in some common work  or  have  some 
public interest  in common. It  exists  among  the bad or inferior sort 
of men almost as much as among the  good;  the bad and good, 
and  ‘the  neither bad nor good,’ are drawn  together in a strange 
manner  by  personal attachment. The  essence of it is loyalty, 
without which it would cease to be  friendship. 

Another  question 9) may  be  raised, whether friendship can safely 
exist  between  young  persons of different sexes,  not  connected 
by  ties of relationship, and without the thought of love or marriage ; 
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Lysis. whether, again,  a wife or a  husband should have any  intimate 
1 ~ ~ 8 0 -  friend, besides his or her  partner  in marriage. The  answer to 

this  latter question is  rather  perplexing,  and would  probably  be 
different in different countries (cp. Sympos. p. 182). While we do 
not deny  that  great good may result from such attachments, for 
the mind may be drawn out and  the  character  enlarged by them ; 
yet we feel also that they  are attended with many  dangers, 
and  that  this  Romance of Heavenly Love requires a strength, a 
freedom  from passion, a self-control,  which,  in  youth  especially, are 
rarely to be found. The propriety of such friendships must 
be estimated a good deal by the manner in  which public opinion 
regards them;  they must  be  reconciled with the  ordinary duties 
of life ; and they must  be  justified  by the result. 

Yet another question, IO). Admitting that friendships cannot be 
always  permanent,  we may ask  when and  upon what conditions 
should they be  dissolved. It would  be  filtile  to retain the name 
when  the reality has ceased to be. That two friends should 
part company whenever the relation  between  them begins to 
drag may be  better for  both of them. But then arises the con- 
sideration, how  should these friends in youth or friends of the  past 
regard or be regarded by  one another!  They  are parted, but 
there still  remain duties mutually  owing  by them. They will  not 
admit the world  to share in their  difference  any  more than in their 
friendship;  the memory of an old attachment, like the memory 
of the dead, has a kind of sacredness for them on  which they will 
not  allow others to intrude. Neither, if they  were  ever  worthy 
to bear  the  name of friends, will either of them  entertain  any 
enmity or dislike of the other who was once so much to him, 
Neither will he by ‘shadowed hint reveal’  the secrets  great 
or small which an unfortunate mistake has placed within his 
reach. He who  is of a noble  mind  will dwell upon his own faults 
rather than those of another, and  will  be ready to take upon  him- 
self the blame of their separation. He will feel pain at the loss 
of a friend; and  he will remember with gratitude his ancient 
kindness. But he will not lightly renew a tie which has not been 
lightly broken. . . .These  are a few of the  Problems of Friendship, 
some  of them suggested by  the Lysis, others by modern life, 
which  he who  wishes to make or  keep a friend may profitably 
study. (Cp.  Bacon, Essay on Friendship ; Cic. de Amicitia.) 

DUCTION. 
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PEh'SOIZ'S OF THE DZALOGUE. 

SQCRATES, 7oho is the narrator. MENEXENCIS. 

HIPPOTHALES. LYSIS. 

CTESIl'l'lJS. 

SCENE :-A newly-erected  Palaestra  outside the walls of Athens. 

W A S  going from the  Academy  straight  to  the  Lyceum, Lysir. 'Zh' 1 intending  to  take  the  outer  road,  which is close  under SOCRATES, 

the  wall.  When I came  to  the  postern  gate  of  the city, 
which  is by the  fountain of Panops, I fell in  with  Hippo- 
thales,  the  son of Hieronymus,  and  Ctesippus  the  Paeanian, 
and  a  company  of  young  men  who  were  standing  with  them. 
Hippothales,  seeing  me  approach,  asked  whence I came  and 
whither I was  going. 

I am  going, I replied, from the  Academy  straight  to  the 
Lyceum. 

Then come  straight to us, he said, and  put  in  here ; you 
may  as well. 

W h o   a r e  you, I said ; and  where  am I to  come ? 
He showed  me  an  enclosed  space  and  an  open  door  over 

against  the  wall.  And  there,  he  said, is the  building  at  which 
we  all  meet : and a goodly  company  we  are. 

And what is this  building, I asked;  and  what  sort of enter- 
tainment  have you ? 

204 T h e  building, he  replied, is a newly-erected  Palaestra ; and 
the  entertainment is generally  conversation,  to  which  you  are 
welcome. 

Thank you, I said;   and is there  any  teacher  there? 
VOL. I. E 
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Lyrir. 

The love 
fancies of 
Hippo- 
thales are 

ridiculous. 
ve'y 

Meeting of Ha$pothaZes and Socrates. 

Yes, he  said,  your old friend  and  admirer, Miccus. 
Indeed, I replied ; he is a  very  eminent  professor. 
Are you disposed,  he  said,  to go with me and  see  them ? 
Yes, I said; but I should  like  to  know  first,  what is 

Some  persons  have  one favourite, Socrates,  and  some 

And  who is yours?  I  asked : tell  me  that, Hippothales. 
At this  he  blushed ; and  I  said  to him, 0 Hippothales,  thou 

son of Hieronymus ! do  not  say  that you are, or  that you are 
not,  in  love ; the confession is too late ; for I  see  that you are 
not  only  in love,  but are  already  far  gone  in  your love. 
Simple  and foolish as I am, the  Gods  have  given  me  the 
power of understanding affections  of this  kind. 

expected of me, and  who is the  favourite  among you ? 

another,  he  said. 

Whereupon  he  blushed  more  and more. 
Ctesippus  said: I like to  see you blushing,  Hippothales, 

and  hesitating  to  tell  Socrates  the  name ; when, if he  were 
with you but  for a  very  short time, you would. have  plagued 
him to  death by talking  about  nothing else. Indeed,  Socrates, 
he  has literally  deafened us, and  stopped our ears with the 
praises of Lysis ; and if he is a  little  intoxicated,  there  is 
every likelihood that  we  may  have  our  sleep  murdered with 
a  cry of Lysis. His  performances in prose  are bad enough, 
but nothing  at all in  comparison with his  verse ; and  when 
he  drenches us with his  poems  and  other  compositions,  it  is 
really  too bad ; and  worse  still is his  manner of singing  them 
to  his  love;  he  has a voice  which  is truly  appalling,  and  we 
cannot  help  hearing him : and  now  having  a  question put to 
him  by  you,  behold he  is blushing. 

Who  is  Lysis ? I said : I suppose  that  he  must be young ; 
for the  name  does  not  recall  any  one to  me. 

Why,  he  said,  his  father  being  a  very  well-known man, he 
retains  his  patronymic,  and is not as  yet  commonly called  by 
his own name ; but,  although you do  not  know  his name, I 
am  sure  that you must  know  his face,  for that is quite  enough 
to  distinguish him. 

But  tell  me  whose  son he is, I  said. 
H e  is  the  eldest son of Democrates, of the  deme of 

Ah, Hippothales, I said;  what  a  noble  and  really  perfect 
Aexone. 



Hz#othaZes in dove. 5' 

love  you  have  found ! I wish  that  you  would  favour  me Lysis. 
with the  exhibition which  you have  been  making  to  the  rest SOCRATES, 

20s of the  company,  and  then I shall  be  able to judge  whether ~ ~ A ~ ~ s ,  

you know  what  a  lover  ought to say  about  his love, either  to CTWPPIJS. 

the  youth  himself,  or  to  others. 
Nay,  Socrates,  he  said : you surely  do  not  attach  any 

importance  to  what  he  is  saying. 
Do  you  mean, I said,  that  you  disown  the  love of the 

person  whom  he  says  that  you  love ? 
No ; but I deny  that I make  verses  or  address  compositions 

to him. 
He is  not  in  his  right  mind,  said  Ctesippus;  he is talking 

nonsense,  and  is  stark mad. 
0 Hippothales, I said, if you  have  ever  made  any  verses 

or  songs in honour of your favourite, I do  not  want  to  hear 
them; but I want  to  know  the  purport of them,  that I may 
be able  to  judge of your  mode of approaching  your  fair  one. 

Ctesippus will  be able  to tell  you, he  said ; for if, as  he 
avers,  the  sound of my  words  is  always  dinning in his  ears, 
he  must  have  a  very  accurate  knowledge  and  recollection  of 
them. 

very  ridiculous  the  tale is: for  although  he is a  lover,  and iz:zz a 

very  devotedly in  love, he  has  nothing  particular  to talk ]OW, the 
about to his beloved which  a child might  not  say.  Now is love poems 
not  that  ridiculous? He can  only  speak of the  wealth of composs 
Democrates, which the  whole city celebrates,  and  grandfather are made 
Lysis,  and  the  other  ancestors of the  youth,  and  their  stud of :::io,. 
horses,  and  their  victory  at  the  Pythian  games,  and,  at  the places.' 
Isthmus,  and  at  Nemea with four  horses  and  single  horses- 
these  are  the  tales which he  composes  and  repeats.  And  there 
is greater  twaddle  still.  Only  the  day  before  yesterday  he 
made  a  poem  in  which  he  described  the  entertainment  of 
Heracles,  who  was  a  connexion of the family, setting  forth 
how in virtue of this  relationship  he  was  hospitably  received 
by an  ancestor  of  Lysis ; this  ancestor  was  himself  begotten 
of Zeus by the  daughter of the  founder of the  deme.  And 
these  are  the  sort of old  wives' tales  which  he  sings  and 
recites to I I S ,  and we are  obliged to listen to him. 

When I heard  this, I said : 0 ridiculous  Hippothales! how 

Yes,  indeed,  said  Ctesippus; I know  only  too well ; and But though 

which he 

E 2  



Lysis. 
SOCFATES, 
HIPPO. 
THALES. 

H e  must be taaght by Socrafes. 

can  you  be  making  and  singing  hymns  in  honour  of  yourself 
before  you  have  won ? 

But  my,songs  and  verses,  he  said,  are  not  in  honour  of 
myself,  Socrates. 

You  think  not? I said. 
Nay,  but  what  do  you  think ? he  replied. 

jilts him, 

He injures 

beloved 
both his 

and him- 

writing 
self by 

poetry. 

Theverses Most  assuredly, I said,  those songs are  all  in  your  own 
in honour honour;  for if you  win  your  beautiful  love,  your  discourses 
ofhimself and songs will be a  glory  to  you,  and  may be truly  regarded 

as  hymns of praise  composed  in  honour of you  who  have  con- 
or in dis- quered  and  won  such  a  love ; but if he  slips  away  from  you, 
h o n o ~ r o f  the  more  you  have  praised him, the  more  ridiculous  you will 
his fair one look  at  having  lost  this  fairest  and  best of blessings;  and 

are really 

if he win 
his  love ; 

himself if 

therefore  the  wise  lover  does  not  praise  his  beloved  until  he 206 

has  won  him,  because  he  is  afraid of accidents.  There  is 
also  another  danger;  the fair, when  any  one  praises or 
magnifies  them, a re  filled  with the  spirit of pride  and  vain- 
glory. Do you  not  agree with me ? 

Yes,  he  said. 
And  the  more  vain-glorious  they  are,  the  more difficult is 

I believe  you. 
What  should you say of a  hunter  who  frightened  away  his 

prey,  and  made  the  capture  of  the  animals which he is hunting 
more difficult ? 

the  capture of them ? 

H e  would  be  a bad hunter,  undoubtedly. 
Yes ; and if, instead of soothing  them,  he  were  to  infuriate 

them  with  words  and songs, that  would  show  a  great  want  of 
wit : do  you  not  agree ? 

Yes. 
And  now reflect, Hippothales,  and  see  whether  you  are  not 

guilty  of  all  these  errors  in  writing  poetry, For I can  hardly 
suppose  that  you will  affirm a  man  to  be  a  good  poet  who 
injures  himself  by  his  poetry. 

Assuredly  not,  he  said ; such  a  poet  would  be  a fool. And 
this  is  the  reason  why I take you into  my  counsels,  Socrates, 
and I shall  be  glad of any  further  advice  which  you  may  have 
to  offer.  Will  you  tell  me  by  what  words or actions I may 
become  endeared  to  my  love ? 

That is not  easy  to  determine, I sa id;  but i f  you wi l l  
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bring  your  love  to me, and will let  me  talk  with him, I may Lysis. 
perhaps  be  able  to  show  you  how  to  converse  with him, s O ~ A T ~ ,  

instead  of  singing  and  ,reciting  in  the  fashion of which  you 
are  accused. 

There will  be  no difficulty in  bringing him, he  replied ; if 
you will only  go  with  Ctesippus  into  the  Palaestra,  and  sit 
down  and talk, I believe  that  he will come  of  his  own  accord ; 
for  he  is  fond of listening,  Socrates.  And as this  is  the 
festival  of the  Hermaea,  the  young  men  and  boys  are  all 
together,  and  there  is  no  separation  between  them. H e  will 
be sure  to  come : but if he  does  not,  Ctesippus  with  whom  he 
is familiar,  and  whose  relation  Menexenus  is  his  great  friend, 
shall  call him. 

That  will be the way, I said.  Thereupon I led  Ctesippus 
into  the  Palaestra,  and  the  rest followed. 

Upon  entering  we  found  that  the  boys  had  just  been  sacri- The boys 
ficing;  and  this  part  of  the festival was  nearly  at  an  end. :8zzif 
They  were all  in their  white  array,  and  games  at  dice  were 
going  on  among  them.  Most  of  them  were  in  the  outer 
court  amusing  themselves ; but  some  were  in a corner of the 
Apodyterium  playing  at  odd  and  even  with  a  number of dice, 
which  they took out of little  wicker  baskets.  There  was  also 
a  circle  of  lookers-on ; among  them  was  Lysis. He was Thebeauty 

207 standing  with  the  other  boys  and  youths,  having a crown 
upon  his  head,  like a fair  vision,  and  not  less  worthy  of Lysis. 
praise  for  his  goodness  than  for  his  beauty. W e  left them, 
and  went  over  to  the  opposite  side of the room, where, 
finding  a  quiet  place,  we  sat  down;  and  then  we  began  to 
talk, This  attracted  Lysis,  who  was  constantly  turning 
round  to  look  at  us-he  was  evidently  wanting  to  come  to 
us. For a time  he  hesitated  and  had  not  the  courage  to Lysisand 
come  alone ; but  first of all,  his  friend  Menexenus,  leaving 
his  play,  entered  the  Palaestra  from  the  court,  and  when  he leave the 
saw  Ctesippus  and myself, was  going  to  take  a  seat by us ; 
and  then  Lysis,  seeing him,  followed, and  sat  down by circleof 
his  side;  and  the  other  boys  joined. I should  observe Young 
that  Hippothales,  when  he  saw  the  crowd,  got  behind men' 
them,  where  he  thought  that  he  would  be  out of sight of 
Lysis,  lest  he  should  anger  him ; and  there  he  stood 
and  listened. 
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Lysis. I turned  to  Menexenus,  and  said:  Son of Demophon, 

MENEXENUS, 
SWRATES, which  of you two youths  is  the  elder? 
LYSIS. That is  a matter of dispute  between us, he said. 
Socrates And  which is the  nobler? Is that  also  a  matter of dispute? 
asks which Yes,  certainly. is  the elder, 
nobler, And  another  disputed  point is, which  is  the  fairer? 
fairer. The  two boys  laughed. 

I shall  not  ask  which  is  the  richer of the two, I said ; for 

Certainly,  they  replied. 
And  friends  have  all  things  in  common, so that  one of you 

can  be  no  richer  than  the  other, if you  say  truly  that  you  are 
friends. 

They  assented. I was  about  to  ask which was  the  juster 

you  are  friends,  are you not?  

of the two, and which was  the  wiser  of  the  two; but at  this 
Menexenus moment  Menexenus  was  called  away by some  one  who  came 
is  called away and and  said  that  the  gymnastic-master  wanted him. I supposed 
Socrates that  he  had to  offer  sacrifice. So he  went away, and I asked 
the con- Lysis  some  more  questions. I dare  say,  Lysis, I said,  that 
versation your  father  and  mother  love  you  very  much. 
with Certainly,  he  said. 
alone. 
Hisparents And  they would wish  you to  be perfectly  happy. 
love him Yes. 
very much : will they But  do  you  think  that  any  one is happy  who is in  the  con- 
allow him dition  of  a  slave,  and  who  cannot  do  what  he  likes ? 

ever he todowhat- I should  think  not  indeed,  he  said. 
likes? And if your  father  and  mother  love  you,  and  desire  that  you 
Certainly should  be  happy,  no  one  can  doubt  that  they  are  very  ready 
not. 

continues 

to  promote  your.happiness. 
Certainly,  he  replied. 
And  do  they  then  permit  you  to  do  what  you like, and j 

never  rebuke  you or hinder  you from doing  what  you 
desire ? 

Yes,  indeed,  Socrates ; there  are  a  great  many  things j 
which  they  hinder  me  from  doing. 

What  do  you  mean ? I said. Do they  want  you to be j 
happy,  and  yet  hinder  you  from  doing  what you like ? for 208 5 
example, if you  want  to  mount  one of your  father’s  chariots, 
and  take  the  reins  at  a  race,  they will not  allow  you  to  do 
so-they  will  prevent  you ? + 

P 

j 
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Certainly,  he said, they will not allow me  to  do SO. Lysis. 
Whom  then will  they allow? SOCRATES, 

There is a  charioteer,  whom my father  pays for driving. Lys's 

And  do  they  trust  a  hireling  more  than  you ? and  may  he 
do  what  he  likes with the  horses?  and  do  they  pay him for 
this ? 

They do. 
But I dare  say  that you  may take  the  whip  and  guide  the 

Permit me ! indeed  they will  not. 
Then, I said,  may  no one use the whip to  the  mules? 
Yes,  he  said,  the  muleteer. 
And is he  a  slave or a  free  man ? 
A  slave, he said. 
And  do  they  esteem  a  slave of more  value  than you who 

are  their  son?  And  do  they  entrust  their  property to  him 
rather  than  to you ? and allow  him  to do  what  he likes, when 
they  prohibit  you ? Answer  me  now : Are you your own 
master,  or  do  they  not  even  allow  that ? 

mule-cart if you  like  ;-they will permit  that ? 

Nay, he  said ; of course  they  do  not allow it. 
Then you have a master ? 
Yes, my tutor ; there  he is. 
And  is  he  a  slave ? 
To be  sure ; he  is  our slave, he  replied. 
Surely, I- said,  this is a strange  thing,  that a free man He is a 

should be governed by a slave. And  what  does  he  do t::Tr 
with  you ? governed 

H e  takes  me to my teachers. 
You do  not  mean  to  say  that  your  teachers  also  rule  over 

Of  course  they do. 
Then I must  say  that  your  father is pleased to  inflict many 

lords  and  masters  on you. But  at  any  rate  when you go 
home  to  your  mother,  she will let you have  your  own way, 
and will not  interfere  with  your  happiness ; her wool, or  the He may 
piece of cloth which she  is weaving, are  at  your  disposal : ~~:~~~ 
I am Sure that  there  is  nothing to hinder you from touching mother's 

her  wooden  spathe,  or  her comb, or  any  other of her ;,$''g 
spinning implements. ments, 

by a slave. 

you ? 

Nay, Socrates,  he  replied,  laughing;  not  only  does  she 



56 
Lysis. 

SWEATES, 
LYSIS. 

and  he 
derives no 
good from 
all his 
parents' 
wealth. 

write  or 
But he may 

read or 

lyre at 
tune  the 

his own 
discretion. 

People will 
trust him 
in  what he 
under- 
stands. 

But h neuy do 

hinder me, but  I  should  be  beaten, if I were  to  touch  one  of 
them. 

Well, I  said,  this is amazing.  And  did  you  ever  behave 
ill to  your  father  or  your  mother ? 

No, indeed,  he  replied. 
But  why  then  are  they so terribly  anxious  to  prevent YOU 

from  being  happy,  and  doing  as  you  like  ?-keeping  you  all 
day  long  in  subjection  to  another,  and,  in a word,  doing 
nothing  which  you  desire; so that  you  have  no  good,  as 
would  appear,  out of their  great  possessions,  which  are  under 209 
the  control of anybody  rather  than of  you, and  have  no  use 
of your  own  fair  person,  which  is  tended  and  taken  care of 
by another ; while you, Lysis,  are  master of nobody,  and  can 
do  nothing ? 

Why,  he  said,  Socrates,  the  reason is that  I  am  not of 
age. 

I doubt  whether  that  is  the  real  reason, I said ; for  I 
should  imagine  that  your  father  Democrates,  and  your 
mother,  do  permit  you  to  do  many  things  already,  and  do 
not  wait  until  you  are of age:  for  example, if they  want 
anything  read  or  written,  you, I presume,  would  be  the  first 
person  in  the  house  who is summoned by them. 

Very  true. 
And  you  would  be  allowed  to  write  or  read  the  letters 

in  any  order  which  you  please,  or  to  take  up  the  lyre  and 
tune  the  notes,  and  play  with  the  fingers,  or  strike  with  the 
plectrum,  exactly  as  you  please,  and  neither  father  nor 
mother  would  interfere  with  you. 

That  is true,  he  said. 
Then  what  can  be  the  reason,  Lysis, I said,  why  they 

allow  you  to  do  the  one  and  not  the  other? 
I suppose,  he  said,  because I understand  the  one,  and  not 

the  other. 
Yes,  my  dear  youth,  I  said,  the  reason is not  any  de- 

ficiency of years,  but  a  deficiency of knowledge ; and  when- 
ever  your  father  thinks  that  you  are  wiser  than  he is, he will 
instantly  commit  himself  and  his  possessions  to  you, 

I  think so. 
Aye,  I said ; and  about  your  neighbour, too, does  not  the 

same  rule  hold  as  about  your  father ? If  he is satisfied  that 
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you  know  more  of  housekeeping  than  he  does, will he Lysis. 
continue  to  administer  his affairs  himself, or will he  commit SCCRATES, 

them  to  you ? LKSIS. 

I think  that  he will commit  them  to me. 
Will  not  the  Athenian  people, too, entrust  their affairs  to Even  the 

you  when  they  see  that  you  have  wisdom  enough  to  manage t::ys 
them ? great king 

Yes. 
And  oh ! let  me  put  another  case, I said : There is the manage 

great  king,  and  he  has  an  eldest  son,  who is the  Prince zirrs, to 

of Asia  ;-suppose  that  you  and I go  to  him  and  establish  to cook for 
his  satisfaction  that  we  are  better  cooks  than  his son, will he them,  to 
not  entrust to us  the  prerogative of making  soup,  and  putting eyes, if he 
in anything  that we  like  while  the  pot  is boiling, rather  than  to knows how 
the  Prince of Asia,  who  is  his  son ? 

will allow 
him to 

cure  their 

and can 
be of any 

To us, clearly. use to 
And  we  shall  be  allowed  to  throw in salt by handfuls, them' 

whereas  the  son will not  be  allowed  to  put  in  as  much  as  he 
can  take  up  between  his  fingers? 

Of course. 
Or  suppose  again  that  the  son  has bad eyes, will he  allow 

him, or will he  not  allow  him,  to  touch  his  own  eyes if he 
thinks  that  he  has no knowledge of medicine ? 

210 H e  will not  allow him. 
Whereas, if he  supposes us  to  have  a  knowledge of  medi- 

cine, he will allow  us  to  do  what  we  like with  him-even  to 
open  the  eyes  wide  and  sprinkle  ashes  upon  them,  because  he 
supposes  that we  know  what is best? 

That  is  true. 
And  everything  in  which  we  appear  to  him  to  be  wiser 

That  is very  true,  Socrates,  he  replied. 
Then now,  my dear  Lysis, I said,  you  perceive  that in 

things  which  we  know  every  one will trust  us,-Hellenes  and 
barbarians,  men  and  women,-and  we  may  do  as  we  please 
about  them,  and  no  one will like  to  interfere  with u s ;  we 
shall  be  free,  and  masters of others ;' and  these  things will be 
really  ours,  for  we  shall be benefited by them.  But  in  things 
of which  we  have no  understanding, no one will trust us 
to  do  as  seems  good  to us-they  will hinder us as  far  as  they 

than  himself  or  his  son  he will commit  to us ? 



58 The two fri&nds, 
LYS~S. can;  and  not  only  strangers, but father  and  mother,  and  the 

SOCRATES, friend, if there be  one, who  is  dearer still,  will also  hinder US ; 
and we shall be subject to others;  and  these  things will not 
be ours,  for  we  shall  not be benefited by them. Do you 
agree ? 

LYSIS. 

H e  assented. 
And  shall we be friends  to  others,  and will any  others love 

Certainly  not. 
Neither  can  your  father  or  mother love  you, nor  can any- 

body love anybody else,  in so far  as  they  are  useless to 
them ? 

No. 

us, in  as  far  as  we  are  useless  to  them? 

tiemust And  therefore, my boy, if you  are wise,  all men will be 
be , your  friends  and  kindred, for you will  be  useful and  good ; 

useful and but if you are  not wise, neither  father,  nor  mother,  nor  kindred, 
nor  any  one else,  will  be your  friends.  And in matters 

Havingno of which  you have  as  yet  no  knowledge, can you have  any 
he has no conceit of knowledge ? knowledge 

conceit or That is  impossible, he  replied. 
linowledge. And you, Lysis, if you require  a  teacher,  have  not  yet 

learn  then I 

wise. 

attained  to wisdom. 
True. 
And  therefore you are  not conceited, having  nothing of 

Indeed,  Socrates,  I  think not. 
When I heard him say this, I turned to Hippothales,  and 

was very  nearly  making  a  blunder,  for I was going  to  say to 
him : That  is  the way, Hippothales,  in which  you should talk 
to your beloved, humbling  and  lowering him, and  not  as you 
do,  puffing  him  up and  spoiling him. But I saw that  he  was 
in  great  excitement  and confusion at  what  had  been  said,  and 
I remembered  that,  although  he  was  in  the  neighbourhood,  he 
did  not  want to be  seen by Lysis ; soupon  second  thoughts 211 
I  refrained, 

which to be conceited. 

Lysisasks In  the  meantime  Menexenus came  back and  sat  down 
to argue in  his  place by Lysis ; and Lysis, in  a  childish  and  affec- Socrates 

with tionate  manner,  whispered  privately in  my  ear, so that 
Mene- Menexenus  should  not  hear : Do, Socrates, tell Menexenus xenus. 

what you have  been  telling me. 
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Suppose  that  you  tell him yourself,  Lysis, I replied ; for I Lysis. 
am sure  that  you  were  attending. SOCRATCS, 

Certainly,  he  replied. 
Try,  then,  to  remember  the  words,  and  be  as  exact  as  you MENEXENUS. 

LYSIS 
CTESIPPUS. 

can  in  repeating  them  to him, and if you  have  forgotten any- 
thing,  ask  me  again  the  next  time  that you see me. 

I will  be sure  to  do so, Socrates ; but go on telling him 
something new, and let  me  hear,  as  long  as I am allowed to 
stay. 

I certainly  cannot  refuse, I said,  since  you  ask  me ; but 
then,  as  you know, Menexenus  is  very  pugnacious,  and  there- 
fore  you  must  come  to  the  rescue if he  attempts  to  upset me. 

Yes,  indeed,  he  said ; he is  very  pugnacious,  and  that  is  the 
reason  why I want  you  to  argue with  him. 

That I may  make  a fool of myself? 
No, indeed,  he  said ; but I want  you  to  put  him  down. 
That  is  no  easy  matter, I replied;  for  he  is  a  terrible 

fellow-a pupil of Ctesippus.  And  there  is  Ctesippus h i m  
self:  do  you  see  him ? 

Never  mind,  Socrates,  you  shall  argue with  him. 
Well, I suppose  that I must, I replied. 
Hereupon  Ctesippus  complained  that  we  were  talking in 

secret,  and  keeping  the  feast  to  ourselves. 
I shall  be  happy, I said,  to  let  you  have  a  share.  Here is 

Lysis,  who  does  not  understand  something  that I was  saying, 
and  wants me  to  ask  Menexenus, who, as  he  thinks, is likely 
to know. 

And  why  do  you  not  ask  him ? he  said. 
Very well, I said, I will;  and  do you, Menexenus,  answer. 

But  first I must tell you  that I am  one  who from  my child- 
hood  upward  have  set my heart  upon a certain  thing. All 
people  have  their  fancies ; some  desire  horses,  and  others 
dogs ; and  some  are fond of gold, and  others of honour. 
Now, I have  no  violent  desire of any  of  these  things;  but 
I have a passion  for  friends ; and I would rather  have  a  good 
friend  than  the  best cock or quail  in  the  world : I would even 
go further,  and  say  the  best  horse  or  dog. Yea, by the dog 

212 of Egypt, I should  greatly  prefer  a  real  friend to all the  gold 
of Darius, or  even  to  Darius  himself: I am  such  a  lover of 
friends  as that.  And  when I see  you  and  Lysis,  at  your 

Socrates 
has set his 
heart  upon 
having a 
friend  but 

been able 
has  never 

to.find 
one. 
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Lysis. early age, so easily  possessed of this  treasure,  and so soon, 
SOCRATES, he of you, and  you of  him, I am  amazed  and  delighted,  seeing 

that I myself, although I am  now  advanced  in  years,  am so 
far from having  made  a  similar  acquisition,  that I do  not  even 

AS I.ysis know  in  what  way  a  friend is acquired.  But I want  to  ask 
and Me- you  a  question  about this,  for  you have  experience : tell  me 
have then,  when  one  loves  another, is the  lover  or  the beloved the 

in  friend- 
experience friend ; or  may  either  be  the  friend ? 
ship  he Either may, I should  think, be the  friend of either. 
wouldask Do you  mean, I said,  that  if  only  one of them loves the 
a question 
of them :- other,  they  are  mutual  friends ? 
Is the  lover Yes,  he  said;  that is my  meaning. 
be,oved the But  what if the  lover  is  not loved  in return?  which  is 
friend? a  very  possible  case. 

Yes. 
O r  is, perhaps,  even  hated?  which i s  a fancy which 

sometimes is entertained by lovers  respecting  their beloved. 
Nothing can exceed  their love ; and  yet  they  imagine  either 
that  they  are  not loved in return,  or  that  they  are  hated. 
Is not  that  true ? 

M E N E X E N U S  

nexenus 

or the 

Yes,  he  said,  quite  true. 

Or must 
there be 
in  Iriend- 

return.of 
ship a 

love ? 

Yet many 
things  are 
dear  which 

in  return ; 
do not love 

arrive at 
and so we 

In that  case,  the  one loves, and  the  other  is loved ? 
Yes. 
Then which is the  friend of which ? Is the  lover  the  friend 

of the beloved, whether  he be  loved in  return,  or  hated ; or 
is the beloved the  friend;  or is there  no  friendship  at  all  on 
either  side,  unless  they  both love one  another? 

There would seem  to be none  at all. 
Then  this  notion  is  not  in  accordance with our  previous  one. 

W e  were  saying  that  both  were  friends, if one  only loved ; 
but now, unless  they  both love, neither is a friend. 

That  appears  to  be  true. 
Then  nothing which does  not love  in return  is beloved by 

I think  not. 
Then  they  are  not  lovers of horses,  whom  the  horses  do 

not love in  return ; nor  lovers of  quails,  nor  of  dogs, nor  of 
wine, nor of gymnastic  exercises,  who  have  no  return of love; 
no, nor of  wisdom, unless  wisdom loves them  in  return. 
O r  shall we say  that  they do love them,  although  they  are 

a  lover ? 
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not beloved by  them ; and  that  the  poet  was  wrong  who Lysis. 
sings- 

hoofs, and  dogs of chase,  and  the  stranger of another  land’? 
‘Happy  the  man to whom  his  children  are  dear,  and  steeds  having  single 

I do  not  think  that  he  was  wrong. 
You think  that  he  is  right? 
Yes. 
‘Then, Menexenus,  the  conclusion is, that  what  is beloved, 

whether  loving  or  hating,  may  be  dear  to  the  lover of  it : for 
example,  very  young  children,  too  young to love, or even 

213 hating  their  father or mother  when  they  are  punished by them, 
are  never  dearer  to  them  than  at  the  time  when  they  are  being 

SOCRATE, 
MENEXENUS. 
the con- 
clusion that 
what is 

dear  and 
beloved is 

not what 
loves ; 

as, for 
example, 
young 
children - 

hated by them. when 

I think  that  what  you  say is true. 
they are 
punished 

And, if so, not  the  lover,  but  the  beloved, is the  friend or :irE:: 
dear  one ? 

Yes. 
And  the  hated  one,  and  not  the  hater, is the  enemy? 
Clearly. 
Then  many  men  are  loved by their  enemies,  and  hated by What  then 

their  friends,  and  are  the  friends of their  enemies,  and  the 
enemies of their  friends.  Yet  how  absurd,  my  dear  friend, That 
or indeed  impossible is this  paradox of a man  being  an :h::::er 
enemy to his  friend or a  friend  to  his  enemy. nor  the 

I quite  agree,  Socrates, in what  you  say. beloved 
But if this  cannot be, the  lover will be  the  friend of that together 

which  is  loved ? are friends. 
True. 
And  the  hater will be  the  enemy of that  which is hated ? 
Certainly. 
Yet  we  must  acknowledge  in  this,  as in the  preceding 

instance,  that  a  man  may  be  the  friend of one  who  is  not  his 
friend, or who  may  be  his  enemy,  when  he  loves  that  which 
does  not  love  him or which  even  hates him. And  he  may  be 
the  enemy of one who  is  not  his  enemy,  and  is  even  his 
friend:  for  example,  when  he  hates’  that  which  does  not 
hate  him, or which  even  loves him. 

nor  both 

That  appears  to  be  true. 

1 Omitting +IA$, or reading p u $  iustead. 
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LYSIS. 

The poets 
say that 
' God is 
ever 
drawing 
like 

like, 
towards 

Lysis. But if the  lover  is  not a friend,  nor  the beloved a  friend, 
SOCRATES, nor  both  together,  what  are  we  to  say?  Whom  are  we,  to 
MENEXENUS, call friends to one  another? Do any  remain ? 

Indeed,  Socrates, I cannot find any. 
But, 0 Menexenus ! I said,  may  we  not  have  been  alto- 

gether  wrong in our  conclusions? 
I am  sure  that  we  have  been  wrong,  Socrates,  said  Lysis. 

And  he  blushed  as  he  spoke,  the  words  seeming to come 
from his  lips  involuntarily,  because  his  whole  mind  was  taken 
up with the  argument;  there  was  no  mistaking  his  attentive 
look  while he was  listening. 

I was  pleased  at  the  interest which was  shown by Lysis, 
and I wanted  to give Menexenus  a  rest, so I turned  to him 
and said, I think,  Lysis,  that  what  you  say is true,  and  that, 
if we  had  been  right, we should  never  have  gone so far 
wrong;  let u s  proceed  no  further in this  direction (for the 
road seems  to be getting  troublesome), but take  the  other 
path  into which we turned,  and  see  what  the  poets  have  to 
say;  for they  are  to u s  in  a  manner  the  fathers  and  authors 214 
of wisdom, and  they  speak of friends in no  light  or  trivial 
manner,  but  God himself, as  they  say,  makes  them  and  draws 
them  to  one  another;  and  this  they  express, if I am not 
mistaken, in the following words :- 

' God is ever drawing like towards  like,  and  making them  acquainted.' 

I dare  say  that you have  heard  those  words. 
Yes,  he  said ; I have. 
And  have  you  not  also  met with the  treatises of philo- 

sophers  who  say  that  like  must love like?  they  are  the 
people  who  argue  and  write  about  nature  and  the  universe. 

Very  true,  he  replied. 
And  are  they  right in saying  this ? 
They may be. 
Perhaps, I said,  about half, or possibly, altogether,  right, if 

their  meaning  were  rightly  apprehended by us. For  the 
more  a bad man  has  to do with a bad man,  and  the  more 
nearly  he  is  brought  into  contact with  him, the  more  he will 
be likely to hate him, for  he  injures him ; and  injurer  and 
injured  cannot  be  friends. Is  not  that  true ? 

Yes,  he  said. 



N o ,  not the like, but on& the good. 6 ;  

Then  one half of the  saying is untrue, if the wicked are like tp;~. 
one  another ? 

That  is  true. 
Sc€RAres, 
LYSIS. 

But  the  real  meaning of the  saying,  as I imagine, is, that meaning 

the  good  are  like  one  another,  and  friends  to  one  another; :k'$zied, 
and  that  the bad, as is oft,en said of them,  are  never  at  unity 
with one  another  or with themselves ; for they  are  passionate 
and  restless,  and  anything  which is at  variance  and  enmity 
with  itself is not  likely  to be in  union or  harmony with any 
other  thing. Do you  not  agree ? 

Yes, I do. 
Then, my  friend,  those  who  say  that  the  like  is  friendly  to but only 

the  like  mean  to  intimate, if I rightly  apprehend  them,  that ~~~?'Y'ds~ 
the  good  only  is  the  friend of the good, and of him only ; but 
that  the evil never  attains  to  any  real  friendship,  either with 
good or  evil. Do you  agree ? 

He nodded  assent. 
Then now we know  how  to  answer  the  question ' W h o  

are  friends?' for the  argument  declares  'That  the  good  are 
friends.' 

Yes,  he  said,  that is true. 
Yes, I replied;  and  yet I am  not  quite  satisfied with this 

answer.  By  heaven,  and  shall I tell  you what I suspect? 
I will. Assuming  that like, inasmuch  as  he is like, is the 
friend of like, and useful to  him-or  rather  let  me  try  another 
way of putting  the  matter : Can  like  do  any  good  or  harm to But what 

like  which he  could  not  do  to himself, or  suffer  anything ~ ~ ~ ~ ' ~ n  
from his  like which he would not  suffer from himself?  And thegood 

215 if neither  can  be of any  use  to  the  other,  how  can  they  be ::::," 
loved by one  another ? Can  they  now ? which  they 

They cannot. could  not 
And  can  he  who is not loved  be a  friend ? 
Certainly not. 
But  say  that  the  like is not  the  friend of the like  in so far 

as  he  is  like; still the good may  be  the  friend of the  good  in 
so far  as  he is good ? 

do for 
tl~emselves? 

True. 
But  then  again, will not  the  good,  in so far as  he is good, Thegood 

be  sufficient for  himself?  Certainly  he will. And  he  who is :; 
sufficient wants  nothing-that is implied  in the  word sufficient. friends. 
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Lysis. 

S X R A T E S ,  
LUSlS. 

word of a 
Another 

poet : 
‘ Potter 
quarrels 
with 
potter.’ 

Friendship 
then is of 
opposites. 

The  like  is the enemy of like. 

Of  course not. 
And  he  who  wants  nothing will desire  nothing? 
H e  will  not. 
Neither  can  he  love  that which he  does  not  desire? 
H e  cannot. 
And  he  who  loves  not is not  a  lover  or  friend ? 
Clearly  not. 
What  place  then is there for friendship, if, when  absent, 

good  men  have  no  need of one  another  (for  even  when  alone 
they  are  sufficient  for  themselves),  and  when  present  have  no 
use of one  another ? How  can  such  persons  ever  be  induced 
to value  one  another ? 

They cannot. 
And  friends  they  cannot be, unless  they  value  one  an- 

Very  true. 
But  see now, Lysis,  whether  we  are  not  being  deceived  in 

How so ? he  replied. 
Have I not  heard  some  one say, as I just  now  recollect, 

that  the  like is the  greatest  enemy of the like, the  good of the 
good ?“Yes,  and  he  quoted  the  authority of Hesiod,  who 
says : 

other ? 

all  this-are  we  not  indeed  entirely  wrong? 

‘Potter quarrels  with potter, bard  with  bard, 
Beggar  with  beggar ; ’ 

and of all  other  things  he affirmed, in  like  manner, ‘That  of 
necessity  the  most  like  are most  full of envy,  strife, and 
hatred of one  another,  and  the most unlike, of friendship. 
For  the  poor  man is compelled  to  be  the  friend of the  rich, 
and  the  weak  requires  the  aid of the  strong,  and  the sick man 
of the  physician ; and  every  one  who  is  ignorant,  has  to  love 
and  court him who knows.’ And  indeed  he  went  on  to  say 
in  grandiloquent  language,  that  the  idea of friendship  exist- 
ing  between  similars is not  the  truth,  but  the  very  reverse of 
the  truth,  and  that  the most opposed  are  the  most  friendly ; 
for  that  everything  desires  not  like but that  which  is  most 
unlike : for example,  the  dry  desires  the moist, the cold the 
hot,  the  bitter  the sweet, the  sharp  the  blunt,  the void the full, 
the full the void, and so of all other  things ; for the  opposite 
is the food of the  opposite,  whereas  like  receives  nothing from 
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216 like. And I thought  ,that  he  who  said  this  was  a  charming Lysis. 
man,  and  that  he  spoke well. What  do  the  rest of you S ~ R A T W  

say ? 

xenus. 

posites ? 

MENEXENUS. 

I should  say,  at  first  hearing,  that  he  is  right,  said  Mene- 

Then we are  to  say  that  the  greatest  friendship is of op- 

Exactly. 
Yes,  Menexenus ; but will not  that  be  a  monstrous  answer ? But this is 

and will not  the  all-wise  eristics be down  upon us in :tr:z:- 
'triumph,  and ask,  fairly  enough, whether  love  is  not  the  very doctrine. 
opposite of hate ; and  what  answer  shall  we  make  to  them- E:ndship 
must  we  not  admit  that  they  speak  the  truth ? 

We must. 
They will then  proceed  to  ask  whether  the  enemy  is 

the  friend of the  friend,  or  the  friend  the  friend of the 
enemy? 

and not of 
is of love 

hate. 

Neither,  he  replied. 
Well,  but  is  a  just  man  the  friend of the  unjust,  or  the 

I do not  see  how  that  is  possible. 
And yet, I said, if friendship  goes by contraries,  the  con- 

They'must. 
Then  neither  like  and  like  nor  unlike  and  unlike  are Then 

I suppose not. 
And  yet  there  is  a  further  consideration : may  not  all and 

temperate of the  intemperate,  or  the  good of the bad ? 

traries  must be friends. 

friends. neither like 
and like, 
nor  unlike 

are friends. 
these  rotions of friendship  be  erroneous ? but  may  not  that 
which  is  neither  good  nor  evil  still  in  some  cases  be  the 
friend of the  good ? 

How do  you  mean ? he  said. 
Why  really, I said,  the  truth  is  that I do  not  know;  but The 

my head  is  dizzy  with  thinking  of  the  argument,  and  there- izty 
fore I hazard  the  conjecture,  that  'the  beautiful  is  the  friend,' also the 
as  the  old  proverb  says.  Beauty  is  certainly  a soft, smooth, 
slippery  thing,  and  therefore of a nature  which  easily  slips the neither 
in  and  permeates  our  souls. For I affirm that  the  good  is EvT! nor 
the  beautiful. You will agree to that?  

Yes. 
VOL. I. F 
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Ly.pir. This  I say  from  a  sort of notion  that  what  is  neither 
SCXRATKS, good  nor  evil is the  friend of the  beautiful  and  the  good,  and 

I will tell. you  why I am  inclined  to  think so :  I assume, 
that  there  are  three  principles-the  good,  the  bad,  and  that 
which  is  neither  good  nor  bad, Y o u  would  agree-would 
you  not? 

MENEXRNUS. 

I agree. 
And  neither is the  good  the  friend of the  good,  nor  the 

evil  of the evil, nor  the  good of the evil  ;-these  alternatives 
are  excluded by the  previous  argument;  and  therefore, if 
there  be  such  a  thing  as  friendship  or  love  at all,  we must 
infer  that  what is neither  good  nor  evil  must  be  the  friend, 
either of the  good,  or of that  which is neither  good  nor 
evil, for  nothing  can  be  the  friend of the  bad. 

True. 
But  neither  can  like  be  the  friend of like, as we were  just 

now saying. 
True. 
And if so, that  which  is  neither  good  nor evil can  have no 

Clearly  not. 
Then  the  good  alone is the  friend of that  only  which is 

That  may  be  assumed  to  be  certain. 217 

friend  which is neither  good  nor evil. 

neither  good  nor  evil. 

Analomof And  does  not  this  seem  to  put us in  the  right  way ? Just 
medicine. remark,  that  the  body  which is in  health  requires  neither 

medical  nor  any  other aid, but is well  enough ; and  the 
healthy  man  has  no  love of the  physician,  because  he is in 
health. 

He has  none. 
But  the  sick  loves  him,  because  he is sick? 

The  human 
body, Certainly. 
which is . And  sickness is an evil, and  the  art  of  medicine  a  good 

good  nor 
evil in Yes. 

by reason 
of the nor  evil? 
presence of True. 
evil, have 
needof And  the  body  is  compelled  by  reason  of  disease  to  court 
good. and  make  friends of the art ofmedicine? 

and  useful  thing ? 

But  the  human  body,  regarded  as  a  body,  is  neither  good 
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Yes. Lysis. 
Then  that  which is  neither  good  nor evil becomes  the SOCRATES, 

So we  may  infer. 
.4nd clearly  this  must  have  happened before that  which 

was  neither  good  nor evil had  become  altogether  corrupted 
with the e1emen.t of evil-if  itself had  become evil  it  would 
not  still  desire  and love the  good; for, as we were  saying, 
the evil cannot be the  friend of the  good. 

friend of good, by reason of the  presence of evil ? MsrExexUs. 

Impossible. 
Further, I must  observe  that  some  substances  are  assimi- Evil may 

lated  when  others  are  present  with  them;  and  there  are ::/;E::'; 
some  which  are  not  assimilated:  take, for example,  the assimi- 

case of an  ointment or colour which is  put  on  another lated* 

substance. 
Very  good. 
In  such a case, is the  substance  which  is  anointed  the 

same  as  the  colour  or  ointment? 
What  do you  mean ? he said. 
This  is  what I mean : Suppose  that I were  to  cover  your 

auburn  locks  with  white  lead,  would  they  be  really white, 
or would they  only  appear  to  be  white ? 

They would  only  appear  to be white,  he  replied. 
And  yet  whiteness would  be present  in  them ? 
True. 
But  that  would  not  make  them  at  all  the  more  white,  not- 

withstanding  the  presence of white  in  them-they  would  not 
be  white  any  more  than black ? 

No. 
But  when  old  age  infuses  whiteness  into  them,  then  they 

Certainly. 
Now I want  to  know  whether  in  all  cases  a  substance  is 

assimilated by the  presence of another  substance ; or  must 
the  presence  be  after  a  peculiar  sort ? 

become  assimilated,  and  are  white by the  presence of white. 

The  latter,  he  said. 
Then  that  which  is  neither  good  nor evil may  be in the 

presence of evil, but  not  as  yet evil, and  that  has  happened 
before  now ? 

Yes. 
E ' P  



68 But, aZas ! we have gained a shadow on&. 
Lysis. And  when  anything  is  in  the  presence  of evil, not  being  as 

SOCRATES, yet  evil,  the  presence  of  good  arouses  the  desire  of  good  in 
MRNEXENUS. 
The 
presence of evil, takes  away  the  desire  and  friendship  of  the  good ; for 
e v i l ~ ~ ~ s e s  that  which  was  once  both  good  and  evil  has  now  become  evil 
not evil the only,  and  the  good  was  supposed  to  have  no  friendship in what is 

desire of with  the evil ? 
good. 

that  thing;  but  the  presence of evil, which  makes a thing 218 

None. 
And  therefore  we  say  that  those  who  are  already wise, 

whether  Gods  or men, are  no  longer  lovers of wisdom ; nor 
can  they  be  lovers of wisdom  who are ignorant  to  the  extent 
of  being evil, for  no evil or  ignorant  person  is a lover  of 
wisdom. There  remain  those  who  have  the  misfortune  to 
be  ignorant,  but  are  not  .yet  hardened  in  their  ignorance,  or 
void of understanding,  and  do  not  as  yet  fancy  that  they  know 
what  they  do  not  know:  and  therefore  those  who are the 
lovers  of  wisdom  are  as  yet  neither  good  nor bad. But  the 
bad do  not  love  wisdom  any  more  than  the  good ; for, as  we 
.have  already  seen,  neither  is  unlike  the  friend  of  unlike,  nor 
like  of  like.  You  remember  that ? 

Yes,  they  both  said. 

is the love 
Friendship And so, Lysis  and  Menexenus,  we  have  discovered  the 
ofthegood nature of friendship-there  can  be  no  doubt  of  it : Friend- 
when evil ship  is  the  love  which by reason  of  the  presence of  evil the 

neither  good  nor evil has  of  the  good,  either  in  the soul, or  
in  the body, o r  anywhere. 

They  both  agreed  and  entirely  assented,  and  for a 
moment I rejoiced  and  was  satisfied  like a huntsman  just 
holding  fast  his  prey.  But  then  a  most  unaccountable 
suspicion  came  across  me,  and I felt that  the  conclusion 
was  untrue. I was  pained,  and  said,  Alas ! Lysis  and 
Menexenus, I am  afraid  that  we  have  been  grasping  at a 
shadow  only. 

is present. 

Why   do  you  say so ? said  Menexenus. 
hrgn- I am  afraid, I said,  that  the  argument  about  friendship  is 
like men, false : arguments,  like  men,  are  often  pretenders. ments, 

are often How  do  you  mean ? he  asked. 
pretenders. Well, I said ; look at  the  matter  in  this  way : a  friend  is 

Certainly  he is. 
the  friend of some  one ; is  he  not ? 



FOY the end, not the means, is what  we  wish. 69 

And  has  he a motive  and  object  in  being a friend, or  has &vis. 
he  no  motive  and  object ? SOCRATES, 

He  has , a  motive  and  object, 
And is the  object  which  makes him a  friend,  dear to  him, 

or  neither  dear  nor  hateful  to him ? 
I do  not  quite follow  you, he said. 
I do  not  wonder  at that, I said.  But  perhaps, if I put  the 

matter  in  another way, you will  be able  to follow  me, and my 
own  meaning will  be clearer  to  myself. The  sick man, as  
I was  just  now  saying,  is  the  friend of the  physician--is  he 
not ? 

MENEXENUS, 
LYSIS. 

Yes. 
And  he  is  the  friend of the  physician  because of disease, 

and  for  the  sake of health ? 
Yes. 
And  disease  is  an  evil ? 
Certainly, 
And  what of health ? I said. Is that  good or evil, or  

neither ? 
219 Good, he replied. 

And  we  were  saying, I believe, that  the  body  being  neither 
good  nor evil, because of disease,  that  is  to  say  because of  evil, 
is  the  friend of medicine,  and  medicine  is a good : and 
medicine  has  entered  into  this  friendship for the  sake  of 
health,  and  health  is  a  good. 

True. 
And  is  health  a  friend,  or  not  a  friend ? 
A  friend. 
And  disease  is  an  enemy ? 
Yes. 
Then  that  which is neither  good  nor evil i s   the  friend of 

the  good  because of the evil and  hateful,  and  for  the  sake of 
the  good  and  the  friend ? 

Clearly. 
Then  the friend  is  a  friend  for  the  sake of the  friend,  and 

That is to  be  inferred. 
Then  at  this  point,  my boys,  let us take  heed,  and be on 

our  guard  against  deceptions. I will not  again  repeat  that 
the  friend is the  friend of the  friend,  and  the  like of the like, 

because of the  enemy ? 
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which  has  been  declared by us  to  be  an  impossibility; but, 
in  order  that  this  new  statement  may  not  delude US, let US 

attentively  examine  another  point,  which I will proceed  to 
explain : Medicine,  as  we  were  saying,  is  a  friend,  or  dear  to 
us for  the  sake of health ? 

Yes. 
And  health is also  dear ? 
Certainly. 
And if dear,  then  dear  for  the  sake of something? 
Yes. 
And  surely  this  object must also be dear,  as is implied in 

Yes. 
And  that  something  dear  involves  something  else  dear ? 
Yes. 
But  then,  proceeding in this way, shall  we  not  arrive 

at  some  first  principle of friendship  or  dearness which  is not 
capable of being  referred  to  any  other,  for  the  sake of which, 
as  we  maintain,  all  other  things  are  dear,  and,  having  there 
arrived,  we  shall  stop ? 

our previous  admissions ? 

True. 
My fear is that  all  those  other  things,  which,  as we say,  are 

dear  for  the  sake of another,  are  illusions  and  deceptions 
only,  but  where  that  first  principle is, there  is  the  true  ideal of 
friendship.  Let  me  put  the  matter  thus : Suppose  the  case 
of  a  great  treasure  (this  may be a  son,  who is more  precious 
to  his  father  than all  his  other  treasures) ; would not  the 
father,  who  values  his  son  above  all  things,  value  other  things 
also  for  the  sake of h i s   son?  I mean,  for  instance, if he 
knew  that  his  son  had  drunk  hemlock,  and  the  father  thought 
that wine would save him, he would value the wine? 

H e  would. 
And  also  the  vessel  which  contains  the  wine? 
Certainly. 
But  does  he  therefore  value  the  three  measures  of wine, or  

the  earthen  vessel  which  contains  them,  equally with his son ? 
Is not  this  rather  the  true  state of the  case ? All  his  anxiety 
has  regard  not to the  means  which  are  provided for the  sake 220 

of an object, but  to  the  object  for  the  sake  of which they  are 
provided.  And  although  we  may  often  say  that gold and 
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silver  are  highly  valued by us, that is not  the  truth;  for LyJjJ. 
there is a  further object, whatever it may be, which we value s ~ ~ ~ ~ ,  
most of all, and  for  the  sake  of which gold  and  all  our bfENEXENUS. 

other  possessions  are  acquired by us. Am I not  right? 
Yes, certainly. 
And  may.not  the  same be said of the  friend ? That which 

is only  dear  to us  for  the  sake of something  else is improperly 
said  to be dear, but the  truly  dear is that  in which  all these 
so-called dear  friendships  terminate. 

That,  he  said,  appears to be true. 
And  the  truly  dear  or  ultimate  principle of friendship  is  not 

True. 
Then we have  done with the  notion  that  friendship  has 

any  further object.  May we then  infer  that  the  good  is  the 
friend ? 

for the  sake of any  other  or  further  dear. 

I think so. 
And  the  good is loved for  the  sake  of  the evil ? Let me 'IYE good 

put  the  case  in  this  way : Suppose  that of the  three  principles, loved for 
which is 

good,  evil, and  that  which  is  neither  good  nor evil, there  re- the  sake 
mained  only  the  good  and  the  neutral,  and  that evil went  far . 
away, and  in  no  way affected soul  or body, nor  ever  at all only. 

that  class of things which, as  we say, are  neither  good  nor :z:zr 
evil in  themselves ;-would the  good be of any use, or  other principle 
than  useless  to us?  For if there  were  nothing  to  hurt us any :;::,?'; 
longer, we should  have  no  need of anything  that would do US this is 
good. Then would  be clearly  seen  that  we  did but  love and required. 
desire  the  good  because of the evil, and  as  the  remedy  of  the 
evil, which  was  the  disease ; but if there  had  been  no  disease, 
there would have  been  no  need of a  remedy. Is not  this  the 
nature of the good-to be  loved  by us who  are  placed  between 
the two, because of the evil ? but  there is no  use in the good 
for  its  own  sake. 

I suppose  not. 
Then  the final  principle of friendship,  in which  all other 

friendships  terminated,  those, I mean,  which are  relatively 
dear  and  for  the  sake of something  else, is of another  and  a 
different  nature from them. For  they  are  called  dear be- 
cause of another  dear  or  friend.  But with the  true  friend 
or  dear,  the  case is quite  the  reverse ; for  that is proved  to 

of the evil 
IS relative 
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be  dear  because  of  the  hated,  and if the  hated  were  away 
it  would  be no  longer  dear. 

Very  true,  he  replied : at  any  rate  not if our  present view 
holds good. 

But, oh,! will you  tell me, I said, whether if evil were  to 
perish,  we  should  hunger  any  more,  or  thirst  any  more,  or 
have  any  similar  desire ? O r  may  we  suppose  that  hunger 221 

will remain  while  men  and  animals  remain,  but  not SO as  to 
be  hurtful ? And  the  same of thirst  and  the  other  desires,- 
that  they will remain,  but will not  be  evil  because evil has 
perished?  Or  rather  shall I say,  that  to  ask  what  either will 
be then  or will not  be is ridiculous,  for  who  knows ? This 
we do  know,  that  in  our  present  condition  hunger  may  injure 
us, and  may  also benefit u s  :-Is not  that  true ? 

Yes. 
And in like  manner  thirst  or  any  similar  desire  may  some- 

times  be a good  and  sometimes  an  evil to us. and  sometimes 
neither  one  nor  the  other ? 

To be sure. 
But  is  there  any  reason why, because evil perishes,  that 

None. 
Then,  even if evil  perishes,  the  desires which' are  neither 

Clearly  they will. 
And  must  not  a  man  love  that  which  he  desires  and 

H e  must. 
Then,  even if  evil  perishes,  there  may  still  remain  some 

Yes. 

which is not evil should  perish with  it ? 

good  nor evil  will remain ? 

affects ? 

elements  of  love  or  friendship ? 

But  not if evil is the  cause of friendship : for in that  case 
nothing will  be the  friend of any  other  thing  after  the  de. 
struction of evil;  for  the effect cannot  remain  when  the 
cause is destroyed. 

True. 
And  have  we  not  admitted  already  that  the  friend  loves 

something  for  a  reason 7 and  at  'the  time of making  the 
admission  we  were of opinion  that  the  neither  good  nor evil 
loves the  good  because of the evil ? 
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Very  true. Lph. 
But  now  our  view  is  changed,  and  we  conceive  that  there SOCRAT=, 

I suppose so. 
May  not  the  truth  be  rather, as we were  saying  just now, Is desire 

that  desire  is  the  cause  of  friendship ; for  that  which  desires z:r 
is  dear to that  which  is  desired  at  the  time of desiring i t ?  
and  may  not  the  other  theory  have  been  only a long  story 
about  nothing? 

must  be  some  other  cause of friendship ? M E N E X E N U ~  
LYSIS 

Likely  enough. 
But  surely, I said, he  who  desires,  desires  that of which 

Yes. 
And  that  of  which  he  is in want  is  dear  to  him ? 
True. 
And  he  is  in  want of that of which he  is  deprived ? 
Certainly. 
Then love, and  desire,  and  friendship  would  appear to be yes,- 

of the  natural  or  congenial. Such,  Lysis  and  Menexenus,  is f::E$ra, 
the  inference. or the con- 

he is in  want ? 

They  assented. 
Then if you  are  friends,  you  must  have  natures  which  are 

Certainly,  they  both  said. 
And I say,  my boys, that  no  one  who love; or  desires 

222 another  would  ever  have  loved  or  desired  or  affected him, if 
he  had  not  been  in  some  way  congmial  to him, either  in 
his  soul,  or  in  his  character,  or  in  his  manners,  or  in  his 
form. 

genial. 

congenial  to  one  another ? 

Yes, yes, said  Menexenus.  But  Lysis  was  silent. 
Then, I said,  the  conclusion is, that  what  is  of a congenial 

nature  must  be  loved. 
I t  follows, he  said. 
Then  the lover,  who  is  true  and  no  counterfeit,  must of 

necessity  be  loved by his love. 
Lysis  and  Menexenus  gave a faint  assent to this ; and 

Hippothales  changed  into  all  manner of colours  with  de- 
light. 

Here,  intending  to  revise  the  argument, I said : Can we former 

point  out  any  difference  between  the  congenial  and  the  like ? argument 

But our 
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Lysis. For if that  is  possible,  then I think,  Lysis  and  Menexenus, 

socaATes, there  may  be  some  sense  in  our  argument  about  friendship. 
Lusn. MENEXENUS, But if the  congenial  is  only  the  like,  how will you  get  rid  of 
showed the  other  argument, of the  uselessness of like  to  like  in  as  far 

' that  the as they  are like ; for to  say  that  what  is  useless is dear,  would 
useless be  absurd ? Suppose,  then,  that  we  agree  to  distinguish like was 

thelike: between  the  congenial  and  the like-in the  intoxication 
we  must therefore of argument,  that  may  perhaps  be  allowed. 
find a Very  true. 
way to 
distinguish And  shall  we  further  say  that  the  good  is  congenial,  and 
between the evil uncongenial  to  every  one ? O r  again  that  the  evil is 
the  con- congenial  to  the evil, and  the  good to the  good ; and  that 
the  like. which  is  neither  good  nor evil to  that  which is neither  good genial and 

nor evil ? 
They  agreed  to  the  latter  alternative. 
Then, my  boys,  we have  again  fallen  into  the old discarded 

error;  for  the  unjust will  be the  friend  of  the  unjust,  and  the ' 

bad  of the bad, as well as  the  good of the good. 
That  appears  to  be  the  result. 

Shall we But  again,  if  we  say  that  the  congenial  is  the  same  as  the 
say that good,  in  that  case  the  good  and  he  only will  be the  friend 
the con- 
genial is of the  good. 

But  that But that  too  was a position  of  ours  which,  as you will re- 
proposition 

already W e  remember. 

the good? True. 

hw been member,  has  been  already  refuted by ourselves. 

. disproved. Then  what is to  be  done ? Or  rather  is  there  anything  to 
be  done? I can  only,  like  the  wise  men  who  argue  in 

Aeon- courts,  sum  up  the  arguments :-If neither  the  beloved,  nor 
clusion in which the  lover,  nor  the like, nor  the  unlike,  nor  the  good,  nor  the 
nothing  is congenial,  nor  any  other of whom  we  spoke-for  there  were 
conc'uded* such  a  number of them  that I cannot  remember all-if 

none of these  are  friends, I know  not  what  remains  to  be 
said. 

person,  when  suddenly  we  were  interrupted by the  tutors of 
Lysis  and  Menexenus,  who  came  upon u s  like  an evil 
apparition  with  their  brothers,  and  bade  them go home,  as  it f 

was  getting  late.  At  first,  we  and  the  bystanders  drove 
them off; but  afterwards,  as  they would not mind, and  only i 

Here I was  going  to  invite  the  opinion of some  older 223 : 
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went  on  shouting  in  their  barbarous dialect, and  got  angry, Lysis. 
and  kept  calling  the  boys-they  appeared  to us to  have  been socRATm. 
drinking  rather  too  much  at  the  Hermaea,  which  made  them 
difficult to  manage-we  fairly  gave  way  and  broke up the 
company. 

I said,  however,  a f e i  words  to  the boys at  parting: 0 
Menexenus  and  Lysis,  how  ridiculous  that  you  two boys, and 
I, an old boy, who  would fain  be one of you, should  imagine 
ourselves  to be friends-this  is  what  the  bystanders will 
go  away  and  say-and  as  yet  we  have  not  been  able  to 
discover  what is a  friend! 





LACHES. 





I N T R O D U C T I O N .  

Steph. LYSIMACHUS,  the  son of Aristides the Just,  and Melesias, the son ~ac/r~$. 
of the  elder Thucydides,  two  aged men who live together, are A ~ ~ ~ ~ . ~ , ~ .  

desirous of educating  their sons in the best manner,  Their  own 
179 education, as often happens with the  sons of great men, has  been 

neglected;  and  they  are resolved that  their children  shall  have 
more  care  taken of them, than  they received themselves  at the 
hands of their fathers. 

At  their request, Nicias and  Laches  have accompanied them  to 
see a man  named  Stesilaus fighting in heavy  armour. The  two 

180 fathers ask the two generals  what  they think of this exhibition, and 
whether  they would advise  that  their sons should acquire the ac- 
complishment. Nicias and  Laches are quite willing to'give their 
opinion; but they suggest that  Socrates should be invited to take 
part  in  the consultation. He  is a stranger  to Lysimachus, but is 

181 afterwards recoghised as  the son of his old friend Sophroniscus, 
with whom he  never had a difference to  the hour of his death. 
Socrates  is also  known to Nicias, to whom he had  introduced the 
excellent Damon, musician and  sophist, as a tutor for his  son,  and 
to Laches,  who  had  witnessed his heroic behaviour  at the battle of 
Delium (cp. Symp. 221). 

Socrates, as he  is  younger  than  either Nicias or Laches, prefers 
to wait until they  have  delivered  their opinions, which they give in 
a characteristic  manner. Nicias, the tactician, is  very much in 

182 favour of the  new  art, which he  describes as  the gymnastics of 
war-useful when  the  ranks  are formed, and still more usefvl when 
they  are  broken; creating a general  interest  in military studies, 
and  greatly  adding to the  appearance of the soldier in the field. 

183 Laches, the blunt warrior,  is of opinion that  such an  art is not 
knowledge, and cannot  be of any  value, because the Lacedae- 
monians,  those great  masters of arms, neglect it. His 'own 
experience in actual service has taught  him  that these  pretenders 
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hires. are useless  and ridiculous. This man Stesilaus  has  been seen  by 
ANALYSZS. him  on  board ship making a very  sorry exhibition of himself. The 

possession of the  art will make the coward rash, and subject the 184 
courageous,  if h e  chance to make a slip, to invidious remarks. 
And now let Socrates  be  taken into counsel. As they differ  he 
must  decide. 

Socrates would rather not decide the question by a plurality of 
votes: in such a serious  matter as  the education of a friend's 185 
children, he would consult the one skilled person  who  has had 
masters, and  has  works to show as evidences of his skill. This  is 
not himself; for he  has never been able to pay the sophists for 186 
instructing him, and  has  never had the wit to do or discover any- 
thing.  But  Nicias and  Laches are older and  richer than  he  is : 187 
they have  had teachers,  and  perhaps have made discoveries ; and 
he would  have trusted  them entirely, if they had  not  been diametri- 
cally opposed. 

Lysimachus here proposes to resign the argument  into the 
hands of the younger part of the company, as he  is old, and has 
a bad  memory. He earnestly  requests Socrates to  remain;-in 
this showing, as Nicias says, how little he  knows the man, who 188 
will certainly not go away until he  has cross-examined the company 
about their past lives,  Nicias has often submitted to this  process ; 
and  Laches  is quite willing to learn from Socrates, because his 189 
actions, in the  true Dorian  mode, correspond to his words. 

Socrates  proceeds : W e  might ask  who  are  our teachers ? But 19 
a better  and  more thorough way of examining the question will be 
to'ask, What  is Virtue ? '"or rather, to restrict the enquiry to that 
part of virtue which is concerned with the use of weapons-" What 
is  Courage? ' Laches  thinks  that  he  knows  this : (I) 'He  is 
courageous who  remains at his post.' But some nations fight 191 
flying, after the  manner of Aeneas in Homer ; or  as the heavy- 
armed Spartans also  did at  the battle of Plataea. (2) Socrates 
wants a more  general definition,  not only of military courage, but 192 
of courage of all sorts, tried both amid pleasures and pains. Laches 

. replies  that this universal courage is endurance. But courage is 
a good thing, and  mere  endurance may be hurtful and injurious. 
Therefore (3) the  element of intelligence must be added. But then 193 
again unintelligent endurance may  often  be more courageous than 
the intelligent, the bad than  the good. How is this contradiction 
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to be solved ? Socrates  and  Laches  are not set ‘to the Dorian L,Z&S. 
mode’ of words  and  actions; for their  words are all confusion,  AN^^^^ 

although their actions are courageous. Still  they  must  ‘endure’ 
in an argument  about  endurance.  Laches  is  very willing, and  is 
quite sure that he  knows  what courage is,  if he could only tell. 

194 Nicias is  now appealed to;  and in  reply  he offers a definition 
which he  has heard from Socrates himself, to  the effect that (I) 
‘Courage  is intelligence.’ Laches  derides  this ; and  Socrates 
enquires, ‘What sort of intelligence? ’ to which  Nicias  replies, 

195 ‘Intelligence of things terrible.’ ‘But  every  man  knows  the 
things  to  be  dreaded  in his  own art.’ ‘No  they  do not. They 
may  predict  results, but cannot  tell whether  they  are  really 
terrible;  only  the courageous man can tell that.’ Laches  draws 

196 the inference  that the courageous man is  either a soothsayer  or 
a god. 

Again, (2) in Nicias’ way of speaking, the  term  ‘courageous ’ 
must  be  denied to animals or children,  because they  do not  know 

197 the  danger. Against this inversion of the  ordinary  use of language 
Laches reclaims, but is in some  degree mollified by a compliment 
to his  own courage. Still, he does not like to see  an Athenian 
statesman  and  general  descending to sophistries of this sort. 

198 Socrates  resumes  the  argument. Courage has been defined to  be 
intelligence or knowledge of the  terrible;  and  courage  is not all 

1% virtue,  but only  one of the virtues. The  terrible  is in the future, 
and  therefore  the knowledge of the  terrible is a knowledge of the 
future. But there can be  no knowledge of future good or evil 
separated from a knowledge of the good and evil of the  past ’or 
present ; that is to say, of all good and evil. Courage, therefore,  is 
the knowledge of  good and evil generally.  But he  who has the 
knowledge of  good and evil generally,  must not only  have courage, 

ZOO but  also  temperance,  justice,  and  every  other virtue. Thus, a 
single virtue would be  the  same  as  all virtues (cp. Protagoras, 350 
foll.). And  after all the  two generals, and Socrates, the hero of 
Delium, are still in ignorance of the  nature of courage. They 

ZOI must go to school again, boys, old men  and all. 
Some  points of resemblance,  and  some  points of difference, INTRO. 

appear  in  the  Laches  when compared with the Charmides  and 
Lysis. There  is  less of poetical and  simple  beauty,  and  more 
of dramatic interest  and power. They  are  richer in the  externals 
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LwhcS. of the  scene;  the  Laches  has  more  play  and  development of 

character. In the  Lysis  and  Charmides  the  youths  are  the  central 
figures,  and  frequent allusions are made to  the place of meeting, 
which  is a palaestra. Here  the place of meeting, which  is also a 
palaestra, is  quite forgotten, and  the boys play a subordinate  part. 
The s&nce is of old and  elder men, of whom Socrates  is  the 
youngest. 

First  is  the  aged  Lysimachus,  who may  be  compared with 
Cephalus  in  the Rep,ublic, and, like him, withdraws  from the 
argument. Melesias, who  is  only his shadow,  also  subsides  into 
silence. Both of them,  by  their own confession, have  been ill- 
educated, as  is  further  shown by the  circumstance  that Lysimachus, 
the  friend of Sophroniscus,  has  never  heard of the fame of So- 
crates,  his son ; they  belong  to different circles. In the Meno 
(p. 94) their  want of education in  all but  the  arts of riding  and 
wrestling  is adduced as a proof that  virtue  cannot  be taught. The 
recognition of Socrates  by  Lysimachus  is  extremely graceful ; and 
his military exploits  naturally connect him with  the  two  generals, 
of whom one  has  witnessed them. The  characters of Nicias and 
Laches are indicated by  their opinions on the exhibition of the 
man fighting in  heavy  armour. The  more  enlightened Nicias is 
quite  ready  to accept the  new  art,  which  Laches  treats  with 
ridicule, seeming to think  that this, or any  other military question, 
may be  settled  by asking, What  do  the Lacedaemonians say?’ 
The  one  is  the thoughtful general, willing to avail himself of any 
discovery in  the  art of war  (Aristoph.  Aves, 363) ; the  other  is  the 
practical man, who  relies on his own experience,  and  is  the  enemy 
of innovation ; he  can  act but cannot speak, and  is  apt to lose  his 
temper. It  is to be  noted  that  one of them  is  supposed to be 
a hearer of Socrates ; the  other  is  only  acquainted with his actions. 
Laches  is  the  admirer of the  Dorian  mode ; and  into his mouththe 
remark  is put that  there  are  some  persons who, having never  been 
taught, are  better  than  those  who have. Like a novice in the  art 
of disputation, he  is delighted with  the  hits of Socrates;  and  is 
disposed to be  angry  with  the  refinements of Nicias. 

In the discussion of the main thesis of the Dialogue-‘What is 
Courage?’  the antagonism of the  two  characters  is  still  more 
clearly  brought out ; and in this,  as in the  preliminary question, the 
truth  is  parted  between  them. Gradually, and not without difficulty, 

DUCTION. 
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Laches  is  made to pass on from the  more popular to the more Laches. 
philosophical ; it has  never  occurred to him  that  there  was any IWRO. 

other courage than  that of the  soldier;  and  only  by  an effort of DUCT'oN' 

the mind can he  frame a general notion at all.  No sooner  has  this 
general notion  been formed than it evanesces before the dialectic of 
Socrates ; and Nicias appears  from  the  other  side  with  the  Socratic 
doctrine, that courage is knowledge. This  is explained to  mean 
knowledge of things  terrible in the future. But Socrates  denies  that 
the knowledge of the  future is separable from that of the past  and 
present ; in  other words, true knowledge is not that of the sooth- 
sayer  but of the philosopher. And  all  knowledge will thus  be 
equivalent to all virtue-a position which  elsewhere  Socrates is 
not unwilling to admit,  but  which will not  assist us in distinguish- 
ing  the  nature of courage. In this  part of the Dialogue the contrast 
between the mode of cross-examination  which is practised by 
Laches  and  by  Socrates,  and  also  the  manner  in  which  the definition 
of Laches  is  made to approximate  to  that of  Nicias, are  worthy of 
attention. 

Thus,  with  some intimation of the connexion and unity of virtue 
and knowledge, we  arrive at  no  distinct result. The two aspects 
of courage are  never harmonized. The knowledge  which in  the 
Protagoras  is explained as  the faculty of estimating pleasures  and 
pains is  here lost in an  unmeaning  and  transcendental conception. 
Yet several true intimations of the.  nature of courage are allowed 
to appear: (I) That courage  is  moral as well as  physical: (2) 

That  true courage is  inseparable from  knowledge,  and yet (3) 
is  based  on a natural instinct.  Laches  exhibits  one  aspect of 
courage; Nicias the other. The perfect  image and  harmony of 
both is  only realized in Socrates himself. 

The Dialogue offefs one  among  many  examples of the freedom 
with  which  Plato treats facts. For  the  scene  must  be supposed to 
have occurred  between B.C. 424, the  year of the battle of Delium 
(181 B), and B.C. 418, the  year of the battle of Mantinea,  at  which 
Laches fell. But if Socrates  was  more  than  seventy  years of age 
at his  trial in 399 (see Apology), he could not  have  been a young 
man at any  time after the battle of  Delium. 





LACHES,  OR  COURAGE. 

PERSONS OF THE' DZALOGUE. 

LYSIMACHUS, son of Anktia'es. NICIAS. 

MELESTAS, son of Thucydides. LACHES. 

THEIR SONS. SOCRATES. 

Steph. Lys. You have  seen  the  exhibition of the  man  fighting  in Lacks. 
IT8 armour,  Nicias  and  Laches, but  we did  not tell you  at  the fiiSIMACHU5. 

time  the  reason  why  my  friend  Melesias  and I asked  you  to Lysima- 

go  with us  and  see him. I think  that  we  may as well confess $::?," 
what  this was, for  we  certainly  ought  not  to  have  any  reserve request 
with you. The  reason was, that  we  were  intending to ask ~ ~ ~ s m t f  

your  advice.  Some  laugh  at  the  very  hotion of advising toadvise 

others,  and  when  they  are  asked will not  say  what  they 22:; 
think. They  guess  at  the  wishes of the  person  who  asks theedum- 

them,  and  answer  according  to  his,  and  not  according to :te?r:ons, 
their own, opinion.  But  as  we  know  that  you are good 
judges,  and will say  exactly  what  you  think,  we  have  taken 
you  into  our  counsels. The  matter  about  which I am  making 
all  this  preface  is  as follows : Melesias  and I have two sons ; 
that  is  his  son, and he is named  Thucydides,  after  his  grand- 

179 father;  and  this is mine, who  is  also  called  after his_ grand- 
father,  Aristides. Now, we are  resolved  to  take  the  greatest 
care of the  youths,  and  not  to  let  them  run  about  as  they 
like,  which  is  too often the  way  with  the  young,  when  they 
are  no  longer  children, but to  begin  at  once  and  do  the  utmost 
that  we  can  for them. And  knowing you to  have  sons 
of your own, we  thought  that  you  were  most  likely  to  have 
attended to their  training  and  improvement,  and,  if  perchance 
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be taught 
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you  have  not  attended  to  them,  we  may  remind  you  that YOU 

ought  to  have  done so, and  would  invite  you  to  assist  us  in 
the  fulfilment  of  a  common  duty. I will tell you, Nicias  and 
Laches,  even  at  the  risk of being  tedious,  how  we  came  to 
think of this.  Melesias  and I live  together,  and  our  sons 
live  with  us ; and now, as  I was  saying  at first,  we  are  going 
to  confess  to  you.  Both of us often  talk  to  the  lads  about  the 
many  noble  deeds  which  our  own  fathers  did  in  war  and 
peace-in  the  management  of  the  allies,  and  in  the  administra- 
tion  of  the  city ; but  neither of us  has  any  deeds of his  own 
which  he  can  show.  The  truth  is  that  we  are  ashamed of this 
contrast  being  seen by them,  and  we  blame  our  fathers  for 
letting  us  be  spoiled  in  the  days of our  youth,  while  they 
were  occupied  with  the  concerns of others ; and  we  urge all 
this  upon  the  lads,  pointing  out  to  them  that  they will not 
grow  up  to  honour if they  are  rebellious  and  take  no  pains 
about  themselves;  but  that if they  take  pains  they may, 
perhaps,  become  worthy of the  names  whjch  they  bear. 
They,  on  their  part,  promise  to  comply  with  our  wishes; 
and  our  care  is  to  discover  what  studies  or  pursuits  are 
likely  to  be  most  improving  to  them.  Some  one corn- 
mended  to us the  art of fighting  in  armour,  which  he 
thought  an  excellent  accomplishment  for  a  young  man  to 
leQrn ; and  he  praised  the  man  whose  exhibition  you  have 
seen,  and  told  us  to go and  see him. And  we  determined 
that we  would go, and  get  you  to  accompany us;   and  we 
were  intending  at  the  same time,  if you  did  not  object,  to 
take  counsel  with  you  about  the  education of our sons. That  
is the  matter  which  we  wanted  to  talk  over  with  you ; and we 
hope  that  you  will  give  us  your  opinion  about  this  art of 180 

fighting  in  armour,  and  about  any  other  studies  or  pursuits 
which  may or  may  not  be  desirable  for  a  young  man  to  learn. 
Please  to  say  whether  you  agree  to  our  proposal. 

Nic. As  far  as I am  concerned,  Lysimachus  and  Melesias, 
I applaud  your  purpose,  and will gladly  assist  you ; and I 
believe  that you, Laches, will be  equally  glad. 

La. Certainly,  Nicias;  and I quite  approve  of  the  remark 
which  Lysimachus  made  about  his  own  father  and  the  father 
of Melesias, and  which  is  applicable,  not  only to them,  but 
to us, and  to  every  one  who is occupied  with  public  affairs. 
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As he  says,  such  persons  are  too  apt  to  be  negligent  and  care- &he$. 
less  of  their  own  children  and  their  private  concerns.  There L~~~~~~~~~ 

is  much  truth  in  that  remark  of  yours,  Lysimachus.  But N'cras, 

why, instead of consulting us, do  you  not  consult  our  friend Laches 
Socrates  about  the  education of the   youths?   He   i s   o f the  recorn- 
same  deme  with  you,  and  is  always  passing  'his  time  in 
places  where  the  youth  have  any  noble  study  or  pursuit, shall take 
such as you  are  enquiring  after. Socrates 

Lys. Why,  Laches,  has  Socrates  ever  attended  to  matters counsels. 
into their 

of  this  sort ? 
La. Certainly,  Lysimachus. 
Nic. That  I have  the  means of knowing as well as  Laches ; 

for  quite  lately  he  supplied  me  with a teacher of music  for 
my  sons,-Damon,  the  disciple  of  Agathocles,  who is a 
most  accomplished  man in every way, as  well as a  musician, 
and  a  companion  of  inestimable  value  for  young  men  at  their 
age. 
Lys. Those  who  have  reached my  time  of life, Socrates Lysima- 

and  Nicias  and  Laches,  fall  out of acquaintance  with  the c h ~  had 
young,  because  they are generally  detained  at  home by old name or 
age ; but you, 0 son  of  Sophroniscus,  should  let  your fellow Socrates, 
demesman  have  the  benefit  of  any  advice  which  you  are  able the dis- 

and  makes 

to give.  Moreover I have a claim upon you as  an old friend covev that 

of your  father ; for 1 and  he  were  always  companions  and son of his 
friends,  and  to  the  hour of his  death  there  never  was  a old friend 
difference  between us ; and  now  it  comes back to me, at  the 2p- 
mention  of  your  name,  that I have  heard  these  lads  talking 

181 to  one  another  at  home,  and  often  speaking  of  Socrates 
in  terms of the  highest  praise ; but  I  have  never  thought  to 
ask  them  whether  the  son  of  Sophroniscus  was  the  person 
whom  they  meant.  Tell me, my boys, whether  this  is  the 
Socrates of whom  you  have  often  spoken ? 

LACHES. 

heard  the 

he is the 

Son. Certainly,  father,  this is he. 
Lys. I am  delighted  to  hear,  Socrates,  that you maintain 

the  name  of  your  father,  who  was a most  excellent  man ; Laches 
and I further  rejoice  at  the  prospect  of  our family ties  being :$::ethe 
renewed. 

La. Indeed,  Lysimachus,  you  ought  not  to  give  him  up ; shown by 
which  was 

-,for 1 can  assure  you  that 1 have  seen  him  maintaining,  not thebattle 
Socrates at 

only  his father's,  but  also his  country's  name. He was  my of Deliurn. 
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~ ~ h ~ .  companion  in  the  retreat  from  Delium,  and I can  tell  you 

sOcR*rs, 
L ~ ~ , ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ,  that if others had- only  been  like him, the  honour  of  our 
N,c,*s. country  would  have  been  upheld,  and  the  great  defeat  would 

The Lys. That  is  very  high  praise  which is accorded  to  you, 

Socrates Opinion Of Socrates,  by  faithful  witnesses  and  for  actions  like  those  which 
isasked they  praise.  Let  me  tell  you  the  pleasure  which 1 feel 

in  hearing  of  your  fame ; and I hope  that  you will regard me 
the art  of 
fightingin as  one of your  warmest  friends. You ought  to  have  visited 
armour:  he us long  ago,  and  made  yourself  at  home  with us ; but now, 
would  like 
to hear from  this  day  forward,  as  we  ,have  at  last  found  one  another 
what out, do  as I say-come and  make  acquaintance  with me, and 

say with  these  young  men,  that I may  continue  your  friend, as I 
before was  your father's.  I  shall  expect  you  to do  so, and  shall 
giving an opinion. venture  at  some  future  time  to  remind  you  of  your  duty.  But 

what  say  you of the  matter  of  which  we  were  beginning 
to  speak-the  art of fighting  in  armour? Is that a practice 
in  which  the  lads  may  be  advantageously  instructed? 

SOC. I will  endeavour  to  advise  you,  Lysirnachus,  as  far  as 
I can  in  this  matter,  and  also  in  eyery  way  will  comply  with 
your  wishes ; but as  I am younger  and not so experienced,  I 
think  that I ought  certainly  to  hear  first  what  my  elders  have 
to  say,  and  to  learn of them,  and if I have  anything  to  add, 
then I  may  venture  to  give  my  opinion to them  as  well  as  to 
you.  Suppose,  Nicias,  that  one  or  other of you  begin. 

never  have  occurred. 

Nicias  has 

Nicias Nic. I have  no  objection,  Socrates ; and  my  opinion  is  that 
thinks that the  acquirement  of  this  art  is  in  many  ways  useful  to  young 
anexcellent men. I t  is an  advantage  to  them  that  among  the  favourite 
the art is 

gymnastic, amusements of their  leisure  hours  they  should  have  one  which 
greatest tends  to  improve  and  not to injure  their  bodily  health.  No 

is fighting the  art  of  riding,  are of all  arts  most  befitting to a  freeman ; 
singly ; it  for  they  only  who  are  thus  trained  in  the  use  of  arms  are  the 
will arouse 
in him athletes  of  our  military  profession,  trained  in  that  on  which 1 
noble the conflict turns.  Moreover  in  actual  battle,  when  you  have I 
thoughts, 
and to  fight  in  a  line  with  a  number  of  others,  such  an  acquirement 
enable him will be  of,some use, and  will  be  of  the  greatest whene;er the 
to make ranks  are  broken  and you have  to  fight  singly,  either  in  pursuit, I +  
b r e  in when  you  are  attacking  some  one  who  is  defending  himself, ' i  

or in  flight,  when  you  have  to  defend  yourself  against  an , .. 
i 

and of the 

when gymnastics  could  be  better  or  harder  exercise ; and this, and 182 
the soldier 

1 

b 
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assailant.  Certainly  he  who  possessed  the  art  could  not .hchcs. 
meet  with  any  harm  at  the  hands  of  a  single  person,  or NICIAS, 

perhaps  of  several ; and  in  any  case  he  would  have  a  great 
advantage.  Further,  this  sort of skill  inclines a man  to  the 
love of other  noble  lessons ; for  every  man  who  has  learned 
how  to  fight  in  armour will desire  to  learn  the  proper 
arrangement of an  army,  which  is  the  sequel of the  lesson: 
and  when  he  has  learned this, and  his  ambition  is  once  fired, 
he will go  on  to  learn  the  complete  art of the  general. 
There  is  no difficulty in  seeing  that  the  knowledge  and pr-c- 
tice  of other  military  arts will  be honourable  and  valuzble  to 
a  man ; and  this  lesson  may be the  beginning  of  them.  Let 
me  add  a  further  advantage,  which  is  by  no  means  a  slight 
one,-that  this  science will make  any  man a great  deal  more 
valiant  and  self-possessed  in  the field. And I will not 
disdain  to  mention,  what by some  may  be  thought  to  be  a 
small  matter ;-he will make  a  better  appearance  at  the 
right  time;  that is to  say,  at  the  time  when  his  appearance 
will strike  terror  into  his  enemies.  My  opinion  then, 
Lysimachus, is, as I say,  that  the  youths  should  be  instructed 
in  this  art,  and  for  the  reasons  which I have  given.  But 
Laches  may  take a different  view;  and I shall  be  very  glad 
to  hear  what  he  has  to  say. 

knowledge is not  to  be  learned ; for  all  knowledge  appears 
to  be a good : and if, as Nicias  and  as  the  teachers of the to the 
art affirm, this  use of arms  is  really a species  of  knowledge, 
then it ought to be  learned ; but if not,  and if those  who long ago 

profess  to  teach  it  are  deceivers  only ; or if it be  knowledge,. been 
but  not of a  valuable  sort,  then  what  is  the  use of learning  it ? by the 

183 I say  this,  because I think  that if it  had  been  really  valuable, Lac** 
the  Lacedaemonians,  whose  whole life is  passed  in  finding 
out  and  practising  the  arts  which  give  them  an  advantage havehen 

over  other  nations  in war, would  have  discovered  this  one. fZtrd 
And  even if they  had  not,  still  these  professors of the  art them, ifit 
would  certainly  not  have  failed  to  discover  that of all  the :F:ny 
Hellenes  the  Lacedaemonians  have  the  greatest  interest  in value. 
such  matters,  and  that a master of the  art  who  was  honoured 
among  them  would  be  sure  to  make  his  fortune  among  other 
nations,  just as a tragic  poet  would  who  is  honoured  among 

La. I should  not  like to maintain,  Nicias,  that  any  kind of Laches 

art,  which 
would have 

discovered 
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The misadventure of StesiZaus. 

ourselves ; which is  the  reason  why  he  who  fancies  that  he 
can  write  a  tragedy  does  not  go  about  itinerating  in  the 
neighbouring  states, but rushes  hither  straight,  and  exhibits 
at  Athens ; and  this  is  natural.  Whereas I perceive  that 
these  fighters  in  armour  regard  Lacedaemon  as a sacred 
inviolable  territory,  which  they  do  not  touch  with  the  point 
of their foot ; but  they  make a circuit  of the  neighbouring 
states,  and would rather  exhibit  to  any  others  than  to  the 
Spartans ; and  particularly  to  those  who would themselves 
acknowledge  that  they .are by no  means  firstrate in the  arts 
of  war. Further,  Lysimachus, I have  encountered a good 
many  of  these  gentlemen  in  actual  service,  and  have  taken 
their  measure, which I can  give  you  at  once ; for  none of 
these  masters of fence  have  ever  been  distinguished  in  war,- 
there  has  been  a  sort of  fatality  about  them;  while  in  all 
other  arts  the  men of note  have  been  always  those  who  have 
practised  the  art,  they  appear  to  be  a  most  unfortunate 
exception.  For  example,  this  very  Stesilaus,  whom you and 
I have  just  witnessed  exhibiting  in  all  that  crowd  and  making 
such  great  professions  of  his  powers, I have  seen  at  another 
time  making,  in  sober  truth,  an  involuntary  exhibition of 
himself,  which was a far  better  spectacle. H e  was  a  marine 
on  board  a  ship which struck  a  transport vessel, and  was 
armed  with  a  weapon, half spear,  half  scythe ; the  singularity 
of this  weapon  was  worthy  of  the  singularity of the  man. To 
make  a  long  story  short, I will only  tell you what  happened 
to this  notable  invention of the  scythe-spear. He was fight- 
ing,  and  the  scythe  was  caught  in  the  rigging of the  other 
ship,  and  stuck fast'; and  he  tugged,  but  was  unable  to  get 
his  weapon free. T h e  two ships  were  passing  one  another. 
H e  first ran  along  his  own  ship  holding  on  to  the  spear ; but 
as the  other  ship  passed by and  drew  him  after as he  was 
holding  on,  he  let  the  spear  slip  through  his  hand  until  he 184 
retained  only  the  end  of  the  handle.  The  people  in  the 
transport  clapped  their  hands,  and  laughed  at  his  ridiculous 
figure ; and  when  some  one  threw a stone,  which fell on  the 
deck  at  his feet, and  he  quitted  his  hold  of  the  scythe-spear, 
the  crew of his  own  trireme  also  burst out laughing;  they 
could  not  refrain  when  they  beheld  the  weapon  waving  in  the 
air,  suspended from the  transport.  Now I do  not  deny  that 
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there  may  be  something  in  such  an  art,  as  Nicias asserts, but Laches. 
I tell  you  my  experience ; and,  as I said  at  first,  whether  this S-TES, 

be  an  art  of  which  the  advantage  is so slight, o r  not  an  art  at M ~ ~ ~ ~ .  
LYSlWCHUS, 

all, but  only  an  imposition,  in  either  case  such  an  acquirement The art an 
is  not  worth  having.  For  my  opinion is, that if the  professor im@tion. 
of this  art be a  coward, he will  be likely  to  become  rash,  and 
his  character will be  only  more  notorious ; o r  if he  be  brave, 
and fail ever so little, other  men will be  on  the  watch,  and  he 
will  be  greatly  traduced ; for  there  is  a  jealousy of such 
pretenders ; and  unless a man  be  pre-eminent  in  valour,  he 
cannot  help  being  ridiculous, if he  says  that  he  has  this  sort 
of  skill. Such  is my  judgment,  Lysimachus,  of  the  desirable- 
ness  of  this  art ; but,  as I said  at  first,  ask  Socrates,  and  do 
not  let  him go until  he  has  given  you  his  opinion of the 
matter. 
Lys. I am  going  to  ask  this  favour  of  you,  Socrates ; as  is Our two 

the  more  necessary  because  the two councillors  disagree,  and :zzz 
some  one  is  in  a  manner  still  needed  who will decide  between and 
them. Had  they  agreed,  no  arbiter  would  have  been  required. $~~~~~ 
But  as  Laches  has  voted  one  way  and  Nicias  another, I should appeal  to 
like  to  hear  with.which  of-our two friends  you  agree. socrates 

opinion of the  majority ? 
SOC. What,  Lysimachus,  are  you  going  to  accept  the what, and 

are we to 

Lys. Why, yes,  Socrates ; what  else  am I to  do ? 
decide by a 
majority? 

SOC. And  would  you  do so too, Melesias ? If  you  were 
deliberating  about  the  gymnastic  training of your  son,  would 
you follow the  advice of the  majority of us, or  the  opinion of 
the  one  who  had  been  trained  and  exercised  under  a skilful 
master ? 

MeZ, T h e  latter,  Socrates ; as  would  surely be reasonable. No, the 

SOC. His  one  vote  would  be  worth  more  than  the  vote of EfFcg: 
all  us  four ? i s  worth 

Mel. Certainly. that of all  

SOC. And  for  this  reason,  as I imagine,-because a  good 
the  rest. 

Mel. To be  sure. 
decision  is  based  on  knowledge  and  not  on  numbers ? 

185 SOC. Most  we  not  then first of all  ask,  whether  there  is . 
any  one of us who  has  knowledge of that  about  which  we  are 
deliberating ? If  there is, let us take  his advice, though  he 
be  one  only,  and  not  mind  the  rest ; if there is not, let US seek 
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Laches. 

The m a m  and the end 

further  counsel. Is this a slight  matter  about  which  you-.and 
Lysimachus  are  deliberating ? Are  you  not  risking  the 
greatest of your  possessions ? For  children  are  your  riches ; 
and  upon  their  turning  out  well or ill depends  the  whole 
order of their  father’s  house. 

Me/. That  is  true. 
SOC. Great  care,  then,  is  required  in  this  matter ? 
MeZ. Certainly. 
SOC. Suppose,  as I was  just  now  saying,  that  we  were  con- 

sidering, or wanting to consider,  who  was  the  best  trainer. 
Should  we  not  select  him  who  knew  and  had  practised  the 
art,  and  had  the  best  teachers ? 

McZ. I think  that  we  should. 
SOC. But  would  there  not  arise a prior  question  about  the 

Mel. I do not  understand. 
SOC. Let  me  try  to  make  my  meaning  plainer  then. I do  

not  think  that  we  have as yet  decided  what  that  is  about 
which  we  are  consulting,  when  we  ask  which of us is  or  is  not 
skilled  in  the  art,  and  has  or  has  not  had a teacher of the 
art. 

Nic. Why,  Socrates,  is  not  the  question  whether  young 
men  ought  or  ought  not  to  learn  the  art of fighting  in 
armour ? 

SOC. Y.es, Nicias ; but  there  is  also a prior-question,  which 
I may  illustrate  in  this  way:  When a person  considers 
about  applying  a  medicine  to  the  eyes,  would  you  say  that  he 
is  consulting  about  the  medicine  or  about  the  eyes ? 

nature of the  art of which  we  want  to find the  masters ? 

Nic. About  the  eyes. 
SOC. And  when  he  considers  whether  he  shall  set a bridle 

on a horse  and  at  what time, he  is  thinking of the  horse  and 
not of the  bridle ? 

Nic., True. 
SOC. And  in a word,  when  he  considers  anything  for  the 

sake of another  thing,  he  thinks  of  the  end  and  not of the 
means ? 

Nic. Certainly. 
SOC. And  when  you  call  in  an  adviser,  you  should  see 

whether  he  too  is skilful  in  the  accomplishment  of  the  end 
which  you  have  in  view? 

What is the 
question 7 

There 
are  two 

one re- 
questions, 

lating to 

and the 
the  means 

other to 
the end. 
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Nic. Most  true. Lathes. 
SOC. And  at  present  we  have  in view some  knowledge,  of NI-, 

Nic. Yes. The means 
SOC. And we are  enquiring,  Which of us is skilful or  bzz 

. successful  in  the  treatment  of  the soul, and  which of us has knowledge: 
the  end  the 
improve- 

which  the  end  is  the  soul of youth ? %CRATES, 
LACHES. 

had  good  teachers ? 
La. Well but, Socrates ; did  you  never  observe  that  some mentot 

persons,  who  have  had  no  teachers, are more skilful than EuU,l of 
those  who have, in  some  things ? 

SOC. Yes,  Laches, I have  observed  that;  but  you  would us can 
not  be  very  willing  to  trust  them if they  only  professed  to  be teach and 
masters of their  art,  unless  they  could  show  some  proof of god 

186 their  skill or  excellence  in  one  or  more  works. teachers ? 
La. That  is  true. 
SOC. And  therefore,  Laches  and Nicias, as  Lysimachus We must 

and  Melesias,  in  their  anxiety  to  improve  the  minds of their ~~~~' 
sons,  have  asked  our  advice  about  them,  we  too  should tell teachers 
them  who  our  teachers  were, if we  say  that we have  had  any, to 

and  prove  them  to  be  in  the  first  place  men of merit  and worksof 
experienced  trainers of the  minds  of  youth  and  also  to  have o* own. 

been  really  our  teachers. O r  if any of us  says  that  he  has 
no  teacher,  but  that  he  has  works of his  own  to  show;  then 
he  should  point  out  to  them  what  Athenians  or  strangers, 
bond  or free, he  is  generally  acknowledged  to  have  improved. 
But if he  can  show  neither  teachers  nor  works,  then  he  should 
tell  them  to  look  out  for  others ; and  not  run  the  risk of  spoil- 
ing  the  children  of  friends,  and  thereby  incurring  the  most Socrates 
formidable  accusation  which  can  be  brought  against  any one could never 
by those  nearest  to him. As for myself, Lysimachus  and afford a 

Melesias, I am the first  to  confess  that I have  never  had but Nicias 
a  teacher of the  art of virtue ; although I have  always from and  Laches 
my  earliest  youth  desired  to  have  one.  But I am too poor rzy 
to  give  money  to  the  Sophists,  who  are  the  only  professors of  the 
of moral  improvement;  and  to  this  day I have  never  been ~~~~~~r 
able  to  discover  the  art  myself,  though I should  not  be opinions 
surprised if Nicias  or  Laches  may  have  discovered  or  learned zzu:if 
it;  for  they  are  far  wealthier  than I am, and  may  therefore they ody 

have  learnt of others.  And  they  are  older  too; so that  they agreed 
have  had  more  time  to  make  the  discovery.  And I really another.' 

mth  one 

Which of 

has  had 

teacher, 



94 Socrates, Nicias, and Laches. i 

.~mhes. believe  that  they  are  able  to  educate  a  man ; for  unless  they I 

SO~U~PS,  had  been  confident  in  their  own  knowledge,  they would never 
have  spoken  thus  decidedly of the  pursuits  which  are  advan- 
tageous o r  hurtful  to a young  man. I repose  confidence 
in  both of them ; but I am  surprised  to  find  that  they  differ 
from one  another.  And  therefore,  Lysimachus, as Laches 
suggested  that  you  should  detain me, and  not  let  me  go  until . 
I answered, I in  turn  earnestly  beseech  and  advise  you  to 
detain  Laches  and  Nicias,  and  question  them. I would  have 
you  say  to  them:  Socrates  avers  that  he  has  no  knowledge 
of  the  matter-he  is  unable  to  decide  which  of  you  speaks 
truly;  neither  discoverer  nor  student  is  he of anything of the 

Who were kind.  But  you,  Laches  and  Nicias,  should  each of you  tell :Ehers, us who  is  the  most  skilful  educator  whom  you  have  ever 
t 

or do they known ; and  whether  you  invented  the  art  yourselves, or 
eQeriment learned  of  another;  and if you learned,  who  were  your I87 1 
selves? respective  teachers,  and  who  were  their  brothers  in  the  art ; 
In the and  then, if you  are  too  much  occupied  in  politics  to  teach us E:Eizd yourselves,  let us go to  them,  and  present  them with  gifts, or  
be warned make  interest  with  them,  or  both,  in  the  hope  that  they  may ’ 
wainst be  induced  to  take  charge of our  children  and  of  yours ; and 
expen- then  they will not  grow  up  inferior,  and  disgrace  their  ances- 
mentson tors.  But if you  are  yourselves  original  discoverers  in  that 

field, give us some  proof of your skill. Who  are  they who, their own 

having  been  inferior  persons,  have  become  under  your  care 
good  and  noble ? For if this  is  your first  attempt at  educa- 
tion, there  is  a  danger  that  you  may  be  trying  the  experiment, 

LYSIMACHVS. 

t 

for them- 

trying: 

Lysi- 

suggests 
machus 

that 
Socrates 
shall in- 
terrogate 
Nicias and 
Laches. 

not  on  the  ‘vile  corpus ’ of a  Carian  slave,  but  on  your  own 
sons,  or  the  sons of your  friend,  and,  as  the  proverb  says, 
‘break  the  large  vessel  in  learning  to  make pots.’ Tell us 
then,  what  qualities  you  claim  or  do  not claim. Make  them 
tell you that,  Lysimachus,  and  do  not  let  them off. 
Lys. I very  much  approve  of  the  words of Socrates,  my 

friends; but you,  Nicias  and  Laches,  must  determine  whether 
you will be  questioned,  and  give  an  explanation  about  matters 
of this soh. Assuredly, I and  Melesias  would  be  greatly 
pleased  to  hear  you  answer  the  questions  which  Socrates 
asks, if you will : for I began  by  saying  that  we  took  you  into 
our  counsels  because  we  thought  that  you would have 
attended  to  the  subject,  especially  as  you  have  children  who, 
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like  our own, are  nearly  of  an age to  be  educated.  Well, k h r s .  
then, if you  have  no  objection,  suppose  that  you  take  Socrates NICIAS, 

into  partnership ; and  do  you  and  he  ask  and  answer  one 
another's  questions: for, as  he has  well  said,  we are de- 
liberating  about  the  most  important  of  our  concerns. I hope 
that  you will see fit to  comply  with  our  request. 

Nic. I see  very  clearly,  Lysimachus,  that  you  have  only Socrates 

known  Socrates'  father,  and  have  no  acquaintance  with zet 
Socrates  himself:  at  least,  you  can  only  have  known  him ask you 
when  he  was a child,  and  may  have  met  him  among  his ;:z;tyour 
fellow-wardsmen,  in  company  with  his  father,  at a sacrifice, 
or  at  some  other  gathering. You clearly  show  that  you  have 
never  known  him  since  he  arrived  at  manhood. 
Lys. W h y   d o  you  say  that,  Nicias ? 
Na'c. Because you seem  not  to  be  aware  that  any  one  who  has 

an  intellectual  affinity  to  Socrates  and  enters  into  conversa- 
tion  with  him is liable  to  be  drawn  into  an  argument;  and 
whatever  subject  he  may  start,  he  will  be  continually  carried 
round  and  round by  him, until  at  last  he  finds  that  he  has  to 

188 give  an  account  both  of  his  present  and  past  life;  and  when 
he is once  entangled,  Socrates will not  let  him go until  he 
has  completely  and  thoroughly  sifted him. Now I am  used Nicias  is 
to  his  ways;  and I know  that  he will certainly-do  as I say, ~~~P~~~ 

and  also  that I myself  shall  be  the  sufferer;  for I am fond conver- 
of  his  conversation,  Lysimachus.  And I think  that  there  is E$;:: 
no  harm  in  being  reminded of any  wrong  thing  which  we fitable. 
are,  or  have  been,  doing:  he  who  does  not fly from  reproof 
will be  sure  to  take  more  heed  of  his after-life ; as  Solon 
says, he will wish  and  desire  to  be  learning so long  as  he 
lives, and will not  think  that  old  age  of  itself  brings wisdom. 
TO me, to  be  cross-examined  by  Socrates is neither  unusual 
nor  unpleasant ; indeed, I knew  all  along  that  where  Socrates &$es, 
was,  the  argument  would  soon  pass  from  our  sons  to  our- is very 

selves ; and  therefore, I say  that  for my  part, I am  quite  willing E::::' 
to  discourse  with  Socrates  in  his  own  manner;  but YOU had examined, 
better  ask  our  friend  Laches  what  his  feeling  may be. especially 

by a true 

feelings,  about  discussions.  Some  would  think  that I am a deeds 
lover,  and  to  others I may  seem  to  be  a  hater  of  discourse; with his 
for  when I hear  a  man  discoursing of virtue, or  of  any sort actions. 

La. I have  but  one feeling,  Nicias, o r  (shall I say?) two man who= 

correspond 
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Laches. of  wisdom, who  is  a  true  man  and  worthy of his  theme, I am 
LACKKS, delighted  beyond  measure : and I compare  the  man  and  his 
Lus,.ucH;s, words,  and  note  the  harmony  and  correspondence of  them. 

And  such  an  one I deem  to be the  true musician, attuned 
to  a  fairer  harmony  than  that of the lyre, or  any  pleasant 
instrument of music ; for truly  he  has  in  his  own life a 
harmony of words  and  deeds  arranged;  not  in  the  Ionian, or 
in  the  Phrygian mode, nor  yet  in  the  Lydian, but  in the  true 
Hellenic mode,  which is  the  Dorian,  and  no  other.  Such 
an  one  makes  me  merry with the  sound of his voice ; and 
when I hear  him I am  thought  to  be  a  lover of discourse ; 
so eager  am I in  drinking  in  his words. But  a  man  whose 
actions  do  not  agree  with  his  words is an  annoyance  to 
me ; and  the  better  he  speaks  the  more I hate him, and 
then I seem  to  be  a  hater of discourse. As to Socrates, 
I have  no  knowledge of his words,  but of old, as would 
seem, I have  had  experience of his  deeds;  and  his  deeds 
show  that  free  and noble sentiments  are  natural  to him. 189 
And if his  words accord, then I am of one mind  with  him, 
and  shall be delighted  to be interrogated by a  man  such as 
he is, and  shall  not be annoyed  at  having to learn of him : 
for I too  agree  with  Solon,  ‘that I would  fain grow old, 

He is learning  many things.’  But I must be  allowed to  add ‘ of 
willing like 
s l o n  # t o  the  good only.’ Socrates  must  be  willing  to allow that  he is 
learn many a good teacher, or I shall be a  dull  and  uncongenial  pupil : 
*fthe good but that  the  teacher is younger, or not as yet  in repute- 
only. anything of that sort is of no  account with me. And  there- 

fore, Socrates, I give  you notice  that you  may teach  and 
confute me as much  as  ever you like, and  also  learn of me 
anything which I know. S o  high  is the  opinion which I 
have  entertained of  you ever  since  the  day  on which  you 
were my companion in danger,  and  gave  a  proof of your 
valour  such  as  only  the  man of merit can  give. Therefore, 
say  whatever you  like, and  do  not mind about  the  difference 
of our ages. 

Sot. I cannot  say  that  either of you show  any  reluctance 
Lysi- to take  counsel  and  advise with  me. 
machus Lys. But this  is  our  proper  business ; and  yours  as well as 
from the ours, for I reckon you  as  one of us. Please  then to take my 
argument. place, and find out from Nicias  and  Laches  what  we  want  to 

SOCRATSS 

things,’ but 

retires 
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I know, for  the  sake of the  youths,  and  talk  and  consult with Laches. 
them : for I am old, and my  memory  is bad ; and I do  not sOCRATES, 
remember  the  questions which I am  going  to ask, or the 
answers  to  them ;. and if there is any  interruption I am  quite 
lost. I will therefore  beg of you  to  carry  on  the  proposed 
discussion by your  selves ; and I will listen,  and  Melesias  and 
I will act  upon  your  conclusions. 

SOC. Let us, Nicias  and  Laches,  comply with the  request 
of Lysimachus  and Melesias. There will  be  no harm  in 
asking  ourselves  the  question which was  first  proposed  to 
us: 'Who  have  been our own  instructors  in  this  sort of 
training,  and  whom  have  we  made  better? ' But the  other 
mode of carrying  on  the  enquiry will bring us equally to the 
same  point,  and will be  more  like  proceeding from  first 
principles. For if  we knew  that  the  addition of something Socrates 
would improve  some  other  thing,  and  were  able  to  make  the 
addition,  then,  clearly,  we  must  know how that  about which 'can impart 
we are  advising  may  be  best  and  most  easily  attained. ~ ~ ~ + o , v  

Perhaps you do  not  understand  what I mean. Then  let me the nature 
1 9 0  make my meaning  plainer in this way. .Suppose we  knew Of it. 

that  the  addition of sight  makes  better  the  eyes which 
possess  this gift, and  also  were  able  to  impart  sight to the 
eyes,  then,  clearly,  we  should  know  the  nature of sight,  and 
should  be  able  to  advise  how  this gift of  sight  may  be best 
and  most  easily  attained ; but if we  knew  neither  what  sight 
is, nor  what  hearing is,  we should  not  be  very  good medical 
advisers  about  the'eyes or the  ears, or about  the best mode 
of giving  sight  and  hearing to them. 
La. That 'is true,  Socrates. 
SOC. And  are  not  our two friends,  Laches,  at  this  very mo. 

ment  inviting'us  to  consider in what  way  the gift of virtue  may 
be imparted to their  sons for the  improvement of their  minds? 
La. Very  true. 
Soc., Then must we  not first  know the  nature of virtue ? Ifwe would 

For how  can  'we  advise  any  one  about  the  best  mode of 
attaining  something of which  we  are  wholly  ignorant ? must know 

La. I do  not  think  that  we  can,  Socrates. 
SOC. Then,  Laches,  we  may  presume  that  we  know  the 

La. Yes. 

the  nature 
of virtue. 

nature of virtue ? 
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98 or  rather of a part  of virtue. 
h h t s .  SOC. And  that which  we know  we  must  surely  be  able  to 

socmm. tell ? 
L h C H E S .  La. Certainly. 

SOC. I would not  have  us  begin, my friend,  with enquiring 
about  the whole of virtue ; for  that  may be more  than we can 
accomplish ; let  us first  consider  whether  we  have  a sua- 
cient  knowledge of a part;  the  enquiry will thus  probably 
be made  easier  to us. 
La. Let  us  do  as you  say, Socrates. 

And the Soc. Then which  of the  parts of virtue  shall  we  select? 
virtuewith Must  we  not  select  that  to which the  art of fighting in particular 

which  we armour is  supposed  to  conduce ? And  is  not  that  generally 
are at 
present 
concerned La. Yes, Certainly. 
is SOC. Then,  Laches,  suppose  that  we first set  about  deter- 

mining  the  nature of courage,  and  in  the  second  place 
proceed  to  enquire  how  the  young  men  may  attain  this 
quality by the  help of studies  and  pursuits.  Tell me, if you 
can, what  is courage. 
La. Indeed,  Socrates, I see  no difficulty in  answering;  he 

is a  man of courage  who  does  not  run away,  but remains  at 
his  post  and  fights  against  the  enemy;  there  can  be  no 
mistake  about  that. 

W@ is the SOC. -Very good, Laches ; and  yet I fear  that I did not 
man? courageous express myself clearly;  and  therefore  you  have  answered 

thought to  be courage ? 

‘not  the  question which I intended to  ask,  but another. 
La. What  do  you mean, Socrates ? 19‘ 

( 1 )  He SOC. I will endeavour  to  explain ; you would  call a  man 
and fights; courageous  who  remains  at  his post, and fights  with the 
and also enemy ? 

who stands 

La; Certainly I should. 
(2) he who SOC. And so should I ; but what would  you say of another 
flies  and 
fights. man, who  fights flying, instead of remaining? 

La. How flying? 
Soc. Why,  as  the  Scythians  are  said  to fight,  flying as well 

as  pursuing ; and  as  Homer  says  in  praise of the  horses  of 
Aeneas,  that  they  knew  ‘how  to  pursue,  and fly  quickly 
hither  and  thither ; ’ and  he  passes  an  encomium  on  Aeneas 
himself, as  having  a  knowledge of fear or flight, and  calls 
him ‘an  author of fear  or flight.’ 
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La. Yes, Socrates,  and  there  Homer  is  right: for he was Ladus. 
speaking of chariots,  as you were  speaking of the  Scythian 
cavalry, who  have  that  way of fighting; but the  heavy-armed 
Greek fights, as I say, remaining  in  his  rank. 

SOC. And  yet,  Laches,  you must except  the  Lacedae- 
monians  at  Plataea, who, when  they  came  upon  the  light 
shields of the  Persians,  are  said  not to have  been  willing  to 
stand  and fight, and  to  have fled ; but when  the  ranks of the 
Persians  were.broken,  they  turned  upon them  like  cavalry, 
and won the  battle of Plataea. 
La. That is true. 
SOC. That was my meaning  when I said  that I was  to 

blame in having  put  my  question badly, and  that  this was 
the  reason of your  answering badly. For I meant to ask you 
not  only  about  the  courage of heavy-armed  soldiers, but 
about  the  courage of cavalry  and  every  other  style of soldier ; 
and  not  only  who  are  courageous in  war,  but  who are Courageis 
courageous in perils by sea, and  who  in  disease,  or  in ~ e ~ ~ s o w n  
poverty, or  again in  politics, are  courageous ; and  not  only by sea, 
who are  courageous  against  pain  or fear,  but  mighty to con- in disease 
tend  against  desires  and  pleasures,  either fixed in  their  rank poverty, 

or  turning upon their enemy. There is this  sort of courage- and  in 
is there not, Laches ? civil strife : 

La. Certainly,  Socrates. 
also in 
the battle 

SOC. And all these  are  courageous, but some  have  courage :fz:ies 

and 

in pleasures,  and  some  in  pains : some  in  desires,  and  some and 
in  fears, and  some  are  cowards  under  the  same conditions, as desires* 
I should imagine. 
La. Very true. 
SOC. Now I was  asking  about  courage  and  cowardice  in 

general.  And I will  begin  with courage,  and  once  more ask, 
What is that  common quality,  which is  the  same  in  all  these 
cases, and which  is  called courage ? Do you  now  understand 
what I mean ? 
La. Not  over well. 

rgz SOC. I mean  this:  As I might ask  what is that  quality 
which is called quickness,  and which is found in  running, 
in  playing  the  lyre,  in  speaking,  in  learning,  and  in  many 
other  similar  actions,  or  rather which  we possess  in  nearly 
every  action  that is worth  mentioning of arms, legs,  mouth, 

H Z  



L U h S .  

LACHES. 
SOCPATES, 

that 
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Endur- 

it must be 
Yes, but 

a noble 
or wise 
endurance. 

voice, mind ;-would you  not  apply  the  term  quickness  to  all 
of them ? 

La. Quite  true. 
SOC. And  suppose I were  to  be  asked  by  some  one : What  

is  that common  quality,  Socrates,  which,  in  all  these  uses  of 
the  word,  you  call  quickness ? I should  say  the  quality  which 
accomplishes  much  in  a  little  time-whether  in  running, 
speaking,  or  in  any  other  sort of action. 

La. You would  be  quite  correct. 
SOC. And now, Laches, do you try  and tell  me  in  like 

manner,  What  is  that common  quality  which  is  called 
courage,  and  which  includes  all  the  various  uses of the  term 
when  applied  both  to  pleasure  and  pain,  and  in  all  the  cases 
to  which I was  just  now  referring ? 

La. I should  say  that  courage  is  a  sort  of  endurance  of  the 
soul, if I am  to  speak  of  the  universal  nature  which  pervades 
them all. 

SOC. But  that  is  what  we  must  do if we  are  to  answer  the 
question.  And  yet I cannot  say  that  every  kind of endurance 
is, in  my  opinion,  to be deemed  courage.  Hear my reason : 
I am  sure,  Laches,  that you  would consider  courage  to  be  a 
very  noble  quality. 

La. Most noble, certainly. 
SOC. And  you would say  that  a  wise  endurance  is  also  good 

La. Very  noble. 
SOC. But what  would  you  say of a foolish  endurance ? Is 

not that,  on  the  other  hand,  to  be  regarded  as  evil  and 
hurtful ? 

and  noble ? 

La. True. 
SOC. And is anything  noble,which  is evil and  hurtful ? 
La. I ought  not  to  say  that,  Socrates. 
SOC. Then you  would  not  admit  that  sort of endurance  to 

La. You are right. 
SOC. Then,  according to you, only  the  wise  endurance is 

La. True. 
SOC. But as to  the  epithet ' wise,'-wise in  what?  In 

all things  small as well as great?  For example, if a man 

be courage-for it is not  noble, but courage  is  noble ? 

courage ? 



possessed of Rnowdedge. IO1 

1 
shows  the  quality of endurance  in  spending  his  money wisely, L a h s .  
knowing that by spending  he will acquire more  in the  end,  do SOCRAT=, 

you  call  him courageous ? LACHES 

La. Assuredly not. 
SOC. Or,  for example, if a  man is a physician, and  his  son, 

or some patient of his, has inflammation of the lungs, and 
begs  that  he  may be  allowed to eat  or  drink  something,  and 
the  other  is firm and  refuses ; is that  courage ? 

193 La. No;  that  is  not  courage  at all, any  more  than  the 
last. 

SOC. Again, take  the  case of one  who  endures  in war, and 1s he who 
is willing to fight, and wisely calculates  and  knows  that ~ ~ r ~ ~ ~ , , t  

others will help him, and  that  there will be fewer and  inferior escapes a 
men  against him than  there  are with  him ; and  suppose  that 
he  has  also  advantages of position ;-would you say of such  a having no 
one who endures with  all this  wisdom  and  preparation,  that E'$:'* 
he,  or  some  man in the  opposing  army  who  is in the  opposite and 
circumstances  to  these  and  yet  endures  and  remains  at  his z:2ns 
post, is the  braver ? post, the 
La. I should  say  that  the  latter,  Socrates,  was  the  braver. braver? 
SOC. But, surely,  this is a foolish endurance in  comparison The latter* 

La. That is  true. 
SOC. Then you  would say  that  he  who  in  an  engagement of 

cavalry  endures,  having  the  knowledge of horsemanship, 
is  not so courageous  as  he  who  endures,  having  no  such 
knowledge ? 

with the  other ? 

La. So I should  say. 
SOC. And he who endures,  having  a  knowledge of the 

use of the  sling,  or  the. bow, or of any  other  art,  is  not 
so courageous  as  he  who  endures,  not  having  such a 
knowledge ? 
La. True. 
SOC. And  he  who  descends  into  a well, and dives, and  holds 

out in this  or  any  similar action, having  no knowledge of 
diving, or  the like, is, as you would say, more  courageous  than 
those  who  have  this knowledge ? 
La. Why,  Socrates, what else can a  man  say? 
SOC. Nothing, if that be  what he thinks. 
La. But that is what I do think. 



I02 Words and deeds. 

sot. And  yet  men  who  thus  run  risks  and  endure  are fool- 
ish, Laches, in comparison of those  who  do  the  same  things, 
having  the  skill to do  them. 

La. That is true. 
SOC. But foolish boldness  and  endurance  appeared  before 

La. Quite  true. 
Soc. Whereas  courage  was  acknowledged to  be a noble 

La. True. 
SOC. And  now on the  contrary  we  are  saying  that  the foolish 

La. Very  true. 
SOC. And  are  we  right  in  saying so ? 
La. Indeed,  Socrates,  I am sure  that we are  not  right. 
SOC. Then  according  to  your  statement,  you  and I, Laches, 

are  not  attuned  to  the  Dorian mode,  which is  a  harmony of 
words  and  deeds;  for  our  deeds  are  not  in  accordance  with 
our words. Any  one would say  that we had  courage  who  saw 
us  in action, but  not, I imagine, he  who  heard  us  talking 
about  courage  just now. 

to be base  and  hurtful to US. 

quality. 

endurance,  which  was  before  held  in  dishonour, is courage. 

La. That is most  true. 
SOC. And is this  condition of ours  satisfactory ? 
La. Quite  the  reverse. 
SOC. Suppose,  however,  that  we  admit  the  principle of which 

La. T o  what  extent  and  what  principle  do  you  mean ? 194 
SOC. The  principle of endurance. W e  too must  endure 

and  persevere  in  the  enquiry,  and  then  courage will not  laugh 
at  our  faint-heartedness  in  searching  for  courage ; which  after 
all  may, very likely,  be endurance. 

La. I am ready to go on, Socrates ; and  yet I am  unused 
to  investigations of this  sort.  But  the  spirit of controversy 
has  been  aroused  in  me by what  has  been  said ; and I am 
really  grieved  at  being  thus  unable  to  express  my  meaning. 
For I fancy  that I do  know  the  nature of courage ; but, some- 
how or  other,  she  has  slipped  away from me, and I cannot 
get  hold ofher  and tell her  nature, 

SOC. But, my dear  friend,  should  not  the  good  sportsman 
follow the  track,  and  not be lazy ? 

we are  speaking  to  a  certain  extent. 

Laches. 
SocurEs, 
LACHES. 

And  yet 
he  is 

foolish. 
the more 

This  con- 
clusion  can 
never  be 
right. 

And yet 
if we show 
endurance 
we may 
very  likely 
discover 
that 
courage 
after all  is 
endurance. 



Courage and  wisdom. 103 

La. Certainly,  he  .should. Larlus. 
SOC, And  shall  we  invite  Nicias  to  join us?  he  may be SOCRATSS 

La. I should  like  that. 
SOC. Come  then,  Nicias,  and  do  what  you  can  to  help  your Nicias is 

friends,  who  are  tossing  on  the  waves of argument,  and  at  the 
last  gasp : you  see  our  extremity,  and  may  save  us  and  also enquiry. 
settle  your  own  opinion, if you will  tell us  what  you  think 
about  courage. 

Nic. I have  been  thinking,  Socrates,  that  you  and  Laches He 
are not  defining  courage  in  the  right  way ; for  you  have  for- s:fFts 
gotten  an  excellent  saying  which I have  heard  from  your  own courage is 
lips. 

better  at  the  sport  than we are. What  do  you  say ? LACHES, 
NlClAS.  

a sort of 
wisdom. 

SOC. What  is  it,  Nicias ? 
Nic. I have  often  heard  you  say  that ‘ Every  man  is  good 

in  that  in  which  he is wise, and  bad  in  that in which  he  is 
unwise.’ 

Soc. That  is  certainly  true,  Nicias. 
Nic. And  therefore if the  brave  man  is  good,  he  is  also 

Soc. Do you  hear him, Laches ? 
La. Yes, I hear him, but I do  not  very well understand  him. 
SOC. I think  that I understand  him ; and  he  appears to me 

La. What can he possibly  mean,  Socrates ? 
SOC. That  is a question  which  you  must  ask  of himself. 
La. Yes. 
Soc. Tell  him  then,  Nicias,  what  you  mean  by  this 

wisdom ; for  you  surely  do  not  mean  the  wisdom  which  plays 
the  flute ? 

wise. 

to  mean  that  courage  is  a sort of wisdom. 

Nic. Certainly not. 
SOC. Nor  the  wisdom  which  plays  the  lyre ? 
Nic. No. 
SOC. But  what is this  knowledge  then,  and of what ? courage 
La. I think  that  you  put  the  question to him  very well, knowI&e 

is the 

Socrates ; and I would  like him to  say  what  is  the  nature  of which 
this  knowledge  or wisdom. inspires 

195 Nic. I mean  to  say,  Laches,  that  courage  is  the  knowledge confidence 
fear or 

of  that  which  inspires  fear o r  confidence  in  war, or  in  any- :zm’ 
thing. anything. 
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Who is the courageous maa ? 

La. How  strangely  he  is  talking,  Socrates. 
Sac. Why  do  you  say so, Laches ? 
La. Why,  surely  courage  is  one  thing,  and  wisdom an- 

SOC. That  is  just  what  Nicias  denies. 
La. Yes,  that  is  what  he  denies ; but he is so silly. 
Sac. Suppose  that  we  instruct  instead of abusing him ? 
Nic. Laches  does  not  want  to  instruct me, Socrates ; but 

having  been  proved  to be talking  nonsense  himself,  he  wants 
to  prove  that I have  been  doing  the  same. 

Lo. Very  true,  Nicias ; and  you  are  talking  nonsense,  as I 
shall  endeavour to show,  Let  me  ask  you  a  question: Do 
not  physicians  know  the  dangers of disease ? or  do  the 
courageous  know  them ? or are  the  physicians  the  same  as 
the  courageous ? 

Nic. Not  at all. 
La. No more  than  the  husbandmen  who  know  the  dan- 

gers of husbandry,  or  than  other  craftsmen,  who  have a 
knowledge of that  which  inspires  them with fear  or  con- 
fidence  in  their  own  arts,  and  yet  they  are  not  courageous a 
whit  the  more  for  that. 

Sac. What  is Laches  saying,  Nicias ? He  appears  to  be 
saying  something  of  importance. 

Nic. Yes,  he is saying  something, but  it is not  true. 
SOC. How so?  
Nic. Why, because  he  does  not  see  that  the  physician’s 

knowledge  only  extends  to  the  nature of health  and  disease : 
he  can  tell  the  sick  man no more  than  this. Do you  imagine, 
Laches,  that  the  physician  knows  whether  health  or  disease 
is the  more  terrible  to  a  man ? Had  not  many  a  man  better 
never  get  up from a sick bed? I should  like  to  know 
whether  you  think  that life is always  better  than  death. 
May  not  death  often be the  better of the two ? 

other. 

Lo. Yes  certainly so in my  opinion. 
Nic. And  do you think  that  the  same  things  are  terrible 

to  those  who  had  better  die,  and to those  who  had  better 
live ? 

Ln. Certainly not. 
Nic. And  do  you  suppose  that  the  physician  or  any  other, 

artist  knows  this,  or  any  one  indeed,  except  he  who is skilled 

E 



L a c k  cannot understand Nicias. 

I 
105 

in  the  grounds of fear  and  hope ? And  him I call the Lwhes. 
courageous. SOCRATES, 

Soc. Do you  understand  his  meaning,  Laches ? 
La. Yes ; I suppose  that,  in  his  way  of  speaking,  the Nay, the 

soothsayers  are  courageous.  For  who  but  one of them  can z;hi:Es 
know  to  whom  to  die or  to  live  is  better ? And yet,  Nicias, what will 
would  you allow that  you  are  yourself  a  soothsayer,  or  are &best. 
you  neither a soothsayer  nor  courageous ? 

to  know  the  grounds of hope  or  fear ? 

LACHZS, 
N I C I A S .  

Nic. What ! do  you  mean  to  say  that  the  soothsayer  ought 

La. Indeed I do : who  but he ? 
h'ic. Much  rather I should  say  he  ofwhom I speak ; for  the The sooth- 

soothsayer  ought  to  know  only  the  signs of things  that  are  so^^ 
about  to  come  to  pass,  whether  death  or  disease, o r  loss of signs of 

1 g 6  property,  or  victory,  or  defeat  in war, or  in  any  sort of  con- the future. 
test;  but  to  whom  the  suffering  or  not  suffering of these 
things will  be for  the  best,  can  no  more  be  decided by the 
soothsayer  than by one  who is no soothsayer. 

La. I cannot  understand  what  Nicias would be  at, So- According 
crates;  for  he  represents  the  courageous  man  as  neither  a gi$!? 
soothsayer,  nor  a  physician,  nor  in  any  other  character, talking 
unless  he  means  to  say  that  he is a  god.  My  opinion is that nonsense. 
he  does  not  like  honestly  to  confess  that  he is talking  non- 
sense,  but  that  he  shuffles  up  and  down  in  order  to  conceal 
the  difficulty  into which he  has  got himself. You and I, 
Socrates,  might  have  practised a similar  shuffle  just now,  it 
we  had  only  wanted  to  avoid  the  appearance of inconsistency. 
And if  we had  been  arguing  in  a  court of law  there  might 
have  been  reason in so doing;  but  why  should  a  man  deck 
himself  out with vain  words  at  a  meeting of friends  such  as 
this ? 

SOC. I quite  agree with  you, Laches,  that  he  should  not. 
But  perhaps  Nicias  is  serious,  and  not  merely  talking  for  the 
sake of talking.  Let us ask him just  to  explain  what  he 
means,  and if he  has  reason  on  his  side  we will agree with 
him ; if  not, we will instruct him. 

La. Do you,  Socrates, if you like, ask  him: I think  that I 
have  asked  enough. 

SOC. I do  not  see  why I should  not;  and my  question will 
do  for  both of us. 
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Nicias denies  that  animals  are courageous. 

La. Very good. 
SOC. Then tell  me,  Nicias, or  rather tell us, for  Laches  and 

I are  partners  in  the  argument : Do you mean  to affirm that 
courage is the  knowledge of the  grounds of hope  and  fear ? 

Nic. I do. 
Soc. And  not  every  man  has  this  knowledge ; the  phy- 

sician and  the  soothsayer  have  it  not;  and  they will not  be 
courageous  unless  they  acquire it-that  is what  you  were 
saying ? 

Nic. I was. 
Soc. Then  this  is  certainly  not  a  thing which every  pig 

would  know, as  the  proverb  says,  and  therefore  he could not 
be courageous. 

Nic. I think  not. 
SOC. Clearly  not,  Nicias ; not  even  such  a big  pig as  the 

Crommyonian  sow would  be called by you courageous.  And 
this I say  not  as  a  joke, but because I think  that  he  who 
assents  to  your  doctrine,  that  courage is the  knowledge of the 
grounds of fear  and hope, cannot  allow  that  any wild beast  is 
courageous,  unless  he  admits  that  a lion, or  a  leopard,  or 
perhaps  a boar, or  any  other animal, has  such  a  degree of 
wisdom that,he  knows  things which  but a few human  beings 
ever  know by reason of their difficulty. H e  who  takes  your 
view of courage  must affirm that  a lion, and  a  stag,  and  a 
bull, and  a  monkey,  have  equally  little  pretensions  to  courage. 

And I hope,  Nicias, that you  will  tell us  whether  these 
animals, which  we  all admit  to be courageous,  are  really 
wiser  than  mankind ; or  whether you  will have  the  boldness, 
in  the face of universal  opinion,  to  deny  their  courage. 

Nic. Why,  Laches, I do  not call animals or  any  other 
things which have no  fear of dangers,  because  they  are 
ignorant of them, courageous, but only  fearless  and  senseless. 
Do you imagine  that I should call  little  children  courageous, 
which fear no dangers  because  they  know  none ? There is 
a difference, to  my  way of thinking, between fearlessness 
and  courage. I am of opinion  that  thoughtful  courage  is 
a quality  possessed by very few, but  that  rashness  and bold- 
ness,  and  fearlessness,  which  has  no  forethought,  are  very 
common  qualities  possessed by many men, many  women,  many 

La. Capital,  Socrates; by the gods, that is truly good. 197 

i; 



Courage a par t  of virtue. 1 0 7  

I children,  many  animals.  And you, and men  in  general, call Lath 
by the  term  ‘courageous ’ actions which I call rash ;-my *R*TW 

courageous  actions  are  wise actions. 
La. Behold,  Socrates,  how  admirably,  as  he  thinks,  he 

dresses  himself  out- in words, while seeking  to  deprive of the 
honour of courage  those  whom  all  the world acknowledges  to 
be courageous. 

Nic. Not so, Laches, but do  not be alarmed ; for I am  quite 
willing to  say of you  and  also of Lamachus,  and of many 
other  Athenians,  that you are  courageous  and  therefore wise. 

La. I could answer  that ; but I would not  have  you  cast  in 
my teeth  that I am  a  haughty  Aexonian. 

SOC. Do not  answer him, Laches ; I rather  fancy  that you 
are  not  aware of the  source from  which his  wisdom is derived. 
He  has  got all  this from my friend  Damon,  and  Damon  is 
always  with  Prodicus, who,  of all  the  Sophists,  is  considered 
to  be the  best  puller  to  pieces of words of this  sort. 

La. Yes,  Socrates ; and  the  examination of such  niceties 
is a  much  more  suitable  employment  for  a  Sophist  than for 
a  great  statesman  whom  the city chooses  to  preside  over 
her. 

-Sot. Yes, my sweet  friend, but a  great  statesman  is likely 
to  have  a  great  intelligence.  And I think  that  the view 
which is implied in Nicias’ definition of courage is worthy 
of examination. 

L*CWEs, 
NICIAS. 

La. Then  examine  for  yourself,  Socrates. 
SOC. That  is  what I am  going to  do,  my dear  friend. Do 

not, however,  suppose I shall  let  you  out  of  the  partnership ; 
for I shall  expect you to  apply  your mind, and  join with me 
in  the  consideration of the  question. 

La. I will if you think  that I ought. 
198 SOC. Yes, I d o ;  but I must  beg of  you,  Nicias, to begin W e  must 

again. You remember  that we originally  considered  courage ts: : 

to be a  part of virtue. 
Nic. Very true. 

(I) Courage 
is a part 

SOC. And  you  yourself  said  that  it  was  a  part;  and  there Of virtue’ 
were  many  other  parts,  all of which taken  together  are called 
virtue. 

Nic. Certainly. 
SOC. Do you agree with  me about  the par ts?   For  I say 



I 08 Courage a science. 

h h e s .  that  justice,  temperance,  and  the like, are all  of them  parts of 

LACXSS. 
SOCRATES, virtue  as  well  as  courage.  Would.  you  not  say  the  same? 

(2)~Ourage SOC. Well  then, so far  we  are  agreed.  And  now  let us 
isaknow- proceed a step,  and  try  to  arrive  at a similar  agreement 
good and about  the  fearful  and  the  hopeful: I do  not  want  you to be 
evilin the thinking  one  thing  and  myself  another.  Let  me  then tell 
future. you  my  own  opinion,  and if I am  wrong  you  shall  set  me 

right:  in  my  opinion  the  terrible  and  the  hopeful  are  the 
things  which  do  or  do  not  create fear, and  fear  is  not of the 
present,  nor of the  past,  but  is of future  and  expected evil. 
Do you  not  agree  to  that,  Laches ? 

N I C I A S .  Nic. Certainly. 

ledge of 

La. Yes,  Socrates,  entirely. 
SOC. That  is my  view, Nicias;  the  terrible  things,  as I 

should  say,  are  the  evils  which  are  future ; and  the  hopeful 
are  the  good  or  not evil  things  which  qre  future. Do you or  
d o  you  not  agree with me ? 

Nic. I agree. 
SOC. And  the  knowledge of these  things  you  call  courage ? 
Nic. Precisely. 
SOC. And  now  let  me  see  whether  you  agree  with  Laches 

Nic. What  is   that? 
and myself as  to  a  third  point. 

(3) In  the SOC. I will  tell  you. H e   a n d  I have  a  notion  that  there  is 
not  one  knowledge  or  science of the  past,  another of the equally in 

the pmt present,  a  third of what  is  likely  to  be  best  and  what will be 
and in best in the  future ; but  that of all  three  there  is  one  science 
the  present. 

only:  for  example,  there  is  one  science of medicine  which 
is  concerned  with  the  inspection of health  equally  in  all 
times,  present,  past,  and  future;  and  one  science of hus- 
bandry in like  manner,  which  is  concerned with the  prcl 
ductions of the  earth  in  all  times. As to the  art of the ; 
general, you yourselves will  be  my witnesses  that  he y 
has  an  excellent  foreknowledge of the  future,  and  that  he 
claims  to  be  the  master  and  not  the  servant of the  sooth- 
sayer,  because  he  knows  better  what  is  happening  or  is 1% .. 
likely  to  happen  in  war:  and  accordingly  the  law  places i. 
the  soothsayer  under  the  general,  and  not  the  general B 
under  the  soothsayer.  Am I not  correct  in  saying so, 

b 

Laches ? 

A 

F 
1 



Nicias is invohed in a contradiction. 109 

La, Quite  correct. Laches. 
SOL And  do YOU, Nicias, also  acknowledge  that  the  same SOCRATEO, 

science  has  understanding of the  same  things,  whether  future, N~~~~~ 

present,  or  past .? 

LACH~S, 

Nic. Yes, indeed,  Socrates ; that  is  my  opinion. 
Soc. And  courage,  my  friend, is, as you  say,  a  knowledge 

Nic. Yes. 
Soc. And  the fearful, and  the  hopeful,  are  admitted  to be 

Nic. True. 
Soc. And  the  same  science  has  to do with  the  same  things 

Nic. That  is  true. 
SOC. Then  courage is not  the  science  which  is  concerned 

with  the  fearful  and hopeful, for  they  are  future  only ; courage, 
like  the  other  sciences,  is  concerned  not  only  with  good  and 
evil of the  future,  but of the  present  and  past,  and of any 
time ? 

of the  fearful  and  of  the  hopeful ? 

future  goods  and  future  evils ? 

in  the  future  or  at  any  time ? 

Nic. That,  as I suppose,  is  true. 
SOC. Then  the  answer which you  have  given, Nicias, 

includes  only a third  part of courage; but our  question 
extended  to  the  whole  nature of courage : and  according  to 
your view, that is, according  to  your  present view, courage is 
not  only  the  knowledge of the  hopeful  and  the fearful, but 
seems  to  include  nearly  every  good  and evil without  reference 
to time, What  do  you  say  to  that  alteration in your  state- 
ment ? 

Nic. I agree,  Socrates. 
SOC. But  then,  my  dear  friend, if a man  knew  all  good  and But if 

evil, and  how  they are, and  have been, and will be  produced, ~~~~~~ 

would  he  not  be  perfect,  and  wanting in no  virtue,  whether ledge of 
justice, or  temperance,  or  holiness ? H e  would  possess  them g-2: 
all, and  he  would  know  which  were  dangers  and  which  were future, 
not, and  guard  against  them  whether  they  were  supernatural :ozA 
or  natural ; and  he  would  provide  the  good,  as  he  would  know bend all 

how  to  deal  both  with  gods  or  men. 

what  you  say. 

virtue. 

Nic. I think,  Socrates,  that  there  is 3 great  deal of truth  in 

Soc. But then, Nicias, courage,  according  to  this  new 
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L M ~ .  definition of yours,  instead of being  a  part of virtue only,  will 
SCXRATES, be  all  virtue ? 
LACHES, 
NICIM.  Nic. It  would  seem so. 

SOC. But  we  were  saying  that  courage  is  one of the  parts of 

Nic. Yes,  that  was  what  we  were  saying. 
Soc. And  that is in  contradiction  with  our  present view ? 
Nic. That  appears  to be the case. 
SOC. Then, Nicias,  we have  not  discovered  what  courage 

Nic. We have not. 

virtue ? 

is. 

An  alter- La. And yet, friend Nicias,  I imagined  that  you would have zoo 
 tween made  the discovery, when you were so contemptuous of the 
Lachesand answers  which I made to Socrates. I had  very  great  hopes 
Nicias. that you  would have  been  enlightened by the wisdom of 

Damon. 
Nic. I perceive,  Laches,  that  you  think  nothing of having 

displayed  your  ignorance of the  nature of courage,  but  you 
look only to see  whether I have  not  made  a  similar  display ; 
and if we are  both  equally  ignorant of the  things which a  man 
who  is  good  for  anything  should know,  that,  I suppose, will 
be of no  consequence.  You  certainly  appear to me  very  like 
the  rest of the world, looking  at  your  neighbour  and  not  at 
yourself, I am of opinion  that  enough  has  been  said  on  the 
subject which we  have  been  discussing ; and if anything  has 
been  imperfectly  said,  that  may be hereafter  corrected by the 
help of Damon,  whom you think to laugh  down,  although  you 
have  never  seen him, and  with  the  help  ofothers.  And  when 
I am  satisfied  myself, I will freely  impart  my  satisfaction  to you, 
for  I  think  that  you  are  very  much  in  want of knowledge. 

They agree La. You  are  a  philosopher,  Nicias ; of that  I  am  aware : 
in recon- mending nevertheless I would recommend  Lysimachus  and  Melesias 
Lysin- not  to  take  you  and  me  as  advisers  about  the  education of their 
~~~~~, children ; but, as I  said  at first, they  shouid  ask  Socrates  and 
refer  the 'not let him off; if  my  own sons  were old enough, I would 
question have  asked  him  myself, 
respecting 
the du- Nic.' T o  that  I  quite  agree, if Socrates  is  willing  to  take 
cation Of them  under  his  charge. I should  not wish  for any  one  else  to 
boys to be the  tutor of Niceratus.  But I observe  that  when I mention their  two 

&rates. the  matter  to him he  recommends  to  me  some  other  tutor  and 

cation 
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refuses himself. Perhaps  he  may  be  more  ready  to  listen  to LUC~CS. 
you, Lysimachus. 

him  which I would  not  do  for  many  others.  What  do  you 
say, Socrates-will you  comply ? And  are  you  ready  to  give 
assistance  in  the  improvement  of  the  youths? 

fusing  to  aid  in  the  improvement of anybody.  And if I had 
shown  in  this  conversation  that  I  had a knowledge  which 
Nicias  and  Laches  have  not,  then I admit  that  you would be school 

right  in  inviting me to perform  this  duty ; but  as  we  are  all  in 
the  same  perplexity,  why  should  one of us be  preferred  to 

201 another?  I certainly  think  that  no  one  should;  and  under 
these  circumstances,  let  me offer you  a  piece of advice  (and 
this  need  not  go  further  than  ourselves). I maintain,  my 
friends,  that  every  one of us should  seek  out  the  best  teacher 
whom  he  can  find,  first  for  ourselves,  who are greatly  in  need 
of one,  and  then  for  the  youth,  regardless of expense  or  any- 
thing.  But I cannot  advise  that  we  remain as we  are.  And 
if any  one  laughs  at us for  going  to  school  at  our  age, I would 
quote to them  the  authority of Homer,  who says, that 

Lys. H e  ought,  Nicias : for  certainly I would  do  things  for Lus"*cHus~ 

SOCSAT~S, 

SOC. Indeed,  Lysimachus, I should be very  wrong  in re- Then,says 

together. 

'Modesty is not good for a needy man.' 

Let us then,  regardless  of  what  may  be  said ofus, make  the 
education of the  youths  our own education. 

Lys. I like  your  proposal,  Socrates ; and  as I am  the  oldest, 
I am  also  the  most  eager  to go to  school with the boys. Let 
me  beg  a  favour  ofyou : Come  to  my  house  to-morrow  at  dawn, 
and we  will advise  about  these  matters.  For  the  present,  let 
us make  an  end of the  conversation. 

SOC. I will come  to you to-morrow,  Lysimachus,  as  you 
propose,  God willing. 
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I N T R O D U C T I O N .  

THE Protagoras, like several of the Dialogues  of  Plato, is put Prptuprus. 
into the mouth of Socrates,  who  describes a conversation which A ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ .  

had taken place between himself and the great  Sophist  at the 
house of Callias-"the man who  had spent  more upon the Sophists 
than all the  rest of the world '-and in which the  learned  Hippias 
and the grammarian  Prodicus had also shared, as well as Alci- 
biades and Critias, both  of  whom said a few  words-in the 
presence of a distinguished company consisting of disciples of 
Protagoras  and of leading  Athenians belonging to the Socratic 

310 circle. The dialogue commences with a request on the part of 
Hippocrates that Socrates would introduce him  to the celebrated 
teacher. He has come  before the dawn had  risen-so  fervid is  his 

31 I zeal. Socrates moderates his excitement and advises him  to  find 
out 'what Protagoras will  make of  him,' before he becomes his 
pupil. 

314 They go together to the house of Callias; and  Socrates,  after 
explaining the  purpose of their visit to Protagoras, asks  the 

318 question, 'What  he will make of Hippocrates.' Protagoras 
answers, 'That  he will make him a better and a wiser man.' 
' But in what  will he  be  better? '"Socrates desires to have a more 

319 precise  answer.  Protagoras replies, 'That he  will teach him 
prudence in affairs private and public; in short, the science or 
knowledge of human life.' 

This, as  Socrates admits, is a noble profession; but he is or 
rather would  have been doubtful, whether such knowledge  can  be 
taught, if Protagoras had  not assured him of the fact,  for  two 
reasons : (I) Because the Athenian people, who recognize in their 
assemblies the distinction between the skilled and the unskilled 
in the  arts,  do not distinguish between the trained politician  and 

Steph. 
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P ~ o f u p a r .  the untrained ; (a) Because the wisest  and best Athenian  citizens 320 
A ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ .  do not teach their  sons political virtue.  Will  Protagoras  answer 

Protagoras  explains his views in  the form of an apologue, in 
which, after  Prometheus  had  given  men  the arts, Zeus  is  repre- 321 
sented as sending  Hermes  to  them, bearing  with him Justice and 
Reverence. These  are not, like the arts, to be imparted to a few 322 
only, but all men are  to  be  partakers of them.  Therefore  the 323 
Athenian  people are right in distinguishing  between the skilled 
and unskilled in the  arts, and  not  between skilled and unskilled 
politicians. (I) For all men  have  the political virtues to a certain 
degree,  and are obliged to say that they have  them,  whether they 
have them  or not. A man would Be thought a madman who 
professed an art which he did not  know ; but he would be equally 
thought a madman if he did not profess a virtue which he had  not. 
(2) And  that the political virtues can  be taught  and  acquired, in 324 
the opinion of the  Athenians,  is  proved  by the fact that they 
punish evil-doers, with a view to prevention, of course-mere 325 
retribution  is for beasts,  and not  for men. (3) Again, would parents 
who teach their  sons  lesser  matters leave them  ignorant of the 
common duty of citizens? To the doubt of Socrates the best 
answer  is  the fact, that the education of youth in virtue  begins 
almost as soon as  they can speak,  and  is continued by the  state 326 
when  they  pass out of the parental control. (4) Nor need  we 
wonder  that  wise  and good fathers sometimes  have foolish  and 
worthless sons. Virtue, as  we  were saying, is not the private 327 
possession of any man, but is shared  by all, only  however to the 
extent of which each individual is by  nature capable. And, as a 
matter of fact, even  the  worst of civilized mankind will appear 
virtuous  and  just, if we compare  them  with savages. (5) The 32s 
error of Socrates lies in supposing that  there  are no teachers of ! 
virtue, whereas all men are  teachers in a degree.  Some, like 
Protagoras, are  better  than others,  and  with  this  result  we  ought 
to be satisfied. 

these objections ? 

: 
Socrates  is highly delighted with the explanation of Protagoras. 329 

But  he  has still a doubt lingering in his mind. Protagoras  has 
spoken of the virtues : are  they many, or one ? are  they  parts of a 330 E 
whole,  or different names of the  same  thing? Protagoras  replies 
that they  are parts, like the  parts of a face,  which  have their 

J 
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several functions, and. no  one  part  is like any  other part. This protaprm. 
admission, which has been  somewhat  hastily made, is now taken hlLVsra 

331 up  and  cross-examined  by Socrates :- 
‘IS justice  just,  and is holiness holy?  And  are justice  and 

holiness  opposed to one  another ? ’-‘Then justice is unholy.’ 
Protagoras would rather  say  that justice is different  from holiness, 
and  yet in a certain point of view nearly  the  same, He  does not, 

332 however, escape  in  this  way from the  cunning of Socrates, who 
inveigles. him into an admission that everything has  but  one 

333 opposite. Folly, for  example, is opposed to wisdom ; and folly is 
also  opposed to temperance;  and  therefore  temperance  and 
wisdom are  the same.  And  holiness has been  already  admitted 
to be  nearly  the  same  as justice. Temperance,  therefore,  has now 
to  be compared  with justice. 

334 Protagoras,  whose  temper  begins to  get a little ruffled at  the 
process to which he  has  been subjected, is  aware  that  he will soon 
be  compelled  by the dialectics of Socrates  to admit  that the 
temperate  is  the  just. He  therefore  defends himself  with his 
favourite weapon; that is to say, he makes a long  speech not 
much to the point, which  elicits the  applause of the audience. 

Here occurs a sort of interlude,  which  commences  with a 
33.5 declaration on  the  part of Socrates that  he  cannot follow a long 

speech,  and therefore  he  must beg  Protagoras to speak  shorter. 
336 As Protagoras  declines to accommodate him, he  rises  to depart, 

but is  detained  by Callias, who thinks him  unreasonable in not 
’ allowingTrotagoras  the  liberty  which  he  takes himself of speaking 
as  he likes. But Alcibiades answers that the two  cases are not 
parallel. For  Socrates admits his inability to speak  long ; will Pro- 
tagoras in like manner acknowledge his inability to speak short ? 

337 Counsels of moderation are urged first in a few words by 
Critias, and  then  by Prodicus in balanced  and  sententious lan- 

338 guage:  and  Hippias  proposes an umpire. But who  is to be  the 
umpire ? rejoins Socrates ; he would rather suggest as a compro- 
mise that Protagoras  shall ask  and  he will answer, and that  when 
Protagoras  is tired of asking  he himself will ask  and  Protagoras 

Protagoras selects as his  thesis a poem of Simonides of  Ceos, 
in which  he  professes to find a contradiction. First  the poet says, 

‘Hard is it to become good,’ 

339 shall  answer. To this the  latter yields a reluctant  assent. 
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P~oiagor~s. and  then  reproaches  Pittacus for having  said, ‘Hard  is it to be 
good.’ How  is this to be  reconciled? Socrates,  who  is familiar 
with the poem, is  embarrassed  at first, and  invokes the aid  of 
Prodicus, the countryman of Simonides, but apparently  only  with 340 
the intention of flattering him into  absurdities. First a distinction 
is drawn  between (&at) to be, and (ysviuBuc) to become : to become 
good is difficult; to be good is easy. Then  the word difficult or 341 
hard  is explained to mean ‘evil’ in the Cean dialect. To all this 
Prodicus assents; but when Protagoras reclaims, Socrates slily 
withdraws  Prodicus from the fray, under  the  pretence that  his 
assent  was  only intended to test the  wits-of his  adversary. He  
then proceeds to give another and  more  elaborate  explanation 342 
of the whole passage. The explanation  is as follows :- 

The Lacedaernonians are great  philosophers (although this  is a 
fact  which is not generally  known) ; and  the soul of their philo- 
sophy  is brevity, which was  also the  style of primitive antiquity 343 
and of the seven sages. Now Pittacus had a saying, ‘ Hard is it to 
be  good : ’ and  Simonides,  who was jealous of t he  fame of this 
saying,  wrote a poem which was designed to controvert it, No, 344 
says he, Pittacus ; not ‘hard  to  be good,’ but ‘ hard to become 
good.’ Socrates proceeds to argue in a highly  impressive  manner 345 
that  the whole composition is intended as an  attack upon Pittacus. 
This, though manifestly absurd,  is  accepted  by the company, and 347 
meets with the special approval of Hippias,  who  has  however 
a favourite interpretation of ,his own,  which  he  is  requested by 
Alcibiades to defer. 

The argument is now resumed, not without some disdainful 
remarks of Socrates on the practice of introducing the poets, who 

good society. Men’s own thoughts should supply them with the 348 
materials for discussion. A  few soothing  flatteries are  addressed 
to Protagoras  by Callias and  Socrates,  and then  the old question 349 
is repeated, ‘Whether  the virtues are one  or  many? ’ To which 
Protagoras  is now disposed to reply,  that four out of the five 
virtues are  in  some  degree  similar; but he still contends  that the 
fifth, courage, is unlike the rest. Socrates proceeds to undermine 
the last  stronghold of the adversary,  first  obtaining from  him the 
admission that all virtue is in the highest  degree good :- 

ought  not to be  allowed, any more than flute-girls, to come  into 

The  courageous’are  the confident ; and the confident are those 350 
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who  know  their  business  or  profession:  those  who have no  such Profagora. 
knowledge  and are still confident are madmen. This  is admitted. ANALYSIS. 

351 Then,  says  Socrates,  courage  is  knowledge-an  inference which 
Protagoras  evades by drawing a futile distinction between the 
courageous and  the confident in a fluent speech. 

Socrates  renews  the attack from another  side:  he would like to 
know whether pleasure is not the only good, and pain the only 
evil?  Protagoras  seems  to doubt the morality or propriety of 
assenting to this; he would rather  say that ‘some  pleasures  are 
good, some  pains  are evil,’ which is also the opinion of the 

352 generality of mankind. What  does  he think of knowledge ? Does 
he  agree  with  the common opinion that knowledge  is overcome  by 
passion I or does  he hold that  knowledge is  power? Protagoras 
agrees that-knowledge is certainly a governing power. 

353 This,  however,  is  not the doctrine of men in general,  who 
maintain that  many  who know  what  is best, act contrary to their 
knowledge  under the influence of pleasure. But this opposition of 
good and evil. is really the opposition of a greater  or  lesser amount 

354 of pleasure. Pleasures  are evils because they  end in pain, and 
pains are goods  because they  end in pleasures. Thus pleasure is 
seen to be the only good; and the only evil is the prc rente of 

355 the  lesser pleasure to the greater. But then comes in the illusion 
359 of distance. Some  art of mensuration  is  required in order to 

show us pleasures  and  pains in their  true proportion. This  art of 
mensuration is a kind of  knowledge, and knowledge is  thus proved 
once  more to be  the  governing  principle of human life, and  ignor- 
ance  the origin of all evil : for no  one prefers  the  less pleasure to 
the  greater,  or  the  greater pain to the less, except from ignorance. 
The  argument  is  drawn out in  an imaginary ‘dialogue within a 
dialogue,’ conducted  by Socrates  and Protagoras on the  one  part, 
and the  rest of the world on the other.  Hippias  and  Prodicus, as 
well as Protagoras,  admit the  soundness of the conclusion. 

Socrates  then applies  this new conclusion to the case of courage 
-the only  virtue  which still- holds out against the assaults of the 
Socratic dialectic. No one  chooses the evil or refuses the good 
except through  ignorance. This explains why cowards  refuse to 
go to war:-because they form a wrong  estimate of good, and 

360 honour,  and  pleasure. And  why  are  the courageous willing to go 
to war?-because  they form a right estimate of pleasures  and 
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Protugoras. pains, of things  terrible  and not terrible. Courage then  is know- 
A ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ .  redge, and’ cowardice is  ignorance. And  the five virtues,  which 

were originally maintained to have five different natures, after 
having been  easily  reduced to  two only, at last coalesce in one. 
The  assent of Protagoras  to  this last position is  extracted  with 361 
great difficulty. 

Socrates concludes by professing  his  disinterested love  of the 
truth, and  remarks on the singular manner  in which  he and his 
adversary had changed sides. Protagoras  began  by  asserting,  and 
Socrates  by denying, the teachableness of virtue, and now the 
latter  ends  by affirming that virtue  is knowledge,  which is  the 
most teachable of  all things, while Protagoras  has been  striving to 
show that  virtue  is not knowledge, and  this  is almost equivalent to 
saying that  virtue  cannot  be  taught. He is not satisfied with the 
result,  and would like to  renew  the  enquiry with the  help of 
Protagoras in a different order, asking (I) What virtue is, and (2) 
Whether virtue can be  taught. Protagoras declines  this offer, but 
commends  Socrates’ earnestness  and his style of discussion. 

DUCTION. 
INTRO. The  Protagoras  is often supposed to be full  of  difficulties. These 

are  partly imaginary  and partly real. The imaginary  ones are 
( I )  Chronological,-which were pointed out in ancient  times  by 
Athenaeus (v. 59), and are noticed by Schleiermacher  and  others, 
and  relate to the impossibility of  all the  persons  in  the Dialogue 
meeting  at any one time, whether  in  the  year 425 B.c., or in any 
other. But Plato, like all writers of  fiction, aims  only at  the 
probable,  and  shows in many Dialogues  (e.g. the Symposium and 
Republic, and  already in the Laches) an  extreme disregard of 
the historical accuracy  which is sometimes  demanded of him. 
(2) The exact place of the Protagoras  among the Dialogues, and 
the  date of composition, have also been much disputed.  But there 
are no  criteria  which afford any real grounds  for  determining  the 
date of composition ; and  the affinities of the Dialogues, when  they 
are not indicated by Plato himself, must  always to a great extent 
remain uncertain. (3) There  is  another class of  difficulties,  which 
may  be  ascribed to  preconceived notions of  commentators, who 
imagine that  Protagoras  the  Sophist ought  always to be  in  the 
wrong, and his adversary  Socrates  in  the  right;  or that in  this 
or  that passage-e.g. in the explanation of  good as pleasure- 
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Plato is inconsistent with himself; or that the Dialogue  fails in Prolagonu. 
unity, and  has not a proper beginning, middle,  and ending. They I ~ T W  

seem to forget that Plato is a dramatic writer  who  throws  his 
thoughts into both sides of the argument, and certainly does not 
aim at  any  unity which is inconsistent with freedom, and with a 
natural or even  wild manner of treating his subject ; also that his 
mode of revealing the  truth  is by lights and  shadows, and far-off 
and  opposing points of view, and not  by  dogmatic statements or 
definite results. 

The real difficulties arise out of the  extreme  subtlety of the 
work, which, as Socrates  says of the poem  of Simonides, is a most 
perfect piece of art.  There  are dramatic contrasts and interests, 
threads of  philosophy  broken and resumed, satirical reflections  on 
mankind, veils thrown  over truths which are lightly suggested, 
and  all  woven together in a single design, and  moving  towards 
one end. 

In  the introductory  scene Plato raises the expectation that a 
‘great personage’ is about to appear  on  the  stage ; perhaps with 
a further view of showing that  he is destined to be  overthrown 
by a greater still, who  makes  no pretensions. Before introducing 
Hippocrates to him, Socrates  thinks proper to warn the youth 
against the dangers of  ‘influence,’ of which the invidious nature is 
recognized by Protagoras himself. Hippocrates readily adopts the 
suggestion of Socrates  that  he shall learn of Protagoras  only 
the accomplishments  which  befit an  Athenian gentleman, and let 
alone his  ‘sophistry,’ There  is nothing however in the intro- 
duction which leads to the inference that Plato intended to 
blacken the character of the  Sophists; he only makes a little 
merry  at their  expense. 

The  ‘great personage’  is  somewhat ostentatious, but frank  and 
honest. He is introduced on a stage which is  worthy of him-at 
the house of the rich  Callias, in which are congregated the noblest 
and  wisest of the Athenians. He  considers openness to be the 
best policy, and particularly mentions his own liberal mode of 
dealing with his pupils, as if in answer to the favourite accusation 
of the Sophists  that they received pay. He is  remarkable for the 
good temper which he  exhibits throughout the discussion under 
the  trying  and often sophistical cross-examination of Socrates. 
Although  once or twice  ruffled, and reluctant to continue the 

DUCTION. 



I22 Protagoras  often  has  the best of the arguntetzt. 

I'rotagoms. discussion,  he parts company  on perfectly good terms,  and 
I ~ , . ~ .  appears to  be, as he says of himself, the 'least jealous of 

Nor is  there anything in the sentiments of Protagoras which 
impairs  this pleasing impression of the grave  and weighty  old 
man. His  real defect is  that he is inferior to Socrates in dialectics. 
The opposition  between  him and  Socrates  is not the opposition of 
good and  bad, true  and false, but of the old art of rhetoric and  the 
new science of interrogation and argument; also of the  irony of 
Socrates and the self-assertion of the Sophists. There  is quite as 
much truth on the side of Protagoras as of Socrates ; but  the  truth 
of Protagoras is  based on  common sense and  common maxims of 
morality, while that of Socrates  is paradoxical or transcendental, 
and though  full of meaning and insight, hardly intelligible to the 
rest of mankind. Here  as elsewhere  is  the usual contrast  between 
the Sophists  representing  average public opinion and  Socrates 
seeking for increased clearness and unity of ideas.  But to a great 
extent Protagoras has  the best of the argument  and represents  the 
better mind of man. 

For example : (I) one of the noblest statements to be  found  in 
antiquity about the preventive nature of punishment  is  put into 
his mouth; (2) he  is clearly right also in maintaining that virtue 
can  be taught (which Socrates himself, at the end of the Dialogue, 
is disposed to concede) ; and also (3) in his  explanation of the 
phenomenon that good fathers have  bad sons ; (4) he  is right also 
in observing that  the  virtues are not like the  arts, gifts or attain- 
ments of special individuals, but the common property of all : 
this, which  in  all ages  has  been the strength  and  weakness of 
ethics and  politics, is deeply seated in human nature ; (5) there  is 
a sort of half-truth  in the notion that all  civilized  men are teachers 
of virtue ; and more than a half-truth (6) in ascribing to  man, who 
in his outward  conditions  is more helpless than the  other animals, 
the power of self-improvement ; (7) the religious allegory should 
be  noticed,  in  which the  arts  are said to  be  given  by Prometheus 
(who stole them),  whereas justice and reverence  and the political 
virtues could only be imparted by Zeus; (8) in the  latter part of 
the Dialogue, when  Socrates is arguing  that 'pleasure  is  the only 
good,' Protagoras  deems it more in accordance with his  character 
to maintain that ' some pleasures only are good ; ' and  admits  that 

"UCTWX mankind.' 
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‘he, above  all other men,  is bound to say  “that wisdom and Prvfugoms. 
knowledge are  the highest of human things.” ’ 

There  is no  reason to suppose  that in all this Plato is depicting 
an imaginary  Protagoras ; he  seems to  be showing us the teaching 
of the  Sophists  under  the milder  aspect  under which he once 
regarded  them. Nor is  there  any reason to doubt that  Socrates  is 
equally an historical character, paradoxical, ironical, tiresome, but 
seeking for the unity of virtue  and knowledge as for a precious 
treasure ; willing to rest this even on a calculation of pleasure, 
and  irresistible here,  as  everywhere in Plato, in his intellectual 
superiority. 

The aim  of Socrates,  and of the Dialogue, is to show  the  unity 
of virtue. In  the determination of this question the identity of 
virtue  and  knowledge is found to be  involved.  But  if virtue and 
knowledge are one, then virtue can be  taught;  the end of the 
Dialogue returns to the beginning. Had Protagoras been allowed 
by Plato to make the Aristotelian distinction, and  say  that virtue 
is not  knowledge, but is accompanied with knowledge ; or to point 
out with  Aristotle  that the same quality may have more  than one 
opposite ; or  with Plato himself in the Phaedo to deny  that good is 
a mere exchange of a greater pleasure for a less-the unity of 
virtue  and the identity of virtue  and knowledge  would  have re- 
quired to be proved by other arguments. 

Thevictory of Socrates  over  Protagoras  is in every  way complete 
when  their minds are fairly brought together.  Protagoras falls 
before him after two or  three blows. Socrates partially gains  his 
object in the first part of the Dialogue,  and completely in the 
second. Nor  does  he  appear  at any disadvantage  when subjected 
to ‘the question ’ by  Protagoras. He  succeeds in making his two 
‘friends,’  Prodicus  and Hippias, ludicrous by the  way;  he also 
makes a long  speech in defence of the poem  of Simonides, after 
the  manner of the Sophists, showing, as Alciblades says, that he 
is only pretending to have a bad memory,  and  that he and not 
Protagoras is  really a master in the two styles of speaking;  and 
that  he can  undertake, not one  side of theargument only, but both, 
when Protagoras  begins to break down. Against  the  authority of 
the poets with whom  Protagoras  has ingeniously identified himself 
at  the commencement of the Dialogue, Socrates  sets  up  the 
proverbial  philosophers  and those  masters of brevity the Lacedae- 

INTRO- 

.. . 
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Not  having the whole of this poem before us, it is impossible 
for us to answer certainly the question of Protagoras, how the two 
passages of Simonides are to be recon’ciled. W e  can only follow 
the indications given by Plato himself.  But it seems likely that 
the reconcilement offered by  Socrates  is a caricature of the 
methods of interpretation  which were practised by the Sophists- 
for the following reasons: (I) The  transparent irony of the 
.previous interpretations given by  Socrates. (2) The ludicrous 
opening of the speech in which the Lacedaemonians are described 
as  the  true philosophers, and Laconic brevity as  the  true form of 
philosophy, evidently with an allusion to Protagoras’ long speeches. 
(3) The manifest futility and  absurdity of the explanation of 
;pBv iraLypr dXaOCos, which is  hardly consistent with the rational 
interpretation of the rest of the poem. The opposition of &or and 
yeviohr seems also intended to express  the rival doctrines of 
Socrates and  Protagoras,  and  is a facetious commentary on their 
differences. (4) The general treatment  in Plato both of the Poets 
.and the Sophists,  who are  their  interpreters, and whom he  delights 
to identify with them. (5)  The depreciating  spirit in which 
Socrates  speaks of the introduction of the poets as a substitute for 
original conversation, which  is  intended to contrast  with  Pro- 
tagoras’ exaltation of the  study of them-this again is  hardly 
consistent with the serious  defence of Simonides. (6) The marked 
approval of Hippias, who  is  supposed at once to catch the familiar 
sound, just as in  the previous conversation Prodicus is represented 
as ready to accept any distinctions of language however  absurd. 
At  the same time Hippias is desirous of substituting a new inter- 
pretation of his own;  as if the  words might really be made to 
mean  anything,  and were only to be  regarded as affording a field 
for the ingenuity of the interpreter. 

This curious passage is, therefore, to be  regarded as Plato’s 
satire on the tedious and hypercritical arts of interpretation which 
prevailed in his own day, and may be compared with his condemna- 
tion of the  same  arts  when applied to mythology in  the Phaedrus, 
and  with  his other parodies, e. g. with the two first speeches in the 
Phaedrus  and with the Menexenus. Several lesser touches of 
satire may be  observed,  such as the claim  of  philosophy  advanced 

xmR,,. at  the  same time. 
DUCTION. 
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for the Lacedaemonians,  which is a parody of the claims advanced PYO~U~OYUS. 

for the  Poets  by Protagoras ; the mistake of the Laconizing set in lNrRp 

supposing that  the Lacedaemonians are a great nation because DUCT'oN* 

they bruise their  ears ; the far-fetched notion, which is ' really too 
bad,' that  Simonides uses  the Lesbian (?) word, i ~ ~ i v q p ,  because 
he  is  addressing a Lesbian. The whole may also be considered 
as a satire  on those  who  spin  pompous theories out of nothing. 
As  in  the  arguments of the  Euthydemus and  of the Cratylus, the 
veil  of irony  is  never  withdrawn ; and we  are left in doubt at last 
how far in this  interpretation of Simonides Socrates  is ' fooling,' 
how far  he  is  in  earnest. 

All the  interests and  contrasts of character in a great  dramatic 
work like the  Protagoras  are not easily  exhausted. The im- 
pressiveness of the scene  should not be lost upon  us, or  the 
graddl  substitution of Socrates in the second part for Protagoras 
in the first. The  characters to whom we  are introduced at  the 
beginning of the Dialogue all play a part  more or less conspicuous 
towards the end. There  is Alcibiades, who is compelled  by the 
necessity of his nature to be a partisan,  lending effectual  aid to 
Socrates;  there  is Critias  assuming the tone of impartiality ; 
Callias, here  as  always inclining to the Sophists, but eager for any 
intellectual repast; Prodicus, who finds an opportunity for dis- 
playing his distinctions of language, which are valueless and 
pedantic, because they  are not  based  on  dialectic ; Hippias,  who 
has  previously exhibited his superficial knowledge of natural 
philosophy, to which, as in both the Dialogues called by his name, 
he now adds  the profession of an  interpreter of the Poets. The 
two  latter  personages have been  already damaged  by the mock 
heroic  description of them in the introduction. It may be re- 
marked that  Protagoras  is consistently  presented to us throughout 
as the  teacher of moral  and political virtue ; there  is no allusion 
to the theories of sensation which are attributed to him in the 
Theaetetus  and  elsewhere,  or to his denial of the existence of the 
gods in a well-known fragment ascribed to  him ; he  is  the religious 
rather than the irreligious  teacher in this Dialogue. Also,it  may 
be  observed  that Socrates  shows him as much respect  as  is 
consistent  with  his  own ironical character;  he admits  that the 
dialectic which 'has overthrown  Protagoras  has  carried himself 
round  to a conclusion opposed to his first thesis. The force 
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E+otwwus. of argument, therefore, and not Socrates or Protagoras, has won 

But is Socrates serious in maintaining (I) that  virtue cannot 
be  taught; (a) that  the virtues are  one; (3) that  virtue is  the 
knowledge  of pleasures  and  pains present and future?  These 
propositions to us have an appearance of  paradox-they are really 
moments or aspects of the  truth by the help of which we pass from 
the old conventional morality to a higher conception of virtue and 
knowledge. That virtue cannot be taught is a paradox  of the 
same  sort as  the profession of Socrates that  he knew nothing. 
Plato means to say that  virtue is not brought to a man,  but must 
be drawn out of him ; and cannot be taught by rhetorical discourses 
or citations from the poets. The second question, whether the 
virtues are one or many,  though at first sight distinct, is really a 
part of the same subject ; for if the virtues are to be taught, they 
must  be reducible to a common principle;  and  this common 
principle is  found  to  be  knowledge. Here, as Aristotle remarks, 
Socrates  and Plato outstep the truth-they  make a part of virtue 
into the whole. Further,  the nature of this knowledge,  which is 
assumed  to  be a knowledge of pleasures  and pains, appears to   u s  
too superficial and at variance with the spirit of Plato himself. 
Yet, in this, Plato is only following the historical Socrates as he  is 
depicted to us in Xenophon’s  Memorabilia. Like Socrates, he 
finds on the surface of human life  one  common  bond  by  which the 
virtues are united,-their tendency to  produce  happiness,-though 
such a principle is afterwards  repudiated by  him. 

It remains to be considered in  what  relation the Protagoras 
stands to the other Dialogues of Plato. That it is one  of the  earlier 
or purely Socratic works-perhaps the last, as it is certainly the 
greatest of them-is  indicated  by the absence of any allusion to 
the doctrine of reminiscence ; and also  by the different attitude 
assumed towards the teaching and  persons of the Sophists in 
some of the later Dialogues. The Charmides, Laches, Lysis, all 
touch  on the question of the relation of knowledge to virtue, and 
may  be regarded, if  not as preliminary  studies or sketches of the 
more  important work, at  any  rate as closely connected with it. 
The Io and the lesser  Hippias contain discussions of the Poets, 
which  offer a parallel to the ironical criticism of Simonides, and 
are conceived in a similar spirit. The affinity  of the Protagoras to 

DUCrrOIia 
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the Meno is  more doubtful. For  there, although the  same T ‘ ~ d , z g ~ t . n ~ .  
question is  discussed, ‘whether virtue can  be taught,’  and the rNrao. 
relation of  Meno to the  Sophists  is much the  same  as  that of 
Hippocrates, the  answer to the question is supplied out  of the 
doctrine of ideas;  the real Socrates  is already  passing into the 
Platonic one. At  a  later  stage of the Platonic philosophy we shall 
find that both the paradox  and the solution of it appear to have 
been retracted. The Phaedo, the Gorgias, and the Philebus offer 
further corrections of the teaching of the  Protagoras; in  all of 
them the doctrine  that  virtue  is  pleasure,  or  that  pleasure is the 
chief or only good, is  distinctly  renounced. 

Thus after  many preparations and oppositions, both of the 
characters of men and  aspects of the  truth, especially of the 
popular  and philosophical aspect;  and after  many  interruptions 
and  detentions by the way, which, as Theodorus says in the 
Theaetetus, are quite as agreeable as  the argument, we  arrive at 
the  great Socratic thesis that  virtue  is knowledge. This is an 
aspect of the  truth which was lost almost as soon as it was found ; 
and  yet  has to  be recovered by every one  for himself who would 
pass the limits of proverbial  and  popular philosophy. The moral 
and intellectual are always dividing, yet they must be  reunited, 
and  in the highest conception of them are inseparable. The thesis 
of Socrates  is not merely a hasty  assumption, but may be also 
deemed  an anticipation of some Lmetaphysic of the future,’ in 
which the divided elements of human nature  are reconciled. 





P R O T A G O R A S .  
PERSONS OF THE DIALOGUE. 

SOCRATES, who is the mrra tor  of PROTAGORAS, 
the Dialogue to his  Companion. HIPPIAS, Sophists. 

HIPPOCRATES.  PRODICUS, 
ALCIBIADES.  CALLIAS, a  wealthy  Athenian. 
CRITIAS. 

SCENE :-The Home of Callias. 

steph. Corn. WHERE do  you  come  from,  Socrates?  And  yet I Protagoras. 
3’9 need  hardly  ask  the  question,  for I know  that  you  have  been c ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ , ~ ~ ,  

in  chase of the  fair  Alcibiades. I saw  him  the  day  befbre Socn*rEs. 

yesterday ; and  he  had  got  a  beard  like  a man,-and he  is  a The fair 
man, as  I may  tell  you  in  your  ear.  But I thought  that  he 
was  still  very  charming. 

SOC. What  of his  beard ? Are you not of Homer’s  opinion, 
who  says 

And  that  is  now  the  charm of Alcibiades. 
Corn. Well,  and  how  do  matters  proceed ? Have  you  been 

visiting him, and  was  he  gracious  to you ? 
SOC. Yes, I thought  that  he  was  very  gracious ; and  espe- 

cially  to-day, for I have  just  come  from him, and  he  has  been 
helping  me  in  an  argument.  But  shall I tell  you  a  strange 
thing ? I paid no attention to him, and  several  times I quite 
forgot  that  he  was  present.. 

Corn. What  is the  meaning of this ? Has  anything hap- 
pened  between you and  him ? For  surely  you  cannot  have 
discovered a fairer  love  than  he is ; certainly  not  in  this city 
of Athens. 

Alcibiades. 

‘Youth is most charming when the beard first appears ’ ? 

SOC. Yes,  much  fairer. But there is 
Corn. What  do you mean-a citizen or  a  foreigner ? a fairer 

still. 
11. xxiv. 348. 
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protagoras. SOC. A  foreigner. 
SocRArrs, Com. Of  what  country ? 
C O M r * m N I  soc. Of  Abdera. 
Hrsro- 

CRATES. Corn. And ‘is this  stranger  really  in  your  opinion  a  fairer 
love than  the son  of Cleinias ? 

The fairer Soc. And is not  the  wiser  always  the  fairer,  sweet  friend ? 
and the Corn. But  have you really met, Socrates, with some  wise 
wisest of one ? 

men is SOC. Say  rather, with the  wisest  of  all  living men, if you  are 
,.oras. willing to accord  that  title  to  Protagoras. 

Corn. What I Is Protagoras in Athens? 
SOC. Yes;  he  has  been  here two days. 
Corn. And  do you just  come from an  interview  with  him? 

. Soc. Yes ; and I have  heard  and  said  many  things. 3 10  

Corn. Then, if you have  no  engagement,  suppose  that  you 
sit  down  and tell  me what  passed,  and  my  attendant  here 
shall give  up his  place  to you. 

SOC. T o  be sure ; and I shall  be  grateful  to you for 
listening. 

Corn. Thank you,  too, for  telling us. 
SOC. That is thank  you twice  over. Listen  then :- 

He is 
actually in 

Last night, or  rather  very  early  this  morning,  Hippocrates, 
Athens, the  son of Apollodorus  and  the  brother of Phason,  gave 
andHippo- a  tremendous  thump with his staff at my door ; some  one 
Crate* has opened  to him, and  he  came  rushing  in  and bawled out :  
bring the Socrates,  are  you  awake  or  asleep ? 
good I knew  his voice, and  said : Hippocrates, is that you ? and 
toSocrates. 

do you bring  any  news ? 

is the wiser, 

I’rota- 

come to 

Good news, he  said ; nothing but  good. 
Delightful, I said;  but  what  is  the  news?  and  why  have 

He  drew  nearer  to  me  and  said : Protagoras  is come. 
Yes, I replied ; he  came two days  ago : have you only just 

Yes, by the  gods, he  said ; but not  until  yesterday  evening. 
At  the  same time he felt  for  the truckle-bed, and  sat  down 

at  my feet, and  then  he  said:  Yesterday  quite  late  in  the 
evening,  on my return from Oenoe  whither I had  gone in 
pursuit of  my runaway  slave  Satyrus,  as I meant  to  have told 
you,  if some  other  matter  had  not  come in the way;-on my 

you come  hither  at  this  unearthly  hour ? 

heard of his  arrival ? 



Hz;aPcrates  and  Socrates discourse. 131 

return,  when  we  had  done  supper  and  were  about  to  retire Protapas. 
to  rest,  my  brother  said  to  me : Protagoras  is come. I was socaAres 

going  to  you  at  once,  and  then I thought  that  the  night  was T;~L 
far  spent.  But  the  moment  sleep left me  after  my fatigue, I 
got  up  and  came  hither  direct. 

I, who. knew  the  very  courageous  madness of the man, 
said : What is the  matter?  Has  Protagoras  robbed  you  of 
anything ? 

H e  replied,  laughing:  Yes,  indeed  he  has,  Socrates, of the 
wisdom  which he  keeps from me. 

But, surely, I said, if you give him  money, and  make  friends 
with  him, he will make  you  as wise as  he  is  himself. 

Would  to  heaven,  he  replied,  that  this  were  the  case ! H e  He wants 
might  take  all  that I have,  and all that my friends  have, if he . Socrates  to 

pleased.  But  that is why I have  come to you now, in  order him at 
Introduce 

that you  may speak  to him on  my  behalf; for I am  young, Once. 

and  also I have  never  seen  nor  heard  him;  (when  he visited 
31 I Athens  before I was  but  a child ;) and all  men  praise him, 

Socrates;  he is  reputed  to be the  most  accomplished of 
speakers.  There is no reason  why  we  should  not  go to  him 
at once, and  then  we  shall find  him at home. H e  lodges, 
as I hear, with Callias  the  son of Hipponicus : let us  start. 

I replied : Not yet, my good  friend ; the  hour is  too early. But theday 
But  let us  rise  and  take  a  turn  in  the  court  and wait about ~.~~~~ 
there  until  daybreak ; when  the  day  breaks,  then we will  go. the two 

For  Protagoras  is  generally  at home, and  we  shall be sure  to !*e a turn 
find  him ; never fear. court. 

Upon  this  we  got  up  and walked about in the  court,  and I Socates 
thought  that I would make  trial of the  strength of his  resolu- s e i ~ s * e  
tion. So I examined him and  put  questions  to him. Tell 
me, Hippocrates, I said, as  you  are  going to Protagoras,  and question- 
will  be paying  your  money  to him, what  is  he  to  whom  you Ezt:!PO- 
are  going ? and  what will he  make of you ? If, for example, UThy is he 
you  had  thought of going  to  Hippocrates of Cos,'the Ascle- c:;-'" 
piad, and  were  about to give him your money, and  some  one gorasp 

had said to you : You are  paying  money to your  namesake ~ ~ ~ ~ ' ' '  
Hippocrates, 0 Hippocrates; tell me, what  is  he  that you ofh im? 
give him money ? how would  you have  answered ? 

physician. 

~n  the 

I should  say,  he  replied,  that 1 gave  money  to him as a 
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protagoras. And  what will he  make of you ? 
socuras, A  physician,  he  said. 
HIPW- E-=BS. And if you  were  resolved  to  go  to  Polycleitns  the  Argive,  or 

Pheidias  the  Athenian,  and  were  intending  to  give  them 
money,  and  some  one  had  asked  you : What  are  Polycleitus 
and  Pheidias?  and  why  do you give  them  this  money ?-how 
would you have  answered ? 

I should  have  answered,  that  they  were  statuaries. 
And  what will they  make  of  you ? 
A  statuary, of course. 
Well  now, I said, you and I are  going to Protagoras,  and 

we  are  ready to pay  hlm  money  on  your  behalf.  If  our  own 
means  are sufficient, and we  can  gain him with  these,  we 
shall be only  too  glad ; but if not, then  we  are  to  spend 
the  money of your  friends  as well. Now  suppose,  that  while 
we  are  thus  enthusiastically  pursuing  our  object  some  one 
were  to  say  to us:  Tell me, Socrates,  and you Hippocrates, 
what  is  Protagoras,  and  why  are  you  going  to  pay  him 
money,-how  should  we  answer ? I  know  that  Pheidias .is 
a sculptor,  and  that  Homer is a  poet ; but what  appellation is 
given  to  Protagoras ? how  is  he  designated ? 

They call  him  a  Sophist,  Socrates, he replied. 
Then  we  are  going  to  pay  our  money to him  in  the  character 

of a  Sophist ? 
Certainly. 
But  suppose  a  person  were  to  ask  this  further  question : 

And  how  about  yourself?  What will Protagoras  make  of312 
you, if you go to  see him ? 

The break- H e  answered,  with  a  blush  upon  his face  (for the  day  was 
ing dawn reveals a just  beginning  to  dawn, so that I could see  him) : Unless 
blush on this  differs  in  some  way from the  former  instances, I suppose 
the face Of that  he will make a Sophist of me, 
Hippo- 
cratesshe By  the  gods, I said, and  are  you  not  ashamed  at  having  to 
rep1ies, 'A appear  before  the  Hellenes  in  the  character of a Sophist ? 
Sophist.' Indeed,  Socrates,  to  confess  the  truth, I am. 

But yop should  not  assume,  Hippocrates,  that  the  instruc- 
tion of Protagoras  is of this  nature : may  you  not  learn of 
him in the  same  way  that  you  learned  the  arts  of  the  gramma- 
rian,  or musician, or  trainer,  not  with  the view  of making 
any of them  a  profession, but only  as a part  of  education,  and 
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because a private  gentleman  and  freeman  ought  to  know Protagmas. 
them ? SOCRATES, 

Just so, he  said;  and that,  in  my  opinion, is a far  truer :;;is. 
account of the  teaching of Protagoras. 

I  said : I wonder  whether  you  know  what  you  are  doing ? DO YOU 

And  what  am  I  doing? know  what 
You  are  going  to commit your  soul  to  the  care  of a man doing, or 

you are 

whom  you  call  a  Sophist.  And  yet I hardly  think  that  you 
know  what a Sophist  is ; and if not, then  you  do  not  even ofthe 
know  to  whom you are  committing  your soul and  whether Sophist? 
the  thing  to  which  you  commit  yourself  be  good  or evil. 

I certainly  think  that  I  do  know,  he  replied. 
Then tell  me,  what  do  you  imagine  that  he  is ? 
I take  him  to be one  who  knows  wise  things,  he  replied, 

as his  name  implies. 
And  might  you  not,  I  said, affirm this  of  the  painter  and  of 

the  carpenter  also : Do not  they, too, know  wise  things? 
But  suppose  a  person  were to ask us : I n  what  are  the 
painters  wise? W e  should  answer : In  what  relates  to  the 
making of likenesses,  and  similarly of other  things.  And if 
he  were  further  to  ask : What  is   the wisdom of the  Sophist, 
and  what  is  the  manufacture  over  which  he  presides ?-how 
should  we  answer  him ? 

How  should  we  answer him, Socrates?  What  other He is one 
answer  could  there  be  but  that  he  presides  over  the  art zk 
which  makes  men  eloquent ? eloquently 

Yes, I replied,  that  is  very  likely  true,  but  not  enough ; about what 

for  in  the  answer  a  further  question  is  involved : Of what 
he knows. 

does  the  Sophist  make a man  talk  eloquently ? The  player 
on  the  lyre  may  be  supposed  to  make  a  man  talk  eloquently 
about  that  which  he  makes  him  understand,  that  is  about 
playing  the  lyre. Is not  that  true ? 

Yes. 
Then  about  what  does  the  Sophist  make  him  eloquent? 

Must  not  he  make  him  eloquent  in  that  which  he  under. 
stands ? 

Yes,  that  may  be assumed.. 
And  what is that which the  Sophist  knows  and  makes  his 

Indeed,  he  said, I cannot tell. 
disciple  know ? 
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Protagoras. 
S o c R A T S S ,  
Hma- 

CMTEE 

do not 
But  if  you 

know  what 
that is, you 
cannot 
safely trust 
yourself  to 
him. 

The 
Sophist is 
one who 
sells the 
food of the 
soul, 

Then I proceeded to say : Well,  but  are  you  aware of the 313 
danger which  you are  incurring?  If  you  were  going  to 
commit your  body  to  some  one,  who  might  do  good  or  harm 
to it, would you  not  carefully  consider  and  ask  the  opinion 
of your  friends  and  kindred,  and  deliberate  many  days  as  to 
whether you should  give him the  care of your  body?  But 
when  the soul is in  question,  which  you  hold  to be  of far 
more  value  than  the body, and  upon  the  good  or evil of 
which depends  the  well-being of your all,-about this  you 
never  consulted  either with your  father  or with your  brother 
or  with any  one of us who  are  your  companions.  But  no 
sooner  does  this  foreigner  appear,  than  you  instantly com- 
mit your  soul  to  his  keeping.  In  the  evening,  as  you  say, 
you hear of him, and in the  morning you go to him, never 
deliberating  or  taking  the  opinion of any  one  as to whether 
you ought  to  intrust  yourself to  him or  not ;-you have  quite 
made  up  your mind that  you will at  all  hazards be a  pupil  of 
Protagoras,  and  are  prepared  to  expend  all  the  property  of 
yourself  and of your  friends in carrying out at  any  price  this 
determination,  although,  as you  admit, you  do  not  know him, 
and  have  never  spoken with  him : and you  call  him a  Sophist, 
but are  manifestly  ignorant of what a Sophist i s ;  and  yet 
you  are  going to  commit yourself to his  keeping. 

When  he  heard me  say this, he  replied : No other infer- 
ence,  Socrates, can  be drawn from your  words. 

I proceeded : Is not  a  Sophist,  Hippocrates,  one  who 
deals  wholesale  or  retail  in  the food of the  soul ? To me 
that  appears to  be his  nature. 

And what, Socrates, is the food of the  soul ? 
Surely, I said,  knowledge  is  the food of the soul; and we 

must  take  care, my friend,  that  the  Sophist  does  not  deceive 
us  when  he  praises  what  he sells,  like the  dealers  wholesale 
or retail  who  sell  the food of the  body;  for  they  praise 
indiscriminately  all  their  goods,  without  knowing  what  are 
really beneficial or  hurtful : neither  do  their  customers know, 
with the  exception of any  trainer  or  physician  who  may 
happen to buy of  them. In  like  manner  those  who  carry 
about  the  wares of knowledge, and  make  the  round of the 
cities, and sell  or  retail  them  to  any  customer  who is in want 
of them, praise them  all alike ; though I should  not  wonder, 
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0 my  friend, if many of them were  really  ignorant of their Z'rota,rroral. 
effect upon  the  soul ; and  their  customers  equally  ignorant, SOCRATES, 

unless  he  who  buys  of them happens  to  be a physician of the ?;H;EL,::y 
soul. If, therefore,  you  have  understanding of what  is good 
and evil, you  may  safely  buy  knowledge of Protagoras or of 

314 any  one; but if not, then, 0 my  friend,  pause,  and do not 
hazard  your  dearest  interests  at a game of chance. For which may 
there  is  far  greater  peril  in  buying knowledge than  in  buying be poison. 
meat  and drink:  the  one you purchase of the  wholesale 
or retail  dealer,  and  carry  them away  in other  vessels,  and 
before you  receive  them  into  the  body as food, you  may 
deposit  them at  home  and call in any  experienced  friend 
who knows  what  is good to  be  eaten  or  drunken,  and  what 
not,  and how  much, and  when ; and  then  the  danger of pur- 
chasing  them  is  not so great.  But you cannot buy the 
wares of knowledge  and  carry  them away  in another  vessel ; 
when  you have  paid  for  them  you  must  receive  them  into 
the  soul  and  go  your way, either  greatly  harmed  or  greatly 
benefited;  and  therefore we should  deliberate  and  take 
counsel  with our  elders; for we are still young-too young 
to  determine  such a matter.  And now  let us  go, as  we  were 
intending,  and hear  Protagoras ; and when we have  heard 
what  he  has  to say, we may  take  counsel of others; for  not 
only is Protagoras  at  the  house of Callias, but  there is Hip- 
pias of Elis, and, if I am not mistaken, Prodicus of Ceos, and 
several  other wise men. 

To this  we  agreed,  and  proceeded  on  our way  until  we 
reached  the  vestibule of the  house ; and  there  we  stopped  in 
order  to  conclude a discussion  which  had  arisen  between us 
as we were  going  along;  and we stood  talking  in  the  vesti- 
bule  until we had  finished  and  come  to an understanding. 
And I think  that  the  door-keeper,  who  was a eunuch, The porter 
and  who  was  probably  annoyed  at  the  great  inroad of the E 6 9  
Sophists,  must  have  heard us talking.  At any rate,  when  we shows that 
knoded at  the  door,  and  he  opened  and  saw us, he ~ ~ ~ ~ ' ' ~ '  
grumbled : They  are Sophists-he is not  at  home;  and ofthe 
instantly  gave  the  door a hearty  bang with both his  hands. Sophists. 

Again we  knocked,  and  he  answered  without  opening : Did 
you not  hear  me  say  that  he  is  not  at home, fellows ? But, ~~~~~ 

my friend, I said,  you  need  not  be  alarmed ; for  we are not him. 
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Sophists, .and we are  not  come  to  see Callias, but  we  want  to 
see  Protagoras ; and I must  request  you  to  announce us. At 
last,  after  a  good  deal  of  difficulty,  the  man  was  persuaded  to 
open  the  door. 

When  we  entered, we  found  Protagoras  taking  a walk in 
the  cloister;  and  next to him, on  one  side,  were  walking 
Callias, the  son of Hipponicus,  and  Paralus,  the  son of Peri- 
cles,  who,  by the  mother's side,  is his  half-brother,  and 
Charmides,  the  son of  Glaucon. On  the  other  side of  him 315 

were  Xanthippus,  the  other  son of Pericles,  Philippides,  the 
son of Philomelus ; also  Antimoerus of Mende,  who of all 
the  disciples of Protagoras is the most  famous, and  intends 
to  make  sophistry  his  profession.  A  train of listeners 
followed him;  the  greater  part of them  appeared  to be 
foreigners,  whom  Protagoras  had  brought with  him out of 
the  various cities  visited  by  him in  his  journeys, he,  like 
Orpheus,  attracting  them by his voice, and  they following'. 
I should  mention  also  that  there  were  some  Athenians  in  the 
company.  Nothing  delighted  me  more  than  the  precision of 
their  movements:  they  never  got  into  his  way  at  all ; but 
when  he  and  those  who  were with  him turned back, then  the 
band of listeners  parted  regularly on either  side ; he  was 
always in  front, and  they  wheeled  round  and took their 
places  behind him  in perfect  order. 

After him, as  Homer  says ', ' I lifted up my eyes  and  saw ' 
Hippias  the  Elean  sitting  in  the  opposite  cloister  on  a  chair 
of  state, and  around him were  seated  on  benches  Eryxi- 
machus, the  son of Acumenus,  and  Phaedrus  the  Myrrhinu- 
sian, and  Andron  the  son of Androtion,  and  there  were 
strangers  whom  he  had  brought with  him  from his  native 
city of Elis,  and  some  others:  they  were  putting to Hippias 
certain  physical  and  astronomical  questions,  and he, ex cuthe- 
drd, was  determining  their  several  questions  to them, and 
discoursing of  them. - 

Rodicus in Also, 'my  eyes beheld Tantalus ; ' for  Prodicus  the  Cean 
houre, still was  at  Athens : he  had  been  lodged in a  room which, in  the the store- 

in bed. days of Hipponicus,  was  a  storehouse ; but, as  the  house  was 
full, Callias  had  cleared  this  out 'and  made  the room  into 

Cp.  Rep. x. 600 D. Od. xi. 601 foll. * Od. xi. j8a.  
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a  guest-chamber.  Now  Prodicus  was  still  in bed, wrapped protagoras. 
up in  sheepskins  and  bedclothes, of  which there  seemed  to be Socnarss, 

a great  heap ; and  there  was  sitting by him  on the  couches p ~ o r ~ ~ o ~ ~ s .  

near,  Pausanias of the  deme of Cerameis,  and with Pausanias Pausani- 
was  a  youth  quite  young,  who is certainly  remarkable  for  his 
good looks,  and, if I am not mistaken,  is also  of  a  fair  and 
gentle  nature. I thought  that I heard him  called Agathon,  and 
my suspicion is that  he is the beloved of Pausanias.  There 
was  this  youth,  and  also  there  were  the two Adeimantuses, 
one  the  son of Cepis, and  the  other of Leucolophides,  and 
some  others. I was  very  anxious  to  hear  what  Prodicus  was 
saying, for h e  seems to  me to be an all-wise and  inspired 

316 man ; but I was  not  able to get  into  the  inner circle, and  his 
fine deep voice made  an  echo  in  the  room which rendered 
his  words  inaudible. 

No sooner  had we entered  than  there followed .us Alci- Alcibiades 
biades  the beautiful, as you  say, and I believe you ; and also makes his 
Critias  the  son of Callaeschrus. 

On  entering we  stopped  a little, in  order to look about us, 
and  then walked up to Protagoras,  and I said:  Protagoras, 
my  friend  Hippocrates  and I have  come  to  see you. 

Do you  wish, he said, to  speak with me alone, or  in  the 
presence of the  company? 

Whichever you  please, I said;  you  shall  determine  when 
you have  heard  the  purpose of our visit. 

And  what  is  your  purpose ? he said. 
I must  explain, I said,  that my friend  Hippocrates is a Hippo- 

native  Athenian;  he is the  son of Apollodorus,  and of a rt$:t:’d 
great  and  prosperous  house,  and  he  is himself  in natural approach 
ability quite a match for  anybody of his  own  age. I believe 
that  he  aspires  to political eminence ; and  this  he  thinks ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ e ~ h o  
that  conversation with  you is most  likely to  procure for him. upon the 
And  now you can determine  whether you  would  wish to Et2$zf 
speak to him of your  teaching  alone  or  in  the  presence of upon the 

the company. jealousies 

Thank you, Socrates, for your  consideration of me. For picions 
and sus- 

certainly a stranger  finding  his  way  into  great cities, and z:$2Fd 
persuading  the flower  of the  youth in them  to leave the ofhim. 
company of their  kinsmen  or  any  other  acquaintances, old or 
young,  and live  with  him, under  the  idea  that  they will  be 

appear- 
ance. 
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improved by his  conversation,  ought  to be very  cautious; 
great  jealousies  are  aroused by his  proceedings,  and  he is 
the  subject  of  many  enmities  and  conspiracies.  Now  the 
art of the  Sophist is, as I believe,  of great  antiquity ; but in 
ancient  times  those  who  practised it, fearing  this odium, veiled 
and  disguised  themselves  under  various  names,  some  under 
that of poets,  as  Homer,  Hesiod,  and  Simonides,  some, of 
hierophants  and  prophets,  as  Orpheus  and  Musaeus,  and 
some, as I observe,  even  under  the  name of gymnastic- 
masters,  like  Iccus of Tarentum,  or  the  more  recently cele- 
brated  Herodicus,  now of Selymbria  and  formerly of Megara, 
who is a  first-rate  Sophist.  Your  own  Agathocles  pretended 
to be a musician, but  was  really  an  eminent  Sophist;  also 
Pythocleides  the  Cean ; and  there  were  many  others ; and 
all of them,  as I was  saying,  adopted  these  arts a i  veils  or 
disguises  because  they  were  afraid of the  odium which they 
would incur.  But  that  is  not my way, for I do  not believe that 317 

they effected their  purpose, which was  to  deceive  the  govern- 
ment, who  were  not blinded by them;  and  as to the  people, 
they  have  no  understanding,  and  only  repeat  what  their  rulers 
are  pleased  to tell  them.  Now to  run away, and  to  be  caught 
in  running away, is the  very  height  of folly, and  also  greatly 
increases  the  exasperation of mankind ; for  they  regard him 
who  runs away as a  rogue,  in  addition  to  any  other objec- 
tions which they  have  to him ; and  therefore I take  an 
entirely  opposite  course,  and  acknowledge myself to be a 
Sophist  and  instructor of mankind ; such  an  open ac- 
knowledgment  appears  to  me  to be a  better  sort of caution 
than  concealment.  Nor  do I neglect  other  precautions,  and 
therefore I hope, as I may say, by the  favour of heaven  that 
no harm will  come  of the  acknowledgment  that I am a 
Sophist.  And I have  been  now  many  years  in  the  pro- 
fession-for  all my years  when  added  up  are  many: 
there  is  no  one  here  present of whom I might  not be the 
father. Wherefore I should  much  prefer  conversing  with 
you, if you  want  to  speak  with me, in the  presence of the 
company. 

As I suspected  that  he would  like to  have a little  display 
and glorification in  the  presence of Prodicus  and  Hippias, 
and would gladly  show us to  them in the  light of his 



Protagoras nnd Socmks. ‘59 

admirers, I said : But why  should we not  summon  Prodicus Protagom. 
and  Hippias  and  their  friends  to  hear  us ? SOCRATL(S. 

Very good, he said. 
Suppose,  said Callias, that we hold a council in which  you They agree 

PZ.OTAGORAS, 
CALLIAS 

may  sit  and discuss.-This  was agreed upon, and  great  delight to hold a 
was felt at  the  prospect of hearing wise  men  talk ; we  our- 
selves took the  chairs  and benches, and  arranged  them by 
Hippias,  where  the  other  benches  had been already placed. 
Meanwhile Callias  and  Alcibiades  got  Prodicus  out of bed 
and  brought in him and  his  companions. 

When we  were  all  seated,  Protagoras  said : Now  that  the 
company  are assembled, Socrates, tell  me about  the  young 

3 1 8  man of whom  you  were  just  now  speaking. 
I replied : I will begin again  at  the  same point, Pro- The ques- 

tagoras,  and tell  you once  more  the  purport of  my visit : this tion is 
is my friend  Hippocrates,  who is desirous of making  your What will 

asked, 

acquaintance;  he would  like to  know  what will happen to 2pr ‘O 

him if he  associates with  you. I have no more  to  say. crates if he 
Protagoras  answered:  Young man, if you associate with kcom- 

me, on  the  very  first  day you  will return  home  a  better  man of prota- 
the disciple 

than you  came, and  better  on  the  second  day  than  on  the 
first, and  better  every  day  than  you  were  on  the  day before. 2:; ’ 

When I heard this, I said : Protagoras, I do  not  at all daily grow 

wonder  at  hearing you say  this ; even at  your  age,  and with wiser and 
all  your wisdom, if any  one  were  to  teach you what  you  did 
not  know  before,  you  would  become  .better  no  doubt : but 
please to answer  in  a’different way-I will explain  how by 
an  example.  Let me suppose  that  Hippocrates,  instead of 
desiring  your  acquaintance, wished to become acquainted 
with the  young  man  Zeuxippus of Heraclea,  who  has  lately 
been in Athens,  and  he had come to him as  he  has come  to 
you, and  had  heard him say, as  he  has  heard you  say, that 
every  day  he would grow  and become better if he  associated 
with him:  and  then  suppose  that  he  were  to  ask him, ‘ I n  
what  shall I become  better, and in what  shall I grow? ’- 
Zeuxippus would answer, ‘ In painting.’ And  suppose  that  he 
went  to  Orthagoras  the  Theban,  and  heard him say  the  same 
thing,  and  asked him, ‘ I n  what  shall I become better.  day 
by day?’  he would  reply, ‘ In  flute-playing.’ Now I want 
you  to  make the  same sort of answer to  this  young  man  and 

better. 
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Protagoras. to me, who  am  asking  questions  on  his  account.  When  you 
SocRAres, say  that  on  the  first  day  on  which  he  associates  with  you  he 
*ROTAGOR*S. will return  home  a  better  man,  and  on  every  day will grow  in 
But  in like  manner,-in  what,  Protagoras, will he  be  better?  and 
what ? about  what ? 

When  Protagoras  heard  me  say this, he replied : You ask 
questions  fairly,  and I like  to  answer  a  question  which  is 
fairly  put.  If  Hippocrates  comes  to  me  he will not  ex- 
perience  the  sort of drudgery with which  other  Sophists  are 
in  the  habit of insulting  their  pupils ; who, when  they  have 
just  escaped  from  the  arts,  are  taken  and  driven back into 
them by these  teachers,  and  made  to  learn  calculation,  and 
astronomy,  and  geometry,  and music (he  gave  a  look  at 
Hippias  as  he  said this) ; but if he  comes  to me, he will 

In the learn  that  which  he  comes  to  learn.  And  this  is  prudence  in 
affairs  private  as well as  public ; he will learn to order  his 

private own  house  in  the  best  manner,  and  he will  be able  to  speak 
of affairs 

as and  act for the  best  in  the  affairs of the  state. 
public. Do I understand you,  I said ; and is your  meaning  that 319 

you  teach  the  art of  politics, and  that  you  promise  to  make 
men  good  citizens ? 

That,  Socrates,  is  exactly  the  profession which I make. 
Then, I said,  you do  indeed  possess  a  noble  art,  if  there  is 

no  mistake  about  this;  for I will freely  confess  to you, 
Protagoras,  that I have a doubt  whether  this  art  is  capable 
of  being  taught,  and  yet I know  not  how  to  disbelieve  your 

But such assertion.  And  I  ought to tell you  why I am of opinion  that 
, k ~ ~ ~ ~ ~  this  art  cannot  be  taught  or  communicated by man  to  man, 
taught or I say  that  the  Athenians  are  an  understanding  people,  and 
communi- 
cated by indeed  they  are  esteemed  to  be  such by the  other  Hellenes. 
one manta Now I observe  that  when  we  are  met  together  in  the 
another. assembly,  and  the  matter  in  hand  relates  to building, the 

builders  are  summoned  as  advisers ; when  the  question is one 
of  shipbuilding,  then  the  ship-wrights ; and  the like  of other 
arts which they  think  capable of being  taught  and  learned, 
And if some  person  offers  to  give  them  advice  who  is  not 
supposed by them  to  have  any  skill  in  the art, even  though 
he  be  good-looking,  and  rich,  and  noble,  they will not  listen 
to him,  but laugh  and  hoot  at him, until  either  he  is  clamoured 
down and  retires of himself; o r  if he  persist,  he  is  dragged 
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away or put  out by the  constables  at  the  command of the protagoras. 
prytanes.  This is their way of behaving  about  professors of s ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ,  
the  arts.  But  when  the  question  is  an affair of state,  then PRoTAGoR*S. 

everybody  is  free to have  a say-carpenter, tinker, cobbler, 
sailor, passenger; rich and poor,  high and low-any  one 
who  likes  gets up, and  no  one  reproaches him, as  in  the 
former case, with  not  having  learned,  and  having  no  teacher, 
and  yet  giving advice ; evidently  because  they  are  under  the 
impression  that  this  sort of knowledge  cannot be taught. 
And  not  only  is  this  true of the  state, but of individuals ; the 
best and wisest of our  citizens  are  unable to impart  their 

father of these  young men, who  gave  them  excellent  instruc- f:::," ,"zt 
tion in all that could  be learned from masters, in his  own own sons 
department of politics neither  taught them, nor  gave  them E':::, 
teachers ; but they  were allowed to  wander  at  their own free ward 
will  in a  sort of hope  that  they would light  upon  virtue of ~~u~~ 

their own accord. O r  take  another  example:  'there  was 
Cleinias  the  younger  brother of our  friend Alcibiades, of 
whom  this  very  same  Pericles was the  guardian;  and  he 
being  in fact under  the  apprehension  that  Cleinias would  be 
corrupted by Alcibiades,  took him away, and placed  him  in 
the  house of Ariphron to  be educated ; but  before six  months 
had elapsed,  Ariphron  sent him  back, not knowing what  to 
do with  him. And I could mention  numberless  other 
instances of persons  who  were good  themselves, and  never 
yet  made  any  one  else  good,  whether  friend  or  stranger. 
Now I, Protagoras,  having  these  examples before me, am 
inclined to think  that  virtue  cannot be taught. But then 
again, when I listen  to  your words, I waver ; and  am dis- 
posed to think  that  there must b e  something in what you say, 

320 political  wisdom to  others : as  for example, Pericles,  the Pericles 

because I know  that you have  great  experience,  and  learning, 
and  invention.  And I wish that you  would, if possible, show 
me  a  little  more  clearly  that  virtue  can be taught.  Will  you 
be so good ? 

That I will, Socrates,  and gladly.  But what would you 
like?  Shall I, as  an  elder,  speak to  you as  younger  men in 
an  apologue  or myth, or  shall I argue  out  the  question? 

To this  several of the  company  answered  that  he  should 
choose for  himself. 
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protcrgmnr. Well,  then,  he  said, I think  that  the myth  will  be more 
PROTAGOP*& interesting. 
Thecre- Once  upon  a time there  were  gods only, and  no mortal 
ationofthe creatures,  But  when  the  time  came  that  these  also  should 

who be created,  the  gods  fashioned  them  out of earth  and  fire 
were and  various  mixtures of  both elements  in  the  interior of the 
?:Fg: earth;  and  when  they  were  about  to  bring  them  into  the 
qualities light of day, they  ordered  Prometheus  and  Epimetheus to 
necessary equip  them,  and  to  distribute to  them severally  their  proper 
preser- qualities.  Epimetheus  said to Prometheus : ' Let me distri- 
vation, bute, and do you inspect.' This was agreed,  and  Epimetheus 
remajned made  the  distribution.  There  were  some  to  whom  he  gave 
naked and strength  without swiftness,  while he  equipped  the  weaker 

with swiftness ; some  he  armed,  and  others  he left unarmed ; 
and  devised  for  the  latter  some  other  means  of  preservation, 
making  some  large,  and  having  their  size  as  a  protection,  and 
others small, whose  nature  was  to fly in the  air  or  burrow in 
the  ground ; this  was to  be their  way of escape. Thus did 321 
he  compensate them  with the view of preventing  any  race 
from  becoming  extinct. And  when  he  had  provided  against 
their  destruction by one  another,  he  contrived  also  a  means 
of protecting them against  the  seasons of heaven ; clothing 
them with  close hair  and thick skins sufficient to  defend  them 
against  the  winter cold and  able  to  resist  the  summer  heat, 
so that  they might have  a  natural bed of their own when  they 
wanted to rest;  also  he  furnished  them with  hoofs and  hair 
and  hard  and  callous  skins  under  their feet. Then  he  gave 
them  varieties of  food,-herb  of the  soil to  some, to  others 
fruits of trees,  and  to  others  roots,  and  to some again  he  gave 
other  animals  as food. And  some  he  made  to  have few 
young  ones, while those  who  were  their  prey  were  very 
prolific ; and in this  manner  the  race  was  preserved.  Thus 
did  Epimetheus, who, not  being  very wise, forgot  that  he  had 
distributed  among  the  brute  animals all the  qualities which 
.he  had  to give,-and when  he came to man, who was  still 

Tomeet unprovided,  he  was  terribly  perplexed.  Now  while  he  was 
in  this  perplexity,  Prometheus  came to' inspect  the  distribu- 

metheus tion, and  he found that  the  other  animals  were  suitably 
~~~o~ furnished,  but  that  man  alone  was  naked  and  shoeless,  and 
Atheneand had  neither bed nor  arms of defence. The appointed hour 

brute  ani- 

for  their 

while  men 

defence- 
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was  approaching  when  man in his  turn  was to go  forth  into prolJ,.o,~m. 

the  light of day ; and  Prometheus,  not knowing how  he pRorAwnAs. 

could devise  his  salvation,  stole  the mechanical arts of 
Hephaestus  and  Athene,  and  fire with  them (they could stus. tc- 
neither  have  been  acquired  nor  used without fire), and  gave s:ffre, 
them  to man. Thus man  had the  wisdom  necessary  to  the 
support of life, but  political  wisdom he  had  not; for that  was 
in the  keeping of Zeus,  and  the power of Prometheus  did not 
extend  to  entering  into  the  citadel of heaven, where  Zeus 
dwelt,  who moreover  had  terrible  sentinels ; but he  did  enter 
by stealth  into  the  common  workshop of Athene  and He- 
phaestus, in  which they  used to practise  their favourite  arts, 
and  carried off Mephaestus'  art of working by fire, and also 
the  art of Athene,  and  gave them to man.  And  in this  way 
man  was  supplied  with  the  means of life. But Prometheus 
is  said to  have  been afterwards  prosecuted for  theft,  owing  to 
the  blunder of Epimetheus. 

322 Now  man, having  a  share of the  divine  attributes,  was  at But m m  
first the  only  one of the  animals  who  had  any gods,  because 
he  alone  was of their  kindred ; and  he would raise  altars  and political 
images of them. H e  was not  long in inventing  articulate 
speech  and  names;  and  he also constructed  houses  and indanger 
clothes  and  shoes  and beds, and  drew  sustenance from the 
earth,  Thus provided, mankind  at first  lived dispersed,  and nated  by 
there  were  no cities. But  the  consequence  was  that  they 2;: 
were  destroyed by the wild beasts,  for they  were  utterly  weak 
in comparison of them, and  their  art was  only  sufficient 
to provide them  with the  means of life, and did not enable Eo& 
them  to  carry  on  war  against  the  animals : food they had, themselves 
but  not as  yet  the  art of government, of which the  art of war they 
is a  part.  After  a  while  the  desire  of  self-preservation intocities~ 
gathered  them  into cities ; but when  they,  were  gathered but  having 
together,  having  no  art of government,  they evil intreated ~~~~~~f 

one  another,  and  were  again in process of dispersion  and began to 

destructioq.  Zeus feared that  the  entire  race would  be ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ r ~ e  
exterminated,  and so he  sent  Hermes to  them, bearing  rever- Hemes at 
ence  and  justice  to be the  ordering  principles of cities and 2zF 
the  bonds of friendship  and conciliation. Hermes  asked imparted 
Zeus how he  should  impart  justice  and  reverence  among 
men :--Should he  distribute'them  as  the  arts  are  distributed ; IO them. 

gathered 
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Pf‘ofagorar. that  is  to  say,  to a favoured few only,  one  skilled  individual 
PROTAGWAS. 

These 
virtues 
were im- 
parted not, 
like the 
arts, to a. 
few only 
but to all. 

having  enough of medicine  or of any  other  art  for  many 
unskilled ones?  ‘Shall  this  be  the  manner  in  which I am  to 
distribute  justice  and  reverence  among  men,  or  shall I give 
them  to  all ? ’ ‘To all,’ said  Zeus ; ‘ I should  like  them  all 
to  have  a  share ; for  cities  cannot  exist, if a few only  share  in 
the  virtues,  as  in  the  arts.  And  further,  make  a  law by my 
order,  thar  he  who  has  no  part  in  reverence  and  justice  shall 
be  put  to  death,  for he is a plague of the state.’ 

And  this  is  the  reason,  Socrates,  why  the  Athenians  and 
mankind  in  general,  when  the  question  relates  to  carpenter- 
ing  or  any  other  mechanical art,  allow  but a few to  share  in 
their  deliberations ; and  when  any  one  else  interferes,  then, 
as  you  say,  they  object, if he  be  not of the  favoured  few; 
which,  as I reply,  is  very  natural.  But  when  they  meet i 
to  deliberate  about  political  virtue,  which  proceeds  only 323 
by  way of justice  and wisdom, they  are  patient  enough of 
any man  who  speaks of them, as is  also  natural,  because  they 
think  that  every  man  ought  to  share  in  this  sort  of  virtue,  and 
that  states could not  exist if this  were  otherwise. I have  ex- 
plained to  you, Socrates,  the  reason of this  phenomenon. 

And cer- And  that  you  may  not  suppose  yourself  to  be  deceived  in 
tainlyall thinking  that  all  men  regard  every  man  as  having a share 
men are 
expectedto ofjustice  or  honesty  and of every  other political  virtue,  let 
profess me  give  you  a  further proof, which  is  this. In  other  cases,  as 
them, you  are aware,.  if a  man  says  that  he is a  good  flute-player, or  

skilful in  any  other  art in which  he  has  no skill, people  either 
laugh  at  him  or  are  angry  with him, and  his  relations  think 
that  he  is  mad  and go and  admonish him ; but  when  honesty 
is  in  question,  or  some  other  political  virtue,  even if they 
know  that  he is dishonest,  yet, if the  man  comes  publicly 
forward  and  tells  the  truth  about  his  dishonesty,  then,  what 
in  the  other  case  was  held by them  to  be good sense,  they 
now  deem  to be madness. They  say  that all  men  ought 
to  profess  honesty  whether  they  are  honest  or not, and  that 
a man  is  out of his mind who  says  anything  else.  Their 
notion is, that  a  man  must  have  some  degree of honesty;  and 
that if he  has  none  at all he  ought  not  to  be  in  the  world. 

I have  been  showing  that  they  are  right  in  admitting  every 
man as a  counsellor  about  this  sort of virtue, as they  are of 

t 



The Apologue of Protagoras. I45 

opinion  that  every  man  is  a  partaker  of  it,  And  I will  now Protagoras. 
endeavour  to  show  further  that  they  do  not conceive this PROTAGOR*=. 

virtue to be given by nature, or to grow  spontaneously,  but 
to  be a  thing which  may  be taught;  and which  comes  to a and me 

man by taking  pains. No one would  instruct,  no' one would ,or the 
rebuke,  or be angry with those  whose  calamities  they  suppose want of 
to  be  due to nature  or  chance ; they  do  not  try to punish or $$; is 
to prevent  them from being  what  they  are ; they  do but  pity proof  that 
them. Who is so foolish as  to  chastise  or  instruct  the ugly, 2:Lzdh 
or  the diminutive, or  the feeble 7 And for this reason. andtaught. 
Because  he  knows  that good and evil of this  kind  is  the  work 
of nature  and of chance ; whereas if a  man is wanting in 
those  good  qualities which are  attained by study  and  exercise 
and teaching, and  has only the  contrary evil  qualities, other 
men  are  angry with him, and  punish  and  reprove him-of 

324 these evil qualities  one is impiety, another injustice, and 
they  may be described  generally  as  the  very  opposite of 
political  virtue. In  such  cases  any  man will  be angry with 
another,  and  reprimand him,-clearly because  he  thinks 
that by study  and  learning,  the  virtue  in which the  other  is 
deficient  may  be acquired.  If you will think, Socrates, of 
the  nature of punishment,  you will see  at  once  that in the 
opinion of mankind  virtue  may be acquired ; no  one  punishes 
the  evil-doer  under  the notion, or for the  reason,  that  he has 
done wrong,-only the  unreasonable fury of a  beast  acts  in 
that  manner. But he who  desires  to inflict rational  punish- 
ment does  not  retaliate for a  past  wrong which cannot be 
undone ; he  has  regard  to  the future, and is  desirous  that  the 
man  who  is  punished,  and  he  who  sees him punished,  may 
be deterred from doing  wrong  again. H e  punishes for the 
sake of prevention,  thereby  clearly implying that  virtue  is 
capable of being  taught,  This is the  notion of all  who 
retaliate  upon  others  either  privately  or publicly.  And the 
Athenians, too, your own citizens,  like other men, punish  and 
take  vengeance  on all  whom  they  regard  as evil doers ; and 
hence, we may  infer  them  to be of the  number of those  who 
think  that  virtue  may be acquired  and  taught. Thus far, 
Socrates,  I  have  shown you clearly enough, if I am not 
mistaken, that  your  countrymen  are  right in admitting  the. 

punished 
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& t a p n u ,  tinker  and  the  cobbler  to  advise  about politics, and alno that 
Pnowalcr, they  deem  virtue  to  be  capable of being  taught  and  acquired. 
&t why There  y@t  remain8  one difficulty which  has  been  raised by 

you  about the sons of good men. What  ir the reason  why goad men 
taaeh thelr good men teach  their  son8  the  knowledge  which  is  gained 
ron*vlrtuR? from teachers,  and  make  them  wise  in  that,  but  do  nothing 

towards  improving  them  in  the  virtues  which  distinguish 
themselves 3 And  here,  Socrates, I will leave  the  apologue 
and  reeume  the  argument.  Please  to  consider: Is there  or 
is  there  not  some  one  quality of which all  the  citizens  must 
be  partakers, if there  is  to  be a city  at  all?  In  the  answer 
to  this  question  is  contained  the  only  rolution of your 
difficulty;  there is no  other.  For if there be any  such 
quality, and this  quality  or  unity is not  the  art of the 
carpenter,  or  the  smith,  or  the  potter, but justice  and 325 

temperance  and  holiness anfi,  in a  word,  manly virtue-if 
this  is  the  quality of which  all  men  must be partakers,  and 
which is  the  very  condition of their  learning  or  doing any- 
thing  else,  and if he  who  is  wanting in  this, whether  he  be  a 
child  only or  a  grown-up  man  or  woman,  must be taught  and 
punished,  until by punishment  he  becomes  better,  and  he 
who  rebels  against  instruction  and  punishment is either 
exiled  or  condemned  to  death  under  the  idea  that  he  is 
incurable-if what I am  saying  be  true,  good  men  have  their 
sons  taught  other  things  and  not  this,  do  consider  how  extra- 
ordinary  their  conduct would appear  to be. For we  have 
shown  that  they  think  virtue  capable of being  taught  and 
cultivated  both  in  private  and  public ; and,  notwithstanding, 
they  have  their  sons  taught  lesser  matters,  ignorance of 
which  does  not  involve  the  punishment of death : but greater 
things, of which the  ignorance  may  cause  death  and  exile  to 
those  who  have  no  training  or  knowledge of them-aye, and 
confiscation  as well as death,  and,  in  a  word,  may be the 
ruin of families--those things, I say,  they  are  supposed  not 
to  teach  them,-not  to  take the  utmost  care  that  they  should 
learn.  How  improbable is this, Socrates ! 

They do in Education  and  admonition  commence  in  the  first  years of 
fact teach childhood,  and  last  to  the  very  end of life. Mother  and 
stagesof nurse  and  father  and  tutor  are  vying  with  one  another 
their life by about  the  improvement of the  child  as  soon  as  ever  he is able 

them in all 
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to understand  what  is  being  said to  him ; he  cannot  say or  p,.*twm. 
do  anything  without  their  setting  forth to  him that  this  is PaoraMnns. 

just  and  that  is  unjust ; this  is honourable, that  is  dishonour- the  help of 
able ; this  is holy, that  is unholy ; do this  and abstain  from tuton, 
that.  And if he obeys,  well and  good; if not, he is teachers, 

nurses, 

straightened by threats  and blows, like a piece of bent  or tLtz:;f 
warped  wood.  At a  later  stage  they  send him to  teachers, all IOTts. 

and enjoin them  to  see to his  manners even more  than to his 
reading  and music ; and  the  teachers  do  as  they  are  desired. 
And  when  the boy has  learned  his  letters  and  is  beginning  to 
understand what  is  written, as before he  understood  only 

326 what was  spoken,  they  put  into  his  hands  the  works of great 
poets,  which he  reads  sitting  on  a  bench  at  school; in these 
are  contained  many admonitions, and  many tales, and  praises, 
and encomia of ancient famous  men,  which he is  required  to 
learn by heart,  in  order  that  he  may  imitate  or  emulate  them 
and  desire to  become  like  them. Then, again, the  teachers 
of the  lyre  take  similar  care  that  their  young disciple is 
temperate  and  gets  into  no  mischief;  and  when  they  have 
taught him the  use of the lyre, they  introduce him to  the 
poems of other  excellent poets, who  are  the  lyric  poets ; and 
these  they  set to  music, and  make  their  harmonies  and 
rhythms  quite familiar  to the  children's souls, in  order  that 
they  may  learn to be more  gentle,  and harmonious, and 
rhythmical, and so more fitted  for  speech and action ; for the 
life of  man  in  every  part has  need of harmony  and  rhythm. 
Then  they  send them to  the  master of gymnastic,  in order 
that  their  bodies  may  better minister  to the  virtuous mind, 
and  that  they  may not be compelled through bodily weakness 
to  play the coward  in war  or  on  any  other occasion. This is 
what is done by those  who have the means, and  those 
who have  the  means  are  the ri'ch ; their  children begin  to 
go to school  soonest  and leave off latest. When they  have ~~~u~ 
done with masters,  the  state  again compels  them  to learn the laws 
the laws, and live after  the  pattern which they  furnish,  and :;;me 
not after their own fancies ; and  just  as in learning  to write, teacher. 
the  writingmaster  first  draws  lines with a  style for the  use Beyond 
of the  young beginner, and gives  him the  tablet  and  makes question, 
him follow the lines, so the city draws  the laws, which were can 6, 
the invention of good lawgivers  living  in the olden time; taught. 

then virtue 

L 2  
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Protagoras. these  are  given to the  young man, in  order to guide him  in 
P R O T A ~ O R U .  his  conduct  whether  he is commanding or  obeying;  and  he 

who  transgresses  them is to be corrected,  or,  in  other words, 
called to account,  which  is a  term  used  not  only  in  your 
country, but  also in  many  others,  seeing  that  justice  calls  men 
to account.  Now  when  there  is all this  care  about  virtue 
private  and public,  why, Socrates,  do  you  still  wonder  and 
doubt  whether  virtue  can be taught?  Cease to wonder, 

sons of 
But the 

good  men 

always 
are not 

good  men, 
any more 
than  the 
sons of 
goodartists 
are always 
good 
artists. 

for  the  opposite would  be  far more  surprising. 
But why  then  do  the  sons of good  fathers often turn  out 

i l l?  There is nothing  very  wonderful  in  this; for, as I 
have  been  saying,  the  existence of a  state  implies  that  virtue 
is not  any man’s private  possession. If so-and nothing 327 
can  be truer--then I will further  ask you to imagine, as  an 
illustration,  some  other  pursuit  or  branch of knowledge 
which  may be assumed  equally to  be the  condition of the 
existence of a  state. Suppose  that  there could be no  state 
unless we were  all  flute-players,  as  far  as  each  had  the 
capacity, and  everybody was freely  teaching  everybody  the 
art, both  in private  and public, and  reproving  the bad player 
as freely and  openly  as  every  man  now  teaches  justice  and 
the laws, not  concealing  them  as  he would conceal  the  other 
arts, but imparting them-for all of us have  a  mutual  interest 
in the  justice  and  virtue of one  another,  and  this is the 
reason  why  every  one is so ready to teach  justice  and  the 
laws  ;-suppose, I say, that  there  were  the  same  readiness 
and  liberality  among  us in teaching  one  another  flute-playing, 
do you  imagine, Socrates,  that  the  sons of good  flute-players 
would  be more likely  to be good  than  the  sons of bad ones? 
I think not. Would  not  their  sons  grow up to be dis- 
tinguished  or  undistinguished  according to their own natural 
capacities  as  flute-players,  and  the  son of a  good  player 
would  often turn  out  to be a bad  one, and  the  son of a bad 
player  to be a good  one, and all fluteplayers would  be 

Theworst good  enough in comparison of those  who  were  ignorant 

men are 
ofcivilized and  unacquainted with the  art  of  flute-playing?  In  like 
good manner I would have  you  consider  that  he  who  appears  to 
enough you  to  be the  worst of those  who  have been brought up  in 
compared 
,,,ith laws and humanities,  would appear  to be a  just  man  and  a 
s d w e s .  master of justice if he were to be compared with  men who 
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had  no  education, or  courts of  justice, or laws, or  any ~ r o ~ u g a r u s .  
restraints  upon  them which  compelled them to practise pnorAcoaAs. 

virtue-with the  savages,  for example,  whom the  poet  Phere- 
crates  exhibited  on  the  stage  at  the  last  year's  Lenaean 
festival. If you were living among  men  such  as  the  man- 
haters in his  Chorus, you  would  be only too  glad  to  meet 
with Eurybates  and  Phrynondas,  and you  would sorrowfully 
long to  revisit  the  rascality of this  part of the  world.  And 
you, Socrates,  are  discontented,  and  why ? Because all  men AII men are 
are  teachers of virtue, each  one  according to his  ability;  and ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ S , o a f  
you say Where  are  the  teachers ? You might  as well certain 

328 ask, Who teaches  Greek ? For of that too there will not be extent. 
any  teachers found. O r  you  might ask, Who is to teach  the 
sons of our  artisans  this  same  art which they have learned 
of their  fathers ? H e  and  his fellow-workmen have  taught 
them to the best of their ability,-but who will carry them 
further  in  their  arts ? And you  would certainly  have  a 
difficulty, Socrates, in finding  a  teacher of them; but there 
would  be no difficulty in  finding  a  teacher of those  who  are 
wholly ignorant.  And  this is true of virtue  or of anything 
else ; if a  man  is  better  able  than  we  are to promote  virtue 
ever so little, we must be content with the result. A'teacher 
of this  sort I believe  myself  to  be, and above  all other  men 
to have the  knowledge which makes  a  man  noble  and good ; 
and I give  my pupils  their money's-worth, and  even more, as 
they  themselves confess. And  therefore I have  introduced 
the following mode of payment  :--When a man has been my 
pupil, if he  likes  he  pays my price,  but there is no com- 
pulsion ; and if he  does  not like, he  has only  to go  into a 
temple  and  take  an  oath of the  value of the  instructions,  and 
he  pays  no  more  than  he  declares  to be their value. 

Such  is  my Apologue, Socrates,  and  such  is  the  argument 
by which I endeavour  to  show  that  virtue  may be taught,  and 
that  this  is  the  opinion of the  Athenians.  And I have  also 
attempted to show  that  you  are  not to wonder  at good fathers 
having bad sons, or at  good  sons  having bad  fathers, of 
which the  sons of Polycleitus afford an example, who  are  the 
companions of our  friends  here,  Paralus  and  Xanthippus,  but 
are  nothing in comparison with their  father ; and  this  is  true 
of the  sons of many  other  artists. As yet I ought  not to say 
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the  same  of  Parafus  and  Xanthippus  themselves,  for  they  are 
young  and  there is still  hope  of  them. 

Protagoras  ended,  and in my  ear 
'So charming left his voice,  that I the while 
Thought him  still  speaking; still stood fixed to hear'.' 

At  length,  when  the  truth  dawned  upon me, that  he  had 
really  finished,  not  without difficulty I began  to  collect my- 
self, and  looking  at  Hippocrates, I said  to  him : 0 son of 
Apollodorus,  how  deeply  grateful I am  to  you  for  having 
brought me hi ther ;  I would  not  have  missed  the  speech 
of  Protagoras  for a great  deal.  For I used to imagine  that 
no  human  care  could  make  men  good ; but I know  better 
now. Yet I  have  still  one  very  small difficulty which  I  am 
sure  that  Protagoras will easily  explain,  as  he  has  already 
explained so much.  If  a  man  were  to  go  and  consult  Peri- 329 

cles  or  any of our  great  speakers  about  these  matters,  he 
might  perhaps  hear  as fine a  discourse ; but  then  when  one 
has  a  question  to  ask of any of them,  like books, they  can 
neither  answer  nor  ask ; and if any  one  challenges  the  least 
particular of their  speech,  they go ringing  on in a  long 
harangue,  like  brazen  pots,  which  when  they  are  struck 
continue to Sound unless  some  one  puts  his  hand  upon  them ; 
whereas our friend  Protagoras  can  not  only  make a good 
speech,  as  he  has  already  shown,  but  when  he  is  asked 
a rluestion he  can  anqwer  briefly;  and  when  he  asks  he will 
wait  and  hear  the  answer ; and  this  is  a  very  rare gift, Now 
I,  Protagoras,  want to ask of you  a  little  question,  which 
if you will only  answer, I shall be quite satisfied. You  were 
saying  that  virtue  can  be  taught ;-that I will take  upon  your 
authority,  and  there  is  no  one  to  whom I am  more  ready  to 
trust.  But I marvel  at  one  thing  about  which I should  like 
to  have  my  mind  set  at  rest.  You  were  speaking  of  Zeus 
sending  justice  and  reverence to men ; and  several  times 
while  you  were  speaking,  justice,  and  temperance,  and holi- 
ness,  and  all  these  qualities,  were  described  by  you  as if 
together  they  made  up  virtue.  Now I want you to tell  me 
truly  whether  virtue  is  one  whole, of which  justice  and 
temperance  and  holiness  are  parts ; or  whether  all  these  are 

' Borrowed by Milton, Paraa'isr Lort, viii. 1, 3. 
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only  the  names of one  and  the  same  thing ;, that  is  the  doubt Protagom. 
which  still lingers in my mind. SOCRATU, 

There is no difficulty, Socrates, in answering  that  the PnoTAcon*s. 

qualities of  which you  are  speaking  are  the  parts of virtue 
which is one. 

And  are  they  parts, I said, in the  same  sense in  which They are 
mouth,  nose, and eyes, and  ears,  are  the  parts of a  face; 
or  are  they  like  the  parts of gold,  which  differ  from the differing in 
whole and from one  another  only in being  larger  or 2;:;zm 
smaller ? the Darts of 

I should  say  that  they differed, Socrates, in the first way ; a face. 
they  are  related  to  one  another  as  the  parts of a face are 
related  to  the whole face. 

And do men  have  some  one  part  and  some  another  part of 
virtue?  Or if a  man  has  one  part,  must  he also have all the 
others ? 

By no means, he  said;  for many  a  man  is  brave  and  not 
just, or  just  and  not wise. 

You  would not  deny,  then,  that  courage  and  wisdom  are 
also parts of virtue ? 

330 Most undoubtedly  they  are,  he  answered ; and wisdom  is 
the  noblest of the  parts. 

And  they  are  all  different from one  another ? I said. 
Yes. 
And. has  each of them  a  distinct function  like the  parts of Many  men 

the face ;-the eye, for example, is  not like the  ear,  and  has 
not the  same  functions ; and  the  other  parts  are  none of virtueand 
them  like one  another,  either  in  their functions, or  in  any 
other  way? I want  to  know  whether  the comparison holds 
concerning  the  parts  of virtue. Do they  also differ  from one 
another  in  themselves  and  in  their  functions? For that  is 
clearly  what  the simile  would  imply. 

Yes, Socrates, you aie  right in supposing  that  they 
differ. 

Then, I said, no  other  part of virtue is like  knowledge, 
or like  justice, or  like  courage, or like  temperance, or  like 
holiness ? 

No, he  answered. 
Well then, I said, suppose  that  you  and I enquire  into  their 

natures.  And first, you would agree with  me that  justice is 
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Protagwas. of the  nature of a  thing, would you  not ? That  is my opinion : 
scRATes, would  it not  be  yours  also ? 
PRoTAcoRAs. Mine also, he  said. 

And  suppose  that  some  one  were  to  ask us, saying, ' 0 
Protagoras,  and you, Socrates,  what  about  this  thing  which 
you  were  calling  justice,  is  it  just  or  unjust ? '"and I were 
to answer,  just : would  you  vote  with  me or  against  me ? 

With you, he said. 
Justiceis 'Thereupon I should  answer to  him who  asked me, that 

thejust. Yes,  he  said. 
of justice  is of the  nature of the  just : would not  you ? 

And  suppose  that  he  went  on  to  say : 'Well  now, is  there 
also  such  a  thing as holiness ? '"we  should  answer,  'Yes,' if 
I am  not  mistaken ? 

Yes,  he  said. 
Which  you  would  also  acknowledge  to be a thing-should 

we  not SLY so ? 
H e  assented. 
'And is this  a  sort of thing  which  is of the  nature of 

the holy, or  of the  nature of the  unholy ? '  I should  be 
angry  at  his  putting  such a question,  and  should  say, 
' Peace, man ; nothing  can  be  holy if holiness  is  not holy.' 
What  would you say?  Would you not  answer  in  the  same 
way ? 

Certainly,  he  said. 
And  then  after  this  suppose  that  he  came  and  asked us, 

'What  were you  saying  just  now?  Perhaps I may  not 
have  heard  you  rightly, but you  seemed  to  me to be saying 
that  the  parts of virtue  were  not  the  same  as  one  another.' I 
should  reply, ' You  certainly  heard  that  said,  but not, as  you 331 
imagine, by me ; for I only  asked  the  question ; Protagoras 
gave  the  answer.'  And  suppose  that  he  turned  to  you  and 
said, ' Is this  true,  Protagoras ? and  do  you  maintain  that  one 
part of virtue  is  unlike  another,  and is this  your  position ? '- 
how would you  answer  him ? 

I could  not  help  acknowledging  the  truth of what  he said, 
Socrates. 

The virtues Well  then,  Protagoras,  we  will  assume  this ; and  now 
differ' yet supposing  that  he  proceeded  to  say  further,  'Then  holiness 
them, e. g. is  not of the  nature of justice, nor  justice  of  the  nature  of 
many of 
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holiness, but  of the  nature of unholiness ; and  holiness is of Pvotupm. 
the  nature of the  not  just,  and  therefore of the  unjust,  and  the socaAres, 
unjust  is  the  unholy : ' how  shall  we  answer him ? I should pRoTAGOR*s~ 

certainly  answer him  on  my own behalf that  justice is holy, 
and  that  holiness  is  just ; and I would say  in  like  manner on 

and  justice, 

your behalf  also, if you would  allow me, that  justice  is  either muchalike. 
the  same with holiness,  or  very  nearly  the  same ; and above 
all I would assert  that  justice is like, holiness  and  holiness is 
like  justice;  and I wish that you  would  tell me whether I 
may  be  permitted to give  this  answer  on  your behalf, and 
whether you would agree with  me. 

H e  replied, I cannot  simply  agree,  Socrates, to the  propo- 
sition that  justice  is  holy  and  that  holiness is just, for there 
appears to me to  be a difference  between them.  But  what 
matter? if you please I please;  and  let us assume, if you 
will, that  justice is holy, and  that  holiness is just. 

Pardon me, I replied ; I do  not  want  this  'if you wish'  or 
'if you will ' sort of conclusion  to  be proven, but I want you 
and me to be proven : I mean  to  say  that  the conclusion  will 
be best  proven if there be no 'if.' 

Well,  he  said, I admit that  justice  bears  a  resemblance to Protagoras 
holiness,  for there  is always  some point of view in which $Ti:,l"e 
everything is like every  other  thing;  white  is  in  a  certain but denies 

way like black, and  hard is like  soft, and  the most extreme ~ t ~ $ ~ ~ Y  

opposites  have some qualities in common ; even the  parts tues, 

of the face  which, as we were  saying before, are  distinct  and 
have  different  functions, are still in a  certain  point of  view 
similar,  and  one of  them  is  like another of  them.  And you 
may  prove  that  they  are  like  one  another  on  the  same  prin- 
ciple that all things  are  like  one  another;  and  yet  things 
which are  alike in some  particular  ought  not to be  called 
alike, nor  things which are unlike in some particular, how- 
ever slight,  unlike. 

And  do you think, I said in a  tone of surprise,  that  justice 
and  holiness  have but a  small  degree of likeness ? 

Certainly  not;  any  more  than I agree with what I under- 
stand  to be your view. 

332 Well, I said,  as you appear  to  have  a difficulty about this, 
let us  take  another of the  examples which you mentioned  in- 
stead. Do you admit  the  existence of folly ? 

t 
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protngpras. I do. 
 so^^^^^, And is not  wisdom  the  very  opposite  of folly ? 
PnotAooa*~ That is true,  he  said. 
Prolagom And  when  men  act  rightly  and  advantageously  they  seem 
into to  you to be temperate ? 
m a w  the Yes,,  he  said, 
that every- And  temperance  makes  them  temperate ? 
thing has Certainly. 
opposite. And  they  who  do  not  act  rightly  'act foolishly, and  in  acting 

ia drawn 

admivion 

but one 

thus  are  not  temperate ? 
I agree,  he  said. 
Then  to  act  foolishly  is  the  opposite  of  acting  temperately ? 
H e  assented. 
And foolish actions  are  done by  folly, and  temperate  actions 

by temperance ? 
H e  agreed. 
And  that  is  done  strongly which is done by strength,  and 

H e  assented. 
And  that  which is done  with  swiftness is done swiftly, and 

H e  assented  again. 
And  that  which  is  done  in  the  same  manner,  is  done by the 

same ; and  that  which  is  done  in  an  opposite  manner by the 
opposite ? 

that  which  is  weakly  done, by weakness ? 

that  which  is  done  with  slowness,  slowly? 

He agreed. 
Once more, I said,  is  there  anything  beautiful ? 
Yes. 
T o  which  the only opposite is the  ugly ? 
There is no  other. 
And  is  there  anything  good ? 
There is. 
T o  which  the  only  opposite  is  the  evil ? 
There  is  no  other. 
And  there is the  acute  in  sound ? 
True. 
To which  the  only  opposite  is  the  grave ? 
There  is  no  other,  he said,  but  that. 
Then  every  opposite  has  one  opposite  only  and  no  more ? 
H e  assented. 
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Then now, I said,  let us recapitulate  our  admissions. Protwm.  
First  of all  we  admitted  that  everything  has  one  opposite  and s . , ~ , , ~ ~ ~ ~ ,  
not  more  than  one ? PROTAQORAE 

W e  did so. 
And  we  admitted  also  that  what  was  done in opposite  ways 

Yes. 
And  that  which  was  done foolishly, as  we  further  admitted, Thus, if 

was  done  in  the  opposite  way  to  that  which  was  done E!@;o- 
temperately ? sites, wis- 

dom and 
temper- 

was  done by opposites ? 

Yes. 
And  that which was  done  temperately  was  done by those 

temperance,  and  that which was  done foolishly  by  folly ? two O P F  
H e  agreed. be the 

stes must 

And  that  which  is  done  in  opposite  ways is done by same. 

Yes. 
And  one  thing  is  done by temperance,  and  quite  another 

Yes. 
And  in  opposite  ways ? 
Certainly. 
And  therefore by opposites :-then folly is  the  opposite of 

temperance ? 
Clearly. 
And  do  you  remember  that folly has  already  been  acknow- 

H e  assented. 
And we said  that  everything  has  only  one  opposite ? 
Yes. 

333 Then,  Protagoras, which  of the two assertions  shall  we 
renounce ? One  says  that  everything  has but one  opposite ; 
the  other  that  wisdom is distinct  from  temperance,  and  that 
both  of them  are  parts of virtue ; and  that  they  are  not  only 
distinct,  but  dissimilar,  both  in  themselves and in their func- 
tions, like  the  parts of a face. Which of these two assertions 
shall  we  renounce ? For both of them  together  are  certainly 
not  in  harmony ; they  do  not  accord  or  agree : for  how  can 
they  be  said  to  agree if everything  is  assumed  to  have  only 
one  opposite  and  not  more  than  one,  and  yet folly, whkh is 

opposites ? 

thing by  folly ? 

ledged by us to be the  opposite of wisdom ? 



I 56 Protagorus begins to  grow excited 
Protugoru, one,  has  clearly  the  two  opposites-wisdom  and  temperance ? 
socruTEs, I s  not  that  true,  Protagoras ? What  else  would  you  say ? 
PnoTAGoR*e H e  assented,  but  with  great  reluctance. 

Then  temperance  and  wisdom  are  the  same,  as  before 
justice  and  holiness  appeared  to  us  to  be  nearly  the  same. 
And now, Protagoras,  I  said,  we  must  finish  the  enquiry,  and 
not faint. Do you  think  that  an  unjust  man  can  be  temperate 
in  his  injustice ? 

I should  be  ashamed,  Socrates,  he  said,  to  acknowledge 
this,  which  nevertheless  many  may  be  found to assert. 

And  shall I argue  with  them  or  with  you ? I replied. 
I  would  rather,  he  said,  that  you  should  argue  with  the 

many first, if you will. 
Whichever  you  please, if you will only  answer me and  say 

whether  you  are of their  opinion  or  not. My object  is  to  test 
the  validity of the  argument ; and  yet  the  result  may  be  that 
I who  ask  and  you  who  answer  may  both  be  put  on  our trial. 

Protagoras  at first  made  a  show  of  refusing, as  he  said  that 
the  argument  was  not  encouraging ; at  length,  he  consented 
to  answer. 

Now  then, I said,  begin  at  the  beginning  and  answer me. 
You  think  that  some  men  are  temperate,  and  yet  unjust ? 

Yes,  he  said ; let  that be admitted. 
And  temperance  is  good  sense ? 
Yes. 
And  good  sense  is  good  counsel  in  doing  injustice ? 
Granted. 
If  they  succeed, I said, or  if they  do  not  succeed ? 
If  they  succeed. 
And  you  would  admit  the  existence of goods ? 
Yes. 

is the  ex- 
The  good And  is  the  good  that  which  is  expedient  for  man ? 
pedient; Yes,  indeed,  he  said:  and  there  are  some  things  which 
yet  some may be inexpedient,  and  yet I call  them good. 
things in- I thought  that  Protagoras  was  getting ruffled and  excited ; 
are never- he seemed  to be setting  himself  in  an  attitude of war.  Seeing 
expedient 

the'ess this, I minded  my  business,  and  gently  said :- 
g o d .  When  you  say,  Protagoras,  that  things  inexpedient  are 334 

good, do you  mean  inexpedient  for  man only, or  inexpedient 
altogether ? and  do  you call  the  latter  good ? 
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Certainly  not  the last, he  replied ; for I know  of  many protuprus. 
things,-meats, drinks, medicines, and  ten  thousand  other SOCRATES, 

things, which are  inexpedient for  man, and  some which are PRoTAGoRAS. 

expedient;  and  some which are  neither  expedient  nor  in- 
expedient for  man,  but only for horses ; and  some  for  oxen a lengthy 
oniy, and  some for dogs;  and  some for no animals,  but only manner, 
for  trees ; and  some  for  the  roots of trees  and  not  for  their 
branches,  as for  example, manure, which is a  good  thing 
when laid about  the  roots of a  tree,  but  utterly  destructive if 
thrown  upon  the  shoots  and  young  branches;  or I may 
instance olive  oil,  which  is  mischievous  to  all plants,  and 
generally most injurious  to  the  hair of every  animal with the 
exception of man,  but  beneficial to  human  hair  and  to  the 
human  body  generally ; and even in  this application (so 
various  and  changeable is the  nature of the  benefit),  that 
which is the  greatest good to  the  outward  parts  of  a man, is 
a  very  great evil  to his  inward  parts : and  for  this  reason 
physicians  always forbid their  patients  the  use of oil in  their 
food, except in very  small  quantities,  just  enough to extinguish 
the  disagreeable  sensation of smell  in  meats  and  sauces. 

When he  had given  this answer,  the  company  cheered and  isre- 
him. And I said : Protagoras, I have  a  wretched memory, ~!~~~~ 
and  when  any  one  makes  a  long  speech to me I never  re- who prr- 

member  what  he  is  talking  about. As then, if I had been Fa?:& 
deaf,  and you were  going  to  converse with me, YOU would memory, 
have  had to raise  your  voice; so now, having  such  a bad ~ s ~ ' ~ ~ c r s  
memory, I will ask you to cut  your  answers  shorter,  if you shorter. 
would take me with you. 

answers ? shall I make  them too short ? 
What do you mean?  he  said : how am I to  shorten my 

Certainly not, I said. 
But  short  enough ? 
Yes, I said. 
Shall I answer  what  appears  to  me to be short  enough,  or 

what appears  to you to  be short  enough ? 
I have  heard, I said,  that you  can speak  and teach others 

to  speak  about  the  same  things  at  such  length  that  words 
never  seemed  to fail, or with such  brevity  that  no  one could 

335 use fewer of them. Please  therefore, if you  talk  with me, to 
adopt  the  latter  or  more compendious method. 
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Socrates,  he  replied,  many a battle  of  words  have I fought, 
and if I had  followed  the  method  of  disputation  which  my 
adversaries  desired, as you  want  me  to do, I should  have 
been  no  better  than  another,  and  the  name  of  Protagoras 
would  have  been  nowhere. 

I saw  that  he  was  not  satisfied  with  his  previous  answers, 
and  that  he  would  not  play  the  part of answerer  any  more if 
he could  help;  and I considered  that  there  was  no call upon 
me  to  continue  the  conversation ; so I said : Protagoras, I do  
not wish to  force  the  conversation  upon  you if you  had  rather 
not,  but  when  you  are  willing  to  argue  with  me  in  such a 
way  that I can follow you,  then I will argue  with you. Now 
you,  as  is  said  of  you  by  others  and  as  you  say of yourself, 
are  able  to  have  discussions  in  shorter  forms of speech  as  well 
as in  longer,  for  you are  a master of wisdom ; but I cannot 
manage  these  long  speeches : I only  wish  that I could. You, 
on  the  other  hand,  who  are  capable of either,  ought  to  speak 
shorter  as I beg you, and  then we  might  converse.  But I see 
that  you  are  disinclined,  and  as I have  an  engagement  which 
will prevent  my  staying  to  hear you at  greater  length .(for I 
have  to  be  in  another place), I will depart ; although I should 
have  liked  to  have  heard  you. 

but is Thus I spoke,  and  was  rising  from  my  seat,  when  Callias 
detained 
by Cauas, seized  me by the  right  hand,  and  in  his left hand  caught  hold 

of  this  old cloak of mine. H e  said : W e  cannot let  you go, . 
Socrates,  for if you  leave us there will be  an  end of our dis- 
cussions : I must  therefore  beg you to  remain,  as  there is 
nothing  in  the  world  that I should  like  better  than  to  hear 
you  and  Protagoras  discourse. Do not  deny  the  company 
this  pleasure. 

Now I had  got up, and  was  in  the  act of departure.  Son 
of Hipponicus, I replied, I have  always  admired,  and  do 
now  heartily  applaud  and  love  your  philosophical  spirit,  and 
I would  gladly  comply  with  your  request, if I could.  But 

Socrates the  truth  is  that I cannot.  And  what  you  ask  is  as  great  an 
verywil,ing impossibility  to me, as  if you  bade  me run a  race with Crison 
to comply of  Himera,  when  in  his  prime,  or  with  some  one of the  long 336 
$lk$fhe or  day  course  runners.  To  such a request I should  reply 
could. that I would fain ask  the  same of  my own  legs;  but  they 

refuse  to comply. And  therefore if you want  to  see  Crison 

would be 
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and ma in the same stadium,  you  must bid him  slacken  his Protagoras. 
speed to mine, for I cannot  run quickly, and  he  can  run SWRATE~,  

slowly. And  in  like  manner if  you want  to  hear  me  and 
Protagoras  discoursing,  you  must  ask him to  shorten  his CRITI*S, 

answers,  and  keep  to  the point, as  he  did  at  first; if  not, 
how  can  there  be  any  discussion?  For  discussion  is  one :;,‘abu:of 
thing,  and  making  an  oration is quite  another, in my humble Protagom 
opinion. can  walk. 

But  you  see,  Socrates,  said Callias, that  Protagoras  may Yet pro&- 
fairly  claim  to  speak  in  his  own  way,  just as you claim  to EY 
speak  in  yours. 

Here Alcibiades  interposed,  and  said : That,  Callias,  is his own 
speak in 

not  a  true  statement of the  case. For our friend  Socrates Not so, 
manner. 

admits  that  he  cannot  make  a speech-in this  he  yields says Alci- 
the  palm  to  Protagoras : but I should be greatly  surprised if 
he  yielded  to  any  living  man  in  the  power of holding  and willadmit 
apprehending  an  argument.  Now  if  Protagoras will make  a hisinferi- 
similar  admission,  and  confess  that  he is inferior to Socrates socrates in 
in argumentative skill, that  is  enough  for  Socrates ; but the shorter 
if he  claims a superiority  in  argument  as well, let him ask 
and answer-not, when  a  question is asked,  slipping  away 
from the  point,  and  instead of answering,  making  a  speech  at 
such  length  that  most of his  hearers  forget  the  question 
at  issue  (not  that  Socrates is likely  to forget-I will  be 
bound  for  that,  although  he  may  pretend  in fun that  he 
has  a  bad memory). And  Socrates  appears to  me  to be 
more  in  the  right  than  Protagoras ; that is my view, and 
every  man  ought to say  what  he  thinks. 

When Alcibiades  had  done  speaking,  some  one-Critias, I Crifias 
believe-went on  to  say: 0 Prodicus  and  Hippias,  Callias 
appears  to  me  to  be  a  partisan of Protagoras : and  this  led Protagoras 
Alcibiades, who  loves  opposition,  to  take  the  other side. and 
But we should  not be partisans  either  of  Socrates  or of 
Protagoras ; let us rather  unite in entreating  both of them 
not  to  break  up  the  discussion. 

337 Prodicus  added : That,  Critias,  seems  to me to  be  well Prodicusin 
said, for  those  who  are  present  at  such  discussions  ought 
to be impartial  hearers of both  the  speakers ; remembering, words 
however, that  impartiality is not  the  same as equality, for 2;;: 
both  sides  should be impartially  heard,  and  yet  an  equal ality. 

PUODICUS. 

ority to 

method. 

Socrates. 
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meed  should  not  be  assigned  to  both  of  them;  but  to  the 
wiser  a  higher  meed  should  be  given,  and  a  lower  to  the  less 
wise. And I as well  as  Critias  would  beg you, Protagoras 
and  Socrates,  to  grant  our  request,  which is, that  you will 
argue  with ow another  and  not  wrangle ; for  friends  argue 
with  friends  out of  good-will, but  only  adversaries  and 
enemies  wrangle.  And  then  our  meeting will be  delightful ; 
for in this  way you, who  are  the  speakers, will be  most 
likely  to win esteem,  and  not  praise  only,  among us who 
are  your  audience ; for  esteem  is  a  sincere  conviction of 
the  hearers’  souls, but praise is often  an  insincere  expression 
of men  uttering  falsehoods  contrary  to  their  conviction.  And 
thus we who  are  the  hearers will be  gratified  and  not 
pleased;  for  gratification  is  of  the  mind  when  receiving 
wisdom  and  knowledge, but pleasure  is of the  body  when 
eating  or  experiencing  some  other  bodily  delight.  Thus 
spoke  Prodicus,  and  many of the  company  applauded  his 
words. 

Hippias  the  sage  spoke  next. H e  said : All of you  who 
are  here  present I reckon  to  be  kinsmen  and  friends  and 
fellow-citizens, by nature  and  not by law;  for by nature 
like  is  akin  to like, whereas  law  is  the  tyrant of mankind, 
and  often  compels us to  do  many  things  which  are  against 
nature.  How  great would be  the  disgrace  then, if we, who 
know  the  nature of things,  and  are  the  wisest of the  Hel- 
lenes,  and  as  such  are  met  together in this city, which  is 
the  metropolis of wisdom,  and  in  the  greatest  and  most 
glorious  house of this city, should  have  nothing  to  show 
worthy of this  height of dignity,  but  should  only  quarrel  with 
one  another  like  the  meanest of mankind ! I do  pray  and 
advise  you,  Protagoras,  and you, Socrates,  to  agree  upon 
a  compromise.  Let  us be your  peacemakers.  And  do 
not you, Socrates, aim at  this  precise  and  extreme  brevity  in 
discourse, if Protagoras  objects,  but  loosen  and  let go the 338 
reins  of  speech,  that  your  words  may  be  grander  and  more 
becoming  to  you I, Neither  do you, Protagoras, go forth  on 
the  gale with every  sail  set  out of sight of land  into  an 
ocean  of  words, but let  there be a  mean  observed by both 
of you. Do as I say.  And  let  me  also  persuade  you  to 

* Reading Cpiv. 
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choose  an  arbiter  or  overseer  or  president;  he will keep ~rotagwa~. 
watch over  your  words  and will prescribe  their  proper SocR.rEs, 

length. CALLIAS, 

This  proposal  was  received by the  company with universal 
approval ; Callias  said  that  he would not  let q off, and  they 
begged  me to  choose  an  arbiter.  But I said  that  to  choose 
an  umpire of discourse would be unseemly ; for if the  person 
chosen was  inferior,  then  the  inferior or  worse  ought  not 
to preside  over  the  better;  or if he  was  equal,  neither would 
that  be well ; for  he  who  is  our  equal will do  as we do, and 
what will  be the  use of choosing him ? And if you say, ' Let But there 
us have a better then,'-to that  I  answer  that you cannot  have z:iE ,",9 
any  one  who  is  wiser  than  Protagoras.  And if you choose to 

another  who  is  not  really  better,  and  whom you only  say is ii::; 
better,  to  put  another  over him as  though  he  were  an  in- and there- 
ferior  person would  be an  unworthy  reflection  on him ; not fore 

that, as far  as I am  concerned,  any  reflection  is of much  con- suggests 
Socrates 

sequence  to me. Let me  tell you then  what  I will do  in that  Prota- 
order  that  the  conversation  and  discussion  may  go  on  as you 
desire.  If  Protagoras  is  not  disposed  to  answer,  let him ask he will 
and I 'will answer ; and  I will endeavour to show  at  the  same :::'& 
time how, as I maintain,  he  ought  to  answer : and  when he is tired 
I have  answered  as  many  questions  as  he  likes to  ask, 
let  him  in  like  manner  answer  me ; and if he  seems  to be not willaskand 
very  ready  at  answering  the  precise  question  asked of him, g;;;goms 
you and I will unite in entreating him, as  you  entreated me, answer. 
not to spoil  the  discussion.  And  this will require  no  special 
arbiter-all of you  shall be arbiters. 

This  was  generally  approved,  and  Protagoras,  though Protagoras 
very  much  against  his will, was  obliged to agree  that  he z g z t l y  
would ask  questions ; and  when  he  had  put  a sufficient and pro- 
number of them,  that  he would answer  in  his  turn  those &?;! 
which he  was  asked  in  short  replies. H e  began to put  his questions 
questions  as follows :-. on a pas- 

I am of opinion,  Socrates,  he  said,  that  skill in poetry  is monide, 

PROTAGORAS. 

sage in Si- 

339 the  principal  part of education ; and  this I conceive  to be 
the  power of knowing  what  compositions of the  poets  are 
correct,  and  what  are not, and  how  they  are  to be  dis- 
tinguished,  and of explaining  when  asked  the  reason of  the' 
difference.  And I propose  to  transfer  the  question which 
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Protagoras. 

PROTAGORAS 
SOCRAT~S, 

There is an 

contra- 
apparent 

diction in 
the words 
of Simoni- 
des : he 
blames 
what he 
also 
affirms. 

The interpretation of Simonides. 

you  and I have  been  discussing to the  domain of poetry ; we 
will speak  as before of virtue,  but  in  reference  to  a  passage 
of a  poet. Now Simonides  says to Scopas  the  son of Creon 
the  Thessalian :- 

in hands and  feet and mind, a  work  without a flaw.’ 
‘Hardly on the  one  hand  can  a man  become truly good, built four-square 

Do you  know the  poem?  or  shall I repeat  the  whole ? 

quainted with the ode,-I have  made  a  careful  study of it. 

good composition, and true? 

There is no need, I said ; for I am  perfectly well ac- 

Very well, he  said.  And  do you  think  that  the  ode  is  a 

Yes, I said,  both  good  and  true. 
But if there  is  a  contradiction,  can  the  composition  be 

No, not in that case, I replied. 
And  is  there  not  a  contradiction ? he  asked.  Reflect. 
Well, my  friend, I have  reflected. 
And  does  not  the  poet  proceed  to  say, ‘ I  do not  agree 

with the word of Pittacus,  albeit  the  utterance of a  wise 
man : Hardly can a man  be  good ? ’ Now you will observe 
that  this  is  saia by the same poet. 

good or true ? 

I know  it. 
And  do  you  think,  he  said,  that  the two sayings  are  con- 

sistent ? 
Yes, I said, I think so (at  the  same  time I could  not help 

fearing  that  there  might  be  something in what  he  said). 
And you  think  otherwise ? 

Why,  he  said,  how  can  he  be  consistent  in  both ? First of 
all, premising  as  his own thought, ‘Hardly can a man 
become truly good ; ’ and  then  a  little  further  on in the  poem, 
forgetting,  and  blaming  Pittacus  and  refusing  to  agree  with 
him, when  he  says,  ‘Hardly  can  a man be good,’ which is 
the  very  same  thing.  And  yet  when  he  blames  him who 
says  the  same  with himself, he  blames  himself; so that  he 
must  be  wrong  either in his  first or his  second  assertion. 

Many of the  audience  cheered  and  applauded  this.  And I 
felt at first giddy  and  faint, as  if I had  received  a blow from 
the  hand of an expert  boxer,  when I heard  his  words  and 
the  sound of the  cheering;  and  to  confess  the  truth, I wanted 
to get time  to  think  what  the  meaning of the  poet  really  was, 
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So I turned  to  Prodicus  and  called him. Prodicus, I said, Pvotagmar. 
Simonides  is  a  countryman of yours,  and  you  ought  to  come socRAres, 

340 to  his aid. I must  appeal  to  you,  like  the  river  Scamander  as^ 
in  Homer, who, when  beleaguered by Achilles,  summons  the 
Simols  to aid  him, saying : 

‘ Brother  dear,  let us both  together  stay  the force of the hero’.’ 

And I summon  you,  for I am  afraid  that  Protagoras will 
make  an  end of Simonides.  Now is the  time  to  rehabilitate 
Simonides, by the  application  of  your  philosophy of syno- 
nyms, which  enables  you  to  distinguish  ‘will ’ and  ‘wish,’ 
and  make  other  charming  distinctions  like  those  which you 
drew  just now. And I should  like  to  know  whether  you But the in- 
would agree  with  me;  for I am of opinion  that  there  is  no ~~~~~~y 

contradiction in the  words of Simonides.  And  first of  all rea1 one; 
I wish that  you would say  whether, in your  opinion, for ’being’ 
Prodicus, ‘ being ’ is the  same  as  ‘becoming.’ same as‘ be- 

Not  the  same,  certainly,  replied  Prodicus. coming.’ 
Did  not  Simonides  first  set  forth,  as  his  own view, that 

Quite  right,  said  Prodicus. 
And  then  he  blames  Pittacus, not, as  Protagoras  imagines, 

for  repeating  that which he  says himself, but  for  saying 
something  different from  himself. Pittacus  does  not  say  as 
Simonides  says,  that  hardly  can  a  man  become  good, but 
hardly  can  a  man be good : and  our  friend  Prodicus would 
maintain  that being, Protagoras, is not  the  same  as becom- 
ing ; and if they  are  not  the  same,  then  Simonides  is  not 
inconsistent with  himself. I dare  say  that  Prodicus  and 
many  others would  say, as  Hesiod  says, 

1s not  the 

‘ Hardly  can  a  man  become  truly  good ’ ? 

‘On the one hand,  hardly  can  a man become  good, 
For the  gods  have  made  virtue  the reward of toil: 
But  on  the  other  hand, when you have climbed  the  height, 
Then, to retain  virtue, however difficult the  acquisition,  is easy’.’ 

Prodicus  heard  and  approved; but Protagoras  said : Simonides 
Your  correction,  Socrates,  involves  a  greater  error  than  is ~ ’ - ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ :  
contained  in  the  sentence which you  are  correcting. 

Alas ! I said, Protagoras ; then I am a  sorry physician; virtue Can 
to say that 

and  do  but  aggravate  a  disorder which 1 am  seeking  to  cure. possessed. 
be easily 
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Socrates 
has learned 
from  Pro- 
d i m  that 
’ hard 
means 
‘evil.‘ 

Nonsense, 
rays Rota- 
goras. 

Socrates makes fun of Protagmas. 

Such  is  the fact, he  said. 
How so ? I asked. 
The  poet, he  replied,  could  never  have  made  such  a 

mistake  as  to  say  that  virtue,  which  in  the  opinion of all  men 
is  the  hardest of  all  things,  can  be  easily  retained. 

Well, I  said,  and  how  fortunate  are  we  in  having  Prodicus 
among us, at  the  right  moment ; for  he  has  a wisdom, Pro- 
tagoras, which, as  I imagine, is  more  than  human  and  of 
very  ancient  date,  and  may  be  as  old  as  Simonides  or  even 341 
older.  Learned  as  you are in  many  things,  you  appear  to 
know  nothing  of  this ; but I know, for I am a disciple of  his. 
And now,  if I am  not  mistaken,  you  do  not  understand  the 
word  ‘hard ’ (xd~llru’v) in  the  sense  which  Simonides  intended ; 
and I must  correct you, as  Prodicus  corrects  me  when .I use 
the  word  ‘awful’ ( B w d u )  as  a  term of praise.  If I say  that 
Protagoras  or  any  one  else  is  an ‘ awfully ’ wise man, he  asks 
me if I  am  not  ashamed of calling  that  which  is  good  ‘awful ’ ; 
and  then  he  explains  to  me  that  the  term ‘awful ’ is  always 
taken  in a bad sense,  and  that  no  one  speaks of being  ‘awfully’ 
healthy  or  wealthy,  or of ‘ awful ’ peace,  but of ‘ awful disease, 
‘awful-’ war, ‘awful ’ poverty,  meaning  by  the  term ‘ awful,’ 
evil. And I think  that  Simonides  and  his  countrymen  the 
Ceans,  when  they  spoke of ‘hard ’ meant ‘evil,’ or  some- 
thing which you  do  not  understand.  Let us ask  Prodicus, 
for  he  ought  to be able  to  answer  questions  about  the  dialect 
of  Simonides. Wha t  did  he mean, Prodicus, by the  term 

hard ’ ? 
Evil,  said  Prodicus. 
And  therefore, I said,  Prodicus,  he  blames  Pittacus  for 

saying, Hard  is  the  good,’  just  as if that  were  equivalent  to 
saying, Evil is  the good. 

Yes, he said,  that  was  certainly  his  meaning ; and  he  is 
twitting  Pittacus  with  ignorance of the  use of terms,  which  in 
a  Lesbian,  who  has  been  accustowed  to  speak a barbarous 
language,  is  natural. 

Do you  hear,  Protagoras, I asked,  what  our  friend  Prodicus 
is  saying ? And  have  you  an  answer  for him ? 

You  are  entirely  mistaken,  Prodicus,  said  Protagoras ; and 
I know  very well that  Simonides  in  using  the  word  ‘hard ’ 
meant  what all ,  of us mean, not evil,  but ,that which is not 
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I easy-that  which takes  a  great  deal  of  trouble : of this I Protqgara. 
am positive. SCCRATES, 

the  meaning of Simonides, of  which our  friend  Prodicus was zywerc 
very well  aware,  but he  thought  that  he would make fun, and making 
try if you could maintain  your  thesis ; for  that  Simonides trialofyo", 
could never  have  meant  the  other is clearly  proved by the i 

context,  in which he  says  that  God  only  has  this gift. Now but asyou 

he  cannot  surely  mean  to  say  that  to  be  good  is evil, when be taken 
are not to 

he  afterwards  proceeds  to  say  that  God  only  has  this gift, in, shall I 
and  that  this is the  attribute of him and of no  other.  For if 2;: 
this be his meaning, Prodicus would impute  to  Simonides  a tation? 
character of recklessness which is very  unlike  his  country- 

342 men. And I should  like  to tell  you, I said, what I imagine 
to be the  real  meaning of Simonides  in  this poem, if you will 
test  what, in  your  way of speaking, would  be  called my skill 
in poetry ; or if  you  would rather, I will be the  listener. 

To this  proposal  Protagoras replied : As you please ;-and 
Hippias,  Prodicus,  and  the  others told  me  by  all means  to 
do  as I proposed. 

Then now, I said, I will endeavour  to  explain to  you my The tme 

opinion  about  this  poem of Simonides. There is- a very E&,hy 
ancient  philosophy which is  more  cultivated  in  Crete  and is to be 
Lacedaemon  than  in  any  other  part of Hellas,  and  there  are ~ ~ ' 1 ~ ~ ~  
more  philosophers  in  those  countries  than  anywhere  else  in discourses 
the world. This, however, is a  secret which the Lacedae- Ofthe 

monians  deny;  and  they  pretend to be ignorant, just,because 
they  do  not wish  to have  it  thought  that  they  rule  the world 
by  wisdom,  like the  Sophists of whom  Protagoras  was  speak- 
ing, and not by valour of arms ; considering  that  if  the 
reason of their  superiority  were disclosed,  all  men  would be 
practising  their wisdom. And  this  secret of theirs  has 
never been discovered by the  imitators of Lacedaemonian 
fashions  in  other cities,  who go  about with their  ears  bruised 
in imitati0.n  of  them, and  have  the  caestus bound on  their 
arms, and  are  always  in  training,  and  wear  short  cloaks;  for 
they  imagine  that  these  are  the  practices which have  enabled 
the  Lacedaemonians  to  conquer  the  other  Hellenes.  Now , 

when the  Lacedaemonians  want to unbend  and hold free 
conversation with their wise men, and  are no longer satisfied 

- I said: I also incline to  believe, Protagoras,  that  this  was 

Sophists, 
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Protagmas. 
SOCRATLS. 

but in the 

brevity 
pregnant 

of the 
Lacedae- 
monians. 

with mere  secret  intercourse,  they  drive  out all these  lacon- 
izers, and  any  other  foreigners  who  may  happen  to be in 
their  country,  and  they hold a  philosophical sebnce unknown 
to strangers;  and  they  themselves  forbid  their  young 
men  to go out  into  other cities-in  this they  are like the 
Cretans-in order  that  they  may  not  unlearn  the  lessons 
which they have taught  them.  And in Lacedaemon  and 
Crete  not only  men  but also  women  have  a  pride  in  their 
high  cultivation.  And hereby you may  know  that I am 
right in attributing to the  Lacedaemonians  this  excellence  in 
philosophy  and  speculation: If a  man  converses with the 
most ordinary  Lacedaemonian,  he will  find  him seldom  good 
for  much in general  conversation, but at  any  point in the 
discourse  he will  be darting  out some notable  saying,  terse 
and full of meaning, with unerring aim ; and  the  person with 
whom he is talking  seems to  be  like a child  in his  hands. 
And  many of our own age  and of former  ages  have  noted 
that  the  true  Lacedaemonian  type of character  has  the love 
of philosophy even stronger  than  the love of gymnastics ; 
they  are  conscious  that only a  perfectly  educated  man  is 
capable of uttering  such  expressions.  Such  were  Thales Of 343 
Miletus, and  Pittacus of Mitylene, and  Bias of Priene,  and 
our own Solon,  and  Cleobulus  the  Lindian,  and  Myson  the 
Chenian ; and  seventh in the  catalogue of wise  men was  the 
Lacedaemonian Chilo.  All these  were  lovers  and  emulators 
and  disciples of the  culture of the  Lacedaemonians,  and  any 
one may  perceive  that  their  wisdom  was of this  character; 
consisting of short  memorable  sentences, which they  severally 
uttered.  And  they met together  and  dedicated  in  the  temple 
of Apollo  at  Delphi, as  the  first-fruits of their wisdom, the 
far-famed inscriptions, which are in  all  men’s  mouths,- 
‘ Know thyself,’ and ‘ Nothing too  much.’ 

Why  do I say all this? I am explaining  that  this  Lacedae- 
monian  brevity  was  the  style of primitive  philosophy.  Now 
there  was  a  saying of Pittacus which was  privately  circulated 
and received the  approbation of the wise, ‘Hard is it  to be 
good.’  And Simonides,  who  was  ambitious of the fame of 
wisdom, was  aware  that if he could overthrow  this  saying, 
then,  as if he  had won a victory over  some famous  athlete, 
he would carry off the palm among  his  contemporaries. 
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And if I am  not  mistaken,  he  composed  the  entire  poem PYO~U~OYUS. 
with the  secret  intention of damaging  Pittacus  and  his  saying. s ~ ~ ~ . + ~ ~ ~ .  

Let us all  unite  in  examining  his  words,  and  see  whether Socrates 
I am  speaking  the  truth.  Simonides  must  have  been  a ~~~~~~~~ 

lunatic, if, in  the  very  first  words of the poem, wanting  to nation, 
say  only  that  to  become  good  is  hard,  he  inserted p h ,  ‘on the ingenious 
one  hand ’ [‘on  the  one  hand to become  good is hard’] ; there true, of the 
would  be no reason  for  the  introduction of ply, unless  you versesof 
suppose  him  to  speak  with  a  hostile  reference  to  the  words of 
Pittacus.  Pittacus is saying  ‘Hard is it to be good,’  and he, 
in refutation  of  this  thesis,  rejoins  that  the  truly  hard  thing, 
Pittacus, is to  become  good,  not  joining  ‘truly ’ with  ‘good,’ 
but with  ‘hard.’  Not,  that  the  hard  thing is to  be  truly  good, 
as  though  there  were  some  truly  good  men,  and  there  were 
others  who  were  good  but  not  truly  good  (this would  be a 
very  simple  observation,  and  quite  unworthy of Simonides) ; 
but you  must  suppose him to  make  a  trajection of the  word 
‘ truly ’ ( d X a B ; w ) ,  construing  the  saying of Pittacus  thus  (and 
let us  imagine  Pittacus  to be speaking  and  Simonides 
answering  him): ‘ 0  my  friends,’  says  Pittacus,  ‘hard is it to 

344 be good,’ and  Simonides  answers, ‘ In that,  Pittacus, you are 
mistaken;  the difficulty is  not  to be good, but on  the  one 
hand,  to  become  good,  four-square in hands  and feet and 
mind, without  a flaw-that is hard truly.’ This  way of read- 
ing the  passage  accounts  for  the  insertion of pku, ‘ on  the 
one  hand,’  and  for  the  position  at  the  end of the  clause of 
the  word  ‘truly,’  and  all  that follows shows  this  to be the 
meaning.  A  great  deal  might be said  in  praise of the.details 
of the poem,  which is a  charming  piece of workmanship,  and 
very  finished,  but  such  minutiae would  be tedious.  I  should 
like, however,  to  point  out  the  general  intention of the poem, 
which  is  certainly  designed  in  every  part  to be a  refutation 
of the  saying of Pittacus.  For  he  speaks in what follows a He seems 
little  further on as if he  meant  to  argue  that  although  there ro,”:n:the 
is a difficulty in  becoming good, yet  this  is  possible  for  a Sophists’ 
time, and  only  for a time. But  having  become  good,  to $:rgee- 
remain  in a good  state  and  be  good,  as  you,  Pittacus,  affirm, tation. 
is not  possible,  and  is  not  granted  to  man ; God  only  has 
this  blessing ; ‘but  man  cannot  help  being bad when  the 
force of circumstances  overpowers him.’  Now  whom does 

rather  than 

Simonides. 
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Protugoras. the  force of circumstance  overpower  in  the  command of a 
s-res. vessel  ?-not  the  private  individual,  for  he  is  always  over- 

powered;  and  as  one  who is already  prostrate  cannot  be 
overthrown,  and  only  he  who  is  standing  upright  but  not  he 
who  is  prostrate  can  be  laid  prostrate, so the  force of circum 
starites  can  only  overpower him who,  at  some  time  or  other, 
has - resources,  and  not  him  who  is  at  all  times  helpless. 
T h e  descent of a  great  storm  may  make  the  pilot  helpless, 

logic arid or  the  severity of the  season  the  husbandman  or  the  physician; 
rhetoric for  the  good  may  become bad, as  another  poet  witnesses :- 
strives to 
elicit the ‘The good are sometimes good and sometimes bad.’ 

Simonides. But  the  bad  does  not  become bad ; he  is  always  bad. ’ SO 
meaning of 

that  when  the  force of circumstances  overpowers  the  man  of 
resources  and  skill  and  virtue,  then  he  cannot  help  being 
bad,  And  you,  Pittacus,  are  saying, ‘ Hard  is  it to be good.’ 
Now  there  is  a difficulty in  becoming  good ; and  yet  this  is 
possible : but  to  be  good  is  an impossibility- 

< For he who does  well is the good man, and he  who  does ill is the  bad.’ 

But  what sort of doing  is  good  in  letters ? and  what  sort of 345 
doing  makes  a  man  good  in  letters ? Clearly  the  knowing  of 
them.  And  what sort of well-doing  makes a man  a  good 
physician ? Clearly  the  knowledge of the  art  of  healing  the 
sick. ‘But  he  who  does ill is  the bad.’ Now  who  becomes 
a bad  physician ? Clearly  he  who  is  in  the first  place a 
physician,  and  in  the  second  place  a  good  physician ; for  he 
may  become a bad one  also : but  none of us unskilled 
individuals  can by any  amount of doing ill become  physi- 
cians,  any  more  than  we  can  become  carpenters  or  anything 
of that  sort;  and  he  who  by  doing ill  cannot  become a 
physician  at  all,  clearly  cannot  become  a  bad  physician. I n  
like  manner  the  good  may  become  deteriorated by time, o r  
toil, or  disease,  or  other  accident  (the  only  real  doing ill is 
to be  deprived of knowledge), but the  bad  man  will  never 
become  bad,  for  he  is  always  bad ; and if he  were  to  become 
bad, he  must  previously  have  been  good.  Thus  the  words 
of the  poem  tend  to  show  that  on  the  one  hand a man 
cannot  be  continuously  good,  but  that  he  may  become  good 
and  may  also  become  bad ; and  again  that 

‘ They are  the best for the longest time whom  the gods love.’ 



All  this  relates  to  Pittacus, as is  further  proved by the 
sequel. For  he  adds :- 

I Therefore 1 will not  throw  away my span of life to no purpose in  searching 
after the  impossible, hoping  in vain to find a  perfectly  faultless man among 
those who partake of the fruit of the  broad-bosomed earth:  if I find him, I 
will send yon word.' 
(this is the  vehement  way  in which he  pursues  his  attack 
upon  Pittacus  throughout  the  whole  poem) : 
' But him who does no evil, Voluntarily I praise  and love ;-not  even the 

gods war against  necessity.' 

All  this  has  a  similar drift,  for Simonides  was  not so ignorant 
as  to  say  that  he  praised  those  who  did  no evil voluntarily, 
as  though  there  were  some  who  did evil voluntarily. For 
no  wise man, as I believe,  will allow  that  any  human  being 
errs  voluntarily, o r  voluntarily  does evil and  dishonourable 
actions ; but  they  are  very well aware  that  all  who do evil 
and  dishonourable  things  do  them  against  their will. And 
Simonides  never  says  .that  he  praises him who  does  no evil 
voluntarily ; the  word ' voluntarily ' applies  to  himself. For  

346 he  was  under  the  impression  that  a  good  man  might  often 
compel himself  to love and  praise  another',  and  to  be  the 
friend  and  approver of another;  and  that  there  might  be  an 
involuntary love, such  as  a  man  might feel to  an  unnatural 
father or  mother, or  country, or the like. Now bad  men, 
when  their  parents  or  country  have  any defects,  look on  them 
with malignant  joy,  and find  fault  with  them  and  expose and 
denounce  them  to  others,  under  the  idea  that  the  rest of 
mankind will  be less  likely  to  take  themselves  to  task  and 
accuse  them of neglect;  and  they  blame  their  defects  far 
more  than  they  deserve,  in  order  that  the  odium which is 
necessarily  incurred by them  may  be  increased.: but the 
good  man  dissembles  his  feelings,  'and  constrains himself to 
praise  them ; and if they  have  wronged him and  he is angry, 
he pacifies his  anger  and  is reconciled, and  compels  himself 
to  love  and  praise  his  own flesh and blood. And  Simonides, 
as is  probable,  considered  that he himself had often had  to 
praise  and  magnify a tyrant  or  the like,  much against  his 
will, and  he  also  wishes  to  imply  to  Pittacus  that  he  does 
not  censure  him  because  he  is  censorious. 
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1 70 Hippias and AZcibiades. 

Hippias 

an excel- 
thinks this 

lent  inter- 
pretation 
of the 
poem : but 

still better 
he  has  a 

own. 
one of his 

. ‘ For I am satisfied,’ he says, ‘when  a  man is neither bad nor very stupid : 

mind, I will  find no fault  with him, for I am not given to finding  fault, and 
and when he knows justice  (which is the health of states),  and  is of sound 

there are innumerable fools’ 

(implying that if he  delighted in censure  he  might  have 
abundant  opportunity of finding fault). 

‘All  things  are  good with  which evil is unmingled.’ 

In  these  latter  words  he  does  not  mean to say  that  all  things 
are  good which have  no evil  in  them, as you  might say  ‘All 
things  are white  which have  no black in them,’  for that 
would  be ridiculous; but he  means to say  that  he  accepts 
and  finds  no fault  with the  moderate  or  intermediate  state. 

who  partake of the fruits of the broad-bosomed earth (if I find him, I will 
I do not hope,’ he says, ‘to find a perfectly blameless man among those 

send you word) ; in this sense I praise no man. But he who is moderately 
good,  and does no evil, is good  enough for me, who love and  approve every 
one ‘1 

(and  here  observe  that  he  uses  a  Lesbian  word, & d v o p  

(approve), because  he  is  addressing  Pittaws,- 

‘ Who love and a@rove every one voluntarily, who does no evil : ’ 
and  that  the  stop  should be put  after  ‘voluntarily ’) ; ‘ but 
there  are  some  whom I involuntarily  praise  and love. And 
you, Pittacus, I would never  have blamed, if you had  spoken 347 
what  was  moderately good and  true; but I do blame you 
because, putting  on  the  appearance of truth, you are  speaking 
falsely about  the  highest matters.’-And  this, I said, Pro- 
dicus  and  Protagoras, I take  to be the  meaning of Simonides 
in  this poem. 

Hippias  said : I think,  Socrates,  that you have  given  a 
very  good  explanation of the  poem; but I have  also  an 
excellent  interpretation of my own  which I will propound to 
you, if you will  allow  me. 

Nay, Hippias,  said  Alcibiades ; not now,  but  at some  other 
time.  At present  we  must  abide by the  compact which was 
made  between  Socrates  and  Protagoras, to the effect that  as 
long  as  Protagoras  is  willing  to ask, Socrates  should  answer ; 
or that if he would rather  answer,  then  that  Socrates  should 
ask. 

I said : I wish Protagoras  either to ask or answer  as  he is 
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inclined ; but I would rather  have  done  with  poems  and pro~agovm. 
odes, if he  does  not object, and come back to  the  question SocnATrEs, 

about which I was  asking you at first, Protagoras,  and by * L C ~ * D = .  

your  help  make  an  end of that. The talk  about  the  poets Heis 
seems  to  me  like a commonplace entertainment  to  which  a 
vulgar  company  have  recourse ; who,  because  they  are  not ruptingby 
able  to  converse or amuse  one  another,  while  they  are 
drinking, with the  sound of their own  voices  and  conver- would 

sation, by reason of their  stupidity,  raise  the  price of flute. 
girls in the  market,  hiring  for a great  sum  the voice of a the poets 

flute  instead of their own breath,  to  be  the medium of and return 
intercourse  among them: but  where  the  company  are  real argument, 
gentlemen  and  men of education,  you will see  no flute-girls, 
nor  dancinggirls, nor harp-girls ; and  they  have no nonsense 
or games,  but are  contented with one  another's  conversation, 
of which their own voices are  the medium, and  which  they 
carry on by turns  and  in  an  orderly  manner,  even  though 
they  are  very  liberal in their  potations.  And  a  company 
like  this of ours,  and men such  as we profess  to be, do  not 
require  the  help of another's voice, or of the  poets whom you 
cannot  interrogate  about  the  meaning of what  they  are 
saying ; people  who  cite  them  declaring,  some  that  the  poet 
has  one meaning,  and  others  that  he  has  another,  and  the 
point which is in dispute  can  never  be  decided.  This  sort of 
entertainment  they  decline,  and  prefer  to  talk  with  one 
another,  and  put  one  another  to  the  proof in conversation. 

348 And  these  are  the  models which I desire  that  you  and I 
should  imitate.  Leaving  the  poets,  and  keeping  to  ourselves, 
let us try  the  mettle of one  another  and  make proof of the 
truth in conversation.  If  you  have  a  mind  to  ask, I am  ready 
to  answer; or if you  would rather, do you answer,  and  give 
me  the  opportunity of resuming  and  completing  our  un- 
finished  argument. 

I made  these  and  some  similar  observations;  but  Pro- 
tagoras would not  distinctly  say which he would do. 
Thereupon Alcibiades  turned  to  Callias,  and  said :-Do you 
think,  Callias,  that  Protagoras is fair  in  refusing  to say 
whether  he will or will  not answer? for I certainly  think 
that  he is unfair;  he  ought  either  to  proceed  with  the 
argument, or distinctly  to  refuse to proceed,  that we may 

to the 



argument. 

Half 
ironical 

of Prota- 
eulogium 

goras. 

Protagwm. know  his  intention ; and  then  Socrates will be  abIe  to 
AUIBIADES, discourse with some  one else, and  the  rest  of  the  company 
Socn*rp.s. will be free  to  talk with one  another. 
E,”,”p” I think  that  Protagoras  was  really  made  ashamed  by  these 
pelled to words of Alcibiades,  and  when  the  prayers of Callias  and  the 

company  were  superadded,  he  was  at  last  induced  to  argue, 
and  said  that I might  ask  and  he  would  answer. 

resume the 

So I said : Do not  imagine,  Protagoras,  that I have  any 
other  interest  in  asking  questions  ofyou  but  that  of  clearing 
up my own difficulties. For  I think  that  Homer  was  very 
right in saying  that 

‘When  two go together,  one sees before the  other l,’ 

for  all  men  who  have a companion  are  readier  in  deed,  word, 
or  thought ; but if a  man 

‘Sees a thing when he  is alone,’ 

he  goes  about  stiaightway  seeking  until  he  finds  some  one  to 
whom  he  may  show  his  discoveries,  and  who  may  confirm 
him  in  them.  And I would  rather  hold  discourse  with  you 
than with any  one,  because I think  that.no  man  has a better 
understanding  of  most  things  which  a  good  man  may  be 
expected  to  understand,  and  in  particular of virtue. For  
who  is  there,  but you ?-who not  only claim to be a  good 
man  and  a  gentleman,  for  many  are  this,  and  yet  have  not 
the  power  of  making  others  good-whereas  you  are  not  only 
good  yourself,  but  also ,the  cause of goodness  in  others. 
Moreover  such  confidence  have  you  in  yourself,  that  although 
other  Sophists  conceal  their  profession,  you  proclaim  in  the 
face of Hellas  that  you  are a Sophist  or  teacher of virtue  and 
education,  and  are  the  first  who  demanded  pay  in  return. 
How  then  can I do  otherwise  than  invite  you  to  the 349 
examination ‘of these  subjects,  and  ask  questions  and  consult 
with  you ? I must,  indeed.  And I should  like  once  more  to 
have my memory  refreshed by you  about  the  questions  which 
I was  asking  you gt first, and  also  to  have  your  help  in 
considering  them.  If I am not  mistaken  the  question  was 
this:  Are  wisdom  and  temperance  and  courage  and  justice 
and  holiness five names of the  same  thing?  or  has  each of 

11. I. 114. 
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the  names  a  separate  underlying  essence  and  corresponding Protagoras. 
thing  having  a  peculiar function, no  one of them  being  like socmrErr, 
any  other of them ? And  you  replied  that  the five names pRoT*ooMs 

were  not  the  names of the  same  thing, but that  each of them Tothe old 
had a separate object, and  that all these  objects  were  parts of I ke th; 
virtue, not  in  the  same  way  that  the  parts of gold  are  like virtues one 
each  other  and  the  whole of which they  are  parts, but as  the ~ t ~ ~ ~ ”  

parts of the face are  unlike  the  whole of which they  are  parts answer is 
and  one  another,  and  have each of them a distinct function. 
I should  like to. know  whether  this  is  still  your  opinion ; or out of five 
if  not,  I  will ask  you  to  define  your  meaning,  and I shall  not :$:“,““e 
take  you  to  task if you  now  make  a  different  statement. For similar, but 
I dare  say  that  you  may  have  said  what  you  did  only in order ::$; 
to make  trial of me. is very 

I answer,  Socrates,  he  said,  that  all  these  qualities  are ::;;;: 
parts of virtue, and  that  four  out of the five are  to  some other four. 

extent  similar,  and  that  the fifth of them, which is  courage, 
is very  different from the  other four, as I prove  in  this  way: 
You  may  observe  that  many  men  are  utterly  unrighteous, 
unholy,  intemperate,  ignorant,  who  are  nevertheless  remark- 
able  for  their  courage. 

Stop, I said ; I  should  like to think  about  that; When you And  the 
speak of brave men, do  you  mean  the confident, or  another z:er 
sort of nature ? confident : 

Yes, he  said ; I mean  the  impetuous,  ready  to go at  that ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ - a l ’  
which others  are  afraid to approach. fident  are 

In  the  next place,  you  would affirm virtue  to be a  good ~~o~ 

thing, of  which good  thing you assert  yourself  to  be  a  teacher. 
Yes, he  said ; I should  say  the  best of all things, if I am 

in  my  right mind. 
And  is  it  partly  good  and  partly bad, I said,  or wholly  good ? 
Wholly good, and in the  highest  degree. 

350 Tell  me  then;  who  are  they  who  have confidence when 

question - 

diving  into  a well ? 
I should say, the  divers. 
And  the  reason of this  is  that  they  have  knowledge ? 
Yes, that  is  the  reason. 
And  who  have confidence when  fighting  on horseback-the 

The  skilled. 
skilled horseman  or  the unskilled ? 
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hotagwas. And  who  when  fighting with light  shields-the  peltasts or 
S W ~ ~ ~ ,  the  nonpeltasts ? 

The  peltasts.  And  that  is  true of  all other  things,  he  said, 
if that is your  point:  those  who  have  knowledge  are  more 
confident  than  those  who  have  no knowledge, and  they  are 
more  confident  after  they  have  learned  than before. 

And have  you not  seen  persons  utterly  ignorant, I said, of 
these  things,  and  yet confident about  them ? 

Yes,  he  said, I have  seen  such  persons  far  too  confident. 
And  are  not  these  confident  persons  also  courageous ? 
In  that case, he  replied,  courage would be a  base  thing, 

for the  men of  whom  we are  speaking  are  surely  madmen. 
Then who are  the  courageous ? Are  they  not  the  confident ? 
Yes,  he  said ; to that  statement I adhere. 
And  those, I said,  who are  thus confident- without know 

ledge  are  really  not  courageous, but mad;  and in that  case 
the wisest are also the most confident,  and  being  the most 
confident  are also the  bravest,  and  upon  that view  again 
wisdom  will  be  courage. 

Protagoras Nay, Socrates,  he  replied, you are  mistaken  in  your re- 
that membrance of what  was  said by me. When you  asked me, 
Socrates I certainly  did  say  that  the  courageous  are  the  confident; 
presented but I was never  asked  whether  the  confident  are  the  coura- has misre- 

him. geous ; if you  had  asked me, I should  have  answered ' Not  all 
of them : ' and  what I did  answer you have  not  proved to  be 
false, although  you  proceeded to show  that  those  who  have 
knowledge  are  more  courageous  than  they  were  before  they 
had  knowledge,  and  more  courageous  than  others  who  have 
no knowledge, and  were  then led on  to  think  that  courage is 
the  same  as wisdom. But in  this  way of arguing you might 
come  to  imagine  that  strength  is wisdom.  You might begin 
by asking  whether  the  strong  are  able,  and I should  say 
' Yes ; ' and  then  whether  those  who  know  how  to  wrestle 
are  not  more  able to wrestle  than  those  who  do  not  know 
how  to  wrestle,  and  more  able  after  than  before  they  had 
learned,  and I should  assent.  And  when I had  admitted 
this,  you  might  use my admissions  in  such  a  way  as to 
prove  that  upon my view  wisdom  is  strength;  whereas in 
that  case I should  not  have  admitted,  any  more  than  in  the 
other,  that  the  able  are  strong,  although I have  admitted 

PROTAGORAS. 

complains 
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351 that  the  strong  are  able. For there  is  a  difference  between PYOtUgOYUJ. 

ability and  strength;  the  former is given by knowledge  as s ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ,  
well as by madness  or  rage,  but  strength  comes from nature PRoracoRAs~ 

and  a  healthy  state of the body. And  in  like  manner I say 
of confidence  and  courage,  that  they  are  not  the  same;  and 
I argue  that  the  courageous  are  confident,  but  not  all  the 
confident  courageous. For confidence  may be given to  men 
by art,  and also, like  ability, by madness  and  rage;  but 
courage  comes to them from nature  and  the  healthy  state of 
the  soul. 

I said : You would admit,  Protagoras,  that  some  men  live 
well and  others ill ? 

H e  assected. 
And  do you think  that  a  man  lives well who  lives in pain 

H e  does not. 
But if he  lives  pleasantly  to  the  end  of-his life, will he  not 

H e  will. 
Then to  live pleasantly is a  good,  and to  live unpleasantly 

Yes,  he  said, if the  pleasure be good  and  honourable. 

and  grief? 

in that  case  have lived  well ? 

an  evil? 

And  do you, Protagoras,  like  the  rest of the world,  call 
some  pleasant  things evil and  some  painful  things  good ?- 
for I am  rather  disposed  to  say  that  things  are  good  in  as  far 
as  they  are  pleasant, if they  have  no  consequences of another 
sort, and in as  far  as  they  are  painful  they  are bad. 

I do  not know, Socrates,  he  said,  whether I can venture  to 
assert  in  that  unqualified  manner  that  the  pleasant is the 
good  and  the  painful  the evil. Having  regard n d  only  to 
my  present  answer,  but  also  to  the  whole of my life, I shall be 
safer, if I am  not  mistaken,  in  saying  that  there  are  some 
pleasant  things  which  are  not  good,  and  that  there  are  some 
painful  things which are  good,  and  some  which  are  not 
good, and  that  there  are  some which are  neither  good  nor 
evil. 

And you would  call pleasant, I said,  the  things which  partici- 
pate  in  pleasure  or  create  pleasure ? 

Certainly,  he  said. 
Then my  meaning is, that  in  as  far  as  they  are  pleasant  they 

Socrates 
insinuates 
that the 
pleasant is 
the good. 

demurs to 
Protagoras 

sumption. 
this as- 
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protlrgmos. are good ; and  my  question  would  imply  that  pleasure  is  a 
soCmTrs, good  in itself. 
ploTmllAg According  to  your  favourite  mode of speech,  Socrates,  'let 

us reflect  about this,' he  said ; and if the  reflection is to  the 
point,  and  the  result  proves  that  pleasure  and  good are really 
the  same,  then  we will agree ; but if not,  then  we will argue. 

And  would  you  wish  to  begin  the  enquiry ? I said ; or  shall 
I begin? 

You ought  to  take  the  lead,  he  said;  for  you  are  the 
author of the  discussion. 

Let Prota- May I employ  an  illustration ? I said. Suppose  some 352 
goras reveal to us ope  who  is  enquiring  into  the  health  or  some  other  bodily 

about 
his mind quality of another :-he looks  at  his face and  at  the  tips  ofhis 

fingers,  and  then  he  says,  Uncover  your  chest  and back to knowledge. 
me  that I may  have a better view  :--that is  the sort of thing 
which I desire  in  this  speculation.  Having  seen  what  your 
opinion is about  good  and  pleasure, I am  minded  to  say  to 
you : Uncover  your  mind  to me, Protagoras,  and  reveal  your 
opinion  about  knowledge,  that I may  know  whether  you 
agree  with  the  rest of the  world. Now the  rest of the  world 
are of opinion  that  knowledge  is  a  principle  not of strength, 
or  of rule, or  of command : their  notion  is  that  a  man  may 
have  knowledge,  and  yet  that  the  knowledge  which is in  him 
may  be  overmastered by anger,  or  pleasure,  or pain, or  love, 
or  perhaps by  fear,-just as if knowledge  were a slave,  and 
might  be  dragged  about  anyhow.  Now  is  that  your  view? 
or do  you  think  that  knowledge is a  noble  and  commanding 
thing,  which  cannot be overcome,  and will not  allow a man, 
if he  only  knows  the  difference of good  and evil, to do 
anything  which  is  contrary  to  knowledge,  but  that  wisdom 
will have  strength  to  help him ? 

Is not I agree  with you, Socrates,  said  Protagoras;  and  not  only 
so, but. I, above  all  other men, am  bound  to  say  that  wisdom the strong- 

est of and  knowledge  are  the  highest of human  things. 
things? Good, I said, and  true.  But  are  you  aware  that  the 

agrees, but majority of the  world  are  of  another  mind ; and  that  men  are 
the world commonly  supposed  to  know  the  things  which  are best, and 
will not 
-&out not  to  do  them  when  they  might ? And  most  persons  whom 
this  and I have  asked  the  reason of this  have  said  that  when  men  act 
many other 
things contrary  to  knowledge  they  are  overcome by pain, or  pleasure, 

Protagoras 
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or  some of those  affections  which I was  just  now  men- protagonzs. 
tioning. SoeRAras, 

Yes,  Socrates,  he  replied ; and  that  is  not  the  only  point PRoT*GoRAS. 

about  which  mankind  are  in  error. which are 

Suppose,  then,  that  you  and I endeavour  .to  instruct  and theless. 
true, never- 

inform them  what is the  nature of this affection which 
they call 'being  overcome by pleasure,'  and  which  they 

353 affirm to  be the  reason  why  they  do  not  always  do  what 
is best, When  we say  to  them : Friends,  you  are mis- 
taken,  and  are  saying  what is not  true,  they would probably 
reply:  Socrates  and  Protagoras, if this affection of the soul 
is not  to be called  'being  overcome by pleasure,'  pray,  what 
is it, and by what  name would you  describe it ? 

But why, Socrates,  should we trouble  ourselves  about  the 
opinion of the many, who  just  say  anything  that  happens  to 
occur  to  them ? 

I believe, I said,  that  they  may be of use in helping us to 
discover  how  courage  is  related to the  other  parts of virtue. 
If you  are  disposed  to  abide by our  agreement,  that I should 
show  the  way  in which, as I think,  our  recent difficulty is most 
likely  to  be  cleared up, do  you follow ; but if not,  never  mind. 

You  are  quite  right,  he  said ; and I would have  you 
proceed  as  you  have  begun. 

Well  then, I said,  let  me  suppose  that  they  repeat  their 
question, What  account do you  give of that  which, in our 
way of speaking,  is  termed  being  overcome  by  pleasure? 
I should  answer  thus:  Listen,  and  Protagoras  and I will 
endeavour  to  show  you. When  men  are overcome by eating 
and  drinking  and  other  sensual  desires  which  are  pleasant, 
and  they,  knowing  them  to  be evil, nevertheless  indulge  in 
them,  would  you  not  say  that  they  were  overcome by 
pleasure?  They will not  deny  this.  And  suppose  that  you 
and I were  to go on  and  ask  them  again : ' In  what  way  do 
you  say  that  they  are evil,-in that  they  are  pleasant  and 
give  pleasure  at  the  moment,  or  because  they  cause  disease 
and  poverty  and  other  like  evils in the  future ? Would  they 
still  be evil, if they  had  no  attendant evil consequences,  simply 
because  they  give  the  consciousness of pleasure of whatever 
nature ? '"Would  they  not  answer  that  they  are  not evil on 
account of the  pleasure  which is immediately  given by them, 

VOL. 1. N 
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Protagwas. but  on account of the  after  consequences-diseases  and  the 
S W ~ T S ,  like ? 

I believe, said  Protagoras,  that  the world  in general would 

Pleasure  is And in causing  diseases  do  they not cause  pain ? and in 
~~~~~s causing  poverty  do  they  not  cause pain  ;-they  would agree 
US of some to  that also, if I am not mistaken ? 

PROTAGORAS. 

answer  as you do. 

other Protagoras  assented. 
pleasure. 

Then I should  say  to  them,  in my name  and  yours : Do you 
think them  evil  for any  other  reason,  except because they 

Goods are 
painful 
which are 
remedial, 
and, 
though 

occasion 
they 

immediate 
suffering, 
bring  good 

future. 
in the 

end in  pain and  rob us of other  pleasures :-there again  they 
would agree ? 

W e  both of us thought  that  they would. 354 
And  then I should  take  the  question from the  opposite 

point of view, and  say:  'Friends,  when you speak of goods 
being painful, do you not  mean  remedial  goods,  such  as 
gymnastic exercises,  and  military service, and  the physician's 
use of burning,  cutting,  drugging,  and starving?  Are  these 
the  things which are good  but  painful ? '"they would assent  to 
me ? 

H e  agreed. 
'And  do you  call them good because  they occasion the 

greatest  immediate  suffering  and  pain ; or because,  after- 
wards,  they  bring  health  and  improvement of the bodily 
condition and  the salvation of states  and  power  over  others 
and  wealth ?'-they would agree to the  latter  alternative, 
if I am not mistaken ? 

H e  assented. 
'Are  these  things good  for any  other  reason  except  that 

they  end in pleasure,  and  get  rid of and  avert  pain ? Are 
you looking to any  other  standard but pleasure  and  pain 
when you call  them  good ? '-they would acknowledge  that 
they  were not ? 

I think so, said  Protagoras. 
'And  do you not pursue after pleasure  as  a  good,  and avoid 

pain as  an evil ? ' 
He assented. 

evil and 
Pain is an ' Then you think  that  pain  is  an evil and  pleasure is a good : 

is and even pleasure you  deem  an  evil,  when  it  robs you of 
a : greater  pleasures  than it gives, or causes  pains  greater  than 
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the  pleasure.  If,  however, you call pleasure  an evil in  relation Profuprus. 
to  some  other  end  or  standard,  you will  be able  to  show  us sOCRAtgs, 
that  standard.  But  you  have  none  to show. ’ PROTAGORAS. 

I do  not  think  that  they have, said  Protagoras. 
‘And  have  you  not  a  similar  way of speaking  about  pain ? but pain is 

You call pain  a  good  when  it  takes  away  greater  pains  than ::nard 
those  which  it  has,  or  gives  pleasures  greater  than  the  pains : takes away 
then if you  have  some  standard  other  than  pleasure  and 
pain  to  which  you  refer  when  you call actual  pain  a  good,  you 
can  show  what  that  is,  But  you cannot.’ 

True,  said  Protagoras. 
Suppose  again,  I  said,  that  the  world  says  to  me : ‘ Why  do  

you spend  many  words  and  speak  in  many  ways  on  this 
subject ? Excuse me, friends, I should  reply ; but  in the 
first  place  there  is  a difficulty in  explaining  the  meaning of 
the  expression  ‘overcome by pleasure ; ’ and  the  whole 
argument  turns  upon  this.  And  even now,  if you see any 

355 possible  way  in  which evil can be explained  as  other  than 
pain, o r  good  as  other  than  pleasure,  you  may  still  retract. 
Are  you satisfied,  then,  at  having  a life  of pleasure  which  is 
without  pain? If you  are,  and if you are  unable  to  show 
any  good  or evil  which  does  not  end  in  pleasure  and  pain, 
hear  the  consequences :-If what  you  say  is  true,  then  the 
argument is .absurd which  affirms that  a  man  often  does evil 
knowingly, when he  might  abstain,  because  he  is  seduced 
and  overpowered by pleasure ; or  again,  when  you  say  that 
a  man  knowingly  refuses  to  do  what  is  good  because  he  is 
overcome  at  the  moment  by  pleasure.  And  that  this  is 
ridiculous will be  evident if only  we  give  up  the  use of 
various  names,  such  as  pleasant  and  painful,  and  good  and 
evil. As  there  are  two  things,  let us call them by two names 
-first, good  and evil, and  then  pleasant  and painful. Assum- 
ing this,  let  us  go  on  to  say  that  a  man  does  evil  knowing 
that  he  does evil. But  some  one will ask, W h y ?  Because 
he is  overcome, is the  first  answer.  And by what  is  he 
overcome ? the  enquirer will proceed  to  ask.  And  we  shall 
not be able  to  reply ‘ By  pleasure,’  for  the  name  of  pleasure 
has  been  exchanged for that of  good. In  our  answer,  then, 
we  shall  only  say  that  he is overcome. ‘ By  what ? ’ he will 
reiterate.  By  the  good,  we  shall  have  to  reply;  indeed  we 

N 2  
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f'rotugorus. shall, Nay,  but our  questioner will rejoin  with a laugh, if 
Sncmres. he be one of the  swaggering  sort,  'That is too ridiculous,  that 

a  man  should do  what  he  knows  to be evil when  he  ought 
not, because  he is overcome by good. Is that,  he  will  ask, 
because the  good was worthy  or  not  worthy of conquering 

Whether the  evil'?  And  in  answer to' that we shall  clearly  reply, 
we speak 
of Because it was  not  worthy ; for if it had  been worthy, then 
and pain, he who, as we say,  was overcome by pleasure, would not 
and evil, have  been  wrong. ' But how,' he will  reply, 'can  the  good be 
the  result is unworthy of the evil, or  the evil of the good ' ? Is not  the 

real  explanation  that  they  are  out of proportion  to  one 
another,  either  as  greater  and smaller, or  more  and  fewer? 
This we cannot deny.  And  when  you speak of being  over- 
come-'  what  do  you  mean,' he will say, ' but that you choose 
the  greater evil in  exchange for the  lesser  good' ? Ad. 
mitted.  And  now  substitute  the  names of pleasure  and pain 
for  good  and evil, and say, not  as before, that  a  man  does 
what is evil  knowingly,  but that  he  does  what is painful 
knowingly, and because he is  overcome by pleasure, which is 
unworthy  to overcome. What  measure is there of the 356 
relations of pleasure  to pain other  than  excess  and defect, 
which means  that  they become greater  and  smaller,  and  more 
and fewer, and differ  in degree ? For if any  one  says : ' Yes, 
Socrates, but immediate  pleasure differs  widely  from future 
pleasure  and  pain  '"To  that I should  reply:  And  do  they 
differ  in anything but  in pleasure  and pain ? There can  be 
no  other  measure of them.  And do you,  like a skilful 
weigher, put into  the  balance  the  pleasures  and  the  pains, 
and  their  nearness  and  distance,  and weigh  them, and  then 
say which outweighs  the  other.  If you  weigh pleasures 
against  pleasures, you of course  take  the  more  and  greater; 
or if you weigh pains  against pains, you take  the fewer and 
the  less;  or if pleasures  against  pains,  then you choose  that 
course of action  in  which the painful  is exceeded by the 
pleasant, whether  the  distant by the  near  or  the  near by the 
distant;  and you  avoid that  course of action  in  which the 
pleasant  is exceeded by the painful. Would you not admit, 
my friends,  that  this is t rue? I an1 confident that  they 
cannot  deny this. 

or of good 

H e  agreed with me. 
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Well thell, I shall  say, if you  agree so far, be so good  as  to Protagwm3 
answer  me a question : Do not  the  same  magnitudes  appear socMTss, 
larger  to  your  sight  when  near,  and  smaller  when  at a PnoTAmR*r~ 

distance?  They will acknowledge  that.  And  the  same r:::': 
holds of thickness  and  number;  also  sounds,  which  are  in greater or 

themselves  equal,  are  greater  when  near,  and  lesser  when  at less by 

a  distance.  They will grant  that also. Now suppose thatis, 
distance ; 

happiness to consist  in  doing  or  choosing  the  greater,  and  in they a~ 
not  doing  or  in  avoiding  the  less,  what  would be the  saving greater, 

pear to be 

principle of human life ? Would  not  the  art of measuring be The art of 
the  saving  principle; o r  would  the  power  of  appearance? measuring 
Is not  the  latter  that  deceiving  art  which  makes us  ::lr::2d 
wander  up  and  down  and  'take  the  things  at  one  time power of 

of which  we  repent  at  another,  both in our  actions  and 
in  our  choice of things  great  and  small ? But  the  art 
of measurement would do  away  with  the effect  of  ap- 
pearances,  and,  showing  the  truth,  would fain teach  the 
soul  at  last  to find rest  in  the  truth,  and  would  thus 
save  our life. Would  not  mankind  generally  acknowledge 
that  the  art  which  accomplishes  this  result is the  art of 
measurement ? 

Yes,  he  said,  the  art of measurement. 
Suppose,  again,  the  salvation of human life to depend  on The 

the  choice of odd  and  even,  and  on  the  knowledge of when "$$'g 
a man  ought  to  choose  the  greater  or  less,  either  in  reference and  the 

357 to themselves  or  to  each  other,  and  whether  near  or  at  a measuring 
distance ; what i o u l d  be the  saving  principle of our lives ? are the 
Would  not  knowledge ?-a knowledge of measuring,  when laws of ' 

the  question  is  one of excess  and  defect,  and  a  knowledge of human life' 
number,  when  the  question is of  odd  and  even ? T h e  world 
will assent, will they  not ? 

principle 

Protagoras  himself  thought  that  they would. 
Well  then, my  friends, I say  to  them;  seeing  that  the 

salvation of human life has  been  found  to  consist  in  the 
right  choice  of  pleasures  and pains,-in the  choice of the 
more  and  the fewer, and  the  greater  and  the less, and  the 
nearer  and  remoter,  must  not  this  measuring be a  consider- 
ation of their  excess  and  defect  and  equality  in  relation to 
each  other ? 

This  is  undeniably  true. 
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Protugwas. And this, as  possessing  measure,  must  undeniably  also be 
s ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ,  an  art  and  science ? 
P n o T m o R ~ ~  They will agree,  he  said. 
Thus we The.  nature of that  art  or  science will  be a  matter of 
amveat future  consideration ; but  the  existence of such  a  science 
clusion  that furnishes ,a demonstrative  answer to the  question which you 
~ r ~ ~ o ~ ~ e  asked of me and  Protagoras.  At  the  time  when  you  asked 
ofgood the  question, if you  remember,  both of us were  agreeing  that 
and evil there  was  nothing  mightier  than knowledge, and  that know- 
through 
ignorance, ledge, in whatever  existing,  must  have  the  advantage  over 
and  yet pleasure  and all other  things ; and  then you said  that  pleasure 
refuses often  got  the  advantage  even  over a man  who  has  knowledge ; 
be taught and  we  refused to  allow  this, and  you  rejoined : 0 Protagoras 
by the 

I Sophists and  Socrates,  what is the  meaning of being  overcome by 
who  are pleasure if not  this ?-tell us  what  you call such a state :- 
:::&'if if we  had  immediately  and  at  the  time  answered ' Ignorance,' 
ignorance. you would have  laughed  at us. But now, in  laughing  at US, 

you will  be laughing  at  yourselves:  for  you  also  admitted 
that  men err  in  their choice of pleasures  and  pains ; that is, 
in  their  choice of good  and evil, from defect of knowledge ; 
and  you  admitted  further,  that  they  err,  not  only from defect 
of knowledge in general,  but of that  particular  knowledge 
which  is  called measuring.  And  you  are  also  aware  that  the 
erring act  which is  done  without  knowledge  is  done  in  ignor- 
ance.  This,  therefore,  is  the  meaning of being  overcome 
by pleasure ;-ignorance, and  that  the  greatest.  And  our 
friends  Protagoras  and  Prodicus  and  Hippias  declare  that 
they  are  the  'physicians of ignorance;  but you, who  are 
under  the  mistaken  impression  that  ignorance  is  not  the 
cause,  and  that  the  art of  which I am speaking  cannot be 
taught,  neither go yourselves,  nor  send  your  children,  to  the 
Sophists,  who  are  the  teachers of these things-you take 
care of your  money  and  give  them  none ; and  the  result is, 
that you are  the  worse off both  in  public  and  private life :-- 
Let us suppose  this to be our  answer  to  the  world  in genera1: 
And  now I should  like  to  ask you, Hippias,  and you, Prodicus, 358 
as well as  Protagoras (for the  argument  is  to  be  yours  as well 
as  ours),  whether  you  think  that I am  speaking  the  truth  or 
not ? 

the  con- 

the world 

They all  thought  that  what I said  was  entirely  true. 
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Then you  agree, I said,  that  the  pleasant  is  the  good,  and Protugorus. 
the  painful evil. And  here I would beg  my  friend  Prodicus socRares, 
not  to  introduce  his  distinction of names,  whether  he is PRoTAGaRAS~ 

disposed  to  say  pleasurable,  delightful,  joyful.  However, by 
whatever  name  he  prefers  to call them, I will ask you, most 
excellent  Prodicus,  to  answer  in  my  sense of the  words. 

Prodicus  laughed  and  assented,  as  did  the  others. 
Then,  my  friends,  what  do  you  say  to  this ? Are  not all 

actions  honourable  and  useful, of which  the  tendency is to 
make life painless  and  pleasant?  The  honourable  work  is 
also  useful  and good ? 

This was admitted. 
Then, I said, if the  pleasant is the  good,  nobody  does  any- 

thing  under  the  idea or conviction  that  some  other  thing 
would be better  and is also  attainable,  when  he  might  do  the 
better.  And  this  inferiority of a  man  to  himself is merely 
ignorance,  as  the  superiority of a  man  to  himself is wisdom. 

They  all  assented. 
And is not  ignorance  the  having  a  false  opinion  and  being 

To  this  also  they  unanimously  assented. 
Then, I said, no  man  voluntarily  pursues evil, or  that  which pl’o man 

he  thinks  to  be evil. T o  prefer evil to  good  is  not in human ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ l y  

nature ; and  when  a  man is compelled  to  choose  one of  two evil. 
evils, no  one will choose  the  greater  when  he  may  have  the 
less. 

deceived  about  important  matters ? 

All  of us  agreed  to  every  word of  this. 
W-ell, I said,  there is xcertain  thing  called  fear Gr terror ;  

and  here,  Prodicus, I should  particularly  like  to  know  whether 
you  would  agree  with  me  in  defining  this  fear or terror  as 
expectation of  evil. 

Protagoras  and  Hippias  agreed,  but  Prodicus  said  that  this 
was fear  and  not  terror. 

Never  mind,  Prodicus, I said;  but  let  me  ask  whether, if Thenwilia 
our  former  assertions  are  true,  a  man will pursue  that  which zth”,”:- 
he  fears  when  he is not  compelled ? Would  not  this  be  in which he 

flat  contradiction to the  admission  which  has  been  already :fiao‘t’;e 
made,  that  he  thinks  the  things  which  he  fears  to  be evil ; need not? 
and  no  one will pursue or voluntariiy  accept  that  which  he 
thinks to be evil ? 
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Protagoras. That  also  was  universally  admitted. 359 
s ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ,  Then, I said,  these,  Hippias  and  Prodicus,  are  our  pre- 

can  be right  in  what  he  said  at first. I do  not  mean in what 
he  said  quite  at first, for  his  first  statement,  as you may 
remember,  was  that  whereas  there  were five parts of virtue 
none of them  was  like  any  other of them ; each of them  had 
a separate  function. To this,  however, I am not  referring, 
but  to the  assertion which he  afterwards  made  that of the 
five virtues  four  were  nearly akin  to each  other, but that  the 
fifth,  which was  courage, differed greatly from the  others. 
And of this  he  gave  me  the following proof. H e  said : You 
will find, Socrates,  that  some of the most  impious, and  un- 
righteous,  and  intemperate,  and  ignorant of men  are  among 
the  most  courageous ; which proves  that  courage is very 
different from the  other  parts of virtue. I was  surprised  at 
his  saying  this  at  the time, and I am still  more  surprised  now 
that I have  discussed  the  matter with  you. So I asked him 
whether by the  brave  he  meant  the  confident.  Yes,  he 
replied,  and  the  impetuous  or  goers.  (You  may  remember, 
Protagoras,  that  this  was  your  answer.) 

PROTAWRAS. misses ; and I would beg  Protagoras  to  explain  to us how he 

H e  assented. 
Well  then, I said,  tell us against  what are  the  courageous 

No, he  answered. 
Then  against  something  different ? 
Yes, he said. 

ready  to go-against the  same  dangers  as  the  cowards? 

The  cou- 
rageous 
pursue 
dangers, 
hut not in 

that they 
the belief 

gers. 
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rageous 
The  cou- 

and the 
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Then  do  cowards go where  there is safety, and  the 

Yes,  Socrates, so men say. 
Very true, I said.  But I want  to  know  against  what do 

you  say  that  the  courageous  are  ready  to go-against dangers, 
believing  them  to be dangers,  or  not  against  dangers? 

No, said  he ; the  former case has  been  proved by you in 
the  previous  argument  to be  impossible. 

That,  again, I replied,  is  quite  true.  And if this  has  been 
rightly  proven,  then  no  one  goes  to  meet  what  he  thinks  to 
be dangers,  since  the  want of self-control,  which  makes  men 
rush  into  .dangers,  has  been  shown to be  ignorance. 

courageous  where  there  is  danger? 

H e  assented. 
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And  yet  the  courageous  man  and  the coward alike  go  to protagtwc. 
meet  that  about which they  are  confident; so that,  in  this socUTm, 
point of view, the  cowardly  and  the  courageous  go to meet PRoTAmPA6. 

the  same  things. meet dan- 
And yet, Socrates,  said  Protagoras,  that' to  which the theihave 

gers but 

coward goes  is  the  opposite of that  to which the  courageous differat 
goes ; the  one, for  example,  is ready  to go to  battle, and  the ,,,hatcon- 

nouons of 

other  is  not  ready. stitutes 

And is going to battle  honourable  or  disgraceful ? I said. danger' 
Honourable,  he  replied. 
And if honourable,  then  already  admitted by us to  be 

good;  for all honourable  actions  we  have  admitted  to  be 
good. 

That is  true ; and  to  that  opinion I shall  always  adhere. 
360 True, I said.  But  which of the two are  they who, as you 

say, are  unwilling to go to  war, which  is a good and  honour- 
able  thing ? 

The cowards, he  replied. 
And  what  is  good  and  honourable, I said,  is  also 

It  has  certainly  been  acknowledged  to be so, he replied. 
And  do  the  cowards knowingly refuse  to go to  the  nobler, 

The admission of that,  he  replied,  would  belie our  former 

But does  not  the  courageous  man  also go to meet the 

That  must be admitted. 
And  the  courageous  man  has  no  base  fear  or  base con- 

True,  he  replied. 
And if not base, then  honourable ? 
H e  admitted  this. 
And if honourable,  then good ? 
Yes. 
But the  fear  and confidence of the coward or  foolhardy  or 

H e  assented. . 
And  these  base  fears  and  confidences  originate  in  ignorance 

pleasant ? 

and  pleasanter,  and  better? 

admissions. 

better, and  pleasanter,  and  nobler ? 

fidence ? 

madman, on  the  contrary,  are  base ?. 

and  uninstructedness ? 
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Protagoras. True,  he  said. 
s ~ ~ ~ ~ ,  Then  as  to  the  motive  from  which  the  cowards act, do  you 
PamAcoRAs~ call  it  cowardice or  courage ? 

I should  say  cowardice,  he  replied. 
And  have  they  not  been  shown  to be cowards  through 

Assuredly,  he  said. 
And  because of that  ignorance  they  are  cowards ? 
H e  assented. 
And  the  reason  why  they  are  cowards  is  admitted by you 

to be cowardice ? 
H e  again  assented. 
Then  the  ignorance of what  is  and is not  dangerous is 

H e  nodded  assent. 
But  surely  courage, I said, is opposed  to  cowardice ? 
Yes. 
Then  the wisdom  which  knows  what  are  and  are  not 

dangers is opposed  to  the  ignorance of them ? 
T o  that  again  he  nodded  assent. 
And  the  ignorance of them  is  cowardice ? 
To  that  he  very  reluctantly  nodded  assent. 
And  the  knowledge of that  which is and is not  dangerous 

is courage,  and  is  opposed to the  ignorance of these  things? 
At  this  point  he would no  longer  nod  assent,  but  was 

silent. 
And why, I said,  do  you  neither  assent  nor  dissent,  Prota. 

goras ? 
Finish  the  argument by yourself,  he  said. 
I only  want  to  ask one more  question, I said. I want 

to  know  whether  you  still  think  that  there  are  men  who  are 
most  ignorant  and  yet  most  courageous ? 

You seem  to  have  a  great  ambition  to  make  me  answer, 
Socrates,  and  therefore I will gratify you, and say, that  this 
appears to me  to  be  impossible  consistently  with  the  ar- 
gument. 

Cornpli- My  only  object, I said,  in  continuing  the  discussion,  has 
speeches been  the  desire  to  ascertain  the  nature  and  relations of virtue; 
which for if this  were  clear, I am  very  sure  that  the  other  controversy 361 
&Iates which has  been  carried  on  at  great  length by both of us-you 

their  ignorance of dangers ? 

cowardice ? 

rnentary 
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affirming  and I denying  that  virtue  can  be taught-would Protagarm. 
also  become  clear. The  result of our  discussion  appears  to socnATEs. 
me to be singular.  For if the  argument  had  a  human voice, PROTACoB~.  

that voice would  be  heard  laughing  at us and  saying : ' Prota- and Pro- 
goras  and  Socrates,  you  are  strange  beings ; there  are you, address 
Socrates,  who  wer5  saying  that  virtue  cannot  be  taught, to one 
contradicting  yourself  now by your  attempt  to  prove  that ::;Lye 
all  things  are  knowledge,  including  justice,  and  temperance, somehow 
and courage,-which tends  to  show  that  virtue  can  certainly ~ ~ ~ ~ o '  . 
be taught;  for if virtue  were  other  than  knowledge,  as changed 
Protagoras  attempted  to  prove,  then  clearly  virtue  cannot $:rii::; 
be taught ;. but if virtue  is  entirely  knowledge,  as  you  are of 

seeking  to  show,  then I cannot but suppose  that  virtue is t h e w " -  
capable of being taught.. Protagoras,  on  the  other  hand, 
who  started by saying  that it  might be taught, is now  eager 
to  prove it to  be  anything  rather  than  knowledge ; and if 
this  is  true,  it  must be quite  incapable of being  taught.'  Now 
I, Protagoras,  perceiving  this  terrible  confusion of our  ideas, 
have a great  desire  that  they  should be cleared  up.  And I 
should  like  to  carry  on  the  discussion  until  we  ascertain  what 
virtue is, and  whether  capable of being  taught  or not, lest 
haply  Epimetheus  should  trip  us  up  and  deceive  us  in  the 
argument, as he  forgot us in  the  story ; I prefer  your Pro- 
metheus  to  your  Epimetheus,  for of him I make use, whenever 
I am  busy  about  these  questions,  in  Promethean  care of my 
own life. And if you have  no  objection,  as I satd  at first, I 
should  like  to  have  your  help  in  the  enquiry. 

ProtagoFas  replied:  Socrates, 1 am  not  of  a  base  nature, 
and I am  the  last  man  in  the  world  to be envious. I cannot 
but applaud  your  energy  and  your  conduct  of  an  argument. 
As I have  often  said, I admire  you  above  all  men  whom I 
know, and  far  above  all  men of your  age ; and I believe that 
you will become  very  eminent  in  philosophy.  Let us come 
back to  the  subject  at  some  future  time ; at  present we  had 
better  turn  to  something  else. 

By  all  means, I said, if that  is  your  wish ; for I too  ought 
long  since  to  have  kept  the  engagement of  which I spoke 
before, and  only  tarried  because I could  not  refuse,  the 

-request  of  the  noble  Callias. So the  conversation  ended, 
and  we  went  our way. 

tagoras 

ment. 
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I N T R O D U C T I O N .  

THE Euthydemus, though apt to be  regarded  by us only as  an Eztthyde- 
elaborate jest,  has also a very  serious  purpose. It may fairly 
claim  to be  the oldest treatise on  logic ; for that science originates 'y;:yC. 
in the misunderstandings which necessarily accompany the first 
efforts of speculation. Several of the fallacies  which are satirized 
in it reappear in the Sophistici Elenchi of Aristotle and are re- 
tained at the end of our  manuals of logic. But if the  order of 
history were followed, they should be placed not at the end but 
at  the  beginning of them ; for they belong to the age in which the 
human  mind was first making the attempt to distinguish thought 
from sense,  and to separate  the universal from the particular or 
individual. How to put  together  words or ideas, how to escape 
ambiguities in the meaning of terms  or in the  structure of proposi- 
tions, how to resist the fixed impression of an ' eternal being' or 
'perpetual flux,'  how  to distinguish between words and  things- 
these  were  problems not easy of solution  in the infancy of 
philosophy. They presented the same kind of difficulty to the 
half-educated  man  which spelling or arithmetic  do to the mind of 
a child. It  was long before the new world of ideas which  had 
been sought after  with  such passionate yearning  was  set in order 
and made  ready for use. To us the fallacies which arise in the 
pre-Socratic philosophy are trivial and obsolete because we are 
no  longer liable to fall into the  errors which are  expressed  by 
them. The intellectual world has become better  assured to us, 
and we  are less likely to be imposed  upon by illusions of words. 

The logic of Aristotle is for the most part latent in the dialogues 
of Plato. The  nature of  definition is explained not  by rules but 
by examples in the Charmides,  Lysis, Laches, Protagoras, Meno, 
Euthyphro,  Theaetetus, Gorgias, Repnblic ; the nature of division 
is likewise illustrated by  examples in the Sophist (p. zrg ff.) and 



1 9 2  Introductim. 
Euthyde- Statesman (283 ff.) ; a scheme of categories is found in the  Philebus 

(p. 66);  the  true doctrine of contradiction (436 E) is  taught,  and lNzoquqUc. the fallacy of arguing  in a circle (p. 505) is  exposed in the Republic ; 
the  nature of synthesis  and analysis is graphically  described in 
the  Phaedrus (p. 265); the  nature of words is  analysed in the 
Cratylus;  the form of the syllogism is indicated in the genea- 
logical trees of the Sophist  and  Statesman ; a true doctrine of 
predication and  an  analysis of the  sentence  are given in the 
Sophist (p. 262); the different meanings of one  and  being are 
worked out in the Parmenides. Here  we have  most of the 
important  elements of  logic,  not yet  systematized  or  reduced to an 
art or science, but  scattered  up  and down as  they would naturally 
occur in ordinary discourse. They  are of little or no use or 
significance to us ; but because we have grown out of the need of 
them we should not therefore  despise  them. They  are still 
interesting and  instnictive for the light which they  shed  on  the 
history of the human mind. 

There  are indeed  many old fallacies which linger among us, and 
new  ones  are constantly  springing up. But they  are not of the 
kind to which ancient logic  can be usefully applied. The weapons 
of  common sense, not the analytics of Aristotle, are needed  for 
their overthrow. Nor is  the  use of the Aristotelian logic any 
longer  natural to us. W e  no longer put arguments  into  the form 
of syllogisms like the schoolmen ; the simple use of language has 
been, happily, restored to us. Neither  do we discuss the  nature 
of the proposition, nor  extract  hidden truths from the copula, nor 
dispute  any longer  about nominalism and realism. W e  do not 
confuse the form with the  matter of  knowledge, or invent  laws of 
thought, or imagine that  any single  science  furnishes a principle 
of reasoning to all the rest.  Neither  do we  require categories or 
heads of argument to be  invented for our use.  Those  who  have 
no  knowledge of logic, like some of our  great physical  philosophers, 
seem  to  be quite as good reasoners  as those who have, Most of 
the ancient  puzzles  have  been  settled  on the basis of usage  and 
common sense;  there  is no need to reopen  them. No science 
should raise  problems or invent  forms of thought which add 
nothing to knowledge  and are of no use in assisting the acquisition 
of  it. This  seems to be  the natural limit of logic and  metaphysics ; 
ifthey give us  a more  comprehensive or a more  definite view  of 

mur. 
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the different spheres of knowledge they  are to be  studied ; if not, Euthyde- 
not. The  better  part of ancient logic appears  hardly  in  our own 
day to have a separate  existence; it is absorbed in two other l N ~ ~ ~ ~  

sciences : (I) rhetoric, if indeed this ancient art be not also fading 
away  into literary criticism ; (2) the’ science of language, under 
which all questions  relating  to  words and  propositions  and the 
combinations of them  may  properly  be included. 

To continue  dead  or  imaginary  sciences,  which  make  no signs 
of progress  and  have  no definite sphere,  tends to interfere with the 
prosecution of living ones. The  study of them  is  apt  to blind the 
judgment  and to render  men incapable of seeing  the value of 
evidence, and  even of appreciating the  nature of truth.  Nor should 
we allow the living science to become confused with the dead  by  an 
ambiguity of language. The term logic has  two different meanings, 
an  ancient  and a modern one, and we vainly try to bridge  the gulf 
between  them. Many perplexities are avoided by  keeping  them 
apart. There might certainly  be a new science of  logic ; it  would 
not however  be built up  out of the fragments of the old, but would 
be distinct from  them-relative to the  state of knowledge  which 
exists  at the  present time,  and based chiefly on the methods of‘ 
Modern Inductive philosophy. Such a science  might  have  two 
legitimate fields : first, the refutation and  explanation of false 
philosophies  still  hovering in the  air  as  they  appear from the point 
of view of later  experience or are comprehended in the history of 
the human mind, as in a larger horizon : secondly, it  might furnish 
new  forms of thought  more  adequate to the expression of all the 
diversities and  oppositions of  knowledge  which  have grown  up in 
these  latter  days; it  might also  suggest  new  methods of enquiry 
derived from the comparison of the sciences. Few will deny  that 
the introduction of the  words  ‘subject’ and ‘object’ and the 
Hegelian reconciliation of opposites  have been ‘most gracious 
aids ’ to psychology, or  that  the methods of  Bacon and Mill  have 
shed a light far and  wide  on  the  realms of knowledge. These 
two great studies, the  one destructive  and corrective of error,  the 
other  conservative  and constructive of truth, might be a first and 
second part of logic. Ancient logic  would be  the propaedeutic or 
gate of approach to logical  science,-nothing  more.  But to pursue 
such  speculations  further,  though not irrelevant, might lead us too 
far  away from the argument of the dialogue. 

mus. 
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~~,t/,,,,{~. ?’he Euthydemus is, of all the Dialogues of Plato, that in  which 
”l”J. he  approaches most nearly to the comic poet. The mirth  is 

I*ir~onuc- broader, the irony  more  sustained,  the  contrast between Socrates 
and the two  Sophists, although veiled, penetrates  dceper  than in 
any  other of his writings. Even  Thrasgmachus, in the Republic, 
is at last pacified, and becomes  a friendly and interested auditor of 
the grcat discourse. But in the  Euthydemus  the mask .is never 
dropped;  the accustomed irony of Socrates  continues to the 
end. . . , . . . 

7,011. 

ANUYSIJ. Socrates  narrates to Crito a remarkable  scene in which  he has stepll 
himself taken part, and i n  which the two  brothers, Dionysodorus 271 

and  Euthydemus, are  the chief performers. They  are nativcs of 
Chios, who had settled at Thurii, but were driven out, and in 
former days had  been  known at  Athens as professors of rhetoric 
and of the  art of fighting  in arnlour. To this they have  now  added 
n new acconlplishment-the art of Eristic, or fighting with words, 272 
which they are likewise willing to.teach  ‘for a considcration.’ 
But they can also tcach virtue in a very  short  time and  in the very 
best manner. Socrates, who is always on the look-out  for teachers 
of virtue, is interested in the youth Cleinias, the grandson of the 
great Alcibiades, and  is desirous  that  he  shsuld have the benefit 
of their instructions. He is ready to fall  down and  worship  them : 
although the  greatness of their professions does  arouse in his 
mind a temporary incredulity. 

A circle gathers round them, in the midst of which are Socrates, 
the two brothers, the youth  Cleinias, who  is watched by  the  eager 
eyes of his lover Ctesippus,  and  others. The performance begins ; 275 

and  such a performance as might well seem to require  an in- 
vocation  of  Memory  and the Muses. I t  is agreed that the brothers 
shall question Cleinias. ‘ Cleinias,’ says Euthydemus, ‘ who  learn, 
the wise or the unwise ? ’ ‘ The wise,’ is the reply ; given with 
blushing  and hesitation. ‘And yet  when you learned you  did  not 276 
know and  were not  wise.’ Then Dionysodorus takes  up the ball : 
‘ Who  are  they who learn dictation of the grammar-master ; the 277 
wise  boys or  the foolish  boys ? ’ ‘ The wise.’ ‘ Then,  after all, the 
wise  learn.’ ‘And  do  they learn,’ said Euthydemus, ‘ what they 
know or what they  do not  know ? ’ ‘ The latter.’ ‘And dictation 
is a dictation of letters?’ ‘Yes.’ ‘And you  know letters? ’ 
‘ Yes.’ Then you learn what you  know.’ ‘ But,’ retorts Dionyso- 
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dorus, ‘is not learning  acquiring  knowledge ? ’ ‘ Yes.’ ‘And you EufAydc- 
acquire that which  you  have not got already ? ’ Yes.’ ‘Then you 
learn that which you do not know.’ AN*LYSI*, 

Socrates  is afraid that  the youth Cleinias may be discouraged  at 
these repeated overthrows.’ He  therefore explains to him the 
nature of the process to which  he is being  subjected. The two 

278 strangers  are not serious ; there  are  jests at the mysteries which 
precede the  enthronement,  and  he  is  being initiated into the  mys- 
teries ofthe sophistical ritual. This  is all a sort of horse-play, which 
is now ended. The exhortation to virtue will  follow, and Socrates 
himself (if the wise men  will not laugh at  him)  is  desirous of show- 

ing the way in  which such an exhortation  should be carried on, 
according to his own  poor notion. He proceeds to question Cleinias. 
The result of the investigation may be  summed  up  as follows :- 

279 All men dcsire good ; and good means  the possession of goods, 
such as wcalth,  health,  beauty,  birth,  power,  honour ; not forgetting 
the virtues  and wisdom. And yet in this  enumeration the greatest 
good  of all is omitted. What is that? Good fortune. But  what 
need is  there of good fortune  when we have  wisdom already :-in 
every art and  business are not the wise also the  fortunate? 

?EO This is admitted. And again, the possession of  goods is not 
enough ; titere must also be a right  use of them which  can only be 

281 given  by knowledge : in thenlselves they  arc neither good nor 
evil-knowlcdge and wisdom are  the only good,  and ignorance and 

2S2 folly the only evil. The conclusion is  that we must  get ‘ wisdom.’ 
But  can  wisdom be  taught? ‘Yes,’ says Cleinias. The ingenuous- 
ness of thc youth delights  Socrates,  who is at once relieved from 
the necessity of discussing  one of his great puzzles. ‘Since 
wisdom is  the only good, he must become a philosopher, or lover 

2S3 of wisdom.’ ‘That I will,’ says Cleinias. 
After Socrates  has given this specimen  of his own  mode of 

instruction, the two brothers recommence their exhortation to 
virtue, which is of quite another sort. 
‘ You want Clcinias to be wise ? ’ ‘ Yes.’ ‘ And he is not wise 

yet ? ’  ‘ No.’ ‘Then you want him to be  what he  is not, and not 
to  be  what he  is ?-not to be -that  is, to perish. Pretty lovers and 
friends you must all  be ! ’ 

284 Here Ctesippus, the lover of  Cleinias, interposes in great 
excitement,  thinking  that he will teach the two Sophists a lesson of 

0 2  
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Euthyde- good manners. But he is quickly entangled in the meshes  oftheir 
sophistry ; and as a storm  seems to be  gathering  Socrates pacifies 285 

AN*r~ys’s~ him with a joke, and  Ctesippus then  says  that  he  is not reviling 
the two  Sophists,  he is only contradicting  them. ‘ But,’ says 
Dionysodorus, ‘there is no  such  thing  as contradiction. When 
you and I describe the  same thing, or  you describe  one  thing  and 286 
I describe  another, how  can there  be a contradiction I ’ Ctesippus 
is unable to reply. 

Socrates  has  already  heard of the denial of contradiction, and 
would like to  be informed by  the  great  master of the  art,  ‘What  is 
the meaning of this paradox? Is there no  such  thing as  error, 287 
ignorance, falsehood? Then what are  they professing to teach ?’ 
The two  Sophists complain that Socrates  is  ready to answer  what 
they said a year ago, but is ‘ non-plussed ’ at  what  they are saying 
now. ‘ What does the word ‘‘ non-plussed ” mean ? ’ Socrates  is 
informed, in reply,  that  words are lifeless things,  and lifeless things 
have no  sense  or meaning. Ctesippus again breaks out,  arid again 288 
has to be pacified by  Socrates,  who  renews the conversation with 
Cleinias. The  two  Sophists  are like Proteus  in  the variety of their 
transformations,  and he, like Menelaus in the Odyssey, iv. 306 E, 
hopes to restore them to their natural form. 

He had  arrived  at the conclusion that Cleinias must become a 
philosopher. And philosophy is  the possession of knowledge ; 289 
and knowledge  must  be of a kind which is profitable and may be 
used. What knowledge is  there which has such a nature? Not 
the knowledge  which  is  required in any  particular art ; nor again 
the  art of the composer of speeches,  who  knows how to write 
them, but cannot  speak them, although  he too  must  be admitted to 290 

be a kind of enchanter of wild animals. Neither is  the knowledge 
which we are seeking the knowledge of the general. For  the 
general  makes over  his prey to the statesman, as  the huntsman 
does to the cook, or  the  taker of quails to the  keeper of quails ; he 
has not the  use of that  which he acquires. The two  enquirers, 291 
Cleinias and  Socrates, are described as wandering about in a 
wilderness,  vainly searching after the  art of life and  happiness. 
At last they fix upon the kingly  art, as having the desired  sort 
of knowledge.  But the kingly art only gives men those goods 292 

which are  neither good nor  evil: and if we  say  further that it 
makes us wise, in what  does it make us wise ? Not  in special arts, 

mus. 
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such as cobbling or carpentering, but only in  itself: or say again ,%thy&. 
that it makes us good, there  is no answer to the question, ‘good in 
what ? ’ At length in despair Cleinias and  Socrates  turn to the A N ~ y s l s  

293 Dioscuri ’ and  request  their aid. 
Euthydemus  argues  that  Socrates knows something ; and as he 

cannot  know and not know, he cannot know some  things  and not 
294 know others, and  therefore he knows  all things : he  and Dionyso- 

dorus  and all other men  know  all things. Do they know shoe- 
making, Src. ? ’ ‘ Yes.‘ The sceptical Ctesippus would like to have: 
some evidence of this  extraordinary  statement : he will believe if 
Euthydemus will tell him  how  many teeth Dionysodorus  has,  and 
if Dionysodorus  will  give  him a like- piece of information about 

295 Euthydemus. Even  Socrates  is incredulous, and indulges in a 
little raillery at the  expense of the brothers. But he  restrains 

z$ himself, remembering  that if the men who are to  be his teachers 
think him stupid they will take no pains with him. Another fallacy 
is produced  which turrts on the absoluteness of the verb ‘to know.’ 
And here Dionysodorus is caught ‘napping,’ and  is induced by 

297 Socrates to confess that ‘he does not  know the good to be  unjust.’ 
Socrates appeals to his brother  Euthydemus ; at the same time he 
acknowledges that  he cannot, like Heracles, fight against a Hydra, 
and  even Heracles,  on the approach of a second monster, called 
upon his nephew Iolaus to  help.  Dionysodorus rejoins that 
Iolaus was no more the nephew of Heracles than of Socrates. 

29s For a nephew  is a nephew,  and a brother  is a brother, and a 
father  is a father, not of one  man  only, but of all; nor  ofmen only, 
but of dogs  and sea-monsters. Ctesippus makes merry with the 

299 consequences  which  follow : ‘Much good has  your father got out 
of the wisdom of his puppies.‘ 

But,’ says  Euthydemus, unabashed, nobody wants much  good.’ 
Medicine  is a good, arms  are a good,  money is a good, and  yet 
there may  be  too  much of them in wrong places. ‘No,’ says 
Ctesippus, ‘ there cannot be  too  much  gold.’ And would  you  be 
happy if  you  had three talents of gold in your  belly, a talent in 
your pate, and a stater in either eye?’ Ctesippus, imitating the 
new  wisdom, replies, And do not the Scythians reckon those to 
be the happiest of men who have their skulls gilded and see  the 

300 inside of them ?’  Do you  see,’ retorts Euthydemus, ‘what  has 
thc quality of vision or what has not the quality of vision ?’ ‘What 
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Z;I’//ZY,!~- has the quality of vision.’ ‘And you see  our garnients? ’ ‘ Yes.’ 
‘Then our  garments have thc quality of vision.’ A similar play  of 

great delight of Clcinias,  who is rebuked  by Socrates for laughing 
at such solemn  and  beautiful things. 

thcy the  same  or not the  same as absolute beauty?’ Socrates 
replies that they arc not the same, but each of them has some 
beauty present with it. ‘And  are you an ox because YOU 

have  an ox present with you ?’ After  a few more amphiboliae, 302 
in which Socrates, like Ctesippus, in self-defence borrows 
the weapons of the brothers, they both confess that the two 
heroes are invincible; and the scene concludes with a  grand 
chorus of shouting and laughing, and a panegyrical oration  from 303 
Socrates :- 

mz6.r. 

AsALvrfs. words  follows,  which is successfully rctortcd by Ctesippus, to the 

‘ But are  there  any beautiful things ? And  if there  are such, are 301 

First, he praises  the indifference of Dionysodorus  and Euthy- 
demus to  public  opinion ; for  most persons would rather be refuted 
by  such arguments than use them in the refutation of others. 
Secondly,  he  remarks upon their  impartiality; for they stop their 
own  mouths, as well as those of other people. Thirdly, he notes 304 
their liberality, which makes  them give away  their  secret to all the 
world : .they should be more  reserved, and  let  no one  be present 
at  this exhibition  who does not  pay them  a handsome fee; or 
better still they nlight practise on one another only. He concludes 
with a respectful request that they will receive him  and Clcinias 
n~nong their disciplcs. 

Crito tells Socrates that  he has heard one of thc audience criti- 
cise severely t h i s  wisdom,-not sparing  Socrates himself  for coun- 305 
tcnancing such an exhibition. Socrates asks what  manner of man 
was  this censorious critic. ‘ Not an orator, but a  great composer 
of spcechcs.’ Socrates  understands that he  is an amphibious 
animal, half philosopher, half  politician ; onc of a class who  have 
the highest  opinion of themselves and a spite against philosophers, 
whom thcy imagine to  be their rivals. They are a  class who are 
very likely to get mauled  by Euthydemus  and his friends, and  have 
a  great notion of their own  wisdom ; for they imagine themselves 
to have all the advantages and  none of the drawbacks  both  of 
politics  and of philosophy. They do  not understand  the principles 306 
o f  combination, and  hence are ignorant that the union of two  good 
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things which  have different ends produces a compound inferior to EutAydd- 
either of them  taken  separately. IltUP. 

Crito is  anxious  about the education of his children,  one of whom 
is growing up. The dcscription of  Dionysodorus and  Euthydemus 

307 suggests to him the reflection that the professors of education arc 
strange beings. Socratcs consoles him with the  remark  that  the 
good in all professions are few, and  reconlmcnds  that ' he  and  his 
house ' should continue to serve philosophy, and not  mind about its 
professors. ~ - _ _ _ _  

There is a stagc in the history of philosophy in which the old is INTIIIIUUC- 

dying out, and the  new  has not yet come into full  life, Great 
philosophies like the Eleatic or  IIeraclitean, which  have enlarged 
the boundaries of the human mind, begin to pass  away in  words. 
They  subsist  only as forms which have rooted thcmsclves in 
languagc-as troublesome  elements of thought  which cannot be 
either  used or cxplaincd away. The same  absoluteness which 
was  oncc  attributed to abstractions is now attached to the  words 
which arc  the  signs of them. The philosophy which in the first 
and  second  gcncration was a great and inspiring effort of rcflec- 
tion,  in thc third becomes sophistical, verbal, cristic. 

It is this stage of philosophy  which Plato satiriscs in the Euthy- 
dcmus. The fallacies which are notcd by  him appcar trifling to us 
now, but thcy wcrc  not trifling in thc  age before logic, in the 
decline of thc  earlier  Greek philosophics, at a timc when languagc 
was first bcginning to perplex human thought. Besides he is 
caricaturing  them ; thcy probably rcccived more  subtle  forms  at 
the  hands of those  who  scriously maintained them. They  arc 
patent to us  in Plato, and we  are inclined to wonder how any  one 
could ever have been deccived by them ; but we must rcmember 
also  that there  was a time  when thc human mind was only with 
great difficulty disentangled from such  fallacies 

To appreciatc fully the drift of the Euthydemus, we should 
imagine a mental state in which not individuals only, but whole 
schools during more  than  one  generation,  were  animated by the 
desire to exclude  the canception of rest, and therefore the very 
word ' this ' (Thcaet. 183 C) from  language ; in  which the ideas of 
spacc, time, matter, motion, were  proved to  bc contradictory and 
imaginary; in  which the  naturc of qualitativc change was a puzzlc. 

TION. 
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and even differences of degree, when applied to abstract notions, 
were not understood ; in which there  was no  analysis of grammar, 
and  mere  puns or plays of words received serious attention ; in 
which contradiction itself was  denied,  and, on the one  hand,  every 
predicate wa‘s affirmed to be true of every  subject,  and on the other, 
it was  held  that  no  predicate  was true of any subject, and that 
nothing was, or  was known, or could  be spoken. Let us imagine 
disputes  carried on with religious earnestness and  more than 
scholastic subtlety, in  which the catchwords of philosophy are 
completely  detached from their context. (Cp. Theaet. 180.) To 
such  disputes the humour,  whether of Plato in  the ancient, or of 
Pope and Swift in the modern  world, is  the natural  enemy. Nor 
must  we forget that in modern  times also there  is no  fallacy so 
gross,  no trick of  language so transparent,  no abstraction so barren 
and  unmeaning, no form of thought so contradictory to experience, 
which  has not been found to satisfy the minds of  philosophical 
enquirers at a certain  stage, or when  regarded from  a certain point 
of  view only. The peculiarity of the fallacies of our own age  is 
that  we live within  them,  and are therefore generally unconscious 
of them. 

Aristotle has analysed  several of the same fallacies in his book 
‘De Sophisticis Elenchis,’ which Plato, with equal command  of 
their  true nature,  has preferred  to  bring  to  the  test of ridicule. At 
first we  are only struck with the broad humour of this ‘ reductio  ad 
absurdum : ’ gradually we perceive  that  some  important  questions 
begin to emerge. Here,  as  everywhere else, Plato  is  making war 
against the philosophers  who  put  words in  the place of things, who 
tear  arguments to tatters,  who deny predication, and thus  make 
knowledge  impossible ; to whom ideas and  objects of sense have 
n o  fixedness, but are  in a state of perpetual oscillation and 
transition. Two, great  truths  seem to be indirectly  taught 
through these fallacies : .(I) The uncertainty of language, which 
allows the  ‘same  words to be  used in different meanings, or 
with different degrees of meaning : (a) The necessary limitation 
or relative nature of all phenomena.  Plato is  aware that  his own 
doctrine of ideas (p. PI A), as well as  the Eleatic Being and Not- 
being, alike admit  of being  regarded as verbal fallacies (p. z& A,  B). 
The sophism  advanced in the Meno  (p. 80 D), ‘that you cannot 
enquire either into  what you know or do not  know,’ is  lightly 
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touched  upon at the commencement of the Dialogue (pp. 275,276) ; EnfAyde- 
the  thesis of Protagoras,  that  everything  is true to him to whom  it mus' 

seems to  be true,  is satirized at p. 286. In contrast with these '"yZ:p"' 
fallacies is maintained the Socratic doctrine  that  happiness  is 
gained by  knowledge. The grammatical puzzles with which the 
Dialogue concludes probably contain allusions to tricks of lan- 
guage  which  may  have been  practised by the disciples of Prodicus 
or  Antisthenes.  They would  have  had more point,  if we  were 
acquainted with the writings against which  Plato's  humour is 
directed. Most of the  jests  appear to have a serious  meaning; 
but we have lost the clue to some of them,  and cannot determine 
whether, as in  the Cratylus, Plato has or has not  mixed up purely 
unmeaning  fun with his satire. 

The two discourses of Socrates may be contrasted in several 
respects with the exhibition of the Sophists : (I) In their perfect 
relevancy to the subject of discussion, whereas  the Sophistical 
discourses are wholly irrelevant : (2) In their  enquiring  sympa- 
thetic tone, which encourages the youth, instead of ' knocking  him 
down,' after  the  manner of the two Sophists : (3) In  the absence of 
any definite conclusion-for while  Socrates  and the youth are 
agreed  that philosophy is to be studied, they are not able to arrive 
at any certain result about the  art which  is to teach it. This is 
a question which  will hereafter be answered in the Republic ; as 
the conception of the kingly art (91, 292) is more fully  developed 
in the Politicus,  and the caricature of rhetoric ( z g o )  in the Gorgias. 

The characters of the Dialogue are easily intelligible. There  is 
Socrates  once  more in the character of an old  man ; and his equal 
in years, Crito, the father of Critobulus, like Lysimachus  in the 
Laches, his fellow demesman (Apol. 3 D), to  whom the scene is 
narrated, and  who once or twice interrupts with a remark  after 
the  manner of the interlocutor in the Phaedo, and  adds his com- 
mentary  at the end ; Socrates makes a playful  allusion  to his 
money-getting habits. There  is the youth Cleinias, the  grand- 
son of Alcibiades, who may be compared with Lysis, Charmides, 
Menexenus, and  other ingenuous youths out of whose  mouths 
Socrates  draws his own lessons, and to whom  he always  seems to 
stand in a kindly  and  sympathetic relation. Crito will not believe 
that Socrates has not  improved or perhaps invented the  answers 
of Cleinias (cp. Phaedrus, 275 B). The name of the  grand- 
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Buthydc- son of Alcibiades,  who is described as long dead, roi, rraiaroi,, 

and who died at  the age of forty-four, in the  year 404 B.c., 
TION, suggcsts not only that the intcndcd  sccne of the Euthydemus 

could  not  have been  earlier than 404, but that as a fact this 
Dialogue  could  not have  been composed before 390 at  the sooncst. 
Ctesippus, who is the lover of  Cleinias, has been  already  intro- 
duced to us in the Lysis,  and  seems there too to deserve  thc 
character which is here given him, of a somewhat  uproarious 
young man.  But the chief study of all is the picturc of the two 
brothers,  who arc unapproachable in their effrontery, equally 
carcless of what they  say to others and of what is said to them, 
and  never  at a loss. Thcy  are ‘Arc;ldcs ambo et  cantare  pares  et 
respondcre parati.’ Some  superior  dcgrcc of wit or subtlety is 
attributcd to Euthydcmus,  who sees  the  trap in  which Socratcs 
catches Dionysodorus (296 A). 

The epilogue or conclusion of the Dialogue has been criticiscd 
as inconsistent with the  general scheme.  Such a criticism is like 
similar criticisms on Shakespeare, and  proceeds upon a narrow 
notion of the variety which the Dialogue, like the drama, secms to 
admit. Plato in the abundance of his  dramatic  powcr  has  choscn 
to write a play upon a play, just as he often givcs us  an argun~ent 
within an argument. At the  same time he takes the opportunity 
of assailing anothcr class of persons who are as alien from thc 
spirit of philosophy as Euthydcmus  and Dionysodorus. Thc 
Eclectic, the Syncretist,  the  Doctrinaire, havc  been apt to  havc a 
bad name both in ancient  and modern times. The pcrsons whom 
Plato ridicules in the epilogue to the  Euthydc~nus  arc of this class. 
They occupy a border-ground betwecn  philosophy and politics ; 
they keep out of the  dangers of politics, and  at the same  timc usc 
philosophy as a means of serving  their own interests.  Plato 
quaintly  describcs  them as making  two  good things,  philosophy 
and politics, a little worse by perverting the objects of both.  Men 
like Antiphon or Lysias would  be types of thc class. Out of 
a regard to the respectabilities of life, they  are disposed to ccnsurc 
the interest which Socrates takes in the exhibition of the two 
brothers. They do not understand,  any  more than Crito, that he’is 
pursuing his vocation of detecting the follies of mankind, which he 
finds ‘ not unpleasant.’ (Cp. Apol. 23 B, 3 B.) 

tt1llS. 

INTRODUC. 

Education is thc colnmon subject of all i’lato’s carlicr Dialogues. 
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The concluding  remark of Crito, that he has  a difficulty in educating E d p f c -  
his two sons, and thc advicc of Socrates to him that  he  should ’1’‘4p* 

not give LIP philosophy bccausc he has no faith in philosophers, INzgY 
sccms to be a  preparation for the more  peremptory dcclaration of 
thc Mcno that ‘Virtuc cannot be taught because therc  arc no 
teachcrs.’ 

Thc rcasons for placing thc Euthydcmus carly i n  thc  scrics arc : 
( I )  the similarity i n  plan and  stylc to thc Protagoras, Chnrmidcs, 
and Lysis;-the rclation of Socratcs to thc  Sophists  is still that of 
humorous antagonism, not, as in the latcr Dialogucs of Plato, of 
entbittcred  hatred ; and thc places and  persons have a considcrablc 
family likeness ; (2) the  Euthydemus  bclongs to the Socratic period 
in which Socratcs is rcprcscntcd as willing to learn,  but  unablc to 
teach ; and i n  the spirit of  Xcnophon’s  Memorabilia,  philosophy is 
defined as  ‘the knowledge  which  will  mnkc us  happy ;’ (3) we 
seem to  have  passed the stngc arrived at i n  thc Protagoras, for 
Socratcs is no  longcr  discussing  whcther  virtue can be taught- 
from this question he is rclicvcd by the ingenuous dcclaration of 
the youth Clcinias;  and (4) not yet  to have reached thc point 
at which he asserts  ‘that  there  arc no teachers.’ Such  grounds 
are precarious, as arguments from style and plan arc apt to bc 
( d X 1 u 6 ~ p d r ~ ~ o v  T A  y&or). But no  arguments cqually strong can  be 
urged in favour of assigning to the  Euthydcmus  any  other position 
in the scrics. 





E U T H Y D E M U S .  

PERSONS OF THE DIALOGUE. 

SOCRATES, who i s  the narrator EUTHYDEMUS. 

CRITO. 
DIONYSODORUS. 

CLEINIAS. 
CTESIPPUS. 

of the Dialogur. 

S C E N E : - T ~ ~  Lyceum. 

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

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

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

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

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

1 Or, according to the arrangement of Stallbaom :- 
Cn'. Neither of them are known to me. 
Soc. They are a new importation of Sophists, as I should imagine. 
Cri. Of what country, kc.  
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SOC. As to  their  origin, I believe  that  they are  natives of 
this  part of the  world,  and  have  migrated from Chios  to 
Thurii;  they  were  driven  out  of  Thurii,  and  have  been 
living  for  many  years  past  in  these  regions.  As  to  their 
wisdom, about which you  ask,  Crito,  they  are  wonderful- 
consummate! I ncver  knew  what  the  true  pancratiast  was 
before;  they  are  simply  made  up of fighting,  not  like  the 
two Acarnanian  brothers  who  fight  with  their  bodies  only, 
but this  pair of heroes,  besides  being  perfect  in  the  use  of 
their bodies, are  invincible  in  every  sort of warfare;  for  they 272 

are capital  at fighting  in  armour,  and will teach  the  art  to 
any  one  who  pays  them;  and  also  they  are  most skilful in 
legal warfare ; they will plead  themselves  and  teach  others 
to  speak  and  to  compose  speeches  which will have  an effect 
upon  the  courts.  And  this  was  only  the  beginning of their 
wisdom,  but they  have  at  last  carried  out  the  pancratiastic 
art  to  the  very  end,  and  have  mastered  the  only  mode of 
fighting which had  been  hitherto  neglected by them ; and 
now  no one  dares  even  to  stand LIP against  them : such is 
their  skill in the  war of words,  that  they  can  refute  any 
proposition  whether  true  or false.  Now 1 am  thinking, 
Crito, of placing myself in  their  hands;  for  they  say  that in  
a short time they can impart  their ski11 to any  one. 
Cri. I h t ,  Socrates,  arc you not  too old ? there  may be 

reason  to  fear  that. 
Socrates SOC. Certainly not, Crito;  as I will prove  to  you,  for 1 
,le is not have  the  consolation of knowing  that  they  began  this  art  of thinks t l n t  

too old to disputation which I covet, quite,  as 1 may  say, in old age ;  
~,,l~,i,, last  year, or  the  year before, they  had  none of their  new 

wisdom. I am  only  apprehensive  that I may  bring  the two 
strangers  into  disrepute,  as I have  done  Connus  the son of 
Metrobius,  the  harpplayer,  who is still my music-master ; for 
when  the  boys  who  go  to him see  me  going with  them, they 
laugh  at  me  and call  him grandpapa’s  master,  Now I should 
not  like  the  strangers  to  experience  similar  treatment;  the 
fear of ridicule  may  make  them  unwilling to receive  me;  and 
therefore,  Crito, I shall  try  and  persuade  some old men  to 
accompany me to  them,  as I persuaded  them  to go with me 
to  Connus,  and I hope  that  you will make  one : and  perhaps 
we had  better  take  your  sons as a  bait;  they will want  to 

IJcCOme 
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have  them as pupils, and for the  sake of them will be  willing &'Uchy,/c- 
to  receive  us. 7 ~ ~ s .  

Cri. I see  no objection,  Socrates, if you  like;  but  first I E;;;? 
wish  that  you  would  give me a description of their  wisdom, E ~ ~ , , ~ , , ~ .  

that I may  know  beforehand  what  we are  going  to  learn. 
soc. In  less  than  no  time  you  shall  hear; for 1 cannot Hede- 

say  that I did  not attend-I  paid great  attention  to them, and scribes 

I remember  and will endeavour  to  repeat  the  whole  story. which he 
Providentially I was  sitting  alone  in  the  dressingroom of had,been 
the  Lyceum  where you saw  me, and  was  about  to  depart; a wltness. 

when 1 was getting  up I recognized  the  familiar  divine  sign : 
273 so I sat  down  again,  and  in a little  while  the  two  brothers 

Euthydemus  and  Dionysodorus  came  in,  and  several  others 
with them, -whom I believe  to  be  their  disciples,  and  they 
walked  about  in  the  covered  court ; they  had  not  taken  more 
than  two  or  three  turns  when  Cleinias  entered, who, as you 
truly  say,  is  very  much  improved : he  was followed by a host The youtl, 

of lovers, one  of  whom was Ctesippus  the  Paeanian, a well- ~~~~~~ 

bred  youth,  but  also  having  the  wildness of youth.  Cleinias lover 
saw me from  the  entrance as I was  sitting  alone,  and  at  once CtesipP11s. 

came  and  sat  down 011 the  right  hand of me, as you describe ; 
and  Dionysodorus  and  Euthydemus,  when  they saw him, at 
first  stopped  and  talked  with  one  another, now and  then 
glancing  at us, for I particularly  watched  them;  and  then 
Euthydemus  came  and  sat down by the youth,  and  the  other 
by me  on  the left hand;  the  rest  anywhere. 1 saluted  the 
brothers,  whom I had  not  seen  for a long  time;  and  then 1 
said  to  Cleinias:  Here  are  two  wise  men,  Euthydemus  and 
Dionysodorus,  Cleinias,  wise  not  in a small  but in a large 
way of wisdom, for  they  know all about war,-all that a good 
general  ought  to  know  about  the  array  and  command  of  an 
army, and  the  whole  art of fighting  in armour:  and  they 
know about  law too, and  can  teach a man how to  use  the 
weapons of the  courts  when  he  is  injured. 

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

Indeed, I said, if such  occupations  are  regarded by you as 

MUS. 

scene of 



208 Socrates draws out the two Sophists. 

Eufhyrlr- secondary,  what must the  principal  one be ; tell  me, I 

SOCRATDJl The teaching of virtue,  Socrates,  he  replied, is our  principal 
w e .  occupation;  and we believe that  we can impart it better  and 

The two quicker  than  any man. 
Sophists have given My God ! I said, and  where  did you learn  that ? I always 
up teaching thought,  as I was saying  just now, that  your  chief  accomplish- 
thearts; ment was the  art of fighting  in  armour;  and I used to say 8s they  are 
now en- much of you,  for I remember  that you professed  this  when 
gaged i n  you were  here before.  But  now if you really  have  the  other 
virtue. knowledge, 0 forgive  me : I address you as I would superior 

beings, and  ask you to  pardon  the impiety  of  my former 
expressions. But are you quite  sure  about this, Dionysodorus 274 
and  Euthydemus ? the  promise is so vast,  that  a feeling  of 
incredulity  steals  over me. 

mur. beseech  you, what  that  noble  study  is ? 

Eumoe- 

teaching 

You may  take our word, Socrates,  for  the fact. 
Then I think you happier in having  such  a  treasure  than 

the  great  king  is  in  the  possession of his kingdom.  And 
please to  tell me whether you intend to exhibit  your  wisdom ; 
or what will you do ? 

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

But I can promise you, I said,  that  every  unvirtuous  person 
will want to learn. I shall be the  first ; and  there is the 
youth  Cleinias,  and  Ctesippus : and  here  are  several  others, 
I said, pointing to the  lovers of Cleinias, who  were  beginning 
to  gather  round us. Now  Ctesippus was sitting  at  some 
distance from Cleinias ; and  when  Euthydemus  leaned 
forward in talking with me, he  was  prevented from seeing 
Cleinias,  who  was between us ; and so, partly because he 
wanted to  look  at his love, and also  because he was interested, 
he  jumped  up  and  stood  opposite to u s :  and all  the  other 
admirers of Cleinias, as well as  the  disciples of Euthydemus 
and  Dionysodorus, followed his example. And  these  were 
the  persons  whom I showed  to Euthydemus,  telling him that 
they  were  all  eager  to  learn : to which Ctesippus  and  all of 
them with one voice vehemently  assented,  and bid him exhibit 
the  power of his wisdom. Then I said : 0 Euthydemus  and 
Dionysodorus, I earnestly  request you to  do myself and  the 
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company  the  favour  to  exhibit.  There  may be some  trouble Euthydc- 
in giving  the  whole  exhibition;  but tell me  one thing,-can 
you  make a good  man of him  only  who is already  convinced :?;:&. 
that  he  ought  to  learn of you,  or of him  also  who is not RUS, 

convinced,  either  because  he  imagines  that  virtue is a  thing 
which cannot  be  taught  at all, or  that  you  are  not  the  teachers can they 
of i t?  Has  your  art  power  to  persuade him, who is of the teach virtue 
latter  temper of  mind, that  virtue  can  be  taught;  and  that only who 
you are  the  men from whom  he will best  learn  it? are willing 

Certainly,  Socrates,  said  Dionysodorus;  our  art will do also who 

both. are un- 
And  you  and  your  brother,  Dionysodorus, I said, of  all 

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

ECTHYDE. 

to those 

or to those 

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

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

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

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

What  followed, Crito,  how can I rightly  narrate ? For not The scene 
slight is the  task of rehearsing infinite  wisdom, and  therefore, tts 
like  the  poets, I ought  to  commence my relation with an beyondde- 
invocation  to  Memory  and  the  Muses.  Now  Euthydemus, if scription. 

fill tone. 

\'OL. 1. P 
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Cleizias is iztrwqqatm? 

I remember  rightly,  began  nearly as follows : 0 Cleinias,  are 
those  who  learn  the  wise  or  the  ignorant ? 

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

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

While  he  was  speaking  to me, Cleinias  gave  his  answer: 
and  therefore I had  no  time to warn  him  of  the  predicament 
in which he  was  placed,  and  he  answered  that  those  who 276 
learned  were  the wise. 

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

The  boy  assented. 
And  they  are  the  teachers  ofthose  who  learn-the  grammar- 

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

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

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

The  youth  nodded  assent. 
Then  the  unlearned  learn’,  and  not  the  wise,  Cleinias,  as 

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

spoke,  like  a  chorus  at  the  bidding of their  director,  laughed 
and  cheered.  Then,  before  the  youth  had  time  to  recover 
his  breath,  Diongsodorus  cleverly  took  him in hand,  and 
said : Yes,  Cleinias ; and  when  the  grammar-master  dictated 

things  which  you  were  learning ? 

learned  when  you  were  learning? 

’ Omitting a u q u i .  



anything  to  you,  were  they  the  wise  boys or the  unlearned 
who learned  the  dictation ? 

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

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

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

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

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

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

among  your  disciples. 
Meanwhile  Cleinias  had  answered  Euthydemus  that  those The teach- 

who learned  learn  what  they do not know;  and  he  put him ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ , ~ ~ s  

through  a  series of questions  the  same  as  before. that which 

trick of 
argument. 

277 Do you not  know  letters ? 
He assented. 

they do not 

yet he dic- 
know;  and 

All letters? tates letters 
Yes. 
But  when  the  teacher  dictates  to  you,  does  he  not  dictate 

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

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

Nay,  said  Cleinias;  but I do learn. 
Then,  said he, you learn  what  you know, i f  you  know  all 

H e  admitted  that. 
Then,  he  said, you were  wrong in your answer. 

which  they 
know. 

know ? 

dictates ; but  he  only  who  does  not know letters  learns ? 

the  letters ? 

1' 2 
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Edhytit- 
mus. 

SOCEATEE., 
DIONYSIDO- 

CLEINIAS, 
RUS, 

EUTHYDE- 
MUS. 

The trick 
reversed. 

Socrntes 
explains to 
Cleinias the 
sophistical 

procednre. 
mode of 

Sorvntvs mrd *CZeinias. 
The word was hardly  out of his  mouth  when  Dionysodorus 

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

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

Those  who  have not. 
And  have you not  admitted  that  those  who  do  not  know 

H e  nodded  assent. 
Then  those  who  learn  are of the  class of those  who  acquire, 

H e  agreed. 
Then, Cleinias, he said,  those  who  do  not  know  learn,  and 

not  those  who know. 
Euthydemus  was  proceeding to give  the  youth  a  third fall ; 

but I knew  that. he  was  in  deep  water,  and  therefore,  as I 
wanted to give him a  respite  lest  he  should be disheartened, 
I said to him consolingly : You must  not be surprised, 
Cleinias, at  the  singularity of their  mode of speech : this I 
say  because you may  not  understand  what  the two strangers 
are  doing with you;  they  are  only  initiating you after  the 
manner of the  Corybantes in the  mysteries ; and  this  answers 
to the  enthronement, which, if you have  ever  been  initiated, 
is, as you will know, accompanied by dancing  and  sport ; and 
now  they  are  just  prancing  and  dancing  about you, and will 
next  proceed to initiate  you;  imagine  then  that  you  have 
gone  through  the first part of the  sophistical  ritual, which, as 
Prodicus  says,  begins with  initiation  into  the  correct use of 
terms. The two foreign  gentlemen,  perceiving  that you did 
not know, wanted  to  explain  to  you  that  the word ‘to  learn’ 
has two  meanings, and is used,  first, in the  sense of acquiring 278 
knowledge of some  matter of which  you previously  have no 
knowledge,  and  also,  when you have  the knowledge, in the 

thing? 

are of the  number of those  who  have not ? 

and  not of those  who  have ? 
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Sense  of reviewing  this  matter,  whether  something  done  or BuWlcle- 
spoken by the  light of this newly-acquired knowledge ; the '''us' 
latter is generally called ' knowing ' rather  than ' learning,' Cre,N,rs, 

but the  word  'learning' is  also  used ; and you did  not  see, 
as  they  explained  to  you,  that  the  term is employed of two 
opposite sorts of men,  of those  who know, and of those  who 
do  not know. There was  a  similar trick in the  second 
question,  when  they  asked you whether  men  learn  what  they 
know or  what  they  do  not know. These  parts of learning The two 

are  not  serious,  and  therefore I say  that the. gentlemen  are z:ti:ing 
not serious, but are  only  playing with  you. For if a  man agame or 

had all that sort of knowledge  that  ever was, he would not ,'with 
be at  all  the  wiser ; he would only be able to play with  men, 
tripping  them  up  and  oversetting  them with distinctions of 
words. H e  would  be  like a  person  who  pulls  away  a  stool 
from some  one  when  he is about  to  sit down, and  then  laughs 
and  makes  merry  at  the  sight of his  friend  overturned  and 
laid on  his back. And  you  must  regard  all  that  has  hitherto 
passed between  you and  them  as  merely play. But in what 
is to follow I am certain  that  they will exhibit  to  you  their 
serious  purpose,  and  keep  their  promise (I will show  them 
how) ; for  they  promised  to  give  me a sample of the  hortatory 
philosophy,  but I suppose  that  they  wanted  to  have  a  game 
with you  first.  And now, Euthydemus  and  Dionysodorus, 
I think  that  we  have  had  enough of  this. Will you let  me 
see you explaining  to  the  young  man  how  he  is  to  apply him- 
self to the  study of virtue  and  wisdom ? And I will  first 
show you what I conceive to be the  nature of the task, and 
what  sort of a  discourse I desire to hear;  and if I do  this in 
a  very  inartistic  and  ridiculous  manner,  do  not laugh  at me, 
for I only  venture to.improvise  before you because I am eager 
to hear  your wisdom : and I must  therefore ask you and 
your  disciples  to  refrain from laughing.  And now, 0 son of 
Axiochus,  let  me put  a  question  to you: Do not all  men 
desire  happiness ? And yet, perhaps,  this is one of those 
ridiculous  questions which I am  afraid to ask,  and which 
ought  not  to be asked by a  sensible  man : for  what  human 
being is there  who  does.not  desire  happiness? 

SXRATVS. 

279 There  is  no  one,  said  Cleinias,  who  does not. 
Well,  then, I said, since we all of us desire  happiness, how 



Socrates and Chinicts. 

EfW(ie- can we be happy?-that is the  next  question.  Shall  we  not 
be happy if we  have  many  good  things?  And  this,  perhaps, 

LILE,sI,s, is even a  more  simple  question  than  the  first,  for  there  can be 
no  doubt of the  answer. 

i s  the H e  assented. 
of And  what  things  do  we  esteem  good ? No solemn  sage is 

things: required  to tell us this,  which  may be easily  answered;  for 

1 I I Z f P .  

SOCll4TlrS, 

Hnppiness 

many  good 

every  one will say  that  wealth is a  good. 
Certainly,  he  said. 

and good And  are  not  health  and  beauty  goods,  and  other  personal 
things  arc 
wealth, gifts ? 
health, H e  agreed. 
beauty, 
goodbirth, Can  there be any  doubt  that  good  birth,  and  power,  and 
power, honours i n  one's  own  land,  are  goods ? 
nnd all the He assented* 
honour, 

duties, And  what  other  goods  are  there? I said. What  do  you  say 
justice, of temperance,  justice,  courage : do you not  verily  and  indeed 
ance, think,  Cleinias,  that  we  shall be more  right  in  ranking  them 
temper- 

as  goods  than in not  ranking  them  as  goods ? For  a  dispute 
might  possibly  arise  about  this.  What  then  do  you  say? 

nisdom. 

They  are goods,  said  Cleinias. 
Very well, I said ; and  where  in  the  company  shall  we  find 

Among  the  goods. 
And now, I said,  think  whether we have left out  any  con- 

I do  not  think  that  we  have,  said  Cleinias. 
Upon  recollection, I said,  indeed I am  afraid  that  we  have 

What  is  that ? he  asked. 
Fortune,  Cleinias, I replied;  which all, even  the  most 

True,  he  said. 

a  place  for  wisdom-among  the  goods  or  not ? 

siderable goods. 

left out  the  greatest of them  all. 

foolish, admit  to  be  the  greatest  of  goods. 

But wehave On  second  thoughts, I added,  how  narrowly, 0 son of 
~~~~~~~~ Axiochus,  have  you  and I escaped  making  a  laughingstock 
ornltted. of ourselves to the  strangers. 
good-for- Why   do  you  say so ? tune ; for i t  
is already Why,  because  we  have  already  spoken of good-fortune,  and 
contained are but repeating  ourselves. 
i n  wisdom. 

What  do you mean ? 
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I mean that  there  is  something  ridiculous  in  again  putting ~ a t h y k -  

forward good-fortune, which has a place  in  the  list  already, ’‘”‘’. 
and  saying  the  same  thing twice over. SOLRATFS, 

He asked  what  was  the  meaning of this, and I replied: 
CLEINIAE. 

Surely wisdom is good-fortune ; even a child may know  that. 
The simple-minded  youth was amazed ; and,  observing The for- 

his surprise, I said  to him : Do you not know, Cleinias, that zFte 
flute-players are most fortunate  and successful in performing wiseunder 
on  the flute ? another 

name, 
H e  assented. 
And  are  not  the  scribes most fortunate in writing  and  read- 

ing letters ? 
Certainly. 
Amid the  dangers of the sea, again, are  any  more  fortunate 

None, certainly. 
And if you were  engaged in war, in  whose  company would 

you rather  take  the risk-in company with a wise general, or 
with a foolish one ? 

With a wise one. 
And if you were ill, whom would you rather  have  as a 

companion in a dangerous illness-a wise physician, or  an 
ignorant  one ? 

A wise  one. 
You  think, 1 said,  that  to act with a wise man is  more 

H e  assented. 

on the  whole  than wise pilots? 

fortunate  than  to  act with an ignorant one? 

280 Then wisdom  always  makes  men fortunate : for by wisdom And we are 
no m&n would ever  err,  and  therefore  he  must  act  rightly  and f::Tr$e 
succeed, or his wisdom would be wisdom no longer. when we are 

W e  contrived  at last,  somehow or other, to agree in a :Tz:;d 
general conclusion, that  he who  had wisdom had no need good 
of fortune. I then  recalled  to  his mind the  previous  state 
of the  question.  You  remember, I said,  our making the  ad- must use 

mission that we. should  be  happy  and  fortunate if many 
good things  were  present with u s ?  have  them. 

He assented. 
And  should  we  be  happy by reason of the  presence of good 

If  they  profited us, he  said. 
things, if they profited us not, or if they profited us  ? 
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Euihyde- And would they  profit us, if we only  had  them  and  did  not 
use them ? For example, if we  had a great  deal of food and 

~~~~~ did  not  eat, m a great  deal of drink  and  did  not  drink,  should 
we be profited ? 

mus. 

Certainly not, he said. 
Or would an  artisan,  who  had  all  the  implements  necessary 

for  his  work,  and  did  not use them,  be any  the  better  for  the 
possession of them ? For example,  would a carpenter  be  any 
the  better for having  all  his  tools  and  plenty of wood, if he 
never worked ? 

Certainly  not,  he  said. 
And if a person  had  wealth  and  all  the go?& of which we 

were  just  now  speaking,  and did not  use  them, would he  be 
happy  because he  possessed  them ? 

No indeed,  Socrates. 
Then, I said, a man who would be happy  must  not  only 

have  the good  things,  but he  must  also  use them ; there  is no 
advantage in merely  having  them? 

True. 
Well,  Cleinias, but if you have  the  use  as well as  the 

possession of good  things,  is  that sufficient to  confer  hap. 
piness ? 

Yes,  in  my  opinion. 
And may a person use them either  rightly  or  wrongly ? 
H e  must  use them  rightly. 
That  is  quite ,true, I said.  And  the  wrong  use of a thing 

is  far  worse  than  the  non-use ; for the  one is an evil, and  the 
other is neither a good nor  an evil. You admit  that ? 281 

H e  assented. 
Illustra- Now  in  the  working  and  use of wood, is  not  that  which 
necessilyof gives  the  right  use  simply  the knowledge of  the  carpenter ? tions of the 

knowledge Nothing else, he  said, 
the arts. And  surely,  in  the  manufacture of vessels,  knowledge is that taken from 

which gives  the  right way of making them ? 
H e  agreed. 
And in the  use of the  goods of which we  spoke  at first- 

wealth  and  health  and beauty, is  not knowledge that  which 
directs us to  the  right  use of them,  and  regulates  our  practice 
about  them ? 

He assented. 
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Then in every  possession  and  every  use of a thing, know- Buth~de- 
ledge is that which gives  a  man  not  only  good-fortune but 
success ? 

*IUS. 

Socamss, 
CLELNIAS 

H e  again  assented. 
And  tell me, I said, 0 tell  me, what  do  possessions profit 

a man, if he  have  neither  good  sense  nor  wisdom ? Would 
a  man be better off, having  and  doing  many  things  without 
wisdom, or a few things with  wisdom ? Look at  the  matter 
thus : If  he  did fewer things would he  not  make fewer  mis- 
takes? if he  made fewer mistakes would he  not  have fewer 
misfortunes ? and if he  had fewer misfortunes would he  not 
be less  miserable ? 

Certainly,  he said. 
And  who  would do least-a poor  man or a rich  man ? 
A poor man. 
A  weak  man or  a  strong  man ? 
A  weak  man. 
A  noble  man or a  mean  man ? 
A  mean  man. 
And  a  coward  would  do  less  than  a  courageous and 

temperate  man ? 
Yes. 
And an  indolent  man  less  than  an  active  man ? 
H e  assented. 
And  a slow  man less  than  a  quick;  and  one  who  had  dull 

perceptions of seeing  and  hearing  less  than  one  who  had  keen 
ones ? 

All this  was  mutually allowed by us. 
Then, I said,  Cleinias,  the  sum of the  matter  appears  to  be The ele- 

that  the goods of  which we  spoke before are  not  to be F:':i'ge 
regarded  as  goods  in themselves, but the  degree of good  and or wisdom 
evil in  them  depends  on  whether  they  are or are  not  under is essential 
the  guidance of knowledge : under  the  guidance of ignorance, 
they  are  greater evils than  their opposites, inasmuch as they 
are  more  able  to  minister  to  the evil principle which rules - 

them;  and  when  under  the  guidance of  wisdom  and pru- 
dence, they  are  greater  goods : but  in themselves  they  are 
nothing ? 

to good, 

That,  he  replied, is obyious. 
What  then is  the  result of what  has been said ? Is not  this 
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Etct&yde- the  result-that  other  things  are  indifferent,  and  that  wisdom 
>>/?<.I. is the  only  good,  and  ignorance  the  only evil ? 

SocnArEs, H e  assented. 
CLCIX,.\S.  

or rnthcr 
to true men  desire  happiness,  and  happiness,  as  has been shown,  is 
and only gained by a use, and  a  right use,  of the  things of life, and  the 
good. right  use of them,  and  good-fortune in the use of them, is 

Let us  consider  a  further point, I said : Seeing  that  all 282 

To get \vis- 

cessary and 
dom is nc- 

honour- 
able, if 
only \vis- 
dom can be 
taught. 

given by knowledge,-the inference is that  everybody  ought 
by all  means to try  and  make himself as wise as  he can ? 

Yes,  he  said. 
And  when  a  man  thinks  that  he  ought to obtain  this  treasure, 

far  more  than money,  from a  father  or  a  guardian  or  a  friend 
or a suitor,  whether citizen or  stranger-the  eager  desire  and 
prayer to them  that  they would impart  wisdom to  you, is not 
at all dishonourable,  Cleinias ; nor is any  one  to be blamed 
for  doing  any  honourable  service  or  ministration to any man, 
whether  a  lover  or  not, if his aim is to get wisdom. Do you 
agree ? I said. 

Theyohth- Yes,  he  said, I quite  agree,  and  think  that you are right. 
is co,lfident Yes, I said,  Cleinias, if only  wisdom  can be taught,  and 
that it may. does  not  come  to  man  spontaneously;  for  this is a  point 

which has still  to  be  considered,  and is not  yet  agreed  upon 
by you and me-- 

But I think,  Socrates,  that  wisdom can  be taught,  he  said. 
Best of men, I said, I am  delighted  to  hear you say so ; 

and I am also  grateful  to you for  having  saved me from a  long 
and  tiresome  investigation  as  to  whether  wisdom  can be 
taught  or not. But now, as you think  that  wisdom  can be 
taught,  and  that  wisdom  only  can  make a man  happy  and  for- 
tunate, will you not  acknowledge  that  all of us  ought to love 
wisdom, and you individually will try to love  her ? 

Certainly,  Socrates,  he  said ; I will do my  best. 
I was  pleased  at  hearing  this;  and I turned  to Diony- 

sodorus  and  Euthydemus  and  said : That is an  example, 
clumsy and  tedious I admit, of the  sort of exhortations which 
I would have you give ; and I hope  that  one of you will set 
forth  what I have been saying in a  more  artistic  style:  or  at 
least  take up the  enquiry  where I left 06 and  proceed  to  show 
the  youth  whether  he  should  have all knowledge ; or  whether 
there is one sort of  knowledge only which will make  him  good 

ful Cleinias 
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and  happy,  and  what  that is. For,  as I was  saying  at first, ~ t ~ l / , p + .  

the improvement of this  young man  in virtue  and wisdom is "12/s.  

a matter which we  have  very much at  heart. S O C R T B S .  

coming. I wanted  to see how they would approach  the CTas"rLs' 

question,  and  where  they  would  start in their  exhortation to 
the  young man that  he  should  practise wisdom and  virtue. 
Dionysodorus,  who  was  the  elder,  spoke first. Everybody's 
eyes were  directed  towards him, perceiving  that  something 
wonderful  might  shortly  be  expected.  And  certainly  they 
were  not  far  wrong; for the man, Crito,  began a remarkable 
discourse well worth  hearing,  and  wonderfully  persuasive 
regarded  as  an  exhortation  to  virtue. 

Tell me, he said, Socrates  and  the  rest of you who  say  that 
you want  this  young man to become wise, are you in  jest  or 
in real  earnest ? 

I was led by this to imagine  that  they fancied us  to  have 
been jesting when we asked them to  converse with the  youth, 
and  that  this made them  jest  and play, and  being  under  this 
impression, I was  the  more  decided  in  saying  that we were 
in profound  earnest.  Dionysodorus said : 

283 Thus I spoke,  Crito,  and  was  all  attention  to  what  was HCS, 
DlOWSi,"". 

Reflect, Socrates ; you  may  have to  deny  your  words. The quibble 
I have reflected, I said ; and I shall  never  deny my words. >foznyso- 
Well,  said he, and so you say  that you wish Cleinias  to Those who 

become wise ? wish Clei- 
Undoubtedly. 
And  he is not  wise as  yet ? 
At  least  his  modesty will not allow him to  say  that  he is. 
You wish him, he said, to become  wise and  not  to  be 

That  we do. 
You  wish him to be what  he  is not, and  no  longer to be 

I was thrown  into  consternation  at this. 
Taking  advantage of my  consternation  he  added : You wish 

him no  longer  to  be  what  he is, which  can  onlymean  that you 
wish him to  perish.  Pretty  lovers  and  friends  they  must  be 
who  want  their  favourite  not  to be, or to  perish ! 

well might)  and  said : Stranger of Thurii-if politeness would pus. 

nias not to 
be ignorant 
wish him 
not to be. 

ignorant ? 

what  he  is ? 

When  Ctesippus  heard  this  he  got  very  angry  (as a lover ::=:-On 
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Eufhydt- allow  me I should say, A plague upon you ! What can make 
you tell such  a lie about me and  the  others, which I hardly 

E;;? like  to  repeat,  as  that I wish Cleinias  to  perish 3 
Crasmus. Euthydemus replied : And do you think,  Ctesippus,  that it 
NO one can is  possible to  tell a lie ? 
tells lies Yes,  said  Ctesippus ; I should be mad to say  anything else. 
&mus,for And  in  telling a lie, do you tell the  thing of  which you 284 

do what is 
no one a n  speak or not ? 
not, and, You  tell the  thing  ofwhich you speak. 
ifsaying is And he who  tells,  tells that  thing which he tells, and  no 
doing, no 
one can say other ? 
what is not. Yes, said  Ctesippus. 

mfu. 

says  Euthy- 

And  that  is  a  distinct  thing  apart from other  things ? 
Certainly. 
And he who  says  that  thing  says  that which is ? 
Yes, 
And  he  who  says  that which is, says  the  truth.  And  there- 

fore Dionysodorus, if he  says  that which is, says  the  truth of 
you and  no lie. 

Yes, Euthydemus, said Ctesippus; but in  saying this, he 
says  what is not. 

Euthydemus  answered : And  that which is not is not ? 
True. 
And  that which is not is nowhere ? 
Nowhere. 
And  can any  one  do  anything  about  that which has  no 

existence,  or do to  Cleinias  that which is not and is 
nowhere ? 

I think  not, said  Ctesippus. 
Well, but do  rhetoricians,  when  they  speak in the assembly, 

Nay, he said, they  do  something. 
And  doing is making? 
Yes. 
And  speaking  is  doing  and making ? 
H e  agreed. 
Then  no  one  says  that which  is  not, for  in  saying  what 

is not  he would  be doing  something ; and  you  have  already 
acknowledged that  no  one can do what is not. And  there. 
fore,  upon your own showing, no  one  says  what is false ; but 

do  nothing ? 
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if Dionysodorus  says  anything,  he  says  what is true  and E u f W ~ -  
what is. mus. 

Yes, Euthydemus,  said  Ctesippus ; but  he  speaks of things iT2;zT 
in  a  certain  way  and  manner,  and  not  as  they  really  are. MUS, 

Why,  Ctesippus,  said  Dionysodorus,  do  you  mean  to  say W, 

that  any  one  speaks of things as they  are ? 
Yes,  he  said,--all  gentlemen  and  truth-speaking  persons. 
And  are  not  good  things  good,  and  evil  things evil ? 
He assented. 
And  you  say  that  gentlemen  speak of things  as  they  are ? 
Yes. 
Then  the  good  speak  evil of evil  things, if they  speak  of 

them  as  they  are ? 
Yes,  indeed,  he  said;  and  they  speak evil of evil men. 

And if I may  give  you  a  piece  of advice, you  had  better  take 
care  that  they  do  not  speak evil of you, since  I  can tell you 
that  the  good  speak evil  of the evil. 

And  do  they  speak  great  things of the  great,  rejoined 
Euthydemus,  and  warm  things of the  warm ? 

To be  sure  they  do,  said  Ctesippus ; and  they  speak  coldly 
of the  insipid  and cold dialectician. 

You  are  abusive,  Ctesippus,  said  Dionysodorus, you are Ctesippts 
abusive I 

Indeed,  I  am  not,  Dionysodorus, he replied ; for I love begin to 

you and  am  giving  you  friendly advice, and, if I  could,  would :::Et-; 
285 persuade  you  not  like  a  boor  to  say  in  my  presence  that I re- 

desire  my beloved, whom  I  value  above  all men, to perish. storesgood- 

1 saw  that  they  were  getting  exasperated  with  one  another, a joke. 
so I  made  a  joke  with him and  said : 0 Ctesippus, I think 
that  we  must  allow  the  strangers  to  use  language  in  their 
own  way, and  not  quarrel with them  about  words, but be 
thankful  for  what  they  give us. If  they  know  how  to  destroy 
men in such  a  way  as  to  make  good  and  sensible  men  out of 
bad and foolish ones-whether  this is a  discovery of their 
own, or  whether  they  have  learned  from  some  one  else  this 
new  sort of death  and  destruction which enables  them  to  get 
rid of a bad man  and  turn  him  into  a  good one--if they  know 
this  (and  they do know this-at any  rate  they  said  just  now 
that  this  was  the  secret of their  newly-discovered  art)-let 
them, in their  phraseology,  destroy  the  youth  and  make  him 
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wise, and all  of us with him. But if you  young  men  do  not 
like  to  trust  yourselves  with  them,  thenfint txje>i/rtentunz in 
covpove se&; I will be  the  Carian  on  whom  they  shall 
operate.  And  here I offer my old person  to  Dionysodorus; 
he  may  put  me  into  the  pot,  like  Medea  the  Colchian, kill me, 
boil me, if he will only  make  me  good. 

Ctesippus  said : And I, Socrates,  am  ready  to commit m y  
self  to  the  strangers ; they  may  skin  me alive, if they  please 
(and I am  pretty  well  skinned by them  already), if only  my 
skin is made  at  last,  not  like  that of Marsyas,  into a leathern 
bottle, but  into  a  piece  of  virtue.  And  here  is  Dionysodorus 
fancying  that I am  angry  with him, when  really I am  not 
angry  at  all; I do but contradict him when I think  that  he  is 
speaking  improperly  to  me : and  you  must  not  confound  abuse 
and  contradiction, 0 illustrious  Dionysodorus ; for  they  are 
quite  different  things. 

Contradiction ! said  Dionysodorus ; why, there  never  was 
such a thing. 

Certainly  there is, he  replied;  there can  be  no  question 
of that. Do you,  Dionysodorus,  maintain  that  there  is 
not ? 

You will never  prove  to me, he said,  that  you  have  heard 
any  one  contradicting  any  one  else. 

Indeed,  said  Ctesippus ; then  now  you  may  hear  me  con- 
tradicting  Dionysodorus. 

Are you prepared  to  make  that good ? 
Certainly,  he  said. 
Well,  have  not  all  things  words  expressive of them ? 
Yes. 
Of  their  existence or of their  non-existence ? 
Of their  existence. 
Yes,  Ctesippus,  and  we  just  now  proved, as you may 286 

remember,  that no man  could affirm a  negative ; for  no  one 
could affirm that which is  not. 

And  what  does  that  signify?  said  Ctesippus ; you  and I may 
contradict  all  the  same for that. 

But  can  we  contradict  one  another,  said  Dionysodorus, 
when  both of us are describing  the  same  thing?  Then we 
must  surely  be  speaking  the  same  thing? 

H e  assented. 
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Or when neither of us is speaking of the  same  thing?  For 

He granted  that  proposition also. 
But  when I describe  something  and you describe  another 

thing, or I say something  and  you  say nothing-is there  any 
contradiction ? How can  he  who  speaks  contradict him who 
speaks  not ? 

Here Ctesippus  was  silent ; and I in my astonishment  said : 
What  do you  mean,  Dionysodorus ? I have often heard,  and 
have been  amazed to hear,  this  thesis of yours, which is  main- 
tained  and. employed  by the  disciples of Protagoras,  and 
others  before  them,  and  which to me  appears  to  be  quite 
wonderful, and  suicidal as well as destructive,  and 1 think 
that I am most  likely  to  hear  the  truth  about it  from  you. The 

then  neither of LIS says a word  about  the  thing  at  all ? 

dictum is  that  there  is no such  thing as falsehood ; a man argum;nt, 
must  either  saywhat  is  true or say nothing. Is not that  your The 
position ? bophists 

He assented. 
But if he  cannot  speak falsely, may he not think  falsely? is no such 
No, he  cannot,  he  said. 
Then  there  is no such  thing  as false opinion ? 
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that there 
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or false 
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No, he said. 
Then  there is no  such  thing as ignorance, or men who are or the 

ignorant ; for is not ignorance, if there be such  a  thing, a mis- refutation 
take of  fact ? 

opinion,  or 
ignorance 

of ignor- 
nncc. 

Certainly,  he  said. 
And  that is impossible ? 
Impossible,  he  replied. 
Are you saying  this as a  paradox,  Dionysodorus ; or  do you 

Refute me, he  said. 
But how can I refute you, if, as you say,  to  tell a falsehood 

Very  true,  said  Euthydemus. 
Neither  did I tell  you just now to  refute me, said  Dionyso- 

dorus ; for  how can  I  tell you to do  that which is  not? 
0 Euthydemus, I said, I have  but a dull conception of these 

subtleties  and  excellent  devices of wisdom; I am afraid that 
I hardly  understand  them,  and you must forgive me  therefore 

287 if I ask  a  very  stupid  question : if there be no falsehood or 

seriously  maintain  no man to  be  ignorant ? 

is  impossible? 

. 
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false  opinion or  ignorance,  there  can be no  such  thing as 
erroneous  action,  for  a  man  cannot fail  of acting  as  he is 
acting-that is  what  you  mean ? 

Yes, he replied. 
And now, I said, I will ask  my  stupid  question : If there is 

no  such  thing  as  error  in  deed, word, or  thought,  then  what, 
in  the  name of goodness,  do you come  hither  to  teach ? 
And  were  you  not  just  now  saying  that  you  could  teach 
virtue  best of all men, to  any  one  who  was  willing  to  learn ? 

And  are  you  such  an old fool, Socrates,  rejoined  Dionyso- 
dorus,  that  you  bring  up  now  what I said  at  first  -and if I 
had  said  anything  last  year, I suppose  that  you would bring 
that up  too-but are  non-plussed  at  the  words which I have 
just  uttered? 

Why, I said,  they  are  not  easy to answer ; for  they  are  the 
words of wise  men : and  indeed I know  not  what  to  make of 
this  word  ‘non-plussed,’ which you  used  last : what  do  you 
mean by it, Dionysodorus ? You must  mean  that I cannot 
refute  your  argument.  Tell  me if the  words  have  any  other 
sense. 

No, he replied, they  mean  what  you  say.  And now answer. 
What, before you,  Dionysodorus ? I said. 
Answer,  said he. 
And  is  that  fair? 
Yes, quite fair, he said. 
Upon  what  principle ? I said. I can only  suppose  that you 

are  a  very wise  man who comes to us in  the  character of a 
great logician, and  who  knows  when to answer  and  when  hot 
to  answer-and  now  you  will  not  open your  mouth  at all,  be- 
cause  you  know  that  you  ought not. 

You prate,  he said, instead of answering.  But if, my good 
sir, you admit  that I am wise, answer  as I tell  you. 

I suppose  that I must obey, for you  are  master.  Put  the 
question. 

Are  the  things which have  sense  alive  or  lifeless ? 
They  are alive. 
And  do  you  know of any  word which is alive? 
I cannot  say  that I do. 
Then  why  did you ask me what sense my words  had ? 
,Why,  because I was  stupid  and  made  a mistake. And yet, 
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perhaps, I was  right  after  all  in  saying  that  words  have a E U ~ A J ~ P -  

sense ;-what do you say, wise man? If I was  not  in  error, 
even  you will not  refute me, and  all  your wisdom will be SXRAT=, 

non-plussed ; but if I did  fall into  error,  then  again  you  are ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ . ’ ’  
wrong in saying  that  there  is  no error,-and this  remark was Socrates 

ever, Dionysodorus  and  Euthydemus,  that  this  argument  lies ~~~i~~~ 

where  it was and is not  very  likely to advance : even  your their own 
skill in  the  subtleties of  logic, which is  really  amazing,  has Statement 
not found  out  the  way of throwing  another  and  not  falling cannot be 

that crror 

yourself, now any  more  than of old. refuted. 
Ctesippus  said : Men of Chios,  Thurii, or however and High 

whatever you call yourselves, 1 wonder  at you, for you seem words. 
to  have  no  objection to talking  nonsense. 

Fearing  that  there would be  high  words, I again  en- socrates 
deavoured top soothe  Ctesippus,  and  said  to  him: To  you, ~ f $ $ ~ ~  
Ctesippus, 1 must  repeat  what I said  before  to Cleinias-that upon the 
you d o  not  understand  the ways of these  philosophers from 
abroad. They  are  not  serious, but, like  the  Egyptian wizard, 
Proteus,  they  take  different  forms  and  deceive  us by their  en- 
chantments : and let us, like  Menelaus,  refuse  to  let  them go 
until  they  show  themselves to us in earnest.  When  they 
begin to  be in, earnest  their full beauty will appear: let us 
then  beg  and  entreat  and  beseech  them  to  shine  forth.  And 
I think  that I had  better  once  more  exhibit  the form in 
which I pray to behold them; it  might be a guide  to  them. 
I will go on  therefore  where I left 06 as  well  as I can, in  the 
hope  that I may touch  their  hearts  and move them  to pity, and 
that  when  they  see  me  deeply  serious  and  interested,  they 
also  may  be  serious. You, Cleinias, I said, shall  remind me 
at  what  point  we left off. Did we not  agree  that  philosophy 
should  be  studied ? and  was not that  our  conclusion ? 

Yes, he replied. 
And  philosophy is the  acquisition ’of knowledge? 
Yes,  he  said. 
And  what knowledge ought  we  to  acquire? May we  not 

answer with absolute truth-A knowledge which will do us 
good ? 

288 made by you  not  quite a year ago. I am  inclined  to  think, how- retorts 

Certainly, he said. 
And  should we be  any  the  better if we went  about  having a 

VOL. 1. CJ 
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knowledge of the  places  where most gold  was  hidden in the 
earth ? 

Perhaps we  should;  he  said. 
But  have we not  already  proved, I said,  that  we  should be 

none  the  better off, even if without  trouble  and  digging  all 
the  gold which there  is  in  the  earth  were ours ? And if we 
knew  how  to  convert  stones  into gold, the  knowledge would 289 
be of no  value  to us, unless  we  also  knew  how  to  use  the 
gold ? Do you  not  remember? I said. 

I quite  remember,  he said. 
Nor would any  other  knowledge,  whether of  money- 

making, or of medicine, or of any  other  art which  knows only 
how  to  make  a  thing, and  not  to  use i t  when made, be of 
any good  to us. Am I not  right? 

H e  agreed. 
And if there  were  a  knowledge which  was able to make 

men  immortal, without  giving  them  the  knowledge of the  way 
to use  the immortality, neither would there be any  use in 
that, if  we may  argue from the  analogy of the  previous 
instances? 

To all this  he  agreed. 
Then, my dear boy, I said, the  knowledge which  we want 

True,  he  said. 
And our desire is not to  be  skilful lyfe-makers,  or  artists of 

that sort-far otherwise; for  with them  the  art which makes 
is one,  and  the  art which uses  is  another.  Although  they 
have to do with the  same,  they  are  divided : for the  art which 
makes  and  the  art which plays  on  the  lyre differ  widely  from 
one  another. Am I not right? 

is one  that  uses  as well as  makes? 

H e  agreed. 
And  clearly we do  not  want  the  art of the  flute-maker ; 

H e  assented. 
But  suppose, I said,  that we were to learn  the  art of making 

speeches-would that be the  art which  would make  us  happy? 
I should say, no, rejoined  Cleinias. 
And  why  should you say so ? I asked. 
I see, he  replied,  that  there  are  some  composers of speeches 

who  do not  know  how  to  use  the  speeches  which  they  make, 

this is only another of the  same  sort ? 
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just as the  makers of lyres do not  know how to  use  the  lyres ; Euthy(lt- 
and  also  some  who  are of themselves  unable  to compose 
speeches,  but  are  able  to  use  the  speeches  which  the  others ~~~~~ 

make  for  them ; and  this  proves  that  the  art of making 
speeches  is  not  the  same as the  art of using  them. 

Yes, I said ; and I take  your  words  to  be a sufficient proof The sophis. 
that  the  art of making  speeches  is  not  one which will make a :",::? 
man happy.  And  yet I did  think  that  the  art  which  we  have the  greater 
so long  been  seeking  might  be  discovered  in  that  direction; :;,:::it, 
for the  composers of speeches,  whenever I meet  them,  always 
appear  to  me  to  be  very  extraordinary  men,  Cleinias,  and 
their  art  is lofty and  divine,  and  no  wonder. For their  art is 

2 3 0  a part of the  great  art of enchantment,  and  hardly, if at all, 
inferior  to it : and  whereas  the  art of the  enchanter is a mode 
of  charming  snakes  and  spiders  and  scorpions,  and  other 
monsters  and  pests,  this  art of their's  acts  upon  dicasts  and 
ecclesiasts  and  bodies of men, for the  charming  and  pacifying 
of them. Do you agree  with  me ? 

Yes,  he  said, I think  that you are  quite  right. 
Whither  then  shall we go, I said,  and  to  what  art  shall we 

1 do not see  my  way,  he  said. 
But I think  that I do, I replied. 
And  what  is  your  notion ? asked  Cleinias. 
1 think  that  the  art of the  general is above  all  others  the 

one of which  the  possession is most  likely  to  make a man 

have  recourse ? 

happy. 
I do not  think so, he said. 
Why   no t?  I said. 
The  art of the  general  is  surely  an  art of hunting  mankind. 
What of that? I said. 
Why,  he said, no  art of hunting  extends  beyond  hunting Cleinias of 

and  capturing ; and  when  the  prey  is  taken  the  huntsman or 2c:r'ddc- 
fisherman  cannot  use it ; but  they  hand  it  over  to  the cook, dares that 
and  the  geometricians  and  astronomers  and  calculators (who irn::a, 
all  belong  to  the  hunting class, for  they do not  make  their is not the 
diagrams,  but  only find out that  which  was  previously  con- ~ ~ ~ , ~ ~ ~ t  

tained  in them)-they,. I say, not  being  able  to  use  but  only make men 
to  catch  their  prey,  hand  over  their  inventions to the dialecti- happy, 
cian to be  applied by  him, if they  have  any  sense in them. the h[,nts- 

cause,  hke 

Q *  
I 
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Eufhyde- Good, I said,  fairest and  wisest  Cleinias.  And is this 
111115. true ? 

CLElNlA§, 
SOCRATXS, Certainly,  he  said;  just  as  a  general  when  he  takes  a  city 
cRITO. or  a  camp  hands  over  his  new  acquisition  to  the  statesman, 
man, hecnn for  he  does  not  know  how  to  use  them  himself;  or  as  the 
Only lake quail-taker  transfers  the  quails  to  the  keeper  of  them.  If  we and not use 
the prey. are  looking  for  the  art  which  is  to  make us blessed,  and 

which is able  to  use  that  which  it  makes  or  takes,  the  art  of 
the  general is not  the  one,  and  some  other  must be found. 

Crito sus- Cri. And  do  you  mean,  Socrates,  that  the  youngster  said 
neither all  this ? pects  that 

Cleinias nor SOC. Are  you  incredulous,  Crito ? 
Ctesippus Cri. Indeed, I a m ;  for if he  did  say so, then  in  my 
thor of this opinion  he  needs  neither  Euthydemus  nor  any  one  else  to 
obsema- be his  instructor. 
tion. but 
some one SOC. Perhaps I may  have  forgotten,  and  Ctesippus  was  the 
far superior real  answerer. 
to either of 
them. Cri. Ctesippus ! nonsense. 291 

is the au- 

SOC. All  I  know is that I heard  these  words,  and  that  they 
were  not  spoken  either by Euthydemus  or  Dionysodorus. I 
dare  say,  my  good  Crito,  that  they  may  have  been  spoken by 
some  superior  person : that  I  heard  them I am  certain. 

Cri. Yes,  indeed,  Socrates, by some  one  a  good  deal 
superior,  as I should  be  disposed  to  think.  But  did  you 
carry  the  search  any  further,  and  did  you  find  the  art  which 
you  were  seeking? 

SOC. Find!  my  dear sir, no  indeed.  And  we  cut  a  poor 
figure ; we  were  like  children  after  larks,  always  on  the  point 
of catching  the  art,  which  was  always  getting  away  from us. 
But  why should I repeat  the  whole  story?  At  last  we  came 
to  the  kingly  art,  and  enquired  whether  that  gave  and  caused 
happiness,  and  then  we  got  into  a  labyrinth,  and  when  we 
thought  we  were  at  the  end,  came  out  again  at  the  beginning, 
having  still  to  seek  as  much  as  ever. 

Cri. How did  that  happen,  Socrates ? 
SOC. I will  tell you ; the  kingly  art  was  identified by us 

Cri. Well,  and  what  came of that ? 
SOC. T o  this  royal  or  political  art  all  the  arts,  including  the 

art  of  the  general,  seemed  to  render up the  supremacy,  that 

with  the political. 



Socrates  rehearses to A i m  the rest ojthe Urgwuettt. 2 2 9  

being the  only  one which  knew  how to  use what they Etlthyde- 
produce. Here obviously was  the  very  art which we were * w S '  

seeking-the art which is the  source of  good government, 
and which may be described, in the  language of  Aeschylus, Pursuing 
as  alone  sitting  at  the helm of the vessel of state,  piloting  and theenyLw, 
governing all  things, and  utilizing them. we found 

Cri. And  were you not  right,  Socrates ? 
SOC. You shall  judge, Crito, if you are  willing to hear  what political art 

followed ; for we resumed  the  enquiry,  and  a  question of this ~ n ~ y ~ ~ e  
sort was asked: Does the kingly  art, having  this  supreme whichknew 
authority,  do  anything for us ? To be sure,  was  the  answer. :p,W,:Et, 
And  would not you,  Crito, say  the  same? were to be 

Crz: Yes, I should. used. 
SOC. And  what would  you say  that  the  kingly  art  does? 

If  medicine were  supposed to have  supreme  authority  over 
the  subordinate  arts,  and I were to ask .you a  similar question 
about  that,  you  would say-it produces  health ? 

that the 
royal or 

Cvi. I should. 
SOG. And  what of your own art of husbandry,  supposing 

that to  have supreme  authority  over  the  subject arts-what 
1 5 2  does  that  do ? Does  it  not  supply us with the  fruits of the 

earth ? 
Cri. Yes. 
SOC. And  what  does  the  kingly  art  do  when invested  with Such an art 

supreme  power?  Perhaps you  may not be ready with an 25::; 
answer ? 

Cri Indeed .I am not, Socrates. 
SOC. No more  were we, Crito. But  at any  rate you  know useful of 

that if this is the  art which we were seeking,  it ought to be allthings. 
useful. part wis- should Im- 

Crt: Certainly. dom to uz. 
SOC. And  surely it sught to do us some good '? 

Cri. Certainly,  Socrates. 
SOC. And  Cleinias  and I had  arrived  at  the  conclusion  that 

Cri. Yes, that  was  what you were saying. 
SOC. All the  other  results of politics, and  they  are many, 

as for  example,  wealth,  freedom,  tranquillity, were  neither 
good nor evil  in themselves ; but the political  science ought 
to make us wise, and  impart knowledge to us, if that is 

useful, and, 
if wisdom 
is the most 

knowledge of some  kind is the  only  good. 
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Gufhyde- the  science  which is likely to do us good,  and  make us  

SocR*rns~ Cn'. Yes;  that  was  the  conclusion  at which you  had 
Cat.ro, 
E ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ , ~ .  arrived,  according  to  your  report of the  conversation. 

mtu. 
happy. 

hll'S. SOC. And  does  the  kingly  art  make  men  wise  and  good ? 
Cri. W h y  not, Socrates ? 
SOC. What, all  men, and in every  respect'?  and  teach  them 

all  the  arts,-carpentering,  and  cobbling,  and  the  rest of 
them ? 

Cri. I think  not,  Socrates. 

superior 
What isthis SOC. But  then  what  is  this  knowledge,  and  what  are we to 
knowledge) do with i t  ? For it  is  not  the  source  of  any  works  which  are 

neither  good  nor evil, and  gives  no  knowledge, but the  know- 
ledge of itself;  what  then  can it be, and  what  are we  to  do 
with it?  Shall  we  say,  Crito,  that i t  is the  knowledge by 
which we  are  to  make  other  men good? 

Crr: By all means. 
SOC. And  in  what will they be good  and useful ? Shall we 

repeat  that  they will make  others  good,  and  that  these  others 
will make  others  again,  without  ever  determining in what 
they  are  to be good ; for  we  have  put  aside  the  results of 
politics, as  they  are called. This is the old, old  song  over 
again ; and we are  just  as  far  as  ever, if not  farther, from the 
knowledge of the  art  or  science of happiness. 

Cn: Indeed,  Socrates,  you  do  appear  to  have  got  into  a 
great  perplexity. 

Socrates  in SOC. Thereupon,  Crito,  seeing  that  I  was  on  the  point  of 
tUmS shipwreck, I lifted up  my voice, and  earnestly  entreated  and 293 
the t\vO called  upon  the  strangers  to  save  me  and  the  youth  from  the 
Sophists for whirlpool  of  the  argument ; they  were  our  Castor  and  Pollux, 
an answer. 

I said,  and  they  should be serious,  and  show  us  in  sober 
earnest  what  that  knowledge  was  which would enable us  to 
pass  the  rest of our  lives  in  happiness. 

perplexity 

Cri. And  did  Euthydemus  show  you  this  knowledge ? 
Soc. Yes,  indeed;  he  proceeded  in  a  lofty  strain to the 

following  effect : Would  you  rather,  Socrates,  said  he,  that I 
should  show  you  this  knowledge  about  which  you  have  been 
doubting,  or  shall  I  prove  that  you  already  have  it? 

What, 1 said, are  you  blessed with such  a  power  as  this ? 
Indeed I am. 
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Then I would  much rather  that  you  should  prove  me  to Euthylfe- 
have  such  a  knowledge ; at  my  time of life that will be  more 
agreeable  than  having  to  learn. SOCRATES, 

Then tell me, he  said, do you know anything ? 
Yes, I said, I know many  things,  but  not  anything  ofmuch Dr?'SoW- 

EtiTHYDE- 
MUS, 

importance. 
That will do, he  said : And would you admit  that  anything 

is  what it  is, and  at  the  same  time  is  not  what it is? 
Certainly  not. 
And  did  you  not  say  that  you knew something? 
I did. 
If you know, you are knowing. 
Certainly, of the  knowledge  which I have. 

Socrates 
admits  that 
he knows 
something 
and  does 

other 
not know 

things. 

That  makes no difference  ;-and  must you not, if you are 

Certainly  not, I said, for  there  are  many  other  things which 

And if you do not know, you  are  not  knowing. . 
Yes,  friend, of that  which I do not know. 
Still  you  are  not  knowing,  and you said  just now that  you But if so. 

were knowing ; and  therefore  you  are  and  are  not  at  the  same ~ $ ~ s s  

time, and  in  reference  to  the  same  things. not know 
A pretty  clatter, as men say, Euthydemus,  this of yours ! :r:: 

and will you explain how I possess  that  knowledge  for which 
we were  seeking? Do you mean  to  say  that  the  same  thing 
cannot  be  and  also  not b e ;  and  therefore,  since I know 
one  thing,  that I know all, for I cannot  be  knowing  and 
not  knowing  at  the  same time, and if I know  all  things, then 
I must  have  the knowledge  for which we are seeking-May 
I assume  this  to  be  your  ingenious  notion ? 

Out of your own mouth,  Socrates, you are convicted,  he 
said. 

Well, but, Euthydemus, I said, has  that  never  happened  to 
you ? for if I am only  in  the  same  case with you and  our 
beloved  Dionysodorus, I cannot  complain. Tell me, then, 
you two, do you not know some  things,  and  not know 
others ? 

knowing,  know  all  things ? 

I do  not know. 

Certainly not, Socrates,  said  Dionysodorus. 
What  do you  mean, I said ; do you  know nothing? 
Nay, he  replied, wc do know something. 
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Euthydt- 'Then, I said,  you  know  all  things, if you  know  anything? 294 

Socurw, of  us. 

muc. Yes,  all  things,  he  said;  and  that  is as true of you  as 

DIONVWDO. 

CrEslPeus. 

But this is 

RUS, 0, indeed, I said,  what  a  wonderful  thing,  and  what  a 
great  blessing!  And  do  all  other  men  know  all  things  or 

impossible nothing? 
and there- Certainly,  he  replied;  they  cannot  know  some  things,  and z:$,h:e not  know  others,  and  be  at  the  same  time  knowing  and  not 
knows all knowing. 
things. Then what is the  inference ? I said. 

They all know  all  things,  he  replied, if they  know  one 
thing. 

0 heavens,  Dionysodorus, I said, I see  now  that  you  are  in 
earnest;  hardly  have I got  you  to  that  point.  And  do  you 
really  and  truly  know  all  things,  including  carpentering  and 
leather-cutting ? 

Certainly,  he  said. 
And  do  you  know  stitching ? 
Yes, by the  gods,  we do, and  cobbling, too. 
And  do  you  know  things  such  as  the  numbers of the  stars 

Certainly;  did  you  think  we  should  say No to  that? 
and of the  sand ? 

Ctesippus By  Zeus,  said  Ctesippus,  interrupting, I only wish that  you 
requires a 
proofof would  give  me  some  proof  which  would  enable  me  to  know 
their uni- whether  you  speak  truly. 

They shall will you tell me  how  many  teeth  Euthydemus  has?  and 

one an- Will  you  not  take  our  word  that  we  know  all  things ? 
number of 

other's 
teeth, and 

Ceitainly not, said  Ctesippus : you  must  further tell us  this 
hewill one  thing,  and  then  we  shall  know  that you are  speaking  the 
count them. truth ; if you  tell us the  number,  and  we  count  them,  and  you 

are  found  to  be  right,  we will believe  the  rest.  They  fancied 
that  Ctesippus  was  making  game of them,  and  they  refused, 
and  they would only  say,  in  answer  to  each of his  questions, 
that  they  knew  all  things.  For  at  last  Ctesippus  began  to 
throw off all restraint;  no  question  in fact was too  bad for 
him ; he  would  ask  them if they  knew  the  foulest  things,  and 
they,  like wild boars,  came  rushing  on  his blows, and fear- 
lessly  replied  that  they  did. At  last,  Crito, I too  was  carricd 

versa1 
knowledge. What proof  shall I give you?  he said. 

him  the Euthydemus  shall  tell  how  many  teeth  you have. 
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away by my  incredulity, and  asked  Euthydenlus  whether 
Dionysodorus  could  dance. tnw. 

Certainly, he replied. SOCRATeS, 

And  can  he  vault  among  swords,  and  turn  upon a wheel, RVS. 

H e  can do  anything,  he  said. 
And  did  you  always know this ? 
Always, he said. 
When you were  children,  and  at  your  birth ? 

This  we could  not believe. And  Euthydemus  said : Y O U  

are incredulous,  Socrates. 
Yes, I said, and I might  well  be  incredulous, if I did  not 

know you  to  be  wise  men. 
But if you  will  answer,  he  said, I will make you  confess 

to  similar  marvels. 
Well, I said, there  is  nothing  that I should  like  better  than Socrates 

to  be self-convicted of this,  for if I am  really a wise  man, ~~~s~~ 

which I never knew before, and  you will prove  to  me  that convicted 

I know and  have  always known all  things,  nothing  in  life Of wisdom. 
would be a greater  gain  to me. 

Dlowsom- 

EUTHYDE- at  his  age ? has  he  got  to  such a height of skill as  that ? MUS. 

295 They both  said  that  they did. 

Answer  then,  he  said. 
Ask, I said, and I will answer. 
Do you know something,  Socrates,  or  nothing ? 
Something, I said. 
And  do  you know with what you know, or with something 

else ? 
With  what I know;  and I suppose  that you mean with my 

soul ? 
Are you not  ashamed,  Socrates, of asking a question  when 

you  are  asked  one ? 
Well, I said ; but then  what  am I to  do ? for I will do 

whatever  you  bid;  when I do not know what  you  are 
asking,  you tell me to answer  nevertheless,  and  not to ask 
again. 

Why,  you  surely  have  some  notion of my  meaning,  he 
said. 

Yes, I replied. 
Well,  then,  answer  according  to  ‘your  notion  of my 

meaning. 
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Yes, I said ; but if the  question which you  ask  in  one  sense 
is understood  and  answered by me  in  another, will that  please 
you-if I answer  what  is  not  to  the  point? 

That will please  me  very  well;  but will not  please  you 
equally well, as I imagine. 

I certainly will not  answer  unless I understand you, I said. 
You will not  answer,  he  said,  according  to  your  view of the 

meaning,  because you will be  prating,  and  are  an  ancient. 
Now I saw  that  he was getting  angry with me  for  drawing 

distinctions,  when  he  wanted  to  catch  me  in  his  springes of 
words. And I remembered  that  Connus was always  angry with 
me when I opposed him, and  then  he  neglected me, because 
he  thought  that I was  stupid;  and  as I was  intending  to go 
to  Euthydemus  as a pupil, I reflected  that I had  better  let him 
have  his way, as  he  might  think  me  a  blockhead,  and  refuse 
to take me. So I said : You  are  a  far  better  dialectician  than 
myself, Euthydemus,  for I have  never  made  a  profession of 
the  art,  and  therefore  do as you say ; ask  your  questions  once 
more,  and I will answer. 

Answer  then,  he said, again,  whether  you  know  what  you 
know  with something, or with  nothing. 

Yes, I said;  I know  with my soul. 
The man will answer  more  than  the  question ; for I did  not 296 

ask  you,  he  said, with what  you  know,  but  whether  you know 
with something. 

Again I replied, Through  ignorance I have  answered too 
much,  but I hope  that  you will forgive me. And  now I will 
answer  simply  that I always  know  what I know with some- 
thing. 

And is that  something,  he  rejoined,  always  the  same,  or 
sometimes  one  thing,  and  sometimes  another  thing? 

Always, I replied,  when I know, I know  with  this. 
Will you  not  cease  adding to your  answers? 
My fear is that  this  word  ‘always’  may  get us into 

Y o u ,  perhaps,  but  certainly  not us. And now answer: 

Always ; since I am required  to  withdraw  the  words  ‘when 

You a1waJ.s know with this, or, always  knowing, do you 

trouble. 

Do you  always  know  with  this ? 

I know.’ 

Socrates 
ui l l  not 
quarrel 
with the 
two so- 

he desires 
phists ; for 

their pupil. 
lo become 
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know some  things  with  this,  and  some  things with something Guthpfe- 
else, or  do you  know  all  things  with  this ? 

All  that I know, I replied, I know  with  this. SOCRATES, 

There again,  Socrates,  he  said,  the  addition is superfluous. M U S ,  

Well,  then, I said, I will take away the  words  'that I Df:? 

Nay,  take  nothing  away ; I desire  no  favours of you ; but compelled 

mus. 

EUTHYDE- 

know.' 

let  me  ask : Would  you  be  able  to know  all  things, if you  did &:dL:it 
not  know all  things ? always 

Socrates is 

Quite impossible. 
And now, he said,  you  may  add on whatever you like, for the same 

you  confess  that  you know  all things. thing. 
I suppose  that  is  true, I said, if my qualification implied 

in  the  words  'that I know ' is  not allowed to  stand ; and so I 
do  know  all  things. 

And  have you  not admitted  that you always  know  all  things 
with  that which  you know, whether  you  make  the  addition of 
'when  you know them'  or  not? for you have acknowledged 
that you have  always  and  at  once  known  all  things,  that  is  to 
say,  when you were a child,  and at  your  birth,  and  when you 
were  growing up, and  before  you  were  born,  and  before  the 
heaven  and  earth  existed, you  knew  all  things, if you  always 
know them ; and I swear  that  you  shall  always  continue  to 
know all  things, if I am of the mind to  make you. 

But I hope  that  you will be of that  mind,  reverend  Euthy- 
demus, I said, if you are really  speaking  the  truth,  and  yet 
I a little  doubt  your  power to make good your  words  unless 
you have  the  help of your  brother  Dionysodorus;  then  you 
may do it. Tell  me now, both of you, for  although  in  the 
main I cannot  doubt  that I really do know  all  things,  when I 
am told so by  men of your  prodigious wisdom-how can I 
say  that I know  such  things,  Euthydemus,  as  that  the good 
are  unjust; come, do I know that  or  not ? 

knows all 
things with 

Certainly, you know  that. 
What  do I know? 
'That the good are  not  unjust. 

297 Quite  true, I said;  and  that I have  always known; but the BUI hedoes 
question is, where  did I learn  that  the  good  are  unjust? not know 

Nowhere, said  Dionysodorus. good are 
'I'hen, I said, I do not  know  this. unjust : 

that the 

therefore. 



Euflyd" 
mus. 

SOCRATW, 
EUTHYDK. 

DIONYSOODO. 
MUS, 

there  are 
some things 
which he 
does not 
know. 
Dionyso- 
doms re- 
proved.  by 
his brother 
Sophist. 

RUS. 

You are  ruining  the  argument,  said  Euthydemus  to  Diony. 
sodorus ; he will be  proved  not  to know, and  then  after  all  he 
will  be knowing  and  not  knowing  at  the  same time. 

Dionysodorus  blushed. 
I turned  to  the  other,  and  said,  What  do  you  think,  Euthy- 

demus?  Does  not  your  omniscient  brother  appear  to  you  to 
have  made a mistake ? 

What,  replied  Dionysodorus  in  a  moment;  am  I  the 
brother of Euthydemus ? 

Thereupon I  said,  Please  not  to  interrupt,  my  good  friend, 
or  prevent  Euthydemus  from  proving  to  me  that I know  the 
good to be  unjust ; such  a  lesson  you  might  at  least  allow  me 
to  learn. 

You are  running away, Socrates,  said  Dionysodorus,  and 

Socrates No wonder, I said,  for  I  am  not  a  match  for  one of you, and 
against the a fortiori I must  run  away  from two. I am  no  Heracles ; and 
pair any even  Heracles  could  not  fight  against  the  Hydra,  who  was  a 
more than she-Sophist,  and  had  the wit to  shoot  up  many  new  heads 
against  the when  one of them  was  cut off; especially  when  he  saw  a 
Hydra. second  monster of a sea-crab,  who  was  also  a  Sophist,  and 

appeared  to  have  newly  arrived from a  sea-voyage,  bear- 
ing  down  upon  him from the left, opening  his  mouth  and 
biting. When  the  monster  was  growing  troublesome  he 
called  Iolaus,  his  nephew,  to  his  help,  who  ably  succoured 
him ; but if my  Iolaus,  who  is  my  brother  Patrocles  [the 
statuary1  were  to come, he  would  only  make  a bad business 
worse. 

And  now  that  you  have  delivered  yourself of this  strain, 
said  Dionysodorus, will you  inform  me  whether  Iolaus  was 
the  nephew of Heracles  any  more  than  he is yours? 

I suppose  that I  had  best  answer you, Dionysodorus,  I 
said, for you will insist  on  asking-that  I  pretty well know- 
out of envy,  in  order  to  prevent  me from learning  the  wisdom 
of Euthydemus. 

refusing  to  answer. 

cannot  fight 

Heracles 

Then  answer me, he  said. 
Disputes . Well  then, I said, I can  only  reply  that  Iolaus  was  not  my 
about  the 
words nephew  at all, but  the  nephew  of  Heracles ; and  his  father 
nepheb, was  not my brother  Patrocles,  but  Iphicles,  who  has  a  name 
father, as rather  like his, and  was  the  brother of Heracles. brother, or 
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And is Patrocles,  he  said,  your  brother? Euthydc- 
Yes, I said, he  is my half-brother,  the son  of my mother, 

Then  he is and  is  not  your  brother. 
Not  by the  same  father,  my good  man, I said, for  Chaere- 

And was Sophroniscus  a  father,  and  Chaeredemus also ? they  are 
Yes, I said ; the  former  was my father, and  the  latter his. absolute or 

taken in an 

298 Then,  he said,  Chaeredemus is not  a  father. in a relative 
H e  is not  my  father, I said. 
But can a  father  he  other  than a father?  or  are you the 

I certainly  do not think  that I am a  stone, I said,  though I 

but not of my  father. SOCRATEs, 
DlONuSODO- 
nus, 

demus  was  his  father,  and  mine  was  Sophroniscus. CTESLPPLIS. 

sense. 

same  as  a  stone ? 

am  afraid  that  you  may  prove  me  to  he  one. 
' Are you not  other  than  a  stone ? 

I am. 
And  being  other  than  a  stone, you are not a  stone ; and 

Very true. 
And so Chaeredemus,  he  said,  being  other  than  a  father, 

is  not  a  father ? 
I suppose  that  he is not  a  father, I replied. 
For if, said Euthydemus,  taking up the  argument,  Chaere- 

demus is a  father,  then  Sophroniscus, being other  than  a 
father, is not  a  father;  and you, Socrates,  are without a 
father. 

Ctesippus,  here  taking  up  the  argument,  said : And is not 
your  father in the,same case,  for he is other  than my father? 

Assuredly not, said  Euthydemus. 
Then  he is the  same ? 
H e  is  the  same. 
I cannot  say  that I like  the  connection ; but is he  only The father 

being  other  than gold, you are  not gold ? 

my father,  Euthydemus, or is he  the  father of all other ~~~~~~ 

men ? declared 
Of all other men, he  replied. Do you suppose  the  same to be 

person to be a  father  and  not  'a  father? 
Certainly, 1-did so imagine, said  Ctesippus. 
And do you suppose  that gold is not  gold, or  that  a  man is all animals. 

They  are not ' inpnri  ntnfwin,' Euthydemus,  said  Ctesippus, 

father of 
all, and not 
only of all 
men,  but of 

not  a  man ? 
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Etdhph. and you had  better  take  care,  for it is monstrous  to  suppose 

tllUS. that  your  father is the  father  of all. 
E u r H ~ n E -  But  he is, he  replied. 
CTESIPPL-S, What,  of  men  only,  said  Ctesippus,  or  of  horses  and of all 

MUS, 

Dromsono. 
nL.s. other  animals ? 

Of all, he  said. 
And  your  mother, too, is the  mother of a l l?  
Yes,  our  mother  too. 
Yes;  and  your  mother  has  a  progeny of sea-urchins  then ? 
Yes;  and  yours,  he  said. 
And  gudgeons  and  puppies  and  pigs  are  your  brothers? 
And  yours too. 
And  your  papa is a dog ? 
And so is yours,  he  said. 

Proceeding If you  will answer my questions,  said  Dionysodorus, I will 
line ofRr-  soon extract  the  same  admissions from you,  Ctesippus. YOU 
gument, say  that  you  have a dog. 
rl,s dt.c,ares Yes,  a villain of a  one,  said  Ctesippus. 
that dog And he has  puppies ? 
who has Yes,  and  they  are  very  like himself. 
a fatiler, And  the  dog  is  the  father of them ? 
and  that Yes, he said,  I  certainly saw him and  the  mother of the 
his dog puppies  come  together. 
heats his And is he  not  yours ? 

in the  same 

Dionysodo- 

puppies i s  

n ho beats 

own father. To be sure  he is. 
Then  he is a father,  and  he is yours;  ergo,  he is your 

father, and  the  puppies  are  your  brothers. 
Let  me  ask you one  little  question  more,  said  Dionysodorus, 

quickly  interposing, in order  that  Ctesippus  might  not  get in 
his  word : You  beat  this  dog ? 

Ctesippus  said,  laughing,  Indeed  I do;   and I only wish 
that I could  beat  you  instead of him. 

Then you  beat  your  father,  he  said. 299 
I should  have  far  more  reason  to  beat  yours,  said  Ctesippus ; 

what  could  he  have  been  thinking of when  he  begat  such 
wise  sons ? much  good  has  this  father of you  and  your 
brethren  the  puppies  got out of this  wisdom of yours. 

But  neither  he  nor  you,  Ctesippus,  have  any  need of much 
good. 

And  have you no need,  Euthydemus?  he  said. 
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Neither I nor  any  other  man ; for  tell  me  now,  Ctesippus, Ergthyu’e- 
if  you  think  it  good  or evil for  a  man  who is sick to  drink ‘nus’ 

medicine  when  he  wants it;  or  to  go  to  war  armed  rather E,z:z 
than  unarmed. M U S .  

Good, I say.  And  yet I know  that I. am  going  to  be 
caught  in  one of your  charming  puzzles. 

That,  he  replied,  you will discover, if you  answer ; since when n 

you admit  medicine to  be good  for  a  man to drink,  when good, ~ o , ~  

wanted,  must it not  be  good  for him to  drink  as  much  as cannot 
possible;  when  he  takes  his medicine, a cartload of hellebore cart l it, 
will not  be too much for  him ? 

if he  who  drinks  is  as big as  the  statue of Delphi. 

ought  to  have  as  many  spears  and  shields  as  possible ? 

that  he  ought to have  one  shield  only,  and  one  spear? 

thing is 

Ctesippus  said : Quite so, Euthydemus,  that is to sag, 

And seeing  that in  war  to  have  arms is  a  good  thing,  he 

Very true; said  Ctesippus ; and  do you think,  Euthydemus, 

I do. 
And  would  you  arm  Geryon  and  Briareus in  that  way ? 

Considering  that you and  your  companion fight i n  armour, 
I thought  that  you would have  known  better. . , . Here 
Euthydemus  held  his  peace,  but  Dionysodorus  returned  to 
the  previous  answer of Ctesippus  and  said :- 

Do  you  not  think  that  the  possession of gold is a good 
thing ? 

Yes,  said  Ctesippus,  and  the  more  the  better. 
And  to  have  money  everywhere  and  always is a  good ? 
Certainly,  a  great good, he  said. 
And you admit  gold  to be a  good ? 
Certainly,  he  replied. 
And  ought  not  a  man  then  to  have  gold  everywhere  and 

always,  and  as  much  as  possible  in  himself,  and  may  he  not 
be deemed  the hapDiest of men  who  has  three  talents of gold 
in his belly, and  a  talent in his  pate,  and  a  stater of gold in 
either  eye? 

Yes, Euthydemus,  said  Ctesippus ; and  the  Scythians 
reckon  those  who  have  gold  in  their own skulls to  be  the 
happiest  and  bravest of men  (that  is  only  another  instance of 
your  manner of speaking  about  the  dog  and  father),  and  what 
is still  more  extraordinary,  they  drink  out of their  own skulls 
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Euthydc- 
mus. 

EUTHYDE- 

CTFslPSUS, 
MUS, 

Drowsow. 
RUE. 

You see 
that which 
has the 

vision ; you 
quality of 

garments ; 
see our 

therefore 
they  have 
the quality 
of vision. 

More puczles of the Sophists, 

gilt, and  see  the  inside of them,  and hold their own head in 
their  hands. 

quality of vision, or that which has  not?  said  Euthydemus. 
And  do  the  Scythians  and  others  see  that which has  the 300 

That which has  the  quality of vision  clearly. 
And you also  see  that which has  the  quality of vision ? he 

Yes, I do. 
Then  do you see  our  garments? 
Yes. 
Then  our  garments  have  the  quality of vision. 
They can see  to  any  extent,  said  Ctesippus. 
What  can they see ? 
Nothing ; but you, my sweet man,  may perhaps  imagine 

that  they  do  not  see;  and  certainly,  Euthydemus, you do 
seem  to me to  have  been caught  napping  when you were  not 
asleep,  and  that if it be possible to  speak  and  say  nothing- 
you are  doing so. 

And  may  there not  be a  silence of the  speaker?  said 
Dionysodorus. 

Impossible,  said Ctesippus. 
Or a  speaking of the silent ? 

said. 

utyQv.ra Afyrw, ‘the  speaking of the silent,’ the silent  denoting  either the 
Kote:  the ambiguity of 8uva7h dpiru, things visible and  able  to see,’ 

speaker or the subject of the  speech,  cannot be perfectly  rendered in English. 
Compare Aristot.  Soph. Elenchi, c. iv. (Poste’s translation, p. 9; :- 

‘ Of ambignous  propositions  the  following  are  instances :- 
‘ I bope  that yon the  enemy  may  slay. 

known is here afirmed  to know. 
‘Whom one  knows, he knows. Either  the person knowing or  the  person 

‘ \!‘bat one sees, that one sees : one  sees a pillar : ergo, that one pillar sees. 
’ ‘What you are holding, that you are: you are  holding  a stone:  ergo, a 

stone you are. 
‘Is a speaking of the  silent possible? (‘ The  silent” denotes either  the 

speaker or the  subject of speech. 
‘There  are  three kinds of ambiguity of term or proposition. The first is 

second when  one is  improper  but  customary;  the  third when the  ambiguity 
when there  is  an  equal linguistic  propriety in  several interpretations;  the 

arises in the combination of elements that  are in  themselves onambignous, 
as in “ knowing  letters.” ‘‘ Knowing ” and (‘ letters”  are  perhaps separately 
unambipous,  but  in combination may  jmply either that  the letters are known, 
or  that  they themselves  have  knowledge. Such  are  the modes in  which propo- 
sitions  and terms may be ambiguous.’ 
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That  is  still  more  impossible,  he  said. Euthyde- 
But  when  you  speak of stones, wood, iron  bars, do you  not 

speak of the  silent ? 
Not  when I pass  a  smithy;  for  then  the  iron  bars  make  a EUTWDE- 

tremendous  noise  and  outcry if they  are  touched: so that D,:zsoW. 
here  your  wisdom  is  strangely  mistaken ; please,  however,  to 
tell me  how  you  can be silent  when  speaking (I thought  that * similar 

Ctesippus  was  put  upon  his  mettle  because  Cleinias  was double em- 

present). 
When  you  are silent,  said  Euthydemus, is there  not  a 

silence of all  things ? 
Yes,  he  said. 
But if speaking  things  are  included  in all  things,  then  the Thespeak- 

er  may k 

What,  said  Ctesippus ; then  all  things  are  not  silent ? 
silent or 
may speak, 

Certainly not, said  Euthydemus. or both. 

‘Then,  my good  friend, do they all speak ? 
Yes ; those whicB speak. 
Nay,  said  Ctesippus,  but  the  question  which I ask is 

whether  all  things  are  silent  or  speak ? 
Neither  and  both,  said  Dionysodorus,  quickly  interposing ; 

I am  sure  that  you will be ‘ non-plussed ’ at  that  answer. 
Here  Ctesippus,  as  his  manner  was,  burst  into  a  roar  of 

laughter;  he said, That  brother of yours,  Euthydemus,  has 
got  into  a  dilemma; all is over  with him. This  delighted 
Cleinias,  whose  laughter  made  Ctesippus  ten  times  as 
uproarious; but I cannot  help  thinking  that  the  rogue  must 
have  picked  up  this  answer from them ; for  there  has  been no 
wisdom  like  theirs  in  our  time. Why  do  you  laugh,  Cleinias, 
I said,  at  such  solemn  and  beautiful  things ? 

Why,  Socrates,  said  Dionysodorus,  did you ever  see a 
beautiful  thing ? 

Yes,  Dionysodorus, I replied, I have  seen  many. 

SOCRATES, 
CTESIPPUS, 

speaking  are  silent. 

301 Were  they  other  than  the  beautiful,  or  the  same  as  the The* 
beautiful ? phist lightly 

Now I was  in  a  great  quandary  at  having  to  answer  this upon  the 
touches 

question,  and I thought  that I was  rightly  served for having i T 2  Of 

opened my  mouth  at  all: I said  however, They  are  not  the 
same  as  absolute  beauty,  but  they  have  beauty  present  with 
each of them. 

V O L  .I.  K 
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And  are  you  an ox because  an ox is present  with you, or  

are  you  Dionysodorus,  because  Dionysodorus  is  present  with 
you ? 

God forbid, I replied. 
But how, he said,  by  reason of one  thing  being  present 

Is that  your  difficulty? I said. F o r  I was  beginning  to 

Of course,  he  replied, I and all the  world  are in a difficulty 

with another, will one  thing  be  another? 

imitate  their skill, on  which  my  heart  was  set. 

about  the  non-existent. 

honourable  honourable  and  the  base  base ? 
What  do  you  mean,  Dionysodorus ? I said. Is not  the 

That,  he said, is as I please. 
And  do  you  please ? 
Yes,  he  said. 

Fresh And you  will admit  that  the  same  is  the  same,  and  the 
quibbles. other  other; for surely  the  other is not  the  same ; I should 

imagine  that  even  a  child will hardly  deny  the  other  to  be 
other.  But I think,  Dionysodorus,  that  you  must  have 
intentionally  missed  the  last  question ; for in  general you 
and  your  brother  seem  to  me  to  be  good  workmen in your 
own  department,  and  to  do  the  dialectician’s  business  excel- 
lently well. 

What,  said  he, is the  business  of  a  good  workman?  tell 
me, in  the  first  place,  whose  business is hammering? 

The smith’s. 
And  whose  the  making of pots ? 
The  potter’s. 
And  who  has  to kill and  skin  and  mince  and boil and  roast ? 
T h e  cook, I said. 
And if a  man  does  his  business  he does rightly? 
Certainly. 
And  the  business of the cook is to  cut  up  and  skin;  you 

Yes, I have  admitted  that, but you must  not be  too hard 
upon me. 

Then if some  one  were  to kill,  mince, boil, roast  the cook, 
he  would  do  his  business,  and if he  were  to  hammer  the 
smith,  and  make  a  pot of the  potter,  he  would  do  their 
business. 

have  admitted  that? 
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Poseidon, I said,  this is the  crown of  wisdom ; can I ever ~uthy&- 

And would you be able,  Socrates,  to  recognize  this  wisdom :y:tk 

Certainly, I said, if you will allow me. 
What,  he  said,  do  you  think  that  you  know  what is your 

Yes, I do, subject to your  correction; for you  are  the 

Is not  that  which  you  would  deem  your own, he said, that That which 

hope  to  have  such  wisdom of my  own ? 

when  it  has  become  your  own ? 531's. 

VZUJ. 

own ? 

bottom, and  Euthydemus is the  top, of all  my wisdom. 

which you  have  in  your  own  power,  and  which  you  are  able 

would you  not  think  that  which  you  could  sell  and  give  and ox 

sacrifice  to any god  whom  you  pleased,  to be your own, and or sheep 
that  which  you  could  not  give or sell or sacrifice  you would ~~~~~ 

think  not to be in your own power? 
Yes, I said  (for I was  certain  that  something  good would 

come out of the  questions,  which I was  impatient to hear) ; 
yes,  such  things,  and  such  things  only  are  mine. 

Yes, he  said,  and  you would mean by animals  living 
beings ? 

Yes, I said. 
You  agree  then,  that  those  animals  only  are  yours with 

which you have  the  power  to  do all these  things which I was 
just  naming? 

I agree. 
Then,  after  a  pause, in which  he  seemed  to be  lost  in the 

contemplation of something  great,  he  said : Tell me, Socrates, 
have  you  an  ancestral  Zeus?  Here,  anticipating  the final 
move, like  a  person  caught in a net, who  gives  a  desperate 
twist that  he  may  get  away, I said:  No, Dionysodorus,  1 
have  not. 

What  a miserable  man you must be then,  he  said;  you 
are  not  an  Athenian  at  all if you have  no  ancestral  gods  or 
temples, or  any  other  mark of gentility. 

Nay,  Dionysodorus, I said,  do  not be rough ; good  words, 
if  you please ; in  the  way of religion I have  altars  and 
temples,  domestic  and  ancestral,  and  all  that  other  Athenians 
have. 

And  have  not  nther  Athenians,  he  said, an ancestral  Zeus? 

302 to use  as  you  would  desire, for example,  an ox or  a  sheep- g' w e  away 

I< 2 
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animals : 
Gods are 

admitted 
and if it is 

that ani- 
mals may 
he sold, 
then the 
gods may 
k sold. 

The c h i ? g  scepze. 

That name, I said, is not  to  be  found  among  the  Ionians, 
whether  colonists  or  citizens of Athens ; an  ancestral  Apollo 
there is, who  is  the  father of Ion,  and  a family Zeus,  and  a 
Zeus  guardian of the  phratry,  and  an  Athene  guardian  of 
the  phratry.  But  the  name of ancestral  Zeus is unknown 
to  us. 

No matter,  said  Dionysodorus, for you admit  that you h a w  

Certainly, I said. 
And  they  are  your  gods,  he  said. 
Yes, I said,  my  lords  and  ancestors. 
At any  rate  they  are  yours,  he  said,  did you not  admit 

I did, I said ; what is going  to  happen  to  me ? 
And  are  not  these  gods  animals? for  you admit  that all 

things which have life are  animals ; and  have  not  these  gods 
life ? 

Apollo, Zeus,  and  Athene. 

that ? 

They have life, I said. 
Then  are  they  not  animals ? 
They  are  animals, I said. 
And you admitted  that of animals  those  are  yours which 

you  could  give away  or  sell  or offer  in  sacrifice, as you 
pleased ? 

I did  admit  that,  Euthydemus,  and I have no way of escape. 
Well  then,  said  he, if you admit  that  Zeus  and  the  other 303 

gods  are  yours, can you  sell  them  or  give them away or  do 
what you will  with them,  as you  would  with other  animals ? 

At this  I  was  quite  struck  dumb,  Crito,  and  lay  prostrate. 
Ctesippus  came to the  rescue. 

Bravo,  Heracles,  brave  words,  said  he. 
Bravo  Heracles,  or is Heracles  a  Bravo ? said  Dionyso- 

dorus. 
Poseidon,  said  Ctesippus,  what awful distinctions.  I will 

have no more of them ; the  pair  are  invincible. 
'Then, my dear  Crito,  there  was  universal  applause of the 

speakers  and  their  words,  and  what with laughing  and 
clapping of hands  and  rejoicings  the two men  were  quite 
overpowered; for hitherto  their  partisans only had  cheered 
at  each successive hit,  but now  the  whole  company  shouted 
with delight until the  columns of the  Lyceum  returned  the 
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Sound, seeming  to  sympathize  in  their  joy. To such  a ~~, th , , , t~-  
pitch was I affected  myself, that I made  a  speech, in  which I NLt(x.  

acknowledged  that I had  never  seen  the  like of their  wisdom ; ~ ? ~ r E s ~  

I was  their  devoted  servant,  and fell to praising  and  admiring 
of  them.  What  marvellous  dexterity of  wit, I said,  enabled 
you  to  acquire  this  great  perfection  in  such  a  short  time? 
There  is much, indeed,  to  admire  in  your  words,  Euthydemus 
and  Dionysodorus,  but  there  is  nothing  that I admire  more 
than  your  magnanimous  disregard  of  any  opinion-whether 
of the  many, o r  of the  grave  and  reverend  seigniors-you 
regard  only  those  who  are  like  yourselves.  And I do  verily 
believe  that  there  are few who  are  like  you,  and  who  would 
approve of such  arguments ; the  majority of mankind  are so 
ignorant  of  their  value,  that  they  would be more  ashamed of 
employing  them  in  the  refutation of others  than of being 
refuted by them. I must  further  express my  approval of 
your  kind  and  public-spirited  denial of  all  differences, 
whether of good  and evil, white  or  black,  or  any  other;  the 
result of which  is  that,  as  you  say,  every  mouth  is  sewn  up, 
not  excepting  your own, which  graciously follows the  example 
of others;  and  thus  all  ground of offence is taken  away. 
But  what  appears  to  me  to  be  more  than  all is, that  this  art 
and  invention of yours  has  been so admirably  contrived by 
you, that in a  very  short  time  it  can  be  imparted  to  any  one. 

304 I observed  that  Ctesippus  learned  to  imitate  you in no  time. 
Now  this  quickness of attainment  is  an  excellent  thing ; but 
at  the  same  time .I would  advise  you  not  to  have  any  more 
public  entertainments ; there is a  danger  that  men  may  under- 
value  an  art  which  they  have so easy  an  opportunity  of 
acquiring;  the  exhibition would be  best of all, if the  discussion 
were  confined  to  your two selves ; but  if there  must be an 
audience,  let  him  only be present  who is willing  to  pay a 
handsome  fee ;-you should  be  careful of this ;-and if you 
are wise, you will also bid your  disciples  discourse  with  no 
man  but you and  themselves.  For  only  what  is  rare  is 
valuable ; and  ‘water,’  which,  as  Pindar  says,  is  the  ‘best  of 
all  things,’  is  also  the  cheapest.  And  now I have  only  to 
request  that  you will receive  Cleinias  and  me  among  your 
pupils. 

Such  was  the  discussion,  Crito;  and  after  a few more 
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?‘he opiniotl entertaineu’ of the Sophisfs 

words  had  passed  between us we  went  away. I hope  that 
you will  come to  them with  me, since  they  say  that  they  are 
able  to  teach  any  one  who will give  them  money;  no  age  or 
want of capacity  is  an  impediment.  And I must  repeat  one 
thing which they  said,  for  your  especial  benefit,--that  the 
learning of their  art  did  not  at all interfere with the  business 
of money-making. 

Cvi. Truly,  Socrates,  though I am  curious  and  ready to 
learn,  yet I fear  that I am  not  like-minded with Euthydemus, 
but  one of the  other  sort, who, as  you  were  saying,  would 
rather be refuted by such  arguments  than  use  them in 
refutation of others.  And  though I may  appear  ridiculous in 
venturing  to  advise you, I think  that  you  may  as well hear 
what  was  said  to  me by a  man of very  considerable pre- 
tensions-he  was  a  professor of legal  oratory-who  came 
away from you  while I was  walking up and  down.  ‘Crito,’ 
said  he  to me, ‘are  you  giving  no  attention  to  these  wise 
men ? ’ ‘ No, indeed,’ I said  to him ; ‘ I could  not  get  within 
hearing of them-there  was  such  a crowd.’ ‘ You would 
have  heard  something  worth  hearing if you had.’ ‘What  
was  that? ’ I said. ‘ You would  have  heard  the  greatest 
masters of the  art of rhetoric  discoursing.’  ‘And  what  did 
you  think of them ? ’ I said. ‘Wha t  did I think of them ? ’ 
he  said  :--‘theirs  was  the  sort of discourse  which  anybody 
might  hear from men  who  were  playing  the fool, and  making 
much  ado  about  nothing.’  That  was  the  expression which 
he  used.  ‘Surely,’ I said, ‘ philosophy  is  a  charming thing.’ 
‘Charming! ’ he  said; ‘ what  simplicity ! philosophy  is 305 
nought ; and I think  that if you had  been  present  you would 
have  been  ashamed of your  friend-his  conduct  was so very 
strange  in  placing  himself  at  the  mercy of men  who  care 
not  what  they  say,  and  fasten  upon  every  word.  And 
these,  as I was  telling  you,  are  supposed  to be the  most 
eminent  professors of their time. But  the  trflth  is,  Crito, 
that  the  study  itself  and  the  men  themselves  are  utterly  mean 
and ridiculous.’  Now censure  of  the  pursuit,  Socrates, 
whether  coming from him  or  from  others,  appears  to  me  to 
be  undeserved ; but  as  to  the  impropriety of holding  a  public 
discussion with such men, there, I confess  that,  in  my  opinion, 
he was irt the  right. 
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Soc. 0 Crito,  they  are  marvellous  men ; but what  was I ~~dyd~.  
going to say ? First of  all  let  me know  ;--What  manner  of ’“c 
man  was  he  who  came up to you and  censured  philosophy ; E:;;? 
was  he  an  orator  who  himself  practises in the  courts, or an 
instructor of orators,  who  makes  the  speeches with which 
they  do  battle ? 

Cri. H e  was  certainly  not  an  orator,  and I doubt  whether 
he  had  ever  been.  into  court; but they  say  that  he  knows 
the  business,  and is a  clever  man,  and  composes  wonderful 
speeches. 

SOC. Now I understand,  Crito ; he is one of an  amphibious socrates i n  
class,  whom I was  on  the  point of mentioning-one of those returndis- 
whom Prodicus  describes  as  on  the  border-ground  between c .  parages 

philosophers  and  statesmen-they  think  that  they  are  the formant. 
wisest of all men, and  that  they  are  generally  esteemed  the to a hybrid 
wisest ; nothing  but  the  rivalry of the  philosophers  stands  in class. who 
their  way;  and  they  are of the  opinion  that if they can prove 
the  philosophers.to be good  for  nothing,  no  one will dispute philoso- 

their  title to the  palm of  wisdom,  for that  they  are  themselves ~~~~~~~~, 

really  the wisest, although  they  are  apt  to be  mauled  by and  inferior 
Euthydemus  and  his  friends,  whep  they  get hold of them in to either. 
conversation.  This  opinion  which  they  entertain of their 
own  wisdom is very  natural ; for  they  have  a  certain  amount 
of philosophy,  and  a  certain  amount of political wisdom; 
there  is  reason  in  what  they  say,  for  they  argue  that  they 
have  just  enough of both,  and so they  keep  out of the 
way  of  all  risks  and  conflicts  and  reap  the  fruits of their 
wisdom. 

Cri. What  do you say of them,  Socrates?  There is 
certainly  something  specious in that  notion of theirs. 

SOC. Yes,  Crito,  there is more  speciousness  than  truth ; 
3 6  they  cannot  be  made to understand  the  nature of inter- 

mediates. For  all persons  or  things, which are  intermediate 
between  two other  things,  and  participate  in both of  them-if 
one of these two things  is  good  and  the  other evil, are  better 
than  the  one  and  worse  than  the  other;  but if they  are  in  a 
mean between  two good  things  which  do  not  tend  to  the  same 
end,  they fall short of either of their  component  elements in 
the  attainment of their  ends.  Only in the  case  when  the two 
component  elements which do  not  tend to the  same  end  are 

nto’s in- 

He belongs 
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Eulirydr- evil  is the  participant  better  than  either.  Now, if philosophy 

mus. and  political  action  are  both  good,  but  tend  to  different  ends, 
S ~ R A ~  and  they  participate  in both, and  are  in  a  mean  between 

them,  then  they  are  talking  nonsense,  for  they  are  worse 
than  either ; or, if the  one  be  good  and  the  other evil, they 
are  better  than  the  one  and  worse  than  the  other;  only  on 
the  supposition  that  they  are  both evil  could  there  be  any 
truth in what  they  say. I do  not  think  that  they will admit 
that  their two pursuits  are  either  wholly or partly  evil;  but 
the  truth is, that  these  philosopher-politicians  who aim at 
both  fall short of both in the  attainment  of  their  respective 
ends,  and  are  really  third,  although  they  would  like  to  stand 
first. There is no  need,  however,  to be angry  at  this  ambition 
of theirs-which  may  be  forgiven ; for  every  man  ought  to  be 
loved who  says  and  manfully  pursues  and  works  out  anything 
which is at all  like  wisdom : at  the  same time  we shall  do 
well  to see  them  as  they  really  are. 

Crito wants Cri. I have  often told you,  Socrates,  that I am in a  constant 
to difficulty about  my two sons. What   am I to  do  with  them ? 
sons, but There  is  no  hurry  about  the  younger  one,  who is only a 

child;  but  the  other,  Critobulus, is getting on, and  needs 
sophyare some  one  who will improve him. I cannot  help  thinking, 
sllch when I hear  you talk, that  there  is  a  sort of madness  in  many 
beings that of  our  anxieties  about  our  children :"in the first  place, about 
strange 

he  cannot marrying  a wife of good family to  be  the  mother  ofthem,  and 
trust  him 
to them. then  about  heaping  up  money  for  them-and  yet  taking  no 

care  about  their  education.  But  then  again,  when I con- 
template  any of those  who  pretend  to  educate  others, I am 
amazed. To me, if I am  to  confess  the  truth,  they  all  seem 307 
to be such  outrageous  beings : so that I do  not  know  how 1 
can  advise  the  youth to study  philosophy. 

Soc. Dear  Crito,  do  you  not  know  that  in  every  profession 
the  inferior  sort  are  numerous  and  good  for  nothing,  and  the 
good  are few and  beyond  all  price : for  example,  are  not 
gymnastic  and  rhetoric  and  money-making  and  the  art  of  the 
general,  noble  arts? 

CRlTO. 

one of his 

of philo- 

Cri. Certainly  they  are,  in  my  judgment. 
SOC. Well,  and  do YOU not  see  that  in  each of these  arts 

the  many  are  ridiculous  performers ? 
Cri. Yes,  indeed,  that is very  true. 
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SOC. And will you on  this  account  shun  all  these  pursuits Etlfhydc- 

Cri. That would not be reasonable,  Socrates. SOCRATIPv 

SOC. Do you then  be  reasonable,  Crito,  and  do  not mind 
whether  the  teachers of philosophy  are  good  or bad,  but think think, not 
only of philosophy  herself. Try and  examine  her well and ofthegood- 
truly, and if she be evil seek  to  turn  away  all  men from her, ~~::odf~~~- 
and  not  your  sons  only; but if she be what I believe that  she teachers, 
is, then follow her  and  serve  her, you and  your  house,  as  the ~ ~ t , ” ~ ~  

saying is, and be  of good  cheer. philosophy. 

yourself  and  refuse  to  allow  them  to  your  son ? II lUJ.  

CRITO. 

Let him 





C R A T Y L U S .  





I N T R O D U C T I O N .  

THE Cratylus has always been a source of perplexity to the c~aty(tts .  
student of Plato. While in  fancy and humour, and perfection I ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ .  

of style  and metaphysical originality, this dialogue  may  be  ranked 'Ios' 

with the best of the Platonic writings, there has been an uncer- 
tainty about the motive of the piece, which interpreters have 
hitherto not  succeeded  in dispelling. We need  not suppose  that 
Plato used words in order to conceal his thoughts, or that he 
would  have  been unintelligible to an educated contemporary. In 
the  Phaedrus  and  Euthydemus  we also  find a difficulty  in deter- 
mining the precise aim of the  author. Plato -wrote satires in the 
form of dialogues, and his meaning,  like that of other satirical 
writers,  has often slept in the  ear of posterity. Two causes may 
be assigned for this obscurity : rst, the subtlety and allusiveness 
of this  species of composition ; znd,  the difficulty of reproducing a 
state of  life and  literature which has passed  away.  A satire is 
unmeaning unless we  can place ourselves back  among the  persons 
and thoughts of the age in which  it was  written.  Had  the  treatise 
of Antisthenes upon words,  or the speculations of Cratylus, or some 
other IIeracleitean of the fourth century B.c., on the nature of 
language been preserved to u s ;  or if we had  lived at the  time, 
and  been ' rich  enough  to attend  the fifty-drachma course of Pro- 
dicus,' we should have  understood Plato  better,  and  many points 
whlch are now attributed to the extravagance of Socrates' humour 
would have  been found, like the allusions of' Aristophanes in the 
Clouds, to have gone home  to the sophists  and  grammarians of 
the day. 

For the  age was very busy with philological speculation;  and 
many questions  were  beginning to be asked about language which 
were parallel to other  questions about justice, virtue, knowledge, 
and were illustrated in a similar manner by the analogy  of the 
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Cratjdur. arts. Was  there a  correctness in words, and  were  they given by 
I ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ .  nature  or  convention?  In the  presocratic  philosophy  mankind 

had been striving to attain an  expression of their  ideas ; and now 
they  were  beginning  to  ask  themselves  whether  the  expression 
might not be distinguished from the  idea?  They  were also  seek- 
ing to distinguish the  parts of speech and to enquire into the 
relation of subject and  predicate. Grammar  and logic were 
moving about  somewhere in  the  depths of the  human soul, but 
they  were not yet awakened  into  consciousness  and had not found 
names  for  themselves,  or terms  by which they might  be expressed. 
Of these beginnings of the  study of language we know littie, and 
there necessarily arises  an obscurity  when the surroundings of 
such a  work as  the Cratylus are taken away. Moreover,  in this, 
as in  most of the dialogues of Plato, allowance has to  be made for 
the character of Socrates.  For the  theory of language can only 
be propounded by  him  in a  manner which is consistent  with his 
own profession of ignorance.  Hence his ridicule of the  new school 
of etymology is  interspersed with  many  declarations, 'that  he 
knows nothing,' that  he has  learned from Euthyphro,'  and the 
like. Even  the truest things which  he says  are depreciated by 
himself. He professes to be  guessing, but the guesses of Plato 
are  better than all the  other theories of the ancients  respecting 
language put  together. 

The dialogue hardly derives  any light  from Plata's other writings, 
and still less from Scholiasts  and Neoplatonist writers. Socrates 
must  be interpreted from  himself, and on first reading  we  certainly 
have a difficulty in understanding his drift, or his relation to the 
two  other  interlocutors in the dialogue. Does he agree with 
Cratylus  or  with  Hermogenes,  and is he  serious in those fanciful 
etymologies, extending  over  more  than half the dialogue,  which  he 
seems so greatly to relish?  Or is he  serious in part  only; and 
can we separate his jest from  his earnest?-Stwt bonn, s z d  
q;medoru nrediocvicr, s u ~ t  wo/o  p/~crn. Most of them are ridiculously 
bad, and yet  among them are found, as if by accident, principles 
of philology which are unsurpassed in any ancient writer, and 
even in advance of any philologer of the last century. May we 
suppose  that Plato, like Lucian, has been amusing his fancy by 
writing a  comedy in the form of a  prose dialogue ? And what is 
the final result of the enquiry? Is Plato  an  upholder of the con- 

TION. 
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ventional theory of language, which he acknowledges  to be Crafyfur. 
imperfect? or  does  he  mean to imply  that  a perfect language lNTRODUC. 

can only  be based  on his  own  theory of ideas?  Or if this latter '*ON* 

explanation  is refuted by his silence, then in what relation does 
his account of  language stand to the rest of his philosophy?  Or 
may we be so bold as to deny  the connexion between  them ? [For 
the allusion to the ideas  at  the end of the dialogue (439 C) is  merely 
intended to show that  we  must not put  words in the place of things 
or realities, which is a  thesis  strongly insisted on  by Plato in many 
other  passages] . . . These  are some of the first thoughts which 
arise in the mind of the reader of the Cratylus. And the consider- 
ation of them may form a convenient introduction to the general 
subject of the dialogue. 

We must  not expect all the  parts of a dialogue of Plato to tend 
equally to some clearly-defined end.  His idea of literary art is 
not the absolute proportion of the whole, such as we  appear to  find 
in a  Greek  temple or statue ; nor should his works be tried by any 
such standard.  They have  often the beauty of poetry, but they 
have also the freedom of conversation. 'Words  are more plastic 
than wax'  (Rep. 588 D), and may be moulded into any form. He 
wanders on  from one topic to another,  careless of the  unity of his 
work, not fearing any judge, or spectator,  who may recall  him  to 
the  point' (Theat. 173 C), ' whither the argument blows we follow' 
(Rep. 394 D). To have  determined  beforehand, as in a  modern 
didactic treatise,  the nature and limits of the subject, would  have 
been fatal to the spirit of enquiry  or discovery, which is  the soul of 
the dialogue. , . . These  remarks are applicable to nearlyall  the 
works of Plato, but to the  Cratylus  and  Phaedrus  more than any 
others. See  Phaedrus, Introduction, slrb k i f .  

There is another aspect  under which  some of the dialogues of 
Plato may be  more truly viewed  :-they are dramatic sketches of 
an  argument. We have  found that in the Lysis, Charmides, 
Laches, Protagoras, Meno, we arrived  at no conclusion-the 
different sides of the argument  were personified in the different 
speakers; but the victory was not distinctly attributed to any of 
them, nor the truth wholly the  property of any. And in the 
Cratylus we have no reason to assume  that  Socrates is either 
wholly right or wholly wrong,  or  that Plato, though  he evidently 
inclines to him, had any  other aim than that of personifying, in 
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CruQlus. the characters of Hermogenes,  Socrates, and Cratylus, the  ,three 
INTRODUC- theories of  Ianguage which are respectively  maintained  by 

The  two  subordinate  persons of the dialogue, Hermogenes  and 
Cratylus, are  at  the opposite poles of the argument.  But  after a 
while the disciple of the  Sophist  and  the follower of Heracleitus 
are found to be not so far removed from one  another as  at first 
sight appeared ; and both  show an inclination to accept the third 
view  which Socrates  interposes  between them.  First,  Hermo- 
genes,  the poor brother of the rich  Callias, expounds  the doctrine 
that  names are conventional; like the  names of slaves, they may 
be given and  altered  at pleasure. This  is  one of those principles 
which, whether  applied to society or language, explains  everything 
and nothing. For in all things  there  is  an  element of convention ; 
but the admission  of this  does  not  help us  to understand  the 
rational ground or basis in human  nature on which the convention 
proceeds. Socrates  first of all intimates to Hermogenes  that  his 
view of language is only a part of a sophistical whole, and ulti- 
mately tends to abolish the distinction between  truth  and false- 
hood. Hermogenes  is  very  ready to throw aside the sophistical 
tenet,  and listens with a sort of  half admiration, half belief, to the 
speculations of Socrates. 

Cratylus  is of opinion that a name  is  either a true  name  or not a 
name  at all. He is  unable to conceive of degrees of imitation ; a 
word is  either the perfect  expression of a thing,  or a mere  inar- 
ticulate sound  (a fallacy which is still prevalent  among  theorizers 
about the origin of language). He is at once a philosopher  and a 
sophist; for while  wanting to rest  language  on an immutable 
basis, he  would deny  the possibility of falsehood. He is inclined 
to derive all truth from language,  and in language he sees reflected 
the philosophy of Heracleitus.  His views are not  like those of 
Hermogenes,  hastily  taken up, but are said to be  the result of 
mature consideration, although he is described as still a young 
man. With a tenacity  characteristic of the  Heracleitean philoso- 
phers,  he clings to the doctrine of the flux. (Cp. Theaet. 180.) Of 
the real  Cratylus we know  nothing, except that he  is recorded by 
Aristotle to have  been the friend or teacher of Plato ; nor  have  we 
any proof that  he  resembled the likeness of him in Plato  any  more 
than the Critias of Plato is like the real Critias, or the  Euthyphro 

TION. 
them. 
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in this dialogue like the  other  Euthyphro,  the  diviner, in the Cuaiylus. 
dialogue which is called after him. INTRODUC. 

Between  these  two  extremes, which have both of them' a sophis- "ON' 

tical character;the  view of Socrates  is introduced, which is  in a 
manner  the union  of the two. Language is conventional and also 
natural,  and the  true conventional-natural  is the rational. It  is a 
work not  of chance, but of art ; the dialectician is the artificer of 
words,  and the legislator gives authority to them. They  are  the 
expressions  or imitations in sound of things. In a sense, Cratylus 
is right in saying  that  things have by  nature  names (p. 390) ; for 
nature is not opposed either to art  or to law. But  vocal imitation, 
like any  other copy, may be  imperfectly executed;  and in this 
way  an  element of chance or convention enters in. There is 
much  which is accidental or exceptional in language. Some 
words  have had their original meaning so obscured, that  they 
require to be helped out by convention. But still the  true  name 
is that which has a natural  meaning. 'Thus nature,  art, chance, all 
combine in the formation of language. And the  three views 
respectively  propounded  by  Hermogenes,  Socrates,  Cratylus,  may 
be described as  the conventional, the artificial or rational, and the 
natural. The view of Socrates is the meeting-point of the  other 
two, just  as conceptualism is  the meeting-point of nominalism and 
realism. 

W e  can hardly say that Plato was  aware of the truth, that I lan- 
guages are not made, but grow.' But  still, when  he  says that 'the 
legislator made  language  with the dialectician standing on his 
right hand,' we  need not infer from this that he conceived words, 
like coins, to be issued from the mint of the  State.  The  creator of 
laws  and of social  life is  naturally  regarded as  the creator of lan- 
guage, according to Hellenic notions, and the philosopher  is  his 
natural adviser. We  are not to  suppose  that  the legislator is  per- 
forming any  extraordinary function ; he  is  merely  the  Eponymus 
of the  State, who prescribes  rules for the dialectician and for all 
other  artists.  According to a truly Platonic mode of approaching 
the subject, language, like virtue in the Republic,  is  examined by 
the analogy of the  arts.  Words  are  works of art which may be 
equally  made in different materials, and are well made  when they 
have a meaning. Of the process which he  thus describes,  Plato 
had  probably no very definite notion.  But he  means to express 

VOL. I. S 
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Cmryluc. generally  that language is  the product of intelligence, and  that 
I ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ .  languages belong to States and not  to  individuals. 

A better conception of language could  not  have  been  formed in 
Plato’s age, than  that which  he attributes to Socrates. Yet many 
persons have thought that  the mind of Plato is more  truly  seen in 
the vague realism of Cratylus. This misconception has probably 
arisen from  two causes: first, the desire to bring Plato’s theory 
of language into accordance with the received doctrine of the 
Platonic ideas; secondly, the impression created by  Socrates 
himself, that he is not  in earnest, and is only indulging the fancy 
of the hour. 

I. W e  shall have  occasion  to  show more  at length, in the Intro- 
duction  to future dialogues, that  the so-called  Platonic ideas are 
only a semi-mythical form, in  which  he attempts to realize ab- 
stractions, and that they are replaced in his later  writings by a 
rational theory of psychology. (See Introductions to the Meno 
and the Sophist.) And in the Cratylus he gives a general account 
of the nature and origin of language, in which  Adam Smith, 
Roussequ, and other writers of the last century, would  have 
substantially agreed. At the end of the dialogue,  he speaks as in 
the Symposium  and Republic of absolute beauty and good; but 
he never supposed that  they  were capable of belng embodied  in 
words. Of the names of the ideas,  he  would  have  said, as he 
says of the names of the Gods, that  we know  nothing.  Even the 
realism of Cratylus is not based upon the ideas of Plato, but upon 
the flux of Heracleitus. Here,  as in the  Sophist  and Politicus, 
Plato expressly  draws attention to the want of agreement in 
words  and things. Hence we are Ied to infer, that  the view of 
Socrates is not the  less Plato’s  own,  because  not  based  upon the 
ideas; znd,  that Plato’s theory of language is not inconsistent 
with the rest of his philosophy. 

a. We’do not deny  that  Socrates  is  partly in jest and  partly 
in earnest. He  is discoursing in a high-flown vein, which  may 
be compared  to the ‘ dithyrambics of the  Phaedrus.’ They  are 
mysteries of which he is speaking, and he professes a kind of 
ludicrous fear of his imaginary wisdom. When  he  is arguing out 
of Homer, about the names of Hector’s  son, or when he  describes 
himself as inspired or maddened  by  Euthyphro, with whom  he 
has been sitting fram the early dawn  (cp. Phaedrus  and Lysias; 
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Phaedr.) and expresses his intention of yielding to the illusion C ? P ~ ~ S .  

to-day, and to-morrow he will  go to a priest  and be  purified, we I ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ .  

easily see that his words are not  to  be taken seriously. In this 'IoN' 

part of the dialogue  his dread of committing impiety, the pre- 
tended derivation of his wisdom  from another,  the  extravagance 
of some of his etymologies, and, in general,  the  manner in which 
the fun, fast and furious, vires acquirit eundo, remind us strongly 
of the  Phaedrus. The  jest is a long one, extending over more 
than half the dialogue.  But then, we remember  that the Euthy- 
demus is a still longer jest, in which the irony  is  preserved to the 
very end. There he is  parodying  the ingenious follies of early 
logic ; in the Cratylus he is ridiculing the fancies of a new school 
of sophists  and  grammarians. The fallacies  of the Euthydemus 
are still retained at the end of our logic  books ; and the etymolo- 
gies of the Cratylus have  also  found their  way into later  writers. 
Some of these are not  much worse  than the conjectures of 
Hemsterhuis,  and  other critics of the last century; but this does 
not prove that they  are serious. For Plato is in advance of his 
age in his conception of language, as much as he is in his con- 
ception of mythology.  (Cp. Phaedrus sub initio.) 

When  the fervour of his etymological  enthusiasm has abated, 
Socrates  ends, as  he has begun, with a rational explanation of 
language. Still he  preserves his 'know  nothing' disguise, and 
himself declares his first notions about names to be reckless  and 
ridiculous. Having explained compound words by resolving 
them into their original elements,  he now proceeds to analyse 
simple words into the letters of which they are composed. The 
Socrates  who  'knows nothing,' here  passes  into the teacher, the 
dialectician, the  arranger of species. There  is nothing in this 
part of the dialogue which is  either weak or extravagant. Plato 
is a supporter of  the-Onomatopoetic theory of language; that is 
to say, he supposes  words to  be  formed  by the imitation  of ideas 
in sounds;  he also recognises the effect of time, the influence of 
foreign languages, the  desire of  euphony, to be formative prin- 
ciples ; and  he  admits a certain element of chance. But he gives 
no intimation  in  all this that he  is  preparing the  way for the con- 
struction of an ideal language, or that  he  has  any Eleatic specula- 
tion  to oppose to the Heracleiteanism of  Cratylus. 

The  theory of language which is propounded in the Cratylus is 
5 2  
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Cvafylus. in  accordance  with the later phase of' the philosophy of Plato, and 
I N T ~ O D U C .  would  have  been  regarded  by  him as in the main true. The 

dialogue is also  a satire on the philological fancies of the day. 
Socrates  in pursuit of his.  vocation as a  detector of false  know- 
ledge,  lights  by  accident  on the truth. He is guessing,  he is 
dreaming; he  has heard, as he  says in the  Phaedrus, from 
another: no  one is more  surprised  than  himself' at his  own  dis- 
coveries.  And  yet some of his best remarks, as for example his 
view  of the derivation of Greek words from  other  languages, or of 
the permutations of letters, or again, his observation that in speak- 
ing of the Gods we are only speaking of our names of them, occur 
among these flights of humour. 

W e  can  imagine  a  character  having  a  profound insight into the 
nature of men  and things, and  yet  hardly  dwelling  upon  them 
seriously ; blending  inextricably sense and nonsense ; sometimes 
enveloping  in  a  blaze of jests  the most serious matters,  and then 
again  allowing the truth to peer through ; enjoying the flow  of his 
own  humour,  and  puzzling  mankind  by an ironical  exaggeration 
of their absurdities.  Such were Aristophanes  and Rabelais; 
such,  in  a  different style, were  Sterne,  Jean Paul, Hamam,- 
writers who sometimes  become  unintelligible  through the extra- 
vagance of their fancies.  Such is the character  which  Plato 
intends to  depict  in some of. his dialogues as the  Silenus 
Socrates; and through this medium we have to receive our 
theory of language. 

There remains a  difficulty  which seems to demand  a  more 
exact answer:  In what relation  does the satirical or etymological 
portion of the dialogue  stand  to the serious? Granting all that 
can  be  said  about the provoking irony of Socrates,  about the 
parody  of Euthyphro, or Prodicus, or Antisthenes,  how  does the 
long  catalogue of etymologies  furnish any answer to the question 
of Hermogenes,  which is evidently the main thesis of the dia- 
logue : What is the truth, or correctness, or principle of names? 

After  illustrating the  nature of correctness bythe analogy  of the 
arts, and then, as in the Republic,  ironically  appealing to the 
authority of the Homeric  poems, Socrates shows that the truth 
or correctness of names can  only be ascertained by an appeal to 
etymology. The truth of names is to be  found  in the analysis of 
their elements. Rut  why does he admit  etymologies  which are 
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absurd,  based  on  Heracleitean fancies,  fourfold interpretations of Cyatyhs.  
words, impossible unions  and separations of syllables and letters ? I ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ .  

I .  The  answer to this difficulty has been already anticipated in T'oS' 

part : Socrates  is not a dogmatic teacher,  and  therefore he puts on 
this wild and fanciful disguise, in order that the truth  may be per- 
mitted to  appear: 2. as Benfey remarks,  an  erroneous  example 
may illustrate a principle of language as well as a true  one: 
3. many of these etymologies, as, for example,  that of 6ixntov, are 
indicated, by the  manner in which Socrates  speaks of them, to 
have  been current in his  own  age : 4. the philosophy of language 
had not made  such progress  as would have justified Plato in pro- 
pounding real derivations.  Like his master  Socrates,  he saw 
through the hollowness  of the incipient  sciences of the day, and 
tries to move in a circle apart from them,  laying  down the condi- 
tions  under which they are to be  pursued, but, as in the Timaeus, 
cautious  and  tentative,  when he is speaking of actual phenomena. 
To have  made etymologies seriously, would have  seemed to  him 
like the interpbetation of the  myths in the  Phaedrus,  the task 'of 
a not very  fortunate individual, who had a great deal of time on his 
hands.' (See p. 1 6 9 . )  The  irony of Socrates places him  above and 
beyond the  errors of his contemporaries. 

The Cratylus  is full  of humour  and satirical touche's: the in- 
spiration which comes  from  Euthyphro,  and his prancing  steeds, 
the light admixture of quotations from Homer,  and  the  spurious 
dialectic  which is  applied to them ; the  jest about the fifty-drachma 
course of Prodicus,  which is declared  on the best authority, viz. 
his  own, to be a complete education in grammar  and  rhetoric; 
the double explanation of the  name  Hermogenes,  either as 'not 
being in luck,' or 'being  no  speaker ; ' the dearly-bought wisdom 
of  Callias, the Lacedaemonian  whose name  was 'Rush,' and, 
above all, the  pleasure which Socrates  expresses in his  own 
dangerous discoveries, which ' to-morrow he will purge away,' are 
truly humorous. While delivering a lecture on the philosophy of 
language, Socrates  is also  satirizing the  endless fertility of the 
human mind in  spinning  arguments out of nothing, and  employing 
the most trifling and fanciful analogies in  support of a theory. 
Etymology in ancient as  in modern  times was a favourite recre- 
ation;  and  Socrates  makes  merry at the  expense of the etymo- 
logists. The simplicity of IIermogcnes,  who is ready to  believe 
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Cru(yks. anything  that  he is  told, heightens the effect. (See especially 
I ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ .  392 E ; 395 A ; 397 D.) Socrates in his genial and ironical mood 

hits right and left at his adversaries : 0;pnvbr is so called 6lrb ro6 
dpiiv rb 8v0, which, as some  philosophers say, is  the  way to have 
a pure mind ; the sophists are by a fanciful explanation  converted 
into  heroes;  ‘the givers of names  were like some  philosophers 
who fancy that the  earth goes round  because their  heads are 
always going round.’ There is a  great deal of ‘ mischief’ lurking 
in  the following : ‘ I found  myself in greater perplexity about jus- 
tice than I was before I began to learn ; ’ ‘The ; in Kdrnlrrpov must 
be the addition of some one who  cares  nothing  about  truth,  but 
thinks only of putting the mouth into shape;’  ‘Tales and false- 
hoods  have generally to do with the Tragic  and goatish life, and 
tragedy  is  the place of them.’ Several  philosophers  and  sophists 
are mentioned  by name: first, Protagoras  and  Euthydemus are 
assailed ; then  the  interpreters of‘ Homer, oi lrahoro’l ‘ O p q p d  icp. 
Arist. Met.  xiii. 6. 7) and the Orphic  poets are alluded to by the 
way; then he discovers a hive of wisdom in the philosophy of 
Herac1eitus;“the doctrine of the flux is contained in the word 
oC& ( =Aula the  pushing principle), an anticipation of Anaxagoras 
is found in +UX$ and otAjvq. Again, he ridicules the  arbitrary 
methods of pulling out and  putting in letters which were in vogue 
among the philologers of his time; or slightly scoffs at contem- 
porary religious  beliefs. Lastly, he is impatient of hearing 
from the half-converted Cratylus the doctrine that falsehood  can 
neither  be  spoken,  nor  uttered,  nor  addressed ; a piece of sophistry 
attributed to Gorgias, which reappears in the Sophist (261 C). And 
he proceeds to demolish, with no less delight than  he. had set up, 
the Heracleitean  theory of language. 

In  the  latter part of the dialogue Socrates becomes more serious, 
though he  does not lay  aside  but rather aggravates  his banter of 
the Heracleiteans, whom here, as in the Theaetetus,  he  delights to 
ridicule. What  was  the origin of this  enmity we can hardly 
determine :--was  it due to the natural dislike which may be  sup- 
posed to exist between the ‘ patrons of the flux ’ and  the  ‘friends 
of the ideas’ (Soph. 248 A) ? or is it to be  attributed to the indig- 
nation which Plato felt at having wasted  his time upon ‘ Cratylus 
and the doctrines of Heracleitus’ in the  days of his youth ? 
Socrates, touching on some of the characteristic difficulties of 

TION. 
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early Greek philosophy, endeavours to show  Cratylus  that imi- CratyluJ. 
tation may  be  partial or imperfect, that a knowledge of things is INTRODUC- 

higher than a knowledge of names,  and that  there ‘can be  no 
knowledge if all  things  are  in a state of transition. But Cratylus, 
who  does  not easily apprehend  the  argument from common sense, 
remains unconvinced, and  on  the  whole  inclines  to  his  former 
opinion. Some profound philosophical remarks  are scattered  up 
and  down,  admitting of‘ an application not only to language  but to 
knowledge generally ; such as  the assertion  that ‘ consistency is 
no  test of truth ’ (436 D, foll.) : or again, ‘ If we are over-precise 
about words, truth will say  “too  late”  to us as to the belated 
traveller in Egina ’ (433 E). 

The place of the dialogue in the series  cannot  be  determined 
with certainty. The  style  and subject, and  the  treatment of the 
character of Socrates,  have a close  resemblance to  the earlier 
dialogues, especially to the  Phaedrus and  Euthydemus. The 
manner  in which the  ideas  are  spoken of at the end of the 
dialogue, also  indicates a comparatively early date. The ima- 
ginative  element  is still in full vigour ; the  Socrates of the Cratylus 
is the  Socrates of the Apology and Symposium, not yet  Pla- 
tonized;  and  he describes, as in the Theaetetus, the philosophy 
of Heracleitus by ‘unsavoury’ similes-he cannot believe’that  the 
world is like ‘a  leaky vessel,’ or ‘ a man *ho has a running  at  the 
nose’ ; he  attributes  the flux of the world to the  swimming in 
some folks’ heads.  On  the  other hand, the relatian of thought 
to language  is omitted here,  but is  treated of in  the Sophist. 
These  grounds  are not sufficient to enable us to arrive  at a pre- 
cise conclusion. But we shall  not be far  wrong in placing the 
Cratylus  about the middle, or at  any  rate  in  the first half, of the 
series. 

TION. 

Steph. Cratylus, the Heracleitean  philosopher,  and  Hermogenes, the ANALYSIS 

$3 brother of Callias, have  been arguing about names;  the  former 
maintaining that they are natural, the  latter  that they are conven- 
tional. Cratylus  affirms that  his own is a true name, but will not 
allow that  the  name of Hermogenes  is equally true.  Hermogenes 

384 asks  Socrates  to explain to him  what  Cratylus  means ; or, far 
rather,  he would like to know, What  Socrates himself thinks 
about the  truth  or  correctness of names?  Socrates replies,  that 



Cua&lus. hard-  is knowledge, and  the  nature of names  is a  considerable 
A ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ , ~  part of knowledge : he  has  never been to hear  the fifty-drachma 

course of Prodicus ; and  having only attended the single-drachma 
course, he is not competent to give an opinion on  such  matters. 
When Cratylus denies  that  Hermogenes  is a true  name,  he  sup- 
poses him  to mean  that  he  is not a true son of Hermes, because  he 
is never in luck. But he would like to have an open council and 
to hear both sides. 

Hermogenes  is of opinion that there  is no principle in names; 
they may  be changed, as  wc change the  names of slaves, when- 
ever  we please,  and the altered  name  is as good as  the original 
one. 

You mean to say, for instance,  rejoins  Socrates,  that if I agree 3S5 
to call a man a  horse, then a man will be rightly called a horse by 
me,  and  a man by  the  rest of the  world? But,  surely, there  is in 
words  a  true and  a false, as  there  are  true  and false propositions. 
If  a whole proposition be true or false, then  the  parts of a  propo- 
sition may  be true  or false, and the least parts  as well as  the 
greatest ; and  the  least parts  are names,  and therefore  names may 
be true or false. Would  Hermogenes  maintain  that anybody may 
give a  name to anything,  and as many  names as  he pleases ; and 
would  all these  names  be  always  true  at  the  time of giving them ? 
Hermogenes  replies  that  this  is  the  only  way in which he can 
conceive that  names are correct ; and  he  appeals to the  practice of 
different nations, and of the different Hellenic  tribes, in confirm- 
ation of his view. Socrates asks,  whether  the  things differ as  the 
words which represent  them differ  :-Are we to maintain with 386 
Protagoras,  that  what  appears  is ? Hermogenes  has  always  been 
puzzled about this, but acknowledges, when  he is pressed  by 
Socrates,  that there  are a  few  very good men in  the world, and 
a great  many  very bad ; and the  very good are  the wise,  and the 
very bad are  the foolish;  and  this is not mere  appearance but 
reality. Nor  is he disposed to say with  Euthydemus,  that all 
things equally and always belong to all men; in that  case, again, 
there would  be no distinction between bad and good men.  But 
then, the only remaining possibility is, that all things have their 
several  distinct  natures, and are  independent of our notions about 
them. And not only things,  but actions, have distinct natures, 
and arc  done by  difl'ercnt processes. There is a  natural  way of 387 1 
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cutting or burning, and a natural  instrument with which  Inen cut Cralylus. 
or burn, and any  other  way will  fail  ;-this is true of  all actions. A ~ ~ ~ ~ , ~  
And speaking  is a kind of action, and  naming is a kind of speaking, 
and we must name according to a natural process,  and with a 
proper  instrument. W e  cut with a knife, we  pierce with an awl, 

388 we weave with a shuttle, we name with a name. And as a shuttle 
separates  the  warp from the woof, so a name distinguishes the 
natures of things. The weaver will use the shuttle well,-that is, 
like a weaver; and the teacher will use the name well,-that  is, 
like a teacher. The shuttle will  be made by the carpenter;  the 
awl  by the  smith  or skilled person. But who  makes a name? 
Does not the law  give names,  and does not the teacher receive 

3S9 them from the legislator? He is the skilled person  who  makes 
them,  and of  all skilled workmen he is  the rarest. But  how does 
the  carpenter make or repair the shuttle,  and to what will  he  look ? 
Will he not  look at  the ideal  which he has in his mind?. And as 
the different kinds of work  differ, so ought the instruments which 
make  them to  differ. The several kinds of shuttles ought  to 
answer in material and  form to the several kinds of webs. And the 

390 legislator ought to  know the different materials and  forms of which 
names are made in Hellas  and  other countries. But  who is to  be 
the judge of the  proper form ? The  judge of shuttles  is  the  weaver 
who uses  them ; the  judge of lyres  is  the  player of the  lyre ; the 
judge of ships is the pilot. And will  not the  judge  who is able to 
direct the legislator in his work of naming,  be he  who  knows how 
to use the names-he who can ask and  answer questions-in 
short, the dialectician? The pilot directs the carpenter how to 
make the rudder,  and the dialectician directs the legislator how 
he  is to  impose names; for  to express  the ideal forms of things in 
syllables and letters  is not the  easy task, Hermogenes, which you 
imagine. 

natural  correctness of names.' 
391 ' I should be more readily persuaded, if you would show me this 

Indeed I cannot ; but I see  that you have advanced ; for you  now 
admit  that there  is a correctness of names,  and  that not every  one 
can  give a name.  But what  is  the  nature of this  correctness or 
truth, you must  learn from the Sophists, of whom your brother 
Callias has bought his  reputation for wisdom rather dearly ; and 
since they  require to  be paid, you, having  no  money,  had better 
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CrutyZur. learn from him at second-hand. ‘Well, but I have just given up 
A ~ ~ ~ , . ~ ~ ~ .  Protagoras, and I should be inconsistent in going to learn of him.’ 

Then if  you reject him  you may  learn of the poets,  and in  par- 
ticular of Homer,  who  distinguishes the  names given by Gods and 
men to the  same things, as in the  verse about the river God who 
fought with Hephaestus,  ‘whom  the Gods call Xanthus,  and  men 392 
call Scamander ; ’ or in the lines in which he  mentions the bird 
which the Gods call ‘Chalcis,’ and men ‘Cymindis ;’ or the hill 
which men call ‘ Batieia,’ and  the  Gods ‘ Myrinna’s Tomb.’ Here 
is  an  important  lesson; for the Gods  must of course be right in 
their use of names. And  this  is not the only truth about philology 
which  may  be learnt from  Homer.  Does  he  not  say  that  Hector’s 
son had  two names- 

‘ Hector called him Scamandrius, but the Lthers Astyanax’ ? 

Now,  if the men called him Astyanax, is it not probable that 
the  other  name  was conferred by the  women?  And which are 
more likely to  be right-the wiser or the less  wise, the men 
or the  women?  Homer evidently  agreed  with the men : and 
of the name given by  them  he offers an explanation ;-the 
boy was called Astyanax  (‘king of the city ’), because his father 
saved the city. The  names  Astyanax  and Hector,  moreover, are 
really the same,-the one  means a king, and  the  other  is ‘ a  393 
holder or possessor.’ For  as  the lion’s whelp  may be called a 
lion, or the horse’s foal a foal, so the son of a king may be called 
a king. But if the  horse had  produced a calf, then  that would be 
called a calf. Whether  the syllables of a name are  the  same  or 
not  makes  no difference, provided the meaning  is retained. For 
example ; the  names of letters,  whether vowels or consonants, do 
not correspond to their sounds,  with the exception of F, U, 0,0. 

The name  Beta  has three  letters added to the sound-and yet  this 
does not alter  the  sense of the word, or  prevent  the whole name 
having the value which the legislator  intended.  And the Same 394 
may  be said of a king  and the son of a king, who like other 
animals  resemble  each  other in the course of nature ; the  words 
by which they  are signified may  be  disguised,  and yet amid 
differences of sound the etymologist may  recognise the  same 
notion, just  as  the physician recognises the  power of the  same 
drugs  under different disguises of colour and  smell,  Hector  and 



Astyanax  have  only  one  letter alike, but they  have  the  same cmyhu. 
meaning;  and Agis (leader)  is  altogether different in sound  from .~NALYS,S. 

Polemarchus (chief in war),  or Eupolemus (good warrior) ; but 
the two words  present  the  same idea of leader or general, like the 
words Iatrocles  and  Acesimbrotus, which equally  denote a phy- 
sician. The son  succeeds the father as  the foal succeeds the  horse ; 
but  when, out of the course of nature, a prodigy occurs, and  the 
offspring  no  longer  resembles the  parent,  then  the  names no 

395 longer  agree. This  may  be illustrated by the case of Agamemnon 
and  his  son Orestes, of whom the former  has a name significant 
of his  patience  at the siege of Troy ; while the name of the latter 
indicates  his  savage, man-of-the-mountain nature.  Atreus again, 
for his murder of Chrysippus,  and  his cruelty  to  Thyestes, is 
rightly  named  Atreus,  which, to the  eye of the etymologist, is 
d ~ ~ p d ~  (destructive), ( i r f lp i s  (stubborn), ~ ~ T ~ F U T O E  (fearless) ; and 
Pelops is 6 T &  rrChns 6pBv (he  who  sees  what  is  near only), because 
in his eagerness to win  Hippodamia,  he was unconscious  of the 
remoter  consequences which the  murder of Myrtilus would entail 
upon his race. The  name Tantalus, if slightly  changed, offers two 
etymologies ; either drrb T ~ S  T O ;  Xl60u T d f l Y T f h F ,  or dnh TO; rnhdumrou 
c h ,  signifying at  once the hanging of the stone  over  his  head in the 
world below, and the  misery  which  he  brought upon his country. 

396 And the  name of his  father,  Zeus, Ads ,  Zqubs, has  an excellent 
meaning,  though  hard to be  understood, because really a sentence 
which  is divided into  two parts ( Z S ~ S ,  Ads). For he, being the 
lord and  king of all, is the  author of our being,  and in him all live : 
this  is implied in  the double  form, Ads, Zqvbs, which  being put 
together  and interpreted  is 81' Su (i advra. There  may, at  first 
sight, appear to be  some  irreverence  in calling him the  son of 
Cronos, who  is a proverb for stupidity;  but  the  meaning  is  that 
Zeus himself is  the son of a mighty intellect; Kpriuos, quasi K ~ ~ O S ,  

not in  the  sense of a youth,  but  quasi S A  KnOapiru ~d ~ K < ~ ~ T O U  T O G  v o i  

-the pure  and  garnished mind,  which in  turn  is begotten of 
Uranus,  who  is so called rid TO; dp& T& ~"uo,  from looking upwards ; 
which, as philosophers  say, is  the  way to have a pure mind. The 
earlier portion of Hesiod's  genealogy  has  escaped  my  memory, or 
I would try  more conclusions of the  same sort. ' You talk like an 
oracle.' I caught the infection from Euthyphro,  who  gave me a long 
lecture  which began at  dawn,  and has not only entered into  my 
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C,.afylus. ears, but  filled  my  soul, and my intention is to  yield to the in- 
AXALYSIS. spiration to-day;  and to-morrow I will  be exorcised by some  priest 397 

or sophist. 'Go on ; I am anxious to hear the rest.'  Now that 
we have a general notion,  how shall we proceed?  What names 
will  afford the most crucial test of natural fitness?  Those of 
heroes  and  ordinary men are often deceptive, because they  are 
patronymics or expressions of a wish ; let us try gods and 
demi-gods.  Gods are so called, d r b  SOC Bciu, from the  verb  'to 
run ; ' because the  sun, moon, and stars  run about the heaven ; 
and they being the original gods of the Hellenes, as  they still are 
of the Barbarians, their  name is given to all Gods. The demons 
are  the golden race of Hesiod, and  by golden  he means not 
literally golden, but good;  and  they  are called demons, quasi 
Gmjpovcs, which in old Attic was used for 8aipoucs"good men are 398 
well said to  become Gdpovcs  when  they die, because they  are 
knowing. "Hpos is  the  same  word as +as : the sons of God saw 
the  daughters of men that they  were fair ;' or perhaps  they  were 
a species of sophlsts  or rhetoricians, and so called dnB SOC f 'pw~&, or 
cZprrv, from their habit of spinning  questions ; for 2 p c w  is equivalent 
to XCyrw. I get all this from Euthyphro; and now a new  and 
ingenious idea comes  into  my mind, and, if I am not careful, I 
shall be wiser  than I ought to be  by  to-morrow's dawn. My idea 
is, that we may put in and pull out letters at  pleasure  and alter 
the accents (as, for example, Ari (PAW may be turned  into Ai$rkos), 
and we may make  words  into  sentences  and  sentences  into words. 399 
The name LBpwnos is a case in point,  for a letter has been omitted 
and the accent changed ; the  original'meaning being 6 duaBpaiv d 
5r;romu-he who looks up  at  what  he sees. may  be thought 
to be the reviving, or refreshing, or animating principle:{ ' 

a'uaJI;Xouu.n SA u&pa; but I am afraid that  Euthyphro  and  his 
disciples will scorn  this derivation, and I must  find another: shall 
we identify the soul with the  'ordering mind ' of Anaxagoras, and 
say that \GUX$, quasi $wrixp=ij @urv :,ye& or dxci?--this  might easily 400 
be refined into J.WX{. ' That  is a more  artistic etymology.' 

After +ux$ follows u&pa; this, by a slight permutation, may  be 
 either=(^) the  grave' of the soul, or (2) may mean 'that by  which 
the soul signifies (uvpaiurr) her wishes.' But more probably, the 
word is Orphic,  and  simply  denotes  that  the body is  the place of 
\yard  in  which the soul suffcrs the penalty of sin,-& 4 urbccrar. 
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‘ I  should  like  to hear some  more explanations of the names of ~ r ~ i y l ~ . ~ .  
the Gods,  like that excellent one  of  Zeus.’ The truest names  of A ~ ~ ~ , . ~ , ~ .  

the Gods are those which they give themselves; but these are 
unknown  to us. Less  true are those by  which we propitiate them, 
as men say in prayers, ‘May  he  graciously  receive any name  by 
which I call  him.’ And to  avoid  offence, I should  like  to  let  them , 

401 know  beforehand that  we  are not  presuming  to enquire about 
them, but only about the names  which they usually  bear. Let us 
begin with Hestia. What did  he  mean  who  gave the name 
Hestia?  ‘That is a very difficult  question.’ 0, my dear Hermo- 
genes, I believe that  there  was a power of philosophy  and  talk 
among the first .inventors of names,  both  in our own  and  in other 
languages; for  even  in  foreign  words a principle is  discernible. 
Hestia is the same with iola, which is an  old  form of otur‘a, and 
means the first  principle of things : this agrees with the fact that 
to Hestia the first sacrifices are offered. There is also another 
reading-&in,  which  implies that ‘pushing’ (&80&) is the first 

402 principle of  all things.  And here I seem  to  discover a delicate 
allusion  to the flux of Heracleitus- that  Antediluvian philosopher 
who cannot  walk  twice  in the  same stream; and this flux of his 
may  accomplish  yet greater marvels.  For the names  Cronos  and 
Rhea cannot  have  been accidental; the giver of them  must  have 
known  something  about the doctrine of Heracleitus. Moreover, 
there is a remarkable coincidence  in the words of Hesiod,  when 
he speaks of Oceanus, ‘the origin of Gods; ’ and  in the  verse of 
Orpheus, in  which  he describes Oceanus espousing his sister 
Tethys. Tethys is nothing  more than  the name of a spring-& 
Biarruiprvov ~d @o;pruov. Poseidon is nour‘6rupos, the chain of the 
feet,  because  you  cannot  walk  on the sea-the e is inserted by way 
of ornament;  or  perhaps  the name  may  have  been  originally 

403 roXXdBov, meaning, that the God knew  many things (noXXh el&) : 
he  may  also  be the shaker, d r h  so; ufiq-in this case, A and % 
have  been  added. Pluto is connected  with &&os, because wealth 
comes  out of the earth; or the word  may  be a euphemism  for 
Hades,  which is usually  derived dni, roJ de180Q9, because the God is 
concerned with the invisible.  But the name Hades  was really 
given  him  from his knowing (tl8;var) all good  things.  Men  in 
general are foolishly  afraid of him,  and  talk with horror of the 
world  below  from  which  no  one  may return. The reason why his 



270 Anabsis  403-406. 
C ~ d y h .  subjects  never wish to come  back,  even if they could, is  that the 
A ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ .  God enchains  them  by the strongest of spells,  namely by the 

desire of  virtue,  which they hope  to obtain by constant association 
with him. He is  the perfect and  accomplished Sophist  and the 
great bencfactor of the  other world; for  he has much more than 
he  wants  there, and  hence he is called Pluto or the rich. He will 404 
have nothing to  do with the souls of men while in the body, 
because he cannot work his will with them so long as  they  are 
confused and entangled by fleshly lusts. Demeter  is the  mother 
and giver of  food-$ 816oCua p+?p r j s  C'BwBijs. Here  is c'parrj TCS, 

or perhaps  the legislator may  have  been thinking of the weather, 
and  has merely transposed the letters of the word A j p .  Phere- 
phatta,  that word of awe, is +prndr$a, which is only an  euphonious 
contraction of 4 ro; $rpop;vou i$asropivq,--all things are in motion, 
and she in her wisdom  moves  with them,  and the mise God 
Hades consorts with  her-there is nothing very  terrible in this, 
any  more than in her other appellation Persephone, which is also 
significant  of her wisdom (ao+j) .  Apollo is another name, which 
is supposed  to  have some  dreadful meaning,  but is susceptible of 
at least four perfectly innocent explanations. First, he is  the 405 
purifier or purger or absolver (BrroAoBwv) ; secondly, he is  the  true 
diviner, 'AnXLs, as he is called in the Thessalian dialect (dnAGs= 
dnAols, sincere) ; thirdly, he  is  the  archer (id Bdhhov), always 
shooting; or again, supposing a to mean dpa or +JU, Apollo 
becomes equivalent to dpa noXQv, which points to  both his musical 
and  his heavenly attributes ; for there is a 'moving together' 
alike in music  and in the harmony of the spheres. The second A 
is  inserted in order to avoid the ill-omened sound of destruction. 
The Muses are so called-Gnb roc pQu6ar. The gentle  Let0  or 406 
Letho is named from her willingness (&9rh{pv) ,  or because she 
is ready to forgive and forget (hi&). Artemis is so called  from 
her healthy well-balanced nature, 6th rb +p&, or as ripcrijo Imop ; 
or as a lover of virginity, +orov pujaaun. One of these expla- 
nations is probably true,-perhaps  all  of them. Dionysus is 6 
8180;s rbv oivov, and oivor is quasi oidvous because  wine makes  those 
think (okuat)  that they have a mind (volr) who  have  none. The 
established derivation of 'A+p08lrq 6 d  T+ roc d+poir ylvrocv may be 
accepted on the authority of Hesiod. Again, there  is  the name of 
Pallas, or Athene,  which  we, who are Athenians, must  not  forget. 
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407 Pallas is derived  from  armed  dances-irb TO; r p i X X r w  ~h &ria. For Crutyha. 
Athene  we must turn  to  the allegorical interpreters of Homer, A ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ , ~  

who  make  the  name equivalent to Brovdt], or possibly the word  was 
originally jSovdt] and signified moral intelligence (E‘. ?Sa vdqurs). 
Hephaestus,  again,  is  the lord of l i g h t 4  TO; +itor Zurop. This is 
a good  notion ; and, to prevent  any  other getting  into our heads, 
let us go on to Ares. He  is  the manly  one (Jppqu), or the un- 
changeable  one ( + p r o s ) .  Enough of the Gods ; for, by  the Gods, 
I am afraid of them ; but if  you suggest other words, you  will see 
how the  horses of Euthyphro  prance. ‘ Only  one  more Sod ; tell 
me about my  godfather  Hermes.’ He  is IppqutCs, the  messenger 
or cheater or thief or bargainer ; or 6 f Z p w  p&prvos, that  is, ciplpt]r 

Cratylus, then, that I am no son of  Hermes.’ Pan, as the son of 
Hermes,  is speech or the  brother of speech,  and is called Pan 
because  speech  indicates everything4 rriv pt]v;ov. He has  two 
forms, a true and a false ; and  is in the  upper  part smooth, and  in 
the  lower  part shaggy. He is the goat of Tragedy, in which there 
are  plenty of falsehoods. 

‘Will you  go on to the elements-sun, moon, stars, earth, 
aether, air, fire,  water,  seasons, years ? ’ Very good : and  which 

409 shall I take  first ? Let us begin with @COS, or the sun. The Doric 
form d X m  helps us to see that  he is so called because at his rising 
he  gathers (bXI[rt) men  together, or because  he rolls about (r iXti)  
the earth, or because he variegates (dohci=norxAXrr) the earth. 
Selene  is  an anticipation of Anaxagoras,  being a contraction of 
utXorvovcodcto, the light (uihas) which is  ever old and  new,  and 
which, as Anaxagoras says, is borrowed  from the  sun ; the  name 
was harmonized into ucAuvnia, a form which is  still  in use. ‘That 
is a true dithyrambic name.’ Meis is so called dab TO; pcroGuBac, 

from suffering diminution, and gorpou is from dorpmi  (lightning), 
which is an improvement of dvnurpord,  that which turns  the  eyes 
inside out. ‘ How do you explain r ; p  and i8cp ? ’ I suspect that 

410 Ti+, which, like Cdop and K ~ O U ,  is found in Phrygian, is a foreign 
word ; for the  Hellenes have  borrowed  much  from the barbarians, 
and I always  resort to this  theory of a foreign origin when I am 
at a loss. ’Arjp may  be  explained, C C  aiprr ~ i r  b b  T ~ P  yijs ; or, o”rc d d  
bri; or, o“rr svcSpa aLroii yiutrar (compare the poetic word djrar). 

So ai&p quasi dr&+p 8rr dri &i srp;  T A ~  d+a : yf, yaia quasi ycvvi- 

408 or +pt]r-the speaker or contriver of speeches. ‘ Well said . 
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Cra/yluf. r r p  (compare the Homeric  form yryhn); t p n ,  or, according to 
A ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ .  the old  Attic  form, Bpa, is derived &TA TOG dpiCcw, because it divides 

the year ; ;VlaUTbS and &OS are the  same thought-; i v  E ‘ T ~ [ w ,  

cut  into  two parts, iw bur4 and ; T ~ ( W V ’ ,  like 6r’ 8v G into Ads and 
Z7udr. 

‘You make surprising progress.’ True ; I am  run away with, 
and  am  not  even yet at my  utmost speed. ‘ I  should like very 
much  to hear your  account of the virtues. What principle of 411 

correctness is there in those charming words, wisdom, under- 
standing, justice, and the rest ? ’  To explain ail that will  be a 
serious business; still, as I have  put  on the lion’s skin, appear- 
ances must  be maintained. My opinion  is, that primitive men 
were like  some  modern philosophers, who,  by  always going 
round  in their search after the nature of things, become dizzy; 
and  this phenomenon,  which was really in themselves, they 
imagined  to take place  in the  external world. You have  no  doubt 
remarked, that the doctrine of the universal flux, or generation of 
things, is indicated in  names. ‘ No, I never did.’ Opdv7urs is only 
+op% K I ~  6.6 vdqurs, or perhaps $op& ilyurr, and in any case is con- 
nected with $lpruBa1; Yl’~bp7 is yovjs mi+ K R ‘ ~  vBp7u1s; v d y m  is 
viou or yryvoplvou Furs; the word vlor implies that creation is always 
going  on-the  original  form was vcdrurr ; uo$pouirvr) is U W T I ~ ~ U  

~ p o u j o c o s ;  krurljp7 is rj isoplv7 TOTS spdypauw-the  faculty  which 412 

keeps  close, neither anticipating nor lagging behind; uCvtors is 
equivalent to uuvcivar, UUp7IOpf6fU6Ql .+UX$Y,  and is a  kind  of 
conclusion-uuhhoyrupdr Trs, akin therefore in  idea to Z71rurjp7; 

uo+la is  very difficult,  and has a foreign  look-the  meaning  is, 
touching the motion or stream of things, and  may  be illustrated 
by the poetical iu87 and the Lacedaemonian proper  name z&, or 
Rush; dyadirv is rb dyaorirv i v  r i  ru,yyivrr,-for all things are in 
motion,  and  some are swifter than  others : B ~ K ~ L o u ~ ~ u ~  is clearly 
4 T O G  81roiou u;vcurr. The  word B ~ K Q ~ O V  is more troublesome, and 
appears to mean the subtle penetrating power  which, as the lovers 
of  motion say,  preserves all things, and is  the cause of all things, 

.quasi 6ruiAv going  through-the letter K being inserted for the sake 
of euphony. This  is a great mystery which has been confided to 413 
me ; but when I ask for an explanation I am‘thought obtrusive, 
and another derivation is proposed to me. Justice is said  to be 6 
K ~ W ,  or the sun ; and  when I joyfully repeat this beautiful  notion, 
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I am  answered, ‘What,  is  there  no justice  when the  sun  is crotyk. 
down ? ’ And  when I entreat  my  questioner to tell me his own ~ a L Y s , s .  

opinion, he replies, that justice  is fire in the abstract, or heat in 
the abstract ; which is not very intelligible. Others laugh at  such 
notions, and  say with Anaxagoras, that justice  is the  ordering mind. 
‘ I  think that  some  one  must  have told  you  this.’ And not the 
rest?  Let  me proceed then, in the hope of proving to  you my 

414 originality. ‘Av8pia is quasi dvpria quasi 4 L a ,  604, the stream 
which flows upwards, and  is opposed to injustice, which clearly 
hinders  the principle of penetration ; Bppqu and cfv;)p have a similar 
derivation ; ywvtj is the  same  as yovi ; BijXw is derived dab 6jr eqhjs, 
because the teat  makes  things flourish (7tO&vat), and  the  word 
BrIXXrrv itself implies increase of youth, which is swift and  sudden 
ever (eriv and ilkhru8ar). I am  getting over the  ground fast : but 
much has still to be explained. There  is rixvq, for  instance. 
This,  by an  aphaeresis of r and  an epenthesis of o in two places, 
may  be identified with ixovdq,  and signifies ‘that which has 
mind.’ 

‘A very  poor etymology.’ Yes; but you must remember  that 
all language is  in process of change ; letters  are  taken in and put 
out for the  sake of euphony,  and  time  is also a great  alterer of 
words. For example,  what  business  has the  letter p in  the  word 
KrfrO7iTpOV, or  the  letter u in the word u+LyE? The additions are 
often such that it is impossible to make out the original word; 
and  yet, if  you may  put in and  pull out, as you like, any  name  is 
equally good for any object. The fact is, that great dictators of 
literature like yourself  should  observe the  rules of moderation. 
‘ I will do  my best.’  But do not be too much of a precisian, or 

41 5 you will paralyze me. If you  will let me add pqxav;), &rd r o c  &cow, 

which means mX6, and Crrv ,  I shall  be at  the summit of my 
powers,  from which elevatbn I will exabine  the two  words K U K ~  

and d p t ~ + .  The first  is easily explained in accordance with what 
has preceded; for all things being in a flux, K Q K ~  is rb KorOr idv. 
This derivation is illustrated  by the  word GtrXio, which  ought to 
have  come  after dv&pcia, and  may  be  regarded as 6 Xiav 6rupdr rjr 
+wxi js,  just  as drropia signifies an impediment to motion (from a 

not, and aopci tuht  to go), and +tr$ is t k o p i n ,  which  is the opposite 
of this-the everflowing (dti biowua or dflp€174), or  the eligible, 
quasi aipmnj. You will think that I am inventing, but I say that if 
VOL. I. T 
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~ ~ a t u / u r .  *a& is right, then ;per$ is also right. But what  is ea&? That  is 416 
A ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ , ~ .  a very  obscure  word, to which I can only  apply  my old notion and 

declare  that K a K b  is a foreign word.  Next, let us ,proceed to KaXbu, 

aiuxplv. The  latter  is doubtless  contracted from dcruxopolu, quasi 
dti L X O U  {o;v. The inventor of words being a patron of the flux, 
was a great  enemy to stagnation. KaXbu is rb waXoiu rh npdypara- 
this  is mind ( U O ~ S  or 81dvo1n); which is also the principle of 
beauty;  and which  doing the  works of beauty, is  therefore 
rightly called the beautiful. The meaning of uup$;pov is explained 417 
by previous examples;-like h m j p 7 ,  signifying  that the soul 
moves in harmony  with the world (ohp$opn, uup$lpovrn). KipBos is 
rB nCur Kcpavv;pcuov-that which  mingles with all things : XuurrsXoiru 

is equivalent to ~6 r i s  $opirs Xior r6 rlhos,  and is not  to be  taken in 
the vulgar sense of gainful, but rather in that of swift, being the 
principle which makes motion immortal  and  unceasing ; &+ihcpov 
is drB 70s d+Xhciu-that which gives increase : this  word,  which is 
Homeric,  is of foreign origin. BXfldrpbv is rd Bhdrruv or @ouXdgruou 

d r r r w  70; bel-that which injures or seeks to bind the  stream. 
The  proper word would  be BouXnnrrpolu ,  but  this is too much of 
a mouthful-like a prelude on the flute in honour of Athene. The 418 
word [7priBco is  dificult ; great changes, as I was saying,  have 
been made in words,  and even a small  change will alter  their 
meaning  very much. The word B ~ U U  is  one of these disguised 
words. You know that  according to the old pronunciation, which 
is especially affected  by the women,  who are  great conservatives, 
1 and 6 were used where  we should now use 7 and [: for  example, 
what  we now  call iplpa was  formerly called ip lpn ; and  this  shows 
the meaning of the word to have been the desired  one  coming 
after night,' and not, as is often supposed, 'that which makes  things 
gentle ' (qpcpo). So again, [uybv is Gwoybv, quasi 8 i u ~  Guciv r ls  dyoyju 

-the binding of two  together for the purpose of drawing. ACOV, 419 
as ordinarily written,  has  an evil sense, signifying the chain 
(6topbs) or hindrance of motion; but in its  ancient  form 81;u is 
expressive of good, quasi Grrdv,  that  which penetrates or goes 
through all. Z7r1L87s is really 87p&87s, and  means that  which 
binds motion ( b o l w c  rb Idv) : j 60v i  is 6 npds r+ i lv~crru rtluouua npri&s 

-the 6 is  an insertion : Air7 is derived dnB s;ls 6toXiuror ro7 uL- 
paros: clvh is from n and ic'vat, to go: AXy?GBv is a foreign word, 
and is so called &A s o l  ~ X Y F I V O ~ ;  : d6wur) is dnh rijs h8;ucor r j s  h h q s  : 
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d X B & b  is in its very sound a burden : Xaph expresses the flow of Cratylur. 
soul: T/P+IS is dlrb roc rcpxvoS, and r c p s u h  is properly + ~ U O V ,  A ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ .  

because the sensation of pleasure is likened to a breath ( I U O ~ )  

which creeps (+a) through the soul: c h # y o u ~ u q  is named from 
$ i p d a c ,  because the soul moves in harmony with nature: &I- 
BUpL is $ b i  r 6 ~  && Zovoa Bhaprr : e+ is &; + ris 

420 +u,& : ?pcpos"oorr ilpwos psi $ +ux+ : sdeoc, the desire which is  in 
another place, dXXoBi I O V :  Z ~ W S  was anciently Zopos, and so called 
because it  flows into ( lopi)  the soul from  without : 80'611 is 4 8;o&s 

705 cr'di'vac, or expresses  the shooting from a bow (rdgou). The 
latter etymology is confirmed  by the words po;Xdal,  p o ~ h $ ,  
dBfJVhk, which  all  have to do with shooting (,9oX;): and simi- 
larly o l q o ~ s  is nothing but the movement (oiuls)  of the soul towards 
essence. ' E ~ o 6 o r o v  is r6 &ou-the  yie1ding"dudyKp is 4 hu'dywp ioiua, 
the passage through ravines which impede motion : 2h?eda is &la 

421 dhq, divine motion. (IIcGGos is the opposite of this, implying the 
principle of constraint and  forced repose, which is expressed 
under  the figure of sleep, rb rCGou ; the J. is  an addition. *ouopa, a 
name, affirms the real existence of that which is sought after-tv 
04 pdupa & m u .  ' O v  and o b u h  are only r'du with an 1 broken off; and 
O ~ X  Cu is O ~ K  Idv. And  what are i h ,  ;io,, BoUu?' One way  of 
explaining them  has been already suggested-they  may  be  of 
foreign origin; and  possibly this is the true  answer. But mere 
antiquity may  often prevent our recognizing words, after all the 
complications  which they have undergone;  and we must re- 
member that however far we carry back our analysis some 
ultimate elements  or roots will  remain  which  can  be no further 
analyzed. For  example;  the word dyae6s was supposed  by us to 

422 be a compound of dyaurhr and Bdos, and probably 60'0s may  be 
further resolvable.  But  if we  take a word of which  no further 
resolution seems attainable, we may fairly conclude that we have 
reached one  of these original elements, and the truth of such a 
word  must  be tested by  some  new  method. Will you help mc  in 
the search ? 

All  names, whether  primary  or secondary, are intended to show 
the nature of things; and the secondary, as I conceive, derive 
their significance  from the primary. But then, how  do the 
primary  names indicate anything? And  let  me ask another 
question,-If we had no faculty of speech, how should we com- 

1 2  
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CYUQ~US. municate  with  one another? Should we not use signs, like the 
A ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ .  deaf  and dumb?  The elevation of our hands would  mean  light- 

ness- heaviness would  be expressed by letting them  drop. 423 
The running of any animal would be described by a similar 
movement of our own frames. The body  can only express 
anything by imitation; and the tongue or mouth  can imitate as 
well as the rest of the body.  But this imitation of the tongue or 
voice  is  not yet a name, because people may  imitate sheep  or 
goats without  naming them. What, then, is a name ? In the first 
place, a name  is  not a musical,  or,  secondly, a pictorial  imitation, 
but an imitation of that kind  which expresses the nature of a 
thing; and  is the invention  not of a musician, or of a painter, but 424 
of a namer. 

And  now, I think that  we may consider the names about  which 
you were asking. The way to analyze them  will  be  by  going 
back  to the letters, or primary  elements of which they are com- 
posed. First, we separate  the alphabet into classes of letters, 
distinguishing the consonants,  mutes,  vowels,  and  semivowels ; 
and when we  have learnt them  singly, we shall learn to  know 
them in their various  combinations of two or more letters ; just as 
the painter knows  how to use  either a single colour, or a com- 
bination of colours.  And  like the painter, we may apply  letters to 425 
the expression of objects,  and  form them into  syllables ; and these 
again  into words, until the picture or figure-that  is,  language-is 
completed.  Not that I am  literally speaking of ourselves,  but I 
mean  to say that this  was  the  way in  which the ancients framed 
language. And this leads me  to consider whether  the  primary as 
well as the secondary elements are rightly given. I may remark, 
as I was saying about the Gods, that we can  only attain to con- 
jecture of them. But still we insist that ours is  the  true  and 
only  method of discovery ; otherwise we must  have recourse, like 
the tragic  poets,  to a Deus ex machina, and say  that God gave the 
first names,  and therefore they are  right; or that the barbarians 
are older than we are, and that we learnt of them ; or that antiquity 
has cast a veil over the truth. Yet all these are not reasons ; they 426 
are only  ingenious excuses for  having  no reasons. 

I will freely impart to you  my  own  notions,  though they are 
somewhat crude :-The letter p appears to  me to be the general 
instrument which the legislator has employed to express all  motion 
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or Kivqors. (I  ought to explain  that K ~ W ~ J I S  is  just tors (going), for cr~y/us. 
the  letter q was unknown to  the .ancients ; and  the root, Kiclv, is a ~ A r u s , s .  

foreign form of i i v a l :  of K i q m  or &IS, the opposite  is VTiVlS). 

This  use of p is evident in  the  words tremble,  break,  crush, 
crumble,  and the like ; the  imposer of names  perceived that  the 

427 tongue is most  agitated in the pronunciation of this  letter, just  as 
he used I to express  the subtle power which penetrates through 
all things. The letters 4, JI, ut t, which require a great deal of 
wind, are employed in the imitation ofsuch notions as shivering, 
seething,  shaking,  and in general of what  is windy. The  letters 8 
and 7 convey the idea of binding  and rest in a place : the A denotes 
smoothness, as in the  words slip, sleek,  sleep,  and the like. But 
when  the slipping  tongue  is  detained by the heavier sound  of y, then 
arises  the notion of a glutinous  clammy nature : v is  sounded  from 
within,  and has a notion of inwardness : Q is  the expression of 
size ; 7 of length ; o of roundness,  and  therefore there  is  plenty of 
o in  the  word ydyy~Aov. That is my view, Hermogenes, of the 
correctness of name?;  and I should like to hear  what Cratylus 
would say. ‘ But, Socrates, as I was telling you, Cratylus mystifies 
me ; I should like to ask him, in your  presence,  what he  means by 
the fitness of names I’ To this  appeal,  Cratylus replies I that  he 

428 cannot  explain so important a subject all in a moment.’ .‘ No, but 
you may  “add little to little,” as Hesiod  says.’ Socrates  here 
interposes his  own  request,  that  Cratylus will give  some  account 
of his theory.  Hermogenes  and himself are  mere sciolists, but 
Cratylus has reflected on these matters,  and has had teachers. 
Cratylus replies  in  the  words of Achilles : I‘ Illustrious Ajax, you 
have  spoken  in  all  things  much to my mind,” whether Euthyphro, 
or some Muse inhabiting  your own breast, was  the inspirer.’ 
Socrates replies, that :le is afraid of being self-deceived, and 
therefore he must  ‘look  fore  and aft,’ as Homer remarks. Does 
not Cratylus agree with him that  names teach us the  nature of 
things ? ‘Yes.’ And naming is  an art,  and  the artists are legis- 

429 lators, and  like artists  in general,  some of them are  better  and 
some of them are worse  than  others,  and  give  better or worse 
laws, and  make  better or worse names. Cratylus  cannot  admit 
that  one name  is  better  than  another ; they are either  true names, 
or they are not names at all ; and when  he  is asked  about the 
name of Hermogenes,  who is acknowledged to have no luck in 
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him, he affirms this to  be the  name of somebody else. Socrates 
supposes him  to  mean that falsehood  is impossible, to  which his 
own answer would  be, that there has  never been a lack of liars. 
Cratylus presses him with the old  sophistical argument,  that 
falsehood is  saying that which is not, and therefore saying 
nothipg ;-you cannot  Etter the word  which is not. Socrates 
complains that  this  argument  is too subtle for an old  man to 
understand : Suppose a person  addressing Cratylus were to  say, 
Hail, Athenian  Stranger,  Hermogenes! would these  words be 
true  or false ? ‘ I should say that they would  be mere unmeaning 430 
sounds, like the  hammering of a brass pot.’  But you  would 
acknowledge that names, as well as pictures, are imitations,  and 
also that pictures may  give a right or wrong representation of a 
man or woman  :-why  may  not names  then equally give a repre- 
sentation true  and right or false  and wrong? Cratylus admits 
that pictures may  give a true  or false representation, but denies 
that names can. Socrates  argues,  that  he may  go  up  to a man  and 
say  ‘this is your picture,’ and again,  he may go  and say to  him 
‘this is your name’-in- the one case appealing to his sense of 431 
sight, and  in the other to his sense of hearing;-may  he not? 
‘Yes.’ Then you  will admit that there  is a right or a wrong 
assignment of names,  and if  of names, then of verbs and  nouns ; 
and if  of verbs and  nouns, then of the sentences which are made 
up of them ; and  comparing nouns to pictures, you  may  give them 
all the  appropriate sounds, or only some of them. And as he who 
gives  all the colours makes a good picture, and  he  who gives 
only some of them, a bad or imperfect one, but still a picture ; so 
he who  gives  all the sounds makes a good name,  and  he  who gives 
only some of them, a  bad or imperfect one, but  a name still. The 
artist of names, that is, the legislator, may be a good or he  may  be 
a bad artist. ‘ Yes, Socrates, but the  cases are not parallel ; for  if 
you subtract or misplace a letter,  the  name  ceases to be a name.’ 432 
Socrates admits that  the  number IO, if an unit is subtracted, 
would cease to  be IO, but denies  that  names are of this  purely 
quantitative nature. Suppose  that there  are two objects-Cratylus 
and the image  of Cratylus; and let us imagine that some God 
makes them perfectly alike,  both in their outward  form  and  in their 
inner  nature and qualities : then there will  be  two Cratyluses, and 
not  merely Cratylus and the image of Cratylus. But an imagc 

I 
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i l l  fact  always  falls short in  some degree of the original, and if Cvatylur. 
images are not exact counterparts,  why should names,be? If they A~*,.Ys,s. 

were, they would  be the doubles of their originals,  and indistin- 
guishable from them; and  how  ridiculous  would this be! Cratylus 
admits the truth of Socrates’ remark. But then  Socrates rejoins, 

433 he should have the courage to acknowledge that letters may be 
wrongly inserted in a noun, or a noun in a sentence ; and yet the 
noun or  the sentence may retain a meaning. Better to  admit this, 
that we may not  be  punished  like the traveller in  Egina  who goes 
about at night, and that Truth herself may  not say to US,‘TOO late.’ 
And, errors excepted, we may  still  affirm that a name to be correct 
must  have proper letters, which bear a resemblance to the  thing 

434 signified. I must  remind you  of what Hermogenes and I were 
saying about the  letter p’, which was held to be expressive of 
motion  and hardness, as X is of smoothness;-and this you  will 
admit to  be their natural meaning.  But then, why do the Eretrians 
call  that U K b p h l p  which we call o~Xqpdrrp ? We can understand 
one another, although the letter b is not  equivalent  to the letter E : 
why  is this? You reply, because the two ietters are sufficiently 
alike  for the purpose of expressing motion. Well,  then,  there  is 
the letter X ; what business  has this in a word  meaning hardness? 
‘Why, Socrates, I retort upon  you, that we put in and’ pull  out 
letters at pleasure.’ And the explanation of this  is custom or 

435 agreement : we have made a convention that the p shall mean E 
and a convention may indicate by the unlike as well as by the 
like. How could there be names for all the  numbers unless 
you  allow that convention is used? Imitation is a poor thing, 
and has to  be supplemented by convention, which is another 
poor thing; although I agree with you in thinking that the most 
perfect form of language is found only where there  is a perfect 
correspondence of sound  and  meaning.  But  let me ask you what 
is  the use and force of names ? ‘ The use of names, Socrates, is to 
inform,  and  he  who  knows names knows  things.’ Do you mean 

436 that the discovery of names  is the same as the discovery  of 
things ? ‘Yes.’ But do you not see  that there  is a degree of 
deception about names?  He who first gave  names,  gave them 
according to his conception, and that may  have  been erroneous. 
‘But then, why, Socrates, is language so consistent ? all words 
have the  same ,laws.’  Mere consistency is no test of truth. In 
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C r W h  geometrical problems, for example, there may be a flaw at the 
ANALYSIS. beginning, and yet the conclusion may follow consistently. And, 

therefore, a wise man  will take especial care of first principles. 
But are words really consistent ; are  there not as many terms 
of praise which  signify rest as which signify motion ? There  is 437 
isrcnrjpq, which is connected with U T ~ U I S ,  as pvipq is with piuo. 

BiBarov, again, is  the  expression of station and position ; io-ropia is 
clearly descriptive of the  stopping (Icnbuat) of the stream ; r r a b  
indicates the cessation of motion;  and there  are many words 
having a bad sense, which are connected with ideas of  motion, 
such as uup$opd, dpapria, &c. : dpaOh, again,  might  be explained, as 
4 +a 8 3  lduros sopcla, and dxohada as 4 dKoXouOia rois rpdypuw.  
Thus  the bad names are framed  on the same principle as  the 
good,  and other  examples might  be  given,  which  would  favour a 
theory of rest rather than of motion. ‘Yes; but the  greater 
number of words express motion.’ Are  we to count them, 
Cratylus; and is correctness Of names to  be determined by the 
voice of a majority ? 

names ; and  therefore  we must suppose  that  he knows the things 
which  he names : but  how  can he have learnt  things from names 
before there  were any names? ‘I believe, Socrates, that some power 
more  than human first gave things their names, and  that these  were 
necessarily true names.’ Then how  came the giver of names to 
contradict himself,  and to make some  names  expressive of rest, 
and  others of  motion ? ‘ I do  not suppose  that  he did  make them 
both.’ Then which  did  he  make-those  which are expressive of 
rest, or those which are expressive of motion? . . . But  if some 
names are  true and others false, we can only decide between 
them, not  by counting words, but  by appealing to things. And, 
if so, we must allow that  things may  be  known without names ; 439 1 
for names, as we have several times admitted, are  the images of I 
things; and the higher knowledge is of things, and  is not to be 
derived from names ; and though I do  not doubt that the  inventors. 
of language gave  names, under  the idea that all things are in a 
state of motion  and  flux, I believe that  they  were mistaken ; and 
that having  fallen into a whirlpool themselves, they  are  trying  to 
drag us after them.  For is there  n0t.a  true beauty  and a true 
good,  which  is always beautiful and always good ? Can the thing 

Here is another point : we  were saying that the legislator gives 438 
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beauty  be  vanishing away from us while the  words  are yet in  our Cvatu(Ur. 
440 mouths?  And  they could not be known  by any  one if they are A ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ .  

always  passing away-for if they  are  always  passing away, the 
observer  has no opportunity of observing  their state. Whether  the 
doctrine of the flux or of the  eternal  nature  be  the  truer,  is  hard 
to determine. But no man of sense will put himself, or  the 
education of his mind, in  the  power of names : he will not 
condemn himself to be  an unreal  thing, nor will he believe that 
everything  is in a flux like the  water  in a leaky vessel, or that 
the world  is a man who  has a running at the nose. This doctrine 
may  be  true, Cratylus, but is also very likely to  be  untrue;  and 
therefore I would have you reflect while you are young,  and find 
out the truth,  and  when you know  come and tell me. ‘ I  have 
thought,  Socrates,  and  after a good deal of thinking I incline to 
Heracleitus.’ Then  another day, my friend, you shall  give me 
a lesson. ‘ Very good, Socrates, and I hope that you will continue 
to study  these  things yourself.’ 

W e  may now consider (I) how far Plato in the Cratylus has INTRODUC- 
discovered the  true principles of language, and  then (11) proceed 
to compare  modern  speculations  respecting  the origin and nature 
of language with the anticipations of his genius. 

I. (I) Plato is  aware that  language is not the work of chance; 
nor  does  he  deny  that  there is a natural  fitness in names. He  
only  insists that  this natural  fitness  shall  be intelligibly explained. 
But he  has no idea that language is a natural organism. He would 
have  heard  with  surprise  that  languages are  the common work of 
whole  nations in a primitive or semi-barbarous age. How,  he 
would probably  have argued, could men devoid  of art have con- 
trived a structure of such  complexity? No answer could have 
been  given to this question, either in ancient or in modern  times, 
until the  nature of primitive antiquity  had  been  thoroughly stu- 
died,  and the instincts of man had  been  shown to exist in greater 
force, when  his  state  approaches  more  nearly to that of children 
or animals. The philosophers of the last century, after  their 
manner, would have vainly endeavoured to trace the process by 
which proper  names  were converted  into common, and would 
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Crafylus. have  shown how the last effort  of abstraction  invented  preposi- 
INTRODUC- tions and auxiliaries. The theologian would  have proved that 

language must have had a divine origin, because in childhood, while 
the organs are pliable, the intelligence is  wanting,  and when  the 
intelligence is able to frame  conceptions, the  organs  are no longer 
able to express them. Or, as others have said : Man is man 
because  he has the gift  of speech ; and he  could not have  invented 
that which he is. But  this would have been an  ‘argument too 
subtle’ for Socrates (429 D), who rejects  the theological account 
of the origin of language ‘as  an excuse for not giving a reason,’ 
which he  compares to the introduction of the ‘ Deus ex machinu ’ 
by the tragic poets  when they have to solve a difficulty ; thus anti- 
cipating many  modern  controversies in which the  primary agency 
of the Divine Being is confused with the  secondary cause ; and God 
is  assumed to have  worked a miracle in order to fill up a lacuna in 
human knowledge. (Cp.  Timaeus, p. 46.) 

Neither  is  Plato  wrong in supposing that  an  element of design 
and  art  enters into language. The creative  power  abating is 
supplemented by a mechanical  process.  ‘Languages are not 
made but grow,’ but they  are  made  as well as grow; bursting  into 
life  likc a plant or a flower, they  are also  capable of being trained 
and  improved  and  engrafted upon one  another. The change in 
them  is effected in earlier ages  by musical and  euphonic  improve- 
ments, at a later stage  by the influence of grammar  and logic, and 
by the poetical and  literary use of words. They develope  rapidly 
in childhood, and  when  they are full grown  and  set  they  may still 
put forth intellectual powers, like the mind in the body, or rather 
we  may  say that the nobler use of language only begins  when the 
frame-work  is complete. The savage or primitive  man, in whom 
the natural  instinct  is  strongest, is also the  greatest  improver of 
the forms  of language. He  is  the poet or  maker of words, as 
in civilized ages  the dialectician is the  definer  or dlstinguisher 
of them. The  latter calls the second world of abstract terms 
into  existence, as  the former has created the picture  sounds 
which represent natural  objects or processes. Poetry and phi- 
losophy-these two, are  the two great formative  principles of 
language, when  they  have  passed  their first stage, of which, as 
of the first invention of the  arts  in general, we only entertain 
conjecture. And mythology is a link between  them,  connecting 
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the visible  and invisible, until at length the sensuous  exterior falls c,-alylzl.r. 

away, and the severance of the inner and outer world, of the idea I ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ .  

and  the object of sense, becomes complete. At a later’period, logic 
and grammar,  sister  arts,  preserve and enlarge the decaying 
instinct of language, by rule and  method,  which they gather from 
analysis  and observation. 
(2) There  is no  trace in any of Plato’s writings that  he was 

acquainted with any language but Greek. Yet he has conceived 
very  truly  the relation of Greek  to foreign languages, which he is 
led to consider, because  he finds that  many  Greek  words are 
incapable of explanation. Allowing a good deal for accident, and 
also  for the fancies of the conditoves linguae Grnecne, there  is  an 
element of which he  is unable to  give an account. These unin- 
telligible words  he  supposes to  be of foreign origin, and to have 
been derived from a time when  the  Greeks  were  either  barbarians, 
or in close relations to the barbarians.  Socrates is aware  that  this 
principle is liable to great abuse ; and, like the ‘ Dcus ex wznchitzd,’ 
explains nothing. Hence  he  excuses himself for the  employment 
of such a device,  and remarks  that in  foreign words there  is still 
a principle of correctness, which applies equally both  to Greeks 
and  barbarians. 

(3) But the  greater  number of primary  words do  not  admit of 
derivation from foreign languages ; they must  be resolved into  the 
letters out of which they are composed, and  therefore  the  letters 
must  have a meaning. The  framers of language were  aware of 
this ; they  obsenvd that n was adapted to express size ; 7 length ; 
o roundness ; Y inwardness ; j rush or roar; X liquidity; yX the 
detention of the liquid or slippery element ; 6 and r binding; 4, +, 
u, 6, wind and cold, and so on. Plato’s analysis of the letters of 
the  alphabet  shows a wonderful insight into the nature of lan- 
guage. He  does not expressly distinguish between mere imitation 
and the symbolical use of sound to express thought, but  he  recog- 
nises in the  examples which he gives both  modes  of  imitation. 
Gesture  is  the mode  which a deaf and  dumb person would take of 
indicating his meaning. And language is the  gesture of the 
tongue ; in the,use of the  letter j, to express a rushing  or  roaring, 
or of o to express roundness, there  is a direct imitation ; while in 
the use of the letter a to express size, or of 7 to express length, the 
imitation is symbolical, The use of analogous or similar sounds, 



The Lesson t o  be gathered from words. 

Cr@Yhs. in  order to express similar or analogous ideas, seems to have 
INTRODUC. escaped  him. 

In passing from the gesture of the body to the movement of 
the tongue, Plato makes a great step in the physiology of lan- 
guage. He was probably the first who  said  that <language  is 
imitative sound,’  which is  the greatest  and  deepest truth of 
philology; although he is  not aware of the laws of euphony 
and association  by  which  imitation  must  be regulated. He  was 
probably also the first who  made a distinction  between simple 
and compound words, a truth second only in importance to that 
which has  just been mentioned. His great insight in one direction 
curiously contrasts with his  blindness in another; for he  appears 
to  be  wholly unaware (cp. his derivation of dyaO6r from dyambr and 
Bohr) of the difference  between the root and termination. But we 
must  recollect that  he  was necessarily more  ignorant  than  any 
schoolboy of Greek grammar, and  had  no table of the inflexions of 
verbs  and nouns  before his eyes, which  might  have suggested to 
him the distinction. 

(4) Plato distinctly affirms that language is not truth,  or (phi- 
losophie  une  langue bien faife.’ At first, Socrates has delighted 
himself with discovering the flux of Heracleitus in language.  But 
he is covertly satirising the pretence of that or  any other  age 
to  find philosophy in words; and he  afterwards  corrects  any 
erroneous inference which  might  be gathered from his experi- 
ment. For he finds as many, or almost as many, words  expressive 
of rest, as  he had previously found expressive of motion. And 
even if this had  been otherwise, who would learn of words  when 
he might learn of things?  There  is a great  controversy and high 
argument between Heracleiteans  and Eleatics, but no man of sense 
would  commit his soul in such  enquiries to the  imposers of names. 
, , In this  and other passages Plato shows  that  he is as completely 
emancipated  from the influence o f (  Idols of the tribe’  as Bacon 
himself. 

The lesson which may be gathered from words is not  meta- 
physical or moral, but historical. They  teach us the affinity 
of races, they tell us something about the association of ideas, they 
occasionally preserve the memory of a disused custom; but we 
cannot safely argue from them about right  and  wrong,  matter  and 
mind,  freedom and necessity, or  the  other problems of moral and 
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metaphysical philosophy. For  the  use of words  on  such  subjects Cya$us. 
may often be metaphorical, accidental, derived  from other lan- INTRODUC. 

guages,  and may have no relation to  the  contemporary  state of 
thought  and feeling. Nor in  any case is  the invention of them the 
result of philosophical reflection ; they have been  commonly trans- 
ferred from matter  to mind, and  their meaning  is the  very  reverse 
of their etymology. Because there  is  or  is not a name  for a thing, 
we cannot argue  that  the thing has  or  has not an actual existence ; 
or  that  the antitheses, parallels, conjugates, correlatives of language 
have  anything corresponding to  them in nature. There  are too 
many  words as well as too  few ; and  they generalize the objects or 
ideas which theyrepresent.  The  greatest lesson which the philo- 
sophical  analysis of language teaches us is, that  we should  be 
above language, making  words our  servants, and not allowing 
them to be  our masters. 

Plato  does not add the  further observation,  that the etymological 
meaning of words  is  in  process of being lost. If at first framed  on 
a principle of intelligibility, they would gradually  cease to be intel- 
ligible, like those of a foreign language. He  is willing to admit 
that they  are subject to  many  changes,  and  put on many dis- 
guises. He  acknowledges that  the  'poor  creature' imitation is 
supplemented  by another poor creature,'-convention.  But he 
does  not  see  that  'habit  and repute,' and  their relation to other 
words, are'  always exercising an influence  over  them. Words 
appear to be isolated, but they are really the  parts of an organism 
which is always  being  reproduced.  They are refined by civiliza- 
tion, harmonized  by  poetry,  emphasized 'by literature, technically 
applied in philosophy and art;  they  are used as symbols  on the 
border-ground of human  knowledge ; they receive a fresh  impress 
from individual genius, and  come with a new force and association 
to every lively-minded person. They  are fixed by  the simul- 
taneous utterance of millions, and yet are always  imperceptibly 
changing ;"not  the  inventors of language,  but  writing  and speak- 
ing, and  particularly great writers, or  works which pass into the 
hearts of nations, Homer,  Shakespear,  Dante, the German or 
English Bible, Kant  and  Hegel, are  the  makers of them  in  later 
ages. They  carry with them  the faded recollection of their own 
past  history ; the  use of a word  in a striking  and familiar passage 
gives a complexion  to its use  everywhere  else,  and  the  new  use of 
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Cru(Ylus. an old  and  familiar phrase  has also a peculiar power  over us. 
lNTRODUC. But these  and  other subtleties of language escaped the observation 

of Plato. He is not aware  that  the languages of the world are 
organic structures,  and  that  every  word in them  is related to every 
other; nor does he  conceive of language as  the joint work of the 
speaker  and  the  hearer, requiring in man a faculty  not only of 
expressing his thoughts but of understanding  those of others. 

On  the other  hand, he cannot be  justly  charged with a desire to 
frame language on artificial principles. Philosophers have  some- 
times dreamed of‘ a technical or scientific language, in words 
which should have  fixed  meanings, and  stand in the same rela- 
tion  to  one another as the  substances which they denote. But 
there is  no  more trace of this in Plato than there  is of a language 
corresponding to the  ideas; nor, indeed, could the want of such 
a language be felt  until the sciences were  far  more developed. 
Those who  would extend  the  use of technical phraseology beyond 
the limits of science or of custom, seem to  forget that freedom and 
suggestiveness and the play of association are essential charac- 
teristics of language. The great  master  has  shown how  he 
regarded pedantic distinctions of words  or  attempts to confine 
their  meaning in the satire on Prodicus in the Protagoras. 

(5) In addition  to these anticipations of the general principles 
of philology, we may  note  also a few curious observations on 
words and sounds. ‘The Eretrians say ~ ~ X ? p d r ~ p  for ~ ~ h v p d ~ p p  ; ’ 
‘the Thessalians call  Apollo ‘AT&; ’ ‘the Phrygians have the 
words mSp, bsop, Kivss slightly changed ; ’ ‘there is an old Homeric 
word ipjuaro, meaning “he contrived ” ; ’ ‘our forefathers, and 
especially the women, who are most conservative of the ancient 
language, loved the  letters L and 8 ;  but  now i is changed into 
7 and c, and 8 into [; this is supposed to increase the  grandeur 
of the sound.’ Plato was very willing to use inductive argu- 
ments, so far as they  were within his reach; but he would  also 
have assigned a large influence to chance. Nor indeed is induc- 
tion applicable to  philology  in the same  degree as to  most of the 
physical sciences. For  after we have pushed  our  researches to 
the furthest point, in language as in  all the other creations of the 
human mind, there will  always  remain an  element of exception or 
accident or free-will,  which cannot be eliminated. 

The question, ‘whether falsehood  is  impossible,’  which Socrates 
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characteristically sets aside as too subtle for an old  man (429 D ;  Crafyhs. 
cp. Euthyd. 284), could only have arisen in an age of imperfect I ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ L ' ~ .  

consciousness, which  had  not yet learned to distinguish  words 'IoN' 

from things. Socrates replies in  effect that words have  an inde- 
pendent existence ; thus anticipating the solution of the mediaeval 
controversy of Nominalism  and  Realism. He is  aware  too that 
languages exist in various degrees of perfection (439, and that the 
analysis of them  can  only be carried to a certain point (422). ' I f  
we  could always, or almost always, use likenesses, which are the 
appropriate expressions, that  would  be the most perfect state of 
language' (439 D). These words suggest a question of deeper 
interest than the origin of language; viz.  what is the ideal of 
language,  how far by any correction of their usages existing 
languages might  become clearer and more  expressive than they 
are, more  poetical,  and  also  more logical;  or  whether  they are 
now  finally  fixed  and  have  received their last impress from time 
and  authority. 

On the whole, the Cratylus seems to  contain deepcr  truths 
about language than any  other ancient writing. But feeling the 
uncertain ground  upon  which  he is walking,  and partly in order 
to preserve  the  character of Socrates, Plato envelopes the whole 
subject in a robe of fancy,  and  allows his principles to drop out 
as if  by  accident. 

11. What is the result of recent speculations about the origin 
and nature of language ? Like other modern  metaphysical 
enquiries, they end at last in a statement of facts.  But,  in 
order to state  or  understand  the facts, a metaphysical insight 
seems to  be required. There  are more things in language than 
the human  mind  easily  conceives.  And  many  fallacies  have  to 
be  dispelled, as well as observations made. The true spirit of 
philosophy or metaphysics can alone charm  away metaphysical 
illusions,  which are always reappearing, formerly in the fancies 
of neoplatonist writers, now in the disguise of experience and 
common sense. An  analogy, a figure of speech, an  intelligible 
theory, a superficial  observation of the individual,  have  often  been 
mistaken  for a true account of the origin of language. 

Speaking is one of the simplest natural operations, and  also the 
most  complex.  Nothing  would seem to be  easier  or more  trivial 
than a few  words uttered by a child  in any language.  Yet  into 
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CratyluJ. the formation of those words  have entered causes which the 
I W O ~ ~ ~ ~ .  human  mind  is  not  capable of calculating. They  are a drop  or 

two of the great stream or ocean of speech which has been 
flowing in all  ages.  They  have  been transmitted from  one 
language  to another ; like the child  himself, they go  back  to the 
beginnings of the human  race. How they originated,  who  can 
tell ? Nevertheless  we  can imagine a stage of human  society 
in which the circle of men’s  minds was  narrower and their 
sympathies and instincts stronger ; in which their organs of 
speech were more  flexible,  and the sense of hearing finer  and 
more discerning ; in which they lived  more  in  company,  and after 
the manner of children were more  given to express their feelings ; 
in  which ‘they moved all together,’ like a herd of wild  animals, 
‘when they moved at all.’  Among them, as in every society, a 
particular person would  be  more  sensitive  and  intelligent than 
the rest. Suddenly, on  some  occasion of interest (at the approach 
of a wild  beast, shall we say?), he  first, they following  him, utter a 
cry which resounds through the forest. The cry is almost or 
quite  involuntary,  and  may  be an imitation of the roar of the 
animal. Thus far we have  not speech, but  only the inarticulate 
expression of feeling or emotion  in  no respect differing  from the 
cries of animals ; for they too  call  to  one another and are 
answered. But  now suppose that  some  one at a distance  not 
only hears the sound,  but apprehends the meaning : or we  may 
imagine  that the cry is repeated to a member of the society  who 
had  been absent; the others act the scene over  again  when  he 
returns home in the evening.  And so the cry becomes a word. 
The hearer in turn gives  back the word  to the speaker, who  is 
now  aware  that  he  has  acquired a new  power.  Many  thousand 
times he exercises this power ; like a child learning to talk, he 
repeats the  same  cry again,  and  again  he is answered ; he tries 
experiments with a like  result,  and the speaker and the hearer 
rejoice together in their newly-discovered  faculty.  At  first there 
would  be  few such cries,  and  little  .danger of mistaking or 
confusing them. For the mind of primitive  man  had a narrow 
range of perceptions and  feelings ; his senses  were microscopic ; 
twenty or thirty sounds or gestures would be  enough  for  him, nor 
would  he  have any difficulty  in  finding  them.  Naturally he  broke 
out  into  speech--like the young  infant  he  laughed  and babbled; 
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but not until there  were  hearers  as well as  speakers did language C,-~Q[,,~. 
begin.  Not the interjection or  the vocal imitation of the object, Ixraoocc. 

but the interjection or  the vocal imitation of the object understood, 
is  the  first  rudiment of human  speech. 

After a while the word gathers associations, and  has  an  inde- 
pendent  existence. The imitation of the lion’s roar calls up  the 
fears  and  hopes of the chase,  which are excited by his  appearance. 
In  the moment of hearing  the sound, without any appreciable 
interval, these  and  other latent cxperiences wake  up in the mind of 
the hearer. Not only  does  he  receive  an  impression,  but he brings 
previous  knowledge to  bear upon that  impression.  Necessarily the 
pictorial image  becomes less vivid, while the association of the 
nature  and habits of the animal is more  distinctly  perceived. The 
picture passes into a symbol, for there would be too many of ihem 
and they would crowd the mind ; the vocal imitation, too, is 
always in process of being lost and being  renewed,  just as  the 
picture is brought back again in the description of the poet. 
Words now can be  used  more  freely  because there  are  more 
of them. What  was once an involuntary expression becomes 
voluntary. Not only  can men utter a cry  or call, but they can 
communicate  and  converse ; they can not only use  words, but 
they can even play with  them. The word is  separated both from 
the object and from the mind ; and slowly nations  and individuals 
attain to a fuller consciousness of themselves. 

Parallel with this mental  process the articulation of sounds 
is  gradually  becoming  perfected. The finer sense  detects  the 
differences of them,  and begins, first to agglomerate, then to 
distinguish them.  Times,  persons,  places,  relations of  all kinds, 
are  expressed by modifications of them. The earliest parts of 
speech, as we  may call them  by anticipation, like the first utter- 
ances of children,  probably partook of the  naturc of interjections 
and nouns;  then  came  verbs; at  length the whole sentence 
appeared,  and  rhythm  and  metre followed. Each  stage in the 
progress of language was accompanied by some  corresponding 
stage in the mind and civilization  of man. In time, when the 
family became a nation, the wild growth of dialects passed  into a 
language. Then  arose  poetry  and literature. We can  hardly 
realize to ourselves how much with each improvement of  language 
the  powers of the human mind were  enlarged; how the  inner 
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C ~ U ~ ~ U S .  world  took the place of the  outer; how the pictorial or symbolical 
I ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ .  or analogical  word was refined into a notion ; how language, fair 

and  large and free, was at last complete. 
So we may  imagine the speech of man  to  have  begun as with 

the cries of animals, or  the stammering lips of children,  and to 
have attained by degrees  the perfection of Homer  and Plato. Yet 
we  are far from saying that  this  or  any  other  theory of language 
is proved by  facts. It is not  difficult to form an hypothesis which 
by a series of imaginary transitions will bridge over the chasm 
which separates man  from the animals. Differences of kind may 
often  be thus resolved into differences of degree. But we must 
not assume  that we have in this  way discovered the  true account 
of them.  Through  what  struggles the harmonious use of the 
organs of speech  was acquired ; to what extent  the conditions of 
human  life were different ; how far the genius of individuals may 
have contributed to the discovery of this as of the  other arts, we 
cannot say: Only  we  seem to see  that language is  as much the 
creation of the ear  as of the tongue, and the  expression of a move- 
ment stirring the  hearts not of one man only but of many, ‘as 
the  trees of the wood are stirred by the wind.’ The theory  is 
consistent or not inconsistent with our own mental experience, 
and  throws some degree of light  upon a dark  corner of the  human 
mind. 

In the  later analysis of language, we  trace  the opposite and 
contrasted elements of the individual  and  nation, of the past and 
present, of the  inward and outward, of the subject and object, of 
the notional  and  relational, of the root or unchanging part of the 
word  and of the changing  inflexion, if such a distinction be 
admitted, of the vowel  and the consonant, of quantity  and  accent. 
of speech and writing, of poetry and prose. We observe also the 
reciprocal influence of sounds  acd conceptions on  each other, like 
the connexion of body  and mind; and further  remark  that 
although the names of objects were originally proper  names, as 
the grammarian  or logician  might  call them,  yet  at a later  stage 
they become universal notions,  which  combine into particulars 
and individuals, and are taken out of the first rude agglomeration 
of sounds  that they may  be replaced in a higher  and  more logical 
order. We see  that in the simplest sentences are contained 
grammar and  logic--the parts of speech: the Eleatic philosophy 
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and the Kantian categories. So complex  is language, and so Cratylur. 
expressive not only of the meanest  wants of man,  but of his I ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ .  
highest thoughts; so various are  the aspects in  which it is 
regarded by us. Then again, when  we follow the history of lan- 
guages, we observe  that they  are always slowly moving,  half dead, 
half  alive,  half  solid,  half  fluid ; the breath of a moment, yet like 
the air, continuous in  all ages  and countries,-like the glacier, too, 
containing within them a trickling stream which deposits debris 
of the rocks over which it passes. There  were happy moments, 
as we  may conjecture, in the lives of nations, at which they came 
to the birth-as in the golden age of literature, the man and the 
time seem to conspire;  the eloquence of the bard or chief, as in 
later times the creations of the  great  writer  who  is the expression 
of his age, became impressed on the minds of their  countrymen, 
perhaps in the hour of some crisis of national  development-a 
migration, a conquest, or the like. The picture of the word  which 
was beginning to  be lost, is now  revived ; the sound again echoes 
to the sense ; men find themselves capable not only of expressing 
more  feelings, and describing more objects, but of expressing  and 
describing them better. The world before the flood, that is to 
say, the world of ten, twenty, a hundred thousand years ago, has 
passed away and  left no sign. But the best conception that we 
can  form of it,  though imperfect and uncertain, is gained from the 
analogy of causes still in action, some powerful and  sudden, 
others  working slowly in the  course of infinite ages.  Something 
too  may  be  allowed  to ‘the persistency of the strongest,’ to ‘the 
survival of the fittest,’ in this as in the  other realms of nature. 

These are some of the reflections which the modern philosophy 
of language suggests to us about the powers of the human  mind 
and the forces and influences by  which the efforts of men  to utter 
articulate sounds  were  inspired. Yet  in  making these and similar 
generalizations we may note  also dangers to which we  are 
exposed. (I) There  is  the confusion of ideas with facts-of mere 
possibilities, and generalities, and  modes  of  conception with actual 
and definite knowledge. The words ‘evolution,’ ‘birth:  ‘law,’ 
6 development,’ instinct,’ ‘ implicit,’ ‘ explicit,’ and the like,  have 
a false clearness or comprehensiveness, which adds nothing to 
our  knowledge. The metaphor of a flower or a tree, O r  Some 
other work of nature or art, is  often in like manner only a ’ 

c 2  
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Crap/ur. pleasing picture. (2)  There  is  the fallacy of resolving the 
xNTRODUC. languages which we know into their parts,  and then imagining 

that we can discover the  nature of  language by  reconstructing 
them. (3) There  is  the  danger of identifying language, not with 
thoughts but with ideas. (4) There  is  the  error of supposing  that 
the analysis of grammar  and logic has always  existed, or that 
their distinctions were familiar to Socrates and Plato. (5) There 
is the fallacy of exaggerating,  and  also of diminishing the interval 
which separates articulate from inarticulate language-the cries of 
animals from the speech of man-the instinct of animals from the 
reason of man. (6) There  is the  danger which besets all enquiries 
into the early history of  man-of interpreting the past by the 
present,  and of substituting the definite and intelligible for the 
true but  dim outline which is  the horizon of human knowledge. 

The greatest light is thrown upon the  nature of language by 
analogy. We have the analogy of the cries of animals, of the 
songs of birds  (‘man, like the nightingale, is a singing bird, but 
is ever binding up thoughts with musical notes’), of music,  of 
children  learning to speak, of barbarous nations in which the 
linguistic instinct  is still undecayed, of ourselves  learning to think 
and  speak a new language, of the deaf and  dumb  who have words 
without sounds, of the  various  disorders of speech ; and we have 
the after-growth of mythology, which, like language, is an  un- 
conscious creation of the human  mind. W e  can observe the 
social  and  collective instincts of animals; and may remark how, 
when domesticated, they have the  power of understanding but not 
of speaking, while on the other  hand,  some birds which are com- 
paratively devoid of intelligence, make a nearer approach to 
articulate  speech. W e  may note how in the animals there is a 
want of that  sympathy with one another which appears to be the 
soul of language. We can compare the  use of speech with other 
mental  and bodily operations ; for speech too is a kind of gesture, 
and in the child or savage accompanied with gesture. W e  may 
observe  that the child learns to speak, as he learns to walk or to 
eat, by a natural  impulse ; yet in either  case not without a power 
of imitation which is also natural to him-he is taught to read, but 
he  -breaks forth  spontaneously in speech. W e  can trace the 
impulse to bind together the world in ideas beginning in the 
first efforts to speak  and culminating in philosophy. But there 

TION. 
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remains an element which cannot be explained,  or even adequately C Y U ~ ~ Z U J .  

described. We can understand how man creates or constructs I ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ .  
consciously and by design ; and  see, if we do not understand, 
how nature, by a law,  calls into being an organized structure. 
But the  intermediate  organism which stands between  man and 
nature, which is  the  work of mind yet unconscious, and in which 
mind  and matter seem. to meet, and mind  unperceived to herself 
is really limited by all other  minds, is neither understood nor 
seen by us, and  is with reluctance  admitted to  be a fact. 

Language  is an  aspect of man,  of nature, and of nations, the 
transfiguration of the world in thought, the meeting-point of 
the physical and  mental sciences, and also the mirror in which 
they are reflected, present at  every  moment to the individual, 
and yet having a sort of eternal or universal nature. When  we 
analyze our own mental  processes,  we find words  everywhere 
in every degree of clearness and consistency, fading away in 
dreams  and  more like pictures, rapidly succeeding one another in 
our waking thoughts, attaining a greater distinctness  and con- 
secutiveness in speech,  and a greater still in writing, taking the 
place of one another when  we try to  become emancipated from 
their influence. For in all processes of the mind  which are 
conscious we  are talking to ourselves;  the attempt to think with- 
out words is a mere illusion,-they are always  reappearing  when 
we fix our thoughts. And  speech is not a separate faculty, but 
the  expression of all our faculties,  to  which  all our  other powers 
of expression, signs, looks, gestures,  lend  their  aid, of which the 
instrument  is not the tongue only, but more than half the  human 
frame. 

The minds of men are sometimes carried on to think of their 
lives and of their actions as links in a chain of causes  and effects 
going back to the beginning of time. A  few  have seemed to lose 
the sense of their own individuality in the universal cause  or 
nature. In like manner  we might think of the  words which we 
daily use, as derived from the first speech of man, and of  all the 
languages in the world, as  the  expressions or varieties of a single 
force or life  of  language of which the thoughts of  men are  the 
accident. Such a conception enables us to grasp the  power  and 
wonder of languages, and  is  very natural to the scientific  philo- 
logist. For he, like the metaphysician, believes  in the reality of 
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Cvatyhr. that which absorbs  his own  mind.  Nor do we  deny  the  enormous 
I ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ .  influence which language has exercised  over thought. Fixed 

words, like  fixed ideas, have often governed the world. But in 
such  representations  we  attribute to  language  too  much the 
nature of a cause, and too little of an effect,-too  much  of an 
absolute, too little of a relative character,-too much  of an ideal, 
too little of a matter-of-fact existence. 

TION. 

Or again, we may frame a single abstract notion of language of 
which  all existent languages may  be supposed to be  the perver- 
sion. But we must not conceive that  this logical figment had ever 
a real  existence,  or is anything  more than an effort of the mind  to 
give unity to infinitely various phenomena. There  is no abstract 
language ‘in rerunt natura,’ any  more than  there  is  an abstract 
tree, but only  languages in various stages of growth,  maturity, 
and decay. Nor do  other logical distinctions or even  grammatical 
exactly  correspond to the facts of language; for they too are 
attempts to give unity and regularity to a subject which is partly 
irregular. 

W e  find,  however, that there  are distinctions of another kind  by 
which this vast field of language admits of being  mapped out. 
There  is  the distinction between biliteral and triliteral roots, and 
the various inflexions which accompany  them ; between the  mere 
mechanical cohesion of sounds or words,  and the ‘chemical’ com- 
bination of them into a new  word ; there  is  the distinction  between 
languages which  have  had a free  and full development of their 
organisms, and languages which  have been  stunted in their 
growth,--lamed  in their  hands or feet, and never able to acquire 
afterwards  the powers in  which they  are deficient; there is the 
distinction between synthetical  languages like Greek  and  Latin, 
which  have retained their inflexions, and analytical languages like 
English or French, which  have lost them.  Innumerable as  are 
the languages  and dialects of mankind, there  are comparatively 
few classes to  which they can  be referred. 

Another road through  this chaos is provided by the physiology 
of speech. The organs of language are  the same in all  mankind, 
and are only capable of uttering a certain  number of sounds. 
Every man has tongue, teeth, lips, palate, throat, mouth, which he 
may close or open,  and adapt in various ways; making, first, 
vowels  and consonants; and secondly, other  classes of letters. 
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The  elements of  all speech, like the  elements of the musical scale, cratyhs. 
are few and simple,  though  admitting of infinite gradations  and I ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ .  
combinations. Whatever slight differences exist in the  use or 'IoN+ 

formation of these organs,  owing to climate or the  sense of 
euphony or other causes, they  are  as nothing  compared  with their 
agreement. Here  then  is a real basis of unity in the  study of 
philology, unlike that imaginary abstract unity of which we  were 
just now speaking. 

Whether  we  regard language  from the psychological, or his- 
torical, or physiological point of view, the materials of our know- 
ledge are inexhaustible. The comparisons of children learning 
to speak, of barbarous nations, of musical notes, of the cries of 
animals, of the  song of birds, increase our insight  into the  nature 
of human  speech. Many observations  which would otherwise 
have  escaped us are suggested by  them.  But they do not explain 
why, in man and in man only, the  speaker met with a response 
from the  hearer,  and  the half articulate sound gradually developed 
into Sanscrit  and Greek. They  hardly enable us to approach  any 
nearer  the  secret of the origin of language,  which, like some of the 
other  great  secrets of nature,-the origin of birth  and  death,  or of 
animal life,-remains inviolable. That problem is indissolubly 
bound up with the origin of man;  and if we  ever  know more of 
the one, we  may  expect to know  more of the  other'. 

It  is  more  than  sixteen  years  since the preceding  remarks  were 
written,  which  with a few  alterations have now been  reprinted. 
During the interval the  progress of philology has been  very  great. 
More languages have been  compared ; the  inner  structure of lan- 
guage has  been laid bare ; the relations of sounds have been  more 
accurately  discriminated ; the  manner in which  dialects affect or 
are affected by  the  literary or principal form  of a language is 
better understood. Many merely  verbal  questions  have  been 
eliminated ; the  remains of the old traditional  methods  have  died 
away. The  study.  has passed  from the metaphysical  into an 

' Compare W'. Humboldt,  'Ueber  die  Verschiedenheit  des  menschlichcn 

' Einleilnng  in  die  Foychologie  und  Sprachwissenschaft.' 
Sprachbaues ; ' M. Muller, ' Lecttlres  on  the  Science of Language ;' Steinthal, 
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C I Z ~ / U J .  historical stage.  Grammar is no longer confused with  language, 
I ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ .  nor  the  anatomy of words  and  sentences  with  their life and use. 

Figures of speech, by which the  vagueness of theories  is often 
concealed, have been stripped off; and  we  see language  more as it 
truly  was,  The immensity of the subject is gradually revealed to 
us, and  the reign of law  becomes apparent. Yet the law is but 
partially seen ; the  traces of it are often  lost in the distance. For 
languages  have  a  natural but not a  perfect  growth ; like other 
creations of nature into  which the will of man enters,  they  are full 
of what we term  accident  and  irregularity.  And the difficulties of 
the subject  become not less, but greater, as we proceed-it is 
one of those studies in which we  seem to know  less as  we know 
more ; partly  because we  are no longer satisfied with  the vague  and 
superficial ideas of it which  prevailed fifty years ago ; partly also 
because the remains of the languages  with  which we  are ac- 
quainted  always were,  and if they  are  still living, are, in a state of 
transition;  and  thirdly, because there  are lacunae in our know- 
ledge of them  which can never  be filled up. Not a tenth, not 
a  hundredth  part of them  has  been  preserved. Yet the  materials 
at  our disposal are  far  greater  than  any individual can use. Such 
are a  few of the  general reflections  which the  present  state of 
philology calls up. 

(I) Language seems to be composite, but into  its first elements 
the philologer has  never  been  able to penetrate.  However far he 
goes back, he  never  arrives at the beginning ; or  rather,  as in 
Geology or in Astronomy, there is no  beginning. He  is too apt 
to suppose  that  by  breaking up the  existing forms of language 
into  their  parts  he will arrive at  a previous  stage of it, but he 
is merely  analyzing  what  never  existed, or  is  never known to have 
existed, except in a  composite form. He  may divide  nouns  and 
verbs into  roots and inflexions, but  he has no  evidence  which will 
show  that  the o of r h r o  or  the p of rldrp,  though  analogous to Zy&, 
pc, either became  pronouns  or  were  generated out of pronouns. 
To say  that  ‘pronouns, like ripe  fruit,  dropped  out of verbs,’ is a 
misleading  figure of speech. Although all languages  have  some 
common principles, there  is no  primitive  form or forms of language 
known to us, or to be  reasonably  imagined,  from  which they  are all 
descended. No inference can be  drawn from language, either for 
or against the unity of the hutnan race.  Nor is there  any proof 

TION. 
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that  words  were  ever used without any relation to each other. cm(y/u~. 
Whatever may be the meaning of a sentence  or a word when Is.rRoDuc. 

applied to primitive language, it is probable  that the  sentence 
is more akin  to the original form than the word, and  that the 
later stage of language is the  result rather of analysis than of 
synthesis, or possibly is a combination of the two.  Nor, again,are 
we sure that the original process of learning to speak  was  the 
same i n  different places or among different races of men. It 
may  have  been slower  with some, quicker with others.  Some 
tribes may  have used shorter,  others longer  words  or  cries : they 
may  have  been more or less inclined to agglutinate or to decom- 
pose them : they may have  modified them by the  use of prefixes, 
suffixes, infixes ; by the lengthening  and strengthening of vowels 
or by the  shortening and weakening of them, by the condensation 
or rarefaction of consonants. But who  gave to language these 
primeval laws;  or why one race has triliteral, another biliteral 
roots ; or why in some  members of a group of languages b 
becomes p, or d, f, or ch, R ; or  why two languages  resemble  one 
another in certain parts of their  structure and differ in others ; or 
why in one  language there is a greater development of vowels, in 
another of consonants, and the like--are questions of which we 
only ‘entertain conjecture.’ We must remember the length of 
time that has  elapsed  since man first walked  upon the  earth, and 
that in this vast but  unknown period every  variety of language 
may have been in process of formation and decay, many  times 
over l. It can hardly be supposed  that any traces of  an original 

Cp. I’lato, Laws, iii. 6;6 :- 
‘ Alh. And what then is  to be regarded as  the origin of government I \Vi11 

not a  man be  able to judge best from  a point of view  in which he may  behold 
the progress of states  and  their transitions to  good  and  evil? 

Ath. I mean that  he  might  watch  them from the  point of view of time, and 
Cle. What  do you mean ? 

Cle. How so I 
Afh.  Why,  do yon think  that yon can reBon the time which has elapsed 

Cle. Hardly. 
Ath. But you are  quite  sure  that  it must be vast and  incalcalable? 
Cle. No donbt. 
Afh. And  have there not been thousands  and thousands of cities  which have 

come into being and perished during this  period t And has not every place had 

observe the  changes which take place in them during infinite ages. 

since  cities  first existed and men  were  citizens of them ? 
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Cru/ylzts. language still survive, any  more  than of the first huts or buildings 
I K T R O ~ ~ ~ .  which were constructed by  man. Nor are we  at all certain of the 

relation, if any, in  which the  greater families of languages stand to 
each other. The influence of individuals must  always  have  been 
x disturbing  element.  Like  great writers in later times, there 
may  have  been  many a barbaric genius  who  taught the men 
of his tribe to sing or speak,  showing  them by example how to 
continue or divide their  words,  charming  their souls with rhythm 
and accent and intonation, finding in familiar objects the expres- 
sion of their confused  fancies-to  whom the whole of language 
might in truth be said to  be a figure of speech.  One  person may 
have introduced a new custom into  the formation or pronuncia- 
tion of a word; he  may  have  been imitated by others, and the 
custom, or form, or accent, or quantity,  or  rhyme which  he 
introduced in a single word  may  have  become the  type on  which 
many other words or inflexions of words were framed, and may 
have quickly ran  through a whole language. For like the other 
gifts which nature  has bestowed  upon man,  that of speech has 
been  conveyed  to  him through  the medium,  not of the many,  but 
of the few, who  were  his ‘ law-givers ’-‘the legislator with the 
dialectician standing on his right hand,’ in Plato’s striking 
image, who formed the  manners of men and gave them  customs, 
whose  voice and look  and behaviour, whose gesticulations and 
other peculiarities were instinctively imitated by  them,-the 
‘ king of men’ who  was  their  priest, almost their God, . . . But 
these are conjectures only: so little do we know of the origin of 
language that  the  real  scholar is indisposed to touch the subject 
at all. 
(2) There  are other errors besides the figment of a primitive or 

original language  which  it is time to leave behind us. We no 
longer divide languages into synthetical and analytical, or suppose 
similarity of structure to be the safe or only guide to the  affinities 

endless  forms of government,  and  been  sometimes  rising,  and at other times 
falling, and again improving or waning?’ 

TION. 

Aristot. Metaph. xi. 8. 21 :- 
‘And if a person  should  conceive  the  tales of mythology to mean only that 

men thought the gods  to  Le  the  first  essences of things,  he  would deem the 
reflection  to  have been inspired and would  consider  that,  whereas  probably 
every art and part of wisdom had been discovered nrrd Zost muny t imes mer, 
swh  notions  were  but a remnant of the past which has survived to our day.’ 
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of them. We do not confuse the  parts of speech with the catc- Cratyhrs. 
gories of Logic. Nor  do we conceive languages any more than I ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ .  

civilizations to be  in a state of dissolution ; they do  not easily "ON' 

pass away, but are far more tenacious of  life than the  tribes 
by  whom they  are spoken. Where two or three  are gathered 
together,' they survive. As i n  the human frame, as i n  the  state, 
there is a principle of renovation as well as of decay  which 
is at work i n  all of them. Neither do  we  suppose them  to  be  in- 
vented by the wit  of  man. With few exceptions, e.g. technical 
words or words newly  imported  from a foreign language, and the 
like. i n  which art has imitated nature, 'words  are not made but 
grow.' Nor do  we  attribute to  them a  supernatural origin. The law 
which regulates  them is like the law  which governs the circula- 
tion of the blood, or  the  rising of the sap in trees ; the action of it  
is uniform, but the result, which appears in the superficial  forms 
of men and  animals or in the leaves of trees, is an  endless  pro- 
fusion and variety. The laws of vegetation are invariable,  but  no 
two plants, no  two leaves of the forest are precisely the  same. 
The laws of language are invariable, but no  two languages are 
alike,  no two  words have exactly the  same meaning. No two 
sounds are exactly of the same quality, or give precisely the same 
impression. 

It would  be  well  if there \\'ere a similar consensus about  some 
other points which appear to be still in dispute. Is language 
conscious or unconscious? In speaking  or  writing have  we 
present to our minds the meaning or the sound or  the con- 
struction of the  words which we are using?-No more than 
the  separate drops of water with which we  quench  our  thirst 
are  present : the whole draught may be  conscious,  but  not the 
minute particles of which it is made up : So the whole sentence 
may  be  conscious,  but the several  words, syllables, letters are not 
thought of separately  when  we are uttering them. Like other 
natural operations, the process of speech,  when most perfect, 
is least observed by us. We do not pause at each  mouthful 
to dwell upon the taste of i t :  nor  has the speaker time to ask 
himself the comparative merits of different modes  of expression 
while  he is uttering them. There  are many  things in the use 
of language  which  may  be  observed  from without, but which 
cannot  be explained from within. Consciousness carries us 



Cralylus. but a liitle way in the investigation of the mind ; it is not the 
I ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ .  faculty of internal observation, but only the dim light which 

makes  such observation possible. What  is supposed to be our 
consciousness of language is really only the analysis of it, and 
this  analysis  admits of innumerable  degrees. But  would  it  not  be 
better if this term, which is so misleading, and  yet  has played 
so great a part in mental science, were  either banished or  used 
only with the distinct meaning of 'attention to our own minds,' 
such as is called forth, not by familiar mental  processes,  but 
by the interruption of them? Now in this  sense  we may truly 
say that  we are not conscious of ordinary speech,  though we  are 
commonly roused to attention by the misuse or mispronunciation 
of a word. Still  less, even in schools and academies, do  we 
ever attempt to invent new  words or to alter  the meaning of 
old ones, except in the  case, mentioned  above,  of technical or 
borrowed words which are artificially made or imported  because 
a need  of  them is felt. Neither in our own nor in any  other 
age has the conscious effort of reflection in man contributed 
in an  appreciable  degree to the formation of language. 'Which 
of us by taking thought' can make  new  words or constructions? 
Reflection is the least of the causes by which  language is affected, 
and  is likely to have the least power, when  the linguistic instinct 
is greatest, as in young children and in the infancy of nations. 

A kindred error  is  the separation of the phonetic from the 
mental element of language ; they  are really  inseparable-no 
definite line can  be drawn  between  them,  any  more than in any 
other common act of  mind and body. It is true that  within 
certain limits we possess the power of varying  sounds by opening 
and closing the mouth,  by touching the palate or the  teeth with 
the tongue, by lengthening or shortening the vocal instrument, 
by greater or  less stress, by a  higher or  lower pitch of the voice, 
and  we can substitute  one  note or accent for another. But  behind 
the organs of speech  and their action there remains the informing 
mind,  which sets  them in  motion and  works  together with them. 
And behind the great structure of human  speech  and  the  lesser 
varieties of language which arise out of the many degrees and 
kinds of human  intercourse, there  is also the unknown or over- 
ruling  law of  God or nature which gives order to it  in its  infinite 
greatness,  and  variety in its  infinitesimal  minuteness-- both 

TION. 
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equally inscrutable to us. W e  need no longer discuss whether cydyla.r. 
philology is to be classed with the Natural or the Mental sciences, I ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ -  

if we frankly recognize that, like  all the sciences which are ”’“ 
concerned with man, it has a double aspect,-inward  and out- 
ward; and that the inward can only be  known’ through the 
outward. Neither need we raise  the question whether  the  laws 
of language, like the  other  laws of human action, admit  of ex- 
ceptions. The  answer in all cases  is  the same-that the laws 
of nature are uniform, though the consistency or continuity of 
them is not  always perceptible to us. The superficial appear- 
ances of language, as of nature, are irregular, but we do  not 
therefore deny  their  deeper uniformity. The comparison of 
the growth  of language in the individual  and in the nation  cannot 
be  wholly discarded, for nations are made  up of individuals. 
But in this, as in the other political sciences, we must  distinguish 
between  collective and individual actions or processes, and  not 
attribute to the one what belongs to the other. Again,  when 
we  speak of the  heredity  or paternity of a language, we must 
remember that the parents are alive as well as the children, 
and that all the preceding  generations  survive (after a manner) in ’ 
the latest form of it. And when,  for the  purposes of comparison, 
we  form into  groups the roots or terminations of words, we 
should  not forget how  .casual is  the manner in which their re- 
semblances  have  arisen-they were not  first written down  by 
a grammarian  in the paradigms of a grammar and learned out 
of a book,  but were  due to many chance attractions of sound 
or of meaning, or of both  combined. So many  cautions  have  to 
be  borne in mind, and so many first thoughts to  be dismissed, 
before we can  proceed  safely in the path of philological enquiry. 
It might  be  well sometimes to lay aside figures of speech, such 
as the ‘root’ and the ‘branches,’  the ‘stem,! the ‘strata ’ of 
Geology, the ‘compounds’ of Chemistry, ‘the ripe fruit of pro- 
nouns dropping from verbs ’ (see above), and  the like,  which 
are always  interesting, but are apt to be  delusive.  Yet  such 
figures of speech are far nearer  the truth than the theories which 
attribute the invention  and  improvement of language to the con- 
scious iction of the human  mind. . . Lastly,  it is doubted  by 
recent philologians whether climate can  be  supposed  to  have 
exercised any influence worth speaking of  on a language: such 
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Cralylus. a view  is  said  to  be unproven: it  had better therefore not  be 
I ~ ~ ~ ~ , , ~ ~ .  silently assumed. 

‘Natural selection ’ and the ‘survival of the fittest ’ have  been 
applied  in the field  of  philology, as well as in the other sciences 
which are concerned with animal  and vegetable life.  And n 
Darwinian  school of philologists  has sprung up, who are some- 
times accused of putting words  in the place of things. It seems 
to  be true, that whether applied to language or to other branches 
of knowledge, the Darwinian theory, unless very precisely de- 
fined,  hardly escapes from  being a truism. If  by ‘ the natural 
selection ’ of words or meanings of words or by the persistence 
and  survival of the fittest’ the maintainer of the  theory intends 
to  affirm nothing more than this-that the word  fittest to survive’ 
survives, he adds not much  to the knowledge of language. But if 
he  means  that the word or the meaning of the word or some  portion 
of the word  which  comes  into use or drops out of use is selected 
or rejected on the ground of economy or parsimony or ease to 
the speaker or clearness or euphony or expressiveness, or 
greater or less  demand  for  it, or anything of this sort, he  is 
affirming a proposition  which  has several senses, and  in none 
of these senses can  be asserted to be  uniformly true. For the 
laws of language are precarious, and  can only act  uniformly 
when there is  such frequency of intercourse among neighbours as 
is suscient to enforce them. And there  are many reasons why 
a man  should prefer his  own  way of speaking to that of others, 
unless by so doing he  becomes  unintelligible. The struggle for 
existence among  words  is  not of that fierce  and irresistible kind 
in  which  birds, beasts and  fishes  devour  one another, but of 
a.milder sort, allowing  one usage to  be substituted for another, 
not  by  force,  but  by the persuasion, or rather by the prevailing 
habit, of a majority. The favourite  figure, in this, as in some 
other uses of it, has tended rather to obscure than explain the 
subject’ to  which it has been applied. Nor  in any case can 
the struggle for existence be  deemed  to  be the sole or prin- 
cipal  cause of changes  in  language,  but  only  one  among  many, 
and  one of which  we  cannot  easily measure the importance. 
There is a further objection  which  may  be  urged equally against 
all  applications of the Darwinian theory. As in animal  life  and 
likewise in  vegetable, so in languages, the process of change is 
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said to be  insensible : sounds, like animals, are supposed to pass c ~ ~ Q ( ~ ~ .  
into one  another  by imperceptible gradation. But in both cases I ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ .  
the newly-created forms  soon  become fixed;  there  are few  if T'os. 

any vestiges of the  intermediate links, and so the better half 
of the evidence of the change  is wanting. 

(3) Among the incumbrances or illusions of language  may  be 
reckoned many of the  rules  and traditions of grammar,  whether 
ancient grammar  or  the  corrections of  it which modern  philology 
has introduced. Grammar, like law, delights in  definition : 

human speech, like human action, though very far from being 
a mere chaos, is indefinite, admits of degrees,  and is always in 
a state of change or transition. Grammar gives an erroneous 
conception  of language : for  it reduces to a system  that which 
is not a system. Its figures of speech, pleonasms, ellipses, ana- 
colutha, =pas TB aqparvdpcvov, and the like  have  no reality;  they 
do  not either make curious expressions  more intelligible or  show 
the w a y  in  which they have arisen ; they are chiefly designed to 
bring  an  earlier  use of language into conformity with the later. 
Often they seem intended only to  remind us that  great poets 
like Aeschylus or Sophocles or  Pindar  or a great prose writer 
like Thucgdides are guilty of taking  unwarrantable  liberties with 
grammatical rules ; it appears never to  have occurred to the in- 
ventors of them  that these real conditores linguae Graecae ' lived 
in  an age before grammar,  when Greece  also was living Greece.' 
I t  is the anatomy,  not the physiology oclanguage, which grammar 
seeks to describe : into the idiom and  higher life o f  words it 
does not enter. The  ordinary Greek  grammar gives a com- 
plete paradigm of the verb, without suggesting  that the double 
or treble forms of Perfecfs, Aorists, etc. are hardly  ever con- 
temporaneous. It distinguishes Moods and Tenses, without 
observing how  much of the nature of the one  passes into the 
other. It makes three Voices,  Active, Passive, and Middle, but 
takes no  notice of the precarious existence  and uncertain 
character of the last of the three.  Language is a thing of de- 
grees and relations and associations and  exceptions:  grammar 
ties it  up  in  fixed rules. Language has many varieties of  usage : 
grammar  tries to reduce  them to a single one. Grammar divides 
verbs  into  regular  and irregular: it does not  recognize that 
the irregular, equally with the regular, are subject to law,  and 
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that  a language which  had  no exceptions would not be  a natural 
growth: for it  could  not  have been subjected to the influences 
by which  language is ordinarily affected.  It is always want- 
ing to describe ancient languages in the  terms of a modern 
one. It has a favourite fiction that  one  word  is  put in the 
place of another; the truth is that  no word is  ever put for 
another. It has another fiction, that  a word has been omitted : 
words  are omitted because they  are no longer needed ; and 
the omission has ceased to be observed. The common ex- 
planation of rard or some other preposition ' being understood ' 
in a Greek sentence  is  another fiction of the same kind, which 
tends to disguise the fact that  under  cases  were  comprehended 
originally many more relations, and that prepositions are used 
only to define  the meaning of them with greater precision. These 
instances are sufficient to show the sort of errors which grammar 
introduces into language. We  are not considering the question 
of its utility to the beginner in the  study. Even to him the 
best grammar  is  the  shortest  and  that in which  he  will  have 
least to unlearn. It may  be said that the explanations here 
referred to are already out of date, and that the study of Greek 
grammar has received a new character from comparative philo- 
logy. This is true; but it is also true that the traditional 
grammar has still a  great hold  on the mind  of the student. 

Metaphysics are even more troublesome than the figments of 
grammar, because they wear the appearance of philosophy and 
there  is no test to  which they can  be subjected. They  are useful 
in so far as  they give us an insight into the history of the  human 
mind and the modes of thought which  have existed in former 
ages; or in so far as they furnish wider conceptions of the 
different branches of knowledge  and of their relation to one 
another: But they are worse than useless  when  they outrun 
experience and abstract  the mind  from the observation of facts, 
only to envelope it in a mist of words. Some philologers, like 
Schleicher, have  been greatly influenced by the philosophy of 
Hegel ; nearly all of them to a certain extent have  fallen under 
the dominion of physical science. Even Kant himself thought 
that  the first principles of philosophy could  be  elicited  from 
the analysis of the proposition, in this  respect falling short of 
Plato. Westphal holds that there  are  three stages of language: 



( I )  in which things  were  characterized  independently, (a) in craty(us. 

which they  were  regarded  in relation to human thought, and lNTRODUC. 

(3) in relation to one  another.  But are not such distinctions 'ION' 

an  anachronism? for they imply a growth of abstract  ideas 
which never  existed in early times. Language  cannot  be ex- 
plained by Metaphysics; for it is  prior to them  and much more 
nearly allied to sense. It is not likely that  the  meaning of the 
cases is ultimately resolvable into  relations of space  and time. 
Nor  can we  suppose the conception of cause  and effect or of 
the finite and infinite or of the  same  and  other to be  latent in 
language  at a time when  in  their  abstract form they had never 
entered into the mind of man. . . . If the science of Comparative 
Philology had  possessed  'enough of  Metaphysics to get  rid of 
Metaphysics,' it  would  have made  far greater progress. 

( 4 )  Our knowledge of  language is  almost confined to languages 
which are fully developed. They  are of several patterns; and 
these become altered by admixture in various degrees,-they may 
only borrow a few  words from one another and  retain  their life 
comparatively  unaltered, or  they may me& in a struggle for ex- 
istence until one of the two  is  overpowered  and retires from the . ' 
field. They attain the full rights  and  dignity of language  when 
they acquire the use of writing  and have a literature of their own ; 
they pass  into dialects and  grow out of them, in proportion as 
men are isolated or united by  locality or occupation. The com- 
mon language  sometimes reacts upon the dialects and imparts 
to them also a literary  character. The laws of language can 
be best discerned in the great crises of language, especially in 
the  transitions from ancient to modern forms of them, whether 
in Europe  or Asia. Such  changes are  the silent notes of 
the world's history;  they mark  periods of unknown  length 
in which war and  conquest were  running riot over whole 
Fontinents, times of suffering too great to be endured by the 
human racc, in which the  masters became subjects  and the 
subject races masters, in which driven by necessity or impelled 
by some instinct, tribes or nations left their original homes 
and  but slowly found a resting-place. Language would  be the 
greatest of  all historical monuments, if it  could only tell us the 
history of itself. 

(5) There  are  many ways in which we may approach this study. 
VOL. 1. x 
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TION. 

The simplest of all is to  observe our own use of language in 
conversation or  in writing,  how we  put  words together,  how 
we construct and connect sentences,  what  are  the  rules of ac- 
cent and  rhythm in  verse  or prose, the formation and com- 
position of words, the laws of euphony  and sound, the affinities 
of letters, the mistakes to which we  are ourselves  most  liable 
of spelling or pronunciation. We may  compare  with  our  own 
language  some  other,  even when  we have only a slight  knowledge 
of it, such as French or German.  Even a little  Latin will enable 
us to appreciate  the  grand difference between  ancient and 
modern  European languages. In the child learning  to  speak 
we may note the  inherent  strength of language,  which like ‘a 
mountain river’  is  always forcing its  way out. W e  may  witness 
the delight in imitation and repetition, and  some of the  laws 
by which  sounds  pass into  one another. W e  may  learn some- 
thing also  from the falterings of  old age, the  searching for words, 
and  the confusion of them  with  one  another, the forgetfulness 
of proper  names  (more  commonly  than of other  words  because 
they  are  more isolated), aphasia,  and the like. There  are philo- 
logical lessons also to  be  gathered from  nicknames,  from  pro- 
vincialisms, from the  slang of great cities, from the argot of Paris 
(that language of suffering  and  crime, so pathetically  described 
by Victor Hugo), from the imperfect  articulation of the deaf 
and dumb, from the  jabbering of animals,  from the analysis 
of sounds in relation to the  organs of speech. The phonograph 
affords a visible evidence of the  nature  and divisions of sound ; we 
may be truly said to know  what we can manufacture. Artificial 
languages,  such as that of Bishop  Wilkins, are chiefly useful 
in showing  what  language is not. The  study of any foreign 
language may be  made  also a study of Comparative Philology. 
There  are several  points,  such as the  nature of irregular verbs, 
of indeclinable parts of speech, the influence of euphony, the 
decay or loss of inflections, the  elements of syntax, which may 
be examined as well in  the  history of our own  language as of 
any other. A few well-selected questions  may lead the  student 
at once into the  heart of the  mystery: such as, Why  are  the 
pronouns  and the  verb of existence  generally  more  irregular 
than  any  other  parts of speech?  Why is the number of words 
so small in  which the sound is an echo of the  sense?  Why 
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does the  meaning of words depart so widely  from their etymo- C~UQ(W. 
logy?  Why  do substantives often differ in meaning from the I ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ .  
verbs to which they  are related, adverbs from adjectives? ‘IoN. 

Why do  words differing in origin coalesce in the same sound 
though retaining  their diflerences of meaning ? Why  are some 
verbs  impersonal I Why  are  there only so many parts of 
speech,  and on what  principle are  they  divided?  These  are 
a few crucial questions  which  give us an insight from different 
points of view into the  true  nature of language. 

(6) Thus far we have  been endeavouring to strip off from 
language the false appearances  in which grammar  and philo- 
logy, or the love  of system  generally, have clothed it. We 
have also sought to indicate the sources of our knowledge of 
it and the spirit in which we should approach it, We may 
now  proceed to consider  some of the principles or natural  laws 
which  have created or modified  it. 

i. The first and  simplest of all the principles of language, 
common also to the animals, is imitation. The lion roars, the 
wolf howls  in the solitude of the  forest:  they  are answered 
by similar cries  heard from a distance. The bird, too,  mimics 
the voice  of man and  makes answer to him.  Man tells to man 
the  secret place in which  he  is  hiding  himself; tie remembers 
and  repeats the sound which  he has heard. The love of imitation 
becomes a passion and an instinct to him. Primitive men learnt 
to speak from one  another, like a child  from its  mother or nurse. 
They  learnt of course a rudimentary, half-articulate language, 
the  cry  or  song  or speech which was  the  expression of what 
we now  call human  thoughts  and feelings. W e  may still re- 
mark how much greater and more  natural the exercise of the 
power is in the  use of language  than in any  other process or 
action of the human mind. 

ii. Imitation provided the first material of language: but it 
was ‘without form and void.’ During how many years or 
hundreds  or  thousands of -years the imitative or half-articulate 
stage continued there is no possibility of determining. But 
we may reasonably  conjecture  that there was a time when the 
vocal utterance of man was  intermediate  between  what we now 
call  language and the  cry of a bird or animal. Speech  before 
language was a ,wdis indigesfnque mof~ries, not yet distributed 
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cr0&lur. into  words  and sentences, in which the  cry of fear or joy mingled 
I ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ , , ~ .  with  more definite sounds  recognized  by custom as  the  expres- 

sions of things  or events. It  was  the principle of analogy which 
introduced  into this ' indigesta  moles ' order and  measure. It 
was  Anwagoras' dpoS lrtivra xprjpara, &a volr ih8Bv 8u~dupquf : the 
light of reason lighted up all things  and  at once  began to  arrange 
them,  In  every  sentence,  in  every word  and  every  termination of 
a word, this  power of forming  relations to one another  was 
contained. There  was a proportion of sound to sound, of mean- 
ing to meaning, of meaning  to  sound. The cases  and  numbers of 
nouns, the  persons,  tenses,  numbers of verbs,  were generally 
on the  same  or nearly the  same  pattern  and had the  same 
meaning. The sounds by which they  were  expressed  were rough- 
hewn  at first ; after a while they  grew more refined-the natural 
laws of euphony began to affect them. The  rules of syntax 
are likewise based upon analogy. Time has an analogy with 
space, arithmetic  with  geometry. Not only in musical notes, 
but in the quantity,  quality,  accent,  rhythm of human speech, 
trivial or  serious, there  is a law of proportion. As in  things 
of beauty, as in all nature, in  the composition as well as in the 
motion  of all things, there  is a similarity of relations by  which 
they  are held together. 

It would  be a mistake to suppose  that  the  analogies of language 
are always uniform : there may be  often a choice between 
several, and sometimes  one  and  sometimes another will prevail. 
In Greek there  are  three declensions of nouns ; the forms of cases 
in one of them may intrude upon another. Similarly verbs in -0 

and -PI interchange  forms of tenses,  and the completed para- 
digm of the  verb  is often made up of both. The same  nouns may 
be  partly declinable and  partly  indeclinable,  and in some of their 
cases  may have fallen out of use. Here  are  rules with  excep- 
tions;  they  are not  however  really  exceptions, but contain in 
themselves indications of other rules. Many  of these  interrup- 
tions or variations of analogy  occur in pronouns  or in the  verb 
of existence of which the forms were too  common and  therefore too 
deeply  imbedded in language entirely to drop out. The  same 
verbs in the same  meaning  may  sometimes  take  one case, some- 
times  another. The participle  may  also have the  character of 
an adjective, the  adverb  either of an adjective or of a preposition. 

TION. 
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These  exceptions are  as regular as  the rules, but the causes of C V ~ ~ ~ L U S .  

them are seldom known  to us. INTROUWC. 

Language, like the animal  and vegetable worlds, is every- 'IoN' 

where  intersected  by the lines of analogy. Like  number from 
which  it seems to be derived, the principle of  analogy opens the 
eyes of  men td discern the similarities and differences of things, 
and their relations to one  another. At first these  are such as 
lie on the surface only; after a time they  are  seen by  men to 
reach farther down into the  nature of things. Gradually in 
language they  arrange themselves  into a sort of imperfect system ; 
groups of personal and case endings are placed side by side. 
The fertility of language  produces  many more than are wanted ; 
and the superfluous  ones are utilized  by the assignment to them 
of new  meanings. The vacuity and the superfluity are  thus 
partially compensated  by each other. It must  be remembered 
that in all the  languves which  have a literature, certainly in 
Sanskrit, Greek, Latin, we  are not at the beginning but almost 
at the  end of the linguistic process;  we have reached a time 
when the verb  and the noun are nearly perfected, though  in no 
language did they completely perfect themselves, because for 
some unknown  reason the motive powers of languages seem to 
have ceased when  they  were on the  eve of completion : they became 
fixed or crystallized in an imperfect form either from the in- 
fluence of writing  and  literature, or because  no further differentia- 
tion of them  was  required  for  the intelligibility  of  language. 
So not without admixture and  confusion  and displacement and 
contamination of sounds  and  the  meanings of words, a lower 
stage of language  passes  into a higher. Thus far  we can see 
and  no further. When  we ask the reason  why  this principle of 
analogy prevails in  all the vast domain  of language, there  is no 
answer to the  question;  or no other  answer but this, that there 
are innumerable  ways in which, like number, analogy permeates, 
not only language, but the whole world, both visible and in- 
tellectual. We know from experience  that it does not (a) arise 
from any conscious act of reflection that the accusative of a Latin 
noun in us should end in urn ; nor (6)  from any necessity 
of being understood,-much less articulation would  suffice for 
this ; nor (c) from greater convenience or expressiveness of par- 
ticular sounds. Such notions were certainly far. enough away 
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INTIODUC. instinct, of a survival of the fittest, easiest, most euphonic, most 

economical  of breath, in the case of one of two competing sounds ; 
but these  expressions do not add anything to our knowledge. 
We may try to grasp  the infinity of  language either  under the 
figure of a limitless plain divided into  countries  and  districts 
by natural  boundaries, or of a vast river eternally flowing whose 
origin is concealed from us ;  we may  apprehend partially the 
laws  by which speech is regulated : but we  do not know, and  we 
seem as if we should never  know, any  more  than in the parallel 
case of the origin of species, how vocal sounds received life and 
grew,  and in the form  of languages  came to be  distributed  over 
the earth. 

iii. Next in order to analogy in the formation of language or 
even  prior to it comes the principle of  onomatopea, which is itself 
a kind of analogy  or  similarity of sound  and meaning. In by far 
the  greater  number of words it has become disguised  and has 
disappeared ; but in no stage of language  is it entirely lost. It 
belongs chiefly to early language, in which words  were few ; 
and  its influence grew  less  and  less as time  went on. To 
the  ear which had a sense of harmony it  became a barbarism 
which  disturbed the flow and equilibrium of discourse; it was 
an excrescence  which had to be cut out, a survival which  needed 
to  be got rid of, because it was out of keeping  with the rest. 
It remained  for the most part only as a formative principle, 
which  used  words  and  letters not as  crude imitations of other 
natural  sounds,  but a5 symbols of ideas  which were naturally 
associated with them. It received in another  way a new  character ; 
it affected not so much single  words, as larger  portions of human 
speech. It regulated the juxtaposition of sounds  and the cadence 
of sentences. It was  the music, not of song,  but of speech, in 
prose as well as verse. The old onomatopea of primitive lan- 
guage was refined into an onomatQpea of a higher kind, in 
which it is  no  longer true to say that a particular  sound  cor- 
responds to a motion or action of man or beast or movement 
of nature, but that in all the higher uses of  language the sound 
is  the echo of the sense,  especially in poetry, in which  beauty 
and  expressiveness  are given to human  thoughts  by  the  har- 
monious composition of the words, syllables, letters,  accents, 
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quantities, rhythms,  rhymes, varieties and  contrasts of  all sorts. Cratylus. 
The poet with  his ' Break, break, break'  or his 4 S ~ U W  Y c x G m n  I ~ ~ ~ o ~ ~ ~ .  
Kara+Bbpivorurv dvdomrv or his  'longius ex altoque sinum trahit,' T'oN' 

can produce a far finer music than  any crude imitations of things 
or actions in sound, although a letter or two having this imitative 
power may be a lesser element of beauty in such passages. 
The  same  subtle sensibility, which adapts the word to the thing, 
adapts the  sentence or cadence to the general meaning or  spirit 
of the passage. This  is  the higher onomatopea  which has banished 
the  cruder sort as unworthy to have a place in great languages 
and literatures. 

W e  can see clearly enough  that letters or collocations  of 
letters do  by  various degrees of strength  or weakness,  length 
or  shortness,  emphasis or pitch, become the  natural  expressions 
of the finer parts of human feeling or thought. And not oqly 
so, but  letters  themselves have a significance ; as Plato observes 
that the  letter { is expressive of  motion, the letters 8 and r of 
binding and  rest, the  letter X of smoothness, Y of inwardness, 
the letter of length, the letter o of roundness. These  were 
often  combined so as to form composite notions, as for example 
in spdpor (trembling), spaxGr (rugged), B p a h v  '(crush), Kpohtru 

(strike), B p k t r v  (break), jup@iu (whirl),-in  all  which words we 
notice a parallel composition of sounds in their English equiva- 
lents. Plato  also remarks,  as  we remark,  that the onomato- 
poetic principle is  far  from prevailing uniformly,  and further 
that  no  explanation of language consistently  corresponds with 
any  system of philosophy, however great may  be the light which 
language throws upon the  nature of the mind. Both in Greek 
and  English we find groups of words  such  as  string, swing, 
sling, spring,  sting, which are parallel to one  another  and may 
be said to derive  their vocal  effect partly from contrast of letters, 
but in which it is impossible to assign a precise amount of 
meaning to each of the expressive  and onomatopoetic letters. 
A few of them are directly imitative, as for example the o in 
~ O Y ,  which represents  the round form of the egg by the figure 
of the mouth : or &OM{ (thunder), in which the fulness of the 
sound of the  word corresponds to the thing signified  by i t ;  
or ,9d@or (buzzing), of  which the first syllable, as in its English 
equivalent, has. the meaning of a deep sound. We may observe 
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or half expressed by gesticulation. A sound or  word  is not 
the work of the vocal organs  only;  nearly  the whole of the  upper 
part of the  human frame,  including head, chest,  lungs, have 
a share in creating it ; and it may  be accompanied  by a move- 
ment of the eyes,  nose,  fingers,  hands,  feet  which  contributes 
to the effect of it. 

The principle of onomatopea has fallen into  discredit, partly 
because it has  been  supposed to imply an actual  manufacture 
of words  out of syllables  and letters, like a piece of joiner’s 
work,-a theory of language  which is  more  and  more refuted 
by facts, and  more  and  more  going out. of fashion with philo- 
logians; and partly also because the  traces of onomatopea in 
separate  words become  almost  obliterated in the  course of ages. 
The poet of language  cannot  put in and pull out letters, as a 
painter might insert  or blot out a shade of colour to give effect 
to his  picture. It would be  ridiculous  for  him to alter  any 
received form  of a word in order to render it more  expressive 
of the sense. He can only  select, perhaps out of some dialect, 
the form which is  already  best  adapted to his  purpose. The 
true onomatopea  is not a creative, but a formative principle, 
which in the  later  stage of the history of language  ceases to act 
upon individual words ; but still works  through  the collocation 
of them in the  sentence  or  paragraph,  and  the adaptation of every 
word, syllable, letter to one  another  and to the  rhythm of the 
whole passage. 

iv. Next, under a distinct  head,  although  not separable from 
the preceding,  may be considered the differentiation of lan- 
guages, i.e. the  manner in which  differences of meaning and 
form  have arisen  in them. Into  their first creation we have 
ceased to enquire : it is  their aftergrowth  with  which we  are 
now  concerned. How did the roots or substantial  portions of words 
become modified or inflected ? and  how  did  they receive separate 
meanings ? First  we  remark  that  words  are  attracted  by  the  sounds 
and  senses of other  words, so that  they form  groups of nouns 
and  verbs analogous in sound and  sense  to one another,  each 
noun or  verb putting forth inflexions, generally of two or  three 
patterns,  and with exceptions. W e  do not say that we  know 
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how sense became first allied  to  sound ; but  we have no difficulty Cra&lus. 
in ascertaining how the sounds  and meanings of words were rNraoovc. 
in time parted off or differentiated. (I) The chief causes which "ON' 

regulate the variations of sound are (0)  double or differing analo- 
gies, which lead sometimes to one form, sometimes to another; 
(6) euphony,  by which is meant chiefly the  greater pleasure to 
the  ear and the  greater facility  to the organs of speech which is 
given by a new formation or pronunciation of a word; (c) the 
necessity of finding new  expressions for new  classes or pro- 
cesses of things. We are told that  changes of  sound take place 
by innumerable  gradations until a whole tribe  or community 
or society find themselves acquiescing in a new pronunciation 
or use of language. Yet  no one  observes the change, or is at 
all aware  that  in  the  course of a lifetime he  and his contem- 
poraries have appreciably varied their intonation or  use of words. 
On  the  other hand, the necessities of language seem to require 
that the intermediate  sounds or meanings of words should 
quickly become fixed or set and not continue in a state of 
transition  (see above, p. 3031. The process of settling down is 
aided  by the  organs of speech  and by the use of writing and 
printing. (2) The meaning of words  varies because ideas vary or 
the number of things which is included under  them  or with 
which they  are associated is increased. A single word  is thus 
made to do  duty for many  more  things  than  were  formerly 
expressed by i t ;  and  it parts into different senses when the 
classes of things or ideas which are represented  by it are  them- 
selves different and distinct. A figurative use of a word may 
easily pass into a new  sense : a new  meaning caught up  by  as- 
sociation may become more  important than all the rest. The good 
or neutral sense of a word,  such as Jesuit,  Puritan, Methodist, 
Heretic,  has  been often converted into a had one  by the malevo- 
lence of party spirit. Double  forms suggest different  mean- 
ings  and are often used to express  them; and the form or 
accent of a word has been not unfrequently  altered  when there 
is a difference of meaning. The difference of gender in nouns 
is utilized for the  same reason. New meanings of words push 
themselves  into the vacant spaces of  language and  retire  when 
they  are no longer needed. Language equally abhors vacancy 
and superfluity, But the remedial measures by  which both 
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CYO~JJ~US. are eliminated are not due to any conscious action of the 
I ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ .  human mind;  nor  is  the force exerted  by  them constraining 

or necessary. 
(7) W e  have  shown  that language, although  subject to laws, 

is far  from  being of an exact  and  uniform nature. W e  
may now speak briefly of the faults of language. They may 
be  compared to  the faults of  Geology, in which  different strata 
cross one another  or meet  at an angle, or mix with  one another 
either by slow  transitions or  by violent convulsions, leaving 
many lacunae which can be  no  longer filled up,  and  often be- 
coming so complex  that  no true explanation of them  can be 
given. S o  in language there  are  the  cross influences of meaning 
and  sound, of logic and  grammar, of differing analogies, of words 
and  the inflexions of ‘words, which often come  into conflict 
with each other. The grammarian, if he  were to form new 
words, would make  them all  of the  same  pattern according to 
what  he conceives to be  the rule,  that is, the more common 
usage of language. The subtlety of nature  goes far  beyond art, 
and it is complicated by  irregularity, so that often we can hardly 
say that there  is a right or  wrong  in  the formation of words. 
For almost any formation which is not at variance  with the  first 
principles of language is possible  and  may  be  defended. 

The imperfection of language  is  really  due to the formation 
and  correlation of words  by accident,  that is to say,  by  prin- 
ciples which are unknown to us. Hence  we  see  why Plato, 
like  ourselves  unable to comprehend  the whole of language, 
was constrained to  ‘supplement  the poor creature imitation by 
another poor creature convention.’ But the poor creature con- 
vention in  the  end proves too much for all the  rest: for we  do 
not ask  what  is  the origin of words  or  whether  they  are formed 
according to a correct analogy, but what  is  the usage of them; 
and  we  are compelled to admit  with Hermogenes  in Plato and 
with  Horace  that  usage  is the  ruling principle, ‘quem  penes 
arbitrium  est, et jus et  norma loquendi.’ 

(8) There  are  two  ways in which a language may attain per- 
manence  or fixity. First, it may  have  been  embodied  in  poems 
or  hymns  or laws, which  may  be repeated  for hundreds, per- 
haps for thousands of years  with a religious  accuracy, so that 
to the  priests  or rhapsodists of a nation the whole or  the  greater 
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part of a language is literally preserved ; secondly, it may be CuatyIus. 
written down and in a written form distributed more or less I ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ .  
widely  among the whole nation. In either case the language ''ON* 

which is familiarly spoken  may have grown  up wholly or in 
a great measure  independently of them. ( I )  The first of these 
processes has been  sometimes  attended by the result  that the 
sound of the  words  has  been carefully preserved  and  that  the 
meaning of them  has  either  perished wholly, or is only doubt- 
fully recovered  by the efforts of modern philology. The verses 
have been  repeated as a chant or  part of a ritual, but they 
have had  no relation to ordinary life or speech. (2) The in- 
vention of writing again is commonly attributed to a particular 
epoch, and  we are  apt to think that such an inestimable gift  would 
have immediately  been diffused over a whole country. But  it 
may have taken a long time to perfect the  art of writing, and 
another long period may have elapsed before it came into  com- 
mon  use. Its influence on language has been increased ten, 
twenty  or  one  hundred fold  by the invention of printing. 

Before the growth of poetry or the invention of writing, lan- 
guages were only dialects. So they continued to be in parts 
of the country in which writing  was not used or in  which there 
was no  diffusion of literature. In most of the counties of Eng- 
land there  is still a provincial style, which has been  sometimes 
made by a great poet the vehicle of his fancies. When a book 
sinks into  the mind of a nation, such as  Luther's Bible or  the 
Authorized  English  Translation of the Bible, or again great 
classical works like Shakspere  or Milton, not only have new 
powers of expression  been diffused through a whole  nation,  but 
a great  step  towards uniformity has  been made. The instinct 
of language demands  regular  grammar  and  correct spelling: 
these  are imprinted  deeply on the tablets of a nation's memory 
by a common use of classical and  popular  writers. In our 
own day we have  attained to a point at which nearly  every 
printed book is  spelt correctly  and  written grammatically. 

(9) Proceeding further to trace the influence of literature on 
language we note  some other causes which  have  affected the 
higher use of i t :  such as ( I )  the necessity of clearness  and con- 
nection; (2) the  fear of tautology; (3) the influence  of metre, 
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rhythm,  rhyme, and of the language of prose  and verse upon 
one z7LLer; (4) the power of idiom and quotation ; (5)  the re- 
lativeness of words to one  another. 

It has been  usual to depreciate  modern languages when com- 
pared with ancient. The latter are regarded as furnishing a 
type of excellence to which the former  cannot attain. But the 
truth  seems to  be that modern languages, if through the loss 
of inflections  and genders  they lack some  power or beauty or 
expressiveness or precision which is possessed by the ancient, 
are in  many other  respects  superior to them : the thought is 
generally clearer, the connection closer, the  sentence and  para- 
graph are better distributed. The best modern languages, for 
example English or  French,  possess as great a power of self- 
improvement as  the Latin, if  not as  the Greek. Nor does there 
seem to  be any  reason  why  they should ever decline or decay. 
It is a popular remark  that our great  writers  are beginning to 
disappear : it  may also be remarked  that  whenever a great 
writer appears in the future he will find the English language 
as perfect and as ready for use as in the days of Shakspere 
or Milton. There is no reason to suppose  that  English or French 
will ever be  reduced  to the low level of Modern Greek or of 
Mediaeval Latin. The wide  diffusion of great  authors would 
make  such a decline impossible. Nor  will modern  languages 
be easily broken up by  amalgamation with each other. The 
distance between them  is too  wide to be spanned,  the differences 
are too great to be  overcome, and the  use of printing  makes it 
impossible that  one of them should ever  be lost in another. 

The structure of the English language differs greatly from 
that of either Latin or Greek. In  the two  latter, especially in 
Greek, sentences are joined together  by  connecting particles. 
They are distributed on the right hand  and on the left by plv, 

86, &a', roiror, m i  84 and the like, or deduced  from one another 
by +a, 64, DL%, TO~YUY and the like. In English the majority of 
sentences are independent  and in apposition to  one another; 
they  are laid side by side or slightly connected by  the copula. 
But within the  sentence  the expression of the logical relations 
of the clauses  is closer and more exact:  there  is less of appo- 
sition and participial structure. The sentences thus laid side 
by side are also constructed into paragraphs: these again are 
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less  distinctly  marked in Greek  and  Latin than in English. C Y U ~ Y ~ J .  
Generally French,  German,  and  English  have  an  advantage  over I ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ .  

the classical languages in point of accuracy. The  three concords T'oN' 

are more  accurately  observed in English than in either  Greek 
or Latin.  On the  other hand, the extension of the familiar use 
of the masculine and feminine gender to objects of 'sense and 
abstract ideas as well as to men  and  animals no  doubt lends 
a nameless  grace  to  style  which we have a difficulty in ap- 
preciating, and  the possible  variety in  the  order of words  gives 
more flexibility and  also a kind of dignity to the period. Of 
the comparative effect of accent  and  quantity  and of the rela- 
tion between  them in ancient  and  modern  languages  we are 
not able to judge. 

Another  quality in which modern are  superior to ancient 
languages  is  freedom  from tautology. No English  style is. 
thought  tolerable in which, except for the  sake of emphasis, 
the  same  words  are repeated at  short intervals. Of course the 
length of the interval  must  depend  on the character of the word. 
Striking  words  and  expressions canna be allowed  to reappear, 
if at all, except at the distance of a page or more. Pronouns, 
prepositions,  conjunctions may or  rather must recur in succes- 
sive lines. It  seems to be a kind of impertinence to the reader 
and  strikes unpleasantly both on the mind and on the  ear that 
the  same  sounds should  be  used twice over, when  another word 
or  turn of expression would have given a new  shade of mean- 
ing to the thought and would have  added a pleasing variety 
to the  sound,  And  the mind equally  rejects the repetition of 
the word  and the use of a mere synonym for it,-e.g.  felicity 
and happiness.  The cultivated mind desires something more, 
which a skilful writer  is easily able to supply out  of his 
treasure-house. ' 

The  fear of tautology has doubtless led to the multiplications 
of words and  the meanings of words,  and  generally to an en- 
largement of the vocabulary. It is a very  early instinct of  Ian- 
guage ; for  ancient  poetry  is  almost as free from tautology as 
the best  modern  writings. The speech of young  children, ex- 
cept in so far as they  are compelled to repeat  themselves by 
the  fewness of their words, also escapes from  it. When  they 
grow  up  and have ideas which are beyond their powers of 
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Cratylus. expression, especially  in  writing,  tautology begins to appear. In  
I ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ .  like manner  when language  is ‘ contaminated’ by  philosophy 

it is  apt to become  awkward,  to stammer and repeat itself,  to 
lose its flow  and  freedom. No philosophical writer with the 
exception  of  Plato,  who is himself  not free from  tautology, 
and perhaps Bacon,  has  attained  to any high degree of literary 
excellence. 

To poetry the form  and  polish of language is chiefly  to 
be attributed; and the most  critical  period  in the history of 
language  is the transition  from verse to prose. At first man- 
kind were contented  to express  their thoughts in a set form of 
words  having a kind of rhythm ; to  which regularity was given 
by accent and  quantity.  But after a time they demanded a 
greater degree of freedom,  and  to those who  had  all their life 
been hearing poetry the first  introduction of prose had the  charm 
of novelty. The prose romances into which the Homeric  Poems 
were converted, for a while probably gave more delight to the 
hearers or readers of them than the Poems themselves, and  in time 
the relation of the two was reversed : the poems  which  had  once 
been a necessity of the human  mind  became a luxury: they  were 
now superseded by prose, which  in  all succeeding ages became 
the natural vehicle of expression to  all  mankind. Hencefonvard 
prose and poetry formed  each other. A comparatively slender 
link  between them  was also furnished by proverbs. We may 
trace in poetry .how the simple succession of lines,  not without 
monotony, has passed into a complicated  period,  and  how  in prose, 
rhythm and  accent  and the oider of words and the balance  of 
clauses, sometimes  not  without a slight admixture of rhyme, 
make  up a new  kind of harmony, swelling into strains not less 
majestic than those of Homer, Virgil, or Dante. 

TION. 

One of the most curious and characteristic features of language, 
affecting  both syntax and  style, is idiom. The meaning of the word 
idiom’ is that which  is  peculiar, that which is familiar, the word or  

expression which strikes us or comes  home  to us, which is more 
readily understood or more easily remembered. It is a quality 
which really exists in infinite degrees, which we  turn into dif- 
ferences of kind  by applying the  term only to  conspicuous  and 
striking examples of words or phrases which  have this quality, 
It often supersedes  the laws of language or the rules of grammar, 
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or rather  is  to be regarded as another  law of language  which Cru(ylur. 
is natural  and  necessary. The word or phrase which  has  been I ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ .  
repeated  many  times  over is more intelligible and familiar to us 'IoN' 

than  one which is  rare,  and our familiarity with it more than 
compensates for incorrectness or inaccuracy in the use of it. 
Striking expressions  also which  have  moved the  hearts of nations 
or are  the precious  stones  and jewels of great  authors partake 
of the  nature of idioms : they  are taken out  of the  sphere of 

I grammar  and  are  exempt from the proprieties of language. 
Every  one  knows  that  we often put  words  together in a manner 
which  would  be intolerable if it were not idiomatic. W e  cannot 
argue  either about the meaning of words  or  the  use of construc- 
tions that because they are used in one connection they will 
be legitimate in another,  unless we allow  for this principle. 
W e  can bear to  have words  and  sentences used in new  senses 
or in a new  order or even a little perverted in meaning  when 
we are quite familiar with  them. Quotations are  as often applied 
in a sense which the author did not intend as in that which he 
did. The parody of the words of Shakspere  or of the Bible, 
which has in it something of the nature of a lie, is  far from 
unpleasing to us. The  better known  words, even if their 
meaning  be  perverted, are more  agreeable to us  and have a 
greater power  over us. Most  of us have experienced a sort 
of delight and feeling of curiosity  when we first came  across 
or  when we first used  for ourselves a new word or phrase 
or figure of speech. 

There  are associations of  sound and of sense by  which every 
word is linked to every  other.  One letter harmonizes with 
another;  every  verb or  noun  derives  its meaning, not only from 
itself, but from the words with which  it is associated. Some 
reflection of them  near  or distant  is embodied in it. In  any 
new  use of a word  all the existing  uses of it have  to  be con- 
sidered.  Upon these  depends  the question whether it will bear 
the proposed  extension of meaning or not.  According to the 
famous expression of Luther, 'Words  are living creatures, 
having hands  and feet.' When  they cease to retain this living 
power of adaptation,  when they  are only put together like the 
parts pf a piece of furniture,  language becomes unpoetical, in- 
expressive, dead. 
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Crdylus. Grammars would  lead us to suppose  that  words have a fixed 
I ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ , , ~ .  form and sound. Lexicons assign to each word a definite 

meaning or meanings. They both tend to obscure the fact 
that the sentence  precedes the  word and  that all  language is 
relative. (I) It  is relative to its own context. Its meaning is 
modified  by what  has been said before and after in the  same 
or in some  other  passage: without comparing the context we 
are not sure  whether it is used in the same sense even in two 
successive sentences. (2) It is relative to facts, to time, place, 
and occasion : when they  are already known  to the  hearer  or 
reader, they may  be presupposed;  there  is  no need to allude 
to them  further. (3) It  is relative to the knowledge of the 
writer  and  reader or of the  speaker  and  hearer. Except for 
the sake of order and consecutiveness nothing ought to be  ex- 
pressed which is  already con~monly or universally known. A 
word or two may  be  sufficient to give an intimation to a friend ; 
a long or elaborate speech or composition is  required to explain 
some  new  idea to a popular audience or to the ordinary reader 
or to a young pupil. Grammars  and dictionaries are not to 
be despised; for  in teaching we need clearness rather  than 
subtlety. But we must  not therefore forget that there is  also 
a higher ideal of language in which all is relative-sounds to 
sounds,  words to words, the  parts to the whole-in  which be- 
sides  the  lesser context of the book or speech, there is also the 
larger context of history and circumstances. 

The study of Comparative Philology has introduced into the 
world a new science which more  than  any other binds up 
man with nature,  and  distant ages  and countries  with one 
another. It may  be said to have thrown a light upon  all other 
sciences and  upon the  nature of the human mind  itself. The 
true conception of  it dispels many errors, not only of meta- 
physics  and theology,  but also of natural knowledge.  Yet  it 
is  far from certain that  this newly-found science will continue 
to progress in the  same surprising  manner as heretofore; or 
that even if our materials are largely  increased, we shall arrive  at 
much more definite conclusions than  at  present.  Like  some other 
branches of knowledge,  it  may  be approaching a point at which 
it can  no longer be profitably studied. But at  any  rate it has 
brought  back the philosophy of language from theory to fact; 

TION. 
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it has  passed out of the region of guesses and  hypotheses,  and  has Cratylur. 
attained the dignity of an Inductive Science. And it is not with- I ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ .  

out practical and political importance. It gives a new interest to 
distant  and subject countries; it brings back the dawning  light 
from one  end of the  earth to the other. Nations, like individuals, 
are better understood by us  when  we know something of their  early 
life;  and when they  are  better understood by us, we feel more 
kindly towards them. Lastly, we may remember  that all know- 
ledge is valuable for  its own sake ; and  we may also hope that a 
deeper  insight  into the  nature of human  speech will give us a 
greater command of it and  enable us  to make a nobler use of it’. 

’ Compareagain W. Humboldt, ‘ Ueber  die  Verschiedeuheit  des  menschlichen 
Sprachbaues;’ M. Muller,  ‘Lectures on the Science of Language;’ Steinthal, 

Einleitung in die  Psycbologie und Sprachwissenschaft :’ and for the  latter  part 
of the  Essay,  Delbriick, ‘ Study of Language ;’ Paul’s *Principles of the  History 
of Language : ’ to  the  latter work the  anthor of this’Essay  is  largely  indebted. 
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CKATJ’LUS. 

SOCRATES. HERMOGENES, CRATYLUS. 

Steph. Hermogenes. SUPPOSE that we make  Socrates  a  party to craty/us. 
383 the  argument ? 

Ckatylus. If  you  please. 
Her. I should  explain  to  you,  Socrates,  that  our  friend socnarEs. 

Cratylus  has  been  arguing  about  names ; he  says  that  they Cratylus 
a’re natural  and  not  conventional ; not a portion of the and  Her- 

human  voice  which  men  agree  to  use ; but  that  there is a h 
truth or correctness  in  them,  which is the  same  for  Hellenes disputing 

as  for  barbarians.  Whereupon I ask him, whether  his  own 
name of Cratylus  is  a  true  name or not, and  he  answers they refer 
‘Yes.’  And  Socrates?  ‘Yes.’  Then  every man’s  name, as $:,“d“- 
I tell  him, is that  which  he is called. ‘To this  he  replies- Socrates. 
‘ If  all  the  world  were  to  call.  you  Hermogenes,  that  would 
not be your name.’ And  when I am  anxious  to  have  a 

384 further  explanation  he is ironical  and  mysterious,  and  seems 
to  imply  that  he  has  a  notion  of  his  own  about  the  matter, if 
he  would  only  tell,  and  could  entirely  convince me,  if he  
chose  to  be  intelligible.  Tell me, Socrates,  what  this  oracle 
means;  or  rather tell  me, if you will be so good,  what is 
your  own  view of the  truth  or  correctness of names,  which I 
would far  sooner  hear. 

Socmtes. Son of  Hipponicus,  there is an  ancient  saying, Socrates 

that  ‘hard  is  the  knowledge  of  the good.’ And  the  know- ~~~~~~ 

ledge  of  names  is  a  great  part  of  knowledge.  If  I  had fifty- 
not  been  poor, I might  have  heard  the  fifty-drachma  course :r2rff 
of  the  great  Prodicus,  which is a complete  education in Prodicus, 

HERMO. 

CRATYLVS, 
GENES, 

mogenes 
ave been 

T 2  



324 Socrates anll Nermogerzes. 
CratyIlrr. grammar  and language-these are  his own words-and  then 

socRAres, I should  have been  at once  able  to  answer  your  question 
y$g about  the  correctness of names.  But, indeed, I have  only 
is incompe- heard  the  single-drachma  course,  and  therefore, I do  not 
tent to de- know  the  truth  about  such  matters ; I will, however, gladly 
tide. assist you and  Cratylus in the  investigation  of them. When 

he  declares  that  your  name is not  really  Hermogenes, I 
suspect  that  he is only  making fun of you ;-he means  to  say 
that you are no true son of Hermes,  because you are  always 
looking  after  a  fortune  and  never  in luck. But,  as I was 
saying,  there  is  a good deal of difficulty  in this  sort of know- 
ledge, and  therefore  we  had  better leave the  question  open 
until we have  heard both sides. 

There is no Her. I have often  talked over  this  matter, both  with 
'OrreCtneSS Cratylus  and  others,  and  cannot  convince myself that  there 
other than is any  principle of correctness  in  names  other  than  con- 
convention, vention and  agreement;  any  name which  you  give, in my 
mogenes. opinion, is the  right one, and if  you change  that  and  give 

another,  the  new  name  is  as  correct  as  the old-we fre- 
quently  change  the  names of our slaves,  and  the newly- 
imposed name is as good as  the old: for there  is no name 
given to anything by nature ; all is convention  and  habit of 
the  users ;-such is my view. But if I am mistaken I shall 
be happy to hear  and  learn of Cratylus,  or of any  one else. 

us see ;-Your meaning is, that  the  name of each  thing is 
only  that which anybody  agrees to call  it ? 

in names 

s3ys Her- 

SOC. I dare  say  that  you  may be  right, Hermogenes:  let 385 

Her. That is my notion. 
SOC. Whether  the  giver of the  name be an  individual  or  a 

Her. Yes. 
SOC. Well, now, let me take  an  instance ;--suppose that I 

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

city? 

Her. H e  would, according to my view. 

rejoins 
But how, SOC. But  how  about  truth,  then ? you would acknowledge 
Socmtes, that  there is in words a true  and  a false ? 
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Her. Certainly. Cratylus. 
SOC. And  there  are  true  and  false  propositions? SocnAres, 

Her. To be  sure. 
SOC. And  a  true  proposition  says  that  which is, and a false is this doc- 

Her. Yes ; what  other  answer  is  possible ? 
SOC. Then in  a  proposition  there  is  a  true  and  false ? 

HERMO. 
GRNSg 

proposition  says  ,that  which is not ? trine con- 
sistent with 
any  dis- 
tinction 

Her. Certainly. 
soc. But  is  a  proposition  true  as  a  whole  only,  and  are falsehod? 

" 

between 
truth and 

the  parts  untrue ? If the whole 

Her. No ; the  parts  are  true  as well  as  the  whole. is true, the 

soc. Would  you  say  the  large  parts  and  not  the  smaller be true; if 
parts must 

propsi- 

Her. I should  say  that  every  part  is  true. 
tions, then 

SOC. Is a  proposition  resolvable  into  any  part  smaller  than 
names. 

Her. N o ;  that is the  smallest. 
SOC. Then  the  name is a  part of the  true  proposition ? 
Her. Yes. 
SOC. Yes,  and  a  true  part,  as  you  say. 
Her. Yes. 
SOC. And  is  not  the  part of a  falsehood  also a falsehood ? 
Her. Yes. 
SOC. Then, if propositions  may  be  true  and false, names 

Her. So we  must  infer. 
SOC. And  the  name  of  anything is that  which  any  one 

affirms  to  be  the  name ? 
Her. Yes. 
SOC. And will there  be so many  names of each  thing as 

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

Her. Yes,  Socrates, 1 can  conceive  no  correctness  of 
names  other  than  this ; you  give  one  name,  and I another ; 
and  in-  different  cities  and  countries  there are different 
names  for  the  same  things;  Hellenes  di&r  from  barbarians 
in  their  use  of  names,  and  the  several  Hellenic  tribes  from 
one  another. 

SOC. But  would  you  say,  Hermogenes,  that  the  things 
386 differ as  the  names  differ?  and  are  they  relative  to in- 

ones,  or  every  part? 

a name ? 

may be true  and  false ? 
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Cmlylus. dividuals,  as  Protagoras  tells u s ?  For he  says  that  man  is 
S K M T ~ ~ ,  the  measure of all  things,  and  that  things  are  to  me  as  they 
GENLIS. appear  to me, and  that  they  are  to you as they  appear  to 

you. Do you agree with  him, or would  you say  that  things 
have  a  permanent  essence of their  own ? 

IsProta- Her. There have  been times, Socrates,  when I have  heen 
or wrong in riven  in  my  perplexity to take  refuge with Protagoras ; not 
his doctrine that I agree with  him  at  all. 

is the that  'man SOC. W h a t !  have you ever  been  driven to admit  that 
meaSure' there  was  no such thing  as  a bad man? 
and Her, No, indeed ; but I have often had  reason to think 
=they that  there  are  very bad men,  and  a  good  many of them. 
appear? SOC. Well,  and  have you ever found any  very  good  ones ? 

HKRMO- 

gorfs right d 

things are 

Her. Not many. 
SOC. Still you have found them ? 
Her. Yes. 
SOC. And would you hold that  the  very  good  were  the 

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

Her. It  would. 
SOC. But if Protagoras is right, and  the  truth  is  that 

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

Her. Impossible. 
If there is soc. And if, on  the  other  hand,  wisdom  and folly are  really 

. anydiffwu- distinguishable,  you will  allow, I think,  that  the  assertion of 
ence be- 
tweengood Protagoras  can  hardly  be  correct. For if what  appears  to 
and evil, each  man is true  to him, one  man  cannot  in  reality be wiser 
falsehood, than  another. truth and 

he must be Her. H e  cannot. 
wrong,  and 
Euthyde. soc. Nor will you be disposed  to  say with Euthydemus, 
mus, who that  all  things  equally  belong  to  all  men  at  the  same  moment 
all things and  always ; for neither  on  his view can  there be some good 
belong  to and  others bad, if  virtue  and vice are  always  equally  to be 
wrong. attributed to  all. 

says that 

all, equally 

Her. There cannot. 
SOC. But if neither  is  right,  and  things  are  not  relative  to 

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

Her. I think,  Socrates,  that  you  have  said  the  truth. 
SOC. Does  what I am  saying  apply  only  to  the  things actions 

GENES. 

Thingganb 

themselves, or  equally  to  the  actions  which  proceed from 
them?  Are  not  actions  also  a  class of being? 

Her. Yes, the  actions  are  real  as well as  the  things. are made or 
387 SOC. Then  the  actions  also  are  done  according  to  their naturalpro- 

nature, and 

done by a 

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

Her. I should  say  that  the  natural  way is the.  right 
way. 

SOC. Again,  in  burning,  not  every  way  is  the  right  way; 
but the  right  way is the  natural way, and  the  right  instnl- 
ment  the  natural  instrument. 

Her. True. 
SOC. And  this  holds  good of all actions? 
Her. Yes. 
SOC. And  speech  is  a  kind of action ? 
Her. True. 
SOC. And will a  man  speak  correctly  who  speaks  as  he Thisprin- 

pleases?  Will  not  the  successful  speaker  rather be he  who ;i2:F 
speaks  in  the  natural  way of speaking,  and  as  things  ought speech. 
to  be spoken,  and  with  the  natural  instrument?  Any  other 
mode of speaking will result in error  and failure. 

Her. I quite  agree  with  you. 
SOC. And is not  naming  a  part of speaking?  for in giving 

Her. That  is  true. 
SOC. And if speaking  is  a  sort of action  and  has  a  relation 

Her. True. 
SOC. And  we  saw  that  actions  were  not  relative  to O w  

Her. Precisely. 

names  men  speak. 

to  acts,  is  not  naming  also  a  sort of action ? 

selves,  but  had  a  special  nature of their  own? 

" .. . .  
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Crotylus. 

SOCRA’IES, 
HERMO- 

GENES. 

The several 
ans have 
their own 
proper in- 
struments. 

The analogy of other arts. 

SOC. Then  the  argument  would  lead  us  to  infer  that  names 
ought  to  be  given  according  to  a  natural  process,  and  with a 
proper  instrument,  and  not  at  our  pleasure : in  this  and  no 
other  way  shall  we  name  with  success. 

Her. I agree. 
SOC. But  again,  that  which  has  to  be  cut  has  to  be  cut 

with  something? 
Her. Yes. 
SOC. And  that  which  has to be  woven o r  pierced  has  to  be 

woven or  pierced  with  something ? 
Her. Certainly. 
SOC. And  that  which  has  to  be  named  has to be  named 

with  something? 
Her. True. 
SOC. What  is  that  with  which  we  pierce ? 
ffer. An awl. 
SOC. And  with  which  we  weave ? 
Her. A  shuttle. 
SOC. And  with  which  we  name? 
Her. A  name. 
SOC. Very  good : then a name is an  instrument ? 
Her. Certainly. 
SOC. Suppose  that I ask, ‘What   sor t  of instrument is a 

Her. Well. 
SOC. And I ask  again, ‘ W h a t  do we do  when  we  weave ? ’ 

-The  answer is, that  we  separate  or  disengage  the  warp 
from  the  woof 

shuttle?’  And  you  answer, ‘A weaving  instrument.’ 

Her. Very true. 
Sac. And  may  not  a  similar  description  be  given of an 

Her. T o  be  sure. 
SOC. And  now  suppose  that I ask a similar  question  about 

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

awl, and of instruments  in  general ? 

Her. I cannot  say. 
SOC. Do we  ‘not  give  information  to  one  another,  and 

Her. Certainly  we  do. 
Soc. Then a  name is an instrument of teaching  and of 

distinguish  things  according  to  their  natures ? 



The atzadogy of other  arts. 329 

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

Her. Yes. 
SOC. And  the  shuttle is the  instrument of the  weaver? A name is 
Her. Assuredly. the  instru- 
SOC. Then  the  weaver will use  the  shuttle well-and  well ~~~~~~~~ 

HERMO- 
GENES. 

means  like  a  weaver?  and  the  teacher will use? the  name distin- 
well-and  well means  like  a  teacher? guishes 

natures. 
Her. Yes. 
SOC. And  when  the  weaver  uses  the  shuttle,  whose  work 

Her. That  of the  carpenter. 
SOC. And is every  man  a  carpenter,  or  the  skilled  only? 
Her. Only  the  skilled. 
SOC. And  when  the  piercer  uses  the awl, whose  work will And as the 

other arts 

Her. That  of the  smith. 
use the 
work of 

SOC. And is every  man  a  smith,  or  only  the  skilled? others, so 

Her. T h e  skilled  only. uses the 
the  teacher 

SOC. And  when  the  teacher  uses  the  name,  whose  work ~ $ $ ~  
will he  be  using ? who is the 

Her. There  again I am  puzzled. 
SOC. Cannot  you  at  least  say  who  gives us the  names 

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

Her. I agree. 
SOC. And is every  man  a  legislator,  or  the  skilled  only? 
Her. T h e  skilled  only. 
SOC. Then,  Hermogenes,  not  every  man is able  to  give 

389 a  name,  but  only  a  maker of names ; and  this is the 
legislator,  who of all  skilled  artisans  in  the  world  is  the 
rarest. 

will he  be  using  well ? 

he  be  using well ? 

maker of 
names. 

which  we  use ? 

work of the  legislator ? 

Her. True. 
SOC. And  how  does  the  legislator  make  names ? and  to 

what  does  he  look ? Consider  this  in  the  light of the 
previous  instances : to  what  does  the  carpenter look in 
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Cratyhr. making  the  shuttle?  Does  he  not  look  to  that  which is 
socnArrs, naturally fitted to  act as a  shuttle ? 
HERYo. GENES. Her. Certainly. 

The car- SOC. And  suppose  the  shuttle  to be broken  in  making, will 
penterin he  make  another,  looking  to  the  broken  one 7 or  will he 
making look  to the form according to which  he  made  the  other? 
looks to  the Her. To the  latter, I should  imagine. 
jdeaor SOC. Might not  that  be  justly  called  the  true  or  ideal natural 
form of the shuttle ? 
shuttle, Her. I think so. 

as is best SOC. And  whatever  shuttles  are  wanted,  for  the  manu- 
being such 

adaptedto facture of garments,  thin or thick, of flaxen,  woollen,  or 
ofwork, other  material,  ought  all of them  to  have  the  true form  of the 

shuttle;  and  whatever is the  shuttle  best  adapted  to  each 
kind of work,  that  ought  to be the form which  the  maker 
produces  in  each  case. 

shuttle 

each kind 

Her. Yes. 
SOC. And  the  same  holds of other  instruments:  when  a 

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

Her. Certainly. 
SOC. And  how  to  put  into  wood  forms of shuttles  adapted 

Her. True. 
SOC. For  the  several  forms of shuttles  naturally  answer  to 

the  several  kinds of webs ; and  this  is  true of instruments in 
general. 

by nature  to  their  uses ? 

Her. Yes. 

legislator 
~ n d s o t 1 l e  SOC. Then, as to  names:  ought  not  our  legislator  also  to 
looks know  how  to  put  the  true  natural  name of each  thing  into 
trueformor sounds  and  syllables,  and  to  make  and  give all names  with  a 
expression 
of things in view to  the  ideal  name, if he is to be a namer  in  any  true 

syllables. 
sounds and sense ? And  we  must  remember  that  different  legislators 
though, will not  use  the  same  syllables.  For  neither  does  every 
like the smith,  although  he  may  be  making  the  same  instrument  for 

the  same purpose, make  them all of the  same  iron.  The 
h P  may 

_- 
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form  must  be  the  same,  but  the  material  may  vary,  and  still ~ratylus. 
the  instrument  may  be  equally  good of whatever  iron  made, socnAreJ, 

difference. 
390 whether  in  Hellas  or  in  a  foreign  country ;-there is no H,:”,”d; 

Her. Very  true. 
SOC. And  the  legislator,  whether  he be Hellene  or  bar- materia’s 

work i n  
different 

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

Her. Quite  true. 
SOC. But  who  then is to  determine  whether  the  proper This true 

form  is  given  to  the  shuttle,  whatever  sort of  wood may  be form is de- 

used?  the  carpenter  who  makes,  or  the  weaver  who  is  to by the user. 
termined 

use  them? 
Her. I should  say,  he  who  is  to  use  them,  Socrates. 
SOC. And  who  uses  the  work of the  lyre-maker?  Will 

not  he  be  the  man  who  knows  how  to  direct  what is being 
done,  and  who will know  also  whether  the  work is being 
well done  or  not? 

Her. Certainly. 
SOC. And  who is h e ?  
Her. The  player of the lyre. 
SOC. And  who will direct  the  shipwright 7 
Her. T h e  pilot. 
SOC. And  who  will  be  best  able  to  direct  the  legislator  in 

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

Her. Yes. 
SOC. And  this is he  who  knows  how  to  ask  questions ? 
Her. Yes. 
SOC. And  how  to  answer  them? 
Her. Yes. 
SOC. And  him  who  knows  how  to  ask  and  answer you 

Her. Yes;  that  would  be  his name. 
SOC. Then  the  work  of  the  carpenter is to  make  a  rudder, 

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

would  call ;I dialectician? 

Her. True. 
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cratylus. SOC. And  the  work of the  legislator is to give  names,  and 

sKRArsp. the  dialectician  must  be  his  director if the  names  are  to  be 
2:: rightly  given ? 

Her. That  is  true. 
SOC. Then,  Hermogenes, I should  say  that  this  giving  of 

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

Socrates Her. I cannot  answer you, Socrates;  but I find  a difficulty 
answer of in  changing  my  opinion  all  in a moment,  and I think  that I 391 
himself the should  be  more  readily  persuaded, if you  would  show  me 
question, 
'What  is 
the  natural SOC. My  good  Hermogenes, I have  none  to  show.  Was 
fitness Of I not  telling  you  just  now  (but  you  have  forgotten),  that I 
names ? ' 
Theen-  knew  nothing,  and  proposing  to  share  the  enquiry  with 
quiry you ? But  now  that  you  and I have  talked  over  the  matter, 
be  shared 
between a  step  has  been  gained;  for  we  have  discovered  that  names 
them. have  by  nature a truth,  and  that  not  every  man  knows  how 

cannot 

what  this  is  which  you  term  the  natural  fitness of names. 

to  give a thing  a  name. 
Her. Very  good. 
SOC. And  what  is  the  nature of this  truth  or  correctness  of 

Her. Certainly, I care  to  know. 
SOC. Then reflect. 
Her. How  shall I reflect? 

names?  That, if you  care  to  know,  is  the  next  question. 

Theironyof SOC. The  t rue way  is  to  have  the  assistance of those  who 
:- know, and  you  must  pay  them  well  both  in  money  and  in 

learn of the thanks ; these  are  the  Sophists, of whom  your  brother, 
Sophists.' Callias,  has-rather  dearly-bought  the  reputation of wis- 

dom.  But  you  have  not  yet  come  into  your  inheritance, 
and  therefore  you  had  better go to  him,  and  beg  and  entreat 
him  to  tell  you  what  he  has  learnt  from  Protagoras  about 
the  fitness of names. 

Her. But  how  inconsistent  should I be, if, whilst  re- 
pudiating  Protagoras  and  his  truth', I were  to  attach  any 
value  to  what  he  and  his book  affirm ! 

' W e  must 

' Truth ' was  the titlc of the book of Protagoras ; cp. Theaet. 161 E. 
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Soc. Then if you  despise him, you  must  learn of Homer ~raty(ur. 
and  the  poets. 

Her. And  where  does  Homer  say  anything  about  names, Tz; 
and  what  does  he  say? 

SOC. H e  often  speaks of them ; notably  and  nobly  in  the the so- ‘ If not of 

places  where  he  distinguishes  the  different  names  which phisb. of 

Gods  and  men  give  to  the  same  things.  Does  he  not  in then.’ 
the paits, 

these  passages  make  a  remarkable  statement  about  the The H ~ -  
correctness of names ? For  the  Gods  must  clearly  be  sup- menydis- 
posed  to  call  things by their  right  and  natural  names ; do the  differ- 
you not  think so ? ent names 

Her. Why, of course  they call them  rightly, if they call Gods and 
them  at all. Bat to what  are you referring? men to 

SOC. Do you  not  know  what  he  says  about  the  river  in :k:nzme 
Troy who  had  a  single  combat  with  Hephaestus ? Xanthus 

SOCRATgS, 

tmctlon of 

given  by 

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

392 Her. I remember. 
Sod. Well,  and  about  this river-to know  that  he  ought  to 

be called  Xanthus  and  not  Scamander-is  not  that  a  solemn 
lesson ? O r  about  the  bird which, as  he  says, 

‘The Gods call  Chalcis, and men Cymindis :’ 
Chalcis and 
Cymindis. 

to  be  taught  how  much  more  correct  the  name  Chalcis is 
than  the  name  Cymindis,-do  you  deem  that  a  light  matter 3 
O r  about  Batieia  and  Myrina’ ? And  there  are  many  other Batieiannd 
observations of the  same  kind  in  Homer  and  other  poets. Myrinn. 
Now, I think  that  this is beyond  the  understanding of you 
and  me;  but  the  names of Scamandrius  and  Astyanax, 
which he affirms to  have  been  the  names of Hector’s  son, 
are  more  within  the  range of human faculties, as  I am 
disposed  to  think;  and  what  the  poet  means by correctness 
may be more  readily  apprehended  in  that  instance : you  will 
remember I dare  say  the  lines  to which I refer ’. 

Her. I do. 
Soc, Let  me  ask you, then,  which  did  Homer  think  the Astyanas 

more  correct of the  names  given  to  Hector’s  son-Astyanax :’,”,“,3is, 
or  Scamandrius ? 
’ Cp. 11. ii. 813, 814:- 

sportive Myrina.’ 
‘The  hill  which men call Ratieia and  the  immortals  the  tomb df the 

a 21. vi. 402. 
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CrWus.  Her. I do  not know. 

 so^^^^ SOC. How would you  answer, if you  were  asked  whether 
the  wise  or  the  unwise  are  more  likely to give  correct 
names ? 

HERMO- 

Her. I should  say  the wise,  of course. 
SOC. And  are  the  men  or  the  women of a city, taken  as  a 

Her. I should  say,  the  men. 
SOC. And  Homer,  as  you know, says  that  the  Trojan  men 

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

class, the  wiser? 

Her. That may  be  inferred. 
SOC. And  must  not  Homer  have  imagined  the  Trojans  to 

fZer. T o  be sure. 
SOC. Then  he  must  have  thought  Astyanax  to  be  a  more 

Her. Clearly. 
SOC. And  what is the  reason  of  this ? Let us  consider :- 

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

be wiser  than  their  wives ? 

correct  name  for  the  boy  than  Scamandrius ? 

For he  alone defended their city and long walls’! 

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

Her. I see. 
soc. Why,  Hermogenes, I do  not  as  yet  see  myself;  and 

Her. No, indeed;  not I. 
do  you ? 

Hector. SOC. But  tell  me,  friend,  did  not  Homer  himself  also  give 393 
Hector  his  name ? 

Her. What of that ? 
SOC. The  name  appears  to me  to  be  very  nearly  the  same 

as  the  name  of  Astyanax-both  are  Hellenic;  and a king 
(&at) and a holder (CK7.p) have  nearly  the  same  meaning, 
and  are  both  descriptive of a  king;  for  a  man  is  clearly  the 
holder  of  that of which he  is  king ; he  rules,  and  owns,  and 
holds it. But,  perhaps,  you  may  think  that I am  talking 
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nonsense ; and  indeed I believe  that I myself  did  not  know Cratyks. 
what I meant  when I imagined  that I had  found  some  indi- Soclurm, 
cation of the  opinion  of  Homer  about  the  correctness  of FN;E 
names. 

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

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

Her. Yes, I agree. 
SOC. Very  good.  But  you  had  better  watch  me  ,and  see 

that I do  not  play  tricks  with you. For  on the  same  prin- 
ciple  the  son of a  king  is  to  be  called  a  king.  And  whether 
the  syllables of the  name  are  the  same  or  not  the  same, 
makes  no  difference,  provided  the  meaning is retained ; nor 
does  the  addition  or  subtraction of a letter  make  any 
difference so long  as  the  essence of the  thing  remains in 
possession of the  name  and  appears  in it. 

Her. What   do  you mean ? 
SOC. A  very  simple  matter. I may  illustrate  my  meaning 

The nddi- 
tion ar sub- 
traction of 
a letter or 
two makes 
no differ- 
ence if the 

meaning is 
principal 

retained. 

by the  names-of  letters,  which  you  know  are  not  the  same  as 
the  letters  themselves  with  the  exception of the four, c, u, 0, 

O ;  the  names of the  rest,  whether  vowels  or  consonants,  are 
made  up of other  letters  which  we  add  to  them;  but so long 
as  we  introduce  the  meaning,  and  there  can  be  no  mistake, 
the  name of the  letter is quite  correct.  Take,  for  example, 
the  letter beta-the addition of P, r, U, gives  no offence, and 
does  not  prevent  the  whole  name  from  having  the  value 
which  the  legislator  intended-so well did  he  know  how  to 
give  the  letters  names. 

Her. I believe  you  are  right. 
SOC. And  may  not  the  same  be  said of a  king? a king will Sons m- 

394 often  be  the  son  of  a  king,  the  good  son  or  the  noble  son  of ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ e s  

a  good or noble  sire ; and  similarly  the  offspring of every of their 
Reading 08 hv. fathers, yet 
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they  may 
be consider- 
ably trans- 
formed : 
as before in 
the case of 
animals. 
Other in- 
stances. 

But  when 
the  nature 
of the son 
changes, 
his name 
should  be 
changed. 

The navzes in U o n t e r  and in the Trugic poets. 

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

H e y .  Yes. 
SOC. The  same names,  then,  ought to  be assigned  to  those 

Her. Yes. 
SOC. And  what of those  who follow out of the  course of 

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

who follow in the  course of nature ? 

Her. Quite  true. 
SOC. Then  the  irreligious  son of a  religious  father  should 

be  called  irreligious ? 
Her. Certainly. 
SOC. H e  should  not be called  Theophilus  (beloved  of  God) 

or  Mnesitheus  (mindful of God), or  any of these  names: if 



names are correctly given, his  should  have  an  opposite CTUQIU. 

meaning. 
Her. Certainly,  Socrates. 
SOC. Again,  Hernogenes,  there is Orestes  (the  man of the Orestes. 

SOCRATES, 
HERHO. 
GENES. 

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

395 Her. That  is  very likely,  Socrates. 
SOC. And  his  father's  name is also  according  to  nature. 
Her. Clearly. 
soc. Yes,  for as  his name, so also  is  his  nature ; Aga- Agnrnr.%n. 

memnon  (admirable  for  remaining)  is  one  who  is  patient  and 
persevering in the  accomplishment of his  resolves,  and by 
his virtue  crowns  them ; and  his  continuance  at  Troy with 
all the  vast  army  is  a  proof of that  admirable  endurance  in  him 
which is  signified by the  name  Agamemnon l. I also  think .%treus. 

that  Atreus is rightly  calied;  for  his  murder of Chrysippus 
and  his  exceeding  cruelty  to  Thyestes  are  damaging  and 
destructive  to  his  reputation-the  name is a  little  altered  and 
disguised so as  not  to  be  intelligible to every  one,  but  to  the 
etymologist  there is no difficulty in  seeing  the  meaning,  for 
whether  you  think of him as  d7f lp jS the  stubborn,  or as 
J T ~ C U T O E  the fearless, or   as  d ~ q p b ~  the  destructive  one,  the 
name is perfectly  correct  in  every  point of view. And I Pelops. 
think  that  Pelops is also  named  appropriately; for, as  the 
name  implies,  he is rightly  called  Pelops  who  sees  what is 
near  only (6 rd lrih 6p;v). 

Her. How so ? 
SOC. Because,  according  to  the  tradition,  he  had  no  fore- 

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

Her. And  what  are  the  traditions ? 



T h e  name 

a sentence 
of Zeus is 

in itself. 

7x6 inspiruiiw caught fronl Euthyjht-o. 

SOC. Many  terrible  misfortunes  are  said  to  have  happened 
to him  in  his life-last of all, came  the  utter  ruin  of  his 
country ; and  after  his  death  he  had  the  stone  suspended 
(ntXawtiu) over  his  head  in  the  world below-all this  agrees 
wonderfully  well  with  his  name. You might  imagine  that 
some  person  who  wanted  to  call  him sddvraror (the  most 
weighed  down  by  misfortune),  disguised  the  name by altering 
it  into  Tantalus;  and  into  this form,  by some  accident  of 
tradition,  it  has  actually  been  transmuted.  The  name  of 
Zeus,  who is his  alleged  father,  has  also  an  excellent 396 
meaning,  although  hard  to  be  understood,  because  really 
like  a  sentence,  which is divided  into  two  parts,  for  some 
call  him Zena (Zjua), and use the  one half, and  others  who' 
use  the  other  half  call  him  Dia (Ah); the  two  together 
signify  the  nature  of  the  God,  and  the  business of a  name, 
as  we  were  saying,  is to express  the  nature.  For  there is 
none  who is more  the  author  of life to us and  to all, than 
the  lord  and  king of  all. Wherefore  we  are  right  in  calling 
him Zena  and  Dia,  which  are  one  name,  although  divided, 
meaning  the  God  through  whom $11 creatures  always  have life 
(Ri bu t u  lid miut sois @ w u  Jndpxtt). There  is an  irreverence,  at 
first  sight, in calling  him  son of Cronos  (who is a  proverb  for 
stupidity),  and  we  might  rather  expect  Zeus  to be the  child 
of a  mighty  intellect.  Which  is  the  fact;  for  this  is  the 
meaning of his  father's  name : Kpduor quasi Kdpor ( K O ~ ~ O ,  to 
sweep), not  in  the  sense of a  youth,  but  signifying ~b xa6apb 

xni cixiprou ro5 VU;, the  pure  and  garnished  mind (sc. cinb so3 
xopriu).  He,  as we are  informed by tradition,  was  begotten 
of Uranus,  rightly so called (dnb TOG 6p& rh i h )  from  looking 
upwards;  which,  as  philosophers tell us, is  the  way  to 
have a pure  mind,  and  the  name  Uranus  is  therefore  correct. 
If I could  remember  the  genealogy of Hesiod, I would  have 
gone  on  and  tried  more  conclusions  of  the  same  sort  on  the 
remoter  ancestors of the Gods,-then I might  have  seen 
whether  this wisdom, which  has  come  to  me  all in an  instant, 
I know  not  whence,  will  or will not  hold  good to the  end. 

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

SOC. Yes,  Hermogenes,  and I believe  that I caught  the 
inspiration from the  great  Euthyphro of the  Prospaitian 
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deme,  who  gave  me a long  lecture  which  commenced  at Cratyks. 
dawn:  he  talked  and I listened,  and  his  wisdom  and  en- SocUreo, 

chanting  ravishment  has  not  only filled my  ears  but  taken 
possession  of  my  soul,  and  to-day I shall  let  his  superhuman 
power  work  and  finish  the  investigation of  names-that  will 
be the  way ; but to-morrow,  if you  are so disposed,  we 
will conjure  him away, and  make  a  purgation  of him, if 
we  can  only find some  priest or sophist  who is skilled  in 

Her, With  all  my  heart; for I am  very  curious  to  hear 
the  rest of the  enquiry  about  names. 

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

397 purifications of this  sort. 

Her. I think so, Socrates. 
SOC. Ought  we  not  to  begin  with  the  consideration of the 

Her. Yes,  that will be  well. 
SOC. My  notion  would  be  something of this  sort :-I sus- The Gods 

pect  that  the  sun,  moon,  earth,  stars,  and  heaven,  which are g:,;tn,y 
still the  Gods of many  barbarians,  were  the  only  Gods  known the stars ; 

to  the  aboriginal  Hellenes.  Seeing  that  they  were  always ~~e~~~~ 

moving  and  running,  from  their  running  nature  they  were running 

called Gods or runners ( B c o ~ ,  Biovror) ; and  when  men  became about tbeY 
acquainted  with  the  other  Gods,  they  proceeded  to  apply  the gs0[. 

same  name  to  them all. Do you  think  that  likely ? 

Gods,  and  show  that  they are rightly  named  Gods? 

were called 

Hw, I think it  very likely indeed. 
2 2  
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c',-a/ylJts. SOC. What  shall follow the  Gods ? 

SOCRAW, Her. Must  not  demons  and  heroes  and  men  come  next ? 

I)emons. ing of this  word ? Tell me  if  my  view is  right. 
Her. Let me  hear. 
SOC. You know  how  Hesiod  uses  the word? 
Her. I do not. 
SOC. Do you not  remember  that  he  speaks of a  golden  race 

Her. Yes, I do. 
SOC.  H e  says of  them- 

HERMO- 
CESES. SOC. Demons ! And  what  do  you  consider  to  be  the  mean- 

of men  who  came  first? 

' But now that  fate  has closed over this race 
They are holy demons upon the  earth, 
Beneficent, averters of ills, guardians of murtal men '.' 

Her. What is the  inference ? 398 
SOC. What is the  inference!  Why, I suppose  that  he 

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

Her, That is true. 
SOC. And  do you not  suppose  that  good  men of our own 

Her. Very likely. 
SOC. And  are  not  the  good wise ? 
Hey.  Yes,  they  are wise. 
SOC. And  therefore I have  the most entire  conviction  that 

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

but what is t h e  meaning of the  word  'hero ' ? ( ; i P ~ s ,  i n  the 
old writing +WE.) 

day would by him  be said to  be of golden  race ? 

Heroes. Her. Then I rather  think  that I am of one  mind with you ; 



SOC. I think  that  there  is no difficulty in  explaining,  for cratyI2L.r. 
the  name  is  not  much  altered,  and  signifies  that  they  were s ~ ~ , ~ ~ ,  
born of  love. I l E R M h  

GEIIPS. 

Her. What   do  you mean ? 
SOL. Do you not  know  that  the  heroes  are  demigods ? 
Her. What   then?  
SOL. All  of  them,  sprang  either from the  love of a  God  for 

a mortal  woman, or of a  mortal  man for a  Goddess ; think 
of the  word  in  the  old Attic, and. you will see  better  that  the 
name  heros is only  a  slight  alteratton of Eros, from  whom 
the  heroes  sprang : either  this  is  the  meaning, or, if not this, 
then  they  must  have  been skilftll as  rhetoricians  and  dialec- 
ticians, and  able  to  put  the  question (+or+), for +u is 
equivalent  to Xiyrrv. And  therefore,  as I was  saying,  in  the 
Attic  dialect  the  heroes  turn  out  to  be  rhetoricians  and 
questioners. All this is easy  enough ; the  noble  breed of 
heroes  are  a  tribe  of  sophists  and  rhetors.  But  can you tell 
me  why  men  are  called  8~8pwor?-that is more difficult. 

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

399 SOL. That  is to say,  you  trust to the  inspiration of Euthy- 
phro. 

Her. Of  course, 
SOC. Your faith is not vain ; for  at  this  very  moment  a 

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

Her. That  is  true. 
SOC. The  name ZvBpemos, which  was  once  a  sentence,  and  is beposat. 

now a noun,  appears  to  be a case  just  of  this sort, for  one 
letter,  which  is  the 0,  has  been  omitted,  and  the  acute  on  the 
last syllable  has  been  changed to a  gravc. 

Her. What  do you  mean ? 



342 SoZemtd truths, but rather ridicudous. 
C m 4 k s .  SOG. I mean  to  say  that  the  word  ‘man ’ implies  that  other 

s ~ R A T E S ,  animals  never  examine,  or  consider,  or  look  up  at  what  they 
GLNES see, but that  man  not  only  sees (&rum) but  considers  and 

looks  up  at  that  which  he  sees,  and  hence  he  alone of all 
animals  is  rightly  called ffv8panror, meaning dvaepuiv d &orcv. 

Her. May  I  ask  you  to  examine  another  word  about  which 
I am  curious ? 

SOC. Certainly. 
Her. I  will take  that  which  appears  to  me  to follow next in 

Sod. Of course. 
Her. Let us endeavour  to  analyze  them  like  the  previous 

words. 
$.X/r. SOC. You  want  me  first of all to examine  the  natural 

fitness of the  word (soul), and  then of the  word 06pa 

HERMO. 

order.  You  know  the  distinction of soul  and  body? 

(body) ? 
Her. Yes. 
Sod. If I am  to  say  what  occurs  to  me  at  the  moment, I 

should  imagine  that  those  who  first  used  the  name +.x$ 
meant  to  express  that  the  soul  when  in  the  body  is  the 
source of  life, and  gives  the  power of breath  and  revival 
( ~ v Q + ~ x o v ) ,  and  when  this  reviving  power  fails  then  the  body 
perishes  and dies, and this,  if I am  not  mistaken,  they  called 
psyche.  But  please  stay a moment; I fancy  that I can 
discover  something  which will be  more  acceptable  to  the 
disciples of Euthyphro,  for  I  am  afraid  that  they will scorn 400 
this  explanation. What  do  you  say  to  another ? 

Her. Let  me  hear. 
SOC. What is that  which  holds  and  carries  and  gives life 

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

Her. Just  that. 
SOC. And  do  you  not  believe  with  Anaxagoras,  that  mind  or 

Her. Yes ; I  do. 
SOC. Then  you  may well call  that  power +uu;xq which 

carries  and  holds  nature (i +COW d x ~ i  Kai Zp), and  this  may 
be  refined  away  into +ux<. 

Her. Certainly;  and  this  derivation is, I think,  more  scien- 
tific than  the  other. 

soul is  the  ordering  and  containing  principle of all  things ? 
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SOC. It  is so ; but 1 cannot  help  laughing, if I am to c'wtyh. 

suppose  that  this  was  the  true  meaning of the name. 
Her. But  what  shall we say of the  next  word ? 
SOC. You  mean a&p (the body). The  irony 

Her. Yes. of Socrates. 
SOC. That may be variously  interpreted ; and yet more U+U. 

SOCHITI.S, 

HLQMO. 
GENES. 

variously if a  little  permutation is allowed. For some  say 
that  the  body is the  grave (vtjpa) of the  soul which  may  be 
thought  to  be  buried in our present life ; or again  the  index 
of the  soul,  because  the  soul  gives  indications  to (ur)/u:ivtr) the 
body ; probably  the  Orphic  poets  were  the  inventors of the 
name,.and  they  were  under  the  impression  that  the  soul is 
suffering  the  punishment of sin,  and  that  the body is an 
enclosure or prison in  which the  soul  is  incarcerated,  kept 
safe (u@a, uilrpt); as  the  name U+I implies,  until the  penalty 
is paid ; according to this view, not ever. a  letter of the word 
need be changed. 

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

SOC. Yes, indeed,  Hermogenes ; and  there is one  escellcnt 
principle which, as  men of sense, we must acknowledge,- 
that of the  Gods we know  nothing,  either of their  natures 
or of the  names which they  give  themselves ; but we are 
sure  that  the  names  by which they call themselves,  whatever 
they  may be, are  true.  And  this is the  best of all principles ; 
and  the  next  best is to  say,  as  in  prayers,  that we will  call 
them by any  sort or kind of names or patronymics which 

401 they  like,  because we do  not  know of any  other.  That also, 1 
think,  is  a  very  good custom, and  one which I should  much 
wish to  observe.  Let us, then, if you  please, in the  first IVC arrnot 
place announce  to  them  that  we  are not enquiring  about 
them ; we do  not  presume  that  we  are  able to do SO ; but  we Gods, but 
are  enquiring  about  the  meaning of men  in  giving  them  these 
names,-in this  there  can be small blame. opinions 

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

SOC. Shall we begin, then, with Hestia,  according to Custon~'' 

tllcm. 



The first 
imposers 
of names 

sophers. 
were philo- 

Her. Yes,  that will be  very  proper. 
SOC. What  may  we  suppose  him  to  have  meant  who  gave 

Hcr. That  is another  and  certainly  a  most difficult question. 
SOC. My dear  Hermogenes,  the  first  imposers of names 

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

the  name  Hestia ? 

Hcv. Well,  and  what of them? 
SOC. They  are  the  men  to  whom I should  attribute  the 

imposition  of  names.  Even  in  foreign  names,  if  you  analyze 
them,  a  meaning  is  still  discernible.  For  example,  that  which 

olala,called we  term obuia is  by  some  called luia,  and by others  again Auk. t::z:2- Now  that  the  essence of things  should  be  called brio, which 
son dah is akin  to  the  first of these P u l a =   t a l a ) ,  is  rational  enough. 
(akin to And  there is reason  in  the  Athenians  calling  that Curia which 
&,,lo. participates  in obula. For in ancient  times  we  too  seem  to 

have  said { r i a  for o;uLa, and this  you  may  note  to  have  been 
the  idea of those  who  appointed  that  sacrifices  should be first 
offered  to &io, which  was  natural  enough if they  meant  that 
lmla was the  essence of things.  Those  again  who  read Auia 
seem to have  inclined  to  the  opinion of Heracleitus,  that 
all things flow and  nothing  stands;  with  them  the  pushing 
principle (A8oCv) is the  cause  and  ruling  power  of  all  things, 
and is therefore  rightly  called Buia. Enough  of  this,  which 
is all  that  we  who  know  nothing  can affirm. Next in order 
after  Hestia we ought  to  consider  Rhea  and  Cronos,  although 
the  name  of  Cronos  has  been  already  discussed.  But I dare 
say that I am  talking  great  nonsense. 

#a&) and 

Hcr. Why,  Socrates ? 
SOC. My  good  friend, I have  discovered  a  hive of 

Her. Of what  nature ? 
SOC. Well,  rather  ridiculous,  and  yet  plausible. 402 

Her. How plausible ? 

wisdom. 

The flux SOC. I fancy  to  myself  Heracleitus  repeating  wise  traditions 
of IIera- 
c,eitus con- of antiquity a s  old  as  the  days  of  Cronos  and  Rhea,  and of 
firmed by which Homer  also  spoke. 
language. Her. How  do you mean ? 

SOC. Heracleitus  is  supposed to say  that  all  things  are in 
motion  and  nothing  at  rest:  he  comparcs  them  to  the  stream 
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of a  river,  and  says  that  you  cannot  go  into  the  same  water CratyZws. 
twice. 

Her. That  is  true. 
SOC. Well,  then,  how  can  we  avoid  inferring  that  he  who Other 

gave  the  names of Cronos  and  Rhea  to  the  ancestors of the *mesof 
Gods, agreed  pretty  much  in  the  doctrine of Heracleitus? Is Crones and 

Gods. 

the giving of the  names of streams  to  both of them  purely Rhea. 
accidental ? Compare  the  line in  which Homer,  and,  as I 
believe, Hesiod also,  tells of 

SOCRATES, 
HERMO- 

GENES. 

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

And  again;  Orpheus  says,  that 

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

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

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

S&c. Well,  that is almost  self-explained,  being  only  the 
name of a  spring,  a  little  disguised ; for  that  which  is  strained 
and filtered ( ~ L U ~ T ~ ~ ~ Y O V ,  48oipcvov) ma>  be  likened  to  a  spring, 
and  the  name  Tethys  is  made  up of these two words. 

Her. T h e  idea is ingenious,  Socrates. 
SOC. T o  be  sure,  But  what  comes  next ?-of Zeus we 

have  spoken. 
Hcr. Yes. 
SOC. Then  let  us  next  take his two  brothers,  Poseidon 

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

Her. By  all  means. 
SOC. Poseidon  is rroVi8ccpos, the  chain of the  feet;  the Poseidon. 

original  inventor  of  the  name  had  been  stopped  by  the 
watery  element  in  his  walks,  and  not  allowed to go.on, and 
therefore  he  called  the  ruler  of  this  element  Poseidon ; the c 

was  probably  inserted as an  ornament.  Yet,  perhaps,  not so; 
but  the  name  may  have  been  originally  written  with a double 

403 and  not  with  an V, meaning  that  the  God  knew  many  things 

’ 11. x iv .  ‘01. 302  :--the line is not hund in the extant works nf Hesiod. 

. .. . . . - 
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Pluto. 

Extravzl- 
gant expla- 
nations of 
the name 

\shich are 
I'luto. 

The tmd i t io~~  of Het-deitrrs,' 

( n o h i  ri8irs). And  perhaps  also  he  being  the  shaker of the 
earth,  has  been  named from shaking (crcicw), and  then n and 6 
have  been  added.  Pluto  gives  wealth ( A O ~ ~ O S ) ,  and  his  name 
means  the  giver of wealth,  which  comes  out of the  earth 
beneath.  People  in  general  appear  to  imagine  that  the  term 
Hades is connected  with  the  invisible (6a8&) ; and so they 
are  led by their  fears  to  call  the  God  Pluto  instead. 

Her. And  what is the  true  derivation ? 
SOC. In  spite of the  mistakes  which  are  made  about  the 

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

Her. Why, how is that ? 
SOC. I  will  tell you  my  own  opinion ; but  first, I should 

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

Her. Desire,  Socrates,  is  stronger  far. 
SOC. And  do  you  not  think  that  many  a  one  would  escape 

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

Her. Assuredly  they  would. 
SOC. And if by  the  greatest of chains,  then by some  desire, 

Her. That  is  clear. 
SOC. And  there  are  many  desires ? 
Her. Yes. 
SOC. And  therefore by the  greatest  desire, if the  chain is to 

be the  greatest ? 
Her. Yes. 
SOC. And  is  any  desire  stronger  than  the  thought  that you 

Her. Certainly not. 
SOC. And  is  not  that  the  reason,  Hermogenes,  why no one, 

who  has  been  to him, is  willing  to  come  back  to u s ?  Even 
the  Sirens,  like  all  the  rest  of  the  world,  have  been  laid  under 
his  spells.  Such  a  charm,  as I imagine,  is  the  God  able  to 

Cp. Rep. 3. 386: $37. 

as I should  certainly  infer,  and  not  by  necessity ? 

will be  made  better  by  associating  with  another ? 
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infuse  into  his  words.  And,  according  to  this view, he is the cvatylus. 

perfect  and  accomplished  Sophist,  and  the  great  benefactor socRArrJ, 
of the  inhabitants of the  other  world;  and  even to us who 
are  upon  earth  he  sends from  below exceeding  blessings. meek,yac- 
For  he  has  much  more  than  he  wants  down  there ; wherefore cepted by 
he is called  Pluto  (or  the rich). Note also, that  he will have ~ ~ ~ ~ P 1 e  
nothing  to  do with men  while  they  are  in  the body, but  only H~~~~ 
when  the  soul  is  liberated from the  desires  and  evils of the genes. 

404 body. Now  there is a  great  deal of philosophy  and  reflection 
in that;  for  in  their  liberated  state  he can bind  them  with 
the  desire  of  virtue,  but  while  they  are  flustered  and  mad- 
dened by the body, not  even  father  Cronos  himself would 
suffice to  keep  them with  him  in his  own far-famed chains. 

Her. There is a  deal  of  truth  in  what  you  say. 
SOC. Yes,  Hermogenes,  and  the  legislator called  him ABsr. 

Hades,  not  from  the  unseen (cict8is)"far otherwise,  but from 
his  knowledge (d8Lvar) of  all  noble  things. 

Her. Very  good ; and  what  do  we  say of Demeter,  and 
Here,  and Apollo, and  Athene,  and  Hephaestus,  and  Ares, 
and  the  other  deities? 

mother ; Her6 is the  lovely  one (++)-for Zeus,  according Herb. 
to  tradition,  loved  and  married  her;  possibly  also  the  name 
may  have  been  given  when  the  legislator  was  thinking of 
the  heavens,  and  may be only  a  disguise of the  air (drjp), 

putting  the  end  in  the  place of the  beginning.  You will 
recognize  the  truth  of  this if you  repeat  the  letters of Here 
several  times  over.  People  dread  the  name  sf  Pherephatta Pen?- 
as  they  dread  the  name of Apollo,-and  with as  little  reason ; phone. 
the fear, if I am  not  mistaken,  only  arises from their  ignorance 
of the  nature of names.  But  they go changing  the  name  into 
Phersephone,  and  they  are  terrified  at  this ; whereas  the  new 
name  means  only  that  the  Goddess  is  wise (uo+;) ; for seeing 
that  all  things  in  the  world  are  in motion (+rpo&w). that 
principle which embraces  and  touches  and  is  able  to follow 
them, is wisdom. And  therefore  the  Goddess d a y  be truly 
called  Pherepaphe (*rpnr&#m), or some  name  like it, because 
she  touches  that  which  is in motion (roo +cpopivou i@mopiy), 
herein  showing  her wisdom. And  Hades,  who  is wise,  con- 
sorts with her,  because  she is wise. They  alter  her  name 

SOC. Demeter  is 4 8r8olcra &rqp, who  gives food like a Demeter. 
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Crtyltrs. into  Pherephatta  now-a-days,  because  the  present  generation 
socRArw, care  for  euphony  more  than  truth.  There is the  other  name, 
Fz; Apollo, which,  as I was  saying, is generally  supposed  to  have 
Apol,o, some  terrible  signification.  Have  you  remarked  this fact ? 

Her. T o  be  sure I have,  and  what  you  say is true. 
SOC. But  the  name,  in  my  opinion, is really  most  expressive 

Hcr. How so ? 
SOC. I will endeavour  to  explain,  for I do  not  believe  that 

any  single  name  could  have  been  better  adapted  to  express 40 j  
the  attributes of the  God,  embracing  and  in  a  manner  signi- 
fying  all  four of  them,-music, and  prophecy,  and  medicine, 
and  archery. 
Hw. That  must be a  strange  name,  and I should  like  to 

hear  the  explanation. 
The  four- SOC. Say  rather  an  harmonious  name,  as  beseems  the  God 
pretation of of Harmony. In the  first  place,  the  purgations  and  purifi- 
the name. cations  which  doctors  and  diviners  use,  and  their  fumigations 

with  drugs  magical  or  medicinal,  as  well  as  their  washings 
and  lustral  sprinklings,  have  all  one  and  the  same  object, 
which is  to  make  a  man  pure  both  in  body  and  soul. 

of the  power of the  God. 

fold inter- 

Her. Very  true. 
SOC. And  is  not  Apollo  the  purifier,  and the  washer,  and 

Her. Very  true. 
SOC. Then in reference  to  his  ablutions  and  absolutions, 

as being  the  physician  who  orders  them,  he  may  be  rightly 
called ‘ ~ n o X & o v  (purifier) ; or  in  respect  of  his  powers of 
divination,  and  his  truth  and  sincerity,  which is the  same 

Heis called as  truth,  he  may  be  most fitly called ‘ A d & ,  from drrXois 
sa,iandia- (sincere),  as  in  the  Thessalian  dialect,  for  all  the  Thessa- 
lect b d r .  lians  call  him ‘ A d d s ;  also  he  is rid &iAXov (always  shooting), 

because  he is a  master  archer  who  never  misses;  or  again, 
the  name  may  refer  to  his  musical  attributes,  and  then,  as  in 
dKd)rOU6OS, and (:xOlTlS, and  in  many  other  words  the a is  supposed 
to  mean  ‘together,’ so the  meaning of the  name  Apollo will 
be  ‘moving  together,’  whether in. the  pales of heaven as 
they  are  called,  or  in  the  harmony of sang,  which  is  termed 
concord,  because  he  moves  all  together by an  harmonious 
power, as astronomers  and  musicians  ingeniously  declarc. 

the  absolver  from  all  impurities ? 

in the  Thes- 
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And  he is  the  God  who  presides  over  harmony,  and  makes C ~ U ( Y ~ S .  

all  things  move  together,  both  among  Gods  and  among men. s ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ,  
And  as  in  the  words &,dhoutJor and irorrrs the a is  substituted H,gtg 
for  an 0, so the  name ' A s 6 M o v  is equivalent  to ~ ~ R o X & V ;  only 
the  second X is added  in  order  to  avoid  the  ill-onlened  sound 
of destruction (&oA&v). Now the  suspicion of this  destructive 
power  still  haunts  the  minds of some  who do not  consider 

406 the  true  value  of  the name,  which, as I was  saying just now I ,  

has  reference  to  all  the  powers of the  God,  who  is  the  single 
one,  the  everdarting,  the  purifier,  the  mover  together ( ~ R ~ O S S ,  

12 &iAXwv, &roXoiwv, 6porUX&v). The  name of the  Muses  and  of The >fuses. 
music  would seem  to  be  derived from their  making  philo- 
sophical  enquiries (puiu8nr) ; and  Let0 is called by this name, k t o .  

because  she  is  such  a  gentle  Goddess,  and so willing (A%h$pou) 
to  grant  our  requests;  or  her  name  may be Letho,  as  she  is 
often  called by strangers-they  seem to  imply by it her 
amiability,  and  her  smooth  and  easygoing  way of behaving. 
Artemis  is  named  from  her  healthy (+rep+), well-ordered Artemis. 

nature,  and  because  of  her  love, of virginity,  perhaps 
because  she  is a proficient  in  virtue (+si), and  perhaps 
also  as  hating  intercourse of the  sexes ( r b  +OW Prarjunun). 

H e  who  gave  the  Goddess  her  name  may  have  had  any  or 
all of these  reasons. 

Her. What is the  meaning of Dionysus  and  Aphrodite ? D i o n y w  
SOC. Son of Hipponicus,  you  ask  a  solemn  question ; there 

is a  serious  and  also  a  facetious  explanation of both these 
names;  the  serious  explanation  is  not  to be had  from me, 
but there is no  objection  to  your  hearing  the  facetious  one ; 
for the  Gods  too  love  a  joke. Ardvutros is simply 81806s olvov 
(giver of  wine), Ar6oiuuuos, as  he  might be  called in fun,-and 
obns is properly uiduous, because  wine  makes  those  who  drink, 
think (o?eutJar) that  they  have a mind ( u o h )  when  they  have 
none. The  derivation of Aphrodite,  born of the foam (d+pbs), .4phrodite. 

may  be  fairly  accepted  on  the  authority of Hesiod. 
Her. Still  there  remains  Athene,  whom you, Socrates,  as Athene. 

an  Athenian, will surely  not  forget  ;-there  are  also  Hephaestus 
and  Ares. 

SOC. I am  not  likely  to  forget  them. 
Hpr. No, indeed. 

1 Omitting r o ~ b .  
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SOC. There  is  no difficulty in  explaining  the  other  appel- 

Her. What  other  appellation ? 
SOC. We call  her  Pallas. 
Her. T o  be  sure. 
SOC. And we cannot  be  wrong  in  supposing  that  this is 

derived  from  armed  dances.  For  the  elevation of oneself or 
anything  else  above  the  earth, or by the  use  of  the  hands,  we 407 
call shaking (s&c~Y),  or  dancing. 

lation of Athene. 

f fer .  That  is  quite  true. 
SOC. Then  that is the  explanation  of  the  name  Pallas ’? 
Her. Yes ; but  what  do  you  say of the  other  name? 
SOC. Athene ? 
Her. Yes. 
SOC. That  is  a  graver  matter,  and  there,  my  friend,  the 

modern  interpreters  of  Homer may, I think,  assist  in  ex- 
plaining  the view of  the  .ancients.  For  most of these  in 
their  explanations of the  poet,  assert  that  he  meant  by  Athene 
‘mind ’ (~04s) and ‘ intelligence ’ (8dmw), and  the  maker of 
names  appears  to  have  had  a  singular  notion  about  her ; and 
indeed  calls  her by a  still higher title,  ‘divine  intelligence’ (8roG 
vdqoro): as  though  he  would  say:  This is she  who  has  the 
mind of God (Bfovdu) ;-using a as  a  dialectical  variety  for q, 
and  taking  away 1 and u’. Perhaps,  however,  the  name 
Brovd.7 may  mean  ‘she  who  knows  divine  things’ ( O f i u  voo0m) 
better  than  others. Nor shall  we be far  wrong in supposing 
that  the  author of  it wished  to  identify  this  Goddess  with  moral 
intelligence ( i u  @a vdquru), and  therefore  gave  her  the  name 
j6oud.q; which,  however,  either  he  or  his  successors  have  altered 
into  what  they  thought  a  nicer form, and  called  her  Athene. 

Her. But  what  do  you  say  of  Hephaestus ? 
SOC. Speak  you of the  princely  lord of light (+(;Cos Z U T O ~ )  ? 
Her. Surely. 
SOC. “H4acmos is @airnos, and  has  added  the q by attraction ; 

Her. That  is very  probable,  until  some  more  probable 
that  is  obvious  to  anybody. 

notion  gets  into  your  head. 

efoud~=ocouvda is a curtailed form of efoi vdrlarr, but the  omitted  letters do 
’ There  seems to be some error in  the hlSS. The meaning is that  the word 

110l agree. 



SOC. To prevent  that,  you  had  better  ask  what is the  deri- Cvatyhs. 
vation  of  Ares. SOCU+ES. 

Her. What  is   Ares ? 
SOC. Ares  may  be  called, if you will, from  his  manhood Ares. 

HXEUC- 
GBNBS. 

(Jppw) and  manliness, or if you  please,  from  his  hard  and un. 
changeable  nature,  which  is  the  meaning of X ~ ~ U T O S  : the  latter 
is  a  derivation  in  every  way  appropriate  to  the God of war. 

Her. Very  true. 
SOC. And now,  by the  Gods,  let  us  have  no  more of the 

Gods,  for I am  afraid of them ; ask  about  anything  but  them, 
and  thou  shalt  see  how  the  steeds  of  Euthyphro  can  prance. 

Her. Only  one  more  God ! I should  like  to  know  about 
Hermes, of whom I am  said  not  to  be a true  son.  Let us  
make  him  out,  and  then I shall know whether  there is any 
meaning  in  what  Cratylus  says. 

SOC. I should  imagine  that  the  name  Hermes  has  to  do Hermrs. 
408 with speech,  and  signifies  that  he is the  interpreter (ippIvcLs), 

or messenger, or thief, or liar, or bargainer;  all  that sort of 
thing  has  a  great  deal  to  do  with  language;  as I was  telling 
you,  the  word d p w  is expressive of the  use of speech,  and  there 
is an  often-recurring  Homeric  word c‘piuuro, which  means ‘ h e  
contrived  ’”out  of  these  two words, cipw and pjuudac, the 
legislator  formed  the  name of the  God  who  invented  language 
and  speech’;  and  we  may  imagine him dictating  to us the 
use of this  name : ‘ 0 my friends,’ says he  to us, ‘seeing  that 
he is the  contriver of tales or speeches,  you  may  rightly call 
him Eiplpqr.’ And  this  has  been  improved  by us, as we  think, 
into  Hermes.  Iris  also  appears  to  have  been  called from 
the  verb  ‘to  tell’ (c ipcw) ,  because  she  was  a  messenger. 

Her. Then I am  very  sure  that  Cratylus  was  quite  right 
in saying  that I was no true  son of Hermes ( E p ~ y l ~ s ) ,  for I 
am  not  a  good  hand  at  speeches. 

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

Her. How  do  you  make  that  out ? 
SOC. ,You are  aware  that  speech  signifies  all  things (miv),  

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

Hw. Certainly. 
Omitting T ;  82 h;ycrv 6i ~ U T W  flpclv. 
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uth7iYg. 

Soc. Is not thc  truth  that is in him the  smooth or sacred 
form  which dwells  above  among  the  Gods,  whereas false- 
hood  dwells  among  men below, and  is  rough  like  the  goat of 
tragedy;  for  tales  and  falsehoods  have  generally  to  do with 
the  tragic  or  goatish life, and  tragedy is the  place of them? 

Her. Very  true. 
SOC. Then  surely  Pan,  who is the  declarer of  all  things 

(nip) and  the  perpetual  mover (6s; s o h i v )  of all  things, is 
rightly called olndkos (goat-herd),  he  being  the two-formed 
son of Hermes,  smooth  in  his  upper  part,  and  rough  and 
goatlike in his  lower  regions.  And,  as  the son of Hermes, 
he  is  speech  or  the  brother  of  speech,  and  that  brother 
should be  like  brother is no  marvel.  But,  as I was  saying, 
my dear  Hermogenes,  let us  get  away from the  Gods. 

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

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

Her. You will oblige me. 
SOC. How would you  have  me  begin?  Shall I take  first 

Her. Very good. 
SOC. The origin of the  sun will probably be clearer  in  the 

Doric form, for the  Dorians call him &or, and  this  name is 409 
given  to him because  when  he  rises  he  gathers (dhicor) men 
together  or  because  he is always  rolling  in  his  course ( A d  
rihriu U v )  about  the  earth;  or  from olohriu, of which  the 
meaning is the  same  as r o r ~ A k r r u  (to  variegate),  because  he 
variegates  the  productions of the  earth. 

of all  him  whom you me-ntioned  first-the sun ? 

Her. But  what is d j u r )  (the  moon) ? 
SOC. That  name is rather  unfortunate  for  Anaxagoras. 
Her. How so? 
SOC. The  word  seems  to  forestall  his  recent  discovery, 

Her. W h y  do you  say so ? 
SOC. The  two words &'hac (brightness)  and +& (light)  have 

Hw.  Yes. 

that  the  moon  receives  her  light from the  sun. 

much the  same  meaning? 
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SOC. This  light  about  the  moon is always  new (v&) and Cratyhs. 

always  old (;vou), if the disciples of Anaxagoras  say  truly. SocnarEs, 

For  the  sun  in  his  revolution  always  adds  new  light,  and F;;;; 
there  is  the  old  light of the  previous  month. 

Her. Very  true. 
SOC. T h e  moon is not  unfrequently  called ufXav&. 

Her. True. 
SOC. And as she  has a  light  which  is  always  old  and 

always  new (;mu viov id), she  may  very  properly  have  the 
name uAarvolreodcra; and  this  when  hammered  into  shape 
beco'mes ecXavaia. 

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

SOC. Mcir (month)  is  called  from pctoiidht (to  lessen),  be- bels. 

cause  suffering  diminution;  the  name of ZUTpa (stars)  seems ~ S T P O V .  

to be  derived  from dmpumj, which is an  improvement  on 
~ U ~ U T ~ W T + ,  signifying  the  upsetting of the  eyes ((ivaurp+tv ana). 

Her. What  do  you  say of SSP (fire) and G60p (water) ? Si+. 

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

Her. What  is i t ?  
SOC. I will tell you; but I should  like  to  know  first 

whether  you  can  tell  me  what is the  meaning of the  word 
rr;p ? 

Her. Indeed I cannot. 
SOC. Shall I  tell  you  what  I  suspect  to be the  true  expla- 

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

Her. What  is  the  inference ? 
SOC. Why,  you  know  that  any  one  who  seeks  to  demon- 

strate  the  fitness  of  these  names  according  to  the  Hellenic 
language,  and  not  according  to  the  language  from  which  the 
words  are  derived,  is  rather  likely  to be a t  fault. 

Her. Yes ,  certainly. 
410 SOC. Well  then,  consider  whether  this rrGp is not  foreign; 
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8P. I .  

7x6 horsts ure ~ . u n t u h ~  uwuy.' 

for the  word is not  easily  brought  into  relation  with  the 
Hellenic:tor)gue,  and  the  Phrygians  may  be  observed  to 
have  the  same  word  slightly  changed,  just  as  they  have :Bop 
(water)  and K&S (dogs), and  many  other  words. 

He?: That  is  true. 
SOC. Any  violent  interpretations  of  the  words  should be 

avoided ; for  something  to  say  about  them  may  easily be 
found.  And  thus I get  rid  of nirp and $Bop. 'Aip (air', 
Hermogenes,  may  be  explained  as  the  element  which  raises 
(+r)  things from the  earth,  or as ever  flowing (dri jr i ) ,  or  
because  the  flux of the  air is wind, and  the  poets call the 
winds  'air-blasts,' ( d i j ~ n r )  ; he  who  uses  the  term  may  mean, 
so to  speak, air.flux (dqrdppouv), in  the  sense  of,wind-flux (nvru- 

pardppouv); and  because  this  moving  wind  may  be  expressed 
by either  term  he  employs the.word air (d{p=dt j~?~ jio). A W p  
(aether) I should  interpret  as d f r 8 f i p ;  this  may  be  correctly 
said,  because  this  element is always  running  in  a  flux  about 
the  air (dri 8ci  ncpi TAU dippn &v). The  meaning of the  word y i  
(earth)  comes  out  better  when  in  the form  of yaia, for  the  earth 
may be truly  called  'mother' (yaia, YtVtVjTflpa), as  in  the  language 
of Homer  (Od. ix. 118; xiii. 160) yrydaut means yrytuvju8ar. 

Her. Good. 
SOC. What  shall we  take  next ? 
Hw. There  are  &par (the  seasons),  and  the two names of 

the  year, ivraurAs and &or. 

SOC. The  Spar should be spelt  in  the  old  Attic way, if you 
desire  to  know  the  probable  truth  about  them ; they  are 
rightly  called  the 6 ' p 1  because  they  divide (6pl&xm,)  the 
summers  and  winters  and  winds  and  the  fruits of the  earth. 
T h e  words ivravrbs and &OS appear  to  be  the  same,-'that 
which brings  to  light  the  plants  and  growths of the  earth in 
their  turn,  and  passes  them  in  review  within  itself (r'u iaur6, 
r'&&t) :' this  is  broken  up  into  two  words, ~ V U ~ U T ~ S  from 
i v  ;OW+, and &OS from &d{f'o, just  as  the  original  name  of Z c h  
was  divided  into Zjva and Ala ; and  the  whole  proposition 
means  that  this  power of reviewing  from  within is one,  but 
has two  names, two  words &OS and i v ravrb~  being  thus  formed 
out of a  single  proposition. 

Her. Indeed,  Socrates, you make  surprising  progress. 
Sor. I am run  awaywith. 
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Her. Very  true. Crafylws. 
SOC. But am not  yet  at my utmost  speed. SOCRATES, 

411  Her. I should  like  very  much  to know,  in the  next place, ~:~~~ 
how  you  would  explain  the  virtues. What  principle of 
correctness  is  there  in  those  charming  words  -wisdom, 
understanding,  justice,  and  the resf of them ? 

SOC. That is a  tremendous  class of names which  you are 
disinterring;  still,  as I have  put on the lion's skin, I must 
not  be  faint of heart;  and I suppose  that I must  consider  the 
meaning of wisdom (+ppdqoLr) and  understanding ( ~ C Y C U L C ) ,  
and  judgment (yvhpq), and  knowledge (;mu+?), and all  those 
other  charming  words,  as you  call them ? 

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

SOC. By  the  dog of Egypt 1 have  not  a bad notion which The heads 
came  into my head  only  this  moment: I believe  that  the 
primeval givers of names  were  undoubtedly  like  too  many of were going 
our  modern  philosophers, who, in  their  search  after  the i::::,y:d 
nature of things,  are  always  getting  dizzy from constantly therefore 
going  round  and  round,  and  then  they  imagine  that  the ~ ~ ~ ~ " &  
world  is going  round  and  round  and  moving  in  all  direc- theworld 
tions ; and  this  appearance, which arises  out of their  own was going 
internal  condition,  they  suppose  to be a  reality of nature 
they  think  that  there is nothing  stable  or  permanent, but 

I round. 

only  flux  and motion, and  that  the  world is always full  of 
every  sort of motion and  change. The consideration of the 
names which I mentioned  has led  me into  making  this 
reflection. 

round and 

Her. How is that, Socrates? 
Soc. Perhaps you did  not  observe  that in the  names  which 

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

Her. No, indeed, I never  thought of it. 
SOC. Take  the first  of  those  which you mentioned ; clearly 

Her. What  was  the  name ? 
SOC. appdvqutr (wisdom), which  may  signify +o& rai Po; v d ~ s  9 ~ ~ h s r r .  

that is a  name  indicative of  motion. 

(perception of motion and flux), or  perhaps +o@r 8yu1c (the 
blessing of motion),  but is  at  any  rate  connected with $+u@ac 

(motion) ; y~irpr) (judgment),  again,  certainly  implies  the YV+V 

A a 2  
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ponderation  or  consideration (dpqu~s) of generation,  for  to 
ponder  is  the  same  as  to  consider;  or, if you would rather, 
here is vdquts, the  very  word  just  now  mentioned, which is 
U ~ O U  ZUIS (the  desire of the new) ; the  word vios implies  that 
the  world  is  always  in  process of creation. The  giver of the 
name  wanted  to  express  this  longing of the  soul,  for  the 
original  name  was uc6euts) and  not vdqnw ; but q took the  place 
of a  double c. The  word ua$paoCy is the  salvation (vaqpia) 

of  that  wisdom ( ~ p d u q u c s )  which  we were  just  now  con- 412 
sidering. 'Errronjpq (knowledge) is akin  to this, and  indicates 
that  the  soul which is  good  for  anything follows (Trrrac) the 
motion  of things,  neither  anticipating them nor  falling 
behind  them ; wherefore  the  word  should  rather  be  read  as 
intu+q', inserting i r .  * E&ucors (understanding)  may be re- 
garded  in  like  manner  as  a  kind of conclusion;  the  word  is 
derived from uurdravar (to go along with), and,  like klmau6at  

(to  know), implies  the  progression of the  soul in company 
with the  nature of things. Zo$La, (wisdom)  is very  dark,  and 
appears  not  to be of native  growth ; the  meaning is, touching 
the motion or stream of things. You must  remember  that  the 
poets, when  they  speak of the  commencement of any  rapid 
motion, often  use  the  word  (he  rushed) ; and  there  was 
a famous Lacedaemonian  who  was  named POSS (Rush),  for 
by this word the  Lacedaemonians  signify  rapid motion, and 
the  touching (;va+$) of motion is expressed by oo+ia, for  all 
things  are  supposed  to be in motion. Good (6ya6bu) is the 
name which  is given  to  the  admirable (6ym+) in nature ; for, 
although all things move, still  there  are  degrees of motion; 
some  are swifter, some  slower; but there  are  some  things 
which are  admirable  for  their swiftness, and  this  admirable 
part of nature is called dyaOdv. Arratooiy (justice)  is  clearly 
Btralou U ~ Y ~ U I S  (understanding  of  the  just) ; but the  actual  word 
~ ~ K O W  is  more  difficult:  men are  only  agreed  to  a  certain 
extent  about  justice,  and  then  they begin to  disagree,  For 
those  who  suppose  all  things to be in  .motion conceive  the 
greater  part  of  nature  to be a  mere  receptacle ; and  they  say 
that  there  is  a  penetrating  power which passes  through  all 
this, and is the  instrument of creation  in all, and  is  the 
subtlest  and  swiftest  element;  for if it were  not  the  subtlest, 

' Reading ~pBdhAowar 6 A d  e :  cp. infra. 437 A. 
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and  a  power  which  none  can  keep  out,  and  also  the  swiftest, ~ r n p / r ~ s ,  
passing by other  things  as if they  were  standing still,  it sKn,,\ras, 

could. not  penetrate  through  the  moving  universe.  And  this 
element,  which  superintends  all  things  and  pierces (&a&) 

all, is  rightly  called BLarov; the  letter K is  only  added  for 
the  sake of euphony.  Thus far, as I was  saying,  there  is 

413 a  general  agreement  about  the  nature of justice;  but I, 
Hermogenes,  being  an  enthusiastic  disciple,  have  been told 
in  a  mystery  that  the  justice of which I am  speaking  is  also 
the  cause  of  the  world : now a cause  is  that  because  of  which 
anything  is  created;  and  some  one  comes  and  whispers in 
my ear  that  justice is rightly so called  because  partaking of 
the  nature of the  cause,  and I begin,  after  hearing  what  he 
has  said,  to  interrogate  him  gently:  'Well,  my  excellent 
friend,'  say I, 'but if all  this be true, I still  want  to  know 
what  is  justice.'  Thereupon  they  think  that I ask  tiresome 
questions,  and  am  leaping  over  the  barriers,  and  have  been 
already  sufficiently  answered,  and  they  try  to  satisfy  me 
with one  derivation  after  another,  and  at  length  they  quarrel. 
For one  of  them  says  that.  justice is the  sun,  and  that  he 
only is the  piercing (Bta'idura) and  burning (xdovra) element 
which is  the  guardian of nature.  And  when I joyfully 
repeat  this  beautiful  notion, I am  answered by the  satirical 
remark,  'What,  is  there  no  justice  in  the world when  the 
sun' is down ? ' And  when I earnestly  beg  my  questioner  to 
tell  me  his  own  honest  opinion,  he says, 'F i re  in  the 
abstract ;' but  this is not  very intelligible. Another  says, 
'No, not fire  in  the-abstract,  but  the  abstraction  of  heat  in 
the fire.' Another  man  professes  to  laugh  at all  this, and  says, and of An- 
as  Anaxagoras  says,  that  justice is mind,  for mind, as  they 
say, ha: absolute  power,  and  mixes  with  nothing,  and  orders 
all  things,  and  passes  through  ail  things.  At  last,  my  friend, 
I find myself  in  far  greater  perplexity  about  the  nature of 
justice  than I was  before I began  to  learn.  But  still I am of 
opinion  that  the  name,  whichhas  led  me  into  this  digression, 
was  given to justice  for  the  reasons  which I have  mentioned. 

you  must  have  heard  this  from  some  one  else. 
Her. I think,  Socrates,  that  you  are  not  improvising  now; Thesimple 

SOC. And  not  the  rest? 
Her, Hardly. that So- 

Hermo- 
gems is 
convinced 
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More and more etymologies. 

SOC. Well,  then,  let  me  go  on  in  the  hope of making  you 
believe in  the  originality of the  rest.  What  remains  after 
justice? I do  not  think  that we have  as  yet  discussed 
courage (ddpcla),-injustice ( & K h ) ,  which  is obviously  nothing 
more  than  a  hindrance to the  penetrating  principle (Bta’i6vzos), 
need  not be considered.  Well,  then,  the  name of ddpcla 
seems  to imply a  battle ;-this battle is in  the  world of 
existence,  and  according  to  the  doctrine of flux is  only  the 
counterflux (ivavria ,506) : if you extract  the 6 from dvBpria, the 
name  at  once signifies the  thing,  and you may  clearly  under- 
stand  that dv8pcin is  not  the  stream  opposed  to  every  stream, 
but  only  to  that which  is contrary to  justice,  for  otherwise 414 
courage would not  have  been  praised. Thc  words bppqu 
(male) and dY;lp (man)  also  contain  a  similar  allusion  to  the 
same  principle of the  upward flux ( a  LO ,505). r u t 4  (woman) 
I suspect to  be the  same  word as y o 4  (birth) : BiXu (female) 
appears  to  be  partly  derived from &Ih$ (the  teat),  because  the 
teat is like  rain, and  makes  things  flourish (rc8qhivar). 

Her. That is surely  probable. 
SOC. Yes;  and  the  very  word B&kru (to flourish)  seems to 

figure the  growth of youth, which is swift and  sudden  ever. 
And  this  is  expressed by the  legislator  in  the name,  which is 
a  compound  of B c b  (running),  and cYXXco6ac (leaping).  Pray 
observe  how I gallop  away  when I get  on  smooth  ground. 
There  are  a  good  many  names  generally  thought  to be of 
importance, which have  still  to  be  explained. 

Her. True. 
SOC. There is the  meaning of the  word &xaq (art), for 

Her. Very  true. 
SOC. That  may be identified with ixov6q, and  expresses  the 

possession of mind: you have  only  to  take  away  the T and 
insert- two o’s, one between the X and V, and  another between 
the Y and 7. 

example. 

Her. That is a  very  shabby  etymology, 
SOC. Yes, my dear  friend; but then you know  that  the 

original  names  have been long  ago  buried  and  disguised by 
people  sticking  on  and  stripping off letters  for  the  sake of 
euphony,  and  twisting  and  bedizening  them  in  all  sorts of 
ways: and lime too  may h a w  had a share in the  -change. 
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Take, for example,  the word K ~ X J T T ~ O U ;  why is the  letter p cru/yh.  
inserted?  This  must  surely be the  addition of some  one sOERATFS. 
who  cares  nothing  about  the  truth, but thinks  only of putting ”,: 
the  mouth  into  shape.  And  the  additions  are often such Kdronpov. 

that  at  last no human  being can  possibly make  out  the 
original  meaning of the  word.  Another  example is the 
word ~ $ 1 ~ 5 ,  u+wds, which ought  properly to be $‘ly#, $tyyBr, CqfYE, 
and  there  are  other  examples. + b E .  

Her. That is  quite  true,  Socrates. 
SOC. And yet, if you  are  permitted  to  put in and  pull  out 

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

Her. True. 
SOC. Yes,  that  is  true.  And  therefore a wise  dictator, l i ke  

yourself,  should  observe  the  laws of moderation  and  proba- 
bility. 

Her. Such is my desire. 
SOC. And mine,  too, Hermogenes.  But  do not be too 

415 much of a  precisian, or ‘you will unnerve  me of  my 
strength’.’  When you have allowed  me to  add pqxaur) (con- P V X Q ~ .  

trivance)  to T & Y ~  (art) I shall be at  the  top of my bent, for I 
conceive /qyan)  to be a  sign of great accomplishment-n*vctv; 
for ~ ~ K O S  .has  the  meaning of greatness,  and  these two, ~ ~ K O S  

and Qcw, make up the  word pqxavi. But, as I was  saying, 
being  now  at  the  top of my bent, I should like  to consider 
the  meaning of the two words +r+$ (virtue) and wada (vice) ; 
dp.4 I do  not  as  yet  understand,  but xaxla is transparent,  and &pfTi) ,  

agrees with the  principles which preceded, for ail  things K ~ i O .  

being in a flux (ichau), raria is KaKOs iriu (going  badly) ; and 
this  evil motion when  existing in the soul has  the  general 
name of Kada, or vice, specially  appropriated  to it. The 
meaning of KaKk ilvat may be further  illustrated by the  use of 
8crXia (cowardice),  which ought  to  have  come  after &+la, but 
was  forgotten,  and,  as I fear, is not  the  only  word which has 
been  passed  over. ActXia signifies  that  the soul is bound 8ftAfn. 

with a  strong  chain (6cupbs), for Xiau means  strength,  and 
therefore BctXia expresses  the  greatest  and  strongest bond of 
the soul ; and drropia (difficulty) is  an evil of the  same  nature 
(from (1 not,  and rmps6mht to go), like anything else which is 

Iliad v i .  265,  
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Socrates 'fooling at the top of Lis bent.' 

an  impediment  to  motion  and  movement.  Then  the  word 
W U ~  appears  to  mean KUK& iivar, or  going  badly,  or  limping 
and  halting ; of which  the  consequence  is,  that  the soul 
becomes  filled with  vice. And if KaKh is  the  name  of  this 
sort of  thing, dpfTf) will be  the  opposite  of it, signifying  in 
the  first  place  ease of motion,  then  that  the  stream of the 
good soul is  unimpeded,  and  has,  therefore  the  attribute of 
ever  flowing  without  let  or  hindrance,  and  is  therefore  called 
oipm), or, more  correctly, drrpcln j  (ever-flowing), and  'may 
perhaps  have  had  another form, aiprsi (eligible), indicating 
that  nothing  is  more  eligible  than  virtue,  and  this  has  been 
hammered  into ApfTIj. I daresay  that  you will deem  this  to 
be  another  invention of mine,  but I think  that if the  previous 
word K Q K ~  was  right,  then dpfT4 is also  right. 

Her. But  what  is  the  meaning of K ~ K ~ V ,  which  has  played 416 
so great  a  part in your  previous  discourse ? 

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

Her. What  device ? 
SOC. T h e  device of a foreign  origin,  which I shall  give  to 

this  word  also. 
Her. Very  likely  you  are  right ; but  suppose  that  we  leave 

these  words,  and  endeavour  to  see  the  rationale of KahbV and 

SOC. The  meaning of otuxpdv is  evident,  being  only A d  i u x o v  

Po+ (always preventing  from flowing), and  this is in  accord- 
ance  with  our  former  derivations.  For  the  name-giver  was 
a  great  enemy  to  stagnation of  all sorts, and  hence  he  gave 
the  name A r r q n p o 3 v  to  that  which  hindered  the  flux (dtl t x o v  

PoGv), and  this is now  beaten  together  into a i w ~ p 6 v .  

a i q p d r .  

Her. But  what  do  you  say of Kahdv? 

SOC. That  is  more  obscure;  yet  the  form  is  only  due to 

Her. What  do  you  mean ? 
SOC. This  name  appears  to  denote  mind, 
Her. How so ? 
SOC. Let  me  ask  you  what is the  cause  why  anything  has 

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

the  quantity,  and  has  been  changed by altering ov into 0. 
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Her. Certainly. Craiyhrs. 
SOC. And  must  not  this be the mind of Gods, ar of  men, s~~~~~~~ 

Her. Yes. 
SOC. Is not  mind  that which called ( K d & n W )  things by their 

Her. That is evident. 
SOC. And  are  not  the  works of intelligence  and mind 

worthy of praise,  and  are  not  other  works  worthy of blame ? 
Her. Certainly. 
SOC. Physic  does  the  work of a physician, and  carpentering 

Her. Exactly. 
SOC. And  the  principle of beauty  does  the  works of 

Her. Of course. 
SOC. And  that  principle we affirm to  be  mind ? 
Her. Very  true. 
SOC. Then mind is rightly called beauty  because  she  does 

the  works which we recognize  and  speak of as the beautiful ? 
Her. That is evident. 
SOC. What more  names  remain  to us ? 
Her. There  are  the  words which are  connected with o‘yaOdu 

or of both ? HERMO- 
G S N B S  

names,  and  is  not  mind  the beautiful ( K ~ X ~ U )  ? 

does  the  works of a  carpenter ? 

beauty? 

and K o X ~ U , ,  such  as wpI#Jipov and huurrthoib, AI#Jc’hrpov, rfp8aXiovI W&PJV. 

417 and  their  opposites. 
SOC. The  meaning of oup$lpou (expedient) I think  that  you 

may  discover  for  yourself by the light  of  the  previous  exam- 
ples,-for it  is  a  sister  word  to inrrrrjp~, meaning  just  the 
motion (q50pb) of the  soul  accompanying  the world, and  things 
which are  done  upon  this  principle  are  called dp$opa or uup- 

+ipoma, because  they  are  carried  round with the world. 
Her. That is probable. 
SOC. Again, ~ c p 8 d b u  (gainful) is called  from K i p 8 0 s  (gain), ~ r p 8 d o v .  

but  you must alter  the 6 into v if you  want  to  get  at  the 
meaning;  for  this  word  also signifies  good, but  in  another 
way;  he  who  gave  the  name  intended  to  express  the power. 
of admixture ( K f p a v V 6 p f l i O V )  and  universal  penetration in the 
good ; in  forming the  word, however, be inserted  a 8 instead 
of an v, and so made ~ 4 1 8 0 s .  

Her. Well, but  what is AuorrrhoSu (profitable) ? 

. .. 
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Hermogenes aa‘miringCy assetding. 

SOC. I suppose,  Hermogenes,  that  people  do  not  mean by 
the  profitable  the  gainful  or  that  which  pays (hitr) the 
retailer,  but  they  use  the  word  in  the  sense of  swift. You 
regard  the  profitable (XvucrrXoGv), as  that  which  being  the 
swiftest  thing in existence,  allows  of no  stay  in  things  and 
no pause  or  end of motion,  but  always, if there  begins  to be 
any  end,  lets  things go again ( A C r ) ,  and  makes  motion  im- 
mortal  and  unceasing:  and in this  point of  view, as appears 
to me, the  good  is  happily  denominated huurrcXo3v”being 
that  which  looses ( h h )  the  end (rf’hs) of motion. ’S@lArpov 

(the  advantageous)  is  derived  from d+iAhtrv, meaning  that 
which  creates  and  increases ; this  latter  is  a  common 
Homeric  word,  and  has  a  foreign  character. 

Her. And  what  do  you  say of their  opposites ? 
SOC. Of  such  as  are  mere  negatives I hardly  think  that I 

Her. Which  are  they? 
SOC. The  words ri&+#~opov (inexpedient), rivo+rh2s (unprofit- 

Her. True. 
SOC. I would rather  take  the  words Bha&p&v (harmful), { q p  

86cs (hurtful). 
Her. Good. 
SOC. The  word @ka,3tpbv is that  which is said  to  hinder  or 

harm (3Xdmnv) the  stream (/oh) ; Bhdarov is BouX6pvov a m t t v  
(seeking  to  hold  or  bind) ; for n*mcru is the  same  as BcZv, and 
BcZv is  always  a  term of censure ; ,3ovh$tvov dnrtrv /oGv (wanting 
to  bind  the  stream)  would  properly  be PouXamcpoGu, and  this, 
as I imagine,  is  improved  into BXaBtpdv. 

Her. You bring  out  curious  results,  Socrates,  in  the  use 
of names;  and  when I hear  the  word Bouhaarcpolv I cannot 
help  imagining  that you are  making  your  mouth  into  a flute, 
and puffing away  at  some  prelude  to  Athene. 

genes;  not mine. 

need  speak. 

able), Auvrrchis (unadvantageous), cixcp6ir (ungainful). 

SOC. That is the fault of the  makers of the  name,  Hermo- 418 

Her. Very  true ; but  what  is  the  derivation of [qpt&Bts? 
SOC. What  is ’ the  meaning of {qpb86fS ?-let me  remark, 

Hermogenes,  how  right  I  was in saying  that  great  changes 
are  made in the  meaning of words by putting in and  pulling 
out  letters ; evcn a  very  slight~permutation will sometimes 
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give an  entirely  opposite  sense ; I may  instance  the  word Cru@'w. 
b&, which  occurs  to  me  at  the  moment,  and  reminds  me of socRArss, 
what I was  going  to  say  to you, that  the  fine  fashionable 2:: 
language of modern  times  has  twisted  and  disguised  and 
entirely  altered  the  original  meaning  both of biou, and  also of 
{ ~ p t & b ~ c ,  which  in  the  old  language  is  clearly  indicated. 

6dov. 

Her. What  do you  mean ? 
SOC. I will try to explain. You are  aware  that our fore- We must 

fathers  loved  the  sounds 1 and 8, especially  the  women,  who :i::g:Lf 
are  most  conservative  of  the  ancient  language,  but  now  they , into rl or 
change 1 into o r  F, and 8 into t; this is supposed  to  increase ;;:; Of 

the  grandeur of the  sound. 
Her. How  do  you  mean ? 
SOC. F o r  example,  in  very  ancient  times  they  called  thc 

He?: That  is true. 
SOC. Do you  observe  that only the  ancient form shows  the 

intention of the  giver of the  name ? of which  the  reason is, 
that  men  long  for ( ipdpoum) and  love  the  light  which  comes 
after  the  darkness,  and  is  therefore  called ;pip., from Zpcpos, 
desire. 

day  either !,&pa o r  ;pipa, which  is  called by us rjplpa. 

Her. Clearly. 
SOC. But now  the  name is so travestied  that  you  cannot 

tell the  meaning,  although  there  are  some  who  imagine 
the  day  to  be  called { p l p a  because  it  makes  things  gentle 
( % 4 .  

Her. Such  is my  view. 
SOC. And  do you know  that  the  ancients  said buoybv and 

Her. They  did so. 
SOC. And {U$V (yoke) has  no meaning,-it ought  to be 

b ~ t ~ y b u ,  which  word  expresses  the  binding of two together 
(8uriv .'yay$) for  the  purpose of drawing ;-this has  been 
changed  into [vybu, and  there  are  many  other  examples of 
similar  changes. 

not tuydu? 

Her. There  are. 
SOC. Proceeding  in  the  same  train  of  thought I may 

remark  that  the  word biou (obligation)  has  a  meaning which 
is  the  opposite of all  the  other  appellations of good ; for And 50 

&U is here a species of good, and is, nevertheless,  tbe chain ""- 'd"' 
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( 8 4 s )  or  hinderer of  motion, and  therefore  own  brother of 
BXaBcpdr. 

Her. Yes, Socrates ; that  is  quite  plain. 
SOC. Not if you restore  the  ancient form,  which is  more 

likely  to  be  the  correct  one,  and  read 81bu instead of 8 i o u ;  if419 
you  convert  the c into  an I after  the old fashion,  this  word will 
then  agree with other  words  meaning  good ; for 6du, not Bbu, 
signifies the good, and  is a term of praise ; and  the  author 
of names  has  not  contradicted himself, but in  all  these 
various  appellations, 8c'ou (obligatory), 6$;Xtpou (advantageous), 
XuurrtXo5u (profitable), rcp6aXc'ov (gainful), ciya6bu (good), uup+ipou 
(expedient), c i h p o u  (plenteous), the  same  conception is im- 
plied of the  ordering  or  all-pervading  principle  which is 
praised,  and  the  restraining  and  binding  principle  which is 
censured.  And  this- is further  illustrated by the  word (7~1- 

i 8 7 r  (hurtful),  which if the ( is only  changed  into 6 as in the 
ancient  language,  becomes 87prh87o; and  this name, as  you 
will  perceive, is given  to  that which binds motion (BoCvrr  idu). 

Her. What  do you say of jSoui  (pleasure), him7 (pain), t c -  
h p l a  (desire), and  the like, Socrates ? 

SOC. I do  not  think,  Hermogenes,  that  there is any  great 
difficulty about them-$ou$ is $ Bu?orr, the  action which tends 
to advantage;  and  the  original form may be supposed to 
have been 404, but this  has  been  altered by the  insertion of 
the 8. Aim7 appears  to be derived from the  relaxation (Xif lu)  
which the body  feels  when  in sorrow; dula (trouble)  is  the 
hindrance of motion (a and i b a c ) ;  &y$&u (distress), if I am 
not  mistaken,  is  a  foreign  word,  which is derived  from 
dkyrtubc (grievous) ; d8iur) (grief)  is  called from the  putting  on 
(&&~crro) sorrow ; in 1ix6768u (vexation) ' the  word  too  labours,' 
as  any  one  may  see ; Xapb (joy)  is  the  very  expression of the 
fluency and diffusion of the soul (X;")  ; rip+,rr (delight)  is so 
called from the  pleasure  creeping (Zprov) through  the soul, 
which may be likened  to  a  breath (mi) and  is  properly 
i p . w C v ,  but has  been  altered by time  into rcprrvdv ; c;$pouiy 
(cheerfulness)  and t r 6 u p i a  explain  themselves ; the  former, 
which  ought  to be d$tpo&;y and  has  been  changed  into 
nj$p&y, is  named, as  every  one  may  see, from the  soul 
moving (++cdar )  in harmony with nature ; Adupia is really 
$ id  T ~ U  6uphu Zouua Biuopts, the power which enters  into  the 
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soul ; eV@s (passion)  is  called  from  the  rushing (&UC(UE) and ~~rrlylu~. 
boiling of the  soul; Ipcpor (desire)  denotes  the  stream (+k) SocuFas, 

which  most  draws  the soul %LA njv  ZULU 6 s  boir-because 2s; 
flowing with  desire ( l i w o r ) ,  and  expresses  a  longing  after Bvpd,. 

420 things  and  violent  attraction of the  soul  to them, and  is bcp3s, 

termed !pepos from  possessing  this  power; d80800 (longing)  is rd80r. 

expressive  of  the  desire of that  which  is  not  present  but 
absenti  and  in  another  place ( m u ) ;  this  is  the  reason  why 
the  name rrli8os is applied  to  things  absent, a s  ~prpos  is  to 
things  present; ;pus (love) is so called  because  flowing  in &WS. 

(;UP&) from without;  the  stream is not  inherent,  but  is  an 
influence  introduced  through  the  eyes,  and  from  flowing  in 
was  called &pos (influx)  in  the  old  time  when  they  used o for 
a, and  is  called +os, now  that o is substituted  for 0. But 
why  do  you  not  give  me  another  word ? 

Her. What  do  you  think  of %d& (opinion),  and  that  class of ad(.. 
words ? 

Soc. Adca is  either  derived  from %iw#tr (pursuit), and  ex- 
presses  the  march of the soul in  the  pursuit of knowledge, or  
from the  shooting of a  bow ( T ~ ~ O U ) ;  the  latter is more likely, 
and  is  confirmed by o l v m  (thinking),  which is only orurs 

(moving), and  implies  the  movement of the soul to  the 
essential  nature of each thing-just as  BouXi (counsel)  has  to B ~ U A ~ .  

do  with  shooting (@Ai) ; and Pdhtu6ar (to  wish)  combines  the 
notion of aiming  and  deliberating-all  these  words  seem  to 
follow adha, and  all  involve  the  idea  of  shooting,  just  as 
d@o~’hia, absence of counsel,  on  the  other  hand, is a  mishap, 
or  missing,  or  mistaking of the  mark, or aim, o r  proposal,  or 
object. 

Her. You  are  quickening  your  pace now, Socrates. 
SOC. W h y  yes, the  end I now  dedicate  to’  God, not,  how- 

ever,  until I have  explained d v d y ~ q  (necessity),  which  ought  to 
come  next,  and ~~roiucou (the  voluntary). ‘ E ~ o 6 u r o v  is certainly i a o l u ~ o v .  

the  yielding ( 2 ~ )  and  unresisting-the  notion  implied  is 
yielding  and  not  opposing,  yielding,  as ’r was  just  now 
saying,  to  that  motion  which is in  accordance  with our will; 
but  the  necessary  and  resistant  being  contrary  to  our will, 
implies  error  and  ignorance;  the  idea is taken from walking 
through  a  ravine  which  is  impassable,  and  rugged,  and over- 

* Reading &+, 
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grown,  and  impedes  motion-and  this is, the  derivation of 
the  word dvoyraiov (necessary) dv' +q ibv, going  through  a 
ravine.  But  while my strength  lasts  let us persevere,  and I 
hope  that  you will persevere with your  questions. 

Her. Well,  then,  let  me  ask  about  the  greatest  and  noblest, 
such  as a j e f t a  (truth)  and JlcC8or (falsehood)  and Sv (being), 421  

not  forgetting  to  enquire  why  the  word Bwp (name), which is 
the  theme of our  discussion,  has  this  name of Bvopa. 

SOC. You  know  the  word paleuear (to  seek)? 
Her. Yes  ;-meaning  the  same  as (qrtiv (to enquire). 
SOC. The word Bvopn seems  to  be  a  compressed  sentence, 

signifying Sv 08 [bra (being  for which there  is a search) ; as  
is still  more  obvious in dvopambv (notable), which  states  in so 
many  words  that  real  existence  is  that  for  which  there is a 
seeking (bv 08 p d u p o ) ;  dhjeeta is also  an  agglomeration of &in 
dhq (divine  wandering),  implying  the  divine  motion of exist- 
ence; +eC6os (falsehood) is the  opposite of motion;  here is 
another ill name given by the  legislator  to  stagnation  and 
forced inaction, which he  compares  to  sleep (rd8rtv) ; but  the 
original  meaning of the word is disguised by the  addition of 
+; Sv and 06uh are Ibv with  an L broken off; this  agrees with 
the  true  principie,  for  being ( S Y )  is  also  moving (ibv), and  the 
same  may be said of not  being, which is likewise  called  not 
going (odxiov or  06d  Sv = O ~ K  idv). 

Her. You  have  hammered  away  at  them  manfully; but 
suppose  that  some  one  were  to  say  to you, what  is  the  word 
ibv, and  what  are j l o v  and 8oiv?--show me  their  fitness. 

SOC. You mean  to  say,  how  should I answer  him? 
Her. Yes. 
SOC. One  way of giving  the  appearance of an  answer  has 

been  already  suggested. 
Her. What way ? 
SOC. T o  say  that  names  which  we do not  understand  are 

of  foreign origin ; and  this is very  likely  the  right  answer,  and 
something of this  kind  may  be  true of them ; but  also  the 
original  forms of words  may  have  been  lost in the  lapse of 
ages ; names  have  been so twisted in  all manner of  ways, 
that I should  not  be  surprised if the  old  language  when 
compared with that  now in use would appear to us to be a 
barbarous  tongue. 
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Her. Very likely. ~ ‘ r a l y h .  
SOC. Yes,  very likely. But  still  the  enquiry  demands  our SOCPATRS, 

earnest  attention  and  we  must  not flinch. For we  should 
remember,  that if a person go on  analysing  names  into Butwe 
words,  and  enquiring  also  into  the  elements  out of which the should con- 
words  are  formed,  and  keeps  on  always  repeating  this  pro- SEi’S: 
cess, he who has  to  answer him must at  last  give up the is a ,,,,inr 

enquiry in despair. which the 
Her. Very  true. analysis of 

words mu5f 
422 SOC. And  at  what  point  ought  he to lose  heart  and  give up stop. 

the  enquiry?  Must  he  not stop when  he  comes  to  the  names 
which are  the  elements of all other  names  and  sentences ; 
for  these  cannot be supposed to  be made up of other  names ? 
The word dya6dv (good), for example, is, as we were  saying, 
a  compound of Gyaudbs (admirable)  and Bods (swift), And 
probably Bo& is made  up of other  elements,  and  these  again  of 
others.  But if we  take  a  word  which  is  incapable of further 
resolution,  then  we  shall  be  right in saying  that we  have  at 
last  reached  a  primary  element, which need not  be  resolved 
any  further. 

Hrr: I believe you to be  in the  right. 
Soc. And  suppose  the  names  about which  you are now 

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

Hrr. Very likely. 
SOC. Quite so, Hermogenes ; all that  has  preceded would ’Then some 

lead  to  this  conclusion.  And if, as I think,  the  conclusion is ~~‘“u~~~ 
true,  then I shall  again  say  to you,  come and  help me, that I in the ex- 

may  not  fall  into  some  absurdity in stating  the  principle of ! $ ? ~ r y  
primary names. names. 

Her. Let me  hear,  and I will do my best  to  assist you. 
SOC. I think  that  you will acknowledge with me, that  one 

principle is applicable  to  all  names,  primary  as well as  
secondary-when  they  are  regarded  simply  as  names,  there 
is no  difference  in  them. 

Her. Certainly not. 
SOC. All  the  names  that we have been explaining  were in. 

Hrr. Of course. 
tended  to  indicate  the  nature of things. 



Onomatopoea. 

SOC. And  that  this  is  true of the  primary  quite as much 
as of the  secondary  names,  is  implied  in  their  being 
names. 

Her. Surely. 
SOC. But  the  secondary,  as I conceive,  derive  their  signifi- 

cance  from  the  primary. 
Her. That  is evident. 
SOC. Very  good;  but  then  how  do  the  primary  names 

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

Her. There would  be no choice,  Socrates. 
SOC. W e  should  imitate  the  nature of the  thing ; the 423 

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

Her. I do  not  see  that we could  do  anything  else. 
SOC. W e  could  not ; for by bodily imitation  only  can  the 

Her. Very  true. 
SOC. And  when we want  to  express  ourselves,  either with 

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

body  ever  express  anything. 

Her. It  must be so, I think. 
SOC. Then  a  name is a vocal imitation of that  which  the 

vocal imitator  names  or  imitates ? 
Her. I think so. 
SOC. Nay, my friend, I am  disposed  to  think  that  we  have 

Her. W h y  not ? 
SOC. Because if we  have  we  shall  be  obliged  to  admit  that 

the  people  who  imitate  sheep,  or  cocks,  or  other  animals, 
name  that which they  imitate. 

not  reached  the  truth  as  yet. 

They  are 
the imita- 
tion of that 
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press. 



Her. Quite  true. 
SOC. Then could I have  been  right  in  what I was  saying ? 
Her. In  my  opinion, no. But I wish that you  would  tell 

me, Socrates,  what  sort of an  imitation  is a name ? 
SOC. In   the first  place, I should  reply,  not  a musical 

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

Her. Certainly. 
SOC. But  the  art of naming  appears  not  to  be  concerned 

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

Her. True. 
SOC. Again, is there  not  an  essence of each  thing,  just as 

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

Her. I should  think so. , 

SOC. Well,  and if any  one could express  the  essence of 
each  thing  in  letters  and  syllables, would he not express  the 
nature of each thing? 

424 Her. Quite so. 
SOC. The  musician  and  the  painter  were  the two names 

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

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

SOC. If this is true,  then I think  that  we  are in a  condition 
to  consider  the  names poi (stream), Iivor (to go), uXCurs (re- 
tention),  about  which you were  asking ; and we  may  see 
whether  the  namer  has  grasped  the  nature  of  them in letters 
and  syllables in such a manner as to imitate  the  essence 
or not. 

Her. Very  good. 
SOC. But  are  these  the  only  primary  names,  or  are  there 

Her. There must be others. 
SOC. So I should  expect.  But  how  shall we further  analyse 

them,  and  where does the  imitator  begin?  Imitation of the 
VOL. 1. n b  
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3 i o  The i ~ ~ z i f l t f i o n  of 1znt~7-e if/ n a m s .  
C'mtylus. essence  is  made by syllables  and  letters ; ought  we  not,  there- 
s ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ,  fore, first to  separate  the  letters,  just  as  those  who are be- 
:,:E,;: ginning  rhythm first  distinguish  the  powers of elemehtary, 

and  then of compound sounds,  and  when  they  have  done so, 
but not before, they  proceed  to  the  consideration of rhythms ? 

'me first Soc. Must we not begin in  the  same way with letters;  first 
stcp to separating  the vowels, and  then  the  consonants  and  mutes', 
letters  into into classes, according  to  the  received  distinctions of the 

learned ; also  the semi-vowels, which are  neither vowels, 
nor yet  mutes ; and  distinguishing  into  classes  the  vowels 
themselves ? And when we  have  perfected  the classification 
of things, we shall  give  thein  names,  and  see  whether,  as 
in the  case of letters,  there  are  any  classes  to which they 
may  be  all referred ; and  hence we  shall  see  their  natures, 
and  see, too, whether  they  hare in them  classes  as  there are 
in the  letters;  and  when  we  have well considered  all  this, 
we shall  know  how  to  apply  them  to  what  they  resemble- 

Her. Yes. 
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simple 

wl~ether 
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scveral are 

the colours 
mixed, like 
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whether  one  letter is used to  denote  one  thing, or whether 
there  is  to  be  an  admixture of several of them ; just,  as  in 
painting,  the  painter who wants  to  depict  anything  sometimes 
uses  purple  only, or any  other colour, and  sometimes  mixes 
up  several  colours,  as  his  method  is  when  he  has  to  paint 
flesh  colour or  anything of that kind-he uses  his  colours as  
his  figures  appear  to  require  them ; and so, too, we  shall 
apply  letters to the  expression of objects, either  single 
letters  when  required, or several  letters ; and so we 
shall form syllables, as  they  are called, and  from  syllables 
make nouns  and  verbs;  and  thus,  at last, from the corn- 425 

binations of nouns  and  verbs  arrive  at  language,  large  and 
fair  and  whole ; and  as  the  painter  made a figure, even so 
shall  we  make  speech by the  art of the  namer or the 
rhetorician, or by some  other  art,  Not  that I am  literally 
speaking of ourselves,  but I was carried away-meaning to 
say  that  this  was  the way in  which  (not we  but)  the  ancients 
formed  language,  and  what  they  put  together we must  take 
to pieces in like  manner, if we are  to  attain a scientific  view 
of the  whole  subject ; and  we  must see whether  the  primary, 

' Ixtters which are neither vowels nor semivowels. 
C t  Phaeclrus. 2 7 1 .  
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and  also  whether  the  secondary  elements  are  rightly  given  or CraQ/trs. 
not, for if they  are  not,  the  composition of them,  my  dear sOCRATRS, 
Hermogenes, will  be a sorry  piece  of  work,  and  in  the  wrong 2;; 
direction. 

Her. That,  Socrates, I can  quite believe. 
SOC. Well,  but  do  you  suppose  that  you will be  able  to But can we 

analyse  them  in  this  way?  for I am  certain  that I should not. take lan- 

Her. Much  less  am I likely  to  be  able. 
p a g e  to 

SOC. Shall  we  leave  them,  then ? or  shall  we  seek  to this way? 
pieces in 

discover, if we  can,  something  about  them,  according  to  the 
meqsure of our ability, saying by way  of  preface,  as I 
said  before of the  Gods,  that of the  truth  about  them  we 
know  nothing,  and  do  but  entertain  human  notions of them. 
And  in  this  present  enquiry,  let us say  to  ourselves,  before Ourmethod 
we  proceed,  that  the  higher  method is the  one  which  we  or ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ v e  

others  who  would  analyse  language  to  any  good  purpose noother. 
must  follow;  but  under  the  circumstances,  as  men  say,  we 
must  do  as  well  as  we  can.  What  do  you  think ? 

Her. I very  much  approve. 
SOC. That  objects  should  be  imitated  in  letters  and  syllables, 

and so find expression,  may  appear  ridiculous,  Hermogenes, 
but i t  cannot be avoided-there is no better  principle  to  which 
we  can  look  for  the  truth of first  names.  Deprived of  this, If we reject 
we  must  have  recourse  to  divine  help,  like  the  tragic  poets, ~~~~a~~ 

who  in  any  perplexity  have  their  gods  waiting in the  air; recourse to 
and  must  get  out of our difficulty in  like  fashion, by saying irniE?a, 
that  ‘the  Gods  gave  the first  names,  and  therefore  they  are or 8 the bar- 
right.’ This will be  the  best  contrivance,  or  perhaps  that ez:LiP& 
other  notion  may be even  better  still, of deriving  them from antiquity.’ 
some  barbarous  people,  for  the  barbarians  are  older  than  we 

426 are  ; or  we  may  say  that  antiquity  has  cast  a  veil  over  them, 
which is the  same  sort of excuse  as  the  last;  for  all  these 
are  not  reasons  but  only  ingenious  excuses  for  having  no 
reasons  concerning  the  truth of words.  And  yet  any  sort 
of ignorance of first or primitive  names  involves  an  ignorance 
of  secondary  words ; for  they  can  only  be  explained by the 
primary.  Clearly  then  the  professor of languages  should  be 
able  to  give a very  lucid  explanation of first  names,  or  let 
him  be assured  he will only  talk  nonsense  about  the  rest. 
Do you  not  suppose  this  to  be  true? 

n b a  
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C Y W ~ ~ S .  Her. Certainly,  Socrates. 
Soc. My first  notions of original  names  are  truly wild and 

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

Her. Fear  not;  I will do my best. 
P expresses Soc. In  the  first place, the  letter 4 appears  to  me  to  be  the 

general  instrument  expressing all  motion ( K L U ~ U I S ) .  But I 
fears.  have  not  yet  explained  the  meaning of this  latter  word, 

which is just ?curs (going) ; for the  letter 7 was  not  in  use 
among  the  ancients,  who  only employed c ; and  the  root is 
K L W ,  which is a foreign  form, the  same  as Ihm. And  the old 
word K I U ~ V C S  will be correctly given as ?cuts in corresponding 
modern  letters.  Assuming  this  foreign  root K k w ,  and allow- 
ing for the  change of the 7 and  the  insertion of the v, we 
have ~ h p ~ ,  which should  have  been KLciuquw or  c h  ; and 
UT&lS is the  negative of i i v a  (or F~UCS), and  has  been  improved 
into UTn'UlS. Now the  letter ,A, as I was  saying,  appeared to 
the  imposer of names  an  excellent  instrument for the  ex- 
pression of motion;  and  he  frequently  uses  the  letter  for 
this  purpose:  for  example, in the  actual  words i c i v  and 404 
he  represents motion by b ;  also  in  the  words rpdpor (tremb- 
ling), T ~ I I X ~ S  (rugged) ; and  again,  in  words  such  as Kpoictv 
(strike), Bpaicw (crush), 2pcIKau (bruise), Bpi?rrw (break), w c p p  
d(w (crumble), JupBciu (whirl) : of all these  sorts of move- 
ments  he  generally  finds  an  expression  in  the  letter R, 
because, as I imagine, he  had  observed  that  the  tongue  was 
most  agitated  and  least  at  rest  in  the  pronunciation of this 
letter, which he  therefore  used  in  order to express  motion, 

of penetra- 
I expressive just  as by the  letter 1 he  expresses  the  subtle  elements which 427 
tion : pass  through  all  things.  This is why  he  uses  the  letter I as 

imitative of motion, liunc, &Oar. And  there  is  another  class of 
9, $, 7 t letters, ( P I  $, u and (, of which the  pronunciation is accom- 
of shak~ng shiver- panied by great  expenditure  of  breath ; these  are  used  in  the 
ing : imitation of such  notions  as + u ~ p b v  (shivering), {LOU (seething), 

odeu8ar (to be  shaken), ucwpbr  (shock), and  are  always  intro- 
duced by the  giver of names  when  he  wants  to  inlitate 

ing and rest 
),.r,ofhind- what is ~uuui8cs (windy). H e  Seems t o  have  thought  that  the 
nt : closing  and  pressure of the  tongue  in  the  utterance of 8 and 

T was expressive of binding  and  rest in  a place:  he  further 

motion. 
K f y U l S  = 
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observed  the liquid movement of X, in  the  pronunciation of crutu(us. 
which the  tongue slips, and  in  this  he found the  expression socrATks, 
of smoothness,  as  in hcior (level), and  in  the  word ~ X W ~ B Q V C W  (to 2;; 
slip) itself, Lnapbu (sleek), in  the word K O X X & ~ C S  (gluey), and CRATYLUS 

the  like : the  heavier  sound of y detained  the  slipping hexpressive 
tongue,  and  the  union of the two gave  the  notion  of a OfliquiditY: 
glutinous  clammy  nature,  as in y X i q p o s ,  ~ X U K ~ ,  yXo1&8ts. The  zon : of deten- 

Y he  observed  to be sounded from  within, and  therefore to "ofinward- 
have  a  notion of inwardness ; hence  he  introduced  the  sound ness: 
in ABow and inds : n he  assigned  to  the  expression  of size, and u of size : 
7 of length,  because  they  are  great  letters : o was  the  sign  of noflength : 
roundness,  and  therefore  there is plenty of o mixed up in o of round- 
the  word yg.Y;Xov (round). Thus did  the  legislator,  reducing  all ness* 
things  into  letters  and syllables, and  impressing  on  them  names 
and  signs,  and  out of them by imitation  compounding  other 
signs. That  is my view, Hermogenes, of the  truth of names ; 
but I should  like  to  hear  what  Cratylus  has  more  to  say. 

Her. But, Socrates, as. 1 was  telling  you before, Cratylus Hermo- 
mystifies me ; he  says  that  there  is  a  fitness of names, but  he ?:;,Ek 
never  explains  what is this  fitness, so that I cannot  tell to givean , 

whether  his  obscurity  is  intended o r  not. Tell me  now, opinion; 
Cratylus,  here  in  the  presence of Socrates,  do  you  agree  in terdeclina 

but the lab 

what  Socrates  has  been  saying  about  names,  or  have you toexplain 
something  better of your  own ? and if you have,  tell me  what ant a sub 
your view  is, and  then  you will either  learn of Socrates,  or ject .dl in a 
Socrates  and I will learn  of you. 

Crut. Well,  but  sprkly,  Hermogenes, you do  not  suppose 
that  you  can  learn,  or I explain,  any  subject of importance 
all  in a moment ; at  any rate,  not  such a subject  as  language, 
which is, perhaps,  the  very  greatest of all. 

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

SOC. I am by no  means positive, Cratylus,  in  the view 
which  Hermogenes  and myself have  worked  out ; and  there- 
fore do not  hesitate  to  say  what you think, which  if  it be 
better  than  my  own view I shall  gladly accept. And I 
should not be at all  surprized to  find that you have found 

so import- 

moment. 
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some  better  notion.  For  you  have  evidently  reflected  on 
these  matters  and  have  had  teachers,  and if you  have  really 
a  better  theory of the  truth  of  names,  you  may  count  me  in 
the  number of your  disciples. 

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

‘Illustrious Ajax,  son of Telamon, lord of the  people, 
You appear to have  spoken  in  all  things  much to my mind.’ 

And you, Socrates,  appear  to  me  to be an  oracle,  and  to  give 
answers  much  to  my  mind,  whether  you  are  inspired by 
Euthyphro,  or  whether  some  Muse  may  have  long  been  an 
inhabitant of yqur  breast,  unconsciously  to  yourself. 

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

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

SOC. Names,  then,  are  given  in  order  to  instruct ? 
Crut. Certainly. 
SOC. And  naming  is  an  art,  and  has  artificers ? 
Craf. Yes, 
SOC. And  who  are  they ? 
Crut. The  legislators,  of  whom  you spoke  at first. 429 
SOC. And  does  this  art  grow  up  among  men  like  other 

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

Crat. Yes. 
SOC. T h e  better  painters  execute  their  works, I mean  their 

figures,  better,  and  the  worse  execute  them  worse;  and of 
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builders also, the  better  sort build  fairer  houses, and  the cva@/rrx. 
worse build them  worse. 

Crd.  True. CRAIYLL.~.  

SOC. And  among  legislators,  there  are  some  who do,  their 

Crat. N o ;  there I do not agree with you. 
SOC. Then you  do  nbt  think  that  some laws are  better  and B~ltCraty- 

others  worse ? he induced 
Crat. No,  indeed. by the ar- 
SOC. Or that  one  name  is  better  than  another ? gument 

Crat. Certainly not. 
from ano- 
logy to ad- 

SOC. 'Then all names  are  rightly imposed ? mit that 

Crat. Yes, if they  are  names  at all. 
names, 
when not 

SOC. Well,  what  do  you  say  to  the  name of our  friend ~~~~~$~ 

S K H A T E S ,  

work better  and  some  worse ? 

ius cannot 

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

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

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

Crat. What do you mean? 
SOC. Are you maintaining  that falsehood is impossible? 

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

G a t .  Why,  Socrates,  how  can  a  man  say  that which is Cratylus 
not ?-say something  and  yet  say  nothing ? For is  not false- $ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ f  

hood saying  the  thing which is not? falsehood, 

age. But I should like to  know  whether you are  one of be onlyan 

those  philosophers who think  that falsehood  may  be spoken ullmeaning 
but not  said ? sound. 

Crat. Neither  spoken nor said. 
This is too 
much for 

SOC. Nor  uttered  nor  addressed?  For  example : If  a monsensr? 
the corn- 

person,  saluting you in a foreign country,  were  to  take your o f k r a t e s .  
hand  and  say : ' Hail,  Athenian  stranger,  Hermogenes,  son 
of Smicrion '-these words, whether  spoken, said, uttered,  or 

SOC. Your argument,  friend, is too  subtle for a  man of my 



3 76 Crntybs unwilling t o  be refuted. 
Cratylur. addressed, would have  no  application  to  you  but  only  to  our 

friend  Hermogenes,  or  perhaps  to  nobody  at  all ? 
CPATYLUS. Crut. In  my  opinion,  Socrates,  the  speaker  would  only be 

talking  nonsense. 
SOC. Well, but that will  be quite  enough  for me,  if you 

will  tell  me whether  the  nonsense would be  true or false, or  430 
partly  true  and  partly false:-which is  all  that I want  to 
know. 

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

SOC. But  let us see,  Cratylus,  whether  we  cannot find a 
meetingpoint, for you  would  admit  that  the  name is not  the 
same with the  thing  named ? 

Crut. I should. 
SOC. And would you  further  acknowledge  that  the  name  is 

Crut. Certainly. 
SOC. And you  would say  that  pictures  are  also  imitations 

Crut. Yes. 
SOC. I believe  you  may be  right,  but I do not  rightly 

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

an  imitation of the  thing ? 

of things,  but in another  way? 

Crut. They  are, 

induced to 
Cmtylus is SOC. First look at  the  matter  thus : you  may  attribute  the 
agree that likeness of the  man  to  the man, and of the  woman  to  the 
the likeness woman ; and so on ? 
of a man 
cannot Crut. Certainly. 
rightly be SOC. And  conversely you may  attribute  the  likeness of the 
attributed 

or of a Crut. Verv  true. 
to a man  to  the  woman,  and of the  woman to the  man ? 

woman  to 
a man ; SOC. And  are  both  modes of assigning  them  right,  or  only 

the first ? 
Crut. Only  the first. 
Soc. That  is  to  say,  the  mode of assignment which attri- 

Crut. That is my view. 
butes  to  each'that which belongs to them  and is like  them ? 
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Sac. Now  then,  as I am  desirous  that  we  being  friends c~a+yhs. 
should  have a good  understanding  about  the  argument,  let soCRArRq 
me  state  my view to  you : the first  mode  of  assignment, C m ~ L ~ s .  

whether  applied  to  figures  or  to  names, I call  right,  and 
when  applied  to  names  only,  true  as  well  as  right;  and  the 
other  mode of giving  and  assigning  the  name  which  is  un- 
like, I call  wrong,  and in the  case  of  names,  false as well as  
wrong. 

Crat. That  may  be  true,  Socrates,  in  the  case of pictures; 
they  may  be  wrongly  assigned ; but  not  in  the  case of names 
-they  must  be  always  right. 

SOC. Why,  what  is  the  difference?  May I not  go  to  a  man 
and  say  to him, ‘This  is your  picture,’  showing  him  his  own 
likeness, or  perhaps  the  likeness  of  a  woman;  and  when I 
say  ‘show,’ I mean  bring  before  the  sense  of  sight. 

Crat. Certainly. 
SOC. And  may I not go to  him  again,  and  say,  ‘This is and tlle 

your  name’ ?-for the  name,  like  the  picture, is an  imitation. zz:F 
431 May I not  say  to  him-‘This is your  name’?  and  may I not 

then  bring  to  his  sense  of  hearing  the  imitation of himself, 
when I say,  ‘This is a  man ;’ o r  of a female of the  human 
species,  when I say, ‘ This  is  a  woman,’ as the  case  may be ? 
Is not all  that  quite  possible ? 

Crat. I would  fain  agree  with you, Socrates ; and  there- 
fore I say,  Granted. 

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

Gat.  I agree,; and  think  that  what  you  say  is  very  true. 
SOC. And  further,  primitive  nouns  may  be  compared  to Andm 

pictures,  and  in  pictures  you  may  either  give  all  the  appro- ~ ~ ~ c ~ ~ r  
priate  colours  and  figures, or you  may  not  give  them ‘all- imperfect 
some  may  be  wanting ; or  there  may.  be  too  many  or  too gAy;Ay 
much  of  them-may  there not?  be perfect 

or imper- Crat. Very  true. 



3 78 But a scrzlpdt. still rrmaitzs. 
Ct,a?yius. SOC. And  he  who  gives  all  gives  a  perfect  picture  or 

socaATes, figure ; and  he  who  takes  away or adds  also  gives  a  picture 
Cm*nLus. or figure,  but not  a  good  one. 
feet repre- Crut. Yes. 
in words. SOC. In like manner,  he  who by syllables  and  letters 

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

sentations 

Cmt. That is  true. 
SOC. Then  the  artist of .names  may  be sometimes  good, or 

he may  be bad ? 
Cvut. Yes. 
SOC. And  this  artist of names  is called the  legislator ? 
Crut. Yes. 
SOC. Then like other  artists  the  legislator  may  be  good or 

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

Cratylus Crat. Very  true,  Socrates ; but  the  case of language, you 
tinguish the see,  is  different ; for  when by the  help of grammar  we  assign 
caseoflan- the  letters a or 8, or  any  other  letters  to a certain name, 432 
Page .  then, if we add, or subtract, or misplace  a  letter,  the  name 

which is written  is  not  only  written  wrongly, but not  written 
at all ; and in any of these  cases  becomes  other  than  a name. 

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

Crut. How So ? 
SOC. I believe that  what  you  say  may be true  about 

numbeis, which must be just  what  they  are,  or  not be at 
all ; for example, the  number  ten  at  once  becomes  other  than 
ten if a  unit  be  added or subtracted,  and so of any  other 
number: but this  does  not  apply  to  that which  is qualitative  or 
to  anything which is  represented  under  an  image, I should 
say  rather  that  the image, if expressing  in  every  point  the 

Socrates entire  reality, would no  longer be an  image.  Let us suppose 
re$iesthat the  existence of two objects : one of them  shall be Cratylus, language IS 
an image, and  the  other  the  image of Cratylus ; and we  will suppose, 

further,  that  some  God  mdges  not  only  a  representation  such 
everperfect. as a  painter would makegf  your  outward form and colour, 

tries to dis- 
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but also  creates  an  inward  organization  like  yours,  having  the cratyus. 
same  warmth  and  softness;  and  into  this  infuses  motion, s ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ,  
and soul, and  mind,  such  as you  have, and  in  a  word  copies Cn*rqLus~ 

all your qualities, and  places  them by you in  another form ; If it were it 
would you  say  that  this  was  Cratylus  and  the  image of would LX 
Cratylus, or  that  there  were  two  Cratyluses ? no  longer 

an image. 
Crat. I should  say  that  there  were two Cratyluses. 
SOC. Then  you  see,  my  friend,  that  we  must find some 

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

Crat. Yes, I see. 
SOC. But  then  how  ridiculous  would be the effect of names 

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

Crat. Quite  true. 
SOC. Then  fear not, but  have  the  courage  to  admit  that 

one  name  may be correctly  and  another  incorrectly  given ; 
and  do  not  insist  that  the  name  shall be exactly  the  same 
with the  thing;  but  allow  the  occasional  substitution of a 
wrong  letter,  and if  of a  letter  also of a  noun in a  sentence, 
and if  of a  noun  in  a  sentence  also of a  sentence which  is 
not  appropriate  to  the  matter,  and  acknowledge  that  the 

- thing  may  be  named,  and  described, so long  as  the  general 
character of the  thing  which  you  are  describing is retained ; 
and this, as  you will remember,  was  remarked by Her- 

433 mogenes  and  myself  in  the  particular  instance of the  names 
of the  letters. 

Cvat. Yes, I remember. 
SOC. Good ; and  when  the  general  character  is  preserved, We shall 

even if some of the  proper  letters  are  wanting,  still  the  thing On1ywRste 
is  signified ;-well, if all the letters  are  given ; not well, contradict 

tlme  and 

i when only a few of  them  are  given; I think  that  we  had punelves 
, better  admit  this,  lest  we be punished  like  travellers  in If that  we the deny 

E g i n a  who  wander  about,  the  street  late  at  night:  and  be general 
likewise told  by truth  herself  that  we  have  arrived  too  late ; ~~~~~~f 



Crafylur. 

C R A N L U S .  
%UTES, 

incorrectly 
may 

represented 
as well as 
correctly. 

Assimila- 
tion or con- 
vention, 
which do 
you prefer? 

or if not,  you must find out  some  new  notion of cor- 
rectness of names,  and  no  longer  maintain  that  a  name 
is  the  expression of a  thing  in  letters  or  syllables; 
for if you  say both, you will be  inconsistent with your- 
self. 

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

SOC. Then  as we are  agreed  thus  far,  let us ask  ourselves 
whether  a  name  rightly  imposed  ought  not  to  have  the 
proper  letters. 

Crat. Yes. 
SOC. And  the  proper  letters  are  those which are like  the 

Crat. Yes. 
SOC. Enough  then of names which are  rightly  given.  And 

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

Crat. There would  be no use, Socrates,  in  my  quarrelling 
with  you, since I cannot  be satisfied that  a  name  which is 
incorrectly  given is a  name  at all. 

SOC. Do you  admit  a  name to  be the  representation  of 
a  thing? 

Crat. Yes, I do. 
SOC. But  do  you  not allow that  some  nouns  are primitive, 

and  some  derived ? 
Crat. Yes, I do. 
SOC. Then if you admit  that  primitive  or  first  nouns  are 

representations of things,  is  there  any  better  way of framing 
repiesentations  than by assimilating  them  to  the  objects  as 
much as you  can;  or  do  you  pre€er  the  notion of Her- 
mogenes  and of many  others,  who  say  that  names  are 
conventional,  and  have  a  meaning  to  those  who  have  agreed 
about them, and  who  have  previous  knowledge of the  things 
intended by them,  and  that  convention  is  the  only  principle ; 
and  whether you abide by our  present  convention,  or  make 
a  new  and  opposite one, according  to which  you  call small 
great  and  great small--that, they would say,  makes  no 

things ? 
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difference, if you are  only  agreed.  Which of these two Cratyzur. 
notions  do you prefer ? 

better  than  representation by any  chance sign. 
SOC. Very  good : but if the  name is to be like the  thing, 

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

434 Crut. Representation by likeness,  Socrates, is infinitely CR*nLus. 
SOCRATES, 

Cmt. Impossible. 
SOC. No more could names  ever  resemble  any actually 

existing  thing,  unless  the  original  elements of which they  are 
compounded  bore  some  degree of resemblance  to  the  objects 
of which the  names  are  the  imitation:  And  the .original 
elements  are  letters? 

Cmt. Yes. 
SOC. Let me now  invite you to  consider what Hermogenes R ~ ~ ~ ~ , -  

and I were  saying about sounds. Do you agree with  me ~~~~s~~ 

that  the  letter r; is expressive of rapidity,  motion,  and  hard- things is 

ness ? Were we  right  or  wrong  in  saying so ? the first 
Crat. I should  say  that you were  right. 
SOC. And  that X was  expressive of smoothness,  and soft- 

Cmt. There  again you were  right. 
SOC. And  yet, as you are  aware,  that which is called by 

Crat. Very true. 
SOC. But  are  the  letters p and u equivalents;  and is there 

the  same significance  to  them  in the  termination {, which 
there is to us in u, or is there  no significance  to one of us? 

Cmt. Nay, surely  there is a significance to both of us. 
SOC. In  as far  as  they  are like, or in as far as  they  are 

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

pnnciple of 
langungr. 

ness,  and  the like ? 

us axhqpdrqr, is by the  Eretrians called u’Lxgpdrqp. 

unlike ? 

that is expressive not of hardness but of softness. 



382 Likettess and Cbnuentiott. 
~ m y h s .  Crat. Why,  perhaps  the  letter h is wrongly  inserted, 

sOCRATBS, Socrates,  and  should' be altered  into 6, as you  were  saying  to 
C"ANLC*. Hermogenes,  and in  my opinion  rightly,  when  you  spoke of 

adding  and  subtracting  letters  upon  occasion. 
SOC. Good.  But  still  the  word is intelligible  to  both of u s ;  

when I say u&pbr (hard),  you  know  what I mean. 
Cvut. Yes,  my  dear  friend,  and  the  explanation  of  that is 

custom. 
SOC. And  what is custom but convention? I utter  a  sound 

which I understand,  and  you  know  that I understand  the 
meaning of the  sound : this is what  you  are  saying ? 435 

Cmt. Yes. 
SOC. And if when I speak  you  know  my  meaning,  there is 

Crat. Yes. 
an  indication  given by me  to  you ? 

Rut  there is SOC. This  indication of  my meaning  may  proceed from 
unlike  as well as from  like, for  example  in  the h of ~ ~ X q p ~ h p .  

likeness But if this is true,  then  you  have  made  a  convention  with 
in  names  to yourself,  and  the  correctness of a  name  turns  out  to  be 
therefore convention,  since  letters  which  are  unlike  are  indicative 

or custom 
~"nvention equally  with  those  which are  like, if they  are  sanctioned 

also by custom  and  convention.  And  even  supposing  that  you 
beallowed distinguish  custom from convention  ever so much,  still  you 
to have a must  say  that  the  signification of words  is  given by custom 

and  not by likeness,  for  custom  may  indicate  by  the  unlike  as 
well  as by the like. But  as we are  agreed  thus far, Cratylus 
(for I shall  assume  that y o u  silence  gives  consent',  then 
custom  and  convention  must  be  supposed  to  contribute  to 
the  indication of our  thoughts ; for  suppose  we  take  the 
instance .of number,  how  can  you  ever  imagine,  my  good 
friend,  that  you will  find names  resembling  every  individual 
number,  unless  you  allow  that  which  you  term  convention 
and  agreement  to  have  authority  in  determining  the  correct- 
ness of names? I quite  agree  with  you  that  words  should  as 
far  as  possible  resemble  things ; but I fear  that  this  dragging 
in  of resemblance,  as  Herrqogenes  says',  is a shabby  thing, 
which has  to be supplemented by the  mechanical  aid of 
convention  with  a view to  correctness;  for I believe  that  if 
we  could always, or almost always, use  likenesses,  which  are 

' l,.id. .sttpFa: 414 C. 

as well as 

things, and 
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perfectly appropriate,  this would be the most perfect  state cratylrtS. 
of  language;  as  the  opposite  is  the most  imperfect. But SOCRATm, 

let  me ask you, what is the force of names, and  what is CR*WJS. 

the  use of them ? 
Cmt. The  use of  names, Socrates,  as I should imagine, is Cratylus 

to inform:  the  simple  truth is, that  he  who  knows  names ;:;zi;ho 
knows  also  the  things  which  are  expressed by them. knows 

soc. 1 suppose you mean  to say, Cratylus,  that  as  the namesalso 
name is, so also is the  thing;  and  that  he  who  knows  the things, 

knows 

one will also  know  the  other,  because  they  are  similars,  and 
all similars fall under  the  same  art or science;  and  therefore 
you  would say  that  he  who  knows  names will also  know 
things. 

Cmt.  That is precisely  what I mean. 
SOC. But  let us  consider  what is the  nature of this in- 

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

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

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

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

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

Cmt. How so ? 
SOC. Why clearly  he  who  first  gave  names  gave them But SLIP- 

according  to  his  conception of the  things which they signified ~~~~~~~1 
-did he  not? eiver of 

I 

Crat. True. names was 

SOC. And if his  conception was erroneous,  and  he  gave what then? 
mistaken, 

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

Cmt.  But,  Socrates,  am I not  right in thinking  that  he 
must surely  have known ; or  else,  as I was saying,  his 



384 Rest as weZL as motion found ilz Langz4ag.e. 

have k e n  
He  may 

perfectly 
consistent, 
and yet 
have pro- 

a false  prin- 
ceeded on 

ciplr. 

names would not be names  at  all ? And  you  have  a  clear 
proof  that  he  has  not  missed  the  truth,  and  the  proof is- 
that  he is perfectly  consistent.  Did  you  ever  observe  in 
speaking  that  all  the  words  which  you  utter  have a common 
character  and  purpose ? 

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

C d .  Yes ; that is assuredly  their  meaning,  and  the  true 
meaning. 

are not 
But names SOC. Let us revert  to h ~ r n $ p q  (knowledge),  and  observe 437 

con- how  ambiguous  this  word  is,  seeming  rather  to  signify 
sistent. stopping  the soul at  things  than  going  round  with  them; 
Many and  therefore  we  should  leave  the  beginning  as  at  present, words are 
expressive and  not  reject  the e (cp. 412 A), but  make  an  insertion of an 
Of rest, L instead of an F (not mmjp?, but t r r r n t j l * ? ) .  Take  another 
many more example : /3C/3atov (sure) is clearly  the  expression of station 
Of motion. and position, and  not of motion.  Again,  the  word iuropla 

howeuer, (enquiry)  bears  upon  the face of it the  stopping (Lrnduac) of 
the truthof the  stream;  and  the  word scurbu (faithful)  certainly  indicates 

be cessation of  motion ; then,  again, &p7 (memory), as any  one 
established may  see, expresses  rest  in  the  soul,  and  not  motion.  More- 

sense, viewed in  the  light of their  etymologies will  be the 
same a6 uivcuts and k r m j p q  and  other  words  which  have  a 
good sense (cp. &pap.&, uuvc&aL, & d a l ,  ~ p + + d a b )  ; and 
much  the  same  may be said of i p W a  and cixdaola, for 6 p e h  

though 

In any case, 

a principle 

by  majori- 
ties. over,  words  such  as dpaprla and uup+opb, which  have  a bad 
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may  be  explained  as 4 8pu Mvros mp&, and &oXauia as 4 Cngylur. 
CiXo~ovOia roic qdypautv. Thus  the  names  which  in  these Soclurlrs, 

instances  we  find  to  have  the  worst  sense, will turn  out  to  be CaAryrua 

framed on  the  same  principle  as  those  which  have  the best. 
And any  one I believe  who  would  take  the  trouble  might 
find many  other  examples  in  which  the  giver  of  names  indi- 
cates,  not  that  things  are  in  motion  or  progress,  but  that  they 
are  at  rest ; which  is  the  opposite of motion. 

Crat. Yes,  Socrates,  but  observe ; the  greater  number ex- 
press  motion. 

SOC. W h a t  of  that, Cratylus ? Are  we  to  count  them  like 
votes ? and  is  correctness of names  the  voice of the  majority? 
Are we  to  say of whichever  sort  there  are most, those  are  the 
true  ones ? 

Crat. No ; that  is  not  reasonable. 
SOC. Certainly  not,  But  let us have  done  with  this Another 

question  and  proceed  to  another,  about  which I should ~~~~~ ' 
like  to  know  whether  you  think with  me. Were  we  not knowledge 
lately  acknowledging  that  the  first  givers of names  in Of thingsis 
states,  both  Hellenic  and  barbarous,  were  the  legislators, through 

only  given 

and  that  the  art  which  gave  names  was  the  art  of  the ''::;;P 
legislator ? legislators 

Crut. Quite  true. who first 

soc. Tell me, then,  did  the first  legislators,  who  were  the haveknown 
gave  names 

givers  of  the  first  names,  know  or  not  know  the  things  which z2;Lt 
they  named ? 

Crat. They  must  have  known,  Socrates. hardly have 
they could 

been ig- 
438 SOC. Why,  yes,  friend  Cratylus,  they  could  hardly  have 

been  ignorant. 
Crat. I should  say  not. 
SOC. Let us return  to  the  point  from  which  we  digressed. 

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

Crat. I am. 
SOC. And  would  you  say  that  the  giver  of  the  first  names 

Crat. I should. 
SOC. But  how  could  he  have  learned  or  discovered  things 

from names if the  primitive  names  were  not  yet  given ? For, 

had  also a knowledge of the  things  which  he  named ? 

VOL. I. c c  



Cratyh. 

CRATYLUS. 
%CRATES, 

The truth 
is  that  God 
gave lan- 
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Then how 
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without 
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A power more than human gave language. 

if  we are  correct in our view, the  only  way of learning  and 
discovering  things,  is  either  to  discover  names  for  ourselves 
or  to  learn  them from others. 

Crat. I think  that  there  is a good  deal  in  what  you say, 
Socrates. 

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

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

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

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

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

Crat. No ; not  in  that way, Socrates. 
SOC. But if this  is  a  battle of  names, some of them  assert- 

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

Crut. I agree. 
SOC. But if that is true,  Cratylus,  then I suppose  that 

Crat. Clearly. 
SOC. But  how would you expect  to  know  them ? What 

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

things  may  be  known  without  names ? 



other  and  different from them  must  signify  something  other c m y / ~ .  
and  different from them. 

Crut. What you  are  saying is, I think,  true. CRANLUS. 
SOCRATES. 

439 SOC. Well,  but  reflect;  have  we  not  several  times  acknow- 
ledged  that  names  rightly  given  are  the  likenesses  and 
images of the  things  which  they  name? 

Crd. Yes. 
soc.  Let  us  suppose  that to any  extent  you  please  you Whichis 

can  learn  things  through  the  medium of names,  and  suppose :zFn_qbde' 
also  that  you  can  learn  them from the  things  themselves- study 

which is likely  to be the  nobler  and  clearer  way;  to  learn :zz2r in 
of the  image,  whether  the  image  and  the  truth of which  the themselves? 

image  is  the  expression  have  been  rightly  conceived, or to 
learn of the  truth  whether  the  truth  and  the  image of it have 
been  duly  executed ? 

Crat I should  say  that we must  learn of the  truth. 
Soc. How  real  existence is to be studied or discovered is, 

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

Cmt.  Clearly,  Socrates. 
SOC. There is another  point. I should  not  like  us  to be Butare 

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

Crut. Certainly,  Socrates, I think so. 
SOC. Then  let us seek  the  true  beauty : not  asking  whether 

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

Cmt. Certainly. 
c c 2  



388 Cratylus is almost persuaded by Socrates; 
Cratybts. SOC. And can  we rightly  speak of a  beauty which is always 

s ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ R ~ ,  passing away, and  is first this  and  then  that;  must  not  the 
CR*ryLus~ same  thing be born  and  retire  and  vanish  while  the  word is 
Not if all is in our  mouths ? 
in n state of 

transition. SOC. Then how  can  that be a real  thing which is  never  in 
the  same  state?  for  obviously  things which are  the  same 
cannot  change  while  they  remain  the  same ; and if they  are 
always  the  same  and in the  same  state,  and  never  depart 
from their  original form, they  can  never  change or be moved. 

and Cmt. Undoubtedly. 

Crut Certainly  they  cannot. 
SOC. Nor yet can they be  known by any  one; for  at the 440 

moment  that  the obseTer  approaches,  then  they  become 
other  and of another  nature, so that you cannot  get  any 
further in knowing  their  nature or state,  for  you  cannot 
know  that which has n o  state. 

Cruf. True. 
SOC. Nor can  we reasonably say, Cratylus,  that  there is 

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

And  when  you  have  found  the  truth,  come  and tell  me. 
Crut. I will do as  you  say,  though I can  assure  you, 

Socrates,  that I have  been  considering  the  matter  already, 
and  the  result  of a great  deal of trouble  and  consideration is 
that I incline  to  Heracleitus. 

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

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





PHAEDRUS.  





I N T R O D U C T I O N .  

THE Phaedrus  is closely connected  with the Symposium,  and Phacdrus. 
may be  regarded either  as introducing or following it. The  two I ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ -  

Dialogues together contain the whole philosophy of Plato on the T1ON' 

nature of  love, which in  the Republic  and in the  later writings of' 
Plato is  only  introduced playfully or  as a figure of speech. But in 
the  Phaedrus  and Synlposium love and  philosophy join hands, i - 
and  one  is  an  aspect of the  other.  The spiritual  and emotional 
part  is elevated  into the ideal, to which in  the Symposium  man- 
kind are described as looking forward,  and  which in the  Phaedrus, 
as well as in the Phaedo, they  are  seeking to recover from a former 
state of existence. Whether  the subject of the Dialogue is love or 
rhetoric, or  the union of the two, or  the relation of philosophy to 
love and to art in general,  and to the human soul, will be  here- 
after considered.  And perhaps  we  may  arrive at  some conclusion 
such as  the following-that the dialogue is not strictly confined 
to a single  subject, but passes from one to another  with  the natural 
freedom of conversation. 

Steph. Phaedrus  has  been  spending  the  morning with Lysias, the ANALYSIS. 

*'7 celebrated  rhetorician,  and is going to refresh himself by taking a 
walk outside the wall, when  he  is met by Socrates,  who  professes 
that  he will not  leave  him until he  has delivered up  the  speech 

a28 with  which Lysias has  regaled  him,  and  which  he is carrying 
about in his mind, or  more probably in a book hidden  under his 
cloak, and  is intending to study  as  he walks. The imputation is 
not denied,  and the  two  agree to direct their  steps out of the 
public way along the  stream of the Ilissus  towards a plane-tree 
which  is seen in the distance. There, lying  down  amidst  pleasant 
sounds  and  scents, they will read  the  speech of Lysias. The 

229 country is a novelty to Socrates,  who  never  goes out of the town ; 
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Phludm~. and  hence  he is full  of admiration for the beauties of nature, which 
.4.ALYs,s. he seems to  be drinking in for the first time. 

As they  are on their way, Phaedrus asks the opinion of Socrates 
respecting the local tradition of Boreas  and Oreithyia. Socrates, 
after a satirical allusion to the  ‘rationalizers’ of his day, replies 
that he has no time for these ‘nice ’ interpretations of mythology, 
and  he pities any one who has. When you  once  begin there  is no 
end of them,  and they  spring f p m  an uncritical philosophy after 
all. ‘ The proper study of mankind is man ; ’ and  he  is a far more 
complex  and  wonderful being than the  serpent Typho. Socrates 230 
as yet does not  know himself; and why should he  care to know 
about unearthly monsters? Engaged  in such conversation, they 
arrive  at  the  plane-tree;  when they have  found a convenient 
resting-place, Phaedrus pulls out the speech and reads :- 

The speech consists of a foolish  paradox  which is to the effect 
that the non-lover ought to  be accepted rather than the lover- 231 

because he  is  more rational, more agreeable, more enduring,  less 
suspicious, less hurtful, less boastful, less engrossing, and because 
there  are more of them, and  for a great many other  reasons which 
are equally unmeaning.. Phaedrus is captivated with the beauty of 
the periods, and wants to make Socrates  say  that nothing was  or 
ever could  be written better. Socrates  does not think much of 235 
the matter, but then he has only attended to the form, and in that 
he has detected several repetitions and  other  marks of haste. He 
cannot agree with Phaedrus in the  extreme value  which  he sets 
upon this performance, because he is afraid of doing injustice to 
Anacreon  and Sappho and other  great  writers,  and  is almost 
inclined  to think that he  himself, or  rather some  power residing 
within him,  could  make a speech  better  than  that of Lysias on the 
same theme, and  also  different frcm his, if he may  be allowed the 236 
use of a few  commonplaces  which  all speakers must equally 
employ. 

Phaedrus  is delighted at the prospect of  having another  speech, 
.and promises  that  he will set up a golden statue of Socrates at 
Delphi,  if he  keeps his word. Some raillery ensues,  and  at length 
Socrates, conquered  by the  threat that he shall never again 
hear a speech of Lysias  unless he  fulfils his promise, veils his face 237 
and begins. 

First, invoking the Muses  and assumiogironically  the  person of 
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the non-lover (who  is a lover all the same), he  will enquire into Phacd~~s. 
the nature and  power of  love. For this  is a necessary  preliminary A ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ .  

to the other question-How  is the non-lover to be distinguished 
from the  lover?  In all  of us  there  are  two principles-a  better 
and a worse-reason and  desire, which are generally  at war with 
one another ; and the victory of the rational is called temperance, 
and the victory of the irrational  intemperance  or  excess. The 

23s latter takes many  forms  and has many bad names -gluttony, 
drunkenness,  and  the like. But  of  all the irrational desires  or 
excesses  the  greatest  is that  which is led  away  by  desires of a 
kindred nature to the enjoyment of personal  beauty. And this is 
the  master  power of  love. 

Here  Socrates fancies that  he detects in himself an unusual flow 
of eloquerce - this  newly-found gift he can only attribute to the 
inspiration of the place, which appears to be dedicated to the 

239 nymphs.  Starting again  from the philosophical basis which has 
been  laid down,  he  proceeds to show how many  advantages the 
non-lover has over the lover. The one  encourages  softness  and 
effeminacy and  exclusiveness ; he  cannot  endure any superiority 
in his beloved ; he will train him in luxury,  he will keeD him out 

240 of society,  he will deprive  him of parents,  friends, money,  know- 
ledge,  and of every  other good, that  he may have  him  all to himself. 
Then again his ways  are not ways of pleasantness;  he  is mighty 
disagreeable ; ‘ crabbed  age and  youth cannot live  together.’ At 
every  hour of the night and  day  he is intruding upon  him ; there 
is  the  same old withered face and the  remainder to match--and 
he is always  repeating, in season  or out of season, the praises or 
dispraises of his beloved, which are bad enough  when  he  is sober, 

2 4 1  and published all over the world when  he  is  drunk. At length 
his love crases ; he  is  converted  into an enemy,  and the spectacle 

* may be  seen of the lover  running  away from the beloved, who 
pursues him with vain reproaches,  and  demands  his  reward which 
the  other refuses to pay. Too late  the beloved learns, after all his 
pains and  dissgreeables, that As wolves  love lambs so lovers love 
their loves.’ (Cp. Char. 155 D.) Here  is  the  end;  the  ‘other’ or 
‘ non-lover ’ part of the speech  had better  be understood,  for if in 
the.censure of the lover Socrates has broken out in verse,  what 

242 will 115 not do in his  praise of the non-lover ? He has  said  his 
say and is preparing to  go away. 
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I%U.C~YUS. Phaedrus  begs him  to remain, at  any  rate until the heat of noon 
A ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ , s .  has passed;  he would like to have a little more conversation 

before they go. Socrates, who  has risen,  recognizes the oracular 
sign which forbids him  to depart until he  has done  penance. His 243 
conscience has been  awakened,  and like Stesichorus  when  he had 
reviled the lovely Helen  he will sing a palinode for having 
blasphemed the majesty of love. His palinode takes the form of 
a myth. 

he divides into  four kinds: first, there  is  the ayt of divination or 
prophecy-this, in a vein similar to that  pervading the Cratylus 
and Io, he connects with madness  by  an etymological explanation 
(pavnrrj, pavmj-compare O ~ O V O ~ U T ~ K ~ ~ ,  oiovtmmj, ' 'tis all one reckon- 
ing, save the  phrase is a little  variations') ; secondly, there  is  the 
art of purification by  mysteries ; thirdly,, poetry or the inspiration 245 
of the Muses ( c p  Ion, 533 foll.), without which no man  can 
enter  their temple. All this  shows  that  madness  is  one of 
heaven's blessings,  and may sometimes  be a great deal better 
than  sense. There is also a fourth kind of madness-that of' 
love-which cannot be explained  without  enquiring  into the 
nature of the soul. 

All soul is immortal, for she is the source of all  motion both in 

Socrates begins  his  tale  with a glorification  of madness,  which 244 

herself  and in others. Her form may be described in a figure as 246 
a composite nature made  up  of a charioteer  and a pair of winged 
steeds. The  steeds of the  gods  are immortal, but ours are one 
mortal and the other immortal. The immortal soul soars  upwards 
into  the heavens, but the mortal drops  her plumes  and  settles 
upon the  earth. 

Now the use of the  wing  is to rise  and carry the  downward 
element  into the  upper world-there to behold beauty, wisdom, 
goodness,  and the other  things of God  by which the soul is 
nourished. On a certain  day Zeus  the lord of heaven goes forth 247 
in a winged chariot ; and an  array of gods  and  demi-gods  and of 
human  souls in their train, follows him, There  are glorious and 
blessed sights in the interior of heaven, and he who will  may 
freely behold them. The  great vision of all is  seen at the feast of 
the gods, when  they  ascend  the  heights of the empyrean-all but 
Hestia,  who is left at  home to keep house. The chariots of the 
gods glide readily upwards  and  stand upon the  outside; thc 
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revolution  of the  spheres carries  them round, and they have a P h d w s .  
vision  of the world beyond.  But the others. labour in vain ; for A ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ .  

the mortal steed, if he  has not been  properly  trained,  keeps  them 
down  and sinks them  towards the earth. Of the  world.which  is 
beyond the heavens,  who can tell ? There  is  an essence formless, 
colourless, intangible, perceived by the mind only, dwelling in the 
region of true knowledge. The divine mind in her revolution 
enjoys this fair prospect,  and beholds justice, temperance,  and 
knowledge in their everlasting  essence. When fulfilled with the 
sight of them she  returns home, and  the charioteer puts  up  the 

248 horses in their stable,  and  gives  them  ambrosia to eat  and  nectar 
to drink. This  is  the life of the  gods;  the human soul tries to 
reach the  same  heights, but hardly succeeds ; and sometinles the 
head of the charioteer rises above, and  sometimes  sinks below, 
the fair vision, and  he  is  at last obliged, after much contention, to 
turn  away  and leave the plain of truth. But if the .soul' has 
followed  in the train of her god and once beheld truth she  is 
preserved  from  harm,  and  is  carried round in the next revolution  of 
the  spheres ; and if always following, and  always  seeing  the truth, 
is then for ever unharmed. If, however, she  drops  her wings and 
falls to  the  earth,  then  she takes the form of man, and the soul 
which has  seen most of the  truth  passes into a philosopher or 
lover ; that which has seen  truth in the second degree, into a king 
or  warrior ; the  third,  into a householder  or  money-maker; the 
fourth, into a gymnast;  the fifth, into a prophet or mystic;  the 
sixth,  into a poet or imitator ; the seventh, into a husbandman or 
craftsman ; the eighth,  into a sophist  or demagogue ; the ninth, 
into a tyrant. All these  are  states of probation, wherein  he who 
lives righteously is improved, and  he  who lives unrighteously 
deteriorates.  After death comes the  judgment;  the bad depart 
to houses of correction under  the earth, the good  to places of joy 
in heaven. When a thousand years have elapsed the souls meet 
together  and choose the lives which they will  lead  for another 
period of existence. The soul which three times in succession 
has  chosen the life of a philosopher or of a lover who is not 
without philosophy receives her wings  at the close of the third 
millennium; the remainder  have to complete a cycle of ten thousand 
years before their  wings are restored to them. Each time there 

249 is fuil liberty of  choice. The soul  of  a.  man may descend into a 
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Phludru~. beast, and return again into the form  of  man.  But the form  of 
A ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ , ~ .  man  will only  be taken by the soul which has once seen  truth 

and acquired some conception of the universal:-this is  the 
recollection of the knowledge  which she attained  when in  the 
company of the Gods. And men in general recall only with 
difficulty the things of another world, but the mind of the 
philosopher has a better  remembrance of them. For  when he 
beholds the visible beauty of earth his enraptured soul passes 
in thought to those glorious sights of justice  and wisdom and 250 

temperance and truth which she-once gazed upon in heaven. 
Then  she celebrated holy mysteries and  beheld blessed appari- 
tions shining in pure light, herself pure,  and not as yet entombed 
in the body. And still, like a bird eager to quit its cage, she 
flutters and looks upwards,  and is therefore  deemed mad. Such 
a recollection of past days she receives through sight, the keenest 
of our  senses, because beauty, alone of the ideas, has  any  re- 
presentation on earth : wisdom is invisible to mortal eyes. But 
the corrupted  nature, blindly excited by this vision of beauty, 
rushes on  to enjoy, and would  fain  wallow like a brute beast in 251 

sensual pleasures. Whereas  the  true mystic, who  has seen the 
many  sights of bliss, when  he beholds a god-like form or face  is 
amazed with delight, and if he were not afraid of being thought 
mad  he  would  fall  down and  worship.  Then the stiffenect wing 
begins to relax and  grow again ; desire which has been  imprisoned 
pours  over  the soul of the lover;  the  germ of the wing unfolds, 
and stings, and pangs of birth, like the cutting of teeth, are every- 
where felt.'  (Cp. Symp. 206 foll.) Father and  mother, and  goods 252 

and laws and  proprieties are nothing to him; his beloved is his 
physician, who can. alone cure his pain. An  apocryphal  sacred 
writer says that the power which thus works in him is by mortals 
called love, but the immortals call  him  dove, or  the winged  one, in 
order to represent  the force of his wings-such at  any  rate  is his 
nature. Now the characters of lovers depend upon the god  whom 
they followed in the  other world; and they choose their loves in 
this world accordingly. The followers of Ares  are fierce and 253 
violent;  those of Zeus  seek out some philosophical and imperial 
nature;  the attendants of Here find a royal love;  and  in like 
manner  the followers of every god seek a love who  is like 
their god ; and  to  him they communicate the nature which they 
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have received from their god. The manner in  which they  take P h d n t s .  
their lbve is as follows :- ANALYSIS. 

I told  you about the charioteer  and his two  steeds, the  one a 
noble  animal  who is guided by word and admonition  only, the 
other  an ill-looking  villain who will hardly yield to blow or spur. 
Together all three, who  are a figure of the soul, approach the 

2 5 4  vision  of  love. And now a fierce conflict begins. The ill- 
conditioned steed  rushes on to enjoy, but the charioteer, who 
beholds the beloved with  awe, falls  back in adoration, and forces 
both the  steeds on their  haunches; again the evil steed rushes 
forwards  and pulls shamelessly. The conflict grows  more  and 
more severe;  and at last the charioteer, throwing himself  back- 
wards, forces the bit out of the clenched teeth of the brute, 
and pulling harder  than  ever at the reins,  covers  his tongue and 
jaws  with blood, and forces him to rest his  legs  and  haunches 
with pain upon the ground. When this  has  happened  several 
times, the villain is tamed  and humbled, and from that time 
forward the soul of the lover follows the beloved in modesty and 

255 holy fear. And now their bliss is consummated; the same image 
of  love dwe!ls in the breast of either; and if they have  self- 
control, they  pass their lives in the greatest  happiness which is 
attainable  by man-they continue masters of themselves, and 

2 5 6  conquer in one of the  three heavenly victories.  But  if they choose 
the lower life of ambition they may still have a happy destiny, 
though inferior, because they have not the approval of the whole 
soul. At  last they leave the body and proceed  on their pilgrim's 
progress,  and  those who have once begun can  never go back. 
When  the time comes they receive their wings  and fly away, and 
the lovers have the  same wings. 

Socrates concludes :- 
257 These  are  the blessings of  love, and thus have I made  my 

recantation in finer language than before: I did so in order to ' 

please  Phaedrus. If I said what  was  wrong  at first, please to 
attribute  my error to Lysias,  who ought to study philosophy 
instead of rhetorit, and then  he will  not mislead his disciple 
Phaedrus. 

Phaedrus  is afraid that  he will lose conceit of Lysias, and that 
Lysias will be out of conceit with himself, and leave off making 
speeches, for the politicians have been  deriding him. Socrates  is 
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Phardrus. of opinion that  there  is small  danger of this;  the  pgiticians are 

hnmortality  by  the  authorship of  laws. And  therefore  there  is 
nothing  with  which they can reproach  Lysias in being a writer ; 
but there may be  disgrace in being a bad  one. 

And  what is good or bad writing or  speaking?  While  the  sun 
is hot in the  sky above  us, let us ask  that question: since by 
rational conversation man lives, and not by the indulgence of 
bodily pleasures.  And  the grasshoppers who are  chirruping 259 
around may carry our  words to the Muses, who are  their 
patronesses; for the  grasshoppers  were human  beings  them- 
selves in a world before the Muses, and  when  the Muses came 
they died of hunger for the love of song. And they  carry to them 
in  heaven the  report of those  who  honour  them  on  earth. 260 

The first rule of good speaking is to know  and  speak the  truth ; 
as a Spartan proverb says, true  art  is  truth’ ; whereas  rhetoric is 261 
an  art of enchantment, which makes things  appear good and evil, 
like and unlike, as the speaker pleases. Its use  is not confined, as 
people commonly suppose, to arguments in the law  courts  and 
speeches in the assembly ; it is rather a part of the  art of disputa- 
tion, under which are included both the rules of Gorgias and the 
eristic of  Zeno.  But it is  not  wholly  devoid of truth. Superior 
knowledge enables us to deceive another  by  the  help of resem- 
blances, and to escape from such a deception when employed 
against ourselves. W e  see  therefore  that  even in rhetoric  an 
element of truth is required. For if we do not know the truth, 262 
we can neither  make the gradual departures from truth by 
which men are most  easily. deceived, nor  guard  ourselves against 
deception. 

illustrations of the art of rhetoric ; first distinguishing between the 
debatable  and  undisputed  class of subjects. In  the debatable 
class there ought  to be a definition of all disputed matters. But 264 
there  was no such  definition in  the speech of Lysias ; nor  is  there 
any  order or connection in his words  any more than in a nursery 
rhyme. With this  he  compares the regular divisions of the  other 26; 

speech, which was his own (and yet not  his own, for the local 
deities  must  have  inspired him).  Although only a playful com- 
position, it  will  be  found to embody  two  principles : first, that of 

A ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ .  themselvedthe  great  rhetoricians of the age, who  desire to attain 258 

Socrates then proposes  that they shall  use  the two speeches as 263 
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2&j synthesis or the comprehension of parts in a whole ; secondly, PAU~YWS.  

analysis, or  the resolution of the whole into parts. These are the ANaLus,s, 

processes of division and generalization  which are so dear  to  the 
dialectician, that king of  men. They  are effected by dialectic, and 
not by  rhetoric, of which the  remains are but scanty  after  order 
and arrangement have been subtracted, There is nothing left 
but a heap of ‘ologies ’ and  other technical terms invented  by 

267 Polus,  Theodorus,  Evenus,  Tisias, Gorgias, and  others,  who have 
rules for  everything,  and  who  teach how to be short  or long at 
pleasure.  Prodicus  showed his good sense  when  he said that 
there  was a better  thing  than  either to be  short  or long, which 
was to be of convenient  length. 

268 Still, notwithstanding the absurdities of Polus and  others, 
rhetoric has  great  power  in public assemblies. This  power, 
however,  is  not  given by any technical rules,  but is  the gift  of 
genius. The real art is  always  being confused  by rhetoricians 

269 with the  preliminaries of the  art.  The perfection of oratory  is 
like the perfection of anything  else ; natural  power  must  be aided 
by art. But the  art  is not that which is  taught in the schools of 
rhetoric ; it is  nearer  akin to philosophy. Pericles, for instance,  who 

270  was  the most  accomplished  of all speakers,  derived  his eloquence 
not from  rhetoric  but  from the philosophy of nature which  he 
learnt of Anaxagoras. True rhetoric  is like medicine, and the 

271 rhetorician has  to consider the  natures of men’s souls as  the 
physician  considers the  natures of their bodies. Such  and  such 
persons are  to  be affected in  this way,  such  and  such others in 
that ; and  he  must  know  the  times and the  seasons for saying this 

272 or  that. This  is not an  easy task,  and  this, if there be such an  art, 
is the  art of rhetoric. 

273 I know  that there  are some  professors of the  art who maintain 
probability to  be  stronger  than  truth. But we maintain that 
probability is  engendered by likeness of the  truth which  can only 
be  attained by the knowledge of it, and that  the aim  of the good 

274 man should not be to please or persuade  his fellow-servants, but to 
please  his good masters  who are  the gods. Rhetoric  has ia fair 
beginning in this. 

Enough of the  art  of speaking ; let us now proceed  to consider 
the  true  use of writing. There  is  an old Egyptian  tale of Theuth, 
the inventor of writing,  showing  his invention to the god Thamus, 
VOL. I. D d  
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Phaedrar. who told  him that he  would‘ only  spoil men’s memories  and  take 275 

- A N A ~ Y ~ , ~ .  away their understandings.  From  this tale, of which young 
Athens will  probably make  fun,  may be gathered the lesson that 
writing is inferior to speech.  For it is like a picture, which  can 
give  no  answer to a question, and  has  only a deceitful likeness of 
a living creature. It has no power of adaptation, but  uses the 
same  words for all. It  is not a legitimate son of knowledge, 
but a bastard,  and  when an attack  is  made upon ,this bastard 276 
neither  parent nor  any  one  else is  there to defend  it. The 
husbandman  will not seriously incline to sow  his  seed in such a 
hot-bed or  garden of Adonis ; he will rather sow in the natural 277 
soil  of the human soul which has depth of earth; and  he will 
anticipate the  inner growth of the mind, by  writing only, if at all, 
as a remedy against old  age. The natural  process will be  far 
nobler, and will bring  forth fruit in the minds of others  as well 
as in his own. 

The conclusion of the whole matter  is  just this,-that until a 
man knows the truth,  and the  manner of adapting the  truth to the 
natures of other men, he  cannot  be a good orator; also, that the 278 
living is better than  the written  word,  and  that the principles of 
justice and  truth when  delivered by  word of mouth are  the 
legitmate offspring of a man’s  own  bosom, and their lawful 
descendants  take up their abode in others.  Such an orator as  he 
is  who  is possessed of them, you and I would  fain  become. And 
to  all composers in the world, poets, orators, legislators, we 
hereby  announce  that if their compositions are based up6n these 
principles, then  they  are not only poets, orators, legislators, but 
philosophers. All others  are  mere flatterers  and putters together 
of words: This  is  the message which Phaedrus  undertakes to 
carry to Lysias  from the local deities, and Socrates himself  will 279 
carry a similar message to his favourite Isocrates,  whose future 
distinction as 8 great rhetorician he  prophesies. The heat of the 
day  has  passed, and after offering up a prayer to Pan and the 
nymphs,  Socrates and Phaedrus  depart. 

INTROWC. There  are two principal controversies which  have  been raised 
about the  Phaedrus;  the first relates to the subject, the second 
to the date of the Dialogue. 

T I O N .  

There  seems to  be a notion that the work of a great  artist 
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like Plato cannot fail  in  unity, and  that the unity of a dialfgue P ~ W ~ P U S .  

requires a single subject. But the conception of unity really INTRODUC. 

applies in very different degrees and  ways to different kinds T1ON* 

of art ; to a statue, for example, far more than to any kind of 
literary composition, and to some  species of literature  far  more 
than to others. Nor does the dialogue appear to be a style of 
composition in which the requirement of unity  is most stringent ; 
nor should the idea of unity derived from one sort of art be 
hastily transferred to another. The double titles of several of 
the Platonic Dialogues are a further proof that the severer  rule 
was not observed  by Plato. The Republic is divided between 
the search  after  justice  and the construction of the ideal state; 
the Parmenides  between the criticism of the Platonic ideas and 
of the Eleatic one  or  being;  the Gorgias between the  art of 
speaking  and the nature of the  good;  the  Sophist  between  the 
detection of the Sophist and the correlation of ideas. The 
Theaetetus, the Politicus, and the Philebus have also digressions 
which are but remotely  connected  with the main subject. 

Thus the comparison  of Plato's other writings, as well as  the 
reason of the thing, lead us to the conclusion that we must not 
expect to find one idea pervading a whole  work, but one, two, or 
more, as the invention of the writer may suggest, or his fancy 
wander. If  each dialogue were confined  to the development of a 
single idea, this would appear on the face of thedialogue,  nor could 
any  controversy be raised as to whether  the  Phaedrus  treated 
of love or rhetoric. But the  truth  is that Plato subjects himself 
to no rule of this  sort.  Like  every  great  artist  he gives unity 
uf form to the different and  apparently distracting topics which 
he brings  together. He  works freely and is not to be supposed 
to have arranged  every  part of the dialogue before he begins 
to write. He fastens or weaves  together the frame of his dis- 
course loosely and imperfectly, and  which  is the  warp  and which 
is the woof cannot  always be determined. 

The subjects of the  Phaedrus (exclusive of the  short intro- 
ductory  passage about mythology  which is suggested by the 
local tradition) are first  the false or conventional art of rhetoric; 
secondly, love or the inspiration of beauty and knowledge,  which 
is described as madnesi ; thirdly, dialectic or the art of  com- 
position and division ; fourthly, the  true rhetoric, which is based 

D d 2  
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Yhuedrus. upop  dialectic, and  is neither  the  art of persuasion nor knowledge 
I ~ T R ~ ~ ~ ~ .  of the truth alone, but the  art of persuasion founded  on  knowledge 

of truth and  knowledge of character; fifthly, the superiority of 
the spoken  over the written  word. The continuous thread which 
appears  and  reappears  throughout  is  rhetoric : this is the ground 
into which the  rest of the Dialogue is worked, in parts  embroidered 
with  fine words which are not  in Socrates'  manner, as he says, 
'in  order to please Phaedrus.' The speech of Lysias which 
has thrown  Phaedrus into an  ecstacy  is adduced as an  example 
of the false rhetoric;  the first speech of Socrates, though an 
improvement, partakes of the  same  character ; his second speech, 
which is full of that  higher  element said to  have  been learned 
of Anaxagoras by Pericles,  and which  in the midst  of poetry 
does not  forget order,  is an illustration of the higher or true 
rhetoric. This higher rhetoric is based  upon  dialectic, and 
dialectic is a sort of inspiration akin to  love  (cp. Symp. 210 foll.) ; 
i n  these two  aspects of philosophy the technicalities of rhetoric 
are absorbed. And so the example becomes also the  deeper 
theme of discourse. The  true knowledge of things in  heaven 
and earth is based  upon enthusiasm or love  of the ideas going 
before us and  ever  present to us in this world and in another; 
and the  true  order of speech or writing proceeds accordingly, 
Love, again, has three  degrees: first, of interested love corre- 
sponding to the conventionalities of rhetoric; secondly, of dis- 
interested or mad  love,  fixed  on objects of sense,  and  answering, 
perhaps, to poetry ; thirdly, of disinterested love directed  towards 
the unseen,  answering to dialectic or the science of the ideas. 
Lastly, the art of rhetoric in the lower sense is found to rest  on a 
knowledge of the  natures  and  characters of  men,  which Socrates 
at the commencement of the Dialogue has described as his  own 
peculiar study. 

Thus amid discord a harmony begins to appear;  there  are 
many links of connection which are not visible at first sight. 
At the same time the  Phaedrus, although one of the most 
beautiful  of the Platonic  Dialogues, is also more  irregular than 
'any other. For insight into the  world, for sustained irony, for 
depth of thought, there i s  no  Dialogue superior, or perhaps 
equal to it. Nevertheless the form of the work has tended to 
obscure some of Plato's higher aims. 

TION. 
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The first speech is composed ‘in that balanced style in which phcxcdru~. 
the wise  love to talk’ (Symp. 185 Cj. The characteristics of I ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ .  
rhetoric are insipidity, mannerism,  and  monotonous parallelism T’oH‘ 

of clauses. There is more  rhythm  than reason;  the creative 
power of imagination  is  wanting. 

“Tis Greece, but living Greece no more.’ 

Plato has seized by anticipation the spirit which hung over Greek 
literature for a thousand years afterwards. Yet doubtless there 
were  some who, like Phaedrus, felt a delight in the harmonious 
cadence and  the pedantic reasoning of the rhetoricians newly 
imported  from Sicily, which  had ceased to be  awakened in 
them  by really great  works,  such as  the odes of Anacreon or 
Sappho  or  the orations of Pericles. That the first speech was 
really written by Lysias is improbable. Like the poem  of Solon, 
or the story of Thamus and Theuth,  or the funeral oration of 
Xspasia  (if genuine), or the  pretence of Socrates in  the Cratylus 
that his knowledge of philology  is derived from Euthyphro,  the 
invention is really due to the imagination of Plato, and may 
be  compared to the parodies of the  Sophists in the Protagoras. 
Numerous  fictions of this  sort occur in the Dialogues,  and the 
gravity of Plato has sometimes ipposed upon his commentators. 
The introduction of a considerable writing of another would 
seem  not  to  be in keeping with a great work of art, and has 
no parallel elsewhere. 

In the second speech  Socrates  is exhibited as beating the 
rhetoricians at  their own weapons; he ‘an unpractised man 
and  they  masters of the art.’ True to his character, he must, 
however, profess  that the speech which  he  makes is not  his 
own,  for  he knows nothing of himself.  (Cp. Symp. 201 U.) Re- 
garded as a rhetorical exercise, the superiority of his speech 
seems to consist chiefly in a better  arrangement of the topics; 
he begins with a definition of love, and he gives weight  to his 
words by  going  back to general  maxims; a lesser merit is the 
greater liveliness of Socrates, which hurries him into  verse and 
relieves the monotony of the style. 

But Plato had doubtless a higher purpose than to exhibit 
Socrates as the rival or  superior of the Athenian rhetoricians. 
Even  in the speech of Lysias there is a germ of truth, and 



406 Lmc a d  warriage. 
I’ha~drus. this  is  further developed in the parallel  oration of’Socrates. First, 
I ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ .  passionate love is  overthrown by the sophistical  or intetested, 

and  then both yield to thqt higher view of  love which is after- 
wards revealed to us. The  extreme of commonplace is contrasted 
with the most  ideal  and imaginative of speculations.  Socrates, 
half  in jest  and to satisfy his  own wild humour, takes  the disguise 
of Lysias, but he  is also in profound earnest  and in a deeper 
vein of irony  than usual. Having  improvised  his  own  speech, 
which is  based upon the model  of the preceding,  he  condemns 
them both.  Yet the condemnation  is  not to  be taken  seriously, 
for he  is evidently trying to express  an aspect of the  truth. To 
understand him, we must  make  abstraction of morality  and of 
the Greek manner of regarding  the relation of the  sexes.  In 
this, as in his other discussions  about love, what  Plato  says of the 
loves of men  must  be  transferred  to  the loves of women before 
we can attach any  serious  meaning to his words. Had  he lived 
in  our times he  would have  made the transposition himself. 
But seeing in his own  age the impossibility of  woman being 
the intellectual  helpmate or friend of man (except  in  the  rare 
instances of a Diotima or  an Aspasia), seeing that,  even as 
to personal  beauty, her place  was  taken  by  young  mankind 
instead of womankind, he  tries  to work out the problem of 
love without regard to the distinctions of nature.  And full of 
the evils which  he  recognized as flowing from the  spurious 
form of love, he  proceeds  with a deep meaning,  though partly 
in joke, to  show  that  the  ‘non-lover’s’ love is  better  than  the 

W e  may raise  the  same question in another form : Is marriage 
preferable with or without love ? ‘ Among ourselves,’ as  we  may 
say, a little parodying the words of Pausanias in the Symposium, 
‘there would be  one  answer to this  question : the practice  and 
feeling of some foreign countries  appears to be  more doubtful.’ 
Suppose a modern  Socrates, in defiance of the received  notions of 
society and  the  sentimental  literature of the day,  alone  against 
all the  writers  and  readers of novels, to suggest this enquiry, 
would not the  younger  ‘part of the world be  ready to take off 
its coat and  run  at  him  might  and  main ?’ (Rep. v. 474.) Yet, 
if like Peisthetaerus in Aristophanes,  he could persuade the 
‘birds’ to hear him, retiring a little behind a rampart, not of pots 

TION. 

lover’s.’ 
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and dishes, but of unreadable books, he might  have something f%wdt.u~. 
to say for himself.  Might he not argue, ‘that a rational being I ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ .  
should not  follow the dictates of passion in the most important 
act of his or her  life’?  Who would  willingly enter into a contract 
at first sight, almost without thought, against the advice and 
opinion of his friends,  at a time  when  he  acknowledges  that  he 

’ is not  in his right mind ? And yet they  are praised by the authors 
of romances, who  reject  the  warnings of their friends or  parents, 
rather  than  those who  listen to them in such matters. Two 
inexperienced  persons,  ignorant of the world and of one  another, 
how  can they be said to  choose  ?-they draw lots, whence also the 
saying, ‘marriage  is a lottery.’ Then  he would describe  their 
way of  life after marriage ; how they monopolize  one another’s 
affections to the exclusion of friends  and  relations : how they 
pass  their  days in unmeaning  fondness or trivial conversa- 
tion; how the inferior of the two drags  the other down  to 
his or her  level; how the  cares of a family breed  mean- 
ness in their souls.’ In  the fulfilment of military or public 
duties, they  are not helpers but hinderers of one another : they 
cannot undertake  any noble enterprise, such as makes the names 
of men and women famous, from domestic considerations. Too 
late their  eyes  are opened ; they  were  taken  unawares and desire 
to part company. Better,  he would say, a ‘little love at the 
beginning,’ for heaven might  have increased it; but now their 
foolish fondness has changed  into mutual  dislike. In  the days 
of their honeymoon they  never understood that  they must provide 
against offences, that  they must have interests, that  they must 
learn  the  art of living as well as loving. Our misogamist  will 
not appeal to Anacreon or Sappho for a confirmation of his view, 
but to the universal experience of mankind. How much nobler, 
in conclusion, he will say,  is  friendship, which does not receive 
unmeaning praises from novelists and poets, is not exacting or 
exclusive, is not impaired  by familiarity, is much less  expensive, 
is not so likely to take offence,  seldom changes, and may  be 
dissolved from time to time without the assistance of the courts. 
Reside,s, he will remark  that  there  is a much greater choice  of 
friends than of wives-you may have more of them  and  they 
will be  far  more improving to your mind. They will  not keep 
you dawdling at home, or dancing attendance upon them; or 
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Phadrus. withdraw you  from the  great world  and stirring  scenes of life 
I ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ , , ~ .  and  action.which would make a man of  you. 

In  such a manner, turning  the  seamy  side outwards, a modern 
Socrates might describe the evils of married and. domestic life. 
They  are evils which  mankind in  general have  agreed to conceal, 
partly  because they  are compensated  by greater goods. Socrates 
or Archilochus would soon  have to sing a palinode for the injustice 
done to lovely Helen, or some  misfortune  worse than blindness 
might befall them. Then  they would take up their  parable again 
and say :-that there  were two loves, a higher  and a lower, holy 
and unholy, a love of the mind and a love of the body. 

TION. 

‘Let me  not to the  marriage of true  minds 
Admit  impediments.  Love  is not love 
Which  alters when it alteration finds. 

Love’s  not time’s fool,  though  rosy  lips  aud cheeks 
Within his bending  sickle’s  compass come; 
Love  alters not with his brief hours and weeks, 
But bears it  out even to  the  edge of doom.’ 

* *  * *  * *  

But  this true love of the mind cannot  exist  between  two souls, 
until they  are purified from the  grossness of earthly  passion: 
they must pass through a time of trial  and conflict first; in the 
language of religion they  must  be  converted  or  born again. Then 
they would see  the world  transformed  into a scene of heavenly 
beauty; a divine idea would accompany  them in all their  thoughts 
and actions. Something too of the recollections of childhood 
might  float about  them still ; they might  regain that old simplicity 
which  had been theirs in other  days  at  their  first  entrance on 
life. And although their love of one another  was  ever  present to 
them,  they would acknowledge  also a higher love of duty  and 
of  God,  which united them.  And  their  happiness would depend 
upon their  preserving  in  them  this principle-not losing the ideals 
of justice and  holiness  and truth, but renewing  them at the foun- 
tain of light. When  they have attained to this exalted state, let 
them  marry (something too may  be  conceded to the animal nature 
of man) : or live together  in holy and innocent  friendship. The 
poet might describe in eloquent  words the  nature of such a union ; 
how after  many struggles  the  true love was found : how the two 
passed their lives together in the service of God and man; how 
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their  characters  were reflected upon  one another,  and  seemed ph&ms. 
to grow  more like year by year ; how they read in one another’s lNTnoDuc. 
eyes  the thoughts, wishes, actions of the  other ; how they  saw 
each other in God ; how  in a figure they  grew wings like doves, 
and were ‘ ready to  fly away  together and  be at rest,’ And lastly, 
he might tell how, after a time at no long intervals, first one 
and then  the  other fell asleep,  and ‘appeared to the unwise ’ 
to die, but were reunited in another state of being, in which 
they  saw  justice  and holiness and  truth, not according to the 
imperfect  copies of them which are found in this world, but 
justice  absolute in existence absolute, and so of the rest. And 
they would  hold converse not only with each other, but  with 
blessed souls  everywhere ; and would  be  employed  in the ser- 
vice of God, every  soul fulfilling his own nature  and  character, 
and would see into the wonders of earth and heaven, and  trace 
the works’of creation to their author. 

So, partly in jest but also  ‘with a certain  degree of serious- 
ness,’ we may appropriate to ourselves the words of Plato. The 
use of such a parody, though very imperfect, is to transfer his 
thoughts to our sphere of religion  and feeling, to bring him 
nearer to us and us to him. Like the Scriptures, Plato admits of 
endless applications, if we allow for the difference of times 
and  manners ; and  we lose the better half  of  him when we regard 
his Dialogues merely  as  literary compositions. Any ancient 
work  which is worth  reading has a practical  and speculative 
as well as a literary interest. And in Plato, more  than in any 
other  Greek  writer, the local  and transitory  is inextricably 
blended with what is  spiritual  and  eternal.  Socrates  is neces- 
sarily ironical ; for he  has to withdraw from the received opinions 
and beliefs of  mankind. We cannot separate  the  transitory from 
the  permanent; nor can we translate the language of irony 
into  that of plain reflection and common sense. But we can 
imagine the mind of Socrates in another  age and country ; and  we 
can interpret him  by analogy with reference to the  errors and 
prejudices which prevail ‘among ourselves. To return to the 
Phaedrus :- 

Both speeches are strongly condemned by  Socrates as sinful 
and  blasphemous  towards the god  Love, and as worthy only of 
some  haunt of sailors to which good manners  were unknown. 

TION. 
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P". The meaning of this  and  other wild language to the  same effect, 
I ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ .  which is introduced by  way of contrast  to  the formality of the 

two speeches  (Socrates  has a sense of relief when  he  has escaped 
from the  trammels of  rhetoric!, seems  to  be  that  the two  speeches 
proceed  upon the supposition that love is  and ought to be in- 
terested,  and  that no such thing  as a real or  disinterested passion, 
which  would be  at  the  same  time lasting, could be conceived. 
' But  did I call this " love " ? 0 God, forgive my blasphemy. 
This  is not love. Rather it is the love of the world.  But there is 
another kingdom of love, a kingdom not of this world,  divine, 
eternal. And  this  other love I will now show you in a mystery.' 

Then follows the famous myth,  which is a sort of 'parable, 
and like other parables ought not to receive too minute an in- 
terpretation. In all such  allegories there  is a great deal  which 
is  merely  ornamental,  and the  interpreter  has to separate  the 
important  from the unimportant. Socrates himself has given 
the right  clue  when, in using  his  own  discourse  afterwards as 
the  text for his  examination of rhetoric, he characterizes it as 
a 'partly  true  and tolerably  credible  mythus,' in which  amid 
poetical figures, order  and  arrangement  were not forgotten.. 

The soul is described in magnificent language as  the self-moved 
and  the  source of  motion in all other things. This  is  the philo- 
sophical theme  or  proem of the whole. But ideas must be given 
through  something,  and under  the  pretext  that  to realize the 
true  nature of the soul would be  not only tedious  but  impossible, 
we  at once pass on to describe  the  souls of gods as well as 
men under  the figure of two  winged steeds  and a charioteer. No 
connection is  traced  between  the soul as  the  great motive power 
and  the  triple soul which is  thus imaged. There  is  no difficulty 
in seeing  that  the  charioteer  represents  the reason, or  that the 
black horse  is  the  symbol of the  sensual  or concupiscent  element 
of human  nature. The white  horse also represents rational  im- 
pulse, but the description in a.53, ' a  lover of honour  and  modesty 

.and temperance,  and a follower of true glory,' though  similar, 
does not at  once recall the  'spirit''(6rpbs) of the Republic. 
The two steeds really  correspond in a figure  more nearly  to  the 
appetitive  and  moral or semi-rational soul of Aristotle. And  thus, 
for the first  time  perhaps  in  the  history of philosophy, we have 
represented to us the threefold division of psychology. The 

TION. 
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image  of the  charioteer and the  steeds has  been  compared  with a P,+&m. 
similar image  which occurs in the  verses of Parmenides; but I , , ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ .  

it is important to remark that the horses of Parmenides have 'IoN. 

no  allegorical  meaning, and  that  the poet  is only describing his 
own approach  in a chariot to the regions of light  and the house  of 
the  goddess of truth. 

The triple soul has had a previous existence, in  which  following 
in the  train of some  god,  from  whom she derived her character, 
she beheld partially and imperfectly the vision of absolute truth. 
All her after existence, passed in  many forms of men  and 
animals, is  spent in regaining this. The stages of the conflict are 
many  and various; and she  is sorely let  and hindered by the 
animal desires of the inferior or concupiscent steed. Again  and 
again she beholds the flashing beauty of the beloved,  But  before 
that vision  can  be  finally enjoyed the animal desires must  be 
subjected. 

The moral or spiritual element in man is represented by the 
immortal steed which, like Bupbs in the'  Republic,  always sides 
with the reason. Both are dragged  out of their course by the 
furious impulses of desire. In  the end  something is'conceded 
to the desires, after they have been.  finally  humbled  and  over- 
powered.  And yet the  way of philosophy, or perfect  love of 
the unseen, is  total abstinence from  bodily  delights. 'But all 
men cannot receive this saying': in the lower  life  of  ambition 
they may  be taken off their  guard and  stoop  to  folly unawares, 
and then, although they do  not attain to the highest bliss,,yet 
if they have  once  conquered they may  be happy enough. 

The language of the Meno  and the Phaedo as well as of the 
Phaedrus  seems to show  that at one time of his life  Plat0  was 
quite serious in maintaining a former state of existence. His 
mission was to realize the abstract; in that, all good and truth, 
all the hopes of this and another life  seemed  to centre. To 
him abstractions, as  we  calhhem, were  another kind of know- 
ledge-an inner and unseen world, which  seemed  to exist far 
more truly  than  the fleeting objects of sense which  were  without 
him. When we are once able to imagine the intense power 
which abstract  ideas exercised over the mind  of  Plato, we 
see that there  was no more  difficulty to him in realizing the 
eternal  existence of them  and of the human  minds  which were 



4 1 2  The myth ana’ its intt.rfretation. 
Phacdrus. associated with them, in the  past  and  future  than  in  the 
INTEODUC- present. The difficulty was not how they could exist,  but  how 

they could  fail to exist. In  the  attempt to regain this  ‘saving’ 
knowledge -of  the ideas, the  sense  was found to be as great 
an enemy as  the  desires;  and hence  two things which to us 
seem quite  distinct are inextricably  blended in  the representation 
of Plato. 

Thus  far  we may believe that  Plato  was serious in his con- 
ception of the soul as a motive power, in his  reminiscence of 
a former state of being, in his elevation of the reason  over sense 
and passion, and perhaps  in his  doctrine of transmigration. 
Was he  equally  serious In the  rest?  For  example,  are  we to 
attribute his tripartite division of the soul to the  gods?  Or  is 
this merely  assigned to them  by  way of parallelism with men? 
The latter  is the  more  probable; for the  horses of the  gods 
are both white, i.e.  their  every impulse is  in  harmony with 
reason;  their dualism, on  the  other  hand, only carries  out  the 
figure of the chariot. Is he serious, again, in  regarding love as 
‘a  madness’ ? That  seems to arise out of the antithesis to the 
former conception of  love.  At the  same  time  he  appears to 
intimate here,  as in the Ipn, Apology,  Meno, and  elsewhere, 
that there  is a faculty in man,  whether to be  termed in modern 
language  genius, or inspiration, or imagination, or idealism, or 
communion with God, which  cannot  be  reduced to rule  and 
measure. Perhaps, too, he  is ironically repeating  the common 
language of  mankind a b u t  philosophy,  and  is turning  their 
jest into a sort of earnest. (Cp.  Phaedo, 61 B;  Symp. 218 B.) 
Or is he  serious  in holding that  each soul bears  the character 
of a god?  He may  have had no other account to give of the 
differences of human  characters to which he  afterwards refers. 
Or, again, in his  absurd  derivation of pavtrxrj and O ~ U I G T I K ~  and 
Zpcpos (cp. Cratylus) ? It  is characteristic of the  irony of Socrates 
to mix up sense  and  nonsense  in  such a way  that no exact line 
can be  drawn between  them. And allegory helps  to  increase this 
sort of confusion. 

As  is often the case in  the  parables and prophecies of Scripture, 
the  meaning  is allowed to break  through the figure, and  the 
details are not always  consistent. When  the  charioteers  and  their 
steeds  stand upon the  dome of heaven they behold the intangible 

Tl0N.  
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invisible essences which are not  objects of sight. This  is because ~ h & , ~ ~ .  
the force  of  language  can  no further go. Nor can  we  dwell I ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ .  
much  on the circumstance, that at the completion  of  ten 
thousand years all are to return to  the  place  from  whence 
they came; because he represents their return as dependent 
on their own  good  conduct  in the successive stages of existence. 
Nor  again  can we attribute anything to the accidental inference 
which  would  also  follow, that even a tyrant may  live  righteously 
in the condition of  life  to  which  fate has called  him  (Lhe  aiblins 
might, I dinna ken’). But to suppose this would  be at variance 
with  Plato  himself  and  with  Greek  notions  generally. He  is 
much more  serious in distinguishing men  from  animals by 
their recognition of the universal  which they have  known  in 
a former state, and  in  denying  that this gift  of  reason  can ever 
be  obliterated or lost. In the language of some  modern theo- 
logians  he  might  be  said  to  maintain the ‘final perseverance’ 
of those who  have entered on their pilgrim’s progress. Other 
intimations of a ‘metaphysic’ or (theology’ of the future may 
also  be discerned in him: (I) The moderate predestinarianism 
which here, as in the Republic,  acknowledges the element of 
chance in human  life,  and yet asserts  the freedom  and respon- 
sibility of man; (2) The recognition of a moral as well as an 
intellectual principle in  man under  the image of an  immortal 
steed ; (3) The notion that the divine nature exists by the 
contemplation of ideas of virtue and justice -or, in other words, 
the assertion of the essentially moral nature of  God ; (4) Again, 
there  is  the hint  that human  life is a life of aspiration  only, 
and that the  true ideal is not  to  be  found  in art; ( 5 )  There 
occurs the first trace of the distinction  between necessary and 
contingent matter; (6) The conception of the soul  itself as the 
motive  power  and reason of the universe. 

The conception of the philosopher, or the philosopher  and 
lover  in  one, as a sort of madman,  may  be  compared  with 
the Republic and Theaetetus, in  both of which the philosopher 
is regarded as a stranger and  monster  upon the earth. The 
whole  myth, like the other myths of Plato, describes in a figure 
things which are beyond the range of human  faculties, Or in- 
accessible  to the knowledge of the age. That philosophy  sholdd 
be represented as the inspiration of  Iove is a conception that 
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Phmu’rus. ,has already become familiar to us in  the  Symposium,  and is 
I ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ .  the  expression  partly of Plato’s enthusiasm  for  the  idea,  and 

is also an indication of the  real  power  exercised by the passion 
of friendship  over the mind of the Greek. The master  in the 
art of love knew  that  there  was a mystery  in  these feelings 
and  their associations, and  especially in  the  contrast of the 
sensible  and  permanent  which is afforded by them;  and he 
sought to explain  this, as  he  explained universal  ideas, by a 
reference  to a former  state of existence. The capriciousness 
of love is also  derived by- him  from an  attachment  to  some 
god in a former  world. The singular remark  that  the beloved 
is more affected than the lover at  the final consummation of 
their love, seems likewise to hint  at a psychological truth. 

noN. 

It is difficult to  exhaust  the  meanings of a word  like the 
Phaedrus, which  indicates so much  more  than  it  expresses; 
and is full of inconsistencies  and  ambiguities which were not 
perceived by Plato himself. For  example,  when  he  is  speaking 
of the soul does he mean the human or the divine soul?  and 
are  they both equally  self-moving and constructed  on the  same 
threefold principle? W e  should  certainly  be  disposed to reply 
that the self-motive is to be  attributed to God only;  and on 
the  other  hand  that  the  appetitive  and passionate  elements 
have  no place in His nature. So we should  infer from the 
reason of the thing,  but there  is no indication in Plato’s  own 
writings  that this  was his meaning. Or, again, when  he  explains 
the different characters of men  by  referring  them back to the 
nature of the God whom they  served in a former  state of exist- 
ence, we aie inclined to ask  whether  he  is  serious: Is he 
not rather using a mythological figure, here  as  elsewhere,  to 
draw a veil over  things  which are beyond the limits of mortal 
knowledge ? Once  more, in  speaking of beauty is  he  really 
thinking of some  external form  such as might  have  been 
expressed  in  the works of Phidias or Praxiteles ; and not 
rather of an imaginary beauty, of a sort which extinguishes 
rather  than stimulates vulgar love (254 E),-a heavenly  beauty 
like that which flashed from  time to time before the  eyes of 
Dante or Bunyan I Surely  the latter.  But it would be  idle 
to reconcile all the details of the passage : it is a picture, not 
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a system, and a picture which is for the  greater part an allegory, phacd+us. 
and an allegory which  allows the meaning to come through. The INnoovc. 

image  of the charioteer and his steeds is  placed side by side 'IoN. 

with the absolute forms of justice, temperance,  and  the like, 
which are abstract  ideas only, and which are seen with the 
eye of the soul in  her heavenly journey.  The first impression 
of such a passage, in which  no attempt  is made to separate  the 
substance from the form, is far t q e r  than an elaborate philo- 
sophical analysis. 

It is too often forgotten that the whole of the second discourse 
of Socrates  is  only an allegory, or figure of speech.  For this 
reason, it is  unnecessary to enquire  whether the love of which 
Plato speaks is the love of men or of women. It is  really a 
general  idea which includes both,  and  in  which the sensual 
element, though  not  wholly eradicated, is reduced to order and 
measure. We must not attribute a meaning  to every fanciful 
detail.  Nor is  there  any need to call up revolting  associations, 
which as a matter of good taste should be banished, and which 
were far enough away from the mind of Plato. These  and similar 
passages should be interpreted by the Laws, book  viii. 36. Nor is 
there anything in  the  Symposium,arg, or in the Charmides, 155 d, 
in reality inconsistent with the  sterner rule which Plato lays 
down in the Laws.  At the  same time it is not  to  be denied that 
love and  philosophpare  described by Socrates in figuresof speech 
which  would not be  used  in Christian times; or that  nameless 
vices were  prevalent at Athens  and in other Greek cities ; or  that 
friendships between  men were a more sacred tie, and  had a more 
important social  and educational influence than among  ourselves. 
(See note on  Symposium, sub fin.). 

In the  Phaedrus,  as well as in the Symposium, there are two 
kinds of  love, a lower  and a higher, the one answering to the 
natural wants of the animal, the other rising above  them  and 
contemplating with religious awe  the forms of justice, temperance, 
holiness, yet finding them also 'too dazzling bright for  mortal 
eye,' and  shrinking from  them in amazement. The opposition 
between these two kinds of love  may  be  compared to the 
opposition  between the flesh and the spirit in the Epistles of 
St. Paul. It would  be  unmeaning  to suppose  that Plato, in 
describing the spiritual combat, in  which the rational soul is 
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P k d w s .  finally victor and  master of both the  steeds, condescends to 
I ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ .  allow any  indulgence of unnatural lusts. 

Two  other  thoughts about love are suggested  by this passage. 
First of  all, love is  represented here, as in the Symposium, as 
one of the great  powers of nature,  which takes  many  forms 
and two principal  ones,  having a predominant  influence  over 
the lives of men. And these two, though  opposed, are not 
absolutely separated  the  one from the  other. Plato, with  his 
great knowledge of human  nature, was well aware how easily 
one  is  transformed  into the other, or how soon the noble  but 
fleeting aspiration may return  into  the  nature of the animal, 
while the lower  instinct  which  is latent  always remains. The 
intermediate  sentimentalism,  which has  exercised so great an 
influence on the  literature of modern  Europe,  had  no place in  the 
classical times of Hellas ; the  higher love, of which  Plato  speaks, 
is the subject, not of poetry  or fiction, but of philosophy. 

Secondly, there  seems to be  indicated a natural  yearning of 
the human  mind  that the  great  ideas of justice,  temperance, 
wisdom, should be expressed  in  some  form of visible beauty, 
like the absolute purity  and goodness which Christian art  has 
sought to realize in the  person of the Madonna.  But although 
human nature  has often attempted to represent outwardly  what 
can  be only  ‘spiritually  discerned,’  men feel that in pictures 
and images, whether  painted or carved, or described in words 
only, we  have  not the  substance but the  shadow of the  truth 
which is in heaven. There  is no  reason to  suppose  that in the 
fairest  works of Greek art, Plato ever conceived himself to 
behold an image, however faint, of ideal truths. ‘Not in that 
way  was  wisdom seen ’ (250 D). 

TION. 

We may now pass on to the second part of the Dialogue, 
which is a criticism on the first. Rhetoric  is assailed  on  various 
grounds: first, as  desiring to persuade, without a knowledge 
of the  truth ; and  secondly, as ignoring the distinction  between 
certain  and probable  matter. The  three speeches are  then 
passed in  review:  the  first of them  has  no definition of the 
nature of love, and  no order’  in  the topics  (being in these 
respects far inferior to the  second);  while  the  third of them 
is found (though a fancy of the hour) to be  framed  upon real 
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dialectical principles. But  dialectic is not rhetoric ; nothing on Phaedms. 
that subject is to  be found in the endless  treatises of rhetoric, I ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ .  

however prolific in hard names. When Plato has sufficiently ’‘ON’ 

put them  to  the  test of ridicule he touches, as with the point 
of a needle, the  real error, which is  the confusion of preliminary 
knowledge with creative power. No attainments will provide 
the  speaker with genius; and the sort of attainments which 
can alone be of any value are  the higher philosophy and the 
power of psychological analysis, which is given  by  dialectic, 
but not by  the  rules of the rhetoricians. 

In this  latter portion of the Dialogue there  are many texts 
which may  help us to speak  and to think. The names dialectic 
and  rhetoric are passing out of use ; we  hardly  examine seriously 
into their  nature  and limits, and probably the  arts both of speaking 
and of conversation have  been unduly neglected by us. But the 
mind of Socrates  pierces through the differences of times and 
countries  into the essential  nature of man; and his words 
apply  equally to  the modern world and to the Athenians of 
old. Would  he not  have asked of us, or rather is he not asking 
of us, Whether  we have ceased to prefer  appearances to reality? 
Let us take a survey of the professions to which  he refers  and 
try them  by  his  standard. 1,s not  all literature  passing into 
criticism, just as Athenian  literature in the  age of Plato was 
degenerating  into  sophistry  and rhetoric? W e  can discourse 
and  write  about  poems  and paintings, but we  seem to have 
lost the gift of creating them. Can we wonder  that few of them 
1 come sweetly from nature,’ while ten thousand reviewers 
( 6 0  p ~ p i ~ ~ )  are engaged in dissecting them? Young  men, like 
Phaedrus, are enamoured of their o m  literary clique and have 
but a feeble sympathy  with  the  master-minds of former ages. 
They recognize ‘a poetical necessity in  the writings of their 
favourite author, even when  he boldly wrote off just what 
came in his head.’ They  are beginning to think  that  Art is 
enough, just at the time  when  Art is about to disappear from 
the world. And would  not a great painter, such as Michael 
Angelo, or a great poet, such as Shakespeare,  returning to 
earth,  ‘courteously  rebuke’ us-would he not say that  we are 
putting ‘in  the place of Art  the preliminaries of Art,’ Confusing 
Art the expression of mind and  truth with Art the composition 
VOL. I .  E e  
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Phaar‘rus. of colours and forms; and  perhaps  he might more  severely 
I ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ .  chastise some of us  for trying to invent ‘ a new  shudder’ instead 

of bringing to the birth living and  healthy creations?  These  he 
would regard as  the signs of an age  wanting in  original.  power. 

Turning from literature and the arts to law and politics,  again 
we fall under the lash of Socrates.  For do we not  often make 
1 the worse  appear  the  better cause; ’ and  do not ‘both parties 
sometimes agree to tell lies ’ ? Is not pleading ‘ an  art of speaking 
unconnected with the  truth ’ ? There  is  another text of ‘Socrates 
which  must  not  be forgotten in relation to this subject. In  the 
endless maze of English law is there  any dividing the whole into 
parts or reuniting the parts into a whole’-any  semblance  of an 
organized being having hands  and feet and  other  members’ ? 
Instead of a system there is the Chaos of Anaxagoras (dpoij advrn 

Xpjpam)  and no Mind or  Order.  Then  again in  the noble art of 
politics, who  thinks of first principles  and of true  ideas?  We 
avowedly  follow  not the  truth  but the will  of the  many (cp. Rep. 
493). Is not  legislation  too a sort of literary effort, and might  not 
statesmanship be described as the  art of enchanting ’ the house ? 
While  there  are  some politicians who have no knowledge of the 
truth, but only of what  is likely to  be approved by the many  who 
sit in judgment,’ there  are others who can give no form to their 
ideal, neither having learned ‘the  art of persuasion; nor having 
any insight into the  ‘characters of men.’ Once more, has not 
medical science become a professional routine, which many 
‘ practise without being able to say who were  their instructors ’- 
the application of a few drugs taken from a book instead of a 
life-long study of the  natures  and constitutions of human  beings ? 
DO we see  as clearly as Hippocrates , I  that the  .nature of the body 
can only be understood as a whole ’ ? (270 C ; cp.  Charm. 156 E). 
And are not they held to be  the wisest  physicians  who  have the 
greatest  distrust of their art ? What would Socrates think of our 
newspapers, of our  theology? Perhaps  he would  be afraid to 
speak of them ;-the  one vox populi, the  other vox Dei, he might 
hesitate to attack them ; or  he might trace a fanciful  connexion 
between  them, and  ask doubtfully, whether  they are not equally 
inspired? He would remark  that  we are always  searching for a 
belief  and deploring our unbelief, seeming to prefer  popular 
opinions unverified  and contradictory to unpopular truths which 

TION. 



Speech and writing. 419 

are  assured to US by the most certain  proofs:  that our preachers Plaedr.us. 
are in the habit of praising God ‘without  regard to truth  and INTRODK. 

falsehood, attributing to Him  every species of greatness  and T’oN’ 

glory, saying that He is  all  this  and the  cause of all that, in order 
that we may exhibit Him  as  the fairest and  best of all’  (Symp. 
I@), without any consideration of His  real  nature  and  character 
or  of the  laws  by which He  governs  the  world-seeking for a 
‘private  judgment’  and not  for the  truth or ‘God’s  judgment.’ 
What would  he say of the Church, which we praise  in like 
manner,  ‘meaning  ourselves’ (a58 A), without regard to history 
or experience ? Might he not ask, whether  we ‘ care  more for the 
truth of religion, or for the  speaker  and  the  country from  which 
the  truth comes ’ ? or, whether  the  ‘select wise ’ are not ‘the 
many’  after  all?  (Symp. 194 C.) So we may fill up the sketch 
of Socrates,  lest, as Phaedrus says, the  argument should be too 
abstract  -and  barren of  illustrations.’ ICp. Symp.,  Apol., Euthy- 

phro.) 
He next  proceeds with enthusiasm to define the royal art of 

dialectic as  the power of dividing a whole into parts, and of 
uniting the  parts  in a whole, and which may also be  regarded 
(cp. Soph.) as the  process of the mind talking with herself. The 
latter’ view has probably led Plato to the paradox that speech  is 
superior  to writing, in which he  may seem also to be doing an 
injustice to himself. For the two ‘cannot be fairly compared in 
the  manner which Plato suggests. The contrast of the living and 
dead word, and  the  example of Socrates, which he  has  repre- 
sented  in  the form  of the Dialogue, seem to have misled  him. 
For speech  and  writing have really different functions;  the  one 
is  more’transitory,  more diffuse, more elastic and capable of 
adaptation to moods and  times;  the  other  is more permanent, 
more concentrated, and is uttered not to this or that person or 
audience, but to all the world. In  the Politicus (294 foil.) the 
paradox is camed  further;  the mind or will of the king  is 
preferred  to  the  written  law;  he is supposed to be the  Law 
personified, the ideal made Life. 

Yet in both these  statements  there is  also  contained a truth; 
they may  be compared with one another, and also with the  other 
famous paradox, that  ‘knowledge cannot be  taught.’ Socrates 
means to say, that what is truly  written  is  written in the soul, 
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just  as what is truly taught grows up  in the soul from within and 
is not forced  upon  it  from without. When planted in a congenial 
soil the little seed becomes a tree,  and ‘the birds of the  air build 
their  nests  in  the branches.‘ There  is  an  echo of this in the 
prayer  at  the end of the Dialogue, ‘ Give me beauty in  the inward 
soul, and may the inward  and  outward man be  at one.’ W e  may 
further compare the words of St. Paul, Written not on  tables of 
stone, but on fleshly tables of the heart ; ’ and again, ‘ Ye are  my 
epistles known and  read of  all  men.‘ There may be a use in 
writing as a preservative against the forgetfulness of  old age, but 
to live is  higher far, to be ourselves the book, or  the epistle, the 
truth embodied in a person, the  Word made flesh. Something 
like this  we may believe to have  passed before Plato’s  mind when 
he  affirmed that  speech was superior to writing. So in other 
ages, weary of literature  and criticism, of making  many books, 
of writing  articles in reviews, some  have  desired to live more 
closely in communion with their fellow-men, to speak  heart to 
heart, to speak  and act only, and not to write, following the 
example of Socrates  and of Christ. . . . . 

Some other touches of inimitable grace  and art and of the 
deepest wisdom  may  be also noted; such as  the  prayer or 
‘collect’ which has just been cited, ‘Give me beauty,’  etc. ; or 
‘the  great name which belongs to God alone’ (278) ; or  ‘the 
saying of wiser men than ourselves that a man  of sense should 
try  to please not his fellow-servants, but his good and noble 
masters’ (a?+), like St. Paul again;  or  the description of the 
heavenly originals’  at p. 250. . . . . 
The chief criteria for determining the date of the Dialogue are 

(I) the  ages of Lysias and  Isocrates ; (2) the character of the work. 
Lysias  was born in the  year 458; Isocrates in the year 436, 

about seven years before the birth of  Plato. The first of the two 
great  rhetoricians is described as in the zenith of his fame;  the 
second is still young  and  full  of promise. Now  it is  argued  that 
this must  have  been written in the youth of Isocrates, when the 
promise  was not yet fulfilled. And  thus  we should have to assign 
the Dialogue to a year not later  than 406, when  Isocrates was 
thirty and Plato twenty-three years of age, and while  Socrates 
himself was still  alive. 
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Those  who  argue in this  way  seem not to reflect  how easily PAatdw. 
Plato can 'invent Egyptians or anything else,' and how careless I ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ .  
he  is of historical truth or probability. Who would suspect  that 'IoN' 

the wise Critias, thevirtuous Charmides,  had ended  their lives 
among the  thirty  tyrants?  Who would  imagine that Lysias, who 
is  here assailed by  Socrates,  is the son of his old friend Cephalps ? 
or  that  Isocrates himself is  the  enemy of Plato and his school? 
No arguments can  be drawn from the appropriateness  or in- 
appropriateness of the characters of Plato. (Else,  perhaps, it 
might be  further argued that, judging from their  extant  remains, 
insipid rhetoric  is  far  more characteristic of Isocrates  than of 
Lysias.)  But Plato makes  use of names which  have  often hardly 
any connexion with the historical characters to  whom they belong. 
In this instance the comparative favour shown to Isocrates may 
possibly be accounted for by the  circumstance of his belonging to 
the aristocratical, as Lysias to the democratical party. 

Few persons will be inclined to suppose, in the superficial 
manner of some  ancient critics, that a dialogue which treats of 
love must  necessarily have  been written in youth. As little 
weight  can be attached to the  argument  that Plato must have 
visited Egypt before he  wrote the story of Theuth  and Thamus. 
For there  is  no real proof that  he ever went to Egypt ; and  even 
if he did, he  might  have known or invented Egyptian traditions 
before he  went  there.  The late date of the  Phaedrus will  have to 
be established  by  other  arguments  than these: the  maturity of 
the thought, the perfection of the style, the insight, the relation to 
the other Platonic Dialogues, seem to contradict the notion that it 
could  have been the work of a youth of twenty or twenty-three 
years of age. The cosmological  notion of the mind as  the primurn 
mobile, and  the admission of impulse into the immortal nature, 
also afford grounds for assigning a later date. (Cp.  Tim.,  Soph., 
Laws.)  Add  to this  that the picture of Socrates, though in some 
lesser particulars,-e.g. his going without sandals, his habit of 
remaining within the walls, his  emphatic declaration that his 
study is human nature,-an exact resemblance, is in the main the 
Platonic and not the real Socrates. Can we  suppose 'the young 
man  to  have  told such lies' about his master while he was still 
alive ? Moreover, when two  Dialogues are so closely connected 
as the  Phaedrus and  Symposiun1, there is great improbability in 
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Phacdrus. supposing  that  one of them was written at least  twenty  years 
I ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ -  after  the other. The conclusion seems  to be, that  the Dialogue 

was  written  at some comparatively late  but  unknown period of 
Plato’s  life, after  he  had  deserted  the  purely Socratic point of 
view,  but before he had entered on the  more  abstract speculations 
of the  Sophist  or  the Philebus. Taking  into account the divisions 
of the soul, the doctrine of transmigration,  the contemplative nature 
of the philosophic life, and  the  character of the style, we shall 
not be far wrong  in placing the  Phaedrus  in  the neighbourhood 
of the  Republic;  remarking  only  that allowance must be  made 
for the poetical element in the  Phaedrus, which, while falling 
short of the Republic in definite philosophic results,  seems  to 
have glimpses of a truth beyond. 

Two  short passages, which are unconnected with the main 
subject of the Dialogue, may seem to merit a more  particular 
notice : (I) the locus  classicus about  mythology; (2) the  tale of the 
grasshoppers. 

The first  passage is remarkable as showing  that  Plato  was 
entirely  free from what  may  be  termed  the  Euhemerism of his age. 
For  there  were  Euhemerists  in  Hellas  long before Euhemerus. 
Early  philosophers,  like  Anaxagoras  and  Metrodorus, had found 
in  Homer  and  mythology  hidden  meanings. Plato, with a truer 
instinct,  rejects  these  attractive  interpretations ; he  regards  the 
inventor of them  as  ‘unfortunate; ’ and  they  draw a man off 
from  the  knowledge of himself. There  is a latent criticism, and 
also a poetical sense  in Plato, which enable him to discard them, 
and  yet  in  another  way  to  make  use of poetry  and  mythology 
as a vehicle of thought  and feeling. What would he have said of 
the discovery of Christian  doctrines  in  these old Greek  legends ? 
While acknowledging that  such  interpretations  are  ‘very nice,’ 
would he  not  have  remarked  that  they are found in  all  sacred 
literatures?  They cannot be  tested by any criterion of truth, 
or used to establish  any  truth;  they  add  nothing to the  sum 
of human knowledge ; they are-what we please, and if employed 
as ‘peacemakers’  between  the  new  and old are liable to  serious 
misconstruction, as he  elsewhere  remarks  (Rep. 378 E). And 
therefore  he would have ‘bid  Farewell to them; the  study of 
them would take  up too  much of his  time;  and  he  has not 
as yet  learned  the  true  nature of religion.’ The ‘sophistical’ 
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interest of Phaedrus,  the little touch about the two versions of 1Diuedrur. 
the  story,,the ironical manner  in which these explanations are I ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ .  

set aside-'the  common opinion about them is  enough  for me' "ON' 

-the allusion to the  serpent  Typho may  be noted in passing; 
also the general  agreement between the tone of this  speech and 
the remark of Socrates which  follows afterwards, ' I am a diviner, 
but a poor one.' 

The tale of the grasshoppers is naturally suggested by the 
surrounding  scene. They  are also the representatives of .the 
Athenians as children of the soil. Under  the image of the lively 
chirruping grasshoppers who  inform the Muses in heaven about 
those  who  honour  them on earth, Plato intends to represent 
an Athenian audience (rcrrIywuu ;orrdrcs). The story  is introduced, 
apparently, to mark a change  of subject, and  also,  like several 
other allusions which occur in the course of the Dialogue, in order 
to preserve  the  scene in the recollection of the reader. 

No one  can duly appreciate the dialogues of Plato, especially 
the Phaedrus,  Symposium, and portions of the Republic, who has 
not a sympathy with mysticism. To the uninitiated, as he 
would  himself  have  acknowledged, they will appear to be  the 
dreams of a poet who  is disguised as a philosopher. There  is 
a twofold  difficulty in apprehending  this  aspect of the Platonic 
writings. First,  we do not  immediately realize that  under  the 
marble  exterior of Greek  literature  was concealed a soul thrilling 
with spiritual emotion. Secondly, the forms or figures which 
the Platonic philosophy assumes, are not like the images of 
the prophet Isaiah, or of the Apocalypse, familiar to us in the 
days of our youth. By  mysticism  we  mean,  not the extravagance 
of an erring fancy,  but the concentration of reason in feeling, the 
enthusiastic love of the good, the true, the one, the sense of the in- 
finity of knowledge and of the marvel of the human  faculties. 
When feeding upon such thoughts the  'wing of the soul ' is 
renewed  and  gains strength ; she  is raised above 'the manikins 
of earth' and  their opinions, waiting in wonder to know, and 
working with reverence to  find  out  what  God  in this  or in another 
life  may reveal to her. 



F‘hzedms. ONE of the main purposes of Plato in the  Phaedrus  is to satirize 
Rhetoric, or  rather  the Professors of Rhetoric  who  swarmed 
at  Athens in the fourth century before Christ. As  in  the  opening 
of the Dialogue he ridicules the  interpreters of mythology; as 
in  the  Protagoras  he mocks at  the  Sophists;  as in the  Euthy- 
demus  he  makes fun of the word-splitting Eristics;  as in the 
Cratylus he ridicules the fancies of Etymologers ; as in  the Meno 
and Gorgias and  some  other dialogues  he makes reflections 
and  casts sly imputations  upon the  higher classes  at  Athens ; so 
in the  Phaedrus, chiefly in the  latter  part,  he  aims his shafts 
at  the rhetoricians. The profession of rhetoric  was  the  greatest 
and most popular in Athens,  necessary ‘ to a man’s salvation,’ 
or at  any  rate  to  his  attainment of wealth or  power; but  Plato 
finds  nothing  wholesome or genuine in  the purpose of it. It 
is a veritable  ‘sham,’  having no relation to fact, or  to  truth of 
any kind. It  is antipathetic to him not  only as a philosopher,  but 
also as a great writer. He  cannot abide  the tricks of the rhetori- 
cians, or the  pedantries  and  mannerisms which they introduce  into 
speech  and  writing. He  sees clearly how far  removed they  are 
from the  ways of simplicity and  truth,  and how ignorant of the 
very  elements of the  art which they  are professing to teach. The 
thing which is  most  necessary of  all, the knowledge of human 
nature,  is hardly if at  all  considered  by  them. The  true  rules of 
composition, which are  very few, are not to  be found in  their 
voluminous  systems. Their pretentiousness, their omniscience, 
their large  fortunes, their impatience of argument,  their in- 
difference to first  principles, their stupidity, their  progresses 
through Hellas accompanied by a troop of their disciples-these 
things were  very distasteful to Plato, who  esteemed  genius  far 
above art,  and  was quite sensible of the interval which separated 
them (Phaedrus, 269 D). It  is  thc interval which scparates 



Chararkristics of  the decline. 42 5 

Sophists  and rhetoricians from ancient famous  men  and  women Phiracdrus. 
such as Homer  and  Hesiod, Anacreon and  Sappho, Xschylus and 
Sophocles ; and the Platonic Socrates is afraid that, if he approves 
the former, he will  be  disowned  by the  latter ( a s  B). The spirit 
of rhetoric  was soon to overspread all Hellas; and Plato with 
prophetic insight may have  seen, from afar, the  great  literary 
waste or dead  level, or interminable  marsh, in  which  Greek litera- 
ture was soon  to disappear. A similar vision of the decline of 
the Greek  drama and of the contrast of the old literature  and the 
new  was  present to the mind of Aristophanes after the death of the 
three great  tragedians  (Frogs, 1.93 ff.). After about a hundred, or 
at most  two hundred years if we  exclude  Homer, the genius of 
Hellas had ceased to  flower or blossom. The  dreary waste which 
follows, beginning with the Alexandrian writers and  even  before 
them in the platitudes of Isocrates and his school, spreads over 
much more than a thousand years. And  from this decline the 
Greek language and  literature, unlike the Latin, which has come  to 
life in new  forms  and  been  developed into the great  European 
languages, never recovered. 

This monotony of literature, without merit, without genius 
and without character,  is a phenomenon  which deserves  more 
attention than it has hitherto received ; it is a phenomenon unique 
in the literary history of the world. How could there have  been 
so much  cultivation, so much  diligence in writing, and so little 
mind or  real creative power?  Why did a thousand years in- 
vent nothing better  than Sibylline books, Orphic poems,  Byzan- 
tine imitations of classical histories, Christian reproductions 
of Greek plays, novels like the silly and obscene  romances of 
Longus  and Heliodorus, innumerable forged epistles, a great 
many epigrams, biographies of the meanest and most  meagre 
description, a sham philosophy which was the bastard progeny 
of the union between Hellas and the  East? Only in Plutarch, 
in Lucian, in Longinus, in the Roman emperors Marcus 
Aurelius  and Julian, in some of the Christian fathers are 
there  any traces of good sense  or originality, or  any  power 
of arousing the interest of later ages. And when  new books 
ceased to  be written, why did hosts of grammarians and in- 
terpreters flock  in,  who never attain to any sound  notion either of 
grammar  or Interpretation ? Why did the physical sciences 

. . .. 
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Phuedrus. never  arrive  at  any  true knowledge or make any real progress? 

Why did poetry droop  and  languish ? Why did history  degenerate 
into fable ? Why did words  lose  their  power of expression ? Why 
were  ages of external  greatness  and magnificence attended  by 
all the signs of decay in the  human mind which are possible ? 

To these questions many answers  may  be given, which  if not 
the  true causes, are at  least to be  reckoned  among the  symptoms 
of the decline. There is  the  want of method in physical  science, 
the want of criticism in history, the  want of simplicity or delicacy 
in poetry, the  want of political freedom,  which  is the  true 
atmosphere of public speaking, in oratory. The ways of life 
were luxurious  and  commonplace.  Philosophy had become 
extravagant, eclectic, abstract, devoid of any  real content. At 
length it ceased to exist. It had spread  words like plaster over 
the whole  field of knowledge, It had grown  ascetic on one side, 
mystical on the other. Neither of these tendencies  was  favour- 
able to literature. There  was no sense of beauty either in 
language or in art.  The Greek  world  became  vacant,  barbaric, 
oriental. No one had anything  new to say,  or  any conviction of 
truth.  The  age had no  remembrance of the past,  no  power of 
understanding  what  other  ages  thought  and felt. The Catholic 
faith had degenerated  into  dogma  and  controversy. For more 
than a thousand years not a single writer of first-rate, or even of 
second-rate,  reputation has a place in  the  innumerable rolls of 
Greek  literature. 

If we seek to go deeper,  we can still  only  describe  the  outward 
nature of the clouds or  darkness which were  spread  over  the 
heavens during so many.ages without  relief or light. W e  may 
say that this, like several  other long periods in the history of 
the human  race, was destitute, or  deprived of the moral  qualities 
which are  the root of literary excellence. It had  no life or 
aspiration,  no  national or political force, no desire for consis- 
tency,  no love of knowledge for its own sake.  It did not attempt 
to pierce the  mists which surrounded it. It did not  propose to 

itself to go  forward  and  scale the  heights of  knowledge, but to 
go  backwards  and  seek at  the beginning  what can only  be found. 
towards the end. It  was lost in doubt  and  ignorance. It  rested 

of fancy which creates  poetry ; and where  there  is no true  poetry, 
upon tradition and  authority, It had  none of the  higher play 
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neither can there be any good prose. It had  no great  characters, Phaedrus. 
and therefore it had no great  writers. It was incapable of dis- 
tinguishing between  words and things. It  was so hopelessly 
below the ancient  standard of classical Greek art and  literature 
that it had no  power of understanding  or of valuing them. It 
is doubtful whether  any Greek author  was  justly appreciated in 
antiquity  except by his own contemporaries; and this neglect of 
the  great authors of the past led to the disappearance of the larger 
part of them, while the Greek fathers  were mostly preserved. 
There  is no  reason to suppose  that, in the century before the 
taking of Constantinople, much more  was in existence  than the 
scholars of the Renaissance  carried away  with them to Italy. 

The character of Greek  literature  sank  lower as time went 
on. It consisted more  and  more of compilations, of scholia, of 
extracts, of commentaries, forgeries, imitations. The commen- 
tator or interpreter had  no conception of his author as a whole, 
and very little of the context of any passage which he  was ex- 
plaining. The least things  were  preferred by  him  to the greatest, 
The question of a reading, or a grammatical  form, or an accent, 
or the uses of a word,  took the place of the aim or 'subject of 
the book. He had no sense of the beauties of an  author, and 
very little light is  thrown by him on real difficulties. He in- 
terprets past ages by his own. The greatest classical writers 
are  the least appreciated by him. This  seems to  be the reason 
why so many of them  have  perished, why the lyric poets have 
almost wholly disappeared; why,  out of the eighty or ninety 
tragedies of Eschylus  and Sophocles, only seven of  each  have 
been  preserved. 

Such  an  age of sciolism and scholasticism  may possibly once 
more get  the better of the literary world. There  are those who 
prophesy  that the signs of such a day are again appearing among 
us, and  that  at the end of the  present  century no writer of the 
first class will be still alive. They think that the Muse of Litera- 
ture may transfer herself to other countries less dried up or 
worn out than  our own. They  seem to see  the withering effect 
of criticism on original genius. No one can  doubt that such a 
decay or decline of literature  and of art seriously affects  the 
manners and character of a nation. It takes away  half the joys 
and refinements of life; it increases its dulness and grossncss. 
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Phwdms. Hence it becomes a matter of great  interest to consider how, 
if at all, such a degeneracy  may  be  averted. Is there  any  elixir 
which can restore life and youth to  the  literature of a nation, 
or  at  any  rate which can prevent  it becoming unmanned  and 
enfeebled ? 

First  there  is  the  progress of education. It  is possible, and 
&en probable, that  the  extension of the  means of knowledge over 
a wider  area  and to persons living under  new conditions may lead 
to many new combinations of thought  and language. But, as yet, 
experience  does not favour the realization of such a hope or 
promise. It may be  trulyanswered  that  at  present  the  training of 
teachers  and  the  methods of education are  very imperfect, and 
therefore  that  we  cannot  judge of the  future  by  the  present. 
When more of our  youth are trained  in  the  best  literatures,  and 
in  the  best  parts of them,  their  minds  may  be  expected  to have a 
larger  growth,  They will have more  interests,  more  thoughts, 
more material for conversation ; they will have a higher  standard 
and begin to think  for  themselves. The  number of persons who 
will have the  opportunity of receiving  the  highest education 
through  the  cheap  press,  and by the  help of high schools and 
colleges, may  increase tenfold. It  is likely that  in  every  thousand 
persons  there  is  at  least  one who is  far above the  average  in 
natural capacity, but the  seed  which  is  in him dies for want of 
cultivation. It  has  never  had  any  stimulus to grow,  or  any field 
in  which to blossom and  produce  fruit. Here is a great  reservoir 
or treasure-house of human  intelligence out  of which new  waters 
may flow and cover the  earth. If at  any  time  the  great men of 
the world should die out, and originality or genius  appear to 
suffer a partial eclipse, there  is a boundless  hope  in  the  multitude 
of intelligences for future  generations. They may bring gifts to 
men  such  as  the  world  has  never received before. They  may 
begin at a higher point and  yet  take  with  them all the  results 
of the past. The co-operation of many  may have effects not 
less striking, though different in  character  from  those which the 
creative genius of a single man, such  as Bacon or Newton, formerly 
produced. There  is also great  hope  to  be  derived, not merely 
from the  extension of education over a wider  area, but from the 
continuance of it during many  generations. Educated parents 
will have children fit to receive education;  and  these again will 
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grow up under circumstances far more  favourable to the growth Pkmdmr. 
of intelligence than  any which  have hitherto existed in our 
own or in former ages. 

Even if we  were to suppose no more  men of genius to be 
produced, the great writers of ancient or of  modern times will 
remain  to furnish abundant  materials of education to the coming 
generation. Now that  every nation  holds  communication with 
every other, we may truly say in a fuller sense than formerly that 
‘the thoughts of men are widened with the process of the suns.’ 
They will not be  ‘cribbed, cabined, and confined ’ within a pro- 
vince or an island. The East will provide elements of culture to the 
West  as well as  the  West to the East. The religions and literatures 
of the world  will  be open books,  which he who wills may  read. 
The human  race may  not  be always ground  down  by  bodily  toil, 
but  may  have greater leisure for the improvement of the mind. 
The increasing sense of the greatness  and infinity of nature will 
tend to  awaken in men larger  and  more liberal thoughts. The 
love of mankind may be  the source of a greater development of 
literature than nationality has ever been. There may  be a greater 
freedom  from prejudice and  party ; we may better understand the 
whereabouts of truth,  and  therefore there may be more success 
and  fewer failures in the search for  it. Lastly, in the coming ages 
we shall carry with us the recollection of the past, in which are 
necessarily contained many  seeds of revival  and renaissance in the 
future. So far is  the world  from  becoming exhausted, so ground- 
less is the fear that  literature will ever die out. 





P H A E D R L J S .  

PERSOIVS OF THE DZALOGUX. 

SOCRATES. PHAEDROS. 

SCENE :-Under a plane-tree, by the  banks of the Ilissus. 

Steph. Socrates. My dear  Phaedrus,  whence  come you, and  whither 

Phaedrus. I have  come  from  Lysias  the son of Cephalus, 
227 are you going ? PHAEDRUS. 

and I am  going to take  a walk outside  the wall, for I have just left 

been  sitting  with  him  the  whole  morning ; and  our  common LYsiG the 
friend  Acumenys  tells  me  that  it is much  more  refreshing  to abut to 
walk in the  open  air  than  to  be  shut up in a cloister. take a walk 

SOC. There  he  is i-ight. Lysias  then, I suppose,  was in the t r y ,  when 
in  the coun 

town ? he  meets 
Phaedr. Yes,  he  was  staying with Epicrates,  here  at  the Socmtes* 

house of Morychus ; that  house which is near  the  temple of 
Olympian  Zeus. 

SOC. And  how  did he  entertain  you?  Can I be wrong  in 
supposing  that  Lysias  gave  you  a feast of discourse ? 

Phaedr. You  shall  hear, if you can  spare time to accom- 
pany me. 

Sac. And  should I not  deem  the  conversation of you and 
Lysias ‘ a  thing 6f higher import,’ as I may  say  in  the  words 
of Pindar,  ‘than  any  business ’ ? 

orator, is 

Phaedr. Will you go  on ? 
SOC. And will you  go  on with the  narration ? 
Phaedr. My  tale, Socrates, ‘is one of your sort! for love Thetheme 

was  the  theme which  occupied us-love after a fashion: :k?zrn- 
Lysias  has been writing  about  a fair youth  who  was  being doxabut 
tempted, but not by a  lover;  and  this  was  the  point;  he love* 



432 Phaedrus has learned by head a speech of Lysias. 
Phtdrn$. ingeniously  proved  that  the  non-lover  should  be  accepted 
soca*tn~, rather  than  the  lover. 
PH*RDR"n SOC. 0 that  is  noble  of  him ! I wish  that  he  would  say  the 

poor  man  rather  than  the rich, and  the  old  man  rather  than 
the  young  one ;-then he would  meet  the  case of me  and  of 
many a man ; his  words  would  be  quite  refreshing,  and  he 
would  be a public  benefactor. For  my  part' I do so long  to 
hear  his  speech,  that if you  walk  all  the  way  to  Megara,  and 
when  you  have  reached  the  wall  come  back,  as  Herodicus 
recommends,  without  going in, I will keep you company. 

Phaedr. What  do you mean,  my  good  Socrates ? How 
can  you  imagine  that  my  unpractised  memory  can  do  justice 228 

to an  elaborate work, which  the  greatest  rhetorician of the 
age  spent  a  long  time  in  composing.  Indeed,  I  cannot; I 
would  give  a  great  deal if I could. 

Thewaysof SOC. I believe  that I know  Phaedrus  about  as  well  as I 
rFzy know myself, and I am very  sure  that  the  speech  of  Lysias 
known to was  repeated  to him, not  once  only,  but  again  and  again ;- 
Socmtes* he  insisted  on  hearing  it  many  times  over  and  Lysias  was  very 

willing  to  gratify  him ; at last, when  nothing  else  would  do, 
he  got  hold of the book, and  looked  at  what  he  most  wanted 
to see,-this occupied  him  during  the  whole  morning ;-and 
then  when  he was tired  with  sitting,  he  went  out  to  take 
a walk, not until,  by the  dog, as I believe, he  had  simply 
learned  by  heart  the  entire  discourse,  unless  it  was  un- 
usually  long,  and  he  went  to  a  place  outside  the  wall  that  he 
might  practise  his  lesson.  There  he  saw  a  certain  lover  of 
discourse  who  had a similar  weakness ;-he saw  and  re- 
joiced ; now  thought he, ' I shall  have  a  partner  in  my 
revels.' And  he  invited  him  to  come  and  walk  with  him, 
But  when  the  lover  of  discourse  begged  that  he  would  repeat 
the tale, he  gave  himself  airs  and  said, ' No I cannot,' as  if 
he  were  indisposed ; although, if the  hearer  had  refused,  he 
would  sooner  or  later  have  been  compelled  by  him to listen 
whether  he  would  or no. Therefore,  Phaedrus, bid  him do 
at  once  what  he will soon  do  whether  bidden or not. 

Phaedr. I see  that  you  will  not  let me off until I speak  in 
some  fashion or other;  verily  therefore  my  best  plan  is  to 
speak  as I best  can. 

Soc. A very true remark,  that of yours. 
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Phaedr. I will do  as I say;  but  believe me, Socrates, I did phacdmr. 

not  learn  the  very  words-0  no ; nevertheless I have a sOCRATES, 
general  notion  of  what  he  said,  and will give  you a summary pHAKDRus. 

of the  points in which  the  lover  differed  from  the  non-lover. 
Let  me  begin  at  the  beginning. 

SOC. Yes,  my  sweet one ; but  you  must  first of all  show who ob- 
what  you  have  in  your left hand  under  your  cloak,  for  that ~~~s~~~ 

roll, as I suspect, is the  actual  discourse.  Now,  much  as the roll 

I love you, I would  not  have  you  suppose  that I am  going  to ::zhihi, 
have  your  memory  exercised  at  my  expense, if you  have cloak. 

Lysias  himself  here. 
Phaedr. Enough ; I see  that I have  no  hope of practising 

229  my art  upon  you.  But if I am  to  read,  where  would  you 
please  to  sit? 

SOC. Let us turn  aside  and  go by the  Ilissus; we  will sit 
down  at  some  quiet  spot. 

Phaedr. I am  fortunate in not  having  my  sandals,  and  as 
you  never  have  any, I think  that  we  may  go  along  the  brook 
and  cool  our  feet  in  the  water ; this will  be the  easiest way, 
and  at  midday  and  in  the  summer is far  from  being  unpleasant. 

SOC. Lead  on,  and  look  out  for  a  place  in which  we can 
sit  down. 

Phaedr. Do you  see  that  tallest  plane-tree in the  distance? 
SOC. Yes. 
Phaedr. There  are  shade  and  gentle  breezes,  and  grass  on 

SOC. Move  forward. 
Phaedr. I should  like  to  know,  Socrates,  whether  the  place On  the way 

which we  may  either  sit  or  lie  down. 

is not  somewhere  here  at  which  Boreas is said  to  have  carried :;ll:s”,e, 
off Orithyia  from  the  banks of the  Ilissus ? Phaedrus 

SOC. Spch is the  tradition. 
Phaedr, And  is  this  the  exact  spot?  The little  stream  is Socrates 

asks the 
opinion of 

delightfully  clear  and  bright ; I can  fancy  that  there  might 
be maidens  playing  near. 

a  quarter of a mile  lower  down,  where  you  cross  to  the  temple 
of Artemis,  and  there is, I think,  some  sort  of  an  altar  of 
Boreas  at  the  place. 

Phaedr. I have  never  noticed  it;  but I beseech YOU to  tell 
me, Socrates,  do  you  believe  this  tale ? 

1’0L. I. F f  

the tmth 
of a local 

soc. I believe  that  the  spot is not  exactly  here,  but  about legend. 
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PhlifYtS. 

SCCRATE% 
PHABDRUS. 

Socrates 
desires to 

self before 
know  him- 

hc  enquires 
into  the 
newlyfound 
philosophy 
of myth- 
ology. 

Socrates, 
who is an 
inhabitant 

is charmed 
of the city, 

with the 
sights  and 
sounds of 
the  country 
which are 
so new lo 
him. 

Soc. The wise are doubtful, and I should  not be singular 
if, like  them, I too doubted. I might have  a  rational  ex- 
planation  that  Orithyia  was  playing with Pharmacia,  when 
a  northern  gust  carried  her  over  the  neighbouring  rocks; 
and  this  being  the  manner of her  death,  she was said to have 
been carried away by Boreas. There is a  discrepancy, how 
ever, about the  locality;  according  to  another  version of the 
story  she  was  taken from the  Areopagus,  and not from this 
place.  Now I quite  acknowledge that  these  allegories  are 
very nice, but  he  is  not to  be  envied  who has to invent  them ; 
much  labour  and  ingenuity will be required of him ; and'when 
he  has  once begun, he must go on  and  rehabilitate  Hippo- 
centatm  and  chimeras  dire.  Gorgons  and winged steeds 
flow  in  apace, and  numberless  other inconceivable and  por- 
tentous  natures. ' And if he is sceptical  about them, and 
would fain reduce them one  after  another to the  rules of 
probability,  this sort of crude  philosophy will take up a  great 
deal of time. Now I have  no  leisure  for  such  enquiries; 
shall I tell  you why ? I must first  know  myself, as  the 
Delphian  inscription says ; to be curious  about  that which  is 230 
not my concern, while I am still in  ignorance of my own self, 
would be  ridiculous.  And therefore I bid farewell to all this ; 
the common opinion is enough for me. For, as I was  saying, 
I want to  know  not  about  this,  but  about  myself: am I a 
monster more  complicated and swollen  with  passion than  the 
serpent  Typho,  or  a  creature of a  gentler  and  simpler  sort, 
to whom Nature  has given a  diviner  and lowlier destiny? 
But  let  me  ask you,  friend : have we not  reached  the  plane- 
tree  to which  you were  conducting u s ?  

Phnedr. Yes,  this  is  the  tree. 
SOC. By Here,  a fair  resting-place,  full of summer  sounds  and 

scents. Here is this  lofty and  spreading  plane-tree,  and  the 
agnus  castus high and  clustering, in the fullest  blossom and 
the  greatest.fragrance ; and  the  stream which flows beneath 
the  plane-tree is deliciously  cold to the feet. Judging from 
the  ornaments  and images,  this  must  be a  spot  sacred to 
Achelous  and  the Nymphs. How  delightful is the  breeze :-- 
so very  sweet;  and  there is a  sound  in  the  air  shrill  and 
summerlike which  makes answer  to  the  chorus of the 
cicndae.  Rut the  greatest  charm of all is the  grass,  like 
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a  pillow  gently  sloping  to  the  head.  My  dear  Phaedrus, ph~redfirs. 
you  have  been  an  admirable  guide. 

Phaedr. What  an  incomprehensible  being  you  are, PH*wws. 

Socrates:  when  you  are  in  the  country,  as  you  say,  you 
really  are  like  some  stranger  who  is  led  about by a  guide. 
Do you  ever  cross  the  border? I rather  think  that  you  never 
venture  even  outside  the  gates. 

SOC. Very  true,  my  good  friend ; and I hope  that  you  will He is B 
excuse  me  when  you  hear  the  reason,  which is, that I am  a ~'~~~'e 
lover  of  knowledge,  and  the  men  who  dwell  in  the  city  are andofman- 
my teachers,  and  not  the  trees  or  the  country.  Though I kindsand 
do  indeed  believe  that  you  have  found  a  spell  with  which  to can o n l y h  

therefore 

draw  me  out of the  city.into  the  country,  like  a  hungry  cow drawnout 
before  whom  a  bough  or  a  bunch  of  fruit is waved. For by the help 

of  the  city 

only  hold up before  me  in  like  manner  a book, and  you  may Ofa hook. 
lead  me  all  round  Attica,  and  over  the  wide  world.  And 
now  having  arrived, I intend  to  lie  down,  and  do you choose 
any  posture  in  which  you  can  read best. Begin. ' 

Phaedr. Listen. You know  how  matters  stand  with  me; 
231 and how, as  I conceive,  this  affair  may  be  arranged  for  the 

advantage of both of us. And I maintain  that I ought  not 
to fail in  my  suit,  because I am  not  your  lover : for  lovers 
repent of the  kindnesses  which  they  have  shown  when  their 
passion  ceases,  but  to  the  non-lovers  who  are  free  and  not 
under  any  compulsion,  no  time of repentance  ever  comes ; 
for  they  confer  their  benefits  according  to  the  measure  of 
their  ability,  in  the  way  which  is  most  conducive  to  their , 

own  interest.  Then  again,  lovers  consider  how  by  reason non- 
of their  love  they  have  neglected  their  own  concerns  and E;;;!'''''': 
rendered  service to others : and  when to these  benefits tothelover, 
conferred  they  add  on  the  troubles  which  they  have  endured, ?;:-;; 
they  think  that  they  have  long  .ago  made  to  the  beloved a own mas- 
very  ample  return.  But  the  non-lover  has  no  such  torment- ter, less 
ing recollections ; he  has  never  neglected  his affairs or more likely 
quarrelled with his  relations ; he  has  no  troubles  to  add up to  keep 
or excuses  to  invent;  and  being  well  rid of all  these evils, ~ ~ $ ~ ~ f ' s  
why  should  he  not  freely  do  what will gratify  the  beloved ? less  fickle, 
If you say  that  the  lover  is  more  to  be  esteemed,  because  his 
love is thought  to be greater;  for  he  is  willing  to say and  do jealous, less 
what  is  hateful  to  other  men,  in  order  to  please  his  beloved ; exc'usive ; 

SocRArEs. 

exacting, 

F f 2  
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~hrrudrus. “that, if true,  is  only  a  proof  that  he will prefer  any  future 

L ~ ~ ~ ~ .  love to  his  present,  and will injure  his old  love at  the 
and there pleasure of the new. And  how,  in a matter of such  infinite 
*re more importance,  can a  man  be  right  in  trusting himself to one 
of them. who  is afflicted  with a malady  which no  experienced  person 

would attempt  to  cure,  for  the  patient  himself  admits  that  he 
is not  in  his  right mind, and  acknowledges  that  he  is  wrong 
in his mind, but  says  that  he  is  unable  to  control  himself? 
And if he  came  to  his  right mind,  would he  ever  imagine 
that  the  desires  were  good which he conceived when  in  his 
wrong mind ? Once more, there  are  many  more  non-lovers 
than  lovers;  and if you choose  the  best of the lovers, you 
will not  have  many to choose from ; but if from the  non- 
lovers, the choice will be  larger, and you will be  far  more 
likely  to  find among them a  person  who is worthy of your 
friendship.  If public  opinion be your dread,  and you would 
avoid reproach,  in all probability  the lover, who  is  always 
thinking  that  other  men  are  as  emulous of him as  he is of 232 

them, will boast to  some  one of his  successes,  and  make  a 
show of them  openly in the  pride of his  heart ;-he wants 
others  to  know  that  his  labour  has  not been lost; but the 
non-lover is more  his  own  master,  and is desirous of solid 
good, and not of the  opinion of mankind. Again, the  lover 
may  be  generally  noted or seen following the beloved  (this is 
his  regular occupation), and  whenever  they  are  observed to 
exchange two words  they  are  supposed  to meet about  some 
affair of love either  past or in  contemplation ; but  when  non- 
lovers meet, no one  asks  the  reason why, because  people 
know,  that  talking  to  another is natural,  whether  friendship 
or mere  pleasure be the motive. Once more, if you fear  the 
fickleness of friendship,  consider  that  in  any  other  case  a 
quarrel might  be a mutual calamity; but now, when you 
have given  up what is most precious to  you, you will be  the 
greater loser, and  therefore, you  will have  more  reason in 
being  afraid of the  lover, for his  vexations  are many, and  he 
is always  fancying that  every  one is leagued  against him. 
Wherefore also he  debars  his beloved  from society;  he will 
not  have you intimate with the wealthy,  lest they  should 

* Reading T $  hiycrv; cf. infra, 74 81~hiyru6ar. 
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exceed him in wealth, or  with men of educatioo,  lest  they PhdnLr. 
should be his  superiors  in  understanding;  and  he  is  equally LuslAs. 

afraid of anybody’s  influence  who  has  any  other  advantage 
over  himself.  If  he  can  persuade you  to break  with  them, 
you  are left without  a  friend  in  the  world ; or  if,  out  of  a 
regard  to  your  own  interest,  you  have  more  sense  than  to 
comply  with  his  desire,  you will have  to  quarrel  with, him. 
But  those  who  are  non-lovers,  and  whose  success  in love is 
the  reward  of  their  merit, will not  be  jealous of the com. 
panions of their beloved, and will rather  hate  those  who 
refuse  to be his  associates,  thinking  that  their  favourite  is 
slighted by the  latter  and  benefited by the  former;  for  more 
love than  hatred  may be expected  to  come  to him out of his 
friendship  with  others.  Many  lovers  too  have  loved  the 
person of a  youth  before  they  knew  his  character  or  his 
belongings; so that  when  their  passion  has  passed away, 
there  is no knowing  whether  they will continue  to  be  his 

233 friends ; whereas,  in  the  case of non-lovers  who  -were 
always  friends,  the  friendship is not  lessened by the  favours 
granted; but the  recollection of these  remains with  them, 
and  is  an  earnest of good  things to  come. Further, 1 say Thenoil- 

that  you  are  likely  to be improved by me, wherpas  the  lover !:’::: 
will spoil you. For  they  praise  your  words  and  actions  in thelover 
a  wrong  way;  partly,  because  they  are  afraid of offending 
you, and also, their  judgment  is  weakened by passion’. ofhisaf- 
Such  are  the  feats  which  love  exhibits ; he  makes  things fections. 
painful to the  disappointed which give  no  pain  to  others ; he 
compels  the  successful  lover  to  praise  what  ought  not  to 
give  him  pleasure,  and  therefore  the beloved is  to  be  pitied 
rather  than  envied.  But if you  listen  to me, in  the  first 
place, I, in  my  intercourse with  you, shall  not  merely  regard 
present  enjoyment, but also  future  advantage,  being  not 
mastered by  love, but  my  own  master;  nor  for  small  causes 
taking  violent dislikes, but  even  when  the  cause  is  great, 
slowly  laying  up  little  wrath-unintentional offences I shall 
forgive, and  intentional  ones I shall  try  to  prevent;  and 
these  are  the  marks of a  friendship  which will  last. Do you The non- 

think  that  a  lover  only  can be a firm friend ? reflect :-if this 2;:; the 
were  true,  we  should  set  small  value  on  sons,  or  fathers, or friend:  he 
mothers ; nor  should  we  ever  have loyal friends,  for  our 

the object 
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Phedmr. love of  them arises  not from  passion,  but  from other asso- 

L ~ ~ ~ ~ ,  ciations.  Further, if we  ought to shower  favours  on  those 
Soc~.na who  are  the  most  eager  suitors,-on  that  principle,  we  ought 
more Of * always  to  do good, not to the  most virtuous, but  to  the  most 
giver; his 
loveismore needy;  for  they  are  the  persons  who will  be  most relieved, 
!=%and and will therefore be the most grateful;  and  when you 
1s never 
censure& make  a  feast you should  invite  not  your  friend,  but  the 

beggar  and  the  empty  soul ; for  they will love you, and 
attend you, and come  about  your  doors,  and will  be the  best 
pleased, and  the  most  grateful,  and will invoke  many a 
blessing  on  your  head.  Yet  surely  you  ought  not to be 
granting  favours  to  those  who  besiege  you  with  prayer,  but 
to  those  who  are  best  able  to  reward  you ; nor  to  the  lover 
only,  but to  those  who  are  worthy of love ; nor  to  those  who 
will enjoy  the bloom of  your  youth,  but  to  those  who will 234 
share  their  possessions with  you in age;  nor  to  those who, 
having  succeeded, will glory  in  their  success  to  others,  but 
to  those  who will be  modest  and tell no  tales ; nor  to  those 
who  care  about  you  for  a  moment only,  but to  those  who 
will continue  your  friends  through life ; nor  to  those who, 
when  their  passion is over,  will  pick a  quarrel with  you, but 
rather  to  those who, when  the  charm of youth  has left  you,  will 
show  their  own  virtue.  Remember  what I have  said ; and 
consider  yet  this  further  point : friends  admonish  the  lover 
under  the  idea  that  his  way of  life is bad, but  no  one of his 
kindred  ever  yet  censured  the  non-lover, or thought  that  he 
was ill-advised about  his  own  interests. 

'Perhaps  you will ask me  whether I propose  that  you 
should  indulge  every  non-lover. To which I reply  that  not 
even  the  lover  would  advise  you  to  indulge  all lovers, for 
the  indiscriminate  favour  is  less  esteemed by the  rational 
recipient,  and  less  easily  hidden by him  whd  would  escape 
the  censure of the world. Now  love  ought  to  be  for  the 
advantage of  both  parties, and for the  injury  of  neither. 
' I believe  that I have 'said enough ; but if there is any- 

thing  more'which  you  desire or which in  your  opinion  needs 
to  be  supplied,  ask  and I will  answer.' 

Now,'Soerates,  what  do  you  think ? Is not  the  discourse 
excellent,  more  especially in the  matter of the  language ? 

. .  SOC. Yes, quite  admirable ; the effect on  me  was  ravishing. 
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And  this I owe  to you, Phaedrus,  for I observed  you  while Phaenvtrs. 
reading  to  be  in  an  ecstasy,  and  thinking  that  you  are  more s ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ,  
experienced in these  matters  than I am, I followed your PXAEDRUS* 

example,  and,  like you,  my divine  darling, I became  inspired Socrates 
with a  phrenzy. has  no  great 

opinion of 
Phaedr. Indeed, you are  pleased  to be merry. the  speech. 
SOC. Do you  mean  that I am  not in earnest? At first  the 

effect on 
Phaedr. Now  don't talk in  that way, Socrates, but let  me him was 

have  your  real  opinion; I adjure you, by  Zeus,  the god of 
friendship,  to  tell  me  whether  you  think  that  any  Hellene becausehe 
could  have  said  more or spoken  better  on  the  same  subject. ~~'''!& 

SOC. Well,  but  are you and I expected to przise  the  senti- was m- 
ments of the  author, or only  the  clearness,  and  roundness, zp:;tt2 
and finish, and  tournure of the  language?  As to the  first hewill 

235 I willingly  submit  to  your  better  judgment,  for I am  not submit to 
worthy  to form an  opinion,  having  only  attended  to  the judgement: 
rhetorical  manner;  and I was  doubting  whether  this  could oftheman- 
have  been  defended  even by Lysias  himself; I thought, not think 
though I speak  under  correction,  that  he  repeated himself much. 
two or  three times, either  from  want  of  words or from want 
of pains ; and  also,  he  appeared  to  me  ostentatiously to 
exult in showing  how well he could say  the  same  thing' in 
two or  three ways. 

Phaedr. Nonsense,  Socrates ; what  you call repetition  was 
the  especial  merit of the  speech;  for  he  omitted  no  topic of 
which the  subject  rightly allowed, and I do  not  think  that 
any  one'could  have  spoken  better  or  more  exhaustively. 

SOC. There I cannot go along  with you. Ancient  sages, 
men  and  women,  who  have  spoken  and  written of these 
things,  would  rise  up  in  judgment  against me, if out of com- 
plaisance I assented  to you. 

Phaedr, Who  are  they,  and  where  did  you  hear  anything 
better  than  this ? 

SOC. I am  sure  that I must  have heard;  but at  this He has 
moment I do  not  remember  from  whom ; perhaps  from ~~~~~ 

Sappho  the fair, or  Anacreon  the  wise ; or,  possibly,  from a speech, and 

prose  writer.  Why  do I say so ? Why, because I perceive E''':? 
that  my  bosom  is full, and  that I could make  another  speech makeone 

Phaedrus's 

ner  he does 

Reading rahd.  
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P ~ ~ N S .  as good as  that of Lysias,  and  different.  Now I am  certain 
s ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ,  that  this is not  an  invention of my  own,  who  am well aware 
P M A ~ D R ~ ~ .  that I know  nothing,  and  therefore I can  only  infer  that 1 
himself,  not have  been  filled  through  the  ears,  like  a  pitcher,  from  the 
ferent, for waters of another,  though I have  actually  forgotten  in  my 
this or any stupidity  who  was  my  informant. 

have Phaedr. That  is  grand :-but never  mind  where  you  heard 

topics 
some  good the  discourse  or  from  whom ; let  that  be  a  mystery  not  to 
which are be  divulged  even  at  my  earnest  desire.  Only,  as  you  say, 
common- promise * to  make  another  and  better  oration,  equal  in  length 
places. and  entirely new, on  the  same  subject;  and I, like  the  nine 

Archons, will promise  to  set  up a golden  image  at  Delphi, 
not  only  of myself, but of you, and as large  as life. 

SOC. You are  a dear  golden  ass if you  suppose  me  to 
mean  that  Lysias  has  altogether  missed  the  mark,  and  that I 
can  make  a  speech  from  which  all  his  arguments  are  to  be 
excluded. The  worst  of  authors will say  something which is 
to  the  point.  Who,  for  example,  could  speak  on  this,  thesis 
of  yours  without  praising  the  discretion of the  non-lover 236 
and  blaming  the  indiscretion of the  lover?  These  are  the 
commonplaces of the  subject  which  must  come in (for  what 
else is there  to  be  said ?) and  must  be  allowed  and  excused ; 
the  only  merit  is in the  arrangement of them,  for  there  can 
be  none  in  the  invention;  but  when  you  leave  the  common- 
places,  then  there  may  be  some  originality. 

Oneat least ' Phaedr. I admit  that  there  is  reason  in  what you say,  and 
of  Lysias' I too  will  be reasonable,  and will allow you to  start  with  the common- 
places  is premiss  that  the  lover  is  more  disordered  in  his  wits  than 
not to be the  non-lover ; if in  what  remains you make a longer  and excluded. 

better  speech  than  Lysias,  and  use  other  arguments,  then I 
say  again,  that  a  statue  you  shall  have  of  beaten  gold,  and 
take  your  place  by  the  colossal  offerings  of  tne  Cypselids  at 
Olympia. 

SOC. How  profoundly  in  earnest  is  the  lover,  because  to 
tease  him I lay  a  finger  upon  his  love!  And so, Phaedrus, 
you  really  imagine  that I am  going  to  improve  upon  the 
ingenuity of Lysias ? 

Phaedr. There I have  you  as  you  had me, and  you  must 

entirely dif- 

speech 



The parol+ of Socrates. 44 1 

just  speak ‘as you  best can.’ Do not  let us exchange  ‘tu Phacdrus. 
quoque ’ as in  a  farce, or  compel  me  to  say  to  you  as  you socRAres, 
said  to me, ‘ I  know  Socrates  as well as  I know myself, and 
he  was  wanting  to  speak,  but  he  gave  himself airs.’ Rather Fair play. 
I would  have  you  consider  that from this  place  we  stir  not determind 

Phaedrus is 

until  you  have  unbosomed  yourself of the  speech ; for  here to  extort a 
are  we  all  alone,  and I am  stronger,  remember,  and  younger ~~~~$~ 
than  you:”Wherefore  perpend,  and  do  not  compel  me  to Socrates 
use  violence. has dready 

SOC. But,  my  sweet  Phaedrus,  how  ridiculous  it  would be the speech 
extorted 

of me  to  compete  with  Lysias  in  an  extempore  speech! F ~ o ~ ~ ~ -  
H e  is  a  master  in  his  art  and I am  an  untaught  man. self. 

Phaedr. You see  how  matters  ‘stand ; and  therefore  let 
there  be  no  more  pretences; for, indeed, I know  the  word 
that is irresistible. 

SOC. Then don’t say it. 
Phaedr. Yes,  but I will;  and my word  shall  be  an  oath. 

‘ I  say,  or  rather  swear’-but  what  god will be  the  witness 
of my  oath ?-‘ By  this  plane-tree I swear,  that  unless you 
repeat  the  discourse  here  in  the face  of this  very  plane-tree, 
I will never tell  you  another;  never  let  you  have  word of 
another ! ’ 

SOC. Villain ! I am  conquered ; the  poor  lover of dis- 
course  has  no  more  to  say. 

Phaedr. Then  why  are  you  still  at  your  tricks ? 
SOC. I am  not  going  to  play  tricks  now  that  you  have  taken 

Phaedr. Proceed. 

Phaedr. What  ? 
SOC. I will veil  my face and  gallop  through  the  discourse 

as fast as  I can, for if I see  you I shall feel ashamed  and  not 
know  what  to  say. 

Phaedr. Only go on and  you  may do anything  else  which 
you  please. 

SOC. Come, 0 ye Muses,  melodious, as  ye  are called, 
whether  you  have  received  this  name  from  the  character 
of  your  strains,  or  because  the  Melians’  are  a  musical  race, 

the  oath,  for I cannot  allow  myself  to  be  starved. 

237 SOC. Shall I tell  you  what I will do ? 

In the original, hbytrar, Akyucr. 



442 Socyaks has become iq&red 
Phmdm. help, 0 help  me in the  tale which my good friend  here 
s ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ .  desires me to  rehearse, in order  that  his  friend  whom  he 

always  deemed wise  may  seem to him  to  be wiser  now  than 
ever. 

Before we Once upon a time there  was  a fair  boy, or, more  properly 
can deter- mine whe- speaking,  a  youth ; he  was  very  fair  and  had  a  great  many 
therthe lovers;  and  there  was  one  special  cunning one, who  had 
non"overor persuaded  the  youth  that  he  did  not love him, but he  really 
bepreferred loved  him all  the  same ; and  one  day  when  he  was  paying 
wemust en- his  addresses to  him, he  used  this  very  argument-that  he 
the nature ought  to  accept  the  non-lover  rather  than  the  lover;  his 
quire into 

oflove. words  were as follows:- 
'All  good  counsel  begins in the  same  way;  a  man  should 

know  what  he is advising about, or  his  counsel will  all come 
to nought. But people imagine that  they  know  about  the 
nature of things,  when  they  don't  know  about them, and, 
not  having  come to an  understanding  at  first  because  they 
think  that  they know, they  end,  as  might be expected, .in 
contradicting  one  another  and  themselves. Mow you and 
I must not be guilty of this  fundamental  error which  we 
condemn  in  others; but as  our  question  is  whether  the 
lover or non-lover is to be preferred,  let us first of all 
agree  in  defining  the  nature  and  power of  love, and  then, 
keeping  our  eyes  upon.the  definition  and  to  this  appealing, 
let us .further  enquire  whether love brings  advantage  or 
disadvantage. 

'Every  one  sees  that  love  is  a  desire,  and we know  also 
that  non-lovers  desire  the beautiful and good.  Now  in 
what  way is the  lover  to  be  distinguished from the  non- 

lover  is to 

There are 

ples in  man, 
two princi- 

rational de- 
sire and ir- 
rational : 
the latter is 

of love. 
the power 

lover?  Let us note  that in every  one of us there  are two 
guiding  and  ruling  principles  which  lead us whither  they 
will ; one  is  the  natural  desire of pleasure,  the  other .is an 
acquired opinion  which aspires  after  the best ; and  these two 
are  sometimes in harmony  and  then  again  at  war,  and some- 
times  the one, sometimes  the  other  conquers.  When  opinion 
by the  help of reason  leads us to  the best, the  conquering 
principle  is  called  temperance ; but  when  desire,  which  is 238 
devoid of reason,  rules in us and  drags us  to  pleasure,  that 
power of misrule is called  excess.  Now  excess  has  many 
names, and  many  members,  and  many forms, and any of 
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these  forms  when  very  marked  gives  a name, neither  honour- ~ h a d m s .  
able  nor  creditable,  to  the  bearer of the name. The  desire socaArHC 
of eating,  for  example,  which  gets  the  better of the  higher PHAmRus. 

reason  and  the  other  desires,  is  called  gluttony,  and  he 
who  is  possessed by  it is  called  a  glutton;  the  tyrannical 
desire of drink,  which  inclines  the  possessor of the  desire  to 
drink,  has  a  name  which is only  too  obvious,  and  there  can 
be as  little  doubt by what  name  any  other  appetite of the 
same family would be called ;-it will be  the  name of that 
which  happens  to  be  dominant.  And  now I think  that  you 
will perceive  the  drift of my  discourse ; but as  every  spoken 
word is in  a  manner  plainer  than  the  unspoken, I had  better 
say  further  that  the  irrational  desire which overcomes  the 
tendency of opinion  towards  right,  and  is  led  away  to  the 
enjoyment of beauty,  and  especially of personal  beauty,  by 
the  desires which are  her own  kindred-that supreme  desire, 
I say,  which by leading  conquers  and by the  force  of  passion 
is reinforced, from this  very force, receiving  a  name,  is  called 
love (+popiuos +os).' 

And now, dear  Phaedrus, I shall  pause  for  an  instant Socratesat- 
to  ask  whether  you  do  not  think me, as I appear  to  myself, ;$zi: 
inspired ? the flow of 

Phaedr. Yes,  Socrates,  you  seem  to  have  a  .very  unusual so 

flow of words. unusual 
SOC. Listen  to  me,  then,  in  silence ; for  surely  the  place  is 

holy; so that  you  must  not  wonder, if, as I proceed, I appear 
to be in  a  divine  fury,  for  already I am  getting  into  dithy- 
rambics. 

Phaedr, Nothing  can  be  truer. 
,Sot. T h e  responsibility  rests  with you. But  hear  what 

follows, and  perhaps  the fit may be averted ; all  is  in  their 
hands above.- I will go on  talking  to  my  youth.  Listen :- 

Thus,  my friend,'  we have  declared  and  defined  the  nature 
of the  subject.  Keeping  the  definition  in view, let  us now  en- 
quire  what  advantage or disadvantage is likely  to  ensue from 
the  lover or the  non-lover  to  him  who  accepts  their  advances. 

He who  is  the victim of his  passions  and  the  slave of plea. 
sure will of course  desire to make  his beloved as agreeable 
to  himself as possible.  Now  to him who  has  a  mind  diseased 

Reading &y.rfi. 
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The elder& lwtw, disagreeubZe while Zoving, 

anything  is  agreeable  which  is  not  opposed  to  him,  but  that 
which  is  equal  or  superior is hateful  to him, and  therefore 
the  lover will not  brook  any  superiority  or  equality  on  the 
part of his  beloved;  he is always  employed  in  reducing  him 239 
to  inferiority.  And  the  ignorant  is  the  inferior of the wise, 
the  coward of the  brave,  the  slow  of  speech of the  speaker, 
the  dull of the  clever.  These,  and  not  these  only,  are  the 
mental  defects of the  beloved  ;-defects  which,  when  im- 
planted by nature,  are  necessarily  a  delight  to  the  lover, 
and,  when  not  implanted,  he  must  contrive  to  implant  them 
in him,  if he  would  not  be  deprived  of  his  fleeting  joy. 
And  therefore  he  cannot  help  being  jealous,  and will debar 
his  beloved  from  the  advantages of society  which  would 
make  a  man of  him, and  especially  from  that  society  which 
would  have  given him wisdom,  and  thereby  he  cannot fail to 
do  him  great  harm.  That  is  to  say,  in  his  excessive  fear  lest 
he  should  come  to  be  despised  in  his  eyes  he will be  com- 
pelled  to  banish from him  divine  philosophy;  and  there is 
no  greater  injury  which  he  can  inflict  upon  him  than  this. 
H e  will contrive  that  his  beloved  shall  be  wholly  ignorant, 
and  in  everything  shall  look  to him ; he  is  to  be  the  delight 
of the lover’s heart,  and  a  curse  to himself. Verily,  a  lover 
is a  profitable  guardian  and  associate  for  him  in  all  that 
relates  to  his mind. 

Let  us  next  see  how  his  master,  whose  law of  life is  plea- 
sure  and  not  good, will keep  and  train  the  body  of  his  servant. 
Will  he  not  choose  a  beloved  who is delicate  rather  than 
sturdy  and  strong?  One  brought  up  in  shady  bowers  and 
not  in  the  bright  sun,  a  stranger  to  manly  exercises  and  the 
sweat of  toil, accustomed  only  to  a  soft  and  luxurious  diet, 
instead of the  hues of health  having  the  colours of paint  and 
ornament,  and  the  rest 0f.a piece  ?-such  a life as any  one 
can  imagine  and  which I need  not  detail  at  length.  But I 
may  sum  up  all  that I have  to  say  in a word,  and  pass  on. 
Such a  person  in  war,  or  in  any  of  the  great  crises  of life, 
will be the  anxiety of his  friends  and  also of his  lover, 
and  certainly  not  the  terror of his  enemies ; which  nobody 
can  deny. 

And  now  let us tell what  advantage  or  disadvantage  the 
beloved  will receive  from  the  guardianship  and  society of 
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his  lover  in  the  matter of his  property;  this  is  the  next Phacdrur. 
point  to  be  considered. The  lover will be  the first  to  see SocnATw. 
what, indeed, will be sufficiently evident  to all  men, that 
he  desires  above  all  things  to  deprive  his beloved of  his Hewill de- 

240 dearest  and  best  and  holiest  possessions,  father,  mother, $,,::, 
kindred,  friends, of all  whom  he  thinks  may be hinderers  or parents, 
reprovers  of  their  most  sweet  converse ; he will even  cast :::zy' 
a  jealous  eye  upon  his  gold  and  silver  or  other  property, every other 
because  these  make him a  less  easy  prey,  and  when  caught good. 

less  manageable;  hence  he  is of necessity  displeased  at  his 
possession of them  and  rejoices  at  their  loss ; and  he would 
like him to  be wifeless, childless,  homeless,  as well ; and  the 
longer  the  better,  for  the  longer  he is all  this,  the  longer  he 
will enjoy him. 

There  are  some  sort of animals,  such  as  flatterers,  who The flat- 

are  dangerous  and  mischievous  enough,  and  yet  nature  has 
mingled  a  temporary  pleasure  and  grace in their  composi- san maybe 
tion. You may  say  that  a  courtesan  is  hurtful,  and  dis- pleasant, 
approve  of  such  creatures  and  their  practices,  and  yet  for  the pernicious, 
time  they  are  very  pleasant. But the  lover is not  only buttheold 
hurtful  to  his love ; he is also  an  extremely  disagreeable lover 
companion. The  old  proverb  says  that  'birds  of  a  feather always be 
flock together' ; 1 suppose  that  equality of years  inclines the ob- 

them  to  the  same  pleasures,  and  similarity  begets  friendship ; ject of his 

yet you may  have  more  than  enough  even of this ; and  verily affections' 
constraint is always  said  to be grievous.  Now  the  lover  is 
not  only  unlike  his beloved,  but he  forces himself upon him. 
For  he is old  and  his love is young,  and  neither  day  nor 
night will he  leave him if he  can  help;  necessity  and  the 
sting of desire  drive him on,  and  allure him  with the 
pleasure  which  he  receives from seeing,  hearing,  touching, 
perceiving  him in every way. And  therefore  he  is  de- 
lighted  to  fasten  upon him and  to  minister  to him. But 
what  pleasure  or  consolation  can  the beloved  be receiving 
all  this  time ? Must he  not feel the  extremity of disgust 
when  he  looks  at  an old shrivelled face and  the  remainder 
to  match,  which  even in a description  is  disagreeable,  and 
quite  detestable  when  he is forced  into  daily  contact with 
his  lover;  moreover  he is jealously  watched  and  guarded 
against  everything  and  everybody,  and  has to hear  misplaced 

although 

wlthered 

detestable 
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and  exaggerated  praises of himself,  and  censures  equally 
inappropriate,  which  are  intolerable  when  the  man  is  sober, 
and,  besides  being  intolerable, are published  all  over  the  world 
in  all  their  indelicacy  and  wearisomeness  when  he is drunk. 

And  not  only  while  his  love  continues  is  he  mischievous 
and  unpleasant,  but  when  his  love  ceases  he  becomes a 
perfidious  enemy  of  him  on  whom  he  showered  his  oaths 241 

and  prayers  and  promises,  and  yet  could  hardly  prevail  upon 
him to tolerate  the  tedium of his  company  even  from  motives 
of interest. The  hour  of payment  arrives,  and  now  he  is  the 
servant of another  master;  instead  of  love  and  infatuation, 
wisdom  and  temperance  are  his bosom’s lords;  but  the 
beloved  has  not  discovered  the  change  which  has  taken 
place  in him, when  he  asks  for  a  return  and  recalls  to  his 
recollection  former  sayings  and  doings ; h e  believes  himself 
to be  speaking to the  same  person,  and  the  other,  not  having 
the  courage  to  confess  the  truth,  and  not  knowing  how  to 
fulfil the  oaths  and  promises  which  he  made  when  under  the 
dominion of  folly, and  having  now  grown  wise  and  tem- 
perate,  does  not  want  to  do  as  he  did  or  to  be  as  he  was 
before. And so he  runs away  and  is  constrained  to  be 
a  defaulter ; the  oyster-shell  has  fallen  with  the  other  side 
uppermost-he  changes  pursuit  into  flight,  while  the  other is 
compelled  to follow him  with  passion  and  imprecation,  not 
knowing  that  he  ought  never  from  the  first  to  have  accepted 
a  demented  lover  instead  of  a  sensible  non-lover ; and  that  in 
making  such a choice he  was  giving  himself  up  to  a  faithless, 
morose,  envious,  disagreeable  being,  hurtful  to  his  estate, 
hurtful  to  his  bodily  health,  and  still  more  hurtful  to  the 
cultivation of his mind, than  which  there  neither  is  nor  ever 
will be anything  more  honoured  in  the  eyes  both of gods 
and  men.  Consider  this,  fair  youth,  and  know  that  in  the 
friendship of the  lover  there  is  no  real  kindness ; he  has 
an  appetite  and  wants  to  feed  upon  you: 

‘As wolves love  lambs so lovers love their  loves.’ 

But I told  you so, I am  speaking  in  verse,  and  therefore I 
had  better  make  an  end ; enough. 

In allusion to a game in  which two parties fled or pursued according as 
an  oyster-shell  which was thrown into the  air  fell with the dark or light  side 
11ppennost. 
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Phbedr. I thought  that you were  only  half-way  and  were Phardrus. 
going  to  make  a  similar  speech  about  all  the  advantages of socRaras, 
accepting  the  non-lover. Why  do you  not  proceed ? PHABDPUS. 

SOC. Does  not  your  simplicity  observe  that  I  have  got  out Enough:- 
of  dithyrambics  into  heroics,  when  only  uttering  a  censure >:Ais- 
on  the  lover?  And if I am  to  add  the  praises of the  non- praise or 
lover  what will become of me?  Do you  not  perceive  that E:$' 
I am  already  overtaken by the  Nymphs  to  whom  you  have converted 
mischievously exposed  me ? And  therefore  I will only  add z:hT:c- 
that  the  non-lover  has  all  the  advantages  in which the  lover loser. 

is accused of being deficient. And  now I will say  no 
more;  there  has  been  enough of both  of them.  Leaving 

242 the  tale  to  its fate, I will cross the  river  and  make  the 
best of my  way  home,  lest  a  worse  thing  be  inflicted  upon 
me by you. 

Phacdr. Not yet, Socrates ; not  until  the  heat of the' day 
has  passed ; do  you  not  see  that  the  hour is almost noon ? 
there  is  the  midday  sun  standing still, as  people  say, in the 
meridian.  Let us rather  stay  and  talk  over  what  has  been 
said, and  then  return  in  the cool. 

SOC. YOUL love of discourse,  Phaedrus, is superhuman, 
simply  marvellous,  and I do  not believe that  there  is  any  one 
of your  contemporaries  who  has  either  made  or  in  one  way 
or  another  has  compelled  others to make  an  equal  number of 
speeches. I would except  Simmias  the  Theban, but  all the 
rest  are  far  behind you. And  now I do  verily  believe  that 
you  have  been  the  cause of another. 

Phaedr.' That  is  good news. But  what  do  you  mean ? 
soc. 1 mean  to  say  that  as I was  about  to  cross  the  stream Thedivine 

the  usual  sign  was  given to me,-that  sign  which  always ~~~~~ 

forbids, but never bids,  me to  do  anything which 1 am going depart; he 
to do ; and I  thought  that 1 heard  a voice saying  in my ear is sensible 
that I had  been  guilty of impiety, and  that  I  must  not go been@ty 
away  until  I  had  made  an  atonement.  Now I am a  diviner, o f i m p W .  
though  not a very  good  one,  but I have  enough religion  for 
my  own use, as  you  might  say of a bad  writer-his writing is 
good  enough  for  him ; and I am  beginning to see  that I was 
in error. 0 my friend,  how  prophetic  is  the  human  soul! 
At  the  time I had  a sort of misgiving, and,  like  Ibycus, ' I  
was  troubled; I feared  that I might  be buying  honour from 

that  he  has 
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Phuedms. men  at  the  price of sinning  against  the gods.’ Now I re- 
socaaTEs, cognize  my  error. 

Phaedr. What  error ? 
SOC. That  was  a  dreadful  speech  which  you  brought  with 

Phaedr. How so ? 
SOC. It  was foolish, I say,-to a  certain  extent,  impious; 

Phaedr. Nothing, if the  speech  was  really  such  as you 

SOC. Well,  and is not  Eros  the  son  of  Aphrodite,  and 

Phaedr. So men say. 

you, and you made  me  utter  one  as  bad. 

can  anything  be  more  dreadful ? 

describe. 

a god?  

The two SOC. But  that  was  not  acknowledged by Lysias  in  his 
werea speech,  nor by you  in  that  other  speech  which  you by a 
blasphemy charm  drew  from  my lips. For  if love be, as  he  surely is, 
God of a  divinity, he  cannot  be evil. Yet  this  was  the  error of both 
love. the  speeches.  There  was  also a simplicity  about  them 
therefore which was  refreshing ; having  no  truth  or  honesty  in  them, 243 
beforeany nevertheless  they  pretended  to  be  something,  hoping to 
pens hap-  to succeed  in  deceiving  the  manikins of earth  and  gain  celebrity 
him  will amollg  them.  Wherefore I must  have  a  purgation.  And I 
cnntation. make a re- bethink  me of an  ancient  purgation of mythological  error 

which  was  devised,  not  by  Homer,  for  he  never  had  the  wit 
to  discover  why  he  was  blind,  but by Stesichorus,  who  was 
a  philosopher  and  knew  the  reason  why;  and  therefore, 
when  he  lost  his  eyes,  for  that  was  the  penalty  which  was 
inflicted upon  him  for  reviling  the  lovely  Helen,  he  at  once 
purged himself. And  the  purgation  was a recantation, 
which  began thus,- 

speeches 

against the 

Socrates 

< False is that  word of mine-the truth  is  that  thou d,idst not embark 
in ships, nor ever go to  the  walls of Troy ;’ 

and  when  he  had  completed  his poem, which  is  called  ‘the 
recantation,’  immediately  his  sight  returned  to him. Now 
I will be wiser  than  either  Stesichorus  or  Homer,  in  that I 
am  going  to  make  my  recantation  for  reviling  love  before 
I suffer;  and  this I  will attempt,  not  as  before,  veiled  and 
ashamed,  but  with  forehead bold and  bare. 

Plzaedr. Nothing  could  be  more  agreeable  to  me  than  to 
hear you say so. 
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SOC. Only think! my  good  Phaedrus,  what  an  utter  want Phaedms. 
of  delicacy  was  shown  in  the  two  discourses ; I mean, in  my S ~ R A T E ~ ,  

own  and  in  that  which  you  recited  out of the book. Would 
not  any  one  who  was  himself  of  a  noble  and  gentle  nature, :i?f::ey 
and  who  loved  or  ever  had  loved a nature  like  his  own, described 
when  we  tell of the  petty  causes  of  lovers’  jealousies,  and of 
their  exceeding  animosities,  and of the  injuries  which  they  do and ignoble 
to  their  beloved,  have  imagined  that  our  ideas of love  were sort. 
taken  from  some  haunt of sailors  to  which  good  manners 
were  unknown-he  would  certainly  never  have  admitted  the 
justice of our  censure? 

Phaedr. I dare  say  not,  Socrates. 
SOC. Therefore,  because I blush  at  the  thought of this 

person,  and  also  because I am  afraid  of  Love  himself, I 
desire  to  wash  the  brine  out of my  ears  with  water  from  the 
spring;  and I would  counsel  Lysias  not to delay,  but  to 
write  another  discoutse,  which  shall  prove  that  ‘ceteris 
paribus ’ the  lover  ought to be  accepted  rather  than  the  non- 
lover. 

Phaedr. Be assured  that  he  shall,  You  shall  speak  the 
praises of the  lover,  and  Lysias  shall be compelled by me to 
write  another  discourse  on  the  same  theme. 

SOC. You will be  true  to  your  nature in that,  and  therefore 
I believe  you, 

Phaedr. Speak,  and  fear not. 
SOC. But  where is the  fair  youth  whom I was  addressing 

before, and  who  ought  to  listen  now; lest, if he  hear  me not, 
he  should  accept  a  non-lover  before  he  knows  what  he is 
doing? 

Phaedr. H e  is close  at  hand,  and  always  at  your  service. 
SOC. Know  then, fair  youth,  that  the  former  discourse  was The second 

244 the  word of Phaedrus,  the  son  of  Vain Man, who  dwells  in ~~~~~:~ 

the  city of Myrrhina (Myrrhinusius!. And  this  which I am the purport 
about  to  utter  is  the  recantation  of  Stesichorus  the  son of ~~~~~&~ 
Godly  Man  (Euphemus),  who  comes  from  the  town  of loveis a 

Desire  (Himera),  and is to  the  following  effect: ‘ I  told madnessof 
a lie  when I said ’ that  the  beloved  ought  to  accept  the  non- sort. 

lover  when  he  might  have  the  lover,  because  the  one is 
sane,  and  the  other mad. It might  be so if madness  were 
simply  an  evil ; ,but  there is also  a  madness  which is a 

the noble 

VOL. I. = g  
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The jalimde.. 

divine gift, and  the  source of the  chiefest  blessings  granted 
to  men. For prophecy is a madness,  and  the  prophetess  at 
Delphi  and  the  priestesses  at  Dodona  when  out of their 
senses  have  conferred  great  benefits on Hellas,  both in 
public  and  private life, but  when  in  their  senses few or 
none.  And I might  also  tell  you  how  the  Sibyl  and  other 
inspired  persons  have  given  to  many  an  one  many  an  in- 
timation of the  future which has  saved  them  from falling. 
But it  would be  tedious  to  speak of what  every  one knows. 

There will  be more  reason in appealing  to  the  ancient 
inventors of names’,  who would never  have  connected  pro- 
phecy (paVTlK$), which foretells  the  future  and is the  noblest 
of  arts, with madness ( p ~ ~ j ) ,  or  called  them  both by the 
same  name, if they  had  deemed  madness  to be a  disgrace or 
dishonour ;-they must  have  thought  that  there  was  an 
inspired  madness which was  a  noble  thing;  for  the two 
words, pawrmj and paw+, are  really  the  same,  and  the  letter 
T is only  a  modern  and  tasteless  insertion.  And  this is con- 
firmed by the  name which was  given by them to the  rational 
investigation of futurity, whether  made by the  help  of  birds 
or of other signs-this, for  as  much  as  it is an  art which 
supplies from the  reasoning  faculty  mind ( v o k )  and  inform- 
ation ( h o p l o )  to  human  thought (oiqurs), they  originally 
termed oiovorurrmj, but the  word  has  been  lately  altered  and 
made  sonorous by the  modern  introduction of the  letter 
Omega ( O I U Y O I U T L K ; I  and O I W Y L U T L K ~ ) ,  and in proportion  as 
prophecy (pawrm)) is more  perfect  and  august  than  augury, 
both in name  and fact, in  the  same  proportion,  as  the 
ancients testify, is madness  superior to a  sane  mind ( u o $ ~ -  

uBq), for  the  one is only of human, but the  other of divine 
origin. Again,  where  plagues  and  mightiest  woes  have  bred 
in certain families, owing to some  ancient  blood-guiltiness, 
there  madness  has  entered  with  holy  prayers  and -rites, and 
by inspired  utterances found a way of deliverance  for  those 
who are  in  need;  and  he  who  has  part  in  this gift, and is 
truly  possessed  and  duly  out of his  mind,  is  by  the  use of 
purifications  and  mysteries  made  whole  and  exempt from 
evil, future as well as  present,  and  has a release from the 

cieni wrath. 
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245 calamity  which  was  afflicting him. T h e  third  kind is the Piaedrur. 
madness of those  who  are  possessed by the  Muses ; which socRarrs. 
taking  hold of a  delicate  and  virgin  soul,  and  there  inspiring 3. Poet,.,,is 

frenzy,  awakens  lyrical  and  all  other  numbers;  with  these madness. 
adorning  the  myriad  actions  of  ancient  heroes  for  the in. 
struction  of  posterity.  But  he who, having no touch of the 
Muses’  madness  in  his  soul,  comes  to  the  door  and  thinks 
that  he will get  into  the  temple by the  help of art-he, I 
say,  and  his  poetry  are  not  admitted.;  the  sane  man  dis- 
appears  and is nowhere  when  he  enters  into  rivalry  with  the 
madman. 

I might  tell of many  other  noble  deeds  which  have  sprung 
from inspired  madness.  And  therefore,  let  no  one  frighten 
or  flutter  us by saying  that  the  temperate  friend  is  to  be 
chosen  rather  than  the  inspired,  but  let  him  further  show 
that  love is not  sent by the  gods  for  any  good  to  lover  or 
beloved ; if he  can  do so we will allow  him  to  carry off the 
palm. And we, on our  part, will prove  in  answer  to  him  that 4. Love is 
the  madness of love is the  greatest of heaven’s  blessings,  and 
the  proof  shall be one which  the  wise will receive,  and  the 
witling  disbelieve.  But  first of  all, let us view  the  affections 
and  actions of the  soul  divine  and  human,  and  try  to  ascer- 
tain  the  truth  about  them.  The  beginning of our  proof is as 
follows :- 

’The  soul  through all her  being is immortal,  for  that  which S O U ~  is self- 
is ever  in  motion  is  immortal ; but  that  which  moves  another 
and is moved by another,  in  ceasing  to  move  ceases  also  to foreimmor- 

live. Only  the  self-moving,  never  leaving  self,  never  ceases tal and 1111- 

to move, and is the  fountain  and  beginning of motion  to  all 
that  moves  besides,  Now,  the  beginning is unbegotten,  for 
that  which  is  begotten  has  a  beginning;  but  the  beginning 
is begotten of nothing,  for if it were  begotten of something, 
then  the  begotten  would  not  come from a  beginning.  But  if 
unbegotten,  it  must  also  be  indestructible ; for if beginning 
were  destroyed,  there  could  be no beginning  out  of  any- 
thing,  nor  anything  out of a  beginning;  and all  things  must 
have a beginning,  And  therefore  the  self-moving is the 
beginning of motion ; and  this  can  neither  be  destroyed nor 

begotten. 

Translated by Cic. ?’us. Quaest. s. 24. 
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P h u d ~ s .  begotten,  else  the  whole  heavens  and  all  creation would 

k R A T K S .  collapse  and  stand  still,  and  never  again  have  motion or  
birth.  But if the  self-moving is proved  to  be  immortal,  he 
who affirms that self.motion  is the  very  idea  and  essence  of 
the  soul will not  be  put  to  confusion.  For  the  body  which 
is  moved from without is soulless ; but  that  which  is  moved 
from within  has a soul, for  such  is  the  nature of the  soul. 
But if this  be  true,  must  not  the soul be  the self-moving, and 246 

The soul 
described 
under  the 
image of 
two  winged 

a chariot- 
horses  and 

eer. ’ 

therefore of necessity  unbegotten  and  immortal?  Enough 
of the soul’s immortality. 

Of  the  nature of the  soul,  though  her  true form  be ever 
a  theme of large  and  more  than  mortal  discourse,  let  me 
speak briefly, and  in  a figure. And  let  the  figure  be com- 
posite-a pair of winged  horses  and  a  charioteer.  Now  the 
winged horses  and  the  charioteers of the  gods  are all  of  them 
noble  and of noble  descent, but those of other  races  are 
mixed ; the  human  charioteer  drives  his  in  a  pair;  and  one 
of them is noble  and of noble  breed,  and  the  other is ignoble 
and of ignoble  breed ; and  the  driving of them of necessity 
gives  a  great  deal of trouble  to him. I will endeavour  to 
explain  to  you  in  what  way  the  mortal  differs from the 
immortal  creature. The  soul  in  her  totality  has  the  care 
of inanimate  being  everywhere,  and  traverses  the  whole 
heaven  in  divers  forms  appearing;-when  perfect  and fully 
winged she  soars  upward,  and  orders  the  whole  world; 
whereas  the imperfect  soul, losing  her  wings  and  drooping 
in  her flight at  last  settles on t h e  solid  ground-there, 
finding  a home, she  receives  an  earthly  frame which appears 
to be  self-moved,  but is  really  moved by her  power;  and 
this  composition of soul  and body is  called  a  living  and 
mortal  creature. For  immortal  no  such  union  can  be 
reasonably  believed to be ; although fancy, not  having  seen 
nor  surely  known  the  nature of God,  may  imagine  an 
immortal  creature  having  both  a  body  and  also  a  soul  which 
are  united  throughout  all time. Let that,  however, be  as 
God wills, and be spoken of acceptably  to him. And  now 
let us  ask  the  reason  why  the  soul  .loses  her  wings ! 

The wing is The wing  is  the  corporeal  element which is  most  akin  to 
of earth the  divine,  and which by nature  tends  to  soar aloft and the  element 

which soars carry  that 
upward. 

which gravitates downwards into the 
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region,  which  is  the  habitation of the  gods,  The  divine  is Phedms. 
beauty, wisdom, goodness,  and  the  like;  and  by  these  the ~ o c ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ .  
wing  of  the  soul  is  nourished,  and  grows  apace ; but  when 
fed upon  evil  and  foulness  and  the  opposite of good,  wastes 
and falls  away. Zeus,  the  mighty  lord,  holding  the  reins  of 
a  winged  chariot,  leads  the  way  in  heaven,  ordering  all  and 
taking  care of all;  and  there follows him  the  array  of  gods 

247 and  demi-gods,  marshalled  in  eleven  bands;  Hestia  alone 
abides  at  home  in  the  house of heaven ; of the  rest  they  who 
are  reckoned  among  the  princely  twelve  march  in  their 
appointed  order.  They  see  many  blessed  sights  in  the 
inner  heaven,  and  there  are  many  ways  to  and fro, along 
which  the  blessed  gods are passing,  every  one  doing  his 
own work;  he  may follow  who  will  and  can,  for  jealousy 
has  no  place  in  the  celestial  choir.  But  when  they go to Thegreat 
banquet  and festival, then  they  move  up  the  steep  to  the  top 
of  the  vault  of  heaven. The  chariots of the  gods  in  even whichis 
poise, obeying  the  rein,  glide  rapidly;  but  the  others  labour, celebrated 
for  the  vicious  steed  goes  heavily,  weighing  down  the heavens: 
charioteer  to  the  earth  when  his  steed  has  not  been mortals 
thoroughly  trained:-and  this  is  the  hour of agony  and low. 
extremest conflict for  the  soul.  For  'the  immortals,  when 
they  are  at  the  end of their  course, go forth  and  stand  upon 
the  outside  of  heaven,  and  the  revolution of the  spheres 
carries  them  round,  and  they  behold  the  things  beyond. 
But of the  heaven  which  is  above  the  heavens,  what  earthly 
poet  ever  did or ever will sing  worthily?  It  is  such as I will 
describe ; for I must  dare  to  speak  the  truth,  when  truth is 
my  theme.  There  abides  the  very  being  with  which  true 
knowledge  is  concerned ; the  colourless,  formless,  intangible 
essence,  visible  only to mind, the  pilot of the  soul.  The 
divine  intelligence,  being  nurtured  upon  mind  and  pure know- 
ledge, and  the  intelligence  of  every  soul  which  is  capable of 
receiving  the food proper  to it,  rejoices  at  beholding_reality, 
and  once  more  gazing  upon  truth, is replenished  and  made 
glad,  until  the  revolution  of  the  worlds  brings  her  round 
again  to  the  same  place. In  the  revolution  she  beholds The*evolu- 
justice, and  temperance,  and  knowledge  absolute,  not  in  the worldsin 

tion of the 

form of generation or of relation,  which  men  call  exist- which the 

ence,  but  knowledge  absolute  in  existence  absolute; all truth. 

in  the outer 

feebly fol- 

and soul beholds 



'The trouble 
of other 
souls in the 
upper 
world. 

beholding  the  other  true  existences  in  like  manner,  and 
feasting  upon  them,  she  passes  down  into  the  interior of the 
heavens  and  returns  home ; and  there  the  charioteer  putting 
up his  horses  at  the  stall,  gives  them  ambrosia  to  eat  and 
nectar  to  drink. 

follows God  best  and  is  likest  to  him  lifts  the  head of the 
charioteer  into  the  outer  world,  and is carried  round in the 
revolution,  troubled  indeed by the  steeds,  and with  difficulty 
beholding  true  being ; while  another  only  rises  and falls, 
and  sees,  and  again fails  to see by reason of the  unruliness 
of the  steeds. The  rest of the  souls  are  also  longing  after 
the  upper  world  and  they  all follow, but  not  being  strong 
enough  they  are  carried  round below the  surface,  plunging, 
treading on one  another,  each  striving  to be  first ; and  there 
is confusion  and  perspiration  and  the  extremity of effort; 
and  many of them  are  lamed or have  their  wings  broken 
through  the  ill-driving of the  charioteers;  and all  of  them 
after  a  fruitless toil, not  having  attained  to  the  mysteries of 
true being, go  away,  and  feed  upon  opinion. T h e  reason 
why  the  souls  exhibit  this  exceeding  eagerness  to  behold 
the  plain of truth is that  pasturage is found  there,  which is 
suited to the  highest  part of the  soul ; and  the  wing  on 
which the  soul  soars is nourished with  this.  And  there is 
a law of Destiny,  that  the  soul  which  attains  any  vision of 
truth in  company with a  god  is  preserved from harm  until 
the  next  period,  and if attaining  always is always  unharmed 
But  when  she is unable  to follow, and fails  to  behold  the 
truth,  and  through  some  ill-hap  sinks  beneath  the  double 
load of forgetfulness  and vice, and  her  wings fall from  her 
and  she  drops  to  the  ground,  then  the  law  ordains  that  this 
soul  shall  at  her  first  birth  pass,  not  into  any  other animal,, 
but only  into  man;  and  the soul which has  seen  most of 
truth  shall  come  to  the  birth  as  a  philosopher,  or  artist,  or 
some musical and  loving  nature;  that  which  has  seen  truth 
in  the  second  degree  shall be some  righteous  king  or 
warrior  chief;  the  soul which is of the  third  class  shall be 
a politician, or  economist, or trader;  the  fourth  shall be a 
lover of gymnastic  toils,  or  a  physician;  the fifth shall  lead 
the life of a  prophet  or  hierophant ; to the  sixth  the 

Such is the life  of the  gods; but  of other  souls,  that  which 248 
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character of a  poet  or  some  other  imitative  artist will  be I-'haa(r~rs. 
assigned;  to  the  seventh  the life  of an  artisan  or  husband- SoLsAre. 

man ; to  the  eighth  that of a  sophist  or  demagogue ; to  the 
ninth  that of a  tyrant ;-all these  are  states of probation, in 
which he  who  does  righteously  improves,  and  he  who  does 
unrighteously,  deteriorates  his lot. 

Ten  thousand  years  must  elapse  before  the  soul of each TIICCOUI-  

one  can  return  to  the  place  from  whence  she came, for  she l,n,D,"oS,~ 

pher,  guileless  and  true,  or  the  soul of a  lover,  who is not in ten  thou- 

devoid of philosophy,  may  acquire  wings  in  the  third of the the philoso. 
recurring  periods of a  thousand  years;  he  is  distinguished pherorphi- 
from the  ordinary  good  man  who  gains  wings  in  three lover ac- 

losopher- 

thousand  years :--and they  who  choose  this life three  times quiresthell1 
in succession  have  wings  given  them,  and go away  at  the ' ; ~ ~ ~ : ~ ~ d ,  
end of three  thousand  years.  But  the  others'  receive j u d g  Thejodg- 
ment  when  they  have  completed  their  first life, and  after  the merit. 

judgment  they  go,  some of them  to  the  houses of correction 
which are  under  the  earth,  and  are  punished ; others to 
some  place in heaven  whither  they  are  lightly  borne by 
justice, and  there  they  live  in a manner  worthy of the  life 
which  they  led  here  when in the form  of men.  And  at  the 
end of the first thousand  years  the  good  souls  and  also  the 
evil souls both  come  to  draw  lots  and  choose  their  second 
life, and  they  may  take  any  which  they  please.  The soul 
of  a  man  may  pass  into  the life of a  beast, o r  from  the  beast 
return  again  into  the  man. But the  soul  which  has  never 'fhesouls 
seen  the  truth will not  pass  into  the  human form. For  a Of those 
man  must  have  intelligence of universals,  and  be  able  to never  seen 

proceed  from  the  many  particulars of sense to one  concep- c'dir- 
tion  of reason ;-this is the  recollection  of  those  things  which never pass 
our soul once  saw  while  following  God-when  regardless into men. 
of that  which  we now call  being  she  raised  her  head  up 
towards  the  true  being.  And  therefore  the  mind of the 
philosopher  alone  has  wings;  and  this is just,  for  he is 
always,  according  to  the  measure of his  abilities,  clinging 
in  recollection  to  those  things  in  which  God  abides,  and  in 
beholding  which H e  is what H e  is. And  he  who  employs 

249 cannot  grow  her  wings in less ; only  the  soul  of  a  philoso- grow 

sand years ; 

who have 

' The philosopher  alone is not subject to  judgment '~piarr'.  for he has 
never lost the vision of truth. 



456 The visior8 of havenZy beauty. 
P /~~c ,+w~.  aright  these  memories  is  ever  being  initiated  into  perfect 
sOCRATm. mysteries  and  alone  becomes  truly  perfect.  But,  as  he 

forgets  earthly  interests  and  is  rapt  in  the  divine,  the  vulgar 
deem  him mad, and  rebuke  him ; they  do  not see that  he 
is  inspired. 

Thus  far I have  been  speaking of the  fourth  and  last  kind 
of madness,  which is imputed  to  him who, when  he  sees  fhe 
beauty of earth,  is  transported  with  the  recollection of the 
true  beauty;  he  would  like  to fly away,  but  he  cannot;  he  is 
like  a  bird  fluttering  and  looking  upward  and  careless of the 
world  below;  and  he  is  therefore  thought  to  be  mad.  And 
I have  shown  this of all  inspirations  to  be  the  noblest  and 
highest  and  the  offspring of the  highest  to him who  has  or 
shares  in it, and  that  he  who  loves  the  beautiful  is  called 
a  lover  because  he  partakes of  it. For,  as  has  been  already 
said,  every  soul of man  has  in  the  way of nature  beheld  true 
being;  this  was  the  condition  of  her  passing  into  the  form 
of  man. But  all  souls  do  not  easily  recall  the  things of the 2 5 0  

other  world;  they  may  have  seen  them  for a short  time 
only, or  they  may  have  been  unfortunate  in  their  earthly 
lot, and,  having  had  their  hearts  turned  to  unrighteousness 
through  some  corrupting  influence,  they  may  have  lost  the 
memory of the  holy  things  which  once  they  saw.  Few  only 
retain  an  adequate  remembrance  of  them ; and  they,  when 
they  behold  here  any  image  of  that  other  world,  are  rapt  in 
amazement;  but  they  are  ignorant of what  this  rapture 

The true means,  because  they  do  not  clearly  perceive.  For  there  is 
light is the no  light of justice  or  temperance  or  any of the  higher  ideas 
of the  past. which are  precious to souls  in  the  earthly  copies  of  them : 

they  are  seen  through  a  glass  dimly;  and  there  are  few  who, 
going  to  the  images,  behold  in  them  the  realities,  and  these 
only with  difficulty. There  was a time  when  with  the  rest of 
the  happy  band  they  saw  beauty  shining  in  brightness,-we 
philosophers  following  in  the  train of Zeus,  others  in corn- 
pany  with  other  gods;  and  then  we  beheld  the  beatific 
vision  and  were  initiated  into  a  mystery  which  may be truly 
called  most  blessed,  celebrated by us in  our  state of inno- 
cence, before  we  had  any  experience of evils  to come, when 
we  were  admitted to the  sight of apparitions  innocent  and 
simple  and calm and  happy,  which  we  beheld  shining  in 

recollection 
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pure light, pure  ourselves  and  not  yet  enshrined  in  that Phadnrr. 
living  tomb  which  we  carry  about,  now  that  we  are i m  
prisoned  in  the body, like  an  oyster  in  his  shell.  Let 
me  linger  over  the  memory of scenes  which  have  passed 
away. 

But of beauty, I repeat  again  that we saw  her  there  shining We find 
in company  with  the  celestial  forms ; and  coming  to  earth  we trz:tt,ere 
find her  here too, shining in clearness  through  the  clearest but o fwir  
aperture of sense.  For  sight is the  most  piercing of our 2::?-e 
bodily  senses ; though  not by that  is  wisdom  seen ; her ble  image. 
loveliness  would  have  been  transporting if there  had  been 
a  visible  image of her,  and  the  other  ideas, if they  had  visible 
counterparts,  would  be  equally lovely. But  this  is  the  pri- 
vilege  of beauty, that  being  the  loveliest  she  is  also  the  most 
palpable  to  sight. Now he  who  is  not  newly  initiated o r  
who  has  become  corrupted,  does  not  easily  rise  out of this 
world  to  the  sight of true  beauty  in  the  other;  he  looks  only 
at  her  earthly  namesake,  and  instead of being  awed at the 
sight of her,  he  is  given  over  to  pleasure,  and  like  a  brutish The  recol- 

251 beast  he  rushes  on  to  enjoy  and  beget;  he  consorts  with 
wantonness,  and  is  not  afraid  or  ashamed of pursuing  plea. beauty 
sure  in  violation  of  nature.  But  he  whose  initiation is ::?butis 
recent,  and  who  has  been  the  spectator  of  many  glories  in renewed 
the  other  world,  is  amazed  when  he  sees  any  one  having ~ ~ ~ s ~ ~ ~ ~ t  
a  godlike face or  form,  which  is  the  expression of divine the sight of 
beauty;  and  at first  a shudder  runs  through him, and  again ct$$;f 
the  old  awe  steals  over  him;  then  looking  upon  the face of earth. 
his  beloved  as  of  a  god  he  reverences him, and if he  were 
not  afraid  of  being  thought a downright  madman,  he  would 
sacrifice  to  his  beloved as to  the  image  of a god;  then  while 
he  gazes  on him there  is  a sort of  reaction,  and  the 
shudder  passes  into  an  unusual  heat  and  perspiratian ; for, 
as he  receives  the  effluence  of  beauty  through  the eyes, the 
wing  moistens  and  he  warms.  And as he  warms,  the  parts 
out of which  the  wing  grew,  and  which  had  been  hitherto 
closed  and  rigid,  and  had  prevented  the  wing  from  shooting 
forth,  are  melted,  and  as  nourishment  streams  upon him, 
the  lower  end of the  wing  begins  to  swell  and  grow  from  the 
root  upwards ; and  the  growth  extends  under  the  whole 
soul-for once  the  whole  was  winged.'  During  this  process 
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phacdms. the  whole  soul is all  in a state  of  ebullition  and  effervescence, 
SocRAres, -which  may be compared  to  the  irritation  and  uneasiness 

in the  gums  at  the  time of cutting  teeth,-bubbles up, and 
has  a  feeling  of  uneasiness  and  tickling ; but  when  in  like 
manner  the  soul  is  beginning  to  grow  wings,  the  beauty 
of  the beloved meets  her  eye  and  she  receives  the  sensible 
warm motion of  particles  which flow towards  her,  therefore 
called  emotion (&pos), and  is  refreshed  and  warmed  by 
them,  and  then  she  ceases  from  her  pain  with joy. But 
when  she  is  parted  from  her  beloved  and  her  moisture fails, 
then  the  orifices of the  passage  out of which  the  wing  shoots 
dry  up  and close, and  intercept  the  germ of the  wing ; which, 
being  shut up  with the  emotion,  throbbing  as with the  pulsa- 
tions  of  an  artery,  pricks  the  aperture  which is nearest,  until 
at  length  the  entire soul is  pierced  and  maddened  and  pained, 
and  at  the  recollection  of  beauty is again  delighted.  And 
from  both of them  together  the  soul  is  oppressed  at  the 
strangeness of her  condition,  and is in  a  great  strait  and 
excitement,  and  in  her  madness can neither  sleep by night 
nor  abide  in  her  place  by  day.  And  wherever  she  thinks 
that  she will behold  the  beautiful  one,  thither  in  her  desire 
she  runs.  And  when  she  has  seen him, and  bathed  herself 
in the  waters of beauty,  her  constraint  is  loosened,  and  she 
is refreshed,  and  has  no  more  pangs  and  pains;  and 
this is the  sweetest of all  pleasures  at  the time, and is 252 

' ~ r u i t i o  the  reason  why  the  soul of the  lover will never  forsake 

gotten  mother  and  brethren  and  companions,  and  he  thinks 
nothing of the  neglect  and loss of his  property;  the  rules 
and  proprieties of  life, on  which  he  formerly  prided  himself, 
he now  despises,  and  is  ready  to  sleep  like a servant, 
wherever  he is allowed,  as  near  as  he  can  to  his  desired 
one,  who is the  object of his  worship,  and  the  physician  who 
can  alone  assuage  the  greatness of his  pain.  And  this  state, 
my dear  imaginary  youth  to  whom I am  talking,  is by men 
called love, and  among  the  gods  has a name  at  which you, in 
your  simplicity,  may  be  inclined  to  mock ; there  are  two 
lines  in  the  apocryphal  writings of Homer in  which  the 
nanle  occurs. One of them is rather  outrageous,  and  not 
altogether  metrical. 'Thcy are as follows :--- 

dei.' his  beautiful  one,  whom  he  esteems  above  all;  he  has  for- 
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‘Mortals call him flnttering  love, 

But the immortals call  him  winged one, 
Because thc growing of wings’  is a necessily  to  him.’ SOCRITEa. 

Phacdnts. 

You may  believe  this,  but  not  unless  you like. At  any  rate 
the  loves of lovers  and  their  causes  are  such  as I have 
described. 

Now  the  lover  who  is  taken  to  be  the  attendant  of  Zeus  is Thesouls 
better  able  to  bear  the  winged  god,  and  can  endure  a  heavier ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ c ,  

burden ; but  the  attendants  and  companions of Ares,  when a Deitywho 
under  the  influence of love, if they fancy  that  they  have  been ~ ” , ” ~ ~ ~ , ,  
at all wronged,  are  ready  to kill and  put  an  end  to  themselves nature. 
and their  beloved.  And  he  who  follows  in  the  train  of  any 
other  god,  while  he  is  unspoiled  and  the  impression  lasts, 
honours  and  imitates  him, as far as he  is  able;  and  after  the 
manner  of  his  God  he  behaves  in  his  intercourse  with  his 
beloved and with the  rest  of  the  world  during  the  first  period 
of his  earthly  existence.  Every  one  chooses  his  love  from 
the  ranks  of  beauty  according  to  his  character,  and  this he 
makes  his  god,  and  fashions  and  adorns  as  a  sort of image 
which he is to fall down  and  worship. The  followers of 
Zeus  desire  that  their  beloved  should  have  a  soul  like him ; 
and  therefore  they  seek  out  some  one of a  philosophical  and 
imperial  nature,  and  when  they  have  found  him  and  loved 
him, they  do all  they  can  to  confirm  such a nature in him, 
and if they  have no experience of such a disposition 
hitherto,  they  learn  of  any  one  who  can  teach then-,, and 
themselves  follow  in  the  same way. And  they  have  the  less 

253 difficulty i n  finding  the  nature of their  own  god  in  them- 
selves,  because  they  have  been  compelled  to  gaze  intensely 
on  him;  their  recollection  clings  to him, and  they  become 
possessed of him, and  rcceive  from  him  their  character  and 
disposition, so far as man  can  participate  in God. T h e  
qualities  of  their  god  they  attribute  to  the  beloved,  wherefore 
they  love  him  all  the  more,  and if, like  the  Bacchic  Nymphs, 
they  draw  inspiration  from  Zeus,  they  pour  out  their  own 
fountain  upon him, wantillg  to  make him as  like  as  possible  to 
their  own  god,  But  those  who are the followers  of Here  seek They walk 
a royal love, and  when  they  have  found  him  they  do  just  the 2:k;:ys 
same  with  him ; and in  like  manner  the  followers of Apollo, god. 

’ Or, rcxding mfpd$omw,  ’ the niovcrnent of wings.‘ 



460 The two steeds and the chariokev. 

P~acJnrs. and of every  other  god  walking  in  the  ways of their  god, 
SWMTES seek  a  love  who  is  to  be  made  like  him  whom  they  serve, 

and  when  they  have  found him, they  themselves  imitate  their 
god,  and  persuade  their  love to do  the  same,  and  educate 
him  into  the  manner  and  nature  of  the  god  as far as  they 
each can ; for  no  feelings of envy  or  jealousy  are  enter- 
tained by them  towards  their  beloved,  but  they  do  their 
utmost to create  in  him  the  greatest  likeness of themselves 
and of the  god  whom  they  honour.  Thus  fair  and  blissful 
to  the  beloved  is  the  desire of the  inspired  lover,  and  the 

* initiation  of  which I speak  into  the  mysteries  of  true love, 
if he be captured by the  lover  and  their  purpose  is  effected. _. 
Now  the  beloved  is  taken  captive  in  the  following  manner:- 

Thecha- As I said  at  the  beginning of this  tale, I divided  each  soul 
racters of 
the tWO into  three-two  horses  and  a  charioteer;  and  one of the 
steeds. horses  was  good  and  the  other  bad : the  division  may re- 

main, but I have  not  yet  explained  in  what  the  goodness 
or  badness of either  consists,  and  to  that I will now  proceed. 
The  right-hand  horse  is  upright  and  cleanly  made ; he  has 
a  lofty  neck  and  an  aquiline  nose ; his  colour  is  white,  and 
his  eyes  dark;  he  is  a  lover of honour  and  modesty  and 
temperance,  and  the  follower of true  glory;  he  needs  no 
touch of the whip, but  is  guided by word  and  admonition 
only. The  other is a crooked  lumbering  animal,  put  together 
anyhow;  he  has  a  short  thick  neck ; he  is flat-faced and of 
a dark colour, with  grey  eyes  and  blood-red  complexion I ;  

the  mate of insolence  and  pride,  shag-eared  and  deaf,  hardly 
yielding  to  whip  and  spur.  Now  when  the  charioteer be- 
holds  the  vision of love,  and  has  his  whole  soul  warmed 
through  sense,  and is full of  the  prickings  and  ticklings of 
desire,  the  obedient  steed,  then  as  always  under  the  govern- 254 
ment of shame,  refrains  from  leaping  on  the  beloved;  but 
the  other,  heedless of the  pricks  and of the  blows of the 
whip, plunges  and  runs  away,  giving  all  manner of trouble 
to  his  companion  and  the  charioteer,  whom  he  forces  to 
approach  the  beloved  and  to  remember  the joys of love. 
They  at first  indignantly  oppose  him  and will not  be  urged 
on  to  do  terrible  and  unlawful  deeds ; but  at last, when  he 
persists in plaguing  them,  they  yield  and  agree to do  as  he 

' Or with grey and  blood-shot eyes. 
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bids  them.  And  now  they are  at  the  spot  and  behold  the Phardms. 
flashing  beauty of the beloved ; which when  the  charioteer saaATrs. 
sees,  his  memory is carried  to  the  true beauty,  whom he At the 
beholds  in  company with Modesty  like  an image  placed upon vision of 
a  holy  pedestal. H e  sees  her,  but  he is afraid  and falls ~~~d~~ 
backwards  in  adoration,  and by his fall is compelled to  pull tionedsteed 
back the  reins with such  violence  as  to  bring  both  the  steeds ~ ~ ~ o ~ '  

on  their  haunches,  the  one  willing  and  unresisting,  the  unruly but is re- 
one  very  unwilling;  and  when  they  have  gone back a little, E:E:-bY 
the  one  is  overcome with shame  and  wonder,  and  his  whole panionand 
soul is bathed in perspiration;  the  other,  when  the pain is bythe 
over which the  bridle  and  the fall had  given him, having 
with  difficulty taken  breath,  is full of wrath  and  reproaches, 
which he  heaps  upon  the  charioteer  and  his fellow-steed, for 
want of courage  and  manhood,  declaring  that  they  have  been 
false  to  their  agreement  and  guilty of desertion. Again they 
refuse,  and  again  he  urges  them on, and will scarce yield  to 
their  prayer  that  he would  wait until  another time. When Thecon- 
the  appointed  hour comes, they  make  as if they  had  for- t:isF,","d" 
gotten,  and  he  reminds  them,  fighting  and  neighing  and worse. 
dragging  them on, until  at  length  he  on  the  same  thoughts 
intent,  forces  them  to  draw near  again.  And  when  they  are 
near  he  stoops  his  head  and  puts up his tail, and  takes  the 
bit in  his  teeth  and  pulls  shamelessly. Then  the  charioteer 
is  worse off than  ever;  he falls  back  like a  racer  at  the 
barrier,  and  with  a  still  more  violent  wrench  drags  the bit 
out of the  teeth of the wild steed  and  covers  his  abusive 
tongue  and  jaws with  blood, and  forces  his  legs  and  haunches 
to the  ground  and  punishes him  soreiy: And  when  this  has 
happened  several  times  and  the villain has  ceased fr6m his 
wanton way, he is  tamed and  humbled,  and follows the 
will of the  charioteer,  and  when  he  sees  the beautiful one 
he is  ready  to  die  of fear. And from that  time  forward 
the  soul of the  lover follows the beloved in  modesty  and 
holy fear. 

255 And so the beloved  who,  like a god, has received every 
true  and loyal service from his lover, not  in  pretence but in 
reality,  being  also  himself  of a nature  friendly  to  his ad. 
mirer if in former  days  he  has  blushed to own  his  passion 

Omitting tlr +&bv dcyw T ~ Y  91hhw. 

charioteer. 



Pltaedrus. 
Socu*res. 

The perfect 
communion 
of the 
good. 

The reflec- 
tion of the 
beloved  in 
the  lover. 

Some  satis- 

sensual 
faction of 

pleasure 
also 
granted. 

and  turned  away  his  lover, bcbuse  his  youthful  companions 
or others  slanderously  told  him  that  he  would  be  disgraced, 
now  as  years  advance,  at  the  appointed  age  and time, is led 
to  receive him into  communion. For  fate  which  has  ordained 
that  there  shall  be  no  friendship  among  the evil has  also 
ordained  that  there  shall  ever  be  friendship  among  the  good. 
And  the  beloved  when  he  has  received  him  into  communion 
and  intimacy,  is  quite  amazed  at  the  good-will of the  lover; 
he  recognises  that  the  inspired  friend  is  worth  all  other 
friends or kinsmen ; they  have  nothing of friendship  in  them 
worthy  to be compared  with his. And  when  this  feeling 
continues  and  he is nearer  to him and  embraces him, in 
gymnastic  exercises  and  at  other  times of meeting,  then  the 
fountain of that  stream,  which  Zeus  when  he  was  in  love 
with  Ganymede  named  Desire,  overflows  upon  the  lover, 
and  some  enters  into  his soul, and  some  when  he is filled 
flows  out  again ; and  as  a  breeze or an  echo  rebounds from 
the  smooth  rocks  and  returns  whence  it came, so does  the 
stream of beauty,  passing  through  the  eyes  which  are  the 
windows of the  soul,  come  hack  to  the  beautiful  one ; there 
arriving  and  quickening  the  passages of the  wings,  watering 
them  and  inclining  them  to  grow,  and  filling  the  soul of the 
beloved also  with love. And  thus  he  loves,  but  he  knows 
not  what;  he  does  not  understand  and  cannot  explain  his 
own  state ; he  appears to have  caught  the  infection of blind- 
ness  from  another;  the  lover  is  his  mirror in whom  he is 
beholding  himself, but he is not  aware of  this. When  he  
is with the  lover,  both  cease  from  their  pain,  but  when  he is 
away  then  he  longs  as  he is longed  for,  and  has love’s  image, 
love  for  love  (Anteros)  lodging  in  his  breast,  which  he  calls 
and  .believes  to  be  not  love  but  friendship  only,  and  his 
desire is as  the  desire of the  other,  but  weaker ; he  wants to 
see him, touch  him, kiss, embrace him, and  probably  not  long 
afterwards  his  desire is accomplished. When  they  meet,  the 
wanton  steed of the  lover  has  a  word  to  say  to  the  cha- 
rioteer ; he  would  like  to  have  a  little  pleasure in return for 256 

many  pains,  but  the  wanton  steed of the  beloved  says  not 
a  word,  for he  is  bursting  with  passion  which  he  understands 
not ;-he throws  his  arms  round  the  lover  and  embraces  him 
as  his  dearest  friend ; and,  when  they  are  side by side,  he is 



not in  a  state in  which he  can  refuse  the  lover  anything, if he Phacdrws. 
ask  hifi;  although  his fellow-steed and  the  charioteer  oppose sOCRATES. 

him  with the  arguments of shame  and  reason.  After  this ‘rhehar- 
their  happiness  depends  upon  their  self-control ; if the  better KrY Of 

elements of the  mind  which  lead  to  order  and  philosophy 
prevail,  then  they  pass  their life here  in  happiness  and  har- 
mony-masters  of  themselves  and  orderly-enslaving  the 
vicious and  emancipating  the  virtuous  elements of the  soul ; 
and  when  the  end comes, they  are  light  and  winged  for 
flight,  having  conquered  in  one of the  three  heavenly  or 
truly  Olympian  victories ; nor  can  human  discipline  or  divine 
inspiration  confer  any  greater  blessing  on  man  than  this. If, The life of 
on the  other  hand,  they  leave  philosophy  and  lead  the  lower ~~qshoephy  
life of ambition,  then  probably,  after  wine  or  in  some  other lower lire of 

careless  hour,  the two wanton  animals  take  the two souls  when ambition. 
off their  guard  and  bring  them  together,  and  they  accomplish 
that  desire  of  their  hearts which to  the  many is bliss;  and 
this  having  once  enjoyed  they  continue  to  enjoy,  yet  rarely 
because  they  have  not  the  approval of the  whole  soul.  They 
too are  dear, but not so dear to one  another as the  others, 
either  at  the  time of their  love  or  afterwards.  They  consider 
that  fhey  have  given  and  taken from each  other  the most 
sacred  pledges,  and  they  may  not  break  them  and fall into 
enmity.  At  last  they  pass  out of the body, unwinged,  but 
eager  to  soar,  and  thus  obtain  no  mean  reward of love  and 
madness. For  those  who  have  once  begun  the  heavenward 
pilgrimage  may  not go down  again  to  darkness  and  the 
journey  beneath  the  earth, but they  live in light  always ; 
happy  companions  in  their  pilgrimage,  and  when  the  time Theendof 
comes  at  which  they  receive  their  wings  they  have  the  same 22;: 
plumage  because of their love. 

Thus  great  are  the  heavenly  blessings which the  friendship 
of a  lover will confer  upon you, my youth. Whereas  the 
attachment of the  non-lover,  which is alloyed with a  worldly 
prudence  and  has  worldly  and  niggardly  ways of doling  out 
benefits,  will breed  in  your  soul  those  vulgar  qualities which 
the  populace  applaud, will send  you  bowling  round  the  earth 

257 during  a  period of nine  thousand  years,  and  leave you a fool 
in the  world below. 

And  thus,  dear  Eros, I have  made  and paid my recantatidn, 



464 Lysias and Phuedrus. 
Phaedwr. as well and  as fairly as  I could;  more  especially  in  the 

*MTE5 matter of the  poetical  figures  which I was  compelled  to use, 
PHrEDRus. because  Phaedrus would have  them '. And  now  forgive  the 

cal form is 
The poeti- past  and  accept  the  present,  and  be  gracious  and  merciful  to 
onlyin- me, and  do  not  in  thine  anger  deprive  me of  sight, or  take 
tended to from  me  the  art of love  which  thou  hast  given me, but  grant 
please 
phsedrus, that I may be yet  more  esteemed  in  the  eyes of the fair. 

And if Phaedrus  or I myself  said  anything  rude  in  our  first 
speeches,  blame  Lysias,  who  is  the  father of the brat, and 
let us have  no  more of his  progeny; bid him  study  philo- 
sophy,  like  his  brother  Polemarchus ; and  then  his  lover 
Phaedrus will no  longer  halt  between two opinions,  but 
will dedicate  himself wholly to  love  and  to  philosophical 
discourses. 

The speech Phaedr. I join  in  the  prayer,  Socrates,  and  say  with you,  if 
than thatof this be for  my  good,  may  your  words  come to pass.  But 
Lysias, who why  did  you  make  your  second  oration so much  finer  than 
will be out 
of conceit 

is far finer 

with him- 
self. 

The poli- 
ticians are 
fond of 
writing. 

the- first? I wonder  why,  And I begin  to  be  afraid  that 
I shall  lose  conceit of Lysias,  and  that  he will appear  tame 
in comparison,  even if he be willing  to  put  another  as  fine 
and  as  long  as  yours  into  the field, which I doubt. For  
quite  lately  one of your  politicians  was  abusing  him  on  this 
very  account ; and  called  him  a ' speech-writer'  again  and 
again. So that  a  feeling of pride  may  probably  induce  him 
to  give  up  writing  speeches. 

SOC. What a  very  amusing  notion ! But I think,  my  young 
man, that  you  are  much  mistaken  in  your  friend if you 
imagine  that  he  is  frightened  at  a  little  noise ; and,  possibly, 
you  think  that  his  assailant  was  in  earnest? 

Phaedr. I thought,  Socrates,  that  he was. And  you  are 
aware  that  the  greatest  and  most  influential  statesmen  are 
ashamed of writing  speeches  and  leaving  them  in a written 
form, lest  they  should  be  called  Sophists by posterity. 

Soc. You seem  to  be  unconscious,  Phaedrus,  that  the 
'sweet  elbow*' of the  proverb  is  really  the  long  arm of the 
Nile.  And  you  appear  to  be  equally  unaware of the fact that 

1 See a34 C. 
' A proverb, like ' the  grapes are  sour,' applied to pleasures  which  cannot be 

had,  meaning  sweet things which, like  the  elbow, are  out of the reach of the 
month. The promised ~ I C S U I C  tarns out to be a long and tedious &air. 
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this  sweet  elbow  of  theirs is also  a  long  arm,  For  there is Phacdms. 
nothing of which  our  great  politicians  are so fond  as of socrurE:s, 
writing  speeches  and  bequeathing  them  to  posterity.  And 
they  add  their  admirers'  names  at  the  top  of  the  writing, out Theyare 
of gratitude to them. hearsing 

always re- 

258 Phaedr. What  do you  mean ? I do  not  understand. their  own 
soc. Why,  do  you  not  know  that  when a politician  writes, the form 

he  begins  with  the  names  of  his  approvers ? of laws. 
Phaedr. How so ? 
SOC. Why,  he  begins  in  this  manner:  'Be  it  enacted  by 

the  senate,  the  people,  or both, on  the  motion of a  certain 
person;'  who is our  author ; and so putting  on a serious face, 
he  proceeds  to  display  his  own  wisdom  to  his  admirers  in 
what  is  often a long  and  tedious  composition.  Now  what  is 
that sort of thing  but  a  regular  piece of authorship ? 

praises  in 

Phaedr. True. 
SOC. And if the  law  is finally approved,  then  the  author 

leaves  the  theatre in  high  delight;  but if the  law  is  rejected 
and  he  is  done  out of his  speech-making,  and  not  thought 
good  enough  to  write,  then  he  and  his  party  are in mourning. 

Phaedr. Very  true. 
SOC. So far  are  they from despising,  or  rather so highly  do 

Phaedr. No  doubt. 
SOC. And  when  the  king  or  orator  has  the  power,  as L y  They be 

curgus  or  Solon  or  Darius  had, of attaining  an  immortality gyt'ike 
of authorship  in  a  state, is he  not  thought by posterity,  when 
they  see  his  compositions,  and  does  he  not  think  himself, 
while  he  is  yet alive, to be a god ? 

they  value  the  practice of writing. 

Phaedr. Very  true. 
SOC. Then  do you. think  that  any  one of this  class, h o w  

ever  ill-disposed,  would  reproach  Lysias with' beiAg an 
author ? 

Phaedr. Not  upon  your  view;  for  according to YOU he 
would  be casting  a  slur  upon  his  own  favourite  pursuit. 

SOC. Any  one  may  see  that  there is no disgrace in the 
mere fact of  writing. 

Phaedr. Certainly not. 
soc. The  disgrace  begins  when  a  man  writes  not well, but 

VOL. 1. ~h 
badly. 



What mo- 
tive is 
higher  than 
the love of 
discourse? 

The grass- 

will  laugh 
hoppers 

at us if  we 
sleep. 

The grass- 
hoppers 

ginally men 
were ori- 

who  died 

love of 
from the 

song. 

Phaedv. Clearly. 
SOC. And  what is well and  what is  badly-need  we  ask 

Lysias, or  any  other  poet  or  orator,  who  ever  wrote  or will 
write  either  a political or  any  other  work, in metre  or  out of 
metre,  poet  or  prose  writer,  to  teach us this ? 

Plzaedr. Need we ? For  what  should  a  man live if not  for 
the  pleasures of discourse ? Surely  not  for  the  sake of  bodily 
pleasures, which almost  always  have  previous  pain  as  a  con- 
dition of them,  and  therefore  are  rightly  called  slavish. 

SOC. There  is  time  enough.  And I believe  that  the  grass- 
hoppers  chirruping  after  their  manner  in  the  heat of the  sun q g  
over. our  heads  are  talking  to'one  another  and  looking  down 
at us. What  would they  say if they  saw  that we, like  the 
many, are  not  conversing,  but  slumbering  at  mid-day,  lulled 
by their voices, too  indolent  to  think ? Would  they  not  have 
a  right to laugh  at u s  ? They  might  imagine  that we were 
slaves,  who, coming  to  rest  at a place of resort of theirs,  like 
sheep lie  asleep  at  noon  around  the well. But if they  see 
us  discoursing,  and  like  Odysseus  sailing  past them, deaf  to 
their  siren voices, they  may  perhaps,  out of respect, g' we us  
of the  gifts which they  receive from the  gods  that  they  may 
impart  them  to  men. 

Phaedr. What gifts do  you  mean? I never  heard of any. 
SOC. A  lover of  music like  yourself  ought  surely  to  have 

heard  the  story of the  grasshoppers,  who  are  said  to  have 
been human  beings  in  an  age  before  the  Muses.  And  when 
the  Muses  came  and  song  appeared  they  were  ravished  with 
delight;  and  singing always, never  thought of eating  and 
drinking,  until  at  last  in  their  forgetfulness  they  died.  And 
now  they  live  again  in  the  grasshoppers ; and  this is the 
return which the  Muses  make  to  them-they  neither  hunger, 
nor thirst,  but  from the  hour  of  their  birth  are  always  sing 
ing, and  never  eating  or  drinking ; and  when  they  die  they 
go and inform the  Muses  in  heaven  who  honours  them  on 
earth.  They win the  love of Terpsichore  for  the  dancers by 
their  report of them ; of Erato  for  the  lovers,  and of the 
other  Muses  for  those  who  do  them  honour,  according  to 
the  several  ways of honouring  them ;-of Calliope  the  eldest 
Muse  and  of  Urania  who  is  next  to  her,  for  the  philoso- 
phers,  -of  whose music the  grasshoppers  make  report  to 
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them ; for  these  are  the  Muses who are  chiefly  concerned P/lat1ft.w. 

with heaven  and  thought,  divine  as  well  as  human,  and  they s ~ ~ ~ ~ + ~ ~ ,  
have  the  sweetest  utterance.  For  many  reasons,  then,  we 
ought  always,,to  talk  and  not  to  sleep  at  mid-day. 

Plzaedr. Let us talk. 
SOC. Shall we  discuss  the  rules of writing  and  speech as 

Phaedr. Very  good. 
SOC. In  good  speaking  should  not  the  mind of the  speaker 

know  the  truth of the  matter  about  which  he is going  to  speak ? 
2 6 0  Phaedr. And  yet,  Socrates, I have  heard  that  he  who DWS the 

would be an  orator  has  nothing  to  do  with  true  justice, but O?Tt:- 
only  with  that  which is likely  to  be  approved by the  many haveknow- 
who  sit  in  judgment ; nor  with  the  truly  good  or  honourable, ledge? 
but only  with  opinion  about  them,  and  that  from  opinion 
comes  persuasion,  and  not  from  the  truth. 

SOC. The  words of the  wise  are  not  to  be  set  aside ; for 
there is probably  something  in  them ; and  therefore  the 
meaning of this  saying is not  hastily  to be dismissed. 

we were  proposing ? 

Phaedr. Very  true. 
SOC. Let us put  the  matter  thus:-Suppose  that I per- Ofcourse. 

suaded you to  buy  a  horse  and  go  to  the  wars.  Neither of 
us  knew  what a horse  was  like,  but I knew  that  you  believed good for 

a  horse  to  be of tame  animals  the  one  which  has  the  longest Ei2izl: 
ears. put a horse 

Plzaedr. That  would be ridiculous. in the place 
SOC. There  is  something  more  ridiculous  coming :-Sup- 

pose,  further,  that  in  sober  earnest I, having  persuaded you 
of  this, went  and  composed  a  speech  in  honour of an  ass, 
whom I entitled  a  horse,  beginning: ‘ A  noble  animal  and a 
most  useful  possession,  especially  in  war,  and  you  may  get 
on  his  back  and fight, and  he will carry  baggage  or  any- 
thing.’ 

of an ass. 

Phaedr. How  ridiculous ! 
SOC. Kidiculous!  Yes;  but is not  even a ridiculous  friend 

better  that a cunning  enemy ? 
Plzaedr. Certainly. 
SOC. And  when  the  orator  instead of putting  an ass in 

the  place  of a horse,  puts  good  for evil, being  himself as  
ignorant of their  true  nature as the city on  which  he  imposes 

~ h 2  



468 Rhetonc an art of enchantment. 
Pkaedrzw is  ignorant ; and  having  studied  the  notions  of  the  multitude, 

falsely persuades  them  not  about  'the  shadow of an ass,' 

confounds with evi1,"what will be the  harvest which rhetoric 
will be likely  to  gather  after  the  sowing of that  seed ? 

YHAEDRCS. which he  confounds with a horse,  but  about  good which he 

Phacdr. The  reverse of good. 
SOC. But  perhaps  rhetoric  has  been  getting  too  roughly 

handled by us, and  she  might  answer:  What  amazing  non- 
sense you are  talking!  As if I forced  any  man  to  learn  to 
speak in ignorance of the  truth!  Whatever my advice  may 
be worth, I should have told him to  arrive  at  the  truth first, 

knowledge 
Themere and  then  come to me. At the  same  time I boldly assert  that 
ofthetruth mere  knowledge of the  truth will not  give  you  the  art of 
not enough persuasion. 
t o  give the art of per- Phaedr. There is reason  in  the  lady's  defence of herself. 
suasion. SOC. Quite  true ; if only  the  other  arguments which remain 2:zz to  be brought  up  bear  her  witness  that  she is an  art  at 
orpersua- all. But I seem to hear  them  arraying  themselves  on  the 

the truth. rhetoric is a  mere  routine  and  trick,  not  an  art. Lo ! a 
Spartan  appears,  and  says  that  there  never is nor  ever will 
be a  real  art of speaking which is  divorced from the  truth. 

Phaedr. And  what are  these  arguments,  Socrates ? Bring 261 
them  out  that  we  may  examine them. 

SOC. Come  out,  fair children,  and  convince  Phaedrus,  who 
is  the  father of similar  beauties,  that  he will never  be  able to 
speak  about  anything  as  he  ought  to  speak  unless  he  have  a 
knowledge of philosophy.  And  let  Phaedrus  answer you. 

sion srpa- opposite side, declaring  that  she  speaks falsely, and  that 
rable from 

Phaedr. Put  the  question. 
Therheto- sol. Is not  rhetoric,  taken  generally,  a  universal  art of 
riciancan enchanting  the mind by arguments; which is  practised  not 
anyirnpres- only  in  courts  and  public  assemblies,  but  in  private  houses 
sion which also, having to do with all  matters,  great  as well as small, 
he pleases, 
inanyplace good and bad  alike, and  is in all  equally  right,  and  equally 
oruponany to be  esteemed-that  is what you have  heard ? 

Phaedr. Nay, not  exactly  that; I should  say  rather  that I 
have  heard  the  art confined  to speaking  and  writing in law- 
suits,  and  to  speaking  in  public  assemblies-not  extended 
farther. 

SOC. Then I suppose  that you have  only  heard of the 

produce 

ocmsmn. 
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rhetoric of Nestor  and  Odysseus,  which  they  composed  in phncd-s. 
their  leisure  hours  when  at  Troy,  and  never  of  the  rhetoric sKaAms, 
of  Palamedes ? 

Phnedr. No  more  than  of  Nestor  and  Odysseus,  unless G0rgia.s 
Gorgias is your  Nestor,  and  'Fhrasymachus  or  Theodorus ~~~~~~- 
your  Odysseus. or  Theo- 

SOC. Perhaps  that  is  my  meaning.  But  let  us  leave  them. ::Ei?: 
And  do  you tell  me,  instead,  what  are  plaintiff  and  defendant Nestor  and 
doing  in  a  lawcourt-are  they  not  contending? Odysseus. 

PHAEDXUS. 

Plzacdr. Exactly so. 
SOC. About  the  just  and  unjust-that is the  matter  in 

Phaedr. Yes. 
SOC. And  a  professor  of  the  art will make  the  same  thing 

appear  to  the  same  persons  to  be  at  one  time  just,  at  another 
time,  if he is so inclined,  to  be  unjust? 

dispute ? 

Phaedr. Exactly. 
SOC. And  when  he  speaks in the  assembly,  he will make 

the  same  things  seem  good  to  the  city  at  one time, and  at 
another  time  the  reverse of good ? 

Phaedr. That  is true. 
Soc. Have  we  not  heard of the  Eleatic  Palamedes  (Zeno), Zen0 the 

who  has  an  art  of  speaking by which  he  makes  the  same Eleatic' 

things  appear  to  his  hearers  like  and  unlike,  one  and many, 
at  rest  and  in  motion ? 

Phaedr. Very  true. 
Soc. The  ar t  o f  disputation,  then, is not  confined  to  the 

courts  and  the  assembly,  but is one  and  the  same  in  every 
use of language ; this is the  art, if there  be  such  an  art, The de- 
which is able  to find a  likeness of everything  to  which a 
likeness  can  be  found,  and  draws  into  the  light of day  the truth, be- 
likenesses  and  disguises  which ape used by others? cause he 

has to find 
a likeness Phaedr. How do you  mean ? 

SOC. Let  me  put  the  matter  thus x When  will there  be izkyth; 
more  chance  of  deception-when  the  difference  is  large  or learn to 

small ? deceive by 
degrees. 

262 Phaedr. When  the difference  is  small. 
Soc. And YOU will be  less  likely  to be discovered  in 

passing  by  degrees  into  the  other  extreme  than  when YOU go 
all  at  once ? 



4 i o  Criticism of the t w o  speeches. 
Phaedms. Phaedr. Of course. 
socnATes, SOC, He,  then,  who  would  deceive  others,  and  not  be de. 
PHAEuaus~ ceived, must  exactly  know  the  real  likenesses  and  differences 

of things ? 
Phaedr. H e  must. 
Sot. And  if  he is ignorant of the  true  nature of any 

subject,  how  can  he  detect  the  greater  or  less  degree of 
likeness  in  other  things  to  that of which by the  hypothesis 
he is ignorant ? 

Phaedr. H e  cannot. 
Soc. And  when  men  are  deceived  and  their  notions  are  at 

variance with  realities,  it is clear  that  the  error  slips  in 
through  resemblances ? 

Phaedr. Yes,  that  is  the  way. 
soc.  Then  he  who  would be a  master of' the  art  must 

understand  the  real  nature  of  everything;  or  he will never 
know  either  how  to  make  the  gradual  departure  from  truth 
into  the  opposite  of  truth  which is effected by the  help of 
resemblances,  or  how  to  avoid it ? 

Phncdu. H e  will not. 
soc .  H e  then,  who  being  ignorant of the  truth  aims  at 

appearances, will only  attain  an  art of rhetoric  which is 
ridiculous  and is not  an  art  at  all? 

Phaedr. That  may be expected. 
Illustra- SOC. Shall I propose  that we  look  for  examples of art  and 
skill and want of art,  according  to  our  notion of them,  in  the  speech tions of 

want of of Lysias  which  you  have  in  your  hand,  and  in  my  own 

of Lysias. Phaedu. Nothing  could  be  better ; and  indeed I think  that 
our  previous  argument  has  been  too  abstract  and  wanting in 
illustrations. 

soc.  Yes ; and  the two speeches  happen  to  afford a very 
good  example of the  way  in  which  the  speaker  who  knows 
the  truth  may,  without  any  serious  purpose,  steal  away  the 
hearts of his  hearers.  This  piece of good-fortune I attribute 
to  the  local  deities ; and,  perhaps,  the  prophets of the  Muses 
who  are  singing  over  our  heads  may  have  imparted  their 
inspiration  to me. For  I do  not  imagine  that I have  any 
rhetorical  art of my  own, 

skill from speech ? 
the  speech 

Pltnedr. Granted ; if you will only  please to get  on. 
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SOC. Suppose  that  you  read  me  the  first  words of Lysias’ t ’ h a e l f l ~ ~ ~ ~ .  
speech. SOCRATeS, 

Phaedr. ‘You know  how  matters  stand with  me, and how, PHAEDRvs. 

as  I conceive,  they  might be arranged  for  our  common 
interest;  and I maintain  that I ought  not  to fail  in  my  suit, 
because I am  not  your  lover.  For  lovers repent--’ 

263 SOC. Enough :-Now, shall I point  out  the  rhetorical  error 
of those  words ? 

Phaedr. Yes. 
SOC. Every  one is aware  that  about  some  things we are Therhetori- 

Phaedr. I think  that I understand you ; but will you thingssuch 

SOC. When  any  one  speaks of iron  and  silver,  is  not  the which we 

Phaedr. Certainly. 
SOC. But  when  any  one  speaks of justice  and  goodness we justice and 

part  company  and  are  at  odds with one  another  and with aboutwhich 
ourselves? we are dis- 

agreed,  whereas  about  other  things  we differ. 

explain  yourself? 

same  thing  present  in  the  minds of  all ? 

cian should 
distinguish 

as iron and 
silver, about 

are  agreed, 
from things 
such as 

goodness, 

Phaedr. Precisely. 
SOC. Then in  some  things  we  agree,  but  not  in  others ? 
Phaedr. That  is true. 
SOC. In  which are we more  likely  to be deceived,  and in 

Phaedr, Clearly,  in  the  uncertain  class. 
SOC. Then  the  rhetorician  ought  to  make  a  regular 

division, and  acquire a distinct  notion of both  classes,  as 
well of that  in  which  the  many  err,  as of that  in which they 
do not e r r ?  

Phaedr. H e  who  made  such  a  distinction would have  an 
excellent  principle. 

SOC. Yes ; and  in  the  next  place  he  must  have  a  keen 
eye  for  the  observation of particulars  in  speaking,  and  not 
make a mistake  about  the  class to  which they  are to be 
referred. 

agreed. 

which has  rhetoric  the  greater  power ? 

Phaedr. Certainly. 
SOC. Now  to  which  class  does  love  belong-to  the h v a b e -  

Phaedr. To the  debatable,  clearly ; for if not, do YOU class. 
debatable or  to  the  undisputed  class ? 

think  that love would  have  allowed  you to say  as you  did, 

longs to the 
debatable 



472 
Phmu‘rus. 

should 
Lysias 

have  be- 
gun, as I 
did, by de- 
fining love. 

He begins 
at the  end. 

or arrange- 
No order 

ment of 

discourse. 
parts in  his 

that  he  is  an  evil  both  to  the  lover  and  the  beloved,  and  also 
the  greatest  possible  good ? 

Soc. Capital.  But will you  tell  me  whether  I  defined  love 
at  the  beginning  of  my  speech?  for,  having  been  in  an 
ecstasy,  I  cannot  well  remember. 

Phaedr. Yes,  indeed ; that  you  did,  and  no  mistake. 
SOC. Then I perceive  that  the  Nymphs  of  Achelous  and 

Pan  the  son of Hermes,  who  inspired me, were  far  better 
rhetoricians  than  Lysias  the  son of Cephalus.  Alas! liow 
inferior  to  them  he  is ! But  perhaps I am  mistaken;  and 
Lysias  at  the  commencement of his lover’s speech  did  insist 
on  our  supposing  love  to  be  something  or  other  which  he 
fancied him  to be, and  atcording  to  this  model  he  fashioned 
and  framed  the  remainder  of  his  discourse.  Suppose  we 
read  his  beginning  over  again: 

Phaedr. If  you  please;  but  you will not find what  you 
want. 

SOC. Read,  that I may  have  his  exact  words. 
Phaedr. ‘You  know  how  matters  stand  with me, and how, 

as I conceive,  they  might  be  arranged  for  our  common 264 
interest;  and I maintain I ought  not  to fail in  my  suit 
because I am  not  your  lover,  for  lovers  repent of the  kind- 
nesses  which  they  have  shown,  when  their  love  is over.’ 

SOC. Here  he  appears  to  have  done  just  the  reverse  of 
what  he  ought;  for  he  has  begun  at  the  end,  and is swim. 
ming  on  his  back  through  the flood to  the  place  of  starting. 
His address  to  the  fair  youth  begins  where  the  lover  would 
have  ended.  Am I not right, sweet  Phaedrus ? 

Phaedr. Yes,  indeed,  Socrates ; he  does  begin  at  the  end. 
SOC. Then  as  to  the  other  topics-are  they  not  thrown 

down  anyhow? Is there  any  principle  in  them ? W h y  
should  the  next  topic follow next  in  order,  or  any  other 
topic? I cannot  help  fancying  in  my  ignorance  that  he 
wrote off boldly  just  what  came  into  his  head,  but I dare  say 
that YOU would  recognize a rhetorical  necessity  in  the 
succession  of  the  several  parts  of  the  composition? 

Phaedr. You  have  too  good  an  opinion of me if you think 
that I have  any  such  insight  into  his  principles  of  compo- 
sition. 

SOC. At any  rate, you will allow  that  every  discourse 
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ought  to  be a living  creature,  having  a  body  of  its  own  and  a phdm. 
head  and  feet;  there  should  be  a  middle,  beginning,  and socnArbs, 
end,  adapted  to  one  another  and  to  the  whole? PHAEDRUS. 

Phaedr. Certainly. Every dis- 
SOC. Can  this  be  said of the  discourse of Lysias ? See  should be 

whether  you  can find any  more  connexion  in  his  words  than aliving 
in  the  epitaph  which  is  said by some  to  have  been  inscribed g:::; 
on the  grave  of  Midas  the  Phrygian. body I h a d ,  

and feet. 

course 

Phaedr. What  is  there  remarkable  in  the  epitaph ? 
SOC. It  is as follows :- 

‘I am a  maiden of bronze and  lie on the  tomb of Midas;  The dis- 
So long  as water flows and tall  trees  grow, 
So long here  on this  spot  by  his sad tomb abiding, 

course of 
Lysias had 

I shall declare to  passrs-by that  Midas sleeps below.’ 
rangement 
no more ar- 

Now  in  this  rhyme  whether a line  comes  first or comes last, iksl‘:f 
as you will perceive,  makes  no  difference. 

Plzaedr. You are making  fun  of  that  oration of ours. 
SOC. Well, I will say  no  more  about  your  friend’s  speech 

lest I should  give  offence  to  you;  although I think  that  it 
might  furnish  many  other  examples of what  a  man  ought 

265 rather  to  avoid.  But I will proceed  to  the  other  speech, 
which, as I think,  is  also  suggestive  to  students of rhetoric. 

epitaphs. 

Phaedr. In  what  way? 
SOC. The  two  speeches,  as  you  may  remember,  were  un- 

like ; the  one  argued  that  the  lover  and  the  other  that  the 
non-lover  ought  to  be  accepted. 

Phaedr. And  right manfully. 
SOC. You should  rather  say  ‘madly ; ’ and  madness  was 

Phaedr. Yes. 
SOC. And of madness  there  were  two  kinds ; one  produced 

by human  infirmity,  the  other  was  a  divine  release of the 
soul  from  the  yoke of custom  and  convention. 

the  argument  of  them,  for,  as I said,  ‘love  is a madness.’ 

Phaedr. True. 
SOC. The  divine  madness  was  subdivided  into  four  kinds, FoursuMi- 

prophetic,  initiatory, poetic,  erotic, having  four  gods  pre- ,,,dries+ 
visions of 

siding  over  them ; the first was  the  inspiration  of ApollO, the prophetic, 

second  that  of  Dionysus,  the  third  that of the  Muses,  the ~ ~ ~ ~ ” ’  
fourth  that  of  Aphrodite  and  Eros.  In  the  description  of  the ,erotic. 

last kind  of  madness,  which  was  also  said to be  the best,  we 



474 T h e  serious nreanitdg of t h  ntyth. 
I'haedrrcs. spoke  of  the  atiection of love  in  a figure, into  which  we 
socaArEs, introduced a tolerably  credible  and  possibly  true  though 
PHAsDac.s partly  erring myth,  which was  also a hymn  in  honour of 

Love,  who is your  lord  and  also  mine,  Phaedrus,  and  the 
guardian of fair  children,  and to him  we  sung  the  hymn  in 
measured  and  solemn  strain. 

Phaedr. I know  that I had  great  pleasure  in  listening  to 
you. 

SOC. Let  us  take  this  instance  and  note  how  the  transition 
was  made from blame  to  praise. 

Phaedr. What  do you mean ? 
The myth soc. 1 mean to say  that  the  composition  was  mostly play- 
was a crea- ful. Yet  in  these  chance  fancies of the  hour  were involved 
tion of 
fancy, yet two principles of which  we should  be  too  glad  to  have  a 
tnepfinci- clearer  description if art  could  give  us  one. 
ples were 
involved in Phaedr. What  are  they ? 

of particu- 
it  : ( 1 )  unity SOC. First,  the  comprehension of scattered  particulars in 
lars in a one  idea ; as  in  our  definition of  love, which  whether  true  or 
singlenote; false  certainly  gave  clearness  and  consistency  to  the dis- 
division course,  the  speaker  should  define  his  several  notions  and so (2) natural 

intospecies make  his  meaning  clear. 
Phaedr. What is  the  other  principle,  Socrates ? 
SOC. The second  principle  is  that of division  into  species 

according  to  the  natural  formation,  where  the  joint is, not 
breaking  any  part as a bad carver  might.  Just  as  our two 266 
discourses,  alike  assumed,  first  of all, a  single  form of un. 
reason ; and  then,  as  the  body  which from being  one  becomes 
double  and  may  be  divided  into a left  side  and  right  side, 
each  having  parts  right  and left  of the  same name-after this 
manner  the  speaker  proceeded  to  divide  the  parts of the left 
side  and  did  not  desist  until  he found in  them  an evil or  left- 
handed love  which he  justly  reviled ; and  the  other  discourse 
leading  us  to  the  madness which lay  on  the  right  side,  found 
another love, also  having  the  same name, but  divine,  which 
the  speaker  held  up before us and  applauded  and affirmed to 
be  the  author of the  greatest  benefits, 

tician is 
Thedialec- Phaedr. Most true. 
concerned sot. I am myself a  great  lover  of  these  processes of 
with the division and  generalization ; they  help  me to speak  and  to 
Oneand think.  And if 1 find  any  man  who is able to see 'a One  and many. 
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Many ’ i n  nature, him I follow, and  ‘walk  in  his  footsteps  as I’hwdrus. 
if he  were  a  god.’  And  those  who  have  this  art, I have socRATes, 
hitherto  been in the  habit  of  calling  dialecticians;  but  God PHAEDRcs. 

knows  whether  the  name is right  or  not.  And I should like 
to  know  what  name  you  would  give  to  your or  to  Lysias’ 
disciples, and  whether  this  may  not be that  famous  art of 
rhetoric which Thrasymachus  and  others teach and  practise ? 
Skilful  speakers  they  are,  and  impart  their  skill to any who 
is  willing to  make  kings of them  and  to  bring  gifts  to them. 

Phacdr. Yes, they  are  royal  men ; but their  art is not  the He is not to 
same with the  art of those  whom you  call, and rightly,  in 
my opinion,  dialecticians :-Still we are  in  the  dark  about rhetorician. 
rhetoric. 

SOC. What  do  you  mean?  The  remains of‘ it, if there be Still rhe- 
anything  remaining which can  be  brought  under  rules of art, :’$<:‘ 
must be a fine thing;  and,  at  any  rate,  is  not  to be despised from dia- 
by you and me. But  how  much is left? lectic must 

Phacdr. There is a  great  deal  surely to be  fbund  in  books able  art. 
of rhetoric ? 

SOC. Yes ; thank  you  for  reminding  me  :-There is the 
cxordium,  showing  how  the  speech  should begin, if I remem- 
ber rightly;  that is what you mean-the  niceties of the  art? 

be  a  valn- 

P/rncdr. Yes. 
SOC. Then follows the  statement of facts, and upon that 

witnesses ; thirdly,  proofs ; fourthly,  probabilities  are  to 
come ; the  great  Byzantian  word-maker  also  speaks, if I am 
not mistaken, of confirmation  and  further  confirmation. 

Phacdr. You mean  the  excellent  Theodorus. ‘I‘lleodorus. 
267 Soc. Yes;  and  he tells  how  refutation or  further  refutation 

is  to  be managed,  whether  in  accusation  or  defence. I ought 
also to mention  the  illustrious  Parian,  Evenus,  who  first Evenus. 
invented  insinuations  and  indirect  praises ; and  also  in- 
direct  censures,  which  according to some  he  put  into  verse 
to help  the  memory.  But  shall I ‘to  dumb  forgetfulness 
consign’  Tisias  and  Gorgias,  who  are  not  ignorant  that Tisiasand 
probability  is  superior  to  truth,  and  who by force of  argu- Gorgias* 
ment  make  the  little  appear  great  and  the  great little, 
disguise  the  new  in  old  fashions  and  the  old  in  new  fashions, 
and  have  discovered  forms  for  everything,  either  short or  
going  on to infinity. I remember  Prodicus  laughing  when 



476 The insujiciency of rhetoric. 
Phdrus.  I told  him of this;  he  said  that  he  had himself discovered 
~ R L T ~ S ,  the  true  rule of art, which was  to be neither  long  nor  short, 

Prodicus. Phaedr. Well  done,  Prodicus ! 
Hippias. SOC. Then  there is Hippias  the  Elean  stranger,  who 

PHAEDRUS. but of a  convenient  length. 

probably  agrees  with him. 
Phaedr. Yes. 

Polus. SOC. And  there  is  also  Polus,  who  has  treasuries of  dipla. 
siology, and gnomology, and  eikonology,  and  who  teaches 

Lieymnius. in  them  the  names of which  Licymnius  made him a  present ; 
they  were to give  a polish. 

Protagoras. Phaedr. Had not  Protagoras  something of the  same  sort ? 
SOC. Yes,  rules of correct  diction  and  many  other fine pre- 

Thrasyma- cepts; for the  ‘sorrows of a  poor  old man,’ or  any  other 
chus again. pathetic  case,  no  one is better  than  the  Chalcedonian  giant ; 

he  can  put  a whole company of people  into  a  passion  and  out 
of one  again by his  mighty magic, and  is  first-rate  at  invent- 
ing  or  disposing of any  sort of calumny  on  any  grounds  or 
none. All of them  agree  in  asserting  that  a  speech  should 
end in a  recapitulation,  though  they  do  not  all  agree  to  use 
the  same  word. 

Phaedr. You  mean  that  there  should be a  summing  up of 
the  arguments in order  to  remind  the  hearers of them. 

SOC. I have  now  said  all  that I have  to  say of the  art of 
rhetoric : have you anything  to  add ? 

Plzaedr. Not  much ; nothing  very impo’rtant. 
SOC. Leave  the  unimportant  and  let  us  bring  the  really 268 

important  question  into  the  light of day, which  is:  What 
power  has  this  art of rhetoric,  and  when ? 

Phaedr. A  very  great  power  in  public  meetings. 
Rhetoric a SOC. It has. But I should  like  to  know  whether  you  have 
superficial 
art. the  same  feeling as I have  about  the  rhetoricians ? To me 

there  seem  to  be  a  great  many  holes  in  their web, 
Phaedr. Give  an  example, 
SOC. I will. Suppose  a  person  to  come  to  your  friend 

Eryximachus, or  to  his  father  Acumenus,  and  to  say  to him : 
‘ I know  how  to  apply  drugs  which  shall  have  either a 
heating  or  a cooling  effect, and I can  give  a vomit and  also 
a  purge,  and  all  that  sort of thing ; and  knowing all this, as 
I do, I claim to be a physician  and  to  make  physicians by 
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imparting  this  knowledge  to others,’-what do you suppose p h d w s .  
that  they would say? SocahTES, 

Phaedr. They would be sure  to  ask him whether  he  knew P ~ * m m  

‘to  whom’  he would give  his medicines, and  ‘when,’  and 
‘how much.’ 

SM. And  suppose  that  he  were  to  reply : ‘ N o  ; I know 
nothing of  all  that ; I expect  the  patient who consults me to 
be able to do  these  things  for  himself’? 

Phaedr. They would say in reply  that  he is a  madman or  a 
pedant  who fancies that  he  is  a physician  because he  has  read 
something in a book, or  has  stumbled on a  prescription  or two, 
although  he  has  no  real  understanding of the  art of medicine. 

soc.  And  suppose  a  person  were  to  come  to  Sophocles  or What 
Euripides  and  say  that  lie  knows  how to make  a very long would 
speech  about  a  small matter, and  a  short  speech  about a or ~ ~ ~ i -  
great  matter,  and  also  a  sorrowful  speech,  or  a  terrible,  or pids  say 
threatening  speech,  or  any  other kind  of speech,  and in Esf”,B”iF 
teaching  this fancies that  he is teaching  the  art of tragedy- ? rhetoric? 

Phaedr. They too  would surely  laugh  at him if’ he fancies 
that  tragedy is anything but the  arranging of these  elements 
in a  manner which  will  be suitable  to  one  another  and to the 
whole. 

SOC. But I do  not  suppose  that  they would be rude  or 
abusive  to  him:  Would  they  not  treat him as  a musician 
would a  man  who  thinks  that  he  is  a  harmonist because 
he knows  how to pitch the  highest  and lowest note ; happen- 
ing  to meet  such  an  one  he would  not say to him savagely, 
‘Fool, you are mad !’ But like a musician, in a  gentle Theywould 
and  harmonious  tone of voice, he would answer : ‘ My good say to him 
friend, he who  would  be a  harmonist must certainly  know courteous 

this, and  yet  he  may  understand  nothing of harmony if he . manner and 
has  not  got beyond your  stage of knowledge,  for YOU only est tone of 

In the  sweet- 

know  the  preliminaries of harmony  and not harmony itself.’ voice, ‘You 
only know 

269 SOC. And will not  Sophocles  say  to  the  display  of  the bet of your 

the alpha- 

Sophocla 

In the most 

Phaedr. Very  true. 

would-be tragedian,  that  this is not tragedy but the prelimi- art” 
naries of tragedy ? and will  not Acumenus  say  the same of 
medicine  to the would-be  physician ? 

Phaedr. Quite  true. 
SOC. And  if  Adrastus  the mellifluous or  Pericles  heard of 
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Phaednts. these  wonderful  arts,  brachylogies  and  eikonologies  and  all 
the  hard  names  which  we  have  been  endeavouring  to  draw 

losing  temper  and  applying  uncomplimentary  epithets,  as YOU 

and I  have  been  doing,  to  the  authors of such  an  imaginary 
art,  their  superior  wisdom would rather  censure us, as well 

weshould as  them. 'Have a little  patience,  Phaedrus  and  Socrates, 
not be too they would say; you should  not  be in such  a  passion with 
rhetorician those  who from some  want of dialectical  skill  are  unable  to 
hard on the 

only part 
fortaching define  the  nature of rhetoric,  and  consequently  suppose  that 
of his art, they  have  found  the  art  in  the  preliminary  conditions of it, 

and  when  these  have  been  taught by them  to  others,  fancy  that 
the  whole  art of rhetoric  has  been  taught by them; but as  to 
using  the  several  instruments of the  art effectively, or making 
the composition a whole,-an  application of  it such  as  this 
is they  regard  as  an  easy  thing  which  their  disciples  may 
make  for themselves.' 

Phaedr. I  quite  admit,  Socrates,  that  the  art of rhetoric 
which these  men  teach  and of which  they  write  is  such  as 
you describe-there I agree  with  you.  But  I  still  want  to 
know  where  and  how  the  true  art of rhetoric  and  persuasion 
is to be acquired. 

The perf-- SOC. The perfection which is required of the finished orator 
tion of ora- 
tory is part- is, or rather  must be, like  the  perfection of anything else, 
ly a gift of partly given by nature,  but  may also be assisted by art. If 
it may be you  have  the  natural  power  and  add  to it knowledge  and 
improved practice, you  will  be a distinguished  speaker ; if you fall short 
byart.This in  either of these,  you will be  to  that  extent  defective.  But art, how- 
ever, is not the  art,  as  far  as  there  is  an  art, of rhetoric  does  not lie in the 

Thrasyma- the art Of direction of Lysias  or  Thrasymachus. 
thus, but Phaedr. In  what  direction  then ? 
partakasof SOC. I conceive  Pericles to have  been  the  most accom- 
ofphiloso- plished of rhetoricians. 
PhY. Phnedr. What of that ? 

PHARDRUP. into  the  light  of  day,  what  would  they say?  Instead of 

nature. But 

the nature 

SOC. All  the  great  arts  require  discussion  and  high  specula- 
tion about  the  truths of nature ; hence  come  loftiness of 270 
thought  and  completeness  of  execution,  And  this,  as I con- 
ceive, was  the  quality  which,  in  addition  to  his  natural gifts, 
Pericles  acquired from his  intercourse  with  Anaxagoras 
whom he  happened  to know. H e  was  thus  imbued with the 
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higher  philosophy,  and  attained  the  knowledge of Mind ~hacdrrcs. 
and  the  negative  of  Mind,  which  were  favourite  themes  of socRATe+, 

Anaxagoras,  and  applied  what  suited  his  purpose  to  the  art PHasDRcs~ 

of speaking. 
Phaedr. Explain. 
SOC. Rhetoric  is  like m,edicine. 
Phaedr. How so ? 
Sod. Why,  because  medicine  has  to  define  the  nature of 

the  body  and  rhetoric of the soul -if  we  would  proceed,  not 
empirically  but  scientifically, in the  one  case  to  impart  health 
and  strength by giving  medicine  and food, in  the  other  to 
implant  the  conviction  or  virtue  which  you  desire, by the  right 
application of words  and  training. 

Phaedr. There,  Socrates, I suspect  that  you  are  right. 
Svc. And  do  you  think  that  you  can  know  the  nature of the 

soul  intelligently  without  knowing  the  nature  of  the  whole? 
Phaedr. Hippocrates  the  Asclepiad  says  that  the  nature 

even  of  the  body  can  only  be  understood  as a whole'. 
SOC. Yes,  friend,  and  he  was  right :-still, we ought  not  to 

be content  with  the  name of Hippocrates,  but  to  examine  and 
see  whether  his  argument  agrees with his  conception  of 
nature. 

Phacdr. I agree. 
SOC. Then  consider  what  truth  as well as  Hippocrates  says First there 

about  this  or  about  any  other  nature.  Ought  we  not  to  con- Fi;:,": 
sider  first  whether  that  which  we  wish  to  learn  and  to  teach thesoul. 

is a  simple o r  multiform  thing,  and if simple,  then  to  enquire 
what  power  it  has  of  acting  or  being  acted  upon  in  relation  to 
other  things,  and if multiform,  then  to  number  the  forms; 
and  see  first  in  the  case of one  of  them,  and  then  in  the  case 
of  all of them,  what is that  power of acting  or  being  acted 
upon  which  makes  each  and  all of them  to  be  what  they  are ? 

Phaedr. You may  very  likely be  right,  Socrates. 
SOC. T h e  method  which  proceeds  without  analysis  is  like 

the  groping of a  blind  man.  Yet,  surely,  he  who  is  an  artist 
ought  not  to  admit of a  comparison  with  the blind, or  deaf. .  
The  rhetorician,  who  teaches  his  pupil  to  speak  scientifically, 
will particularly  set  forth  the  nature  of  that  being  to  which  he 
addresses  his  speeches ; and this, I conceive, to be  the soul. 

1 Cp. Chnmides, 156 C. 
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Phapdt-rrs. Phaedr. Certainly. 

PHAEDaus* he  seeks  to  produce  conviction. 
SOC. His  whole effort is  directed  to  the  soul ; for  in  that 271 

Phaedr. Yes. 
SOC. Then clearly,  Thrasymachus  or  any  one  else  who 

teaches  rhetoric  in  earnest  will  give  an  exact  description of 
the  nature  of  the  soul ; which will enable  us  to  see  whether 
she  be  single  and  same,  or,  like  the  body,  multiform.  That 
is what  we  should  call  showing  the  nature  of  the  soul. 

Phaedr. Exactly. 
Then  the Soc. H e  will explain,  secondly,  the  mode in  which she  acts 
rhetorician 

show or  is  acted  upon. 
by what Phaedr. True. 
soul affects SOC. Thirdly,  having classified men  and  speeches,  and means the 

or is af- their  kinds  and affections, and  adapted  them  to  one  another, 
fectedn and he will tell  the  reasons of his  arrangement,  and  show  why 
why one 
soul in one one  soul  is  persuaded by a  particular form  of argument,  and 
way and another  not. 
another. Phaedr. You have  hit  upon  a  very  good way. 
another in 

SOC. Yes,  that  is  the  true  and  only  way  in  which  any  sub- 
ject  can  be  set  forth  or  treated by rules of art,  whether  in 
speaking  or  writing.  But  the  writers of the  present  day,  at 
whose  feet  you  have  sat,  craftily  conceal  the  nature of the 
soul  which  they  know  quite well. Nor, until  they  adopt  our 
method of reading  and  writing,  can  we  admit  that  they  write 
by rules of art ? 

Phnedr. What  is  our  method ? 
SOC. I cannot  give  you  the  exact  details ; but I should  like 

to tell  you  generally,  as  far as is in  my  power,  how  a  man 
ought  to  proceed  according  to  rules of art. 

Phnedr. Let  me  hear. 
Oratory is SOC. Oratory  is  the  art of enchanting  the  soul,  add  there. 
the art Of fore  he  who  would  be  an  orator  has  to  learn  the  differences of 
thesoul, human  souls-they  are so many  and  of  such  a  nature,  and 
and there- from them  come  the  differences  between  man  and  man. 
fore the 
Orator Having  proceeded  thus  far  in  his  analysis,  he will next 
learn  the divide  speeches  into  their  different  classes  :--‘Such  and such 
differences 
of persons,’  he will say,  ‘are  affected by this  or  that  kind  of 
souls byre- speech  in  this or that way,’ and  he  will  tell  you  why. The 
experience. pupil  must  have  a  good  theoretical  notion of them  first,  and 

enchanting 
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then  he  must  have  experience  of  them  in  actual life, and  be F%U&W 

able  to follow them  with  all  his  senses  about him, or   he  will socRAraS, 
never  get  beyond  the  precepts of his  masters. But when PnAEuR"s. 

he  understands  what  persons are persuaded  by  what argu- 
272 ments,  and sees the  person  about  whom  he  was  speaking  in of jndivi- 

the  abstract  actually  before him, and  knows  that  it  is  he,  and dual char- 
can  say  to  himself,  'This  is  the  man  or  this  is  the  character :Esary 
who  ought  to  have  a  certain  argument  applied  to  him  in  order to the 
to convince him of a certain  opinion ; '"he who  knows  all rhetorician. 
this, and  knows  also  when  he  should  speak  and  when  he 
should  refrain,  and  when  he  should  use  pithy  sayings, 
pathetic  appeals,  sensational effects, and  all  the  other  modes 
of speech  which  he  has  learned ;-when, I say,  he  knows 
the  times  and  seasons  of  all  these  things,  then,  and  not  till 
then, he is a  perfect  master  of  his  art ; but if he fail in  any 
of these  points,  whether  in  speaking  or  teaching  or  writing 
them,  and  yet  declares  that  he  speaks  by  rules  of  art,  he  who 
says ' I don't  believe  you ' has  the  better of  him. Well,  the 
teacher  will  say, is this,  Phaedrus  and  Socrates,  your  account 
of the  so-called  art of rhetoric,  or Pm I to  look  for another?  

Phaedr. H e  must  take  this,  Socrates,  for  there is no  pos- 
sibility of another,  and  yet  the  creation of such  an  art is not 
easy. 

SOC. Very  true ; and  therefore  let us consider  this  matter 
in every  light,  and see whether  we  cannot find a  shorter  and 
easier  road;  there is no  use  in  taking  a  long  rough  round- 
about  way if there  be  a  shorter  and  easier  one.  And I wish 
that  you  would  try  and  remember  whether  you  have  heard 
from Lysias  or  any  one  else  anything  which  might  be of 
service  to us, 

Phaedr. If  trying  would avail, then I might; but at  the 
moment I can  think of nothing. 

SOC. Suppose I tell  you  something  which  somebody  who 
knows  told  me, 

Phaedv. Certainly. 
SOC. May  not  'the wolf,' as  the  proverb  says,  'claim  a 

Phaedr. Do you  say  what  can be said  for him. 
soc. H e  will argue  that  there  is no use in putting  a  solemn But ' the 

face on  these  matters,  or  in  going  round  and  round,  until YOU ~ ~ ~ ~ Y s  

VOL. I. l i  

Knowledge 

hearing '3 



According 
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D lie of a 
should tell 

sort which 
the other 
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unwilling 
or unable 
10 refute. 

arrive  at  first  principles ; for, as I said  at  first,  when  the  ques- 
tion is  of  justice  and good, or is  a  question in  which men  are 
concerned  who  are  just  and good, either by nature or habit, 
he who would  be a skilful rhetorician  has  no  need of truth- 
for that in courts of law men  literally  care  nothing  about 
truth, but  only about conviction : and  this  is  based  on  proba- 
bility,  to  which he  who would be a skilful orator  should  there- 
fore give his whole attention.  And  they  say  also  that  there 
are  cases in  which the  actual facts, if they  are  improbable, 
ought to  be withheld,  and  only  the  probabilities  should be 
told either in accusation or  defence,  and  that  always in 
speaking,  the  orator  should  keep  probability in  view, and  say 
good-bye  to  the  truth.  And  the  observance of this  principle 273 

throughout  a  speech  furnishes  the whole art. 
Phaedr. That is what  the  professors of rhetoric  do  actually 

say, Socrates. I have not  forgotten  that we have  quite 
briefly touched upon  this matter'  already; with them  the 
point is all-important. 

SOC. I dare  say  that you are familiar  with Tisias.  Does 
he  not  define  probability  to be that which the  many  think ? 

Phaedr. Certainly,  he  does. 
SOC. I believe that  he  has  a  clever  and  ingenious  case  of 

this  sort  :-He  supposes  a feeble and  valiant  man  to  have 
assaulted a strong  and  cowardly  one,  and  to  have  robbed 
him of his coat or'of  something or other;  he is  brought  into 
court,  and  then  Tisias  says  that  both  parties  should tell  lies : 

the  coward  should  say  that  he  was  assaulted by more  men  than 
one ; the  other  should  prove  that  they  were  alone,  and  should 
argue  thus : ' How could a  weak  man  like  me  have  assaulted 
a  strong  man like him?'   The complainant will not  like  to 
confess his  own  cowardice,  and will therefore  invent  some 
other  lie which his  adversary will thus  gain  an  opportunity  of 
refuting. And  there  are  other  devices of the  same kind  which 
have  a place  in the  system. Am I not  right,  Phaedrus? 

Phaedr. Certainly. 
SOC. Bless me, what  a  wonderfully  mysterious  art  is  this 

which Tisias or some  other  gentleman, in whatever  name or 
country  he rejoices, has  discovered.  Shall  we  say  a  word to 
him or not? 

' Cp. z j g  E. 
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Phaedr. What  shall we say to him? Phaedrus. 
SOC. Let us tell  him  that,  before  he  appeared,  you  and I 

were  saying  that  the  probability of which  he  speaks  was 
engendered  in  the  minds of the  many by the  likeness  of  the $gz: 
truth,  and  we  had  just  been  affirming  that  he  who  knew  the man should 
truth  would  always  know  best  how  to  discover  the  resem- learn  to say 

blances of the  truth.  If  he  has  anything  else  to  say  about  the ceptable 

art  of  speaking we should  like  to  hear him ; but if not,  we God. This 
are  satisfied  with  our  own view, that  unless a man  estimates 
the  various  characters  of  his  hearers  and is able  to  divide ofrhetoric. 
all things  into  classes  and  to  comprehend  them  under  single 
ideas,  he  will  never  be  a  skilful  rhetorician  even  within  the 
limits of human  power,  And  this  skill  he will not  attain 
without  a  great  deal of trouble,  which  a  good  man  ought  to 
undergo,  not  for  the  sake of speaking  and  acting  before  men, 
but in  order  that  he  may  be  able to say  what is acceptable to 
God  and  always  to  act  acceptably  to  Him  as  far  as  in him 

274 lies ; for  there is a  saying of wiser  men  than  ourselves,  that  a 
man of sense  should  not  try  to  please  his  fellow-servants  (at 
least  this  should  not  be  his  first  object)  but  his  good  and 
noble  masters ; and  therefore if the  way  is  long  and  circuitous, 
marvel  not  at  this, for, where  the  end  is  great,  there  we  may 
take  the  longer  road,  but  not  for  lesser  ends  such  as  yours. 
Truly,  the  argument  may  say,  Tisias,  that if you do not  mind 
going so far,  rhetoric  has a fair  beginning  here. 

Phaedr. I think,  Socrates,  that  this is admirable,  if  only 
practicable. 

SOC. But  even  to fail in  an  honourable  object is honourable. 
Phaedr. True. 
SOC. Enough  appears  to  have  been  said by us of a  true  and 

false art  of  speaking. 
Phaedr. Certainly. 
SOC. But  there  is  something  yet  to  be  said of propriety  and 

impropriety  of  writing. 
Phaedr. Yes. 
SOC. Do you  know  how  you  can  speak  or  act  about  rhetoric 

Phaedr. No, indeed, Do you?  
SOC. I have  heard a tradition of the  ancients,  whether  true 

or not  they  only  know;  although if we  had  found  the  truth 
I i 2  

what is ac- 

is the  true 

in a  manner  which  will be acceptable  to  God ? 
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ourselves,  do you think  that we should  care  much  about  the 
opinions of  men ? 

Phaedr. Your  question  needs  no  answer;  but I wish  that 
you would  tell  me what you say  that you have  heard. 

SOC. At  the  Egyptian  city of Naucratis,  there  was  a  famous 
old  god, whose  name  was  Theuth ; the  bird  which  is  called 
the  Ibis is sacred  to him, and  he  was  the  inventor of many 
arts,  such as arithmetic  and  calculation  and  geometry  and 
astronomy  and  draughts  and dice, but  his  great  discovery 
was  the  use of letters.  Now  in  those  days  the  god  Thamus 
was  the  king of the  whole  country of Egypt ; and  he  dwelt 
in  that  great  city of Upper  Egypt  which  the  Hellenes call 
Egyptian  Thebes,  and  the god  himself is called by them 
Ammon. T o  him came  Theuth  and  showed  his  inventions, 
desiring  that  the  other  Egyptians  might  be  allowed  to  have 
the benefit  of them ; he  enumerated them, and  Thamus 
enquired  about  their  several uses, and  praised  some of them 
and  censured  others,  as  he  approved  or  disapproved of them. 
It  would take  a  long  time  to  repeat  all  that  Thamus  said  to 
Theuth  in  praise  or blame  of the  various  arts.  But  when 
they  came  to  letters,  This,  said  Theuth, will make  the  Egyp- 
tians  wiser  and  give  them  better  memories ; it  is  a specific 
both  for the  memory  and  for  the wit. Thamus  replied : 0 most 
ingenious  Theuth,  the  parent  or  inventor of an  art is not  always 
the  best  judge of the  utility  or  inutility of his  own  inventions 
to the  users of them. And in this  instance, you who  are  the 275 

father of letters,  from  a  paternal love of your  own  children 
have  been  led  to  attribute  to  them  a  quality which they  cannot 
have; for this  discovery of yours will create  forgetfulness in  
the  learners’ souls, because  they will not  use  their  memories ; 
they will trust to the  external  written  characters  and not 
remember of themselves. The specific which  you  have  dis- 
covered is an aid not  to memory,  but to  reminiscence,  and you 
give  your  disciples  not  truth,  but  only  the  semblance of truth ; 
they will  be hearers of many  things  and will have  learned 
nothing ; they will appear to be omniscient  and will generally 
know  nothing ; they will  be tiresome  company,  having  the 
show  of  wisdom  without  the  reality. 

Phaedr. Yes, Socrates,  you  can  easily  invent  tales of Egypt, 
or  of any  other  country. 
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SOC. There  was a tradition  in  the  temple of Dodona  that I%ae[irns. 
oaks  first  gave  prophetic  utterances.  The  men  of  old,  unlike sWnArEs, 
in  their  simplicity  to  young  philosophy,  deemed  that if they 
heard  the  truth  even from 'oak or rock,' it  was  enough  for T h e s c e p  
them ; whereas  you  seem  to  consider  not  whether a thing is phaed,,,s 
or  is  not  true,  but  who  the  speaker  is  and  from  what  country reprovedhy 
the  tale  comes. 

Phaedr. I acknowledge  the  justice of your  rebuke ; and I 
think  that  the  Theban  is  right  in  his  view  about  letters. 

SOC. H e  would be a very  simple  person,  and  quite  a b'riting far 

stranger  to  the  oracles  of  Thamus  or  Ammon,  who  should zzi'-to' 
leave  in  writing o r  receive  in  writing  any  art  under  the  idea tion. 
that  the  written  word  would  be  intelligible  or  certain ; or  who 
deemed  that  writing  was  at  all  better  than  knowledge  and 
recollection of the  same  matters ? 

ticism of 

Socrates. 

Plzaedr. That  is  most  true. 
SOC. I cannot  help  feeling,  Phaedrus,  that  writing is unfor- Writing is 

tunately  like  painting;  for  the  creations of the  painter  have !$Pfyl- 
the  attitude of life, and  yet if you  ask  them a question  they silent  ever, 
preserve  a  solemn  silence.  And  the  same  may  be  said  of 
speeches.  You  would  imagine  that  they  had  intelligence,  but speech, be 
if you  want  to  know  anything  and  put a question  to  one  of adap!d to 
them,  the  speaker  always  gives  one  unvarying  answer.  And 
when  they  have  been  once  written  down  they  are  tumbled 
about  anywhere  among  those  who  may  or  may  not  understand 
them,  and  know  not  to  whom  they  should  reply,  to  whom  not : 
and, if they  are  maltreated  or  abused,  they  have  no  parent  to 
protect  them ; and  they  cannot  protect  or  defend  themselves. 

indinduals. 

Phaedr. That  again  is  most  true. 
soc. Is there  not  another  kind of word or  speech  far But  there 

better  than  this,  and  having  far  greater  power-a  son  of  the :iY::y 
Phaedr. Whom  do you mean,  and  what is his  origin ? graven on 
soc. 1 mean  an  intelligent  word  graven  in  the  soul of the ofthemjlld. 

276 same family, but  lawfully  begotten ? writing 

the tablets 

learner,  which  can  defend  itself,  and  knows  when  to  speak 
and  when  to  be  silent. 

Phaedr. You  mean  the  living  word of knowledge  which 
has  a  soul,  and  of  which  the  written  word is properly  no 
more  than  an  image? * 

SOC. Yes,  of  course  that  is  what I mean. And now  may 
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~ h ~ ~ ~ l ~ ~ , ~ ,  I be allowed to  ask  you  a  question:  Would  a  husbandman, 

sOCRATEs, who  is  a man of sense,  take  the  seeds,  which  he  values  and 
P H A E W ~ .  which he  wishes to bear fruit, and  in  sober  seriousness  plant 
IVhat  man 
of sense 
would plant 
sccds in an 
artificial 

txing forth 
garden, to 

flowers i n  
fruit or 

eight days, 
and not in 
deeper and 

soil ? 
n ~ o r e  fitting 

them during  the  heat of summer,  in  some  garden of Adonis, 
that  he may  rejoice  when he  sees  them in eight days  appcar- 
ing  in  beauty?  at  least  he would do so, if at  all, only for the 
sake of amusement  and  pastime.  But  when  he  is  in  earnest 
he  sows in fitting  soil,  and  practises  husbandry,  and is 
satisfied if in eight  months  the  seeds  which  he  has sown 
arrive  at  perfection ? 

P/mdr. Yes,  Socrates,  that will  be his way when  he  is in  
earnest;  he will do  the  other, as you say, only  in  play. 

SOC. And  can we suppose  that  he  who  knows  the  just  and 
good and  honourable  has less understanding,  than  thc 
husbandman,  about  his own seeds ? 

I’/zncd),. Certainly not. 
SOC. ’I’hen he will not  seriouslx  incline to ‘write’ his 

thoughts  ‘in  water’ with pen and  ink,  sowing  words which 
can neither  speak for themselves  nor  teach  thc  truth  ade. 
quately to others? 

Pllncdv. No, that is not likely. 
,Is ;I w q -  Soc. Xo, that is not likely--in the  garden of letters  hc w i l l  

IlMy pl.111t 
sow  and  plant, but only  for  the  sake of recreation  and  amuse- 

tli\ f,lir mcnt ; he will write  them  down as  memorials  to be treasured 

tllL!pardcil 
other old n1an who is treading  the  same  path. He will 
rejoice in beholding  their  tender  growth ; and  while  others 
are refreshing  their  souls with banqueting  and  the like, this 
will  be the  pastime  in  which his days  are  spent. 

I’/zncdr. -4 pastime, Socrates, as noble as the  othcr i s  
ignoble,  the  pastime of a  man who can  be  amused by serious 
talk,  and  can  discourse  merrily  about  justice  and  the like. 

tlllll:  11e 

t l m l g h i h  i l l  against  the  forgetfulness of old age, by himself, or by any 

Illit /,IF SOC. True,  Phaedrus.  But  nobler  far  is  the  serious 
serious ailn 
,,.ill tie to pursuit of the  dialectician, who, finding  a  congenial soul, by 
implant the  help of science sows and  plants  therein  words  which 
them in hi> own are able to help  themselves  and him who  planted  them, 277 

0 t J m n o t ~ l e  and  are not unfruitful, but have  in  them  a  seed  which 
others  brought  up  in  different soils render  immortal,  making 
the  possessors of it happy to thc utmost  extent of human 
happiness. 

n;%tiires. 
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Phaedr. Far nobler,  certainly. , l'hnedrus. 

SOC. And now, Phaedrus,  having  agreed upon the  prcn~ises SocnnrKs, 

we may decide  about  the  conclusion. PHAfDRL,S. 

Phaedr. About  what  conclusion ? 
SOC. About  Lysias, whom we  censured,  and  his  art  of 

writing,  and  his  discourses,  and  the  rhetorical  skill  or  want 
of skill  which  was shown in them-these are  the  questions 
which we  sought  to  determine,  and  they  brought us to this 
point.  And I think  that  we  are now pretty well informed 
about  the  nature of art  and  its  opposite. 

Phnedr. Yes, I think  with you; but I wish  that  you would 
repeat  what  was  said. 

SOC. Until  a man  knows the  truth of the  several  particulars TIW con- 

of which he is writing or speaking,  and  is  able  to  define  them ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ , ~ ; b t  

as  they  are,  and  having  defined  them  again  to  divide  them IIC able to 

until  they  can  be no longer  divided,  and  until in like  manner &"'e~:, 

he is able  to  discern  the  nature of the soul, and  discover  the denote tilt: 
different  modes of  discourse which are  adapted  to different ~ ~ c ~ ~ > ~  

natures,  and  to  arrange  and  dispose  them in such a way  that speaking, 
the  simple  form of speech  may  be  addressed to the  simpler andtodis- 
nature,  and  the  complex  and  composite  to  the  more complex of 

nature-until he  has accomplished  all  this,  he will be  unable those\vholn 
to handle  arguments  according  to  rules of art,  as far as their dressing, 

nature  allows  them  to  be  subjected  to  art,  either for the 
purpose of teaching  or  persuading ;-such is  the view which 
is implied  ,in  the  whole  preceding  argument. 

Phacdv. Yes,  that  was  our view, certainly. 
SOC. Secondly,  as  to  the  censure  which was passcd on the 

speaking or writing of discourses,  and how they  might  be 
rightly or wrongly  censured-did  not our previous  argument 
show- ? 

cern the 

he is ad- 

Phaedv. Show  what ? 
SOC. That  whether  Lysias  or  any  other  writer  that  ever 'TIE ~egia- 

was or will be, whether  private  man  or  statesman,  proposes ::Lzal, 
laws  and so becomes  the  author of a political  treatise, fancy- must know 
ing  that  there  is  any  great  certainty  and  clearness  in  his L;;zi:: 
performance, the fact  of  his so writing is only a disgrace  to or injustice. 
him, whatever  men  may  say.  For  not  to know the  nature  of gooda*ld 
justice  and  injustice,  and  good  and evil, and not  to be able T~ L+,\ 
to distinguish  the  dream  from  the  reality,  cannot in truth be or to an? 

w i l .  



him. 

orators, 
Poets, 

legislators, 
if their 
composi- 

based on 
tions are 

truth, ark 

be called 
worthy to 

philoso- 
phers. 

phacd~us. otherwise  than  disgraceful  to  him,  even  though  he  have  the 
~ o c ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ,  applause  of  the  whole  world. 
P n ~ D a u s -  Phaedr. Certainly. 
man ig- 
norance of 

SOG. But  he  who  thinks  that  in  the  written  word  there  is 
allthese necessarily  much  which  is  not  serious,  and  that  neither 

disgrace. 
things is a poetry  nor  prose,  spoken  or  written,  is of any  great  value, if, 

like  the  compositions of the  rhapsodes,  they  are  only  recited 
But if there 
is any one in  order  to  be  believed,  and  not  with  any view to  criticism  or 278 
whohas instruction;  and  who  thinks  that  even  the  best  of  writings 
faith  in oral 
instruction are but a  reminiscence of what we  know, and  that  only  in 
and in the principles of justice  and  goodness  and  nobility  taught  and 
cence of communicated  orally  for  the  sake  of  instruction  and  graven 
ideas,- in  the  soul,  which  is  the  true  way  of  writing,  is  there  clear- 
sympathize, ness  and  perfection  and  seriousness,  and  that  such  principles 
and pray are  a man’s own  and  his  legitimate  offspring;--being,  in  the 
~~~~e~~~ first  place,  the  word  which  he  finds  in  his  own  bosom; 

secondlv.  the  brethren  and  descendants  and  relations of his 

reminis- 

with  him  we 

idea  which  have  been  duly  implanted by him  in  the  souls of 
others ;-and who  cares  for  them  and  no  others-this  is  the 
right  sort of man ; and  you  and I, Phaedrus,  would  pray  that 
we  may  become  like him. 

I, 

Phaedr. That  is  most  assuredly my  desire  and  prayer. 
SOC. And  now  the  play  is  played  out;  and of rhetoric 

enough. Go and  tell  Lysias  that  to  the  fountain  and  school 
of  the  Nymphs  we  went down, and  were  bidden  by  them  to 
convey a message  to  him  and  to  other  composers of speeches 
-to Homer  and  other  writers of poems,  whether  set  to 
music  or  not;  and  to  Solon  and  others  who  have  composed 
writings  in  the  form of political  discourses  which  they  would 
term laws-to  all  of  them  we are  to  say  that if their  compo. 
sitions  are  based  on  knowledge  of  the  truth,  and  they  can 
defend  or  prove  them,  when  they  are  put to the test,  by 
spoken  arguments,  which  leave  their  writings  poor  in corn- 
parison of them,  then  they  are to be  called,  not  only  poets, 
orators,  legislators,  but are worthy of a higher  name,  befitting 
the  serious  pursuit of their life. 

Phaedr. What  name  would you assign  to  them 3 
SOC. Wise, I may  not  call  them ; for  that is a  great  name 

which  belongs  to  God alone,-lovers of  wisdom or  philoso. 
phers  is  their  modest  and  befitting  title. 
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I’haedr. Very  suitable. Phatdrrrs. 
SOC. And  he  who  cannot  rise  above  his own  compilations socurps, 

and  compositions,  which  he  has  been  long  patching  and PHAEDRus. 

piecing,  adding  some  and  taking  away  some,  may  be  justly 
called  poet or  speech-maker  or  law-maker. 

Phaedr. Certainly. 
SOC. Now go and tell  this  to  your  companion. Give this as 

Phaedr. But  there  is  also  a  friend of yours  who  ought  not iGeyy 
SOC. W h o  is  he ? 

to be  forgotten. Lysias. 

279 Phaedr. Isocrates  the fair  :-What  message will you  send 
to him, and  how  shall we describe  him ? . 
to  hazard a prophecy  concerning  him. 

sot: Isocrates  is  still  young,  Phaedrus;  but 1 am  willing Another 

Phaedr. What  would  you  prophesy? 
SOC. I. think  that  he  has  a  genius  which  soars  above  the 

message to 
Isocrate5, 
which is ex- 

orations  of  Lysias,  and  that  his  character.  is  cast  in  a  finer the highest 
mould. My impression of him  is  that  he will marvellously Praise. 
improve as he  grows  older,  and  that  all  former  rhetoricians 
will be  as  children  in  comparison of him. And I believe  that 
he will not  be  satisfied  with  rhetoric,  but  that  there  is  in  him 
a  divine  inspiration  which will lead  him  to  things  higher  still. 
For  he  has  an  element  of  philosophy in his  nature.  This is 
the  message  of  the  gods  dwelling  in  this  place,  and  which I 
will myself  deliver  to  Isocrates,  who  is  my  delight;  and  do 
you  give  the  other  to  Lysias,  who is yours. 

Phaedr. I  will ; and  now as the  heat  is  abated  let  us 
depart. 

SOC. Should  we  not offer up a  prayer  first of all  to  the 
local  deities? 

Phaedr. By all  means. 
SOC. Beloved  Pan,  and  all  ye  other  gods  who  haunt  this 

place, give  me  beauty in the  inward swl; and may the 
outward  and  inward  man  be  at one. May I reckon  the  wise 
to  be  the  wealthy, and may-I  have  such a quantity of gold as  
a temperate  man  and  he  only  can  bear and carry.-Anything 
more ? The  prayer, I think,  is  enough  for me. 

Phaedr. Ask the  same  for me, for  friends  should  have  all 
things  in  common. 

SOC. Let us go. 





I O N .  





I N T R O D U C T I O N .  

THE Ion  is the shortest,  or  nearly the shortest, of all the ran. 
writings  which  bear the name of Plato, and is not  authenticated I ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ .  

by  any  early  external  testimony. The  grace and  beauty of this T'oN* 

little work  supply  the only, and  perhaps a sufficient,  proof of its 
genuineness. The plan  is  simple ; the dramatic  interest  consists 
entirely in the contrast  between the  irony of Socrates  and the 
transparent vanity  and childlike enthusiasm of the rhapsode Ion. 
The theme of the Dialogue may possibly have been suggested 
by the passage of Xenophon's Memorabilia (iv: 2, IO) in which 
the rhapsodists are described  by  Euthydemus as 'very precise 
about the exact  words of Homer, but very idiotic  themselves.' 
(Cp. Aristotle, Met.  xiii. chap. 6. 5 7.) 

Steph. Ion the  rhapsode has just come to Athens;,  he has been ex- ANALYSIS. 

53O hibiting in  Epidaurus  at  the festival of Asclepius, and is intending 
to exhibit at  the festival of the Panathenaea. Socrates  admires 
and  envies the rhapsode's art ; for he is always well dressed  and 
in good  company-in the company of good poets  and of Homer, 
who is  the prince of them. In  the  course of conversation the 

531 admission is elicited from  Ion  that  his skill is  festricted to Homer, 
and that  he  knows  nothing of inferior poets, such as Hesiod and 
Archilochus ;-he brightens  up  and  is wide awake  when  Homer 
is being  recited, but is apt to go to sleep  at the recitations of any 
other poet, 'And yet,  surely,  he  who  knows the superior ought 

532 to  know the inferior also ;-he who can judge of the good speaker 
is  able to  judge of the bad. And poetry is a whole ; and  he who 
judges of poetry  by  rules of art ought to be able to  judge of 

533 all  poetry.' This  is confirmed  by the analogy of sculpture, 
painting, flute-playing, and  the other arts. The argument is 
at last brought home to the mind of Ion, who asks how this 
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lor,. contradictlon is to be solved. The solution given by  Socrates is 

A S ~ ~ . ~ ~ ~ S .  as follows :- 
The rhapsode  is not guided  by rules of art,  but  is an inspired 

person who derives a mysterious  power from the poet ; and  the 
poet, in like manner,  is  inspired  by the God. The  poets  and their 534 
interpreters may be  compared to a chain of magnetic rings sus- 
pended from one  another,  and from a magnet. The magnet is 
the Muse,  and the ring which immediately follows is  the poet 
himself; from  him are suspended other  poets;  there  is also a 
chain of rhapsodes  and actors, who  also  hang from the Muses, but 
are let down at the side ; and  the last ring of all is  the spectator, 
The poet is  the inspired interpreter of the God, and  this is  the 
reason  why  some  poets, like Homer, are restricted to a single 
theme, or, like Tynnichus, are famous for a single  poem ; and  the 
rhapsode is the inspired interpreter of the poet, and for a similar 
reason  some  rhapsodes, like Ion, are  the  interpreters of single 
poets. 

Ion is delighted at the notion of being  inspired,  and ac- 
knowledges that  he is beside himself when  he  is  performing;- 
his eyes rain tears and his hair stands on  end. . Socrates  is of 
opinion that a man must  be mad who  behaves in this  way  at 
a festival when he is  surrounded by his  friends  and there is 
nothing to trouble him. Ion  is confident that Socrates would 
never  think him  mad if he  could only hear his  embellishments 
of Homer. Socrates asks  whether  he can speak well about 
everything in Homer.  ‘Yes,  indeed  he can.’ ‘What about  things 537 
of which he  has  no knowledge?’ Ion  answers  that  he can 
interpret anything in Homer. But, rejoins  Socrates,  when 
Homer  speaks of the arts, as for example, of chariot-driving, 
or of medicine, or of prophecy, or of navigation-will he, or 
will the charioteer or physician or  prophet or pilot be  the better 
judge? Ion  is compelled to admit  that  every man will judge 
of his own particular art better than  the rhapsode. He  still 541 

maintains, however, that  he  understands  the art of the  general 
as well as  any one. ‘Then  why  in this city of Athens, in which 
men of merit are always being sought after, is  he not at once 
appointed a general I ’ Ion replies  that  he  is a foreigner,  and  the 
Athenians  and Spartans will not appoint  foreigner to be  their 
general. ‘No, that is not the real reason;  there  are many 
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examples to the contrary. But Ion has long been  playing  tricks 1011. 

with the  argument; like Proteus, he transforms himself into a A ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ , ~ .  

variety of shapes,  and  is at  last about to run away in the disguise 
$42 of a general.  Would  he rather  be regarded as inspired or dis- 

honest ? ’  Ion, who has no suspicion of the  irony of %crates, 
eagerly  embraces the alternative of inspiration. 

The Ion, like the other  earlier Platonic Dialogues, is a mixture INTRO~UC. 
of jest  and earnest, in which  no definite result  is obtained, but 
some Socratic or Platonic truths  are allowed dimly to appear. 

The elements of a true theory of poetry are contained in the 
notion that  the poet is inspired.  Genius  is often said to be 
unconscious, or spontaneous,  or a gift of nature : that ‘genius 
is  akin to madness’ is a popular  aphorism of modern times. The 
greatest strength  is observed to have an element of limitation. 
Sense  or passion are too  much  for the  ‘dry light ’ of intelligence 
which mingles with them  and becomes discoloured by  them. 
Imagination is often at war with reason  and fact. The con- 
cedtration of the mind  on a single object, or on a single  aspect 
of human  nature,  overpowers the orderly  perception of the whole. 
Yet the feelings too bring  truths home to the minds of many  who 
in the way of reason would be  incapable of understanding  them. 
Reflections of this kind may have been  passing before Plato’s 
mind when  he describes the poet as inspired,  or  when, as in the 
Apology (a b,  foil.), he  speaks of poets as the  worst critics of 
their own  writings-anybody taken at random from the crowd is 
a better. interpreter of them  than  they are of themselves. They 
are sacred  persons,  ‘winged and holy things’ who have a touch 
of madness  in  their composition (Phaedr. 215 a), and  should be 
treated with every  sort of respect (Rep. iii. 398 aj, but  not allowed 
to live in a well-ordered  state.  Like the Statesmen in the Meno 
(p. w), they have a divine instinct, but they  are  narrow and 
confused ; they do not attain to the clearness of ideas, or to the . 
knowledge of poetry  or of any  other  art  as a whole. 

In  the Protagoras (316 d,  foll.) the ancient  poets are recognized 
by Protagoras himself as  the original sophists; and  this family 
resemblance may be  traced in  the Ion. The rhapsode belongs to 
the realm of imitation and of opinion: he professes to  have  all 
knowledge,  which is  derived by  him  from Homer,  just as  the 

TION. 
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Ion. sophist professes to have all wisdom,  which is contained in his art 

~NTonuc. of rhetoric.  Even more  than the sophist  he is incapable of 
appreciating  the commonest  logical distinctions;  he  cannot  ex- 
plain the nature of his own art; his great memory  contrasts with 
his inability to  follow the  steps of the argument. And in his 
highest moments of inspiration he  has an  eye  to his own gains 

The old quarrel between  philosophy  and  poetry, which in the 
Republic  leads to their final separation, is already  working in the 
mind of Plato, and  is embodied  by  him in the contrast  between 
Socrates and  Ion.  Yet here, as in the Republic, Socrates shows 
a sympathy  with the poetic nature. Also, the  manner  in which 
Ion  is affected  by his own recitations affords a lively illustration 
of the  power which, in the Republic (394 foll.), Socrates  attributes 
to dramatic performances  over the mind  of the performer.  His 
allusion to his embellishments of Homer, in which he  declares 
himself to have surpassed Metrodorus of Lampsacus  and  Stesim- 
brotus of Thasos,  seems to show  that, like them, he belonged 
to the allegorical school pf interpreters.  The circumstance  that 
nothing more is known of him may be adduced  in  confirmation of 
the argument  that  this  truly Platonic little work is not a forgery of 
later times. 

TION. 

(535 E). 
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PERSONS OF THE DIALOGUE. 

SOCRATES. Iox. 

Steph. Socrates. WELCOME, Ion.  Are  you from your  native city ran. 
530 of Ephesus ? 

Ion. No, Socrates ; but  from  Epidaurus,  where I attended loa. 

the  festival of Asclepius. Socrates 
SOC. And  do  the  Epidaurians  have  contests of rhapsodes 

at  the festival ? sode. 

Ion. 0 yes ; and  of  all  sorts of musical  performers. 
SOC. And  were  you  one of the  competitors-and  did  you 

Iolz. I obtained  the  first  prize  of  all,  Socrates. 
SOC. Well  done ; and I hope  that  you will do the  same for 

Ion. And I will, please  heaven. 
SOC. I often  envy  the  profession of a  rhapsode,  Ion;  for How envi- 

you have  always  to  wear fine clothes,  and  to  look as beautiful $ ~ ~ ~ s ~ ~ ~  

as you  can  is a part of your  art.  Then,  again,  you  are  obliged of a rhap- 
to  be  continually  in  the  company of many  good  poets ; and fso$A,re 
especially  of  Homer,  who  is  the  best  and  most  divine of them; finely 
and to understand him, and  not  merely  learn  his  words by ili$lives 
rote, is  a  thing  greatly  to  be  envied.  And  no  man  can  be a in god 

rhapsode  who  does  not  understand  the  meaning of the  poet. ;;y 
For  the  rhapsode  ought to interpret  the  mind of the  poet  to poets, of 
his  hearers,  but  how  can  he  interpret  him  well  unless  he whom he is 
knows  what  he  means ? All  this  is  greatly  to  be envied. preter 

the inter- 

Zon. Very  true,  Socrates ; interpretation  has  certainly  been men. 

the  most  laborious  part  of  my  art ; and. I believe  myself  able 
VOL. I.  K k  

SOCRATRS, 

succeed ? 

u s  at  the  Panathenaea. 
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the exclu- 
sive inter- 
pretation of 
Homer. 

Th p?*ofessiolz of a d?apsode. 

to  speak  about  Homer  better  than  any  man ; and  that  neither 
Metrodorus of Lampsacus,  nor  Stesimbrotus of Thasos,  nor 
Glaucon,  nor  any  one  else  who  ever was, had  as  good  ideas 
about  Homer  as I have, or  as  many. 

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

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

SOC. I shall  take  an  opportunity of hearing  your  embellish- 
ments of him  at  some  other  time. But just  now I should 531 

like to  ask  you a question : Does  your  art  extend  to  Hesiod 
and  Archilochus,  or  to  Homer  only? 

lotr. To Homer  only ; he is in himself  quite  enough. 
SOC. Are  there  any  things  about  which  Homer  and  Hesiod 

ZOH. Yes ; in my  opinion  there  are a good  many. 
SOC. And  can  you  interpret  better  what  Homer  says,  or 

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

they  agree. 
SOC. But  what  about  matters  in  which  they  do  not  agree?- 

for example,  about  divination,  of  which  both  Homer  and 
Hesiod  have  something  to  say,- 

agree ? 

Ion. Very  true : 
SOC. Would you or  a  good  prophet  be  a  better  interpreter 

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

Ion. A prophet. 
Sod. And if you  were  a  prophet,  would  you  not be able to 

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

Ion. Clearly. 
SOC. But  how  did  you  come to have  this  skill  about  Homer 

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

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

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

Ion. Yes. 
Homer, 

SOC. And  he  who  judges  of  the  good will be  the  same  as ~ ‘ ~ ~ A ~ l  
who is the 

he  who  judges of the  bad  speakers? chilochus 
Ion. T h e  same. and He- 
SOC. And  he will be  the  arithmetician? siod, ‘who 

are the 
Zon. Yes. inferiors. 

SOC. Well,  and  in  discussions  about  the  wholesomeness of 
food, when  many  persons  are  speaking,  and  one  speaks 
better  than  the  rest, will he  who  recognizes  the  better 
speaker  be a different  person from him  who  recognizes  the 
worse, or  the  same ? 

Ion. Clearly  the  same. 
.Sot. And  who  is  he,  and  what  is  his  name? 
Ion. T h e  physician. 
Soc. And  speaking  generally,  in  all  discussions  in which 

the  subject is the  same  and  many  men  are  speaking, will not 
532 he  who  knows  the  good  know  the  bad  speaker  also ? For if 

he  does  not  know  the  bad,  neither will he  know  the  good 
when  the  same  topic is being  discussed. 

Ion. True. 
SOC. Is not  the  same  person skilful  in  both ? 
Ion. Yes. 
SOC. And YOU say  that  Homer  and  the  other  poets,  such 

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

~ k 2  



zm. Ion, Yes ; and I am  right  in  saying SO. 

sOCRATS., SOC. And if you  knew  the  good  speaker,  you  would  also 
ION. know  the  inferior  speakers  to  be  inferior ? 

Ion. That  is true. 
SOC. Then, my dear  friend,  can I be  mistaken  in  saying 

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

'Why then Ion. W h y  then,  Socrates,  do I lose  attention  and  go to 
a,ive when sleep  and  have  absolutely  no  ideas of the  least value, when is Ion all 

Homer is any  one  speaks of any  other  poet;  but  when  Homer is 
spoken of, mentioned, I wake  up  at  once  and  am  all  attention  and  have but goes 
to sleep at plenty  to  say? 
themention Soc. T h e  reason,  my  friend, is obvious. No one  can fail 
other to  see  that  you  speak of Homer  without  any  art or know 
p e t ? "  ledge.  If you were  able  to  speak of him  by  rules of art,  you 
Because 
he  has no would  have  been  able  to  speak of  all other  poets ; for  poetry 

of poetry as 
knowledge is a  whole. 
a wholr. Ion* Yes. 

of any 

SOC. And  when  any  one  acquires  any  other  art  as  a  whole, 
the  same  may be said of them.  Would  you like me to 
explain  my  meaning, Ion?  

Ion. Yes,  indeed,  Socrates; I very  much  wish  that YOU 

would: for I love  to  hear you wise  men  talk. 
SOC. 0 that  we  were  wise,-Ion,  and  that  you  could  truly 

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

Ion. Yes. 
SOC. And  there  are  and  have  been  many  painters  good 

Ion. Yes. 
and  bad? 

logy of the 
Theam- SOC. And  did you ever  know  any  one  who  was  skilful in 
otherart*, pointing out the  excellences  and  defects  of  Polygnotus  the 
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533 son  of  Aglaophon,  but  incapable of criticizing  other  painters; lair. 
and  when  the  work  of  any  other  painter  was  produced,  went Socn*rss, 
to sleep  and  was  at  a loss, and  had no ideas ; but  when  he ION. 

had  to  give  his  opinion  about  Polygnotus,  or  whoever  the 
painter  might be, and  about  him  only,  woke  up  and  was 
attentive  and  had  plenty  to  say? 

Ion. No indeed, I have.never  known  such  a  person. 
SOC. O r  did  you  ever  know  of  any  one  in  sculpture,  who 

was  skilful  in  expounding  the  merits of Daedalus  the  son  of 
Metion, o r  of  Epeius  the  son of Panopeus,  or of Theodorus 
the  Samian,  or of any  individual  sculptor;  but  when  the 
works  of  sculptors  in  general  were  produced,  was  at a loss 
and  went  to  sleep  and  had  nothing  to  say ? 

Ion. No indeed;  no  more  than  the  other. 
SOC. And if I am  not  mistaken,  you  never  met with any  one 

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

Ion. I cannot  deny  what  you  say,  Socrates.  Nevertheless 
I am  conscious  in  my  own  self,  and  the  world  agrees  with  me 
in thinking  that I do  speak  better  and  have  more  to  say  about 
Homer  than  any  other  man.  But I do  not  speak  equally well 
about  others-tell  me  the  reason of  this. 
" soc. 1 perceive, Ion;  and 1 will proceed  to  explain  to  you The  gift of 

what I imagine  to  be  the  reason of this. The gift  which you 
possess of speaking  excellently  about  Homer  is  not  an  art, ~~~~~i~ 
but, as  I was  just  saying,  an  inspiration ; there  is  a  divinity a.n inspira- 
moving  you,  like  that  contained  in  the  stone which Euripides exercises a 

tlon whkh 

calls  a  magnet,  but  which  is  commonly  known  as  the  stone of ;y:r:ticAll 
Heraclea.  This  stone  not  only  attracts  iron  rings,  but  also go? poets 
imparts  to  them a similar  power of attracting  other  rings; arem- 
and  sometimes you may  see  a  number of pieces  of  iron  and spired. 

rings  suspended  from  one  another so as  to form quite  a  long 
chain : and  all of them  derive  their  power of suspension from 
the  original  stone. In like manner  the  Muse  first of all 
inspires  men  herself;  and from these  inspired  persons  a  chain 
of other  persons is suspended,  who  take  the  inspiration.  For 
all good poets,  epic  as well as lyric, compose  their beautiful 
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poems  not by art, but  because they  are  inspired  and  possessed, 
And  as  the  Corybantian  revellers  when  they  dance  are  not  in 534 
their  right mind, so the  lyric  poets  are  not  in  their  right mind 
when  they  are  composing  their beautiful strains: but  when 
falling under  the  power of music and  metre  they  are  inspired 
and  possessed;  like Bacchic maidens  who  draw milk and 
honey from the  rivers  when  they  are  under  the influence  of 
Dionysus but  not when  they  are  in  their  right  mind.  And 
the soul of the  lyric  poet  does  the same, as  they  themselves 
say ; for they tell us  that  they  bring  songs from honeyed 
fountains, culling  them  out of the  gardens  and  dells of the 
Muses ; they, like the bees, winging  their  way from  flower to 
flower.  And  this is  true. For  the  poet is a  light  and winged 
and holy thing,  and  there  is  no  invention  in him  until he  has 
been inspired  and  is  out of his  senses,  and  the  mind is no 
longer in him:  when  he  has  not  attained  to  this  state,  he is 
Dowerless and is unable to utter  his  oracles.  Manv  are  the 
noble words in  which poets  speak  concerning  the  actions of 
men ; but like yourself  when  speaking  about  Homer,  they  do 

ar t ,  and are no Of not  speak of them by any  rules  of  art : they  are simply inspired 
therefore to  utter  that  to which the  Muse  impels  them,  and  that  only; 

utter  strains to and when  inspired,  one of  them  will make  dithyrambs, anoth.er 
ofmow hymns of praise, another  choral  strains,  another epic or  iambic 
than one verses-and he who  is  good  at  one  is  not  good  at  any  other 

kind of verse : for not by art  does  the poet,  sing,  but  by power 
divine.  Had  he  learned by rules of art,  he would have  known 
how  to  speak  not  of  one  theme  only,  but  of  all ; and  therefore 
God  takes  away  the  minds of poets,  and  uses  them  as  his 
ministers, as he also uses  diviners  and holy prophets,  in  order 
that  we  who  hear them may  know  them to be speaking  not 
of themselves  who  utter  these  priceless  words  in  a  state of 
unconsciousness, but that  God himself is  the  spkaker,  and  that 

Tynnichus through  them  he  is  conversing  with us. .And  Tynnichus  the 
composed  a singlepoem Chalcidian  affords  a  striking  instance of what I am  saying : 
only. he  wrote  nothing  that  any  one would care  to  remember but 

the famous paean which is in every one’s mouth,  one of the 
finest  poems  ever written, simply  an  invention of the Muses, 
as he himself says.  For  in  this  way  the  God would seem to 
indicate  to  us  and  not allow us to  doubt  that  these beautiful 
poems  are not  human, or  the  work of man, but  divine  and  the 

kind. 
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work of God ; and  that  the  poets  are  only  the  interpreters  of la. 
the  Gods by whom  they  are  severally  possessed. Was not sOCRITW, 
this  the  lesson which the  God  intended  to  teach  when by the ION* 

535 mouth of the  worst of poets  he  sang  the  best of songs ? Am 
I not  right, Ion ? 

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

SOC. And you rhapsodists  are  the  interpreters of the  poets ? 
Ion. There again  you  are  right. 
SOC. Then you are  the  interpreters of interpreters ? 
Ion. Precisely. 
SOC. I wish  you  would frankly  tell me, Ion,  what I am  going Ion himself 

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

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

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

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

SOC. And  are you aware  that  you  produce  similar effects 
on  most  of  the  spectators ? 

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

SOC. Do you  know  that  the,  spectator  is  the  last of the  rings 
which, as  I  am  saying,  receive  the  power  of  the  original m a g  
net  from  one  another?  The  rhapsode  like  yourself  and  the 
actor  are  intermediate  links,  and  the  poet  himself  is  the  first 536 

The rings of  them.  Through  all  these  the God sways  the souls of men 
which hang from the in  any  direction  which  he  pleases,  and  makes  one  man  hang 
Muse. down  from  another.  Thus  there  is a vast  chain  of  dancers 

and  masters  and  under-masters  of  choruses,  who  are sus- 
pended, as if from  the  stone,  at  the  side of the  rings  which 
hang  down  from  the  Muse.  And  every  poet  has  some  Muse 
from  whom  he  is  suspended,  and  by  whom  he  is  said  to be 
possessed,  which  is  nearly  the  same  thing;  for  he is taken 
hold of. And  from  these  first  rings,  which are the  poets, 
depend  others,  some  deriving  their  inspiration  from  Orpheus, 
others from Musaeus ; but  the  greater  number  are  possessed 
and  held by Homer.  Of whom,  Ion,  you  are  one,  and  are 
possessed by Homer;  and  when  any  one  repeats  the  words 
of another  poet  you go to  sleep,  and  know  not  what  to  say; 
but  when  any  one  recites  a  strain  of  Homer  you  wake  up  in 
a  moment,  and  your  soul  leaps  within  you,  and  you  have 
plenty  to  say;  for  not by art or knowledge  about  Homer do 
you say  what  you  say,  but  by  divine  inspiration  and by 
possession;  just  as  the  Corybantian  revellers too have  a 
quick  perception of that  strain  only  which is appropriated  to 
the  God  by  whom  they  are  possessed,  and  have  plenty of 
dances  and  words  for  that,  but  take  no  heed of any  other. 
And  you,  Ion,  when  the  name  of  Homer  is  mentioned  have 
plenty  to  say,  and  have  nothing  to  say  of  others. You ask, 
‘ W h y  is this ?’ The  answer is that  you  praise  Homer  not 
by  art  but  by  divine  inspiration. 

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

SOC. I should  like  very  much to hear  you,  but.  not  until 
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you  have  answered  .a  question  which I have  to ask. On zmC. 
what  part of Homer  do  you  speak  well ?-not surely  about SocnArps, 

every  part. ION. 

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

SOC. Surely  not  about  things  in  Homer of which  you  have of Homer. 

no  knowledge ? 
Ion. And  what  is  there  in  Homer of which I have  no 

knowledge ? 
SOC. Why, does not Homer  speak  in  many  passages  about 

537 arts ? For example,  about  driving ; if I can  only  remember 
the  lines I will repeat  them. 

Ion. I remember,  and will repeat  them. 
SOC. Tell  me  then,  what  Nestor  says  to  Antilochus,  his 

son,  where  he  bids  him  be  careful of the  turn  at  the  horse- 
r?ce in  honour of Patroclus. 

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

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

Ion. The  charioteer,  clearly. 
SOC. And will the  reason  be  that  this  is  his  art,  or will 

Ion. No, that will be  the  reason. 
SOC. And  every  art  is  appointed by God  to  have know- 

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

there  be  any  other  reason ? 

Ion. Certainly not. 
SOC. Nor  do  we  know by the  art of the  carpenter  that 

Ion. Certainly not. 
SOC. And  this  is  true of all the arts ;-that which  we  know 

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

11. udii. 335. 

which we  know by the  art  of  medicine? 
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7% cross-exanzination of Jon. 

Ion. Yes. 
SOC. You  would  argue, as I should,  that  when  one  art is 

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

Ion. Yes. 
soc. Yes,  surely;  for if the  subject of knowledge  were  the 

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

Ion. Yes. 
SOC. Tell me, then,  what I was  intending  to  ask you,- 538 

whether  this  holds  universally?  Must  the  same  art  have 
the  same  subject of knowledge,  and  different  arts  other 
subjects of knowledge ? 

Ion. That  is my  opinion,  Socrates. 
SOC. Then  he  who  has  no  knowledge of a particular  art 

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

Zon. Very  true. 
SOC. Then which will be a better  judge  of  the  lines  which 

Ion. T h e  charioteer. 
SOC. Why, yes,  because  you  are a rhapsode  and  not  a 

Ion. Yes. 
SOC. And  the  art of the  rhapsode is different  from  that of 

the  charioteer ? 
Ion. Yes. 
SOC. And if a different  knowledge,  then  a  knowledge of 

Io?. True. 
SOC. You  know  the  passage  in  which  Hecamede,  the  con- 

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

you  were  reciting  from  Homer,  you  or  the  charioteer? 

charioteer. 

different  matters ? 

grater of bronze, and at his side  placed an onion which gives a  relish to drink I.’ 

‘Made with  Pramnian wine;  and  she grated cheese of goat’s  milk with a 

11. xi. 638, 630. 
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Now would  you  say  that  the  art of the  rhapsode  or  the  art Ion. 
of  medicine  was  better  able  to  judge of the  propriety of SOCRATKS, 

these  lines ? ION. 

Ion. The  ar t  of medicine. For exam- 
SOC. And  when  Homer  says, 
' And  she  descended  into  the  deep  like a leaden  plummet,  which, set in the ~~~~~~~o 

horn of ox that ranges  in the fields,  rushes  along  carrying  death  among  the of the art of 
ravenous  fishes I," medicine, 

will the  art of the  fisherman  or of the  rhapsode  be  better fisherman's 

ple, the 
rhapscde 

or of the 

able  to  judge  whether  these  lines  are  rightly  expressed  or Or Of the 

not ? 
prophetic 
art. " . . 

Ion. Clearly,  Socrates,  the  art of the  fisherman. 
SOC. Come now, suppose  that  you  were  to  say  to  me: 

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

539 ' Wretched  men I what  is  happening  to you 1 Yonr  heads  and yonr faces 
and  your  limbs  underneath art  shrouded  in  night ; and  the voice of lamenta- 
tion  bursts  forth,  and your cheeks are  wet  with  tears.  And  the  vestibule  is  full, 
and  the  court is full, of ghosts  descending  into the darkness of Erebus,  and  the 
sun has perished  out of heaven,  and an evil  mist  is  spread  abroad'.' 

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

' As  they  were  eager to pass  the  ditch,  there  came  to  them an omen : a 
soaring  eagle,  holding  back  the  people on the left,  bore  a  huge  bloody  dragon 

bent  back  and  smote  the  bird  which  carried  him on the  breast by the  neck,  and 
in his  talons,  still  living  and  panting ; nor had he  yet  resigned  the  strife,  for  he 

he  in  pain  let him fall  from  him  to  the  ground  into  the  midst of the  multitnde. 
And  the  eagle,  with  a  cry,  was  borne  afar on the  wings of the wind '.' 

These  are  the sort of things  which I should say that  the 

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

prophet  ought  to  consider  and  determine. 

1 11. xxiv. So. Od. xx. 351. 3 11. xii. aoo. 
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of opinion 
Ion is still 

that the 
rhapsode 
can form 
a  better 

judgment 
general 

of the pro- 

character : 
prieties of 

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

Ion. All  passages, I should  say,  Socrates. 
SOC. Not all, Ion,  surely.  Have  you  already  forgotten 

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

Ion. Why,  what  am I forgetting? 540 

SOC. Do you  not  remember  that  you  declared  the  art of 

Ion. Yes, I remember. 
SOC. And  you  admitted  that  being  different  they  would 

Ion. Yes. 
SOC. Then  upon  your  own  showing  the  rhapsode,  and  the 

Ion. I should  exclude  certain  things,  Socrates. 
SOC. You  mean  to  say  that  you  would  exclude  pretty 

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

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

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

Ion. No ; the  pilot will know  best. 
SOC. Or will  the  fhapsode  know  better  than  the  physician 

Zon. H e  will not. 
Soc., But  he will know  what  a  slave  ought  to  say? 
Ion. Yes. 
SOC. Suppose  the  slave  to  be a cowherd;  the  rhapsode 

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

the  rhapsode  to  be  different  from  the  art of the  charioteer ? 

have  different  subjects of knowledge ? 

art of the  rhapsode, will not  know  everything ? 

what  the  ruler of a sick  man  ought  to  say? 

Ion. No, he will not. 
SOC. But  he will know  what  a  spinning-woman  ought  to 

say  about  the  working of wool ? 



If so, why is Re not employed in war ? 509 

Ion. No. /a. 
SOC. At  any  rate  he will know  what a general  ought  to socaArss, 

say  when  exhorting  his  soldiers? 
Zon. Yes,  that is the  sort of thing  which  the  rhapsode will not ofwhat 

be sure  to  know. a slave or 

SOC. Well, but is the  art of the  rhapsode  the  art of the ought to 
a  cowherd 

general? , 

Ion. I am  sure  that I  should  know  what  a  general  ought general 
what  a 

to  say. ought to 

SOC. Why,  yes,  Ion,  because  you  may  possibly  have  a accidentally 
say, and 

knowledge of the  art of the  general as well  as of the  rhap- ~~~~~~~ 

sode;  and  you  may  also  have  a  knowledge of horsemanship of other 
as well as  of the  lyre : and  then  you  would  know  when arts would 
horses  were well or  ill managed.  But  suppose I were  to  ask say' 

you:  By  the  help of which  art,  Ion,  do  you  know  whether 
horses  are  well  managed, by your skill as  a-horseman or as 
a  performer  on  the  lyre-what  would  you  answer? 

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

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

ION. 

say. but of 

Ion. Yes. 
SOC. And  in  judging  of  the  general's  art,  do you judge  of 

Zon. To me  there  appears  to be no difference  between 

541 SOC. What  do  you  mean ? Do you  mean  to  say  that  the 

it as a  general or a  rhapsode ? 

them. 

art  of  the  rhapsode  and of the  general is the  same ? 
Zon. Yes,  one  and  the  same. 
Soc. Then  he  who is a  good  rhapsode is also  a  good 

Zon. Certainly,  Socrates. 
SOC. And  he  who is a  good  general is also  a  good 

Zon. No ; I do not  say  that. Ion  is made 
SOC. But you  do  say  that  he  who is a good  rhapsode is :iidhmef' 

also a good general. being  the 
Ion. Certainly. best  of 

SOC. And  you  are  the  best  of  Hellenic  rhapsodes ? 
rhapsodes, 
is  also  the 

Ion. Far   the best,  Socrates. best of 
generals. 

general ? 

rhapsode ? 
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Zon. 

%CRATES, 
ION. 

then is he 
But  why 

not  em- 
ployed ? 

Is Ion inspired, 01 dishonest ? 

SOC. And  are  you  the  best  general,  Ion ? 
Ion. TO be  sure,  Socrates ; and  Homer  was  my  master, 
SOC. But  then,  Ion,  what  in  the  name  of  goodness  can be 

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

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

SOC. My  good  Ion,  did  you  never  hear of Apollodorus of 
Cyzicus ? 

Zon. W h o  may  he be ? 
Sac. One who, though  a  foreigner,  has  often  been  chosen 

their  general by the  Athenians : and  there  is  Phanosthenes 
of  Andros,  and  Heraclides of Clazomenae,  whom  they  have 
also  appointed  to  the  command of their  armies  and  to  other 
offices, although  aliens,  after  they  had  shown  their  merit. 
And will they  not  choose  Ion  the  Ephesian  to  be  their 
general,  and  honour him, if he  prove  himself  worthy ? Were  
not  the  Ephesians  originally  Athenians,  and  Ephesus  is  no 
mean  city ? But,  indeed,  Ion, if you  are  correct  in  saying 
that by art  and  knowledge  you  are  able to praise  Homer, 
you do not  deal  fairly  with me, and  after  all  your  professions 
of knowing  many  glorious  things  about  Homer,  and  promises 
that  you  would  exhibit  them,  you  are  only  a  deceiver,  and so 
far  from  exhibiting  the  art of which  you are  a master, will  not, 
even  after  my  repeated  entreaties,  explain  to  me  the  nature 

Ion is either of it. You  have literally  as  many  forms  as  Proteus ; and 
a rogue, or he is an now  you  go  all  manner of ways, twisting  and  turning,  and, 
inspired like  Proteus,  become  all  manner  of  people  at  once,  and  at 
person. last  slip  away  from  me  in  the  disguise  of a general,  in  order 

that  you  may  escape  exhibiting  your  Homeric  lore.  And  if W 
you  have  art,  then,  as I was  saying,  in  falsifying  your  promise 
that  you  would  exhibit  Homer,  you  are  not  dealing  fairly 
with me. But if, as  I believe, you  have  no  art,  but  speak  all 
these  beautiful  words  about  Homer  unconsciously  under  his 
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inspiring  influence,  then I acquit you of dishonesty,  and  shall zm. 
only  say  that  you  are  inspired.  Which  do  you  prefer to be socruTes, 
thought,  dishonest  or  inspired ? ION. 

Ion. There  is  a  great  difference,  Socrates,  between  the Ion accepts 

two alternatives;  and  inspiration  is by far  the  nobler. %CEO , 
SOC. Then,  Ion, I shall  assume  the  nobler  alternative;  and alterna- 

attribute  to you in your  praises of Homer inspiration,  and tives. 

not art. 
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I N T R O D U C T I O N  

OF all the  works of Plato the  Symposium is the most perfect in ~y,,,- 
form,  and  may be truly thought to contain more  than  any com- ~ o s i 2 4 N z .  

mentator  has  ever  dreamed of; or, as Goethe said of one of his IN;:;? 

own  writings,  more than  the  author himself knew. For in 
philosophy as i n  prophecy  glimpses of the future may often be 
conveyed in words which could hardly have  been understood or 
interpreted at the  time  when  they  were  uttered icp.  Symp. 210 
foll., 223 D)-which were wiser  than  the  writer of them  meant, 
and could not have  been explained by him if he had  been in- 
terrogated  about  them. Yet Plato was not a mystic, nor in any 
degree affected by the  Eastern influences which afterwards  over- 
spread  the  Alexandrian world. He  was not an enthusiast  or 
a sentimentalist,  but  one  who  aspired  only  to  see  reasoned 
truth,  and  whose  thoughts  are  clearly  expressed in his language. 
There is no  foreign element  either of Egypt or of Asia to be 
found in his writings.  And  more than  any  other Platonic  work 
the  Symposium  is  Greek both in style  and subject, having a 
beauty ‘as  of a  statue,’  while the companion Dialogue of the 
Phaedrus is marked  by  a sort of Gothic irregularity. More  too 
than in any  other of his Dialogues, Plato  is  emancipated  from 
fnrmer  philosophies. The  genius of Greek art  seems  to  triumph 
over the  traditions of Pythagorean, Eleatic, or Megarian systems, 
and ‘the old quarrel of poetry and philosophy’  has at  least a 
superficial  reconcilement. (Rep. x. 507 B.) 

Steph. An  unknown  person who  had heard of the discourses in  praise ANALYSIS. 

of love spoken  by  Socrates  and  others  at  the  banquet of Agathon 
is desirous of having an  authentic account of them,  which he 
thinks  that  he can obtain from Apollodorus, the  same excitable, 

L 1 2  
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posium. 
ANALYSIS. 

sym- 

AnaZyssis I 7 2 - 1  79. 

or  rather ‘ mad ’ friend of Socrates,  who is  afterwards introduced 
in the Phaedo. He  had  imagined that  the discourses were 
recent. ,,There he is mistaken : but they  are  still  fresh in the 173 
memory of his informant, who had just been repeating  them to 
Glaucon,  and is  quite  prepared to have another  rehearsal of them 
in a walk  from the  Piraeus to Athens.  Although he had not been 
present himself, he had heard  them from the best authority. 
Aristodemus,  who is described as having  been in  past times a 
humble  but  inseparable  attendant of Socrates, had reported them 
to him  (cp. Xen. Mem.  i. 4). 

The narrative which he had heard  was as follows :- 
Aristodemus  meeting Socrates in holiday attire, is invited by 174 

him to a banquet  at the house of Agathon,  who had been  sacri- 
ficing in thanksgiving for his tragic  victory  on the  day previous. 
But no  sooner  has  he entered  the house than  he finds  that  he 
is  alone;  Socrates has  stayed behind in a fit of abstraction, 175 

and  does not appear  until the banquet  is half over. On  his 
appearing  he and the ho? jest a little;  the question is then 176 
asked by Pausanias, one of the guests, ‘What shall they  do about 
drinking ? as  they had been all well drunk on the  day before, and 
drinking on two successive days  is  such a bad thing.’ This is 
confirmed by the authority of Eryximachus  the  physician,  who 177 
further proposes  that  instead of listening to  the flute-girl and  her 
‘noise’  they shall make  speeches  in  honour of love, one  after 
another, going  from  left to right in the  order  in which they  are 
reclining  at the table. All of them  agree to this  proposal, and 
Phaedrus,  who  is the  ‘father’ of the idea,  which he  has previously 
communicated to Eryximachus,  begins as follows :- 

proved  by the authority of the  poets ; secondly  upon the benefits 
which  love gives to man. The  greatest of these  is  the  sense of 
honour  and dishonour. The lover is ashamed to  be  seen  by  the 
beloved doing or suffering any  cowardly or mean act. And a 179 
state or army which was  made  up  only of lovers  and their 
loves would be invincible. For love  will convert the veriest 

He  descants first of all upon the antiquity of love,  which is 178 

coward  into an inspired hero. 
And  there have  been true loves not only of men but of women 

also. Such  was the love of Alcestis, who  dared  to  die  for  her 
husband, and in recompense of her  virtue  was allowed to come 
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again from  the dead. But Orpheus,  the  miserable  harper, who s~,,~.  
went  down to  Hades alive, that  he might bring back his wife, was @si*m* 
mocked with an apparition only, and  the  gods  afterwards con- *N*LYw.  

trived his  death  as  the  punishment of his cowardliness. The love 
of Achilles, like  that of Alcestis,  was  courageous  and  true ; for he 
was willing to  avenge  his  lover  Patroclus,  although  he knew  that 

180 his own deafh would immediately  follow:  and  the gods, who 
honour  the love of the beloved above  that of the lover, rewarded 
him, and  sent him to  the  islands of the blest. 

Pausanias,  who  was  sitting  next,  then  takes  up  the tale:-He 
says  that  Phaedrus  should  have  distinguished  the  heavenly love 
from the  earthly, before he  praised  either. For there  are two 
loves, as  there  are two Aphrodites-one the  daughter of Uranus, 
who has no mother  and  is  the  elder  and  wiser goddess, and  the 
other,  the  daughter of Zeus and Dione, who is  popular  and com- 

ISI mon. The first of the  two  loves  has a nobk purpose,  and  delights 
only in the intelligent  nature of man, and  is faithful to  the end, 
and  has no shadow of wantonness or lust. The second  is  the 
coarser kind of love, which  is a love of the body rather  than of the 

182 soul, and  is of women  and  boys as well  as of men. Now the 
actions of lovers  vary,  like  every  other  sort of action, according  to 
the  manner of their performance. And in different countries 
there  is a difference of opinion about male loves. Some, like the 
Boeotians, approve of them ; others,  like  the Ionians, and most of 
the  barbarians,  disapprove of them ; partly  because  they  are 
aware of the political dangers  which  ensue from them, as  may 
be  seen  in  the  instance of Harmodius  and Aristogeiton. At 
Athens  and  Sparta  tlm-e  is an apparent contradiction about them. 
For at  times  they are encouraged,  and  then  the lover is allowed 

183 to play  all  sorts of fantastic  tricks;  he  may  swear  and  forswear 
himself (and ‘at lovers’ perjuries  they  say  Jove  laughs’) ; he  may 
be a servant,  and  lie on a mat at  the  door of his love, without any 
loss of character;  but  there  are  also  times  when  elders look 
grave  and  guard  their  young  relations,  and  personal  remarks  are 
made. The truth  is  that  some of these  loves are disgraceful and 

184 others honourable. The vulgar love of the body which takes 
wing and flies away when the bloom  of youth is over, is dis- 
graceful, and so is  the  interested love of power or wealth; but 
the love of the noble mind is lasting. The lover should be 
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sjw- tested, and the beloved should not be  too ready to yield. The 
&''iun'. rule in our country  is  that the beloved  may do the same 

service to the lover in the way of virtue which the lover may 
do to him. 

A voluntary service to be rendered for the sake of virtue and 
wisdom is permitted among u s ;  and  when these two  customs- 
one the love of youth, the other  the practice of virtue and phi- 
losophy--meet in one, then the lovers may lawfully unite. Nor is 185 

there  any disgrace to a  disinterested lover in being deceived : but 
the interested lover is  doubly disgraced, for if he loses his love  he 
loses his character; bvhereas the noble love of the other  remains 
the same, although the object of his love is unworthy : for nothing 
can  be nobler than love  for the sake of virtue. This is that love of 
the heavenly  goddess  which  is of great  price to individuals and 
cities,  making them work together for their  improvement. 

The  turn of Aristophanes comes next ; but  he has the hiccough, 
and therefore proposes that  Eryximachus the physician shall cure 
him or  speak in his turn.  Eryximachus  is  ready to do both, and 
after prescribing for the hiccough, speaks  as follows :- 186 

He agrees with Pausanias in maintaining that there  are two 
kinds of love; but his art has led him to the further conclusion 
that  the  empire of this double love extends over all things,  and is 
to  be  found  in animals and plants as !vel1 as in man. In the 
human  body  also there  are two loves; and the art of  medicine 
shows which  is the good and which is the bad  love, and  persuades 
the body  to accept the good and  reject  the bad, and reconciles 187 
conflicting elements and makes  them friends. Every  art, gym- 
nastic and husbandry as well as medicine, is  the reconciliation of 
opposites ; and  this is what  Heracleitus  meant,  when he spoke of 
a  harmony of opposites : but  in strictness  he should rather have 
spoken of a  harmony which succeeds opposites, for an  agreement 
of disagreements there cannot be.  Music too is concerned with 
the principles of love in their application to harmony  and rhythm. 
In the abstract, all is  simple,  and  we are not troubled with the 
twofold love; but when they  are applied in education with their 
accompaniments of  song  and metre,  then the discord begins. 
Then  the old tale has to be repeated of fair Urania  and the coarse 
Polyhymnia,  who  must  be indulged sparingly,  just as in  my own 
art of rnedicinc carc must  be takcn that  thc  taste, of thc cpicurc 



be gratified without inflicting upon  him the attendant  penalty of Suf)t- 
disease. posrurla. 

188 There is a similar  harmony  or  disagreement in the  course of ANALqs's. 

the  seasons  and in the relations of moist and dry, hot and cold, - 
hoar frost and blight;  and diseases of all sorts  spring from the 
excesses  or  disorders of the element of love, The knowledge  of 
these  elements of love and discord in  the heavenly bodies is 
termed  astronomy, in the relations of men towards gods and 
parents is called divination. For divination is  the peacemaker 
of gods  and  men, and  works  by a knowledge of the tendencies of 
merely  human  loves to piety  and  impiety.  Such  is the power of 
love ; and  that love which  is just  and  temperate  has  the  greatest 
power,  and  is the source of all our happiness  and  friendship with 
the gods  and with one another. I dare  say that I have omitted to 

189 mention many  things which you, Aristophanes, may supply, as I 
perceive that you are cured of the hiccough. 

Aristophanes is the  next  speaker :- 
He professes to open a new vein of discourse, in which he 

begins by treating of the origin of human  nature. The  sexes 
were originally three, men,  women,  and the union of the  two; 
and they  were made  round-having four hands, four feet, two 

190 faces on a round  neck,  and the  rest to correspond. Terrible 
was their  strength and swiftness; and they  were  essaying to 
scale heaven' and  attack the gods. Doubt reigned in the celestial 
councils;  the  gods  were divided between the  desire of quelling 
the  pride of man and the fear of losing the sacrifices. At last 
Zeus hit  upon an expedient. Let us cut  them in two,  he said; 
then  they will only have half their strength, and  we  shall have 
twice as many sacrifices, He  spake, and  split  them as you  might 
split an egg with an hair ; and  when  this  was done, he  told  Apollo 
to give their faces a twist  and re-arrange  their persons, taking out 

191 the  wrinkles and  tying the skin in a knot about the navel. The 
two halves went about looking for one  another,  and  were  ready to 
die of hunger  in  one  another's  arms.  Then  Zeus  invented  an 
adjustment of the  sexes, which enabled  them to marry and go 
their  way .to the business of life.  Now the  characters of  men 
differ accordingly as  they  are derived from the original man or 
the original woman, or the original man-woman. Those who 
come  from the man-wolnan are lascivious and adulterous : those 



5 2 0  ARXZLJS~S 192-196. 
sp- who come  from the woman form female attachments; those  who 192 

are a section of the male  follow the male  and  embrace him, and in 
A w ~ ~ l s  him all their  desires centre. The  pair  are inseparable  and live 

together in  pure  and manly affection; yet  they cannot  tell  what 
they want of one  another.  But if Hephaestus  were  to come  to 
them  with his  instruments  and propose that  they should be 
melted  into  one  and  remain  one here  and hereafter, they would 
acknowledge that  this  was  the  very expression of their want. 
For love is the  desire of the whole, and the  pursuit of the whole 
is called love. There was a time  when the two sexes  were 193 
only one, but now God has halved them,-much as  the Lacedae- 
monians  have cut up  the Arcadians,-and  if they do not behave 
themselves  he will divide them again, and  they will hop 
about with half a nose and face in basso relievo. Wherefore let 
us exhort all men  to  piety,  that we may obtain the goods  of  which 
love is  the author, and be reconciled to God, and find our own 
true loves,  which rarely  happens  in  this  world.  And now I must 
beg you not to suppose  that I am alluding to Pausanias  and 
Agathon (cp. Protag. 315 E), for my words  refer to all  mankind 
everywhere. 

Some  raillery ensues  first between  Aristophanes  and  Eryxi- 
machus, and  then  between  Agathon,  who fears a few  select 194 
friends  more  than  any  number of spectators at  the  theatre, and 
Socrates,  who is disposed to begin an argument. This  is speedily 
repressed by Phaedrus,  who  reminds  the  disputants of their 
tribute to the god. Agathon's  speech follows :- 

He will  speak of the god first and then of his gifts : He is 195 
the fairest  and  blessedest  and  best of the gods, and  also 'the 
youngest, having  had no  existence in the old days of Iapetus 
and  Cronos  when the  gods  were at war. The  things  that  were 
done  then  were  done of necessity  and not of  love. For love is 
young  and  dwells in soft  places,-not like Ate  in  Homer, walking 
on the skulls of  men, but in  their  hearts  and souls, which are soft 
enough. He is all flexibility and grace, and  his habitation is 196 

.among  the flowers, and  he cannot do or suffer wrong ; for all men 
serve and obey  him  of their own free will, and where  there  is 
love there is obedience, and  where  obedience, there  is  justice; 
for none can  be wronged of his own free will. And  he  is tern- 
perate  as well as just, for he  is  the  ruler of the desires,  and if he 
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rules  them  he  must  be  temperate. Also he  is courageous, for  he sum- 
is  the  conqueror of the  lord of war.  And  he  is wise too ; for he  is 

197 a poet, and  the  author of poesy in  others. He created  the ani- h ~ ~ l a  

mals ; he  is  the  inventor of the  arts ; all  the gods are his subjects ; 
he  is  the  fairest  and  best himself, and  the  cause of what  is  fairest 
and  best  in  others ; he makes men to be of one mind at a banquet, 
filling them with affection and  emptying them of disaffection ; the 
pilot, helper,  defender,  saviour of men,  in  whose footsteps let 
every man follow, chanting a strain of love. Such  is  the dis- 

198 course, half  playful,  half serious, which I dedicate to the god, 
The  turn of Socrates comes  next. He begins by remarking 

satirically  that he  has not understood  the  terms of the original 
agreement, -for he fancied that  they  meant to speak  the  true 
praises of love, but now  he  finds  that they  only  say  what  is good 

199 of him, whether  true  or false, He begs to be absolved from 
speaking falsely, but he is willing to speak  the  truth,  and  pro- 
poses to begin by  questioning Agathon. The result of his ques- 
tions may  be summed  up  as follows :- 

ZOO Love is of something,  and  that which love desires is not that 
which love is  or  has ; for no man desires  that which he  is or has. 

201 And love is of the beautiful, and  therefore  has not the beautiful. 
And  the beautiful is  the good, and therefore, in  wanting  and 
desiring  the beautiful, love also wants  and  desires  the good. 
Socrates  professes  to  have  asked  the  same  questions  and to have 
obtained the  same  answers from  Diotima, a wise woman of  Man- 
tinea, who, like Agathon, had  spoken  first of love and  then of his 

232 works. Socrates,  like  Agathon,  had told her that Love is a 
mighty god and also fair, and  she had shown him in return 
that  Love was  neither, but in a mean  between fair and foul,  good 
and evil, and  not a god at all, but only a great demon or  inter- 
mediate  power (cp. the  speech of Eryximachus, 186 D) who 

203 conveys to  the  gods  the  prayers of men, and  to  men  the com- 
mands of the gods. 

Socrates  asks : Who  are his  father  and mother! To this 
Diotima replies  that  he is the  son of Plenty  and Poverty, and 
partakes of the  nature of both, and is full and  starved by turns. 
Like  his  mother  he is poor  and squalid, lying on mats  at  doors 
(cp. the  speech of Pausanias, 183 A); like his  father  he  is bold 
and  strong,  and full of arts  and  resources.  Further, he i s  in a 
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Synr: mean  between ignorance and knowledge :-in this  he resembles zO4 
fisiunr' the philosopher  who  is also in a mean  between the wise  and 
hNALk'sa. the ignorant. Such is the  nature of Love, who  is  not to be 

confused with the beloved. 
But  Love desires  the beautiful;  and  then arises  the question, 

What does he  desire of the beautiful ? He desires, of course, the 
possession of the beautiful  ;-but what  is given by that? For  the 
beautiful let us substitute the good,  and we have  no difficulty  in 
seeing the possession of the good to be happiness, and  Love to be 205 
the  desire of happiness, although the meaning of the word has 
been  too  often  confined to one kind of love. And Love desires 
not only the good,  but the everlasting possession of the good. 
Why  then is there all this flutter and  excitement  about love? 206 
Because  all  men  and  women at a certain age are desirous of 
bringing to the  birth. And  love  is  not of beauty  only, but of 
birth in beauty; this is the principle of immortality in a mortal 
creature. When beauty approaches, then  the conceiving power 
is benign  and  diffuse ; when foulness, she is averted and morose. 207 

But why again does this  extend not only to men  but  also  to 
animals? Because they too have an instinct of immortality. 
Even  in the  same individual there  is a perpetual succession as 
well of the  parts of the material body as of the thoughts and 
desires of the mind; nay, even  knowledge comes  and goes. 
There is no sameness of existence, but the  new mortality is 208 
always taking the place of the old. This  is  the reason why 
parents love their children-for the sake of inlmortality: and 
this is why men love the  immortality of fame. For the creative 
soul creates not children, but conceptions of wisdom and virtue, zog 
such as poets  and  other  creators have invented. And the 
noblest creations of all are those of legislators, in honour of 
whom temples have been  raised. Who would  not sooner have 
these children of the mind than the ordinary human ones?' 

I will  now initiate you, she said,  into the  greater  mysteries; 210 

.for  he who would  proceed in due  course should love first one 
fair form, and then many, and  learn the connexion of them ; and 

' from  beautiful bodies he should proceed to beautiful minds, and 
' Cp. Bacon's Essays, 8 :-I Certainly the best works and  of greatest  merit 

for the public have proceeded  from the unmarried or childluss m e n ;  which 
hoth in affection and meana have  married and cndowed the puldic,'  
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the beauty of laws  and institutions, until he perceives that all ~ j , , , ~ -  
beauty is of one  kindred ; and from institutions  he should go on l’osizif,r. 

to the sciences, until at last the vision is re\fealed to  him of a * N * L Y m  

single  science of universal  beauty, and then he  will  behold the 
everlasting nature which is the cause of all, and will be  near  the 

211 cnd. In  the contemplation of that  supreme being of love  he will 
be purified of earthly leaven,  and \rill behold beauty, not xyith the 
bodily eye, but with the  eye of the  mind, and  will bring forth true 

212 creations of virtue  and wisdom, and be the friend of  God  and heir 
of immortality. 

Such,  Phaedrus,  is  the talc which I  heard from the stranger of 
hlantinea,  and which you may  call the encomium of love, or what 
you please. 

The company  applaud the speech of Socrates, and Aristophanes 
is about to say something,  when  suddenly  a band of revellers 
breaks  into the court, and the voice of Alcibiades is heard asking 

213 for Agathon. He is  led  in drunk, and  welcomed by Agathon, 
whom  he has  come to crown  with a garland. He is placed  on 
a couch at  his side, but suddenly, on recognizing Socrates, he 
starts  up, and  a  sort of conflict is carried on between them, 
n-hich Agathon is requested to appease. Alcibiades then  insists 

214 that they shall drink, and has a  large wine-cooler filled, which he 
first empties himself, and then fills again and  pa- sses on to 
Socrates. He  1s informed of the  nature of the entertainnient; 
and is  ready to join, if only in the character of a drunken and 
disappointed lover he may be allowed to sing the  praises of 
Socrates :- 

215 IIe begins by coulparing Socrates first to the  busts of Silcnus, 
which  have images of the gods  inside them;  and, secondly, to 
klarsyas  the flute-player.  For Socrates produces the  same eKect 
with the voicc  which Marsyas did with the flute. He is  the great 

216 speaker  and  enchantcr who  ravishes the souls of  men ; the con- 
vincer of hearts too, as he has convinced Alcibiades, and  made 

2 1 7  him ashamed of his mean  and  miserable life. Socrates at one 
time seemed about to fall in love with him; and  he thought that 
he would thereby gain a wonderful opportunity of receiving 

218 lessons of \visdom. Hc  narrates  the failure of his design. He 
219 has suffered agonies  from  him,  and is at his wit’s end. He then 

procccds t o  nlcntiou some other particulars  ol’thc lifc of Socrates : 
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Sum. how they  were  at Potidaea  together, where  Socrates showed 2z0 

@si*”r- his  superior powers of enduring cold and fatigue;  how on  one 
AN.ums.  occasion he  had stood for an  entire  day  and night absorbed in 

reflection amid the  wonder of the  spectators;  how on another 
occasion he had  saved Alcibiades’ life;  how  at  the battle of 
Delium,  after the defeat, he might be  seen stalking  about like 221 
a pelican, rolling his eyes  as Aristophanes  had  described him 
in  the Clouds. He  is  the most w o n d e ~ u l  of human  beings,  and 
absolutely unlike any one but a satyr.  Like the  satyr  in his 222 
language too; for he uses the commonest  words as  the outward 
mask of the divinest  truths. 

When Alcibiades has  done  speaking, a dispute begins  between 
him  and  Agathon  and  Socrates. Socrates  piques Alcibiades by 
a pretended affection for Agathon. Presently a band of revellers 223 
appears,  who introduce disorder into the  feast;  the  sober  part 
of the company,  Eryximachus,  Phaedrus,  and others,  withdraw; 
and  Aristodemus, the follower of Socrates, sleeps  during  the 
whole of a long winter’s night. When  he wakes  at cockcrow 
the  revellers  are nearly all asleep.  Only Socrates, Aristophanes, 
and  Agathon hold out;  they  are  drinking from a large goblet, 
which they  pass round,  and Socrates is explaining  to  the two 
others,  who are half-asleep, that the genius of tragedy is the  same 
as that of comedy, and  that  the  writer of tragedy  ought  to be a 
writer of comedy  also. And first  Aristophanes  drops,  and  then, 
as the  day  is dawning, Agathon. Socrates,  having laid them to 
rest, takes a bath  and  goes to his  daily  avocations  until the 
evening.  Aristodemus follows. 

INTRODUC- If it be true  that  there  are  more  things  in  the  Symposium of 
Plato  than  any commentator has  dreamed of, it  is also true  that 
many  things have  been  imagined which are not  really to  be found 
there.  Some writings hardly admit of a more  distinct  inter- 
pretation than a musical composition; and  every  reader may 
form his own  accompaniment of thought or feeling to  the  strain 
which  he hears. The Symposium of Plato is a work of this 
character,  and  can  with difficulty be  rendered  in  any  words but 
the writer’s own. There  are so many half-lights and cross- 
lights, SO much  of the colour o f  mythology, and of the  manner 
of sophistry adhering-rhetoric and poetry,  the playful and  the 

TION. 
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serious, are so subtly  intermingled in it,  and vestiges of old ~ y m -  
philosophy SO curiously blend with  germs of future knowledge, firium. 
that  agreement  among  interpreters  is not to be  expected. The 
expression  poema magis putandum quam comicorum poetarum,’ 
which has  been  aiplied  to  all  the  writings of Plato, is especially 
applicable to  the  Symposium. 

The  power of love is  represented in the Symposium as  running 
through  all  nature  and  all  being : at  one  end  descending  to 
animals  and  plants,  and  attaining to the highest vision of truth 
at  the  other.  In  an  age  when man was  seeking for an  expression 
of the  world  around him, the conception of love greatly affected 
him. One of the  first  distinctions of language and of mythology 
was  that of gender; and  at a later period the  ancient physicist, 
anticipating  modern science, saw, or thought  that  he saw, a sex 
in plants;  there  were elective affinities among the  elements, 
marriages of earth  and  heaven. (Aesch. Frag. Dan. 38;) Love 
became a mythic  personage,  whom  philosophy,  borrowing from 
poetry,  converted  into  an efficient cause  of-creation. The traces 
of the  existence of love, as of number  and figure, were  everywhere 
discerned;  and  in  the  Pythagorean list of opposites male and 
female were ranged  side  by  side with odd and even, finite and 
infinite. 

But Plato  seems  also  to  be  aware  that  there  is a mystery of 
love  in man  as  well as in  nature,  extending beyond the  mere 
immediate relation of the  sexes.  He  is conscious that  the highest 
and  noblest  things in the  world  are not easily severed from the 
sensual  desires, or may  even  be  regarded as a spiritualized form 
of them. We may  observe  that  Socrates himself is not repre- 
sented as originally  unimpassioned, but as one who has overcome 
his passions ; the  secret of his  power  over  others  partly lies in his 
passionate but self-controlled nature. In the  Phaedrus  and  Sym- 
posium love is not merely  the feeling usually so called,  but the 
mystical contemplation of the beautiful and  the good. The same 
passion  which  may wallow in  the  mire  is  capable of rising  to  the 
loftiest heights-of penetrating.  the inmost secret of philosophy. 
The  highest love is the love not of a person, but of the highest 
and  purest  abstraction.  This  abstraction is the far-off heaven 
on which the  eye of the mind is fixed  in  fond amazement. The 
unity of truth,  the  consistency of the  warring  elements of the 
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.W,,Z. world, the enthusiasm for kno\vledge \rhen first beaming upull 
l’0’i’4n‘. mankind, the relativity of ideas to the human  mind,  and of the 
rNrRoDr‘c. human mind to ideas, the faith  in the invisible, the adoration of 

the eternal  nature, are all included, consciously or unconsciously, 
i n  Plato’s doctrine of lovc. 

The successive speeches in praise of love are characteristic 
of the  speakers, and contribute in various degrees to the final 
result; they are all designed to prepare the  way for Socrates, 
who gathers  up the threads anew,  and  skims the highest points 
of  each of them. But they  are not  to  be regarded as  the stages of 
an idea, rising above one  another to a climax. They  are fanciful, 
partly facetious performances, ‘yet also having a  certain  measure 
of seriousness’ (197 E), which the  successive speakers dedicate to 
the god, All of them are rhetorical  and poetical rather than 
dialectical, but glimpses of truth  appear in them. When Eryxi- 
machus says that  the principles of music are simple in themselves, 
but confused in their application, he  touches lightly upon a 
difficulty  which has troubled the moderns as well as  the ancients 
in music, and  may  be extended to the  other applied sciences. 
That confusion begins in the concrete,  was the natural feeling 
of a mind dwelling in the world of ideas. When Pausanias 
remarks  that  personal  attachments  are inimical to despots, the 
experience of Greek history confirms the  truth of his  remark. 
When Aristophanes  declares  that love is the  desire of the whole, 
he expresses a feeling not unlike that of the German  philosopher, 
who says that  ‘philosophy is home sickness.’ When Agathon 
says that  no man ‘can be wronged of his own free will,’  he 
is alluding playfully to a  serious  problem of Greek philosophy 
(cp. Arist. Nic. Ethics, v. 9). So naturally  does  Plato mingle jest 
and earnest,  truth and opinion in the  same work. 

The characters-of Phaedrus,  who has been the  cause of  more 
philosophical discussions  than any other man, with the exception 
of Simmias the  Theban  (Phaedrus 242 B) ; of Aristophanes, who 
disguises  under comic imagery  a  serious purpose; of Agathon, 
who in later life is satirized by  Aristophanes in the Thesmo- 
phoriazusae, for his effeminate manners  and  the  feeble  rhythms 
of his verse; of Alcibiades, who  is  the  same  strange contrast 
of great powers  and  great vices,  which meets us in history-are 
drawn to the life ; and  we may suppose  the  less-known  characters 

TIOR. 
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of Pausanias  and  Eryximachus to be 'also true to the traditional Synr- 
-recollection of them (cp. Phaedr. 268 A, Protag. 315 C, D ;  and 
compare  Sympos. 214 B with Phaedr. 227 A). W e  may also 'NTRoD''''- 

remark  that  Aristodemus is called 'the little ' in Xenophon's 
Memorabilia,  i. 4 (cp. Sym. 173 B). 

The  speeches have  been  said to follow each other in pairs: 
Phaedrus  and  Pausanias being the ethical, Eryrimachus and 
Aristophanes  the  physical  speakers,  while in  Agathon and 
Socrates  poetry  and philosophy  blend  together. The speech 
of Phaedrus  is also  described as  the mythological, that of Pau- 
sanias as  the political, that of Eryximachus as  the scientific, that 
of Aristophanes as  the artistic (!), that of Socrates as the philo- 
sophical. But these  and  similar distinctions are not found in  
P1ato;"they are  the points of view of his  critics,  and  seem to 
impede  rather than to assist us  i n  understanding him. 

When  the  turn of Socrates  comes round  he  cannot be allowed 
to disturb  the  arrangement made  at first. With  the leave of 
Phaedrus  .he  asks a  few questions,  and  then he throws  his  argu- 
ment  into the form of a  speech (cp. Gorg. 505 E, Protag. 353 B). 
But his speech is really  the  narrative of a dialogue between 
himself  and Diotima. And  as at  a  banquet good manners would 
not allow  him to win  a  victory either over his host or  any of the 
guests,  the  superiority which he  gains over  Agathon is ingeni- 
ously represented  as having  been already gained over himself 
by her.  The artifice  has the  further advantage of maintaining his 
accustomed profession of ignorance Icp. Menex. 236 fol.).  Even 
his knowledge of the mysteries of love, to which  he lays claim 
here  and  elsewhere  (Lys. 204 C), is given by  Diotima. 

The speeches  are  attested  to us by the  very best authority. 
The  madman Apollodorus,  who for three  years past  has  made 
a  daily study of the actions of Socrates-to whom the world is 
summed up  in  the  words Great is Socrates'-he  has  heard  them 
from another  'madman,'  Aristodemus, who  was the  'shadow' 
of Socrates in days of old, like  him  going  about barefooted, and 
who  had  been  present  at  the time. 'Would you desire  better ' 

witness ?'  The  extraordinary  narrative of Alcibiades is  ingeni- 
ously represented as admitted by Socrates,  whose silence when 
he is invited to contradict  gives  consent to  the narrator. We may 
observe, by the  way, (I) how the  very  appearance of Aristodemus 

710s. 
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Sym- by himself is a sufficient indication to Agathon that  Socrates 

@"ium* has been left behind; also, (2) how the courtesy of Agathon 
INTRODVC. anticipates the excuse which Socrates was to have made on 

Aristodemus'  behalf for coming uninvited; (3) how the story 
of the fit or trance of Socrates  is confirmed by  the mention  which 
Alcibiades makes of a similar fit  of abstraction occurring  when he 
was  serving with the  army at Potidaea; like (4) the drinking 
powers of Socrates  and  his love  of the fair, which receive a 
similar  attestation in the concluding scene.; or the attachment 
of Aristodemus,  who is not  forgotte'n when  Socrates  takes his 
departure. (5 )  W e  may notice the  manner in which Socrates 
himself regards the first five speeches, not as true, but as fanciful 
and  exaggerated  encomiums of the god Love; (6) the satirical 
character of them, shown especially in the appeals to mythology, 
in the reasons which are given by  Zeus for reconstructing  the 
frame of man, or by the Boeotians and  Eleans for encouraging 
male loves; (7) the ruling passion of Socrates  for dialectics, who 
will argue with Agathon instead of making a speech,  and will 
only  speak  at all  upon the condition that  he  is allowed to speak 
the truth. W e  may note also the touch of Socratic irony, 
(8) which admits of a wide application and  reveals a deep insight 
into the world :-that in,  speaking of holy things and persons 
there  is a general  understanding that you should praise  them, 
not that you should speak the  truth about them-this  is the sort of 
praise which Socrates is unable to give. Lastly, (9) we may 
remark  that the banquet  is a real banquet  after all, at which  love 
is  the  theme of discourse, and huge quantities of wine are drunk 
(214 A, a 3  B). 

The discourse of Phaedrus  is half-mythical, half-ethical; and he 
himself, true  to  the character which is given him in the Dialogue 
bearing his name, is half-sophist, half-enthusiast. He  is  the critic 
of poetry also, who compares Homer and  Aeschylus in the insipid 
and irrational manner of the schools of the day, characteristically 
reasoning about the probability of matters which do not admit of 
reasoning. He  starts from a noble text : ' That without the sense 
of honour  and  dishonour neither  states  nor individuals ever do 
any good or great work.' But he soon passes on to more 
common-place  topics. The antiquity of love, the blessing of 
having a lover, the incentive which  love  offers  to daring deeds, 
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the  examples of Alcestis  and Achilles, are  the chief themes of burn. 

his discourse. The love of women  is  regarded by him as almost 
on an equality with that of men;  and  he makes  the  singular ’”::? 
remark  that  the  gods favour the  return of love which is made  by 
the beloved more  than  the original sentiment, because the lover 
is of a nobler  and  diviner  nature. 

There  is something of a sophistical ring in the  speech of 
Phaedrus,  which  recalls  the first  speech in imitation of Lysias, 
occurring  in  the Dialogue called the  Phaedrus.  This  is still  more 
marked  in  the  speech of Pausanias which follows;  and which 
is  at  once  hyperlogical  in form and also extremely confused and 
pedantic. Plato  is  attacking  the logical feebleness of the  sophists 
and  rhetoricians,  through  their pupils, not forgetting by the way 
to satirize  the monotonous and unmeaning rhythms which 
Prodicus  and  others  were  introducing  into  Attic  prose (185 D, 
cp. Protag. 337). Of course,  he is ‘playing both sides of the 
game,’ as  in  the Gorgias and  Phaedrus ; but  it  is not necessary in 
order  to  understand him  that we should  discuss  the fairness 
of his  mode of proceeding. The love of Pausanias for Agathon 
has  already been touched upon in the  Protagoras (315 D), and  is 
alluded  to  by  Aristophanes (193 B). Hence  he  is  naturally  the 
upholder of male loves, which, like  all  the  other affections or 
actions of men,  he  regards  as  varying according to the manner 
of their  performance.  Like  the  sophists  and like Plato himself, 
though in a different sense,  he  begins  his discussion by an 
appeal  to  mythology,  and  distinguishes  between  the  elder  and 
younger love. The value which he  attributes to such loves 
as  motives to virtue  and  philosophy  is  at variance with modern 
and  Christian notions, but is in accordance with Hellenic senti- 
ment, The opinion of Christendom  has not altogether con- 
demned  passionate  friendships  between  persons of the same sex, 
but has  certainly not encouraged them, because though innocent 
in  themselves in a few  temperaments  they are liable to de- 
generate  into fearful evil. Pausanias  is  very  earnest in the 
defence of such loves ; and  he  speaks of them as  generally aP- 
proved among  Hellenes  and  disapproved by barbarians. His 
speech is ‘more  words  than matter,’ and might have been corn- 
posed by a pupil of Lysias or of Prodicus, although there is 
no hint given that  Plato is specially  referring to them. As 
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Eryximachus  says, ‘he makes a fair beginning, but a lame 
ending.’ 

Plato  transposes  the two next  speeches, as in  the Republic  he 
would transpose the virtues (iv. 430 D) and the mathematical 
sciences (vii. 528 AI. This  is  done  partly to avoid monotony, 
partly for the sake of making  Aristophanes ‘the cause ‘of  wit 
in others,’ and also in  order to bring  the comic and tragic poet 
into juxtaposition, as if by accident. A suitable ‘expectation’ 
of Aristophanes  is raised by  the ludicrous  circumstance of his 
having the hiccough,  which is  appropriately cured by his sub- 
stitute,  the physician Eryximachus. To Eryximachus Love is  the 
good physician ; he sees everything as an intelligent physicist, 
and, like many  professors of his art in modern  times, attempts to 
reduce the moral to the physical ; or recognizes one law  of  love 
which pervades  them both. There  are loves and  strifes of the 
body as well as of the mind. Like  Hippocrates  the Asclepiad, 
he  is a disciple of Heracleitus, whose  conception of the harmony 
of opposites he explains in a new  way as  the harmony after 
discord; to his common sense, as to that of many  moderns as 
well as ancients, the identity of contradictories  is  an  absurdity. 
His notion of love  may be summed up as  the harmony of  man 
with himself in soul as well as body,  and of all things in  heaven 
and earth with one another. 

Aristophanes  is  ready to laugh and  make laugh before he  opens 
his mouth, just  as Socrates, true to his character,  is  ready to argue 
before he  begins to speak. He  expresses  the  very genius of the 
old comedy,  its  coarse  and forcible imagery,  and the licence of 
its  language in speaking about the gods. He  has  no sophistical 
notions  about love,  which is brought  back  by  him to its common- 
sense meaning of love between intelligent beings. His account 
of the origin of the  sexes has  the  greatest (comic) probability and 
verisimilitude. Nothing in Aristophanes  is  more  truly  Aristo- 
phanic  than the description of the  human  monster  whirling round 
on four arms  and four legs, eight in all, with  incredible rapidity. 
Yet there  is a mixture of earnestness in this  jest ; three serious 
principles  seem to be  insinuated :-first, that man cannot exist 
in isolation; he must be reunited if he  is to be perfected : 
secondly, that love  is the mediator and reconciler of poor, divided 
human nature: thirdly,  that the loves of this world are an 
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indistinct  anticipation of an ideal union  which is not yet sYm. 
realized. posiunc. 

The speech of Agathon is conceived in a higher  strain,  and INz:;,uC- 

receives the real, if  half-ironica1;approval of Socrates. It  is  the 
speech of the tragic poet and a sort of  poem, like tragedy, moving 
among  the  gods of Olympus, and not among  the  elder or Orphic 
deities. In the idea of the antiquity of love  he cannot agree; 
love is not of the olden  time, but  present  and youthful ever. The 
speech may be  compared  with  that  speech of Socrates in the 
Phaedrus (239 A, B) in which  he  describes himself as talking 
dithyrambs. It  is  at  once a preparation for Socrates and a foil 
to him. The  rhetoric of Agathon  elevates the soul to ‘sunlit 
heights,’ but at  the  same time contrasts with the natural and 
necessary eloquence of Socrates. Agathon  contributes the dis- 
tinction  between. love and  the  works of love, and also hints 
incidentally that love  is  always of beauty, which Socrates  after- 
wards raises  into a principle. While  the consciousness of discord 
is  stronger  in  the comic poet  Aristophanes,  Agathon, the tragic 
poet, has a deeper  sense of harmony  and reconciliation, and 
speaks of Love as  the  creator  and  artist. 

All the  earlier  speeches embody common opinions coloured 
with a tinge of philosophy. They furnish the material out of 
which Socrates  proceeds to form his discourse, starting, as in 
other places,  from  mythology  and the opinions of men. Frdm 
Phaedrus  he  takes  the thought  that love is  stronger  than death ; 
from  Pausanias, that  the  true love is akin to intellect and political 
activity;  from  Eryximachus, that love is a universal phenomenon 
and the  great  power of nature ; from  Aristophanes,  that love 
is  the child of want, and  is not  merely  the love of the congenial 
or of the whole, but  (as  he  adds) of the good ; from Agathon, 
that love is of beauty, not however of beauty only, but of birth in 
beauty. As it would be out of character for Socrates to make 
a lengthened harangue,  the  speech takes the form of a dialogue 
between  Socrates  and a mysterious woman of foreign extraction. 
She elicits the final truth from one  who  knows nothing, and 
who,  speaking  by  the  lips of another, and himself a despiser of 
rhetoric, is proved  also to be  the most consummate of rhetoricians 
(cp. Menexenus q g  D). 

The last of the six discourses  begins with a short argllnlent 
~ m 2  
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.en,- which overthrows not only Agathon but all the preceding speakers 
by the  help of a distinction which has  escaped  them.  Extravagant 

l N ~ ~ ~ , ' ' c .  praises have been  ascribed to Love as  the  author of every good ; 
no sort of encomium was too high for him,  whether  deserved 
and  true  or not. But Socrates  has no  talent  for  speaking anything 
but the  truth,  and if he  is to speak the  truth of Love  he must 
honestly confess that  he is not a good at all: for love is of 
the good, and no  man can desire that  which  he has. This piece 
of dialectics is  ascribed to Diotima, who  has  already urged upon 
Socrates  the  argument which he  urges against  Agathon. That 
the distinction is a fallacy is obvious ; it is  almost acknowledged 
to be so by  Socrates himself. For he  who  has  beauty  or good 
may  desire  more of them; and he who  has  beauty or good  in 
himself may  desire beauty  and good in others. The fallacy seems 
to  arise out of a confusion between the abstract  ideas of  good  and 
beauty,  which do not admit of degrees,  and their partial realization 
in individuals. 

But Diotima, the  prophetess of Mantineia, whose  sacred and 
superhuman  character  raises her above the  ordinary proprieties 
of women,  has  taught  Socrates  far  more  than  this  about  the  art 
and  mystery of  love. She  has' taught him that love is  another 
aspect of philosophy. The  same  want in the human soul which 
is satisfied in the vulgar  by the procreation of children, may 
become the highest  aspiration of intellectual  desire. As the 
Christian  might  speak of hungering  and  thirsting  after  righteous- 
ness;  or of divine  loves  under the figure of human (cp. Eph. v. p, 

' 'This  is a great  mystery, but I speak  concerning Christ  and the 
church ') ; as  the mediaeval saint  might  speak of the fruitio Dei ; ' 

. as Dante saw all things contained in his love of Beatrice, so Plato 
would have u s  absorb all other loves and  desires in the love of 
knowledge. Here  is  the beginning of  Neoplatonism, or rather, 
perhaps, a proof  (of which there  are many) that  the so-called 
mysticism of the  East  was not strange to the  Greek of the fifth 
century before Christ. The first tumult of the affections was not 
wholly  subdued ; there  were longings of a creature 

h¶oving  about in worlds not realized, 

which no  art could satisfy. To most men reason  and passion 
appear  to be antagonistic both i n  idea  and  fact. The union of 
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the  greatest  comprehension of knowledge and  the burning in- sum- 
tensity of love is a contradiction in nature, which may have poJium* 
existed  in a far-off primeval  age  in  the mind of some Hebrew l N ~ ~ ~ ~  

prophet  or  bther  Eastern sage, but has now become an ima- 
gination only. Yet this  ‘passion of the  reason’  is  the  theme of 
the  Symposium of Plato. And  as  there  is no impossibility in 
supposing  that  ‘one king, or son of a king, may be a philo- 
sopher,’ so also  there  is a probability that  there may  be 
some few-perhaps one or two in a whole generation-in 
whom the  light of truth  may not lack the warmth of desire. 
And if there  be  such  natures, no one will be disposed to 
deny  that ‘ from them flow most of the benefits of individuals 
and  states;’  and  even  from  imperfect combinations of the 
two elements  in  teachers  or  statesmen  great good may often 
arise. 

Yet there  is a higher region in which Iove is not only felt, but 
satisfied,  in the perfect  beauty of eternal knowledge, beginning 
with the  beauty of earthly  things,  and  at last reaching a beauty  in 
which all  existence  is  seen  to  be  harmonious  and one. The limited 
affection is  enlarged,  and  enabled to behold the ideal of  all things. 
And  here  the  highest  summit which is reached in the Symposium 
is  seen  also to be  the  highest summit which is  attained in the 
Republic, but approached from another  side ; and  there  is ‘a  way 
upwards  and  downwards,’ which is  the  same  and not the  same  in 
both. The ideal  beauty of the  one  is  the ideal good of the  other ; 
regarded not with the  eye of knowledge, but of  faith and  desire ; 
and  they  are  respectively  the  source of beauty  and  the source of 
good in all other  things,  And  by  the  steps of a ‘ladder reaching 
to heaven ’ we  pass  from  images of visible beauty (Ckduer), and 
from  the  hypotheses  ofthe Mathematical sciences, which are not yet 
based  upon  the  idea of good,.through the concrete to the abstract, 
and,  by  different  paths  arriving, behold the vision  of the  eternal 
(cp. Symp. 211 & m c p  ZrawBaBpoir r m v  Rep. vi. 511 A, B &v 

inr@tcr; re m i  6p& also Phaedrus 247 E). Under  one  aspect 
‘the  idea  is  love’ ; under  another,  ‘truth.‘  In both the lover of 
wisdom is  the  ‘spectator of all  time  and of all existence.’ This 
is a 6 mystery’  in which Plat0  also  obscurely  intimates  the Union 
of the  spiritual  and fleshly, the  interpenetration of the moral and 
intellectual faculties. 
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Sym- The divine image of beauty which resides within Socrates has 

been revealed ; the Silenus, or outward man, has now to be ex- 
nON. hibited. The description of Socrates follows  immediately after 

the speech of Socrates; one is the complement of the  other.  At 
the height of divine inspiration, when the force of nature can  no 
further go,  by way of contrast to this  extreme idealism, Alci- 
biades, accompanied  by a tro ’p of revellers  and a flute-girl, 
staggers in, and  being  drunk  is  able to tell of things which 
he would  have  been ashamed to make known if he had been 
sober. The state of his affections towards  Socrates, unintelligible 
to us and perve’rted as  they appear, affords an illustration of the 
power  ascribed to the loves of man in the speech of Pausanias. 
He does not suppose G s  feelings to be peculiar to himself: there 
are several  other  persons in the company  who have  been 
equally in love with Socrates,  and like himself have  .been de- 
ceived by him. The singular part of this confession is the com- 
bination of the most degrading passion with the  desire of virtue 
and improvement. Such an union is not  wholly untrue to human 
nature, which is capable of  combining  good and evil in a degree 
beyond what  we can easily conceive. In imaginative persons, 
especially, the God  and beast in man seem to part  asunder 
more than is natural in a well-regulated mind. The Platohic 
Socrates (for of the real Socrates this may be  doubted: cp. his 
public rebuke of Critias for his  shameful love of Euthydemus in 
Xenophon, Memorabilia i. 2, 29,30) does not regard  the greatest 
evil  of Greek life as a thing not to be  spoken of;  but it has 
a ridiculous element (Plato’s Symp. 214), and  is a subject for 
irony,  no  less than for moral reprobation (cp. Plato’s Symp. 
218 D, E). It is also  used as a figure of speech which no 
one interpreted literally (cp.  Xen. Symp. 4. 57). Nor does 
Plato feel any  repugnance,  such as would be felt in modern 
times, at bringing his great  master  and hero into connexion 
with  nameless crimes. He  is  contented  with representing 
him as a saint,  who has won ‘the Olympian  victory’ over 
the temptations of human nature. The fault  of taste, which 
to us  is so glaring  and  which  was recognized by  the  Greeks 
of a later age (Athenaeus xi. II~), was not perceived by Plato 
himself. W e  are still more  surprised to find  that the philoso- 
pher is incited to take the first step in his  upward  progress 

psiurn. 
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(Symp. 210 A) by the beauty of young men and boys, which' Sym- 
was alone  capable of inspiring  the modern feeling of romance in p''iu"'* 
the Greek mind. The passion of  love  took the spurious  form IN::F 

of an enthusiasm for the ideal of beauty-a worship as of  Some 
godlike image of an Apollo or Antinous.  But the love of youth 
when not depraved  was a love of virtue  and modesty as weli as 
of beauty,  the  one being the expression of the  other; and in 
certain  Greek  states,  especially  at Sparta and  Thebes,  the  honour- 
able  attachment of a youth to an  elder man was a part of his 
education. The ' army of lovers  and their beloved who would be 
invincible if they could be  united  by  such a tie' (Symp. 178ff.), 
is not a mere fiction  of  Plato's, but seems actually to have existed 
at Thebes in the  days of Epaminondas  and  Pelopidas, if we may 
believe writers cited anonymously  by  Plutarch, Pelop. Vit. 18, 19. 
It  is observable that Plato  never in  the least degree excuses the 
depraved  love of the body (cp. Charm. 155; Rep. v. 468 B, C ; 
Laws viii. 841 fT. ; Symp. 211 D ; and once more  Xenophon, Mem. 
i. 2, q, 30), nor  is  there  any Greek writer of mark  who condones 
or  approves  such connexions. But  owing partly to the puzzling 
nature of the subject (182 A, B) these friendships are spoken of 
by  Plato in a manner different from  that  customary  among  our- 
selves. To most of them  we should  hesitate to ascribe, any  more 
than to the attachment of Achilles and  Patroclus in Homer, an 
immoral  or licentious  character. There  were many, doubtless, 
to whom  the love of the fair mind was  the noblest form of friend- 
ship  (Rep. iii. 40a D), and  who  deemed  the  friendship of man 
with  man to be higher  than  the love of woman, because altogether 
separated from the bodily appetites. The existence of such 
attachments  may  be  reasonably  attributed to the inferiority  and 
seclusion of woman,  and the  want of a real family or Social life 
and  parental influence in  Hellenic  cities; and they  were encou- 
raged by  the practice of gymnastic  exercises, by the meetings of 
political clubs,  and  by the  tie of military companionship. They 
were also an educational institution : a young  person  was SPeci- 
ally  entrusted  by  his  parents  to some elder friend  who  was ex- 
pected by  them to train  their  son  in manly exercises and in virtue. 
It  is not  likely that a Greek parent committed  him to a lover, any 
more  than  we should to a schoolmaster, in  the expectation  that  he 
would be  corrupted  by him,  but rathcr in the hope that  his morals 



5 36 
syr/r- 

JklJfU?lI. 

INTRODUC- 
TION. 

Comparative jun' ty  of Greek Literature. 

would be better cared for than  was  possible  in a  great household 
of slaves. 

It  is  difficult to adduce the  authority of Plato either  fer or 
against  such  practices or customs,  because  it  is not always  easy 
to determine  whether  he  is  speaking of ' the heavenly and philo- 
sophical love, or of the coarse  Polyhymnia :' and  he often refers 
to this  (e. g. in the Symposium) half in  jest,  yet  'with  a certain 
degree of seriousness.' We observe  that they  entered into  one 
part of Greek  literature, but not  into another, and that  the  larger 
part is free from such  associations.  Indecency  was an element 
of the ludicrous  in the old Greek  Comedy, as it has been in other 
ages  and  countries. But effeminate  love was always  condemned 
as well as ridiculed  by the Comic poets ; and  in  the  New Comedy 
the allusions to such  topics  have disappeared.  They  seem to 
have  been no longer  tolerated by the  greater refinement of the 
age.  False sentiment is found in the  Lyric and  Elegiac poets; 

'and in  mythology ' the greatest of the Gods ' (Rep. iii. 388 B) is not 
exempt  from evil imputations.  But the  morals of a nation are 
not  to be judged of wholly  by  its  literature. Hellas  was not 
necessarily  more  corrupted  in the days of the  Persian  and Pelo- 
ponnesian wars, or of Plato and  the  Orators,  than England  in 
the time of Fielding and Smollett, or France  in  the nineteenth 
century. No one supposes certain French novels to be a  repre- 
sentation of ordinary French life. And  the  greater  part of Greek 
literature,  beginning  with  Homer  and  including  the  tragedians, 
philosophers, and, with the exception of the Comic poets  (whose 
business  was to raise  a laugh by whatever means),  all the  greater 
writers of Hellas  who  have  been preserved to us, are free from 
the taint of indecency. 

Some  general considerations  occur to our mind when  we begin 
to reflect on this  subject. (I) That good and evil are linked  toge- 
ther in  human  nature,  and  have often existed  side by side in 
the world  and  in  man  to an  extent  hardly credible. W e  can- 
not  distinguish  them, and  are  therefore unable to part them ; 
as  in  the,  parable  'they  grow  together unto the  harvest : ' 
it  is only a  rule of external decency by which  society  can  divide 
them.  Nor  should we be right  in  inferring  from the prevalence 
of any one vice or corruption  that a  state  or  individual  was  de- 
moralized  in  their  whole character, Not only has  the corruption 
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of the  best  been  sometimes thought to be  the worst, but  it may sYnr- 
be remarked  that  this  very  excess of evil has been the stimulus Fsium- 
to good (cp. Plato, Laws xii. 951 B, where  he  says  that in the I";;:;eu~q 

most corrupt cities individuals are to be found  beyond  all praise). . 
(a) It may  be  observed  that  evils which admit of degrees can 
seldom  be  rightly estimated, because under  the  same name actions 
of the most different  degrees of culpability may be  included. No 
charge  is  more easily set going than  the imputation of secret 
wickedness (which cannot  be  either proved or disproved and 
often cannot be defined) when  directed against a person of whom 
the world, or a section of it, is  predisposed  to think evil. And 
it  is  quite possible that  the malignity of Greek scandal, aroused 
by some  personal  jealousy or party  enmity, may have converted 
the  innocent  friendship of a great man for a noble youth into 
a connexion of another kind. Such accusations were brought 
against  several of the  leading  men of Hellas, e.g. Cimon,  Alci- 
biades, Critias, Demosthenes,  Eparninondas:  several of the 
Roman  emperors  were assailed by similar weapons which have 
been used even in our own day  against  statesmen of the highest 
character. (3) While  we know  that in this  matter  there  is a great 
gulf fixed between  Greek  and Christian Ethics, yet, if we would 
do justice  to  the  Greeks,  we must also acknowledge that  there 
was a greater  outspokenness among  them  than  among ourselves 
about the  things which nature hides, and  that  the  more  frequent 
mention of such topics is not to be  taken  as  the  measure of the 
prevalence of offences, or as a proof of the  general corruption of 
society. It is likely  that  every religion in  the world has used 
words or practised  rites  in  one age, which have become distaste- 
ful or  repugnant  to  another. We cannot, though for different 
reasons,  trust  the  representations  either of Comedy or Satire; 
and  still  less of Christian Apologists. (4) We observe that, at 
Thebes  and Lacedemon the  attachment of an elder friend to. a 
beloved youth  was often deemed  to  be a part of his education ; 
and  was  encouraged  by his parents-it was only shameful if it 
degenerated  into licentiousness. Such  we may believe to have 
been the  tie  which  united Asophychus  and Cephisodorus with the 
great  Epaminondas  in whose companionship they fell (Plutarch, 
Amat..117 ; Athenaeus on the  authority of Theopompus, 1. P. 
605). (5) A small  matter : there  appears to  be a difference  ofcustom 
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S~WJ- atnong the  Greeks  and  among ourselves, as between ourselves 

posiunz* and continental nations at the  present time, in modes of saluta. 
INwDUC- tion. W e  must  not suspect evil  in the hearty  kiss or embrace 

* of a male friend returning from the  army at Potidaea'  any more 
than in a similar salutation when practised by  members of the 
same family.  But those who  make these admissions, and  who  re- 
gard, not without pity, the victims of such illusions in our own 
day, whose  life has been blasted by them, may be none the less 
resolved that the natural  and  healthy instincts of mankind shall 
alone be tolerated c'v 6 + d p e  ? r d k i ;  and  that the lesson of 
manliness which we have inherited from our fathers shall not 
degenerate into sentimentalism or effeminacy. The possibility 
of an honourable  connexion of this kind seems to have died out 
with Greek  civilization.  Among the Romans,  and also  among 
barbarians, such as  the Celts and  Persians, there is no trace of 
such attachments  existing in any noble or virtuous form. 

(Compare  Hoeck's  Creta, vol. 3, p .  r o 6  8, and the admirable ana' 
exhaustive  article of Meier in Ersch  and  Grueber's  Cyclopedia,  vol. 16, 
on this  subject;  Plufarch,  Amatores ; Athenaeus, p.  605 ; Lysins contra 
Simonem ; Aesch. c. Timarchum.) 

TION. 

The character of Alcibiades in the Symposium IS hardly less 
remarkable  than  that of Socrates,  and  agrees  with the picture 
given of him in  the first of the two Dialogues which are called 
.by his name,  and also with the slight sketch of him in the Pro- 
tagoras. , He is  the impersonation of lawlessness-'the  lion's 
whelp,  who ought not  to be  reared in the city,' yet not  without 
a certain  generosity which gained the  hearts of men,-strangely 
fascinated by Socrates, and  possessed of a genius which  might 
have been  either the destruction or salvation of Athens.  The 
dramatic  interest of the  character is heightened by the recol- 
lection of his after history. He seems to have been present to 
the mind of Plato in the description of the democratic man of the 

. Republic (viii. 560 ; cp. also Alcibiades I). 
There is no criterion of the date of the Symposium,  except that 

which is furnished by the allusion to the division  of  Arcadia after 
the destruction of Mantinea. This took place in  the year B. C. 

384, which is  the forty-fourth year of Plato's life. The Sym- 
posium cannot therefore be regarded as a youthful  work. As 
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Mantinea was  restored in the  year 369, the composition of the +,,til- 
Dialogue will probably fall between 384 and 3%. Whether  the foslUnJ. 

rccollection of the  event is more  likely to have  been  renewed  at IT::? 
the  destruction or restoration of the city, rather than at: Some 
intermediate period, is a consideration not worth raising: 

The Symposium  is connected with the  Phaedrus both in style 
and  subject;  they are  the  only Dialogues of Plat0 in which the 
theme of love is discussed at length. In both of them  philosophy 
is regarded as a sort of enthusiasm ‘or madness;  Socrates  is 
himself ‘a  prophet  new  inspired’ with  Bacchanalian revelry, 
which, like  his philosophy,  he  characteristically pretends to have 
derived not from  himself  but from others.  The  Phaedo also 
presents  some  points of comparison  with the Symposium. For 
therc, too, philosophy  might  be  described as ‘dying for love; ’ 
and  there  are not wanting  many‘toucles of humour  and fancy, 
which  remind us of the  Symposium (64 B, 85 B, 99 A). But 
while the Phaedo  and  Phaedrus look backwards  and  forwards to 
past  and  future  states of existence, in  the Symposium there is 
no break  between  this  world  and  another ; and we rise from one 
to the  other  by a regular  series of steps  or stages,  proceeding 
from the  particulars of sense to the universal of reason,  and from 
one  universal to many, which are finally reunited in a single 
science (cp. Rep. vi. 511 B). At  first  immortality  means only 
the succession of existences;  even knowledge  comes  and goes. 
Then follows, in  the language of the mysteries, a higher  and a 
higher  degree of initiation ; at last we  arrive at the perfect vision 
of beauty,  not  relative or changing,  but eternal and absolute ; not 
bounded  by this world, or in or  out of this world, but an aspect 
of the divine, extending  over all things,  and having no limit of 
space or  time : this is the highest  knowledge of  which the human 
mind is  capable. Plato  does not go on to ask  whether  the  in- 
dividual is  absorbed in the  sea of light and  beauty or  retains his 
personality.  Enough for him to have  attained the  true beauty  or 
good, without enquiring precisely  into the relation in which 
human  beings stood to it. That  the soul has such a reach of 
thought, and  is capable of partaking of the  eternal nature, Seens 
to imply  that she too is eternal (cp.  Phaedrus, 245 fo11.). But 
Plat0  does  not  distinguish the  eternal in man from the eternal 
in the world or in God. He iswilling  to  rest in the contenlP1ation 



pusium. 
Synr- of the idea,  which to him is  the cause of all things (Rep. vi. 508 E), 

and has no  strength to go further. 
r ~ ~ ~ . " c '  The Symposium of Xenophon, in which Socrates describes 

himself as a pander,  and also discourses of the difference between 
sensual  and  sentimental love, likewise offers several interesting 
points of comparison. But the suspicion which hangs  over other 
writings of Xenophon, and  the  numerous minute references to the 
Phaedrus  and  Symposium, as well as to some of the  other writings 
of Plato, throw a doubt  on the  genuineness of the work. The 
Symposium  of  Xenophon, if written by  him at all, would certainly 
show that  he  wrote against Plato, and was acquainted with his 
works. Of this hostility there  is no trace in  the Memorabilia. 
Such a rivalry is  more characteristic of an imitator than of an 
original writer. The (so-called) Symposium of Xenophon may 
therefore have  no more title to be regarded as genuine  than the 
confessedly spurious Apology. 

There  are no means of determining the relative order in time 
of the Phaedrus, Symposium,  Phaedo. The  order which has 
been  adopted in this translation rests on  no other principle than 
the desire to bring together in a series  the memorials  of the life  of 
Socrates. 
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PERSOAT OF THE DZALOGUE. 

APOLLODORUS, who  repeafs f o  PAUSANIAS. 
his companion fhc dialogue 
which hr had  heard from 

ERYXIMACHWS. 

Ariston‘cmus, and  had  al-  
ARISTOPHANES. 
AGATHON. 

ready once narrated to SOCRATES. 
Clawcon. ALCIBIADES. 

PHAEDRUS. A TROOP OF REYELLERS 

SCENE :-The House of Agathon. 

Steph. CONCERNING the  things  about  which  you  ask  to be informed S ~ W J -  

‘72 I believe  that I am  not  ill-prepared with an  answer.  For  the 
day  before  yesterday I was  coming from  my  own home  at 
Phalerum  to  the city, and  one  of my  acquaintance,  who  had CL*”C~X 

caught  a  sight of me  from  behind,  calling  out playfully in  the 
distance,  said : Apollodorus, 0 thou  Phalerian’ man, halt ! 
So I did  as I was  bid;  and  then  he  said, I was  looking  for The 
you, Apollodorus,  only  just now, that I might  ask you about iF’$’$G at 

the  speeches  in  praise of love, which  were  delivered by thebanquet 

Socrates,  Alcibiades,  and  others,  at  Agathon’s  supper. 
Phoenix,  the  son of Philip,  told  another  person  who told 
me  of them ; his  narrative  was  very indistinct,  but he  said 
that you knew,  and I wish  that  you  would  give  me  an 
account  of  them.  Who, if not  you,  should be the  reporter 
of the  words  of  your  friend?  And first  tell me, he said,  were 
you present  at  this  meeting ? 

Your  informant,  Glaucon, I said,  must  have been very 

1 Probably a play of words on @Aapds. ‘ bald-headed.’ 



542 Ajoldodorus, the madman.’ 
synt- indistinct  indeed, if you  imagine that  the occasion  was 

*‘ia‘N. recent;  or  that I could have been  of the  party. 

AmLm. 
Gl.Auco~+ Why, yes, he  replied, 1, thought so. 

DOIICS. Impossible : I said.  Are you ignorant  that for many  years 
Agathon  has  not  resided  at  Athens ; and  not  three halye 
elapsed  since I became acquainted with Socrates,  and have 
made it my daily  business  to  know all that  he  says  and does. 173 

There was a time  when  I was  running  about  the world, 
fancying  myself to be well  employed,  but I was  really  a most 

The ban- 
quet took 
place  many 
y-ago 
when Aga- 
thon won 
his first 
prize. 
The 
speeches 
had  been 
preserved 
by Aristo- 
demus. 

wretched being,  no better  than  you  are now. I thought that 
I ought to do  anything  rather  than be a  philosopher. 

Well,  he said, jesting  apart, tell me when  the meeting 
occurred. 

In  our boyh’ood, I replied,  when  Agathon  won  the prize 
with  his  first tragedy, on the  day  after  that  on which he and 
his  chorus offered the sacrifice of victory. 

Then it  must have been a  long while  ago, he  said ; and who 
told  you-did Socrates? 

No indeed, I replied, but the  same  person  who told 
Phoenix  ;-he  was  a  little fellow, who  never wore  any 
shoes,  Aristodemus, of the  deme of Cydathenaeum. He 
had been at Agathon’s feast;  and I think  that in those days 
there was no  one  who  was  a  more  devoted  admirer of 
Socrates. Moreover, I have asked  Socrates  about  the  truth 
of some  parts of his  narrative,  and  he confirmed them.  Then, 
said Glaucon,  let us  have  the tale  over  again ; is  not the road 
to  Athens  just  made  for  conversation ? And so we walked, 
and talked of the  discourses  on love ; and  therefore,  as I said 
at first, I am not  ill-prepared to  comply  with your  request, 
and will have  another  rehearsal of them if you like. For to 
speak  or  to  hear  others  speak of philosophy  always gives me 
the  greatest  pleasure,  to  say  nothing of the profit. But when 
I hear  another  strain,  especially  that of you  rich  men and 
traders,  such  conversation  displeases me ; and I pity you who 
are my  companions,  because you  think  that you are doing 
something  when in reality  you  are  doing  nothing.  And I 
dare  say  that you  pity me in return, whom you regard  as an 
unhappy  creature,  and  very  probably you are right. But I 
certainly  know of you what you only  think of me-there is 
the difference. 
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Companion. I see,  Apollodorus,  that  you  are  just  the  Same sur”- 

”always  speaking evil  of  yourself,  and of others ; and I do  fifzgnr. 
believe  that YOU pity  all  mankind,  with  the  exception  of COMPANION, 

Socrates, YOUrSelf first  of all, true  in  this  to i o u r  old  name, DORLT’S. 

which,  however  deserved, I know  not  how  you  acquired,  of 
Apollodorus  the  madman ; for  you  are  always  raging  against 
yourself  and  everybody  but  Socrates. 

Apollodorus. Yes,  friend,  and  the  reason  why I am  said 
to  be  mad,  and  out  of  my wits, is  just  because I have  these 

Corn. NO more of that,  Apollodorus ; but  let  me  renew  my 

ApoZl. Well,  the  tale of love  was  on  this  wise :-But per- 
.] 174 haps I had  better  begin  at  the  beginning,  and  endeavour  to 

APOLLO. 

! notions of myself  and YOU ; no  other  evidence  is  required. 

request  that  you  would  repeat  the  conversation, 

give  you  the  exact  words  of  Aristodemus : 
He said  that  he  met  Socrates  fresh from the  bath  and  san- Aristode- 

dalled ; and  as  the  sight  of  the  sandals  was  unusual,  he  asked :‘Er 
him  whither hP was  going  that  he  had  been  converted  into had gone . 
such  a  beau :-- to the ban- 

To a banqu’et at  Agathon’s,  he  replied,  whose  invitation  to invitation 

his  sacrifice of victory I refused  yesterday,  fearing  a  crowd, Of i h ~ r a m .  
but  promising  that I would  come  to-day  instead ; and so I 

say  you  to  going  with  me  unasked ? 
I will do  as  you bid  me, I replied. 
Follow  then,  he  said,  and  let us demolish  the  proverb : - 

To the feasts of inferior men the good nnbitlden go ; ’ 

1 

I 

quet on the 

< 

1 have  put  on  my  finery,  because  he  is  such  a  fine  man.  What 
! 

instead of which  our  proverb will run :- 

‘To the feasts of the  good the good unbidden go ;’ 

and  this  alteration  may  be  supported by the  authority  of Homer 
Homer himself,  who  not  only  demolishes  but  literally out- 
rages  the  proverb.  For,  after  picturing  Agamemnon  as  the 
most  valiant  of  men,  he  makes  Menelaus,  who is but a  faint- 
hearted  warrior,  come  unbidden‘  to  the  banquet  of  Agamem- 
non, who is  feasting  and  offering  sacrifices,  not  the  better to 
the  worse,  but  the  worse  to  the  better. 

I rather fear,  Socrates,  said  Aristodemus,  lest  this  may still 
1 Iliad ii 408, and xrii. $39. 
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$m. be my case;  and that,  like  Menelans in Homer, I shall be 

f o l t u I N .  the  inferior  person,  who 
ARTSTODE. 

ACATHON. 
MUS, # T o  the feasts of the wise unbidden goes.’ 

But I shall  say  that I was  bidden of you, and  then you  will 
have to make an excuse. 

‘ Two going together,’ 

he replied, in Homeric fashion, one  or  other of them may 
invent an  excuse by the way’. 

This was the  style of their  conversation  as  they  went along. 
Socrates  dropped  behind in a fit of abstraction,  and  desired 
Aristodemus,  who  was waiting,  to go  on  before him. When 
he  reached  the  house of Agathon  he found the  doors wide 
open, and  a comical thing  happened. A servant  coming out 
met him, and led  him at  once  into  the  banquetinghall in 
which the  guests  were reclining,  for the  banquet  was about 

Aristade- to begin. Welcome,  Aristodemus,  said  Agathon,  as  soon  as 
mu5 i s  wel- he appeared--you are  just in  time to  sup with u s ;  if you come on his 
own Bc- come  on  any  other  matter  put it off, and  make  one of us, as I 

but was looking  for you yesterday  and  meant  to  have  asked you, 
inseparable if I could  have  found you. But what  have you done with 
compa- Socrates ? 

I turned  round, but Socrates  was  nowhere  to be seen ; and 

where is his 

nion ? 

I had to  explain that  he  had  been with  me a  moment  before, 
and  that I came  by his  invitation  to  the  supper. 

You were  quite  right in coming, said  Agathon ; but where 
is he  himself? 

H e  was behind me just now, as I entered,  he  said,  and I 1 7 5  
cannot  think  what  has become of him, 

Go and look  for him, boy, said  Agathon,  and  bring him in ; 
and do you, Aristodemus,  meanwhile  take  the  place by 
Eryximachus. 

The  servant  then  assisted him  to wash,  and.  he  lay down, 
and  presently  another  servant  came in and  reported  that  our 
friend  Socrates  had  retired  into  the  portico of the  neighbow 
i n g  house. “There he is fixed,’said he, ‘and  when I call to 
him he will not stir,’ 

Iliad x. 2 2 4 .  
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HOW strange,  said  Agathon ; then  you  must call him  again, sum. 

and  keep  calling  him. posium. 
Let  him  alone,  said  my  informant ; he  has  a  way of stop- AGATHON. 

ping  anywhere  and  losing  himself  without  any  reason. I 
believe  that  he will soon  appear;  do  not  therefore  disturb SocR*Tes. 

him. 
Well, if YOU think SO; 1 will leave him, said  Agathon.  And The tour- 

then,  turning  to  the  servants,  he  added, ‘ Let us have  supper 2zPhfon. 
without  waiting  for  him.  Serve  up  whatever you please,  for 
there is no  one  to  give  you  orders ; hitherto I have  never 
left YOU to  yourselves. But on this  occasion  imagine  that 
you are our  hosts,  and  that I and  the  company  are  your 
guests;  treat us  well, and  then  we  shall  commend  you.’ 
After this, supper  was  served, but still  no  Socrates;  and 
during  the  meal  Agathon  several  times  expressed  a wish 
to  send  for him, but  Aristodemus  objected;  and  at  last  when 
the  feast  was  about  half over-for the fit, as  usual,  was  not of 
long  duration-Socrates  entered.  Agathon,  who  was  re- At  length 
clining  alone  at  the  end of the table,  begged that  he  would  take ~ ~ ~ ~ t ~ t h e  

the  place  next  to  him ; that ‘ I  may  touch you,’ he  said,  ‘and cornpli- 

have  the  benefit  of  that  wise  thought  which  came  into  your ::r:: pass 

mind  in  the  portico,  and  is  now  in  your  possession ; for 1 am between 
certain  that  you  would  not  have  come  away  until  you  had ~ ~ ~ o ~ d n .  

found  what  you  sought.’ 
How I wish,  said  Socrates,  taking  his  place  as  he  was 

desired,  that  wisdom  could  be  infused by touch,  out of the 
fuller  into  the  emptier man, as  water  runs  through wool out 
of a  fuller  cup  into  an  emptier  one; if that  were so, how 
greatly  should I value  the  privilege of reclining  at  your  side 
For  you  would  have filled me full with  a  stream  of  wisdom 
plenteous  and  fair ; whereas my  own is of a very  mean  and 
questionable  sort,  no  better  than a dream. But yours  is 
bright  and full of  promise,  and  was  manifested  forth  in  all 
the  splendour of youth  the  day  before  yesterday,  in  the  pre- 
sence  of  more  than  thirty  thousand  Hellenes. 

You  are mocking,  Socrates,  said  Agathon,  and  ere 10% 
you  and I will have  to  determine  who  bears off the palm of 
wisdom-of this  Dionysus  shall  be  the  judge ; but  at  present 
you are .better  occupied  with  supper. 

176 Socrates took his  place  on  the couch, and  supped with the 
VOL. I. N n  
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The good 
advice of 
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drank hard 

should 
avoid 
drinking 
to-day. 

Eryxinzarhus the physician. 

rest;  and  then  libations  were offered, and  after  a  hymn  had 
been sung to the god, and  there  had  been  the  usual cere. 
monies, they  were  about to c‘ommence drinking,  when 
Pausanias said,  And now, my friends,  how  can we drink 
with least  injury  to  ourselves ? I can assure  you  that I feel 
severely  the effect of yesterday’s  potations,  and  must  have 
time to  recover;  and I suspect  that most of you are  in  the 
same  predicament, for you were of the  party  yesterday. Con- 
sider  then : How can  the  drinking be made  easiest ? 

I entirely  agree,  said  Aristophanes,  that  we  should, by all 
means,  avoid hard  drinking, for 1 was myself one of those 
who  were  yesterday  drowned in drink. 

I think  that you are  right,  said  Eryximachus,  the son of 
Acumenus ; but I should  still like to  hear  one  other  person 
speak : Is Agathon  able to drink  hard ? 

I am not equal to  it, said  Agathon. 
Then,  said  Eryximachus,  the  weak  heads  like myself, 

Aristodemus,  Phaedrus,  and  others  who  never  can  drink, 
are  fortunate in finding  that  the  stronger  ones  are  not in a 
drinking mood. (I do not include  Socrates,  who  is  able 
either to drink  or  to  abstain,  and will not mind, whichever we 
do.) Well,  as  none of the  company  seem  disposed  to  drink 
much, I may be forgiven  for saying,  as  a  physician, that 
drinking  deep is a bad practice, which I never follow, if I can 
help, and  certainly  do  not  recommend to another,  least of all 
to  any  one  who  still feels the effects of yesterday’s carouse. 

I always  do  what you advise,  and  especially  what you  pre- 
scribe  as  a physician, rejoined  Phaedrus  the  Myrrhinusian, 
and  the  rest of the company, if they  are wise,  will do  the 
same. 

It  was  agreed  that  drinking  was  not  to be the  order of the 
day,  but  that  they  were  all to drink  only so much  as they 
pleased. 

Then,  said  Eryximachus,  as you are all  agreed  that 
drinking  is to be  voluntary,  and  that  there  is  to be no <om 
pulsion, I move, in the  next place, that  the flute-girl, who 
has  just  made  her  appearance, be told to go away  and play 
to  herself, or, if she likes, to  the women  who are within’. 
To-day let u s  have  conversation  instead ; and, if you will 

Cp. Prot. 347 



i 177 allow me, I will tell  you  what  sort  of  conversation.  This ~ y m -  
proposal  having  been  accepted,  Eryximachus  proceeded as @osiu'lr. 
follows :- ERYXIMA- 

I will begin, he  said,  after  the  manner  of  Melanippe  in SOCRAW. 
C H U S ,  

i Euripides, 4 K o t  mine the word' 

4 

i 
c 

which I am  about  to  speak,  but  that  of  Phaedrus.  For  often Eryxima- 
he  says  to  me  in  an  indignant  tone :-"What a strange  thing ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ p o n  
it is, Eryximachus,  that,  whereas  other  gods  have  poems  and the neglect 
hymns  made  in  their  honour,  the  great  and  glorious  god, ~ ~ ~ m ~ t s  
Love,  has  no  encomiast  among  all  the  poets  who  are so love's 
many.  There  are  the  worthy  sophists too-the  excellent paises. 
Prodicus  for  example,  who  have  descanted  ifl  prose  on  the 
virtues of Heracles  and  other  heroes ; and,  what is still  more 
extraordinary, I have  met  with a philosophical  work  in  which 
the utility  of  salt  has  been  made  the  theme  of  an  eloquent  dis- 
course ; and  many  other  like  things  have  had  a  like  honour 
bestowed  upon  them.  And  only  to  think  that  there  should 
have  been  an  eager  interest  created  about  them,  and  yet  that 
to  this  day  no  one  has  ever  dared  worthily  to  hymn  Love's 
praises ! So  entirely  has  this  great  deity  been  neglected.' 
Now  in  this  Phaedrus  seems  to  me  to  be  quite  right,  and 
therefore I want  to  offer  him  a  contribution ; also I think 
that  at  the  present  moment  we  who  are  here  assembled 
cannot  do  better  than  honour  the  god  Love. If you  agree 
with me, there will be no lack of conversation ; for I mean  to 
propose  that  each  of us in  turn,  .going  from left to  right,  shall 
make a speech  in  honour  of  Love.  Let  him  give u s  the  best 
which  he  can ; and  Phaedrus,  because  he  is  sitting  first on 
the left hand,  and  because  he is the  father  of  the  thought, 
shall  begin. 

No one will vote  against  you,  Eryximachus,  said  Socrates. it is-d 
How  can I oppose  your  motion,  who  profess  to  understand :",::$: 
nothing  but  matters of love ; nor, I presume, will Agathon ofspeeches 
and  Pausanias ; and  there  can  be  no  doubt  of  Aristophanes, Fo;&* 
whose  whole  concern  is  with  Dionysus  and  Aphrodite ; nor 
will any  one  disagree of  those- whom I see around  me. T h e  
proposal, as I am  aware,  may  seem  rather  hard  upon US 

whose  place is last;  but  we  shall  be  contented if we  hear 
~ n 2  
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posrunr. 
h p -  some  good  speeches first. Let  Phaedrus begin the  praise of 

Love, and good  luck to him. All  the  company  expressed 
SoclurPs* their  assent,  aqd  desired him to  do  as  Socrates  bade him. 178 

Aristodemus  did  not  recollect  all  that  was  said,  nor  do I 
recollect  all  that  he  related  to  me ; but I will  tell you  what 
I thought  most  worthy of remembrance,  and  what  the  chief. 
speakers said. 

Phaedrus  began by  affirming that  Love  is  a  mighty god, 
and  wonderful  among  gods  and men, but  especially  wonder- 
ful  in his  birth, For  he  is  the  eldest of the  gods,  which is an 
honour  to him ; and  a  proof of his claim to  this  honour  is, 
that of his  parents  there  is  no  memorial;  neither  poet  nor 
prose-writer  has  ever affirmed that  he  had  any.  As  Hesiod 
says :- 

‘First Chaos  came, and then broad-bosomed Earth, 

PHAEDRUS. 

The everlasting seat of ail that is, 
And Love.’ 

In  other  words,  after  Chaos,  the  Earth  and Love, these two, 
came  into being. Also Parmenides  sings of Generation : 

‘ First in the train of gods, he fashioned Love.’ 

eldest of the 
Love is the And  Acusilaus  agrees with Hesiod. Thus  numerous  are  the 
gods, and witnesses  who  acknowledge  Love  to be the  eldest  of  the 
the source gods.  And  not only is he  the  eldest, he  is  also  the  source of i::&t the  greatest benefits to us. For I know  not  any  greater 
good. blessing to a  young  man  who  is  beginning life than a virtuous 

honourable 
For lover, or to the  lover  than  a beloved youth.  For  the  prin- 

the ciple which ought  to be the  guide of men  who would  nobly 
bestincen- live-that principle, I say, neither  kindred,  nor  honour,  nor 

to vir- wealth,  nor  any  other motive  is able to implant so well as rue. 
love. Of  what  am I speaking ? Of the  sense  of  honour 
and  dishonour,  without which neither  states  nor  individuals 
ever  do  any good or  ,great  work,  And I say  that  a lover 
who  is  detected in doing  any  dishonourable act, or  sub- 
mitting  through  cowardice  when  any  dishonour is done to 
him by another, will  be more  pained  at  being  detected by his 
beloved than  at  being  seen by his  father, or  by  his com 
panions,  or by any  one  else. The-  beloved too, when  he  is 
found  in  any  disgraceful  situation,  has  the  same  feeling  about 
his  lover.  And if there  were  only  some  way of contriving 
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that  a  state or an  army  should be made  up of lovers  and s p ~  
their loves', they  would  be  the  very  best  governors of their fioriunl. 
own city, abstaining from all  dishonour,  and  emulating  one PH*eDRv5. 

179 another  in  honour ; and  when  fighting  at  each  other's  side, 
although  a  mere  handful,  they would overcome  the  world. 
For  what  lover  would  not  choose  rather  to  be  seen by  all 
mankind  than  by  his beloved, either  when  abandoning  his  post 
or  throwing  away  his  arms ? H e  would  be  ready  to  die  a 
thousand  deaths  rather  than  endure this. O r  who would 
desert  his beloved or  fail  him in  the  hour of danger?  The 
veriest  coward would become  an  inspired  hero,  equal  to  the 
bravest,  at  such  a  time ; Love would inspire him. That 
courage which, as   Homer says,  the  god  breathes  into  the 
souls of some  heroes,  Love of his  own  nature  infuses  into  the 
lover. 

Love will make  men  dare  to  die  for  their beloved-love Love has 
alone ; and  women  as well as men. Of  this,  Alcestis, the ~ ~ ~ o ~ ~ n  
daughter of Pelias,  is  a  monument  to  all  Hellas ; for she  was &re to die 
willing  to  lay  down  her life on  behalf of her  husband,  when 
no  one  else would, although  he  had  a  father  and  mother; ne exam- 

but  the  tenderness of her  love so far  exceeded  theirs,  that :':i:gA- 
she  made  them  seem  to be strangers  in blood to  their  own ~ ~ m l ~ .  
son,  and  in  name  only  related  to  him;  and so noble  did  this 
action of hers  appear  to  the  gods,  as well as  to men, that 
among  the  many  who  have  done  virtuously  she is one  of  the 
very few to  whom,  in  admiration of her  noble action, they 
have  granted  the  privilege  of  returning  alive  to  earth ; such 
exceeding  honour is paid by the  gods  to  the  devotion  and 
virtue of love. But  Orpheus,  the  son of Oeagrus,  the 
harper,  they  sent  empty away, and  presented'  to  him  an 
apparition  only of her  whom  he  sought,  but  herself  they 
would not  give up, because  he  showed  no  spirit;  he  was 
only  a  happlayer,  and  did  not  dare like  Alcestis  to  die  for 
love, but  was  contriving  how  he  might  enter  Hades  alive ; 
moreover,  they  afterwards  caused him to  suffer  death  at  the 
hands of  women, as  the  punishment  of  his  cowardliness. 
Very  different  was  the  reward of the  true  love  of  Achilles 
towards  his  lover  Patroclus-his  lover  and  not  his  love  (the 
notion  that  Patroclus was the  beloved  one is a foolish error 

I Cp. Rep. V. 468 D. , i 
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postu,/r. 
Syw- into which Aeschylus  has  fallen, for Achilles was surely  thc 

fairer of the two, fairer also than all the  other  heroes ; and, 
as  Homer informs us, he  was  still  beardless,  and  younger 
far).  And  greatly as the  gods  honour  the  virtue of love,  still 180 
the  return of love on the  part of the beloved  to the  lover is 
more  admired  and  valued  and  rewarded by them,  for  the 
lover is more  divine;  because  he is inspired by God.  Now 
Achilles was quite  aware, for he  had been  told by his 
mother,  that  he  might avoid death  and  return  home,  and 
live  to a good old  age, if he  abstained from slaying  Hector, 
Nevertheless  he  gave  his life to  revenge  his  friend, and 
dared to  die,  not  only in his  defence, but after  he  was  dead, 
Wherefore  the  gods  honoured him  even above  Alcestis,  and 
sent him to  the  Islands of the  Blest.  These  are my reasons 
for affirming  that  Love is the  eldest  and  noblest and 
mightiest of the  gods,  and  the chiefest author  and  giver of 
virtue in life, and of happiness  after  death. 

This,  or  something  like  this,  was  the  speech of Phaedrus ; 
and  some  other  speeches followed which  Aristodemus  did  not 
remember ; the  next which he  repeated  was  that of Pausanias. 
Phaedrus,  he  said,  the  argument  has  not  been  set  before us, 
I think,  quite  in  the  right form ; --we should  not be called 
upon  to  praise  Love i n  such  an  indiscriminate  manner. I f  
there  were  only  one  Love,  then what SOLI said would be 
well enough; but since  there  are  more  Loves  than one, you 
sl~ould  have  begun by determining which  of them was to be 
the  theme of our  praises. I will amend  this defect ; and first 
of all I will  tell  you  which Love is deserving of praise, and 
then  try  to  hymn  the  praiseworthy one in a manner  worthy 
of him.  For we all  know  that  Love is inseparable from 
Aphrodite,  and if there  were  only  one  Aphrodite  there would 
be only  one  Love; but as there  are two goddesses  there 
must be  two Loves.  And  am I not  right in asserting  that 

The spirit- there  are two goddesses?  The  elder one, having no mother, 
~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ‘ l e  who is called  the  heavenly  Aphrodite-she is the  daughter 
lovederived of Uranus ; the  younger,  who is the  daughter  of  Zeus  and 
fromtlle Dione-her  we  call common;  and  the  Love  who is her 
and the fellowworker is rightly  named  common, as the  other love is 
heavenly 

called  heavenly. All thc  gods  ought  to  have  praise givcn 
;\pllrodite. 

to  them, but  not without  distinction  of  thcir  natures;  and 
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therefore I must  try  to  distinguish  the  characters of the two &>yllL- 

i 181 Loves.  Now  actions  vary  according  to  the  manner  of  their P i z 4 m .  

performance.  Take,  for  example,  that  which we are  now P*us*Nl**. 6 
doing,  drinking,  singing  and  talking-these  actions  are  not in 
themselves  either  good  or evil, but  they  turn  out  in  this  or 
that  way  according  to  the  mode  of  performing  them ; and  when 
well  done  they  are  good,  and  when  wrongly  done  they  are 
evil;  and in like  manner  not  every  love,  but  only  that which 
has  a  noble  purpose,  is  noble  and  worthy  of  praise.  The 
Love  who is the  offspring  of  the  common  Aphrodite is 
essentially  common,  and  has no discrimination,  being  such  as 
the  meaner  sort of men feel, and  is  apt  to  be of women  as 
well  as  of  youths,  and is of the  body  rather  than  of  the  soul 
-the  most  foolish  beings are  the  objects  of  this  love  which 
desires  only  to  gain  an  end,  but  never  thinks  of  accom- 
plishing  the  end  nobly,  and  therefore  does  good  and evil 
quite  indiscriminately. The  goddess  who  is  his  mother is 
far  younger  than  the  other,  and  she  was  born of the  union of 
the  male  and female, and  partakes of both.  But  the off- ~ h e h g h c r  
spring  of  the  heavenly  Aphrodite is derived  from  a  mother in 
whose  birth  the  female  has  no part,-she is from  the  male which 111ay 

only;  this is that  love  which is of youths,  and  the  goddess !'?~~~?'~, 
being  older,  there is nothing of wantonness  in  her.  Those and which 

who  are  inspired by this  love  turn  to  the male, and  delight in ~ ~ r $ ' $  

him  who is the  more  valiant  and  intelligent  nature ; any  one abused. 
may  recognise  the  pure  enthusiasts  in  the  very  character  of 
their  attachments. For they  love  not boys, but  intelligent 
beings  whose  reason is beginning  to be developed,  much 
about  the  time  at  which  their  beards  begin  to  grow.  And  in 
choosing  young  men  to  be  their  companions,  they  mean  to  be 
faithful  to  them,  and  pass  their  whole  life  in  company  with 
them,  not  to  take  them in their  inexperience,  and  deceive 
them,  and  play  the fool with  them, or  run  away  from  one  to 
another of them.  But  the  love  of  young  boys  should  be 
forbidden  by law, because  their  future  is  uncertain;  they 
may  turn  out  good  or  bad,  either in body  or soul,  and  much 
noble  enthusiasm  may  be  thrown  away  upon  them;  in  this 
matter  the  good  are a law to themselves,  and  the  coarser sort 
of  lovers  ought  to  be  restrained  by  force,  as we  restrain o r  

182 attempt  to  restrain  them from fixing  their  affections on 
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.FIN- women of free  birth.  These  are  the  persons  who  bring  a 
flosiu’rz. reproach  on love ; and  some  have  been  led  to  deny  the law- 

P A U ~ ~ ~ * ~ .  fulness of such  attachments  because  they  see  the  impropriety 
and evil of them;  for  surely  nothing  that is decorously  and 

The feeling lawfully done  can  justly be censured. Now here  and in 
about male 

differs Lacedaemon  the  rules  about  love  are  perplexing, but  in  most 

ferent states 
in the dif- cities  they  are  simple  and  easily  intelligible ; in Elis  and 
ofHe,,as, Boeotia, and  in  countries  having  no  gifts  of eloquence, they 

are  very  straightforward ; the law is simply in  favour of these 
connexions,  and  no one, whether  young  or  old,  has  anything 
to say  to  their  discredit;  the  reason being, as I  suppose,  that 
they  are  men of few words  in  those  parts,  and  therefore  the 
lovers  do  not  like  the  trouble of pleading  their  suit.  In 
Ionia  and  other places, and  generally in countries which are 
subject to the  barbarians,  the custom is  held  to be dis- 
honourable ; loves of youths  share  the evil repute  in which 
philosophy  and  gymnastics  are held, because  they  are 
inimical  to tyranny;  for  the  interests  of  rulers  require  that 
their  subjects  should be poor in spirit ’, and  that  there  should 
be no  strong bond  of friendship  or  society  among them, 
which  love, above  all  other motives, is  likely  to  inspire,  as 
our  Athenian  tyrants  learned by experience ; for  the love of 
Aristogeiton  and  the  constancy  of  Harmodius  had  a  strength 
which undid  their power. And,  therefore,  the  ill-repute  into 
which these  attachments have  fallen is  to  be  ascribed  to  the 
evil condition of those  who  make  them to  be ill-reputed ; that 
is to  say,  to  the  self-seeking of the  governors  and  the 
cowardice of the  governed ; on  the  other  hand,  the indis- 
criminate  honour which is given to  them in some  countries  is 
attributable  to  the  laziness of those  who hold this  opinion of 
them.  In  our  own  country  a  far  better  principle  prevails, 
but, as I was saying,  the  explanation of it is  rather  per- 
plexing.  For,  observe  that  open  loves  are  held to be  more 
honourable  than  secret ones, and  that  the love of the noblest 
and highest, even if their  persons  are  less beautiful than 
others,  is  especially  honourable.  Consider, too, how  great  is 
the  encouragement which  all the  world  gives  to  the  lover; 
neither  is  he  supposed  to be doing  anything  dishonourable; 
but if he  succeeds  he  is  praised,  and if he fail he is blamed. 

Cp. Arist. Politics, v. 1 1 .  5 15 .  
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And  in  the  pursuit  of  his  love  the  custom of mankind  allows syw- 
him  to  do  many  strange  things,  which  philosophy  would Posiuw. 

183 bitterly  censure  if  they  were  done from any  motive of PAUS*-. 

interest,  or  wish  for office or  power. H e  may  pray,  and Custom 
entreat,  and  supplicate,  and  swear,  and  lie  on a mat  at  the Ez:d"d", 
door,  and  endure a slavery  worse  than  that of any slave-in strange 
any. other  case  friends  and  enemies  would  be  equally  ready things. 
to  prevent him, but  now  there is no  friend  who will be 
ashamed of  him and  admonish him, and  no  enemy will 
charge him  with meanness  or  flattery;  the  actions of a  lover 
have a grace which ennobles  them ; and  custom  has  decided 
that  they  are  highly  commendable  and  that  there  is  no  loss 
of character  in  them ; and,  what  is  strangest  of  all,  he  only 
may  swear  and  forswear  himself (so men  say),  and  the  gods 
will forgive  his  transgression,  for  there is no  such  thing  as  a 
lover's  oath.  Such  is  the  entire  liberty which gods  and  men 
have  allowed  the  lover,  according  to  the  custom which 
prevails  in bur part  of  the  world.  From  this  point of view a 
man  fairly  argues  that  in  Athens  to  love  and  to  be  loved is 
held  to be a  very  honourable  thing.  But  when  parents 
forbid  their  sons  to  talk with their  lovers,  and  place  them 
under a tutor's  care,  who  is  appointed  to  see  to  these  things, 
and  their  companions  and  equals  cast  in  their  teeth  anything 
of the sort which they  may  observe,  and  their  elders  refuse 
to  silence  the  reprovers  and  do  not  rebuke them-any one 
who  reflects  on  all  this will, on  the  contrary,  think  that we 
hold  these  practices to be most  disgraceful.  But,  as I was 
saying  at first, the  truth  as I imagine is, that  whether  such 
practices  are  honourable  or  whether  they  are  dishonourable 
is  not a simple  question;  they  are  honourable  to  him  who 
follows  them  honourably,  dishonourable  to  him  who follows 
them  dishonourably.  There is dishonour  in  yielding  to  the 
evil,.or  in  an  evil  manner;  but  there  is  honour  in  yielding  to 
the  good,  or  in  an  honourable  manner.  Evil  is  the  vulgar The true 
lover  who  loves  the  body  rather  than  the soul, inasmuch  as :::z Ef:",", 
he  is  not  even  stable,  because  he  loves a thing which is  in soul,which 

itself  unstable,  and  therefore  when  the bloom  of youth which 
he  was  desiring is over, he  takes  wing  and flies  away, in beauty or 

spite of all  his  words  and  promises ; whereas  the love of  the money or 
noble  disposition is lifelong, for  it becomes  one with the which when 

power,  and 
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tested by 
time is 
round to LC 
enduring. 

reuow-ser- 
Love  is 

vice ; and 

youth and 
the love of 

the practice 
of philoso- 
phy should 
meet in 
one. 

everlasting. The custom of our country would have  both of 1~ 

them  proven  well  and  truly,  and would have  us  yield  to  the 
one  sort of lover  and  avoid  the  other,  and  therefore  en- 
courages  some  to  pursue,  and  others  to  fly;  testing  both  the 
lover  and  beloved in contests  and  trials,  until  they  show  to 
which of the  two  classes  they  respectively  belong.  And  this 
is  the  reason why, in  the first place, a hasty  attachment is 
held  to  be  dishonourable,  because  time  is  the  true  test of this 
as  of  most  other  things ; and  secondly  there is a  dishonour i n  
being overcome  by the  love of money, o r  of  wealth, or of 
political  power,  whether  a  man  is  frightened  into surrender 
by  the loss of them,  or,  having  experienced  the  benefits of 
money  and political corruption,  is  unable  to  rise  above  thc 
seductions of them.  For  none of these  things  are of a per. 
manent  or  lasting  nature; not to  mention  that  no  generous 
friendship  ever  sprang from them.  There  remains,  then, 
only one way of honourable  attachment  which  custom  allows 
in  the  beloved,  and  this is the  way of virtue; for as we 
admitted  that  any  service  which  the  lover  does  to  him  is  not 
to be  accounted  flattery or a dishonour  to himself, so the 
beloved has  one way only of voluntary  service  which is not 
dishonourable,  and  this  is  virtuous  service. 

For  we  have  a  custom,  and  according to our  custom  any 
one  who  does  service  to  another  under  the  idea  that  he will 
be  improved by  him either in wisdom, or in  some  other 
particular of virtue-such  a  voluntary  service, I say,  is  not 
to be  regarded  as  a  dishonour,  and  is  not  open to the  charge 
of flattery. And  these  two  customs,  one  the  love of youth, 
and  the  other  the  practice of philosophy  and  virtue  in 
general,  ought to meet in one, and  then  the beloved  may 
honourably  indulge  the  lover. For  when  the  lover  and 
beloved  come  together,  having  each  of  them a law, and  the 
lover  thinks  that  he  is  right  in  doing  any  service  which  he 
can  to  his  gracious  loving  one ; and  the  other  that  he is right 
in  showing  any  kindness which he  can  to  him  who is making 
him wise  and  good;  the  one  capable of communicating 
wisdom  and  virtue,  the  other  seeking  to  acquire  them  with a 
view  to  education  and  wisdom;  when  the  two  laws of love 
are fulfilled and  meet  in one-then, and  then  only,  may  the 
beloved  yield  with  honour to the lover. Nor when love is of 



this  disinterested  sort is there  any  disgrace in being  deceived, sym- 
but in  every  other  case  there  is  equal  disgrace  in  being  or @siu’’t’ 

185 not  being  deceived.  For  he  who is gracious  to  his  lover î ,‘s”,”,”d,””’ 
under  the  impression  that  he is rich,  and is disappointed of MJS, 

his  gains  because  he  turns  out to  be poor, is disgraced  all WANES, 

the  same: for he  has  done  his  best  to  show  that  he would E ~ $ ~ ~ A -  

give himself  up to  any  one’s ‘ uses  base’ for the  sake of money; 
but  this is not  honourable.  And  on  the  same  principle  he 
who  gives  himself  to a lover  because  he is a good  man,  and 
in the  hope  that  he will  be improved by his  company,  shows 
himself  to be virtuous,  even  though  the  object of his  affection 
turn  out  to be a villain, and  to  have  no  virtue;  and if he is 
deceived  he  has  committed a noblq error.  For  he  has 
proved  that  for  his  part  he will do  anything  for  anybody with 
a view to virtue  and  improvement,  than which there  can be 
nothing  nobler.  Thus  noble in every  case  is  the  acceptance 
of another for the  sake of virtue.  This is that love  which is 
the love of the  heavenly  goddess,  and is heavenly,  and of 
great  price to individuals  and  cities,  making  the  lover  and 
the beloved alike  eager  in  the  work of their own improve- 
ment.  But  all  other  loves  are  the  offspring of the  other, 
who is the  common  goddess. To you, Phaedrus, I offer this 
my contribution  in  praise of love, which  is as good as I could 
make  extempore. 

PPuskSis  cHme td 2 p2use“this is the  balanced way in A1’15tO- 

which I have  been  taught by the wise  to speak ; and  Aristo- phanes ‘1” 
demus  said  that  the  turn  of  Aristophanes  was  next,  but cough, R I I ~  

either  he  had  eaten  too  much,  or from some  other  cause ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ; k s  
he  had  the hiccough, and  was obliged to  change  turns in his turn. 

with Eryximachus  the  physician,  who  was  reclining  on  the 
couch below  him. Eryximachus,  he  said, you ought  either 
to  stop  my hiccough, or  to  speak  in my turn  until I have 
left off. 

I will do  both,  said  Eryximachus: I will speak in your 
turn,  and  do you speak in mine;  and  while I am  speaking 
let  me  recommend  you  to  hold your breath,  and if after 
you have  done so for  some  time  the  hiccough is no  better, 

t then  gargle with a  little water;  and if  it  still  continues, 
tickle  your  nose with something  and  sneeze;  and if YOU 

sneeze  once  or twice, even  the most violent hiccough is sure 

A R ~ T O -  

the hic- 
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S ~ L -  to go. I will do  as you  prescribe,  said  Aristophanes,  and  now 

Enyx" cnuo. Eryximachus  spoke  as  follows:  Seeing  that  Pausanias 
Medicine is made  a fair beginning,  and but a  lame  ending, I must  en- 186 
the know- deavour  to  supply  his deficiency. 1 think  that  he  has  rightly 
ledge Of the distinguished two kinds of  love. But  my  art  further  informs loves and 
desires of me  that  the  double love is not  merely  an affection  of the  soul 
thebody, of man  towards  the fair, or towards  anything,  but  is  to be 
twofold. found  in  the  bodies of all  animals  and  in  productions of the 

earth,  and I may  say  in  all  that  is ; such is the  conclusion 
which I seem  to  have  gathered from my  own  art of  medicine, 
whence I learn  how  great  and  wonderful  and  universal  is  the 
deity of love, whose  empire  extends  over  all  things,  divine  as 
well as  human,  And  from  medicine I will begin  that I may 
do  honour  to my art.  There  are  in  the  human  body  these 
two kinds of love,  which are  confessedly  different  and unlike, 
and  being  unlike,  they  have  loves  and  desires which are 
unlike ; and  the  desire of the  healthy  is  one,  and  the  desire 
of the  diseased is another;  and as Pausanias  was  just  now 
saying  that  to  indulge  good  men  is  honourable,  and bad  men 
dishonourable :-so too in  the  body  the  good  and  healthy 
elements  are  to be indulged,  and  the  bad  elements  and  the 
elements of disease  are  not  to be indulged,  but  discouraged. 
And  this  is  what  the  physician  has  to do, and  in  this  the 
art of medicine  consists:  for  medicine  may be regarded 
generally  as  the  knowledge of the  loves  and  desires of the 
body, and  how  to  satisfy  them or not ; and  the  best  physician 
is he  who  is  able  to  separate  fair  love  from foul, or  to  convert 
one  into  the  other ; and  he  who  knows  how  to  eradicate  and 
how  to  implant love, whichever  is  required,  and  can reconcile 
the  most  hostile  elements .in the  constitution  and  make  them 
loving  friends,  is  a  skilful  practitioner. Now the  most  hostile 

posbnz. get  on. 

which  are 

the  recon- 
Harmony is 

ciliation, 

posite  ele- 
not of o p  

mens, but 
of elements 
which dis- 
agreed 
once, and 

are  the  most  opposite,  such  as  hot  and  cold,  bitter  and sweet, 
moist  and  dry,  and  the  like.  And  my  ancestor,  Asclepius, 
knowing  how  to  implant  friendship  and  accord  in  these 
elements,  was  the  creator of our art,  as  our  friends  the  poets 
here  tell us, and I believe  them ; and  not  only  medicine  in 
every  branch,  but  the  arts of gymnastic  and  husbandry  are 
under  his  dominion.  Any  one  who  pays  the  least  attention  to 187 
the  subject will also  perceive  that in  music there  is  the  same 
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reconciliation of opposites ; and I suppose  that  this  must  have sym- 
been  the  meaning of Heracleitus,  although  his  words  are  not Posiutn. 

accurate ; for  he  says  that  The  One is  united by  disunion, T;;;.m- 
like  the  harmony of the bow and  the lyre.  Now there is an arenow 
absurdity in saying  that  harmony is discord or is  composed harmon- 
of elements which are  still  in  a  state of discord.  But ized* 
what  he  probably  meant was, that  harmony  is  composed 
of differing  notes of higher  or  lower pitch  which disagreed 
once,  but  are  now  reconciled by the  art of music ; for if the 
higher  and  lower  notes  still  disagreed,  there  could be no har- 
mony,-clearly not. For harmony  is a symphony,  and sym- 
phony  is  an  agreement ; but an  agreement of disagreements i while  they  disagree  there  cannot be ; you  cannot  harmonize 
that  which  disagrees.  In  like  manner  rhythm is compounded 
of elements  short  and  long,  once  differing  and  now  in  accord ; 
which accordance,  as  in  the  former  instance, medicine, so in 
all  these  other cases,  music implants,  making  love  and unison 
to  grow  up  among  them ; and  thus music,  too, is  concerned 
with the  principles of love  in  their  application  to  harmony 
and  rhythm.  Again,  in  the  essential  nature of harmony  and 
rhythm  there  is  no difficulty in  discerning  love which has not 
yet become double.  But  when  you  want  to  use  them in 
actual life, either  in  the composition  of songs  or in the  correct 
performance of airs  or  metres composed already, which latter 
is  called  education,  then  the difficulty  begins, and  the good 
artist  is  needed.  Then  the  old  tale  has to  be repeated of fair 
and  heavenly  love-the  love of Urania  the fair and  heavenly 
muse, and of the  duty of accepting  the  temperate,  and  those 
who  are as yet  intemperate  only  that  they  may become  tem- 
perate,  and of preserving  their  love ; and again,  of the  vulgar 
Polyhymnia,  who  must be used with  circumspection that  the 
pleasure  be  enjoyed, but may  not  generate  licentiousness ; 
just  as  in my own art it  is  a  great  matter so to  regulate 
the  desires of the  epicure  that  he  may  gratify  his  tastes with- 
out  the  attendant evil  of disease.  Whence I infer  that  in 
music, in medicine, in  all  other  things  human as well as 
divine, both  loves  ought  to be noted  as  far  as  may be, for they 

i 188 are both  present. D: The  course of the  seasons  is  also full of both  these  prim 
ciples;  and  when,  as I was  saying,  the  elements of hot  and 
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posinm. 
.%m- cold,  moist and  dry,  attain  the  harmonious love of one 

another  and  blend in temperance  and  harmony,  they  bring  to 
v:Gy men,  animals, and  plants  health  and  plenty,  and  do  them 
ARISTO- no  harm ; whereas  the  wanton love, getting  the  upper  hand 

The har- 
and affecting the  seasons of the  year, is very  destructive  and 

monyof injurious,  being  the  source of pestilence,  and  bringing  many 
thetnle other  kinds of diseases  on  animals  and  plants ; for  hoar-frost 
and false 
lo,,e may be and  hail  and blight spring from the  excesses  and  disorders of 
discerned . these  elements  of love,  which to  know  in  relation  to  the 
in men and animals, in revolutions of the  heavenly  bodies  and  the  seasons of the 

in the whole 
theseasons, year  is  termed  astronomy.  Furthermore  all  sacrifices  and 
provinceof the  whole  province of divination,  which is the  art of com- 
divination. munion  between gods and  men-these, I say,  are  concerned 

only  with  the  preservation of the  good  and  the  cure of the 
evil  love. For all  manner of impiety  is  likely  to  ensue if, 
instead of accepting  and  honouring  and  reverencing  the  har- 
monious l o w i n  all his  actions,  a  man  honours  the  other love, 
whether in his  feelings  towards  gods  or  parents,  towards  the 
living or the  dead.  Wherefore  the  business of divination is 
to see  to  these  loves  and  to  heal  them,  and  divination is the 
peacemaker of gods  and men, working by a knowledge of the 
religious  or  irreligious  tendencies  which  exist in human loves. 
Such is the  great  and mighty, or rather  omnipotent  force of 
love  in  general.  And  the love, more  especially,  which  is con- 
cerned with the good, and which is  perfected in company with 
temperance  and  justice,  whether  among  gods or men,  has  the 
greatest  power,  and is the  source of all  our  happiness  and 
harmony,  and  makes us friends with the  gods  who  are above 
us, and with one an.other. I dare  say  that I too  have  omitted 
several  things which  might be said  in  praise of Love, but  this 
was  not  intentional,  and you, Aristophanes,  may  now  supply 
the  omission  or  take  some  other  line of commendation ; for I 
perceive  that you are  rid of the  hiccough. 

gone ; not,  however, until I applied  the  sneezing ; and I 
wonder  whether  the  harmony of the  body  has a love of such 
noises  and ticklings,  for I no  sooner  applied  the  sneezing 
than I was  cured. 

Eryximachus  said : Beware,  friend  Aristophanes,  although 
you are  going  to  speak, you are  making fun of m e ;  and 

PHANES. 

Yes,  said  Aristophanes,  who followed, the  hiccough is 189 
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I shall  have  to  watch  and  see  whether I cannot  have  a  laugh SY~Z. 
at  your  expense,  when  you  might  speak in peace, posiurn. 

YOU are  quite right,  said  Aristophanes,  laughing. I will Ew~MA- 
unsay my words;  but  do you please  not  to  watch me, as I ARISTO- 

fear  that  in  the  speech  which I am  about  to  make,  instead of 
others  laughing  with me, which  is  to  the  manner  born of our 
muse  and  would  be  all  the  better, I shall  only  be  laughed  at 
by them. 

Do you  expect  to  shoot  your bolt and  escape,  Aristo- 
phanes?  Well,  perhaps if you are  very  careful  and  bear in 
mind that you  will  be called  to  account, I may  be  induced  to 
let  you off. 

Aristophanes  professed  to  open  another vein  of discourse ; 
he  had  a  mind  to  praise  Love in another way, unlike  that 
either  of  Pausanias or Eryximachus.  Mankind,  he  said, 
judging by their  neglect of  him, have  never,  as I think,  at  all 
understood  the  power of Love. For if they  had  understood 
him they  would  surely  have built noble  temples  and  altars, 
and  offered  solemn  sacrifices  in  his  honour;  but  this is not 
done,  and  most  certainly  ought  to be done:  since of all the 
gods  he is 'the best  friend of men, the  helper  and  the  healer 
of the  ills  which are  the  great  impediment  to  the  happiness 
of the  race. I will try  to  describe  his  power  to  you,  and  you 
shall  teach  the  rest of the  world  what 1 am  teaching you. In The origi- . 
the  first  place,  let  me  treat of the  nature of man  and  what  has ''':$Z 
happened  to  it ; for the  original  human  nature  was  not  like like tile 

the  present,  but  different. The  sexes  were  not two as  they present. 
are now, but  originally  three  in  number;  there  was man, The three 
woman,  and  the  union of the two, having  a  name  correspond- form and 
ing  to  this  double  nature, which had  once  a  real  existence, origin. 

but  is  now  lost,  and  the  word  'Androgynous ' is only  pre- 
served  as a term of reproach. In  the  second place, the 
primeval  man  was  round,  his back and  sides  forming  a 
circle ; and  he  had  four  hands  and four feet, one  head with 

1 9 0  two  faces, looking  opposite ways, set  on  a  round neck and 
precisely  alike ; also  four  ears, two privy  members,  and  the 
remainder  to  correspond. H e  could walk upright  as  men 
now  do, backwards or forwards  as  he  pleased,  and  he  could 
also  roll  over  and  over  at  a  great pace, turning  on  his  four 
hands and  four feet, eight in  all,  like  tumblers  going Over 

CHUS, 

PHANRF.. 

sexes ; their 
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and  over  with  their  legs  in  the  air ; this  was  when  he  wanted 
to  run fast. Now  the sexes were  three,  and  such as I have 
described  them;  because  the  sun, moon, and  earth  are  three ; 
and  the  man  was  originally  the  child of the  sun,  the  woman 
of  the  earth,  and  the  man-woman of the  moon,  which  is  made 
up of  sun  and  earth,  and  they  were  all  round  and  moved 
round  and  round  like  their  parents.  Terrible  was  their 
might  and  strength,  and  the  thoughts  of  their  hearts  were 
great,  and  they  made  an  attack  upon  the  gods ; of  them  is 
told  the  tale of Otys  and  Ephialtes who, as  Homer says, 
dared  to  scale  heaven,  and  would  have  laid  hands  upon  the 
gods.  Doubt  reigned  in  the  celestial  councils.  Should  they 
kill them  and  annihilate  the  race  with  thunderbolts,  as  they 
had  done  the  giants,  then  there  would be an  end  of  the 
sacrifices  and  worship  which  men  offered  to  them ; but, on 
the  other  hand,  the  gods  could  not  suffer  their  insolence 
to  be  unrektrained.  At  last,  after  a  good  deal of  reflection, 
Zeus  discovered a way. He said : ' Methinks I have  a  plan 
which  will humble  their  pride  and  improve  their  manners ; 
men  shall  continue  to  exist,  but I will cut  them  in  two  and 

thembythe then  they  will be diminished  in  strength  and  increased  in command 
or GUS. numbers ; this will have  the  advantage of making  them  more 

profitable  to us. They  shall walk upright  on  two  legs,  and 
if they  continue  insolent  and will not  be  quiet, I will split 
them  again  and  they  shall  hop  about  on  a  single leg.' He 
spoke  and  cut  men  in two, like  a  sorb-apple  which is halved 
for  pickling, or  as  you  might  divide  an  egg  with a hair ; and 
as he  cut  them  one  after  another,  he  bade  Apollo  give  the 
face and  the  half  of  the  neck  a  turn  in  orderthat  the man 
might  contemplate  the  section of himself:  he  would  thus 
learn  a  lesson of humility,  Apollo  was  also  bidden  to  heal 
their  wounds  and comp.ose their  forms, So he  gave  a  turn 
to  the face and  pulled  the  skin  from  the  sides  all  over 
that  which  in our language  is  called  the belly, like  the  purses 
which  draw in, and  he  made  one  mouth  at  the  centre,  which 
he  fastened  in a knot  (the  same  which  is  called  the  navel) ; 
he  also  moulded  the  breast  and  took  out  most of the  wrinkles, 191 

much as a shoemaker  might  smooth  leather  upon a last; 
he  left a few, however,  in  the  region  of  the  belly  and navel, 
as  a  memorial of the  primeval  state,  After  the  division  the 
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two parts of man, each  desiring  his  other half, came  together, ~ y m -  
and  throwing  their  arms  about  one  another,  entwined  in 
mutual  embraces,  longing  to  grow  into one, they  were  on %g;% 
the  point of dying from hunger  and self-neglect,  because The (wo 

they  did  not like  to  do  anything  apart ; and  when  one of halves 

the  halves  died  and  the  other  survived,  the  survivor  sought 
another mate,  man or  woman as 'we  call  them,--being the after one 

sections of entire  men  or women,-and clung  to  that. They anofher- 
were  being  destroyed)  when  Zeus  in  pity of them  invented 
a  new  plan:  he  turned  the  parts  of  generation  round  to  the 
front, fur  this  had  not  been  always  their position, and  they 
sowed the  seed no longer  as  hitherto  like  grasshoppers  in 
the  ground, but in  one  another;  and  aRer  the  transposition 
the male generated  in  the female  in order  that by the  mutual 
embraces of  man and woman  they might  breed, and  the  race 
might  continue;  or if man  came  to  man  they might  be 
satisfied, and rest, and go their ways to  the  business of life : 
so ancient  is  the  desire of one  another which is implanted  in 
us, reuniting  our  original  nature,  making  one of two, and 
healing  the  state of man. Each of us when  separated,  having 
one  side only,  like a flat  fish, is but the  indenture of a man, 
and  he  is  always  looking for his  other half. Men  who are  a Thecharac- 
section of that  double  nature which  was  once  called Andro- 
gynous  are  lovers of women ; adulterers  are  generally of depend 
this  breed,  and  also  adulterous  women who lust  after  men : 
the  women  who  are  a  section of the  woman  do  not  care which  they 
for men,  but have female attachments;  the female companions were on- 

are of this  sort.  But  they  who  are  a  section of the male severed, 
follow the male, and while they  are  young,  being  slices of 

I92 the  original man, they  hang  about  men  and  embrace  them, 
and  they  are  themselves  the best of boys  and  youths,  because 
they  have  the most manly  nature.  Some  indeed  assert  that 
they  are  shameless, but this  is  not  true ; for  they  do  not 
act  thus from any want  of shame, but because  they  are 
valiant  and manly, and  have  a  manly  countenance,  and  they 
embrace  that which  is  like  them. And  these  when  they  grow 
up become our  statesmen,  and  these  only, which  is a  great 
proof  of  the  truth of  what I am  saying. When  they  reach 
manhood  they  are  lovers of youth,  and  are not naturally 
inclined to marry  or beget  children,-if  at  all, they  do so 

ginally 
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syvr. only in obedience  to  the law; but they  are satisfied if they 
~ o s i u w .  may be allowed  to live  with one  another  unwedded;  and 

ARISTO. 
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PHANgS. 
such a nature  is  prone  to love and  ready  to  return love, 
always  embracing  that which is akin  to him. And  when  one 
of them  meets with his  other half, the  actual half  of himself, 
whether  he be a  lover of youth or a  lover of another  sort, 
the  pair  are lost in an  amazement of love and  friendship 
and intimacy, and  one will not be out of the  other’s  sight, 
as I may  say,  even for a  moment : these  are  the  people  who 
pass  theii whole lives  together ; yet  they could not  explain 
what  they  desire of one  another.  For  the  intense  yearning 
which each of them  has  towards  the  other  does  not  appear 
to be the  desire of lover’s intercourse, but of something  else 
which the  soul of either  evidently  desires  and  cannot tell, 
and of which she  has  only  a  dark  and  doubtful  presentiment. 
Suppose  Hephaestus, with his  instruments,  to,  come  to  the 
pair  who  are  lying  side by side  and  to  say  to  them,  ‘What 
do you people want  of one  another?’  they  would be unable 
to  explain.  And  suppose  further,  that  when  he saw their 
perplexity  he  said : ‘ Do you desire  to be wholly one ; always 
day  and  night  to be in one  another’s  company?  for if this is 
what you desire, I am ready to melt  you into  one  and let you 
grow  together, so that  being two  you shall  become one, and 
while you live  live a common  life  as if you were  a  single man, 
and  after  your  death in the world  below  still  be one  departed 
soul instead of  two-I ask  whether  this is what  you lovingly 
desire,  and  whether you are satisfied to  attain  this ? ’“there 
is not a  man of them  who  when  he  heard  the  proposal would 
deny  or would  not acknowledge  that  this  meeting  and  melting 
into  one  another,  this becoming one  instead of two, was 
the  very  expression of his  ancient  need ’, And  the  reason 
is that  human  nature  was  originally  one  and we were  a 
whole, and  the  desire  and  pursuit of the  whole is called love. I93 
There  was  a time, I say, when we were one,  but now because 
of the  wickedness of mankind  God  has  dispersed us, as 
the  Afcadians  were  dispersed  into  villages by the  Lacedae- 

Worse may monians2.  And if we are not obedient  to  the gods, there 
yet befall men is a  danger  that we shall be  split up  again  and  go about 

1 Cp. Arist. Pol. i i .  4, 5 h 2 Cp. Arist. Pol. ii. 2, 9 3. 
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in basso-relievo,  like  the  profile  figures  having  only  half sync. 
a nose  which  are  sculptured  on  monuments,  and  that  we ~osiu''z. 

shall  be  like  tallies.  Wherefore  let us exhort  all  men  to -$;E, 
piety,  that  we  may  avoid evil, and  obtain  the  good, of which ERWI. 

Love  is  to us the  lord  and  minister;  and  let  no  one  oppose socRATer 
him-he  is  the  enemy of the  gods  who  opposes  him.  For theywor- 
if  we are  friends'of  the  God  and  at  peace with him we shall ship the 
find our  own  true  loves, which rarely  happens  in  this  world ~~etnhoety  
at  present. I am  serious,  and  therefore I must  beg  Eryxi- halved 
machus  not  to  make  fun  or  to find any  allusion  in  what 
I am  saying  to  Pausanias  and  Agathon, who, as  I suspect, 
are  both of the  manly  nature,  and  belong  to  the  class  which 
I have  been  describing.  But  my  words  have a wider  appli- 
cation-they  include  men  and  women  everywhere ; and I 
believe  that if our  loves  were  perfectly  accomplished,  and 
each  one  returning  to  his  primeval  nature  had  his  original 
true love, then  our  race  would  be  happy. And if this  would 
be best of  all,  the  best in the  next  degree  and  under  present 
circumstances  must be the  nearest  approach  to  such  an 
union ; and  that  will  be  the  attainment of a  congenial love. 
Wherefore, if we  would  praise  him  who  has  given  to u s  
the benefit,  we must  praise  the  god  Love,  who is our  greatest 
benefactor,  both  leading us in  this life  back to  our  own 
nature,  and  giving us high  hopes  for  the  future,  for  he 
promises  that if we are  pious,  he will restore us  to  our 
original  state,  and  heal us and  make US happy  and  blessed. 
This,  Eryximachus,  is  my  discourse of love,  which, although Aristo- 
different to yours, I must  beg  you  to  leave  wassailed  by  the E:'ze,d" 
shafts of your  ridicule,  in  order  that  each  may  have  his  turn ; ridicule. 
each, or  rather  either,  for  Agathon  and  Socrates  are  the only 
ones left. 

Indeed, I am  not  going  to  attack you, said  Eryximachus, 
for I thought  your  speech  charming,  and  did I not  know  that 
Agathon  and  Socrates  are  masters in the  art of love, I should 
be really  afraid  that  they  would  have  nothing  to  say,  after  the 
world of things  which  have  been  said  aiready. But, for  all 
that, I am  not  without  hopes. 

194 Socrates  said : You played  your  part well, Eryximachus ; 
but  if you were as I am now, or  rather  as I shall be when 
.4gathon has  spoken, you would, indeed, be in a  great  strait. 

MACHUS, 

0 0 2  



564 Socrates more inclined  to  talk  than  to  make a sjeech. 

synz- You want  to  cast  a  spell  over me, Socrates,  said  Agathon, 
poniun. in  the  hope th'at I may  be  disconcerted  at  the  expectation 

raised  among  the  audience  that I shall  speak well. 
PHAEDRUS. I should be strangely forgetful, Agathon,  replied  Socrates, 

of the  courage  and  magnanimity which you s,howed when 
your own compositions  were  about  to be exhibited,  and  you 
came  upon  the  stage  with  the  actors  and faced the  vast 
theatre  altogether  undismayed, if I thought  that  your  nerves 
could be fluttered  at  a  small  party of friends. 

Do you  think,  Socrates,  said  Agathon,  that  my  head is so 
full  of the  theatre  as  not  to  know  how  much  more  formidable 
to  a man  of sense  a few good  judges  are  than  many fools ? 

Nay, replied  Socrates, I should be very  wrong  in  attri- 
buting  to you, Agathon,  that or  any  other  want of  refinement. 
And I am  quite  aware  that if you  happened  to  meet with any 
whom  you  thought wise, you would care  for  their  opinion 
much  more  than for that of the many. But  then we, having 
been a  part of the foolish many  in  the  theatre,  cannot be 
regarded  as  the  select wise ; though I know  that if you 
chanced  to  be  in  the  presence,  not of one of ourselves, but  of 
some  really wise  man, you  would be ashamed of disgracing 
yourself  before him-would you not ? 

AGAIHON, 

Yes,  said  Agathon. 
But  before  the  many  you would not be ashamed, if  you 

thought  that you were  doing  something  disgraceful in their 
presence? 

Socrates is Here  Phaedrus  interrupted  them,  saying: Do not  answer 
talk. him, my dear  Agathon; for  if he  can  only  get  a  partner with 

whom he  can talk, especially  a  good-looking one, he will  no 
longer  care  about  the completion  of our  plan.  Now I love  to 
hear  him  talk ; but  just  at  present I must  not  forget  the 
encomium  on  Love which I ought  to  receive  from him and 
from every  one.  When you and  he  have  paid  your  tribute to 
the god, then you may  talk. 

Very good, Phaedrus,  said  Agathon ; I see no  reason  why 
I should  not  proceed with  my speech,  as I shall  have  many 
other  opportunities of conversing with Socrates.  Let  me  say 
first  how I ought  to  speak,  and  then  speak :- 

The  previous  speakers,  instead of praising  the  god  Love, or 
unfolding  his  nature,  appear  to  have  congratulated  mankind 

not allowed 
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195 on  the  benefits  which  he  confers  upon  them.  But I would sym- 
rather  praise  the  god first, and  then  speak of his gifts ; this  is paciunr- 
always  the  right  way  of  praising  everything.  May I say ASNHON. 

without  impiety  or offence, that  of  all  the  blessed  gods  he Thegod 
is  the  most  blessed  because  he  is  the  fairest  and  best ? And zGd be 
he is the fairest : for, in  the  first place, he  is  the  youngest, praised on 
and of his  youth  he  is  himself  the  witness,  fleeing  out  of  the ;;:'''- 
way  of age, who  is swift enough,  swifter  truly  than  most of us not for the 
like :-Love hates  him  and will not  come  near  him;  but :'?ite 
youth and love  live and  move together-like to  like, as the 
proverb  says.  Many  things  were  said  by  Phaedrus  about uponman- 
Love  in  which I agree  with  him ; but I cannot agree that  he 
is  older  than  Iapetus  and  Kronos :-not so ; I maintain  him 
to  be  the  youngest of the  gods,  and  youthful  ever.  The 
ancient  doings  among  the  gods  of  which  Hesiod  and Par- 
menides  spoke, if the  tradition of them  be  true,  were  done  of 
Necessity  and  not  of  Love ; had  Love  been  in  those  days, 
there  would  have  been  no  chaining  or  mutilation  of  the  gods, 
or other  violence,  but  peace  and  sweetness, as there  is  now  in 
heaven,  since the.  rule  of  Love  began.  Love  is  young  and Loveisnot 
also  tender ; he  ought  to  have a poet  like  Homer  to  describe yo,,'ng and 

old but 

his  tenderness, as Homer  says of  Ate, that  she  is  a  goddess tender; 
and  tender :- 

kind. 

'Her feet me tender, for she  sets her steps, 
Not on the ground but on  the heads of men :' 

herein  is  an  excellent  proof  of  her  tenderness,-that  she 
walks  not  upon  the  hard  but  upon  the soft. Let us adduce 
a similar  proof  of  the  tenderness of Love ; for  he  walks  not 
upon  the  earth,  nor  yet  upon  the  skulls of  men,  which are  not 
so very soft, but  in  the  hearts  and  souls of both  gods  and 
men,  which are of  all  things  the  softest:  in  them  he  walks 
and  dwells  and  makes  his home. Not in e v e y  soul  without 
exception,  for  where  there  is  hardness  he  departs,  where 
there  is  softness  there  he  dwells ; and  nestling  always  with 
his  feet  and  in  all  manner  of  ways  in  the  softest  of Soft 
places,  how  can  he  be  other  than  the  softest  of  all t h i n e ?  

1 9 6  Of a  truth  he  is  the  tenderest as well as  the  youngest,  and soft; 
also  he  is  of flexile  form ; for if he  were  hard  and  without 
flexure  he  could  not  enfold  all  things,  or  wind  his  way  into 
and ,-,ut of  every soul of  man  undiscovered.  And  a  proof  of 
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his  flexibility  and  symmetry of  form is  his  grace,  which is 
universally  admitted  to  be  in  an  especial  manner  the  attribute 
of Love;  ungrace  and  love  are  always  at  war with one  an- 
other.  The  fairness of his  complexion is revealed  by  his 
habitation  among  the  flowers ; for  he  dwells  not  amid  bloom- 
less or fading  beauties,  whether of body or soul or aught  else, 
but  in  the  place of flowers  and  scents,  there  he  sits  and  abides. 
Concerning  the  beauty of the  god I have  said  enough;  and 
yet  there  remains  much  more  which  I  might  say.  Of  his 
virtue I have  now  to  speak:  his  greatest  glory is that  he  can 
neither  do  nor  suffer  wrong  to'or  from  any  god  or  any  man ; 
for  he  suffers  not by force if he  suffers ; force  comes  not 
near him, neither  when  he  acts  does  he  act  by  force.  For  all 
men  in  all  things  serve him  of their  own  free will, and  where 
there is voluntary  agreement,  there,  as  the  laws  which  are  the 
lords of the  city  say,  is  justice.  And  not  only  is  he  just  but 
exceedingly  temperate,  for  Temperance  is  the  acknowledged 
ruler of the  pleasures  and  desires,  and  no  pleasure  ever  masters 
Love ; he  is  their  master  and  they  are  his  servants ; and if he 
conquers  them  he  must be temperate  indeed.  As  to courage! 
even  the  God of W a r  is  no  match for him ; he is the  captive 
and  Love  is  the  lord,  for love, the  love of Aphrodite,  masters 
him, as the  tale  runs ; and  the  master  is  stronger  than  the 
servant.  And if he  conquers  the  bravest  of  all  others,  he 
must  be  himself  the  bravest.  Of  his  courage  and  justice  and 
temperance I have  spoken,  but I have  yet  to  speak of his 
wisdom ; and  according  to  the  measure  of  my  ability I must 
try  to  do  my  best.  In  the first  place  he  is a poet  (and  here, 
like  Eryximachus, I magnify  my  art),  and  he  is  also  the 
source  of  poesy  in  others, which he  could  not be  if he  were 
not  himself  a  poet.  And  at  the  touch of him  every  one 
becomes  a  poet,  'even  though  he  had  no  music  in  him  be- 
fore';  this  also  is  a  proof  that  Love  is a good  poet  and 
accomplished  in  all  the fine arts ; for  no  one  can  give  to 
another  that  which  he  has  not  himself, or teach  that of which 
he  has  no  knowledge.  Who  will  deny  that  the  creation of 
the  animals  is  his  doing?  Are  they  not  all  the  works of his I97 
wisdom, born  and  begotten  of  him ? And  as  to  the  artists,  do 
we not  know  that  he  only  of  them  whom  love  inspires  has  the 

A A fragment of the  Sthenoboea of Euripides. 
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light of  fame ?-he whom  Love  touches  not  walks in darkness. sy~t- 
The  arts of medicine  and  archery  and  divination  were  dis- ~oJiur'z~ 
covered by  Apollo, under  the  guidance of love and  desire; *C*THON. 

SO that  he  too is a  disciple of Love.  Also  the melody of the SOCRATES. 

Muses,  the  metallurgy of Hephaestus,  the weaving  of Athene, 
the  empire of Zeus  over  gods  and men, are  all  due to Love, 
who  was  the  inventor of  them. And so Love  set  in  order  the 
empire of the  gods-the  love of beauty,  as is evident,  for with 
deformity  Love  has  no  concern.  In  the  days of old,  as I 
began by saying,  dreadful  deeds  were  done  among  the  gods, 
for  they  were  ruled by Necessity;  but now since  the  birth of 
Love,  and from the  Love of the  beautiful,  has  sprung  every 
good in heaven  and  earth.  Therefore,  Phaedrus, I say of 
Love  that  he is the  fairest  and  best in himself,  and  the  cause 
of what is fairest and  best in all  other  things.  And  there a peace- 
comes  into  my mind a  line of poetry  in which he is said to  be maker; 
the god who 

Gives  peace on earth  and  calms  the stormy deep, 
Who stills the  winds  and bids the sufferer sleep.' 

This  is  he  who  empties  men of disaffection and fills  them  with 
affection, who  makes  them  to  meet  together  at  banquets  such 
as  these:  in sacrifices,  feasts, dances,  he  is  our lord-who 
sends  courtesy  and  sends  away  discourtesy,  who  gives  kind- 
ness  ever  and  never  gives  unkindness ; the  friend of the 
good,  the  wonder of the wise, the  amazement of the  gods ; 
desired by those  who  have  no  part  in him, and  precious  to 
those  who  have  the  better  part  in  him;  parent  of delicacy, 
luxury, desire,  fondness,  softness,  grace ; regardful of the 
good,  regardless of the evil : in  every word,  work,  wish, a saviour : 
fear-saviour,  pilot, comrade,  helper;  glory of gods  and men, 
leader  best  and  brightest : in  whose  footsteps let every  man best and 
follow, sweetly  singing  in  his  honour  and  joining in that brightest. 

sweet  strain with  which  love charms  the  souls  of  gods  and 
men,  Such is the  speech,  Phaedrus,  half-playful,  yet  having 
a  certain  measure of seriousness, which, according  to  my 
ability, I dedicate  to  the  god. 

198 When Agathon  had  done  speaking,  Aristodemus  said  that 
there  was  a  general  cheer;  the  young  man  was  thought  to 
have  spoken  in a manner  worthy of himself,  and  of  the god. 
And  Socrates,  looking  at  Eryximachus,  said : Tell me, son  of 
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fisiunt. 
Syna- Acumenus,  was  there  not  reason in  my fears ? and  was I not 

a  true  prophet  when I said  that  Agathon  would  make  a won- 
Socarras~ derful  oration,  and  that I should  be  in  a  strait ? ERYXIUA. 
CHUS. The  part  of  the  prophecy which concerns  Agathon,  replied 

Eryximachus,  appears  to  me  to be t rue;  but  not  the  other 
part-that  you will be  in  a  strait. 

Socrates Why, my dear  friend,  said  Socrates,  must  not I or  any 
cuSe him- one be  in a  strait  who  has  to  speak  after  he  has  heard  such  a 
self from rich  and  varied  discourse ? I am  especially  struck with the 
on the beauty of the  concluding words-who could  listen  to  them 
ground that without  amazement ? When I reflected  on  the  immeasurable 
he never inferiority of  my  own powers, I was  ready  to  run  away for 
the nature shame, if there  had been a  possibility of escape. For  I was 

pact. 
Ofthecorn- reminded of Gorgias,  and  at  the  end of his  speech I fancied 
ney have that  Agathon  was  shaking  at  me  the  Gorginian or Gorgonian 
attributed head  of  the  great  master of rhetoric, which was  simply to 
irnaginarp turn  me  and  my  speech  into  stone,  as  Homer  says I, and  strike 

and good- 
greatness me  dumb.  And  then I perceived  how foolish I had  been  in 
ness; but consenting  to  take  my  turn with you  in  praising love, and 
he  can  only saying  that I too was a master of the  art,  when I really  had 
praise tmly* no conception  how  anything  ought  to be praised.  For  in  my 

simplicity I imagined  that  the  topics of praise  should  be  true, 
and  that  this  being  presupposed,  out  of  the  true  the  speaker 
was  to  choose  the  best  and  set  them  forth  in  the  best 
manner.  And I felt quite  proud,  thinking  that I knew  the 
nature of true  praise,  and  should  speak well. Whereas I 
now  see  that  the  intention  was  to  attribute  to  Love  every 
species,of  greatness  and  glory,  whether  really  belonging  to 
him or not, without  regard  to  truth  or falsehood-that was 
no matter;  for  the  original  proposal  seems  to  have  been ,not 
that  each of you  should  really  praise  Love,  but  only  that  you 
should  appear  to  praise him. And so you  attribute to Love 
every  imaginable  form of praise which can be gathered any- 
where ; and  you  say  that  'he  is  all this,' and  'the  cause of  all 
that,'  making him appear  the fairest and  best of all to those I99 
who  know him  not,  for you cannot  impose  upon  those  who 
.know him. And  a  noble  and  solemn  hymn of praise  have 
you rehearsed.  But  as I misunderstood  the  nature  of  the 
praise  when I said  that I would take  my  turn, I must  beg  to 

* Odysscy, A. 632 

tries to ex- 

speaking 

understood 

to love  an 



The  truth about Love. 569 

be absolved from the  promise which I made  in  ignorance, SYJ~- 
and  which  (as  Euripides would say')  was a promise of the Miurn. 
lips  and  not  of  the  mind.  Farewell  then  to  such  a  strain: :z;;*:, 
for I do  not  praise  in  that  way; no, indeed, I cannot.  But if ~ ~ ~ ~ " 0 ~ .  

you  like  to  hear  the  truth  about love, I am  ready  to  speak  in 
my  own  manner,  though I will not  make  myself  ridiculous by 
entering  into  any  rivalry with you.  Say  then,  Phaedrus, 
whether  you would  like to  have  the  truth  about love, spoken 
in  any  words  and in any  order which may  happen  to  come 
into  my  mind  at  the  time.  Will  that  be  agreeable  to 

Aristodemus  said  that  Phaedrus  and  the  company bid  him 
speak  in  any  manner which he  thought best. Then,  he 
added,  let  me  have  your  permission  first  to  ask  Agathon a 
few more  questions, in order  that I may  take  his  admissions 
as  the  premisses of  my discourse. 

I grant  the  permission,  said  Phaedrus : put  your  questions. 
Socrates  then  proceeded as follows :- 

In  the  magnificent  oration  which  you  have  just  uttered, I Love is of 
think  that you were right,  my dear  Agathon,  in  proposing  to ~~~~~~ 

speak  of  the  nature of Love  first  and  afterwards of his  works something 
-that  is a way of beginning which I very  much  approve. :En:: 
And as you have  spoken so eloquently of his  nature,  may I in 

ask  you  further,  Whether love is the  love of something  or of himself. 
nothing? ' And  here I must  explain  myself: 1 do not  want 
YOU' to  say  that love is  the  love of a father  or  the  love  of a 
mother-that would  be  ridiculous ; but  to  answer  as YOU 

WOUld, if I asked is a father a father of something?  to which 
YOU would  find  no  difficulty  in  replying,  of  a  son  or  daughter : 
and  the  answer  would be  right. 

you ? 

Very  true,  said  Agathon. 
And YOU would  say  the  same  of a mother ? 
He assented. 
Yet  let  me  ask  you  on6  more  question in order  to  illustrate 

my  meaning : 1s not a hrother,  to  be  regarded  essentially  as 
a brother of something ? 

Certainly,  he  replied. 
That  is, of a brother  or  sister? 
Yes,.  he  said. 

1 Eurip. Hyppolytus, 1. 61z .  
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And now, said  Socrates, I will ask  about  Love:-Is  Love 

Of  something,  surely,  he  replied. 
Keep in mind  what  this is, and tell  me  what I want  to 

Yes,  surely. 
And  does  he  possess,  or  does  he  not  possess,  that which 

Probably not, I should  say. 
Nay,  replied  Socrates, I would  have  you  consider  whether 

‘necessarily’ is not  rather  the  word. The  inference  that  he 
who  desires  something  is in want of something,  and  that  he 
who  desires  nothing is in  want  of  nothing, is in  my  judg- 
ment, Agathon,  absolutely  and  necessarily  true.  What  do 
you  think ? 

of something  or of nothing ? 

know-whether  Love  desires  that  of which love is. 

he  loves  and  desires ? 

I agree with you, said  Agathon. 
Very  good.  Would  he  who  is  great,  desire  to  be  great,  or 

That  would be inconsistent with our  previous  admissions. 
True.  For  he  who  is  anything  cannot  want  to  be  that 

which  he  is ? 
Very  true. 
And yet, added  Socrates, if a man  being  strong  desired  to 

be strong,  or  being swift desired  to  be swift, or  being  healthy 
desired  to be healthy,  in  that  case  he  might  be  thought  to 
desire  something  which  he  already  has  or is. I give  the 
example  in  order  that  we  may  avoid  misconception.  For  the 
possessors of these  qualities,  Agathon,  must  be  supposed  to 
have  their  respective  advantages  at  the time, whether  they 
choose o r  not ; and  who  can  desire  that  which  he  has ? 
Therefore,  when  a  person  says, I am  well  and  wish  to be 
well, o r  I am  rich  and  wish  to be  rich, and I desire  simply  to 
have  what I have-to  him  we  shall  reply:  ‘You,  my  friend, 
having  wealth  and  health  and  strength,  want  to  have  the  con- 
tinuance of them ; for  at  this  moment,  whether  you  choose  or 
no,  you  have  them.  And  when  you  say, I desire  that which 
I have  and  nothing  else,  is  not  your  meaning  that  you  want 
to  have  what  you  now  have  in  the  future ? ’ He must  agree 
with  us-must he  not ? 

he  who  is  strong,  desire  to be strong ? 

H e  must,  replied  Agathon. 
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Then,  said  Socrates,  he  desires  that  what  he  has  at sUlrL- 
present  may be preserved  to  him in the  future, which is ~ 0 s 2 u w ~  

equivalent  to  saying  that  he  desires  something which is non- ~~~o~ 

existent to  him, and which as  yet  he  has  not  got : 
Very  true,  he  said. 
Then  he  and  every  one  who  desires,  desires  that which he 

has  not  already,  and which is future  and  not  present,  and 
which he  has not, and is not, and of  which he is in  want ;- 
these  are  the  sort  of  things which lore  and  desire  seek ? 

Very  true,  he  said. 
Then now, said  Socrates,  let us recapitulate  the  argument. Recnpitu- 

First, is not  love  of  something,  and  ofsomething  too  which is E2GF 
wanting to a  man ? 

201 Yes, he  replied. 
Remember  further  what  you  said in your  speech, or if you 

do  not  remember I will remind  you:  you  said  that  the love 
of  the  beautiful  set  in  order  the  empire of the  gods,  for  that 
of  deformed  things  there  is  no love-did you  not  say  some- 
thing of that  kind ? 

Yes,  said  Agathon. 
Yes,  my  friend,  and  the  remark  was  a  just  one.  And  if 

H e  assented. 
And  the  admission  has  been  already  made  that  Love  is of 

something  which  a  man  wants  and  has  not ? 
True,  he  said. 
Then  Love  wants  and  has  not  beauty? 
Certainly,  he  replied. 
And  would  you  call  that  beautiful  which  wants  and  does Theconclu- 

sion is, that 
love is not 

Certainly  not. beautiful 
Then would you  still  say  that  love  is  beautiful? but is of 

Agathon  replied : I fear  that I did  not  understand  what I ful, and 
the  beauti- 

that the 
beautiful is 

YOU  made  a  very  good  speech,  Agathon,  replied  Socrates ; the good. 

this is true,  Love is the  love of beauty  and  not of deformity? 

not  possess  beauty? 

was  saying. 

but  there is yet  one  small  question which I would  fain ask : 
”IS not  the good also  the  beautiful ? 

Yes. 
Then  in  wanting  the  beautiful,  love  wants  also  the 

good ? 



5 7 2  Diotinta of Mantineia. 
Sym- I cannot  refute  you,  Socrates,  said  Agathon :-Let us 

Say  rather,  beloved  Agathon,  that  you  cannot  refute  the 

Theargu- And now, taking  my  leave  of you, I will rehearse a tale  of 
~~~~~- love which I heard  from  Diotima  of  Mantineia’, a woman 
cat& to wise  in  this  and  in  many  other  kinds  of  knowledge,  who  in 

by the  days  of old, when  the  Athenians  offered  sacrifice  before 
the  coming of the  plague,  delayed  the  disease  ten  years. 
She  was  my  instructress  in  the  art OF love,  and I shall  repeat 
to  you  what  she  said  to me, beginning  with  the  admissions 
made by Agathon,  which  are  nearly if not  quite  the  same 
which I made  to  the  wise  woman  when  she  questioned me : 
I think  that  this will be  the  easiest way, and I shall  take  both 
parts  myself as well as I can *. As you,  Agathon,  suggested $, 

I must  speak  first  of  the  being  and  nature  of  Love,  and  then 
of  his  works.  First I said to her  in  nearly  the  same  words 
which he  used  to me, that  Love  was  a  mighty  god,  and  like- 
wise  fair;  and  she  proved  to  me as I proved  to  him  that,  by 

Loveis not my  own  showing,  Love  was  neither  fair  nor  good. ‘Wha t  
~ ~ ~ ~ o d  do you  mean, Diotima,’ I said, ‘is  love  then  evil  and foul ? ’ 
and evil be- ‘ Hush,’  she  cried ; ‘must  that  be foul which  is  not  fair? ’ 
cause he is ‘ Certainly,’ I said. ‘And  is  that  which is not wise, ignorant ? 202 not fair and 
good: do  you  not  see  that  there  is a mean  between  wisdom  and 

ignorance ? ’ ‘And  what  may  that  be ? I said. ‘ Right 
opinion,’ she  replied ; ‘which,  as  you know, being  incapable 
of  giving a reason,  is  not  knowledge  (for  how  can  .knowledge 
be  devoid  of  reason ? nor  again,  ignorance,  for  neither  can 
ignorance  attain  the  truth),  but  is  clearly  something  which is 
a mean  between  ignorance  and wisdom.’ ‘Quite true,’ I 
replied. ‘ Do  not  then insist,’ she  said,  ‘that  what  is  not  fair 
i s  of necessity foul, or  what is not  good  evil ; o r  infer  that 
because  love  is  not  fair  and  good  he  is  therefore  foul  and 
evil ; for  he  is  in  a  mean  between them.’ ‘Well,’ I said, 

Love  is  surely  admitted  by  all  to  be a great god.’ ‘ By 
’ those  who  know  or  by  those  who  do  not  know? ’ ‘ By all.’ 

‘And how, Socrates,’  she  said  with a smile,  ‘can  Love  be 
acknowledged  to  be  a  great  god by those  who say that  he  is 

Cp. I. Alcibiades. Cp. Gorgis, 505 E. 

fin’az. assume  that  what  you  say  is  true. 

AGAIHON. 
truth ; for  Socrates is easily  refuted. 

Diotima. 
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not a god  at  all ? ’ ’And  who  are  they?’ I said. ‘You and sym- 
I are  two of them,’ she  replied.  ‘How  can  that  be? ’ I said. W u n 4 -  
‘ It  is  quite intelligible,’ she  replied ; ‘for  you  yourself  would SOC-TES. 

acknowledge  that  the  gods  are  happy  and  fair-of  course  you 
would-would  you dare  to  say  that  any  god  was  not ? ’  

. ‘Certainly not,’ 1 replied.  ‘And  you  mean  by  the  happy, but,on the 
those  who are the  possessors of things  good  or  fair ? ’ ‘ Yes.’ Other hand* 

‘And  you  admitted  that  Love,  because  he  was  in want, god who 
he is not a 

desires  those  good  and  fair  things  of which he  is  in  want ? ’ 
‘ Yes, I  did.’ But  how  can  he be a god who  has  no  portion and 

in what is either  good  or  fair ?’ ‘ Impossible.’ ‘Then you the fair. 
see  that  you  also  deny  the  divinity of  Love.’ 

‘What   then?’  ‘As in the  former  instance,  he  is  neither E‘;;: 
mortal  nor  immortal,  but  in  a  mean  between  the two.’ ‘ What between 
is he, Diotima?’ ‘ H e  is a great  spirit (SQ[,UOY), and  like godsand 
all  spirits  he  is  intermediate between the  divine  and  the 
mortal.’ ‘ And what,’ I said, ‘is  his  power ? ’ ‘ H e  inter- 
prets,’ she  replied,  ‘between  gods  and men, conveying  and 
taking  across  to  the  gods  the  prayers  and  sacrifices of  men, 
and  to  men  the  commands  and  replies of the  gods ; he  is  the 
mediator  who  spans  the  chasm  which  divides them, and 
therefore  in  him  all  is  bound  together,  and  through him 
the  arts  of  the  prophet  and  the priest,  their  sacrifices  and 

203 mysteries  and  charms,  and  all  prophecy  and  incantation, find 
their way. For  God  mingles  not  with  man ; but  through 
Love  all  the  intercourse  and  converse of God  with man, 
whether  awake  or  asleep, is carried  on. The  wisdom which 
understands  this  is  spiritual ; all  other wisdom, such as that 
of  arts  and  handicrafts,  is  mean  and  vulgar.  Now  these 
spirits or intermediate  powers  are  many  and  diverse,  and  one 
of them  is  Love.’  ‘And who,’ I said,  ‘was  his  father,  and 
who  his  mother? ’ The  tale,’ she  said,  ‘will  take  time ; 
nevertheless I will tell  you. On  the  birthday  of  Aphrodite the son of 
there  was a feast of the  gods,  at  which  the  god  Poros  or ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ y ~ d  
Plenty,  who is the  son  of  Metis  or  Discretion,  was  one  of  the 
guests. When  the feast  was  over,  Penia or  Poverty, as  the 
manner is on  such  occasions,  came  about  the  doors  to beg. 
Now Plenty,  who  was  the  worse  for  nectar  (there  was  no 
wine in those  days),  went  into  the  garden  of  Zeus  and  fell 

‘ What  then  is  Love ? ’ I asked ; ‘ Is he  mortal ? ’ ‘ No.’ Heisagreat 

men ; 
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into  a  heavy  sleep ; and  Poverty  considering  her own 
straitened  circumstances,  plotted  to  have  a  child  by him, 
and  accordingly  she  lay  down  at  his  side  and  conceived 
Love,  who  partly  because  he  is  naturally  a  lover of the 
beautiful, and  because  Aphrodite  is  herself  beautiful,  and 
also  because  he  was  born  on  her  birthday,  is  her  follower . 
and  attendant.  And as his  parentage is, so also are his 
fortunes.  In  the first place  he  is  always  poor,  and  anything 
but  tender  and fair, as  the  many  imagine him ; and  he is 
rough  and  squalid,  and  has  no  shoes, nor a  house  to  dwell in ; 
on the  bare  earth  exposed  he  lies  under  the  open  heaven, 
in  the  streets,  or  at  the  doors of houses,  taking  his  rest;  and 
like his  mother  he is always in distress.  Like  his  father too, 
whom  he  also  partly  resembles,  he is always  plotting  against 
the  fair  and  good ; he is bold,  enterprising,  strong,  a  mighty 
hunter,  always  weaving  some  intrigue or other,  keen in the 
pursuit of wisdom,  fertile  in resources ; a  philosopher  at all 
times, terrible  as  an  enchanter,  sorcerer,  sophist. H e  is 
by nature  neither  mortal nor immortal,  but  alive  and  flourish- 
ing  at  one  moment  when  he is in  plenty,  and  dead  at  another 
moment, and  again  alive  by  reason  of  his  father’s  nature. 
But that  which is always flowing  in is always flowing  out, and 
so he is never  in  want  and  never in wealth ; and,  further,  he 
is in  a  mean  between  ignorance  and  knowledge. The  truth of 
the  matter  is  this: No god is a  philosopher  or  seeker  after 
wisdom, for  he is wise  already;  nor  does  any  man  who is 
wise  seek  after  wisdom.  Neither  do  the  ignorant  seek  after 
wisdom. For herein is the evil  of ignorance,  that  he  who is 204 
neither  good  nor  wise is nevertheless  satisfied  with  himself: 
he  has  no de’sire for  that of which  he  feels  no want.’ ‘ But 
who then,  Diotima,’ I said,  ‘are  the  lovers of wisdom, if they 
are  neither  the  wise  nor  the foolish ? ’ ‘ A child  may  answer 
that  question,’  she  replied ; ‘they  are  those  who  are in a  mean 
between  the two ; Love is one of them.  For  wisdom is 
a  most  beautiful  thing,  and  Love i s  of  the  beautiful;  and 
therefore  Love is also  a  philosopher or lover of wisdom,  and 
being  a  lover of wisdom  is  in  a  mean  between  the  wise  and 
the  ignorant.  And  of  this  to6  his  birth is the  cause;  for 
his  father  is  wealthy  and wise, and  his  mother  poor  and 
foolish. Such, my dear  Socrates, is the  nature of the  spirit 
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Love.  The  error in your  conception of  him was  very  natural, sjw- 
and as I imagine  from  what  you  say,  has  arisen  out  of a con- I ’ ~ ~ ~ * ~ ’ ~ ~ .  
fusion  of  love  and  the  beloved,  which  made  you  think  that  love SocaATEs. 
was  all beautiful. For  the  beloved is the  truly  beautiful,  and 
delicate,  and  perfect,  and  blessed ; but  the  principle  of love is 
of  another  nature,  and  is  such  as I have  described.’ 

I said : ‘ 0 thou  stranger woman,  thou  sayest well ; but, Love is of 
assuming  Love  to  be  such  as  you  say,  what  is  the  use  of him :l’; ::?:- 
to  men ? ’  ‘That,  Socrates,’  she  replied, ‘ I will attempt  to what? 
unfold : of  his  nature  and  birth  I  have  already  spoken ; and 
you acknowledge  that  love is of the  beautiful.  But  some  one 
will say : Of  the  beautiful  in  what,  Socrates  and  Diotima?- 
or  rather  let  me  put  the  question  more  clearly,  and  ask : 
When  a  man  loves  the  beautiful,  what  does  he  desire? ’ I 
answered  her ‘ That  the  beautiful  may be  his.’ ‘Still,’  she 
said, ‘ the  answer  suggests a further  question : What is given Ofthepos- 
by the  possession of beauty ? ’ ‘ To what  you  have  asked,’ I ~~~~a’O~. 
replied, ‘ I have  no  answer ready.’ ‘ Then,’  she  said, ‘ let  me ful, which is 
put  the-word  “good ” in  the  place of the beautiful, and  repeat $:’::ion 
the  question  once  more : If  he  who  loves  loves  the  good, ofthegood, 

what is it then  that  he  loves ? ’  ‘ T h e  possession of the which is 

good,’ I said.  ‘And  what  does  he  gain  who  possesses  the 
good ? ’  ‘Happiness,’ I replied;  ‘there  is  less difficulty  in 

205 answering  that  question.’  ‘Yes,’  she  said,  ‘the  happy  are 
made  happy  by  the  acquisition of good  things.  Nor  is  there 
any  need  to  ask  why  a  man  desires  happiness ; the  answer 
is already final.’ ‘You are right,’ I said.  ‘And  is  this wish 
and  this  desire  common  to  all ? and  do all  men  always  desire 
their  own  good,  or  only  some  men ?--what say you ? ’ ‘All 
men,’ I replied ; ‘ the  desire is common  to all.’ ‘ Why,  then,’ 
she  rejoined,  ‘are  not all  men, Socrates,  said to  love, but 
only  some of them ? whereas  you  say  that all men  are  always 
loving  the  same  things.’ ‘ I  myself wonder,’  I  said,  ‘why 
this is.’ ‘ There  is  nothing  to  wonder at,’ she  replied ; ‘the Yet love is 
reason  is  that  one  part of love  is  separated off and  receives g:$;:ied 
the  name of the whole, but  the  other  parts  have  other names.’ in this ge- 
‘ Give  an  illustration,’ I said.  She  answered  me  as follows : neral 
‘ There is poetry,  which,  as  you know, is complex  and  mani- 
fold. All  creation  or  passage of non-being  into  being is 
poetry  or  making,  and  the  processes of all  art  are  creative ; 

happiness. 
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and  the  masters of arts are all  poets  or makers.’ ‘Very 
true.’  ‘Still,’ she  said,  ‘you  know  that  they are not  called 
poets,  but  have  other  names ; only  that  portion  of  the  art 
which  is  separated off from  the  rest,  and is concerned  with 
music  and  metre,  is  termed  poetry,  and  they  who  possess 
poetry  in  this  sense of the  word  are  called poets.’ ‘Very 
true,’ I said. ‘And  the  same  holds of  love. For  you 
may  say  generally  that  all  desire  of  good  and  happiness 
is  only  the  great  and.  subtle  power  of  love ; but  they  who 
are  drawn  towards  him by any  other  path,  whether  the 
path  of  money-making  or  gymnastics  or  philosophy,  are 
not  called lovers-the name  of  the  whole is appropriated 
to  those  whose affection takes  one  form  only-they  alone  are 
said  to love, or  to be lovers.’ ‘ I dare say,’ I replied,  ‘that 
you  are right.’ ‘ Yes,’ she  added,  ‘and  you  hear  people 
say  that  lovers  are  seeking  for  their  other  half;  but I say 
that  they  are  seeking  neither  for  the  half of themselves, 
nor  for  the whole, unless  the  half  or  the  whole  be  also  a 
good.  And  they will cut off their own hands  and feet and 
cast  them away,  if they  are  evil ; for  they  love  not  what 
is their own, unless  perchance  there  be  some  one  who  calls 
what  belongs  to  him  the  good,  and  what  belongs  to  another 206 

the evil. For  there  is  nothing  which  men  love  but  the good. 
Is there  anything ? ’ ‘Certainly, I should  say,  that  there  is 
nothing.’ ‘Then,’  she  said,  ‘the  simple  truth is, that  men 
love  the  good.’ ‘ Yes,’ I said. ‘ T o  which  must be added 
that  they  love  the  possession of the  good ? ’ ‘ Yes,  that  must 
be added.’ ‘ And  not  only  the  possession,  but  the  everlasting 
possession of the  good ? ’ ‘ That  must  be  added too.’ ‘Then 
love,’ she said, ‘may  be  described  generally  as  the  love of 
the  everlasting  possession  of  the  good ? ’ ‘That  is most 
true.’ 

‘ Then if this  be  the  nature of  love, can  you  tell  me  further,’ 
she said,  ‘what  is  the  manner  of  the  pursuit ? what  are  they 
doing  who  show  all  this  ehgerness  and  heat  which  is  called 
love?  and  what  is  the  object  which  they  have  in  view ? An- 
swer me.’ ‘ Nay, Diotima,’ I replied, ‘ if I had known, I should 
not  have  wondered  at  your  wisdom,  neither  should I have 
come  to  learn  from  you  about  this  very  matter.’  ‘Well,’  she 
said, ‘ I will teach  you  :-The  object which they  have in  view 



is  birth  in  beauty,  whether  of  body  or  soul.) ‘ I do  not Syttr- 
understand you,’ I said ; ‘the  oracle  requires  an  explanation.’ *siunc~ 
‘I will make  my  meaning  clearer,’  she  replied. ‘ I mean sxnnreo. 

to  say,  that  all  men  are  bringing  to  the  birth  in  their  bodies 

nature is desirous of procreation-procreation which must  be 
in  beauty  and  not  in  deformity;  and  this  procreation is the 
union of man  and  woman,  and  is  a  divine  thing;  for concep- 
tion  and  generation  are  an  immortal  principle  in  the  mortal 
creature,  and in the  inharmonious  they  can  never be. But 
the  deformed  is  always  inharmonious with the divine, and  the 
beautiful  harmonious.  Beauty,  then, is the  destiny  or  goddess 
of parturition  who  presides  at  birth,  and  therefore,  when 
approaching  beauty,  the  conceiving  power  is  propitious,  and 
diffusive, and  benign,  and  begets  and  bears  fruit : at  the  sight 
of  ugliness  she  frowns  and  contracts  and  has  a  sense of pain, 
and  turns away, and  shrivels  up,  and  not  without a pang  re- 
frains from conception.  And  this is the  reason why, when  the 
hour of conception  arrives,  and  the  teeming  nature  is full, 
there  is  such a flutter  and  ecstacy  about  beauty  whose  ap- 
proach is the  alleviation of the  pain of travail. For  love, is not  the 
Socrates, is not, as  you imagine, the  love of the  beautiful only.’ ~u~~~ 

‘ What  then ? ’ ‘The  love of generation  and of birth  in only, but 

beauty.’ ‘Yes,’ I said.  ‘Yes,  indeed,’  she  replied. ‘ But  why beauty. 
of generation?’ ‘ Because  to  the  mortal  creature,  generation 
is a  sort of eternity  and  immortality,’  she  replied ; ‘and if, as 
has  been  already  admitted,  love  is of the  everlasting  posses- 

207 sion  of  the  good,  all  men will necessarily  desire  immortality 
together with good : Wherefore  love  is of immortality.’ 

All  this  she  taught  me  at  various  times  when  she  spoke  of 
love. And I remember  her  once  saying  to me, ‘What  is the 
cause,  Socrates, of  love, and  the  attendant  desire ? See  you whence 
not  how  all  animals,  birds,  as well as  beasts,  in  their  desire of ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ e r  
procreation,  are in agony  when  they  take  the infection  of  love, of love in 
which begins with the  desire of union ; whereto  is  added  the men and 
care of  offspring, on  whose  behalf  the  weakest  are  ready  to 

animals ? 

battle  against  the  strongest  even  to  the  uttermost,  and  to  die 
for them, and will let  themselves be tormented  with  hunger  or 
suffer  anything  in  order  to  maintain  their  young.  Man  may 
be supposed  to  act  thus from reason ; but  why  should  animals 

i and  in  their  souls.  Th’ere is a  certain age at  which  human 

of birth in 
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. ~ j . a t -  have  these  passionate  feelings ? Can  you tell  me  why ? ’ 

fiSizr’’’. Again I replied  that I did  not  know.  She  said  to  me : ‘And 
do  you  expect  ever  to  become a master  in  the  art  of love, if 
you  do  not  know  this ? ’ ‘ But I have  told  you  already,  Dio- 
tima,  that  my  ignorance  is  the  reason  why I come  to you; for 
I am  conscious  that I want  a  teacher;  tell  me  then  the  cause of 
this  and of the  other  mysteries  of love.’ ‘Marvel not,’ she 
said,  ‘if  you  believe  that  love  is of the  immortal, as we  have 
several  times  acknowledged ; for  here  again,  and  on  the  same 
principle too, the  mortal  nature  is  seeking  as  far  as  is  possible 
to  be  everlasting  and  immortal : and  this is only  to  be  attained 
by generation,  because  generation  always  leaves  behind  a  new 

The mortal existence  in  the  place  of  the  old.  Nay  even  in  the life of  the 
n“tllre is same  individual  there  is  succession  and  not  absolute  unity : 
a1 ways 
changing a  man is called  the  same,  and  yet in the  short  interval  which 
and gene- elapses  between  youth  and  age,  and  in  which  every  animal  is 
ands;,,, said  to  have life and  identity,  he is undergoing a perpetual ating body 

alike; process  of  loss  and  reparation-hair,  flesh,  bones, blood, and 
the sciences the  whole  body  are  always  changing.  Which  is  true  not  only 
go, of the body, but  also  of  the  soul,  whose  habits,  tempers, come and 

preserved opinions,  desires,  pleasures,  pains,  fears,  never  remain  the 
~~~,~~~~ same  in  any  one of us, but are  always  coming  and  going ; and 

human equally  true of knowledge,  and  what  is  still  more  surprising 
things, un- to us mortals,  not  only  do  the  sciences  in  general  spring 208 

divine, are up  and  decay, so that  in  respect  of  them  we  are  never  the 
’nadeim- same ; but  each of them  individually  experiences  a  like 
a law of change.  For  what  is  implied in the  word  “recollection,” mortal by 

SLIcceSsion. but  the  departure  of  knowledge, which is  ever  being  forgotten, 
and is  renewed  and  preserved by recollection,  and  appears to 
be  the  same  although  in  reality new, according  to  that  law  of 
succession by which  all  mortal  things  are  preserved,  not 
absolutely  the  same, but  by substitution,  the  old  worn-out 
mortality  leaving  another  new  and  similar  existence  behind- 
unlike  the  divine,  which  is  always  the  same  and  not  another ? 
And  in  this way, Socrates,  the  mortal body, o r  mortal  any- 
thing,  partakes  of  immortality ; but  the  immortal  in  another 
way. Marvel  not  then  at  the  love which all  men  have of their 
offspring;  for  that  universal  love  and  interest is for  the  sake 
of  immortality.’ 

I was astonished  at  her  words,  and  said : ‘ Is this  really 

like  the 

L 



true, 0 thou wise Diotima? ’ And  she  answered with  ail the . ~ n t -  

authority of an  accomplished  sophist : ‘Of that,  Socrates,  you *sipcm* 
may  be  assured ;-think only of the  ambition of  men, and.you soca*Tui* 
will wonder  at  the  senselessness  of  their ways, unless  you The smg- 
consider  how  they  are  stirred by the  love of an  immortality of sufefings 

gles and 

fame. They  are  ready  to  run  all  risks  greater  far  than  they of human 
would  have  run  for  their  children,  and  to  spend  money  and ~ ~ t ~ ~ l ’  
undergo  any  sort  of toil, and  even to  die,  for  the  sake of animated 
leaving  behind  them  a  name which shall be eternal.  Do  you :i:zz: 
imagine  that  Alcestis  would  have  died  to  save  Admetus, o r  mortality. 
Achilles  to  avenge  Patroclus, or your own Codrus in order 
to  preserve  the kingdom  for his  sons, if they  had  not im- 
agined  that  the  memory of their  virtues, which  still survives 
among us, would  be immortal ? Nay,’ she  said, ‘ I  am per- 
suaded  that  all  men  do all things,  and  the  better  they  are  the 
more  they  do  them,  in  hope of the  glorious fame  of immortal 
virtue ; for  they  desire  the  immortal. 

‘Those  who  are  pregnant in the  body  only,  betake  them- The crea- 
selves  to  women  and  beget  children-this  is  the  character of ::::$:n: 
their love ; their offspring, as  they  hope, will preserve  their ceptionsof 
memory  and  give  them  the  blessedness  and  immortality which . wisdom and 

209 they  desire in the  future. But souls which are  pregnant- worksof 
vmue, the 

for there  certainly  are  men  who  are  more  creative  in  their ~’O~a~~~, 
souls  than  in  their bodies-conceive that which is proper  for -arerairer 
the  soul to  conceive or  contain.  And  what  are  these concep- far than 
tions ?-wisdom and  virtue in general.  And  such  creators children. 
are  poets  and  all  artists  who  are  deserving  of  the  name 
inventor.  But  the  greatest  and  fairest  sort  $wisdom by  far 
is that which is concerned with the  ordering of states  and 
families, and which is called  temperance  and  justice.  And h e  
who  in  youth  has  the  seed of these  implanted in  him and 
is himself inspired,  when  he  comes  to  maturity  desires t.0 
beget and  generate. H e  wanders  about  seeking  beauty  that 
he  may  beget offspring-for in  deformity  he will beget 
nothing-and naturally  embraces  the  beautiful  rather  than 
the  deformed  body ; above  all  when  he  finds  a fair and 
noble  and  well-nurtured soul, he  embraces  the two  in one 
person,  and  to  such  an  one  he is full  of speech  about  virtue 
and  the  nature  and  pursuits of a  good  man ; and  he  tries  to 
educate him ; and  at  the  touch of the  beautiful which is ever 

P P 2  

any mortal 



580 

would be 
He who 

truly ini- 
tiated 
should pass 

concrete to 
from  the 

the ab- 
stract, from 
the indi- 
vidual to 
the univcr- 
sal, from 
the unirer- 
sal to the 
universe of 
truth  and 
beauty. 

2% <<WUitV. ? / i p ” r l ~ i ~ ~ . ~  0 f /orv. 

present  to  his memory,  even  when absent,  hc  brings  forth 
that which he  had conceived long before, and  in  company 
with him  tends  that which he  brings  forth ; and  they  are  mar- 
ried by a  far nearer tie and  have  a  closer  friendship  than 
those  who beget mortal  children,  for  the  children  who are  
their  common offspring are  fairer  and  more  immortal.  Who, 
when he  thinks of Homer  and  Hesiod  and  other  great poets, 
would not  rather  have  their  children  than  ordinary  human 
ones ? Who would not  emulate  them  in.  the  creation of 
children  such  as  theirs, which have  preserved  their  memory 
and given them  everlasting  glory? Or who  would not have 
such  children  as  Lycurgus left behind him to be the  saviours, 
not  only of Lacedaemon,  but of Hellas,  as  one  may  say? 
There is Solon, too, who is the  revered  father  of  Athenian 
laws ; and  many  others  there  are in many  other places,  both 
among  Hellenes  and  barbarians,  who have  given to  the world 
many  noble  works,  and  have been the  parents of virtue of 
every  kind;  and  many  temples have  been raised  in  their 
honour for the  sake of children  such  as  theirs ; which were 
never  raised in honour of any  one, for the  sake of his  mortal 
children. 

‘These  are  the  lesser  mysteries of  love, into which even 
you, Socrates,  may  enter; to the  greater  and  more  hidden 210 

ones which are  the crown of these,  and  to which, if you pur- 
sue  them in a  right  spirit,  they will lead, I know  not  whether 
you will be able to  attain.  But I will do my utmost to inform 
you, and  do you follow if you can. For he who  would pro- 
ceed aright in this  matter  should begin in youth  to visit beau- 
tiful forms ; and first, if he be guided by his  instructor  aright, 
to love one  such form only-out of that  he  should  create  fair 
thoughts ; and soon he will of himself perceive  that  the  beauty 
of one form is akin  to  the  beauty of another;  and  then if 
beauty’of form  in general is his  pursuit,  how foolish  would he 
be not  to recognize that  the  beauty in every form is  one  and 
the  same! And  when  he  perceives  this  he will abate  his 
violent love of the one,  which he will despise  and  deem  a 
small  thing,  and will  become a  lover of  all  beautiful forms ; 
in the  next  stage  he will consider  that  the  beauty  of  the mind 
is more  honourable  than  the  beauty  of  the outward  form. So 
that i f  a virtuous  soul have bfit n little comeliness,  he will  be 
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content  to  love  and  tend him, and will search  out  and  bring SYW 
to  the  birth  thoughts  which  may  improve  the  young,  until  he fiStwm* 
is  compelled  to  contemplate  and  see  the  beauty  of  institutions ~ w F * .  
and laws, and to understand  that  the  beauty of them  all is of 
one family, and  that  personal  beauty  is  a  trifle ; and  after  laws 
and  institutions  he will go  on  to  the  sciences,  that  he  may  see 
their  beauty,  being  not  like  a  servant  in  love  with  the  beauty 
of  one  youth  or  man  or institution,  himself  a  slave  mean and 
narrow-minded,  but  drawing  towards  and  contemplating  the 
vast  sea of beauty,  he will create  many  fair  and  noble  thoughts 
and  notions  in  boundless  love of  wisdom ; until  on  that  shore 
he  grows  and  waxes  strong,  and  at  last  the  vision  is  revealed 
to him  of a  single  science,  which  is  the  science of beauty 
everywhere. To this I will proceed ; please  to  give  me  your . 

very  best  attention : 

and  who  has  learned  to  see  the  beautiful  in  due  order  and 
succession,  when  he  comes  toward  the  end will suddenly 
perceive  a  nature  of  wondrous  beauty  (and  this,  Socrates,  is 

Z I I  the final cause of all  our  former toils)-a nature  which  in  the 
first  place is  everlasting,  not  growing  and  decaying,  or  waxing 
and  waning ; secondly,  not  fair  in  one  point  of view and foul He should 
in  another,  or  at  one  time  or  in  one  relation  or  at  one  place 
fair, at  another  time  or  in  another  relation  ,or  at  another  place relatively, 
foul, as  if fair  to  some  and foul to  others, o r  in  the  likeness  of 
a face or  hands  or  any  other  part  of  the  bodily  frame,  or  in he should 

any form  of  speech or  knowledge, or  existing in any  other pass by 
being,  as  for  example, in an  animal,  or  in  heaven,  or  in  earth, from 
o r  in  any  other  place ; but  beauty  absolute,  separate,  simple, earth to 

and  everlasting,  which  without  diminution  and  without in- heaven* 
crease, or   any change,  is  imparted  to  the  ever-growing  and 
perishing  beauties of all  other  things. H e  who from these 
ascending  under  the  influence of true love, begins  to  perceive 
that  beauty, is not  far from the  end.  And  the  true  order  of 
going, or  being  led by another,  to  the  things  of love, is  to 
begin from  the, beauties  of  earth  and  mount  upwards  for  the 
sake of that  other  beauty,  using  these  as  steps  only,  and  from 
one  going  on  to,two,  and from  two to  all  fair forms, and  from 
fair  forms  to  fair  practices,  and  from  fair  practices  to fair 
notions,  until  from  fair  notions he.  arrives  at  the  notion  of 

*..., 

' H e  who  has  been  instructed  thus  far  in  the  things of  love, \. 

stepping- 
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absolute beauty, and  at last  knows  what  the  essence  of  beauty 
is. This,  my  dear  Socrates,'  said  the  stranger of Mantineia, 
'is  that life above  all  others  which  man  should live, in  the 
contemplation of beauty  absolute ; a  beauty  which if you 
once  beheld,  you would see  not  to  be  after  the  measure of 
gold, and  garments,  and fair boys  and  youths,  whose  presence 
now  entrances  you;  and you and  many  a  one would  be con- 
tent  to live seeing  them  only  and  conversing with them 
without  meat  or  drink, if that  were  possible-you  only  want 
to look at  them  and  to be  with them.  But  what if man  had 
eyes  to  see  the  true  beauty-the  divine  beauty, I mean, pure 
and  clear  and  unalloyed,  not  clogged  with  the  pollutions of 
mortality  and  all  the  colours  and  vanities of human life- 
thither  looking,  and  holding  converse with the  true  beauty 
simple  and  divine?  Remember  how in that  communion  only, 212 

beholding  beauty with the  eye of the mind, he will  be enabled 
to  bring forth,  not  images of beauty,  but  realities (for he  has 
hold  not of an  image but  of a  reality), and  bringing  forth  and 
nourishing  true  virtue  to  become  the  friend of God  and  be 
immortal, ,if mortal  man may. Would  that  be  an  ignoble 
life ? ' 

Such,  Phaedrus-and I speak  not  only  to you,  but to  all of 
you-were  the  words of Diotima ; and I am  persuaded of 
their  truth.  And  being  persuaded of them, I try  to  persuade 
others,  that  in  the'attainment of this  end  human  nature will 
not  easily find a  helper  better  than love. And  therefore, 
also, I say  that  every  man  ought  to  honour  him  as I myself i 
honour him, and walk in  his ways, and  exhort  others  to ; 
do  the  same,  and  praise  the  power  and  spirit of iove  accord- 
ing  to  the  measure of my ability  now  and  ever. ! 

The  words which I have  spoken, you, Phaedrus,  may 
call  an  encomium of  love, or anything  else which you r 

please. 
When  Socrates  had  done  speaking,  the  company ap- t 

plauded,  and  Aristophanes was beginning  to  say  something 
in answer  to  the  allusion  which  Socrates  had  made to his 
own  speech ', when  suddenly  there  was  a  great  knocking 
at  the  door  of  the  house,  as of revellers,  and  the  sound of  
a  flute-girl  was  heard.  Agathon  told  the  attcndants  to go 

p. 205 E 



AZcibiades in his czr4J'. 583 

and  see  who  were  the  intruders.  If  they  are  friends  of syr,I. 
ours,'  he  said,  'invite  them in, but if  not, say  that  the PoSiunr. 
drinking  is over.' A  little  while afterwards  they  heard  the A c * ~ N .  
voice of Alcibiades  resounding  in  the  court ; he  was  in a 
great  state of intoxication,  and  kept  roaring  and  shouting isled in 

supported  by  the flute-girl and  some of his  attendants,  he 
found  his  way  to  them. ' Hail,  friends,'  he  said,  appearing which he 
at  the  door  crowned  with a massive  garland  of  ivy  and 
violets,  his  head  flowing with ribands.  'Will  you  have Agathon. 

a very  drunken  man  as  a  companion  of  your  revels? O r  
shall I crown  Agathon, whic) was  my  intention  in  coming, 
and go away ? For I was  unable  to  come  yesterday,  and 
therefore I am  -here  to-day,  carrying on my  head  these 
ribands,  that  taking  them  from  my  own  head, I may  crown 
the  head of this  fairest  and wisest of men, as I may be 
allowed  to  call him. Will  you  laugh  at  me  because I am 

213 drunk?  Yet I know  very  well  that I am  speaking  the  truth, 
although  you  may  laugh.  But  first  tell  me ; if I come  in 
shall  we  have  the  understanding of  which I spoke I ?  Will 
you drink with me or  not ? ' 

The  company  were  vociferous  in  begging  that  he  would 
take  his  place  among  them,  and  Agathon  specially  invited 
him. Thereupon  he  was  led  in  by  the  people  who  were 
with him ; and  as  he  was  being led, intending  to  crown 
Agathon,  he  took  the  ribands from his  own  head  and  held 
them  in  front of his  eyes ; he  was  thus  prevented  from  seeing 
Socrates,  who  made  way  for him, and  Alcibiades  took  the Ahibiades 
vacant  place  between  .Agathon  and  Socrates,  and  in  taking :zn:he 
the  place  he  embraced  Agathon  and  crowned him. Take off place  be- 
his  sandals,  said  Agathon,  and  let  him  make a third  on :;Fa:r- 
the  same couch. 

By all  means ; but  who  makes  the  third  partner in our 
revels?  said  Alcibiades,  turning  round  and  starting  up  as 
he  caught  sight of Socrates.  By  Heracles,  he  said,  what He insin"- 
is  this ? here is Socrates  always  lying  in  wait  for me, and ates  that 
always, as his  way is, coming  out  at.all  Sorts of unsuspected the,&,vd 

Agathon is 

places:  and now, what  have  you  to  say  for  yourself,  and of*rates. 
why  are  you  lying  here,  where I perceive  that you have 

1 Supra a l a  D. Wil l  you have  a very drunken man? etc. 

ALCIBIADXS. 

Alcibiades 

Where  is  Agathon ? Lead  me  to  Agathon,'  and  at  length, drunk  and 

Socrates. 



H e  begins 

lent,  and 
to be vio- 

claims the 
Socrates 

protection 
ofAgathon. 

contrived  to find a place, not by a joker  or  lover  of  jokes, 
like  Aristophanes,  but  by  the  fairest  of  the  company ? 

Socrates  turned  to  Agathon  and  said: I must  ask  you  to 
protect me, Agathon;  for  the  passion  of  this  man  has  grown 
quite a serious  matter  to me. Since I became  his  admirer 
I have  never  been  allowed  to  speak  to  any  other  fair  one, 
o r  so much as to  look  at  them.  If I do, he  goes wild with 
envy  and  jealousy,  and  not  only  abuses  me  but  can  hardly 
keep  his  hands off me, and  at  this  moment  he  may  do  me 
some  harm.  Please  to  see  to  this,  and  either  reconcile 
me  to him,  or,  if he  attempts  violence,  protect me, as  I am  in 
bodily  fear  of  his  mad  and  passionate  attempts. 

There  can  never  be  reconciliation  between ~ O L I  and me, 
said  Alcibiades; but for  the  present I will defer  your 

He crowns chastisement.  And I must  beg  you,  Agathon,  to  give  me 
back some of the  ribands  that I may  crown  the  marvellous 

Agathon. head of this  universal  despot-I  would  not  have him complain 
of  me  for  crowning  you,  and  neglecting  him,  who  in  con- 
versation is the  conqueror  of  all  mankind ; and  this  not  only 
once, as  you  were  the  day  before  yesterday,  but  always. 
Whereupon,  taking  some of the  ribands,  he  crowned  Socrates, 
and  again  reclined. 

A  new Then  he  said : You  seem,  my  friends,  to  be  sober,  which is 
spirit passesover a thing  not to be  endured ; you  must  drink-for  that  was 
thedream. ' the  agreement  under  which I was  admitted-and I elect 

myself  master  of  the  feast  until  you  are well drunk.  Let 
us  have  a  large  goblet,  Agathon,  or  rather,  he  said,  addressing 
the  attendant,  bring  me  that  wine-cooler. The  wine-cooler 
which  had  caught  his  eye  was  a  vessel  holding  more  than 
two  quarts-this  he filled and  emptied,  and  bade  the  attendant 214 
fill it  again  for  Socrates.  Observe,  my  friends,  said  Alcibi- 
ades,  that  this  ingenious  trick  of  mine will have no effect 

Socrates' on  Socrates,  for  he  can  drink  any  quantity  of  wine  and  not 

drinking. powers Of be  at  all  nearer  being  drunk.  Socrates  drank  the  cup  which 
the  attendant filled for  him. 

Eryximachus  said : What  is  this,  Alcibiades ? Are  we to 
have  neither  conversation  nor  singing  over  our  cups;  but 
simply  to  drink  as if we  were  thirsty? 

Alcibiades  replied : Hail,  worthy  son of P most  wise  and 
worthy  sire ! 

as well E, 



The  same  to you, said  Eryximachus; but what  shall Sy)jt,r- 
poSiUtI8. 

That I leave  to  you,  said  Alcibiades. SOCRATES, 

we d o ?  

Aummes ,  
ERYXIMA- ‘The wise physician skilled our wounds to heal” CHUS. 

shall  prescribe  and we will  obey. What  do  you  want ? 
Well,  said  Eryximachus,  before  you  appeared  we  had 

passed a resolution  that  each  one  of us in turn  should  make 
a  speech  in  praise of love, and as good a one  as  he  could: 
the  turn  was  passed  round  from left to  right ; and  as  all of us  
have  spoken,  and  you  have  not  spoken  but  have well drunken, 
you  ought  to  speak,  and  then  impose  upon  Socrates  any  task 
which  you  please,  and  he  on  his  right  hand  neighbour,  and 
so on. 

That is good,  Eryximachus,  said  Alcibiades;  and  yet 
t h e  comparison of a  drunken man’s speech  with  those of 
sober  men is hardly  fair;  and I should  like  to know, 
sweet  friend,  whether  you  really  believe  what  Socrates  was 
just  now  saying ; for I can  assure  you  that  the  very  reverse 
is  the fact, and  that if I praise  any  one  but  himself  in  his 
presence,  whether  God  or  man,  he will hardly  keep  his 
hands off me. 

For  shame,  said  Socrates. 
Hold  your  tongue,  said  Alcibiades,  for by Poseidon,  there 

is  no  one  else  whom I will praise  when  you  are of the 
company. 

Well  then,  said  Eryximachus, if you  like  praise  Socrates. 
What  do  you  think,  Eryximachus?  said  Alcibiades:  shall 

I attack  him  and inflict the  punishment  before  you  all? 
What  are  you  about?  said  Socrates;  are  you  going  to 

raise  a  laugh  at  my  expense ? Is that  the  meaning of your 
praise ? 

I am  going  to  speak  the  truth, if you will permit me. 
I not  only  permit,  but  exhort  you  to  speak  the  truth. 
Then I will begin  at  once,  said  Alcibiades,  and if I say 

anything which is  not  true,  you  may  interrupt  me if YOU Will, 
and  say  ‘that is a lie,’ though  my  intention is to speak  the 
truth.  But  you  must  not  wonder if I speak  any  how as 
things  come  into  my  mind ; for  the  fluent  and  orderly 

1 I’rotn’pope’s Homcr: 11. xi. 514. 
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Socwtes Z i h  SiZmtus and Manyas  the Satyr. 

enumeration  of all you?  singularities  is  not  a  task  which is 
easy  to  a  man  in my condition. 

which will appear  to  him  to  be  a  caricature,  and  yet I speak, 
not  to  make  fun of him,  but  only  for  the  truth’s  sake. I 
say,  that  he  is  exactly  like  the  busts  of  Silenus,  which  are 
set  up  in  the  statuaries’  shops,  holding  pipes  and  flutes  in 
their  mouths;  and  they  are  made to open  in  the  middle, 
and  have  images of gods  inside  them. I say  also  that  he 
is  like  Marsyas  the  satyr. You yourself will not  deny, 
Socrates,  that  your  face  is  like  that  of  a  satyr.  Aye,  and 
there  is  a  resemblance  in  other  points  too.  For  example, 
you  are  a  bully,  as I can  prove  by  witnesses,  if  you  will  not 
confess.  And  are  you  not  a  flute-player ? That  you  are, 
and  a  performer  far  more  wonderful  than  Marsyas. H e  
indeed  with  instruments  used  to  charm  the  souls  of  men 
by  the  power of his  breath,  and  the  players  of  his  music 
do so still : for  the  melodies of Olympus  are  derived  from 
Marsyas  who  taught  them,  and  these,  whether  they  are 
played  by  a  great  master  or  by  a  miserable  flute-girl,  have 
a  power  which  no  others  have ; they  alone  possess  the soul 
and  reveal  the  wants  of  those  who  have  need  of  gods  and 
mysteries,  because  they  are  divine.  But  you  produce  the 
same effect with  your  words  only,  and  do  not  require  the 
flute : that is the  difference  between  you  and  him.  When 
we hear  any  other  speaker,  even  a  very  good  one,  he  pro- 
duces  absolutely  no effect upon us, or  not much, whereas 
the  mere  fragments  of  you  and  your  words,  even  at  second: 
hand,  and  however  imperfectly  repeated,  amaze  and  possess 
the souls of every man,  woman,  and  child  who  comes  within 
hearing of them.  And if I were  not  afraid  that  you  would 
think me hopelessly  drunk, I would  have  sworn as well 
as  spoken  to  the  influence  which  they  have  always  had 
and  still  have  over me. For  my  heart  leaps  within  me  more 
than  that  of  any  Corybantian  reveller,  and  my  eyes  rain 
tears  when I hear  them.  And I observe  that  many  others 
are  affected  in  the  same  manner. I have  heard  Pericles 
and  other  great  orators,  and I thought  that  they  spoke well, 
but I never  had  any  similar  feeling;  my  soul  was  not  stirred 

And now, my  boys, I shall  praise  Socrates  in  a  figure 215 
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by  them, nor  was I angry  at  the  thought of my own slavish syln- 
state.  But  this  Marsyas  has often brought  me  to  such  a Poa%m. 

which I am  leading  (this,  Socrates, you will admit);  and 
I am conscious that if I did not shut  my  ears  against him, 
and fly as from the voice of the siren, my fate would be like 
that of others,-he  would transfix me, and I should  grow 
old sitting  at  his feet. For  he makes me confess  that I ought 
not  to live as I do,  neglecting the wants of my own soul, 
and busying  myself  with the  concerns of the  Athenians ; 
therefore I hold my ears  and  tear myself  away from him. 
And he is  the only  person  who ever  made me ashamed, He would 
which you might  think  not  to be in my nature,  and  there 
is no  one else  who does  the same. For I know  that I cannot Alcibiades 
answer him or  say that I ought  not  to do  as  he bids, but :ELve 
when I leave his  presence  the love  of popularity  gets  the Ofppu- 

better of me.  And therefore I run away and fly from  him, larity in 

and  when I see him I am  ashamed of what I have  con- not been 
him had 

fessed to him.  Many a time  have I wished that  he  were toostrong. 
dead,  and  yet I know  that I should be much  more sorry 
than glad, if he were  to  die : so that I am at my  wit’s end. 

flute-playing  of this  satyr.  Yet  hear me once more while 
I show you  how  exact the image is, and how marvellous his 
power. For let me tell you ; none of you know him ; but I 
will  reveal  him to you ; having begun, I must go on. See 
you how fond he is of the  fair?  He is  always  with  them and 
is always  being smitten by them, and  then again he knows 
nothing  and  is  ignorant of  all  things-such is the  appearance 
which he puts  on. Is he not  like a  Silenus in this ? To be 
sure  he  is : his  outer  mask  is  the carved  head of the  Silenus ; 
but, 0 my companions  in drink,  when  he  is opened,  what 
temperance  there  is  residing within ! Know you that beauty 
and wealth and  honour,  at which the  many wonder, are of  no 
account with him, and  are  utterly despised by him : he 
regards not  at  all the  persons  who  are gifted  with  them ; 
mankind are  nothing  to him ; all his life is  spent  in mocking 
a d  flouting  at them.  But  when I opened him, and looked Hisouter 
within at  his  serious purpose, I saw in him divine and golden ~~~~ 

216 pass, that I have felt as if I could hardly  endure  the life A L C M ~ D ~ ~ .  

And  this  is  what I and  many  others  have  suffered from the His love of 

217 images. of such.fascinating bcauty that I was  ready to  do outward 
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in  a  moment  whatever  Socrates  commanded : they  may  have 
escaped  the  observation  of  others,  but I saw  them.  Now 
I  fancied that  he  was  seriously  enamoured of my beauty, and 
I thought  that  I  should  therefore  have a grand  opportunity 
of hearing  him  tell  what,  he knew, for  I  had a wonderful 
opiniori  of the  attractions  of  my  youth.  In  the  prosecution 
of  this  design,  when I next  went  to him, I sent  away  the 
attendant  who  usually  accompanied  me ( I  will confess  the 
whole  truth,  and  beg  you  to  listen;  and if  I speak falsely, do  
you, Socrates,  expose  the  falsehood).  Well,  he  and I were 
alone  together,  and I thought  that  when  there  was  nobody 
with us, I should  hear  him  speak  the  language which lovers 
use  to  their  loves  when  they  are  by  themselves,  and I 
was  delighted.  Nothing of the  sort ; he  conversed  as  usual, 
and  spent  the  day with  me and  then  went away. Afterwards 
I challenged him to  the  palaestra;  and  he  wrestled  and 
closed with  me several  times  when  there  was  no  one  present ; 
I fancied that I might  succeed in this  manner.  Not a bi t ;  I 
made  no  way  with him. Lastly, as I had  failed  hitherto, 
I thought  that  I  must  take  stronger  measures  and  attack  him 
boldly, and, as I had begun, not  give  him up, but see  how 
matters  stood  between him and me. So I invited  him  to 
sup with  me, just as if he  were  a  fair  youth,  and I a 
designing  lover. He was  not  easily  persuaded  to  come; 
he did, however,  after  a  while  accept  the  invitation,  and  when 
he  came  the  first time, he  wanted  to go away  at  once  as 
soon as supper  was  over,  and  I  had  not  the face to  detain 
him. The  second time,  still  in pursuance  of  my  design, 
after  we  had  supped,  I  went  on  conversing  far  into  the  night, 
and  when  he  wanted  to  go away, I pretended  that  the  hour 
was  late  and  that  he  had  much  better  remain. So he  lay 
down  on  the  couch  next  to me, the  same  on which he  had 
supped,  and  there  was  no  one but ourselves  sleeping  in 
the  apartment.  All  this  may  be  told  without  shame  to  any 
one.  But  what follows I could  hardly  tell  you if I were 
sober.  Yet as the  proverb  says,  ‘In  vino veritas,’  whether 
with boys, o r  without  them ; and  therefore I must  speak. 
Nor,  again,  should I be  justified in concealing  the  lofty 

In allusion to the two proverbs, oTvor Kal wa&s &hqOfis, and obos  KOI  
&A/IOsla. 
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actions  of  Socrates  when I come  to  praise him. Moreover .pa- 
I have felt the  serpent’s  sting ; and  he  who  has suffered, fi,ri‘6’B* 

as  they  say, is willing  to  tell  his fellow-sufferers  only, as  they ALc’slmes* 

218 alone will  be likely  to  understand him, and will not be ex- 
treme in judging of the  sayings or, doings which have  been 
m u n g  from his  agony. For I have  been  bitten hy a  more 
than  viper’s  tooth ; I have  known in  my  soul, or in  my 
heart, or in  some  other  part,  that  worst  of pangs, more 
violent in ingenuous  youth  than  any  serpent’s  tooth,  the 
pang of  philosophy,  which will make  a  man  say or do any- 
thing.  And  you  whom I see  around me, Phaedrus  and 
Agathon  and  Eryximachus  and  Pausanias  and  Aristodemus 
and  Aristophanes,  all of  you, and I need not  say  Socrates 
himself, have  had  experience of the  same  madness  and 
passion in your  longing  after wisdom. Therefore listen and 
excuse  my  doings  then  and my sayings now. But  let  the 
attendants  and  other  profane  and  unmannered  persons  close 
up the  doors’of  their  ears. 

When  the  lamp  was  put  out  and  the  servants  had  gone Thebe- 
\away, I thought  that I must  be  plain with him and  have kzi’f 
no  more  ambiguity. So I gave him a  shake,  and I said : and  his  re- 
‘ Socrates,  are  you  asleep ? ’ ‘ No,’ he  said. ‘ Do you know jection Or 

what I am  meditating ? ’ ‘What   are  you meditating ? ’ he vanccs of 
said. ‘ I think,’ I replied, ‘ that of all  the  lovcrs  whom I have Alcibiades. 

ever  had  you  are  the  only  one  who is worthy of me, and you 
appear to be  too  modest  to  speak.  Now I feel that I should 
be a fool to  refuse  you  this or  any  other  favour,  and  therefore 
1 come  to  lay  at  your feet  all that I have  and all that my 
friends  have, in the  hope  that you  will  assist me in the  way  of 
virtue, which I desire  above  all  things,  and in which I believe 
that  you  can  help  me  better  than  any  one  else.  And I 
should  certainly  have  more  reason  to be ashamed  of  what 
wise  men would say if I were  to  refuse  a  favour to Such 
as you, than of what  the  world,  who  are  mostly  foo~s, would 
say of  me if I granted it.’ To these  words  he  replied in the 
ironical  manner which is so characteristic of him :-‘Alcibi- 
ades, my friend,  you  have  indeed an  elevated aim if what  you 
say is true, and if there  really is in me any  power by which 
YOU may  become  better ; truly  you  must  see  in  me Some rare 
beauty of a kind  infinitely higher  than  any which I see in ~ 0 ~ ~ .  

the ad- 
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And  therefore, if you mean  to  share with  me and  to  exchange 
beauty  for beauty, you will have  greatly  the  advantage of  me ; 
you will gain  true  beauty  in  return  for  appearance-like Dio- 219 
mede, gold  in  exchange  for  brass.  But  look  again,  sweet 
friend,  and  see  whether  you  are  not  deceived  in me. The 
mind begins  to  grow  critical  when  thc bodily eye fails, and 
it  will  be a  long time before you get old.’ Hearing this, I 
said : ‘ I have told  you  my purpose, which is quite  serious, 
and  do  you  consider  what you think  best for you  and me.’ 
‘That  is good,’ he  said ; ‘at  some  other  time  then  we will 
consider  and  act  as  seems  best  about  this  and  about  other 
matters.’ Whereupon, I fancied that  he  was  smitten,  and 
that  the  words which I had  uttered  like  arrows  had  wounded 
him, and so without  waiting  to  hear  more I got up, and  throw- 
ing my coat about him crept  under  his  threadbare cloak, as  the 
time of year  was  winter,  and  there I lay  during  the  whole 
night  having  this  wonderful  monster in  my arms.  This  again, 
Socrates, will not be denied by you.  And  yet, notwithstand- 
ing all, he  was so superior  to my solicitations, so contemp 
tuous  and  derisive  and  disdainful of my beauty-which  really, 
as  I fancied, had  some attractions-hear, 0 judges ; for  judges 
you  shall be  of the  haughty  virtue of Socrates-nothing  more 
happened,  but  in  the  morning  when I awoke  (let  all  the  gods 
and  goddesses be my  witnesses) I arose  as from the couch  of 
a  father or  an  elder  brother. 

What  do  you  suppose  must  have been my feelings, after 
this rejection, at  the  thought of  my  own dishonour? And 
yet I could not  help  wondering  at  his  natural  temperance  and 
self-restraint  and  manliness. I never imagined that I could 
have  met with a  man  such as  he  is  in  wisdom  and  endurance. 
And  therefore I could not be angry with  him or  renounce 
his company, any  more  than I could  hope  to win  him. For 
I well knew  that if Ajax could not  be  wounded by  steel,  much 
less  he by money;  and my only  chance of captivating  him by 

T h e  won- my personal  attractions  had failed. So I was  at  my wit’s 
derful en- 
durance of end ; no  one  was  ever  more  hopelessly  enslaved by another. 
Socrates All this  happened before he  and I went  on  the  expedition 
when he 
and to  Potidaea ; there  we messed together,  and I had  the  oppor- 
a d s  served tunity of observing  his  extraordinary  power of sustaining 
together at Potidam, htigue. His endurance  was  simply  marvellous when,  being 220 
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cut off from our  supplies, we were compelled to  go without spa- 
food-on such occasions,  which  often happen  in time of war, Posiunr. 

he  was  superior  not  only  to me but  to  everybody ; there  was ~ ~ B I * D . S .  

no  one  to be compared  to him. Yet  at a festival he  was 
the  only  person  who  had  any  real  powers of enjoyment ; 
though  not  willing  to  drink,  he could if compelled  beat us all 
at that,-wonderful to  relate ! no  human  being  had  ever  seen 
Socrates  drunk ; and  his  powers, if I am  not  mistaken, will 
be  tested  before  long. His  fortitude  in  enduring cold was 
also  surprising.  There  was  a  severe frost, for  the  winter 
in  that  region  is  really  tremendous,  and  everybody  else  either 
remained  indoors, or  if they  went  out  had  on  an  amazing 
quantity of clothes,  and  were well shod,  and  had  their  feet 
swathed  in felt and  fleeces:  in  the  midst of this, Socrates 
with his  bare feet on  the ice and  in  his  ordinary  dress 
marched  better  than  the  other  soldiers  who  had  shoes,  and  they 
looked  daggers  at him because  he  seemed  to  despise  them. 

I have,told  you  one tale, and  now I must  tell  you  another, 
which is worth  hearing, 

' Of the doings nnd sufferings of the enduring man' 

while he  was  on  the expedition. One  morning  he was Thelong 
thinking  about  something which he could not  resolve;  he the lon to 
would not give it up,  but continued  thinking from early  dawn which he 
until  noon-there he  stood fixed  in thought;  and  at noon wassnb- 
attention  was  drawn  to him, and  the  rumour  ran  through 
the  wondering crowd that  Socrates  had been standing  and 
thinking  about  something  ever  since  the  break of day.  At 
last, in  the  evening  after  supper,  some  Ionians  out of 
curiosity (I should  explain  that  this  was not in  winter but in 
summer),  brought  out  their  mats  and  slept in the open air 
that  they  might watch him  and  see  whether  he would stand 
all  night. There he  stood  until  the following 'morning ; and 
with the  return of light  he offered up  a  prayer to the sun, 
and  went  his  way'. I will also tell,  if  you please-and How he ' 

indeed I am  bound  to tell-of his  courage in  battle ; for  who :gz2Li- 
but  he  saved  my life ? Now  this  was  the  engagement in biades, and 
which I received  the  prize of valour : for I was  wounded  and :::,":E 
he  would  not  leave me, but he  rescued me and my arms ; and ccived the 

. Cp. snpra, '75 R. 
prize of 
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he  ought  to  have  received  the  prize  of  valour which the 
generals  wanted  to  confer  on  me  partly on account  of  my 
rank,  and  I  told  them so (this, again,  Socrates will not im- 
peach o r  deny), but he  was  more  eager  than  the  generals 
that I and  not  he  should  have  the prize. There  was  another 
occasion on which his  behaviour  was  very remarkable-in 221 

the flight of  the  army  after  the  battle of Delium,  where h e  
served  among  the heavy-armed,-I had  a  better  opportunity 
of seeing him than  at  Potidaea,  for  I  was myself on  horse- 
back, and  therefore  comparatively  out of danger. He and 
Laches  were  retreating,  for  the  troops  were in flight, and 
I met them  and  told  them  not  to be discouraged,  and 
promised  to  remain with  them ; and  there  you  might see him, 
Aristophanes,  as you describe',  just  as  he is in  the  streets of 
Athens,  stalking  'like  a pelican, and  rolling  his  eyes,  calmly 
contemplating  enemies  as well as  friends,  and  making  very 
intelligible to  anybody,  even  from a distance,  that  whoever 
attacked him  would be  likely  to  meet with a  stout  resistance ; 
and  in  this  way  he  and  his  companion escaped-for this is 
the  sort of man  who is never  touched in war;  those  only  are 
pursued  who  are  running  away  headlong. I particularly 
observed  how  superior  he  was  to  Laches in presence of 
mind,  Many  are  the  marvels which I might  narrate in 
praise of Socrates ; most  of his  ways  might  perhaps  be 
paralleled in another man,  but his  absolute  unlikeness  to  any 
human  being  that is or ever  has  been  is  perfectly  astonishing. 
You  may  imagine  Brasidas  and  others to have  been  like 
Achilles;  or  you  may  imagine  Nestor  and  Antenor  to  have 
been  like  Pericles ; and  the  same  may  be  said  of  other 
famous men, but of this  strange  being  you will never be able 
to find any  likeness,  however  remote,  either  among  men  who 
now are  or who ever  have been-other than  that which I have 
already  suggested of Silenus  and  the  satyrs ; and  they  repre- 
sent  in a figure  not  only  himself,  but  his  words.  For, 
although  I  forgot  to  mention  this  to  you before, his  words 
are  like  the  images of Silenus which open ; they  are ridicu- 
lous  when  you  first  hear  them;  he  clothes  himself in 
language  that is like the  skin of the  wanton satyr-for his 
talk is of pack-asses  and  smiths  and  cobblers  and  curriers, 

Aristtoph. Clouds, 362. + 
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and  he is always  repeating  the  same  things in the  same 
words’, SO that  any  ignorant  or  inexperienced  person  might P n X t J t .  

222 feel  disposed  to  laugh  at him; but  he  who  opens  the  bust SO-ATES, 

and  sees  what  is  within will  find that  they  are  the  only  words A ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ .  

which  have a meaning in them,  and’  also  the  most divine, ~ ~ i ~ ~ h ~  
abounding in  fair  images of virtue,  and of the  widest corn- Satyr with- 
prehension,  or  rather  extending  to  the  whole  duty  of  a  good out  and  the 

and  honourable  man. 
ad within. 

This,  friends, is my  praise of Socrates. I have  added my 
blame  of  him for his  ill-treatment of me;  and  he  has ill- 
treated  not  only me,  but Charmides  the  son  of  Glaucon,  and 
Euthydemus  the  son of Diocles,  and  many  others in the 
same way-beginning as  their  lover  he  has  ended by making 
them  pay  their  addresses to him.  Wherefore I say  to  you, 
Agathon, ‘ Be  not  deceived by him ; learn from  me and  take 
warning,  and  do not  be a fool and  learn by experience,  as 
the  proverb  says.’ 

When Alcibiades  had  finished,  there  was  a  laugh  at  his 
outspokenness; for he  seemed  to be  still  in  love  with 
Socrates. You are  sober,  Alcibiades,  said  Socrates,  or  you Thepur- 
would never  have  gone so far  about  to  hide  the  purpose of 
your  satyr’s  praises,  for  all  this  long  story is only  an  in- speech,  ac- 
genious  circumlocution, of which the  point  comes in  by the ~ c ~ ~ ~ s P  
way  at  the  end ; you  want  to  get  up  a  quarrel between  me wasonlyto 
and  Agathon,  and  your  notion is that I ought  t3 love YOU and  be- 
nobody  else,  and  that  you  and  you  only  ought  to  love tween him 
Agathon. But the  plot  of  this  Satyric  or  Silenic  drama  has and*@- 

been  detected,  and  you  must  not  allow him, Agathon,  to  set 
us  at  variance. 

I believe you are  right,  said  Agathon,  and I am  disposed Agathon 

to  think  that  his  intention in placing  himself between YOU and 
me  was  only  to  divide  us ; but  he  shall  gain  nothing by that he may be 
move ; for I will go and  lie  on  the  couch  next  to yn1l. 

Y e s ,  yes,  replied  Socrates, by  all  means  come  here  and lie not so near 

on  the  couch  below  me, 
Alas,  said  Alcibiades,  how I am fouled  by this  man;  he is 

determined to get  the  better  of  me  at  every  turn- I do 
beseech  you,  allow  Agathon to lie between US. 

Certainly not, said  Socrates ; as  you  praised me, and in  

VOL. I. Q q  
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The breaking up of the banquet. 

turn ought  to  praise  my  neighbour  on  the  right,  he  will  be  out 
of  order  in  praising  me  again  when  he  ought  rather  to  be 
praised  by me, and I must  entreat  you  to  consent  to this, and 
not  be  jealous,  for I have a great  desire  to  praise  the  youth. 223 

Hurrah!  cried  Agathon, I will rise  instantly,  that I may 
be  praised  by  Socrates. 

The  usual way, said  Alcibiades ; where  Socrates is, no  one 
else  has  any  chance  with  the  fair;  and  now  how  readily  has 
he  invented a specious  reason  for  attracting  Agathon  to 
himself. 

Agathon  arose  in  order  that  he  might  take  his  place  on 
the  couch by Socrates,'  when  suddenly  a  band  of  revellers 
entered,  and  spoiled  the  order  of  the  banquet.  Some  one 
who  was  going  out  having  left  the  door  open,  they  had 
found  their  way in, and  made  themselves  at  home ; great  con- 
fusion  ensued,  and  every  one  was  compelled  to  drink  large 
quantities  of wine. Aristodemus  said  that  Eryximachus, 
Phaedrus,  and  others  went away-he himself fell asleep,  and 
as  the  nights  were  long  took a good  rest : he  was  awakened 
towards  daybreak  by a crowing of cocks,  and  when  he  awoke, 
the  others  were  either  asleep, or had  gone  away;  there 
remained  only  Socrates,  Aristophanes,  and  Agathon,  who 
were  drinking  out  of a large  goblet  which  they  passed 
round,  and  Socrates  was  discoursing  to  them.  Aristodemus 
was  only  half  awake,  and h e  did  not  hear  the  beginning of 
the  discourse:  the  chief  thing  which  he  remembered  was ~~ - 
Socrates  compelling  the  other two to  acknowledge  that  the and is 

maintain- genius  of  comedy  was  the  same  with  that of tragedy,  and  that 
ing the the  true  artist  in  tragedy  was  an  artist  in  comedy also. To 
thesis  that 
thegenius this  they  were  constrained  to  assent,  being  drowsy,  and  not 
p f c o m d y  quite  following  the  argument.  And  first of all  Aristophanes 
as that of dropped 0% then,  when  the  day  was  already  dawning, Aga- 
tragedy. thon.  Socrates,  having  laid  them  to  sleep,  rose  to  depart ; 

Aristodemus, as his  manner was, following him. At  the Ly- 
ceum  he  took a bath,  and  passed  the  day as usual. In  the 
evening  he  retired  to  rest  at  his  own  home. 

IS the  same 
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