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PREFACE
TO T H E FIRST EDITION
THEText which has been mostly followedin
this
Translation of Plato is thelatest 8vo. edition of Stallhaum ; the principal deviationsare noted at the bottom
of the page.
I have to acknowledge many obligations to old friends
and pupils. Theseare :-Mr. JohnPurves, Fellow of
Balliol College, with whom I haverevisedabout
half
of the entire Translation; the
Rev.ProfessorCampbell,
of St. Andrew, who has helped me in the revision of
severalparts of the work, especially of the Theaetetus,
Sophist,andPoliticus;Mr.
RobinsonEllis,Fellow
of
TrinityCollege,and
Mr. Alfred Robinson, Fellow of
NewCollege,whoread
with me theCratylusandthe
Gorgias; Mr. Paravicini, Student of Christ Church, who
assistedme in theSymposium ; Mr. Raper, Fellow of
Queen’sCollege,Mr.Monro,Fellow
of OrielCollege,
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 theTimaeus,
which I have insertedascorrectionsunderthe
head of crrnfn atthe
end of theIntroduction. The degree of accuracy which
I have been enabledto attain is i n great measure due
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tothesegentlemen,and
I heartilythankthemforthe
painsandtimewhichtheyhavebestowed
on my work.
I have further to explain how far
I have received help
from
other
labourers
in the
same
field. Thebooks
which I havefound
of most useareSteinhartand
Milller’s GermanTranslation
of PlatowithIntroductions ; Zeller’s ‘ PhilosophiederGriechen,’and
‘ Platonische Studien;’ Susemihl’s ‘ Genetische Entwickelung
der PlatonischenPhilosophie ;’ Hermann’s ‘ Geschichte
der Platonische;Philosophie
;’ Bonitz, ‘ Platonische
Studien ;’ Stallbaum’sNotesandIntroductions
; Professor
Campbell’s
editions
of the
‘Theaetetus,’
the
‘ Sophist,’andthe
‘ Politicus ;’ ProfessorThompson’s
‘ Phaedrus ;’ Th. Martin3 ‘ Etudes sur le TimCe ;’ Mr.
Poste’seditionandtranslation
of the ‘ Philebus ;’ the
Translation of the‘Republic,’byMessrs.Daviesand
Vaughan,andtheTranslation
of the‘Gorgias,’byMr.
Cope.
I have also derived much assistance from the great work
of Mr. Grote,whichcontainsexcellentanalyses
of the
Dialogues,and is rich in originalthoughtsandobservations. I agree with him in rejecting as futile the attempt
of Schleiermacher and others to arrange the Dialogues of
Platointoaharmoniouswhole.Anysucharrangement
appears to me not only to be unsupported by evidence, but
toinvolveananachronism
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. T h e hypothesis of a general plan
which is workedout in thesuccessiveDialogues
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.Groteshoulddomethehonourtoreadany
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 aimof the Introductions in
these volumes has been to represent Plato as the father of
of
Idealism,whoisnot
to be measured by the standard
utilitarianism or any other modernphilosophicalsystem.
H e is the poet or maker of ideas, satisfying the wants of
his own age,providingtheinstruments
of thought for
future generations. He is no dreamer, but a great philosophical genius struggling with the unequal conditions of
light and knowledge under which he is living. H e may be
of moderns,but he must be
illustrated bythewritings
interpreted by his own, and by his place in the history of
philosophy. We are not concernedtodeterminewhat
is
thcresiduum of truth whichremains 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 rejectnearly
halfof
them. The German
critics, to whom I refer,proceed chieflyon grounds of
internal evidence; they appear to me to lay too much stress
on the variety of doctrineandstyle,whichmustbe
equallyacknowledged as a fact, even in theDialogues
regarded by Schaarschmidt as genuine, e.g. in the Phaedrus, or Symposium, when compared with the Laws. H e
who admits works so different in style and matter to have
been the composition of thesameauthor,needhaveno
difficulty (see vol.iv, Appendix) in admitting the Sophist
or the Politicus. [The negative argument adduced by the
sameschool of critics,which is basedonthesilence
of
Aristotle, is not worthy of much consideration. For why
should Aristotle, because he has quoted several Dialogues
of Plato,havequotedthem
all?Something
mustbe
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
tothe Alexandrian Canon.But
I hardlythinkthatwe
are justified in attributing much weight to the authority of
the Alexandrianlibrarians 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
attributedtoHippocrates,toXenophon,.toAristotle?
T h e Alexandrian Canon of the Platonic writings is deprived
of credit by the admission of the Epistles, which are not
only unworthyof Plato, and in several passagesplagiarized
from him,butflagrantlyatvariance
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; norwith
his opinion
respecting Plato’s doctrine of the rotation of theearth.
But I ‘am not going tolayhandsonmyfatherParmenides’ [Soph. 241 Dl, who will, I hope, forgive me for
differing fromhim on these points. I cannotclosethis
Preface without expressing my deep respect for his noble
and gentle character, and the great services which he has
rendered to Greek Literature.

BALLIOLCOLLEGE,
Jnrmnvy, 1871

PREFACE
TO

THE SECOND A N D T H I R DE 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. Greenhill, 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 Campbell of St. Andrews, and Mr. Paravicini, late Student
of
Christ Church and Tutor of Balliol College, with whom I
hadreadoverthegreaterpart
of thetranslation.Iwas
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 obligations to Mr. Matthew Knight, who has notonly favoured
me withvaluablesuggestionsthroughoutthework,but
haslargelyextendedtheIndex
(from 61 to 175 pages)
and translated the Eryxias and Second Alcibiades; and to
Mr. Frank Fletcher, of Balliol College, my Secretary, who
hasassistedme chiefly in Vols. iii, iv, and v. I amalso
considerablyindebted to Mr.J:W. Mackail, late Fellow of
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Balliol College, who read over the Republicin the Second
Edition and noted several inaccuracies.
In both editions the Introductions to the Dialogues have
been enlarged, and essays on subjects having anaffinity to
the Platonic Dialogues have been introduced into several
of them. The analyses have beencorrected,andinnumerablealterationshavebeenmade
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 beenfargreaterthanhewould
haveanticipated ; nor is he at
all sanguine that he has
succeeded in overcoming them.Experiencehasmade
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. AnEnglishtranslationoughttobe
idiomatic and
interesting, not only to the scholar, but to the unlearned
reader.Itsobjectshould
not simplybetorenderthe
words of onelanguageintothewords
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 produce on his reader an impression similar or nearly similar
tothatproducedbytheoriginal.
T o him thefeeling
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 'carryin his mind a comprehensive view of the whole
Dedicltion to the B n e i s .
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work, of what has preceded and of what is to follow,-as
well as of the meaningof particular passages. His version
should be based, in the first instance, on an intimate knowledge of the text ; but the precise order and arrangement of
the words may beleft to fade outof sight, when the translationbeginstotakeshape.
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,
shouldbecarefullyattended
t o ; aboveall, it should be
equable in style.There must also be quantity,whichis
necessary in prose as well as in verse : clauses, sentences,
paragraphs,mustbe in dueproportion.Metreandeven
rhymemayberarelyadmitted;thoughneitherisa
legitimateelement of prosewriting,theymayhelpto
lightenacumbrousexpression(cp.Symp.
185 Dl 197,
198).
T h e translationshouldretain
as far aspossible
thecharacteristicqualities
of theancientwriter
- 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
firstrequirement of all, that it beEnglish.Further,the
translation being English, it should also be perfectly intelligible in itself without reference to the Greek, the English
being really the more lucid and exactof the two languages.
Insomerespects
it maybemaintainedthatordinary
English writing, such as the newspaper article, is superior
to Plat0 : at any rate it is couched in language which is
veryrarelyobscure.Ontheotherhand,thegreatest
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
thecharacter
of another.
Insomecases,wherethe
order is confu.sed, the expression feeble, the emphasis misplaced, 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 supplyanythingwhich,owingtothegeniusofthe
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.
In a translation of Plato what may be termed the interests
of theGreekandEnglishareoftenatwarwithone
another.Inframing
the Englishsentenceweare'insensibly 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 clearnessandsense.Buthe
is
nottherefore at libertytoomitwordsandturns
of expressionwhichtheEnglishlanguage
is quitecapable of
supplying. H e mustbepatientand
self-controlled ; he
mustnotbeeasilyrunawaywith.Let
him neverallow
theattraction of afavouriteexpression,orasonorous
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 thecopy to theoriginal,anddownagain
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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 it a kind of glory
to have lived so many years i n the companionship of one
of the greatest of human intelligences, andin some degree,
moreperhapsthanothers,
to have had the privilege.
of
understandinghim(cp.SirJoshuaReynolds’Lectures:
Disc. xv. sub fin.).
There are fundamental differencesin Greek and English,
of whichsomemay
be managedwhileothersremain
intractable. (I). The structure of theGreeklanguage
is
partly adversative and alternative, and partly inferential
;
that is tosay,themembers
of asentenceareeither
opposedtooneanother,
orone of themexpressesthe
cause or effect or condition orreason of another.The
two tendencies may be called the horizontal and perpendicularlines
of thelanguage;andtheoppositionor
inference is often much more one of words than of ideas.
But modern languages have rubbed
off thisadversative
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
oneanotherto
be gatheredfromtheirpositionorfrom
thecontext.
T h e difficulty of preservingthe
effect of
theGreekisincreased
by thewant of adversativeand
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 particlesexpressingthevarious&adations
of
objective and subjective thought-nov, 83, P$J*, &no!, and
the like,which are so thicklyscatteredovertheGreek
page.Further,wecanonly
realizeto averyimperfect
VOI.. I.
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degree the common distinction between 06 and ~ ( 4and
, the
combination of the two suggestsa subtle shade of negation
which cannot be expressed in English. And while English
ismoredependentthanGreekupontheapposition
of
clausesandsentences,yetthereis
a difficultyin using
thisform
of constructionowingtothewant
of case
endings. For the same reason there cannot be an equal
variety in theorder
of wordsoranequalnicety
of
emphasis in English as in Greek.
(2). T h e formation of the sentence and of the paragraph
greatly differs in Greek and English. The lines by which
theyare divided aregenerally muchmoremarked
in
modernlanguagesthan
in ancient.Bothsentencesand
paragraphs are more precise anddefinite-they do not run
into one another. They are also more regularly developed
fromwithin.
Thesentencemarksanotherstep
in an
argument or a narrative or a statement ; in reading a paragraph we silently turn over the page and arrive at some
in Plato we
new view or aspect of the subject. Whereas
are not always certain where a sentence begins and ends;
and paragraphs are few and far between. The language
isdistributed
in different
a
way,andlessarticulated
thaninEnglish.For
it waslongbeforethetrueuse
of the period was attained by the classical writers both in
poetry or prose; it was X O A A ~ nS d p a s rchfvraiw 2 n l y i w q p a .
T h e balance of sentencesandtheintroduction
of paragraphs 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 isa 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 someflight
of poetry do we ever endue any of them with the characteristics 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 humorouslysupposedto
be the
sailor’s bride; more doubtful arethe personifications of
church and country as females. Now thegenius of the
Greek
language
is the
opposite
of this. The same
tendencyto personificationwhich isseen in theGreek
mythology is common also in the language; and genders
are attributed to things as well as persons accordingto
their various degrees of strength and weakness ; or from
fanciful resemblancesto
the male or female form, or
some analogy too subtleto be discovered. Whenthe
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 notonly affects the words to which
genders
are
attributed,
but the words with- which
they are construed or connected, andpasses
into the
generalcharacter of thestyle.Hencearises
a difficulty in translatingGreek
into English which cannot
altogether be overcome. Shall we speak of the soul and
its qualities, of virtue,power, wisdom, andthe like, as
feminine or neuter ? The usage of the English language
does not admit of the former, -and yet the life and beauty
of thestyleare impaired by the latter. Often the translator will have recourse to the repetition of the word, or
to the ambiguous ‘ they,’ ‘their,’ &c. ; for fear of spoiling
b2
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the effect of the sentence by introducing ‘ it.’ Collective
nouns in Greek and English create
a similarbutlesser
awkwardness.
(4). T h e use of relation is far more extended in Greek
than in English.Partlythegreatervariety
of genders
andcasesmakestheconnexion
of relativeandantecedent less ambiguous: partly also the greater number of
demonstrative and relative pronouns, and the use
of the
article,makethecorrelation
of ideassimplerandmore
natural. TheGreekappearstohavehadan
ear or
intelligenceforalongandcomplicatedsentencewhich
is rarely to be found in modern nations ; and in order to
bringtheGreekdowntothelevel
of themodern,we
must break up the long sentence into
two or more short
ones.Neitheristhesameprecisionrequired
in Greek
as in Latin or English, nor in earlier Greek as in later;
therewasnothingshocking
to the
contemporary
of
ThucydidesandPlato in anacoluthaandrepetitions.In
such cases the genius
of theEnglishlanguagerequires
thatthetranslationshouldbemoreintelligiblethanthe
Greek. T h e want of moredistinctionsbetweenthe
demonstrative pronouns is also greatly felt. Two genitives
dependentononeanother,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 tautology, there is also a greater difficulty in avoiding it.
(5). Though no preciserule can be laid downabout
the repetition of words, there seems to be a kind of impertinence in presenting to the reader the same thought
in thesamewords,repeated
twice over in thesame
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passage without any newaspe'ct or modification ofit.
And the evasion of tautology-that is, thesubstitution
of one word of precisely the same meaning foranother-is
resented by us equally with the repetition of words. Yet
on the other hand the least difference of meaning or the
least change offormfrom a substantive to an adjective,
or from a participleto a verb, willoften remedy the unpleasant 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 andpronouns, astheyare 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 moreperspicuous than
ancient. And,
therefore] while the
English
translator
is limitedin the power of expressing relation orconnexion, by the law of his own language increased precision and also increased clearness are required of him.
The familiar use of logic, and theprogress of science,
have in these two respects raised thestandard.
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.
Suchare a fewof the difficulties which haveto 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 rendering of words, or in the composition of a sentence only,
or yet of a single paragraph, but in the colour and style
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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,
if an exception tothegeneralstyle, is of itself a disturbing
element. No word,
however
expressive
and
exact, should
be employed, which makesthereaderstoptothink,or
unduly attracts attention by difficulty and peculiarity, or
disturbs
the
effect of the
surrounding
language.
In
generalthestyle
of oneauthoris
not appropriateto
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
therefore
be
to
avoided. Equivalents may
be
occasionally
drawn from Shakspere, who is the common property of
us all;butthey
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 theexpressions which heintroduced have
been laid aside and have droppedout of use. (b) Asimilar
employment of Scripprinciple should be observed in the
ture.
Having
a greater force
and
beauty than other
language,
and religious
a
association,
it disturbs
the even
flow of the
style.
It
may be
used
to
reproduce
in the
translation the quaint effect of some
antique
phrase
in
the original,
but
rarely ; and
when
adopted, it should
havecertain
a
freshness
and
a suitable
‘entourage.’
It
is strange
observe
to
that the most effective use of
Scripturephraseologyarisesout
of the applicationof
it in a sense not intended by the
author.
(c) Another
caution : metaphors differ in different languages,
and
the
translator will often
be
compelled
substitute
to
one
for
another,or to paraphrasethem,notgivingword
forword,
but diffusing over several wordsthemoreconcentrated
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thought of the original. ,The Greek of Plato often goes
beyond theEnglish in itsimagery: cp. Laws iii. 695
&v rtal v;v ~ T L~ p ~ d~ ~pd ph a ~hihcmsat
a
; 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 toGreek life : e.g. G b ~ a ~ ~ a i ,
‘jurymen,’ r h piua T B U~ O A L T G U , ‘ the bourgeoisie.’ (d) T h e
translatorhas
also to provide expressionsfor
philosophical terms of very indefinite meaning in themore
definite language of modern philosophy. Andhemust
not allow discordant elementsto
enterintothe
work.
For example, in translatingPlato, it would equally be
an anachronism to intrude on him the feeling and spirit
of the Jewish or Christian Scripturesorthe
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 exactlysimilar), it is a mistaken
attempt at precision always to translate the same Greek
wordby the same English word. Thereisno
reason
why in the New Testament 6 ~ r t a t o d u qshould always be
rendered ‘ righteousness,’ or 8 ~ a t b i r t ~covenant.’ Insuch
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 & ~ , ternperance ’ or ‘ prudence,’-at the point where the changeof
meaning occurs. If translations are intended not for the
Greekscholarbutforthegeneralreader,theirworst
fault will be thatthey sacrifice thegeneral effect and
meaning tothe over-precise rendering of words and
forms of speech.
(8). There is no kind of literature in English which correspondsto
theGreek Dialogue ; nor is theEnglish

c,
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languageeasilyadaptedto
it. T h e rapidityandabruptness of question and answer, the constant repetition
of $
8' o"s, e l m , +v, &c.,whichCiceroavoided
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 Interrogative, and is of a more passionate and emotional character,
andthereforelends
itselfwith greaterreadiness to the
dialogueform.Mostoftheso-calledEnglishDialogues
are but poor imitationsof Plato, which fall very far shortof
the original. T h e breath of conversation, the subtle adjustment of question and answer, the lively play of fancy, the
power of drawingcharacters,arewanting
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 Calliclesand Anytus,thepatronizingstyle
of
Protagoras,theself-consciousness of ProdicusandHippias, are all part of the entertainment. T o reproduce this
livingimage thesamesort
of effort is required as in
translating
poetry.
T h e language, too, is of a finer
quality; the mere prose English is slow in lending itself
totheform of questionandanswer,and
so the ease.of
conversation is lost, and at the same time the dialectical
precision
with
which
thesteps of the
argument
are
drawn
out is apt to be impaired.
11. IntheIntroductions
to theDialoguestherehave
beenaddedsomeessays
on modernphilosophy,andon
political and social life. T h e chief subjectsdiscussed in
these are Lftility, Communism, the Kantian and Hegelian
philosophies, Psychology, and the Origin of Language
' There havebeen 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).

I

Ii

I

Pyefact! t o the Second and Third Editions. xxv

?

Ancient and modern .philosophy throw a light upon one
another: but they should be compaied, not confounded.
Although the connexion between them is sometimes accidental, it is often real. The same questions are discussed
by them under different conditions of language and civilization ; but in some cases a mere word has survived, while
nothing or hardly anything of the pre-Socratic, Platonic, or
Aristotelianmeaning is retained. There are other questionsfamiliarto
themoderns,whichhavenoplace
in
ancientphilosophy.
T h e worldhasgrownolder
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,
notwithstandingmanyaccidents
of timeandplace,the
spirit of Greekphilosophy.
There is, however,nocontinuousgrowth
of theoneintotheother,butanew
beginning, partly artificial, partly arising out of
the questionings of the mind itself, and also receiving a stimulus
from the study of ancient writings.
Considering
the
great
and
fundamental
differences
whichexist in ancientandmodernphilosophy,itseems
bestthatweshouldatfirststudy
then1 separately,and
seekfortheinterpretation
of either,especiallyofthe
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. Afterwardscomestheremoterlightwhichtheycast
on one
another. W e begintofeelthattheancientshadthe
samethoughtsasourselves,thesamedifficultieswhich
characterize all periods of transition,almostthesame
oppositionbetweenscienceandreligion.Althoughwe
cannot maintain that ancient and modern philosophy
are
one and continuous (as has been affirmed with more truth
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respectingancientandmodernhistory),fortheyare
separatedbyaninterval
of athousandyears,yetthey
seemtorecur in a sort of cycle,andwearesurprised
tofind that ‘the new is everold,andthattheteaching
.of the past has still a meaning for us.
111. I n theprefacetothefirsteditionIexpresseda
strongopinionatvariancewith
Mr. Grote’s,thatthe
so-calledEpistles
of Platowerespurious,
His friend
andeditor,ProfessorBain,thinksthatIoughttogive
I differfrom so eminentanauthority.
thereasonswhy
Reserving the fuller discussionof the question for another
place, I will shortly defend my opinion by the following
arguments :(a) Becausealmostallepistlespurportingtobe
of
theclassicalage
of GreekliteratureareforgeriesOf
all documents this class are the least likely to be preserved
andthe mostlikelytobeinvented.
T h e ancientworld
swarmedwiththem
; thegreatlibrariesstimulatedthe
demand for them; and at a time when there was no regular
publication of books, they easily crept into the world.
(b) Whenone
epistleout
of anumber
is spurious,
theremainder of theseriescannotbeadmittedto
be
genuine,unlesstherebesomeindependentgroundfor
thinkingthem so : when all but one are spurious, overwhelming evidence is required of the genuineness of the
one : when theyareallsimilar
in styleormotive,like
witnesses who agree in the same tale, they stand or fall
together.Butnoone,notevenMr.Grote,wouldmaintainthat all the Epistles of Plato are genuine, and very
is so. And
few critics think that more than one of them
they are clearly all written from the same motive, whether
seriousoronlyliterary.Nor
is thereanexample
in

’ Compare Bentley’s Works (Dyce’s Edition), vol. ii. 136 foll.,

222.
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Greekantiquity of a series of Epistles, continuous and
yet coinciding with a succession of events extending over
a great number of years.
is
The external
probability
therefore
against
them
enormous,andtheinternalprobability
is notless : for
theyaretrivialandunmeaning,devoidofdelicacyand
subtlety,wanting in asinglefineexpression.Andeven
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 imitatePlato,whoneverimitates
eitherhimself
oranyoneelse
; reminiscences of the
Republic and the Laws are continually recurring in them ;
theyaretoolike
him andalsotoounlikehim,
to be
genuine (see especially Karsten,
Commentatio
Critica
de
PlatonisquaeferunturEpistolis,
p. 1 1 1 foll.). They are
full of egotism,self-assertion,affectation,faultswhich
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, inconsistencies (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 respecting Hipparinus and Nysaeus, the nephews
of Dion (328
A), whoaresaidto‘havebeenwellinclinedtophilosophy, and well able to dispose the mind of their brother
Dionysius in the same course,’ at a time when they could
nothavebeenmorethansix
orsevenyearsofagealsofoolishallusions,such
asthe
comparisonofthe
Athenianempiretotheempire
of Darius (332 A, B),
which show a spirit very different from that of Plato; and

.
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mistakes of fact, as e.g. about the Thirty Tyrants
(p. 324 C),
whom the writerof the letters seems to
have confused with
certain inferior magistrates, making them in all fifty-one.
These palpable errors and absurdities are absolutely irreconcileable with theirgenuineness. 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 isthoughttobethe
most important of theseEpistles,has affinities with the
ThirdandtheEighth,
and is quiteas impossible and
inconsistent astherest.It
is therefore involved in the
same condemnation.-The final conclusion is that neither
theSeventhnoranyother
of them, when carefully
analyzed, can be imagined tohaveproceeded
from the
hand or mind of Plato. Theother testimoniestothe
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 impossiblethat 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, morejourneysto
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
ratherasthere
is no earlyindependent testimony by

i
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which theyaresupportedor
with which they can be
compared.
I\‘. There is anothersubjectto which I must briefly
call attention,lest I shouldseemto haveoverlooked 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. 287331 ; xiii. 1-40; xiv. 173-230, extendingtoabout
200
pages), has put forward an entirely new explanation of the
Platonic Ideas.’ H e supposesthat 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, Parmenides, Timaeus. In the first stage
of his philosophy Plato
attributedIdeasto
all things,atanyrateto
all things
which haveclasses or common notions : thesehesupposed to exist only by participation in them. In the later
Dialogues henolonger included in them manufactured
articles and ideas of relation, but restricted them to ‘ types
of nature,’ and having becomeconvinced 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
nearlythesamewords
(xi. 320),-‘whereas in theRepublic and in thePhaedohehaddreamt
of passing
through ontologyto the sciences, he is
now contentto
pass through the sciencesto ontology.’
Thistheory is supposedtobe
basCd onAristotle’s

Metaphysics
(Book I. c. 6),passage
a
containinganaccount
of the
ideas,
which
hitherto
scholars
have
found
impossibletoreconcilewiththestatements
of Platohimself.
T h e preparations for the new departure are discovered in
the Parmenides and in the Theaetetus; and it is said to
be expressed under a different form by the
adpas and the
Zinctpov of thePhilebus(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
intoideas.
Theyareneither
mpaiuovra nor tlmlpa, but
belong to the PkKTbU y d ~ o swhich partakes of both.
With great respect for the learning and ability
of Dr.
Jackson, I find myselfunable
toagree
in thisnewly
fashioned doctrine of the Ideas, which he ascribes to Plato.
I havenotthespaceto
go intothequestionfully;but
I will briefly statesomeobjectionswhichare,
I think,.
fatalto it.
(I). First, the foundation of his argument is laid in the
Metaphysics of Aristotle.But
we cannotargue,either
or from anyotherofthephilofromtheMetaphysics,
sophicaltreatises of Aristotle,tothedialogues
of Plato
untilwehaveascertainedtherelationinwhichhis
socalledworksstand to thephilosopherhimself.
There is
of course no doubt of the
great
influence
exercised
upon
Greeceanduponthe
world byAristotleandhisphilosophy.Butontheotherhandalmosteveryonewhois
capzble of understanding
the
subject
acknowledges
that
hiswritingshavenotcomedownto
us in anauthentic
formlikemost of the dialogues of Plato. How much of
them is to be
ascribed
to
Aristotle's
own
hand,
how
much
is duetohissuccessors
in thePeripatcticSchool,
is a
question which has never been determined, and probably
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never can be, because the solution of it depends upon
internalevidence
only. T o ‘theheight of this great
: argument
I
do not propose to ascend. Butone little
I
fact, not irrelevant tothepresent
discussion, will show
how hopeless is the attempt to explain Plato out of the
: writings of Aristotle. Inthechapter 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, althoughnothingreally corresponding to them
i can be found inhis
extantwritings :-a small matter
i truly; but whatalight does it throw on the character of
j the entire book in which theyoccur!
W e can hardly
: escape from the conclusion that theyare not statements
! of Aristotle respectingPlato,but of a latergeneration of
Aristotelians respecting a later generation of Platonists
1
(2). There is no hint in Plato’s own writingsthat he was
,! conscious of having made anychange in the Doctrine of
Ideas such as Dr. Jackson attributes to him, although in
j the Republic the platonic Sociatesspeaks of ‘ a longer
anda shorterway’ (iv. 435; vi. 504), and of a way in
i
which his disciple Glaucon‘willbeunable to follow him’
;
(vii. 533) ; also of away of Ideas, to which he still holds
fast, although it has often deserted him (Philebus 16 C,
i
Phaedo g7-108), and although in thelaterdialoguesand
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 Glauconwas unableto follow
i (ib. vii. 533A); or of the relation of Mind to the Ideas. It
might be said with truth that theconception of the Idea predominates in the first half ofthe Dialogues,which, according

I
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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.
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to the order adopted in this work, ends with the Republic,
the ‘conception of Mind ’ and a way of speaking more in
agreement with modernterminology, in thelatter half.
But there is no reason to suppose that Plato’s theory, or,
rather, his various theories, of the Ideas underwent any
definite change duringhis period of authorship. They are
substantiallythesame in the twelfth Book of the Laws
(962,963 foll.) as in the Meno and Phaedo ; and since the
Laws were writtenin the last decade of his life, there is no
time to which this change of opinions can be ascribed. It
istruethatthetheory
of Ideastakesseveral different
forms,notmerelyanearlierand
a laterone, in the
variousDialogues.
Theyare 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
morethan mortal knowledge’(Rep. vi. 485). Butthey
are always the negations of sense, of matter, of generation,
of the particular: they are always the subjects of knowledge and not of opinion ; and they tend, not to diversity,
buttounity.Otherentitiesorintelligencesare
akinto
them, but not the same with them, such as mind, measure,
limit, eternity,essence(cp.Philebus
sub j n . ; Timaeus
passim): theseand similar termsappeartoexpressthe
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. Thegreat
oppositions of
thesensibleand
intellectual, theunchangeableandthe
transient, in whatever form of words expressed, are always
maintained in Plato. Butthelesser logi,cal distinctions,
as weshould call them, whether of ontology or predication,
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which troubledthepre-Socraticphilosophyandcame
to thefront
in Aristotle, arevariouslydiscussedand
explained. Thus far we admit inconsistency in Plato, but
nofurther. H e lived in anagebeforelogicandsystem
had wholly permeated language, and therefore we must
not always expect to find in him systematic arrangement
or logical precision :-‘poerna magis putandurn.’ Buthe
is alwaystruetohis
own context,thecarefulstudy
of
which is of morevaluetotheinterpreterthan
all the
commentators and scholiasts put together.
(3). T h e 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 partsof dialogues
in a purely arbitrary manner, although there is no indicationthat the author intended the two passages to be
so
combined, or that when he appears
to be experimenting
on the different points
of view fromwhicha
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 anyconclusion. I am notone of those
who believe Plato to have been a mystic or to have had
hiddenmeanings;nordo
I agree with. Dr. Jackson in
thinking that ‘when he is precise and dogmatic, he generallycontrivestointroduceanelement
of obscurity into
theexposition’ (J. of Philol. x. 150). Thegreatmaster
of language wrote as clearly as he could in an age when
the minds of men were clouded by controversy, andphilosophicaltermshadnotyetacquired
a fixed meaning.
I havejust said thatPlato is to be interpretedbyhis
context;and
I donotdenythat
in some passages,
especially in theRepublicandLaws,thecontext
is at
a greater distance than would be
allowable in a modern
VOL. I.
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writer.Butwearenotthereforejustified
in connecting
passages from different parts of his writings, or even from
thesamework,whichhehasnot
himself joined. We
cannotarguefromtheParmenidestothePhilebus,or
from either to the Sophist, or assume that the Parmenides,
the
Philebus,
and
the
Timaeus
were
written
simultaneously,’ 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
accidentally similar. Nor is it safe for the author of a theory
about ancient philosophy to argue from what will happen
if hisstatementsarerejected.Forthoseconsequences
mayneverhaveenteredintothemind
of theancient
writer himself; and they are very likely to be modern consequenceswhichwouldnothavebeenunderstoodby
him. ‘ I cannotthink,’saysDr.Jackson,‘thatPlato
would have changed his opinions, but have nowhere explainedthenature
of thechange.’Butis
it notmuch
more
improbable
that
he
should
have
changed
his
opinions, and not stated in an unmistakable manner that
themostessentialprinciple
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
tooneanother.Buttheseallusionsaresuperficialand,
except in the case of the Republic and the Laws, have no
philosophicalimportance.
Theydo notaffectthe
substance of thework.Itmayberemarkedfurtherthat
several of the dialogues,suchasthePhaedrus,the
Sophist, and theParmenides,havemorethanonesubject.
But it does not therefore
follow that Plat0 intended one
dialoguetosucceedanother,
orthathebeginsanew
in
onedialogueasubjectwhichhehas
left unfinishedin

i
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another, or that even in the same dialogue he always intended the two parts to be connected with each other. We
cannotarguefromacasualstatementfound
in the Parmenides to other statements which occur in the Philebus.
Much more truly is his own manner described by himself
whenhesaysthat‘wordsaremore
plastic thanwax’
(Rep. ix. 588 C), and ‘ whither the wind blows, the argument follows ’ (ib. iii. 394 D). T h e dialogues of Plato are
likepoems,isolatedandseparateworks,exceptwhere
theyareindicatedbytheauthorhimselftohavean
intentionalsequence.
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’sprocedure.
It may becompared,thoughnot
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,andreceive
anysensewhichthefancyofthe
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
chronologyof Plato’s writingsdependentuponit1.)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 tosay, of naturalobjects:
these we conceive imperfectly, but are always seeking in
vain to have a moreperfect notion of them. Hesays
(J. of Philol. xi. 319) that ' Plato hoped by the study of a
series of hypothetical or provisionalclassifications
to
arriveatone
in which nature's distribution of kindsis
approximately represented, and so to attain approximately
totheknowledge
of the ideas. Butwhereas
in the
Republic, and even in the Phaedo, though less hopefully,
he had sought to convert his provisionaldefinitionsinto
f i n d ones by tracing their connexion with the sunzrnuln
genus, the & y d d v , in theParmenideshisaspirationsare
less ambitious,' and so on. But where does Dr. Jackson
find anysuch notion as this in Platooranywhere
in
ancient philosophy ? Is it not an anachronism, gracious to
the modern physical philosopher, and the more acceptable
because it seemsto form a link between ancientand
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., 142B-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 thefirst,are
admitted Ideas, not only of natural
objects, but of properties, relations, works of art, negative
notions (Theaet. 176E; Parin. 130B 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 theIdeas, is one of
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participation in them as well as of imitation of them (Prof.
Zeller’s summary of his own reviewof Dr. Jackson, Archiv
fiir Geschichte der Philosophie, Vol. I, Berlin, 1888, pp.
617,618).
In conclusion I may remarkthat in Plato’s writings
there is bothunity, andalsogrowthanddevelopment;
but that we mustnot intrude upon him either a system
or a technical language.
BALLIOL COLLEGE,
October, 1891.
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I N T R O D U C T I 0 N.
THEsubject of the Charmides is Temperance or
u o @ p o o L v ~ ,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@pouirqstill retains anintellectual element (as Socrates is
also said to have identified u o @ p o u ; 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.
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.’ H e 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
the attempt. This time
man.’ (3) OncemoreCharmidesmakes
162 he gives a definition which he has heard, and of which Socrates
conjectures that Critias mustbe the author: ‘ Temperance is doing
one’s own business.’ But the artisan who makes another man’s
shoesmaybe
temperate,andyetheis
not doinghis own
business; and temperance defined thus would be opposed to the

ig

* Cp. Cic. Tusc. iii. 8, 16,‘ uw$ywuth~,quam soleo equidem turn temperantiam, tum moderationem appellare, nonnunquam etiam modestiam : ’ foll.
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Clrarmides.
AN*‘ysls.

AnaCysis 162-174.
division of labour which exists in every temperateor well-ordered
state. How is this riddle tobe explained ?
Critias, who takes the place of Charmides, distinguishes in his 163
answerbetween‘making’and
‘doing,’ and with thehelp of a
misapplied quotation fromHesiod assigns to the words ‘doing’
and ‘work’ an exclusively good sense : Temperance is doingone’s
own business ; 4 4 ) is doing good.
Still an elementof 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 medicinewhat 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
ofknowledgewhich we
relation or not,andwhetherthatsort
term Temperance is of this reflex nature. has yet to be determined 169
bythe great metaphysician. Butevenifknowledgecanknow
itself,how
doesthe knowledgeofwhat
we knowimply the 170
knowledge of what we do not know? Besides, knowledgeis 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 onlykind of knowledge which
and evil. To this 174
bringshappiness is the knowledgeofgood
Critias replies-that thescience or knowledge of good and evil, and

5
all the other sciences, are regulated by the higherscience or CharntiJeJ.
knowledgeofknowledge.
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
175 to health.
And now, after making all these concessions, which are really
inadmissible, we are still as far asever from ascertaining the
nature of temperance, which Charmides has already discovered,
176 and had thereforebetter rest in the knowledge that the more
temperate he is the happier he w?illbe, and not trouble himself
with the speculations of Socrates.
In this Dialogue may be noted ( I ) The Greek ideal of beauty and
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 theparts, and of the mind as well
is playfully intimated in thestory of the
as the body,which
Thracian ; (3) The tendency of theage to verbal distinctions,
which here, as in the ProtagorasandCratylus, are ascribed to
the ingenuity of Prodicus;and
to interpretationsor
rather
parodies of Homer or Hesiod, which are eminently characteristic
of Plato andhiscontemporaries ; ( 4 ) Thegerm of an ethical
is Idoing
principle contained in the notion thattemperance
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 exhibited by Socrates of any definition of temperance in which an
element of science or knowledge is notincluded ; (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 ~ Fand
Y & L &tv ; here too is thefirst conception
of an absolute self-determinedscience
(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
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Chamides.

things,’ (7) Andstill the mind of Plato,having snatched for
moment at these shadows of the future, quickly rejects them :
thus early has he reached the conclusion that there canbe no
science which is a ‘science of nothing’ (Parmen. 132 B). (8) The
conception of a science ofgood andevil 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
anelder.His
childlikesimplicityandingenuousness
are contrasted 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 thelatter inAthenian 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
theSophists. 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 thanSocrates.
Nothingin 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 himfrom 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 (262B). The preceding definition, ‘Temperance is
doing one’s own business,’ is assumed to have been borrowed by
Charmidesfrom 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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is in the neighbourhood of several great truths, which he views in C/tarnri&$.
various lights, but always either by bringing them to the test of INTRODUC.
conimon sense, or by demanding too great exactness in the use of
'IoN'
words, turns aside from them and comes at last to no conclusion.
The definitions of temperance proceed in regular order from the
popular to the philosophical. The first two are simple enough
and partially true, like the first thoughts of an intelligent youth ;
thethird, which is a real contribution to ethical philosophy, is
perverted by the ingenuity of Socrates, and hardly rescued by an
equal perversion on the part of Critias. The remaining definitions
have a higher aim, which is to introduce the element of knowledge,
and at last to unite good and truth in a single science.But the
time has not yet arrived for the realization of this vision of metaphysical philosophy; and such a science when brought nearer to
us in the Philebus and the Republic will notbe called by the name
of uw$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, howcan there be a
knowledge of knowledge, and even if attainable,howcan such
a knowledge be of any use?
The difficulty of the Charmides arises chieflyfrom 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 ofgoodactions, the
dialogue passes onto 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 distinguished. Hencethe confusion betiveen them, and the easy
transitionfrom
one to the other. The definitionswhich
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,
althoughit has not yet received a solution in theory, has been
already answeredby Charmideshimself,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

Place ~f the Charm&
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to a young man whois disturbed bytheologicaldifficulties, ‘Do
not trouble yourself about such matters, but only lead a good life ; ’
and yet in either case it is not to bedenied that right ideas of truth
may contribute greatly to the improvement of character.
The reasons why the Charmides, Lysis, Lacheshave been placed
together and first in the series of Platonic dialogues, are : (i) Their
shortnessand simplicity. The Charmidesand the Lysis, ifnot
the Laches, are of thesame <quality’asthePhaedrus
and
Symposium : and it is probable, though far from certain, that the
slighter effort precededthegreater
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 chronological. The order which has beenadopted isintended 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 beprobable ; there areno 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 dialoguemaybecompared
with a
similar opposition of ideas andphenomenawhich 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.

IAS.

CHAKMIDES.

CHAEREPHON.
SCENE :"The Palaestra of Taureas, which is near the Porch of the
King Archon.
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E S T E R D A Y evening I returned from the army at Poti- C,&f,i&
daea,andhavingbeenagoodwhile
away, I thought
that I shouldliketo
go and-lookat myoldhaunts.
SO 1
Socrates,
went into the palaestra of Taureas, which is over against the who h a
temple adjoining the porch of the King Archon, and there I just *eturned to
found a number of persons, most of whom I knew, but not all. Athens,
Myvisitwasunexpected,andnosoonerdidtheyseeme
visitshis
entering than they saluted me from afar on all sides
; and and
Old friends
tells
Chaerephon, who is a kind of madman, started up and ran to themthe
me, seizingmyhand,andsaying,
How didyouescape,
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
severe, and that many of our acquaintance had fallen.
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
have only heard imperfectly.
I took the place which he assigned
to me,by the side of
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Return o f Socrates from Potidaea.

I had saluted him
of thecompany, I told themthenews from the
c
~ army, and
~ answered
~
their~several ~enquiries.
~
~
~
~
Then, when there had been enough of this, I, in my turn,
He proceeds to
began to make enquiries about matters at home-about the
make enI asked
presentstate of philosophy,andabouttheyouth.
quiries
about the
whether any of them were remarkable for wisdom or beauty,
state of
I 54
philosophy or both.Critias,glancingatthedoor,invitedmyattention
and about tosomeyouthswhowerecomingin,andtalkingnoisily
the youth ; to
a crowd. Ofthebeauties,
oneanother,
followed
by
and is told
Socrates,hesaid,
I fancythat youwill soonbeableto
of the
beautiful
For those who are just entering are the
form a judgment.
Charmides,
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 hewasremarkable
eventhenwhenhewasstilla
child, and I shouldimagine
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 hadscarcelysaidthe
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 ;
amazementandconfusionreignedwhenheentered;and
a troop of lovers followedhim.
Thatgrown-upmenlike
ourselvesshouldhavebeen
affectedin
thiswaywasnot
surprising, but I observedthattherewasthesamefeeling
child,
among the boys ; all of them, down to the very least
turned and looked at him, as if he had been a statue.
Chaerephoncalledmeandsaid:Whatdoyouthink
of
him, Socrates ? Has he not a beautiful face ?
Most beautiful, I said.
Charmids. Critias the son of Callaeschrus, and when
SKRATES~ and the rest

CRlTlAS,
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But you would think nothing of his face, he replied, if you
could see
his
naked
form
: he is absolutely
perfect.
And to this they all agreed.
if
By Heracles, I said,thereneverwassuchaparagon,
he has only one other slight addition.
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 fairandgoodwithin,asheiswithout,replied
Critias.
Then, before we see his
body, should we not ask him to
show us his soul, naked and undisguised
? he is just of an
he
whichat age
talk.will
to like
1 5 5 That he will, saidCritias,and I cantellyouthathe
is a
philosopheralready,andalsoaconsiderable
poet, not in
his own opinion only, but in that of others.
I replied, is adistinctionwhich
That, my dearCritias,
has long been in your
family, and is inherited by you from
Solon. But why do you not
callhim, and show him to us ?
for even if he were younger than he
is, there couldbe no
impropriety in his talking to us in the presence of you, who
are his guardian and cousin.
Very well, he said ; then I willcall him ; and turning to
theattendant,hesaid,CallCharmides,andtellhimthat
I wanthimtocomeandseeaphysicianabouttheillness
of whichhespoketomethedaybeforeyesterday.Then
againaddressing me, he added: He hasbeencomplaining
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 ?
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
and me. Greatamusementwasoccasioned
by everyone
pushingwithmightandmainathisneighbourinorder
to
make a place for him next to themselves, until at the two ends
of the row one had to get up and the other was rolled over
sideways. Now I, my friend, was beginning to feel awkward ;
my former bold belief in my powers
of conversing with him
I wasthe
hadvanished,Andwhen'Critiastoldhimthat

Clramzides.
SOCRATES,

CHAEREPHON,
CKIFIAS.
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How t o c a m a hadache.

person who had the cure, he looked at me in such an indescribable manner, and was just going to ask
a question. And
CHARMIDES
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 garings suggested to
ment,andtookthe
flame, Then I could nolongercontain
Socrates by myself. I thoughthow well Cydiasunderstoodthenature
the sight of
of love, when, in speaking of a fair youth, he warns some one
him.
'not to bring the fawn in the sight of the lion to be devoured
by him,' for I felt that I hadbeen overcomeby a sort of
wild-beastappetite.But
I controlled myself, andwhenhe
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.
The cure
I replied that it was a kind of leaf, which required to be
for the
accompanied
by a charm, and if a person would repeat the
headache.
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.
Then I will write out the charm
from yourdictation,he 156
said.
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
I remember
saidabout you among my companions;and
when I was a child seeing you in company with my cousin
Critias.
I amgladto find thatyouremember me, I said; for I
shall now be more at home with you and shall be better able
toexplainthenature
of thecharm,about
which I felt a
difficulty before. Forthecharm will do more,Charmides,
The eyes, thanonlycuretheheadache.
I daresaythatyouhave
as phyheard
eminent
physicians
say
to
a
patient
who
comes to
sicians
tell us,
them with bad eyes, that they cannot cure his eyes
by themcannot be
cured with- selves, but that if his eyes are to be cured, his head must be
out the
treated ; andthenagaintheysaythattothink
of curing the
head* nor
head alone, and not the rest
of the body also, is the height
the head
without
of folly. Andarguinginthis
way theyapplytheirmethods
the body: to the whole body, and try to treat and heal the whole and
Charmides..
SO"-S,

The c w e of Zanaolxis.

13

theparttogether.Didyoueverobservethatthis
is what Charmides.
they
SOCRATES,
CHARMLDQL
Yes, he said.
And they are right, and you would agree with them ?
Yes, he said, certainly I should.
Hisapprovinganswersreassured
me, and I began by
degreestoregain
confidence, andthe vital heatreturned.
Such, Charmides, I said, is the nature of the charm, which I
learned when servingwith the armyfrom 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 mentioning, 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 notto 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,
‘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 thefirstthing.
And the cure, my dear youth, has to be effected by the use of
certaincharms,andthesecharmsare
fair words ; and by.
them temperance is implanted in the soul, and where temperance is, therehealth is speedilyimparted,notonlytothe
head, butto thewhole body.And
he whotaughtmethe
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 curedby thecharm.
For this,’ he said, ‘is the great error of our day in the treatment of thehuman body, thatphysiciansseparatethe
soul
from the body.’ And he added withemphasis, at the same
time making me swear to his words, ‘Let no one, however
rich, or noble, or fair, persuade you togive him thecure,
without the charm.’ Now I have sworn, and I must keep my
oath, and therefore if you will allow me to apply the Thracian
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Th nodZe ancestry of Charmides.

Charmides. charm first toyour

soul, as thestrangerdirected,

S ~ ~ T E S afterwards
.
proceedtoapplythecuretoyourhead.Butif
CRIT~AS

I will

cHARY& not, I donotknowwhatI
am todo withyou,
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 ?
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
thereisnoonepresentwho
could easilypointout
two
Athenian houses, whose union would be likely
to produce a
betterornobler
scion thanthe
twofromwhichyou
are
sprung.There
is your father’shouse,which
isdescended
from Critiastheson
of Dropidas,whose family hasbeen
commemorated in the panegyrical verses of Anacreon, Solon,
and many other poets, as famous for beauty and virtue and all
Theoutotherhighfortune:andyourmother’shouseisequally
158
ward form
distinguished ; for yourmaternal uncle, Pyrilampes,isremidesdoes puted never to have found his equal, in Persia at the court of
no discredit to
the great king, or on the continent of Asia, in all the places to
hisgreat
which hewent as ambassador, for statureandbeauty;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,youroutward
formis
nodishonourtoany
Hashe
ofthem.
Iftobeauty
you addtemperance,and
if in other
temperance
also)
respects you arewhatCritiasdeclares
you to be, then,dear
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 needof any charms, whetherof 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 acquired this quality, I must use the charm before I give you the
medicine. Please, therefore, to inform me whether you admit
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His tem.erance.

the truth of what Critias has been saying
;-have you or have ciurmtiaes.
quality
you
thisnot
of temperance ?
SXRATES,
CHARMIDES.
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, tothequestionwhichIhadasked:For,saidhe,
if Charmides'
I affirm that I amnottemperate,thatwould
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 notbecompelledtosaywhatyoudonotlike;
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,Isaid,thatIhadbetterbegin
by askingyou a Awestion
question ; for if temperance abides in you, you must have an
opinionabout her;shemustgivesomeintimation
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?
Yes, he said, that I think is true.
You know your native language, I said, and therefore you
must be able to tell what you feel about this.
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
Firstdefiniorderly and quietly, such things for example
as walking in
the streets, and talking, or anything else
of that nature, In
BnCe is
aword,
he said, I shouldanswer
that,inmyopinion,
quietness.
temperance is quietness.

:t$ir-
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Are you right,Charmides ? I said. No doubtsome would
affirm
thatthequietarethetemperate;
butlet
ussee
CHARHIDES.
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 ?
Yes.
But in
But which is best when you are at the writingmaster’s, to
many
write the same letters quickly or quietly ?
actions
quickness
Quickly.
is found to
And
to read quickly or slowly?
be better
Quickly again.
than quietness ;
And in playing the lyre, or wrestling, quickness or sharpe. g.
ness are far better than quietness and slowness ?
wnting,
reading,
Yes.
running,
And the same holds in boxing and in the pancratium ?
etc.
Certainly.
And in leaping and running and in bodily exercises generally, quickness and agility are good ; slowness, and inactivity,
and quietness, are bad ?
That is evident.
Then, I said,in all bodilyactions,notquietness,but
the
greatest agility and quirkness, is noblest and best ?
Yes, certainly.
And is temperance a good ?
Yes.
Then, in reference to the
body,notquietness,butquickness will be the higher degree of temperance, if temperance
is a good ?
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,
and difficulty in learning is learning quietly and slowly?
True.
quickly andenerAnd is it not bettertoteachanother
getically, rather than quietly and slowly ?
Yes.
Andwhich is better,tocalltomind,and
to remember,
quickly and readily, or quietly and slowly?
Charmides.
Soc~*rw

Temperance is pietness-is

modesty.

I7

T h e former.
Charnrida.
And is notshrewdnessaquicknessorcleverness
of the S X R A T ~ ~ ,
and soul,
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, a s 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.
Andinallthatconcernseitherbodyorsoul,swiftness
andactivityareclearlybetterthanslownessandquietness ?
Clearly they are.
TemperThentemperanceisnotquietness,noristhetemperate
life quiet,-certainly not upon this view; for the
life which is ~
~
temperate is supposed to be the good. And oftwo things, more quietoneistrue,-eithernever,orveryseldom,
do thequiet
. : ;$?’ ’
actions in life appear to be better than the quick and energetic ones ; or supposing that of the nobler actions, there are
as many quiet, as quick and vehement : still, even ifwe grant
this, temperancewillnotbeactingquietlyanymorethan
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
tobeagoodandnoblething,andthequickhavebeen
shown to be as good as the quiet.
I think, he said, Socrates, that you are right.
I said, fix yourattention,
Thenoncemore,Charmides,
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’spause,inwhichhemadearealmanly
Second
efforttothink,hesaid
: Myopinion
is, Socrates,that
anceis
temperancemakesamanashamedormodest,andthat
temperance
modesty.
as same
is the
modesty.
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Temperance is a man
doing

his own
business.

Very good, I said ; and did you not admit, just
temperance is noble ?
Yes, certainly, he said.
And the temperate are also good ?

now, that

Yes.

is
But Homer
says that
modesty is
not always
good.

Third
definition :
Temperance is
doing our

own business.
Charmides
had heard
this from
Critias,
who denies
that he
said it.

The terms
of the
definition
are ambiguous.

And can that be good which does not make men good?
Certainly not.
And you would infer that temperance
is not only noble,
but also good ?
That
Well, I said;butsurelyyouwouldagreewithHomer
when he says,

‘Modesty is not good

161

for a needy man ’ 1

Yes, he said; I agree.
T h e n 1 suppose that modesty is and is not good ?
Clearly.
Buttemperance,whosepresencemakesmenonlygood,
and not bad, is always good ?
That appears to me to be as you say.
And the inference is that temperance cannot be modestyif 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 ternI justnowremembertohaveheardfrom
perance,which
someone,whosaid,‘Thattemperanceisdoingourown
business.’ Was he right who affirmed that ?
You monster! I said ; thisiswhatCritias,orsome
philosopher has told you.
I have
Someone else,then,saidCritias;forcertainly
not.
Butwhatmatter,saidCharmides,fromwhom
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
abletodiscovertheirtruthorfalsehood;fortheyarea
kind
of
riddle.
’
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 thescribe,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.
Anddoesthescribewriteorread,orteachyouboys
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.
writing is
And yet if reading and writing are the same as doing, you
doing; is
were doing what was not your own business ?
writing
methe aretheyBut
your
And the healing art, my friend, and building, and weaving,
and doing anything whatever which
is done by art,-these
your
clearly
allcome
under
head
the
of doing?
business ?
Certainly.
And do you think that a state would be well ordered
by a hfust a
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 andotherimplements,onthisprinciple
of everyonedoing
coat,
etc. ?
and performing his own, and abstaining from what is not his
own ?
I think not, he said.
But, I said,atemperatestate
willbe
a well -ordered
state.
Of course, he replied.
Thentemperance,
I said,will not be doingone'sown
business; not at least in this
way, or doing things
of this
sort ?
Clearly not.
Then, as I was just now saying, he who declared that tema
perance is a man doing his own business had another and
hidden meaning; for I do not think that he could have been
Was he a fool who toldyou,
sucha fool astomeanthis.
Charmides ?
Nay,hereplied,
I certainlythoughthimaverywise
man.
Then I am quite certain that he put forth his definition as
c 2
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Critias draws verbal distinctions,

a riddle, thinking that no onewould know the meaning of the
words ‘doing his own business.’
I dare say, he replied.
?
And what is the meaningof a man doing his own business
Can you tell me ?
Indeed,Icannot;and
I shouldnotwonder
if theman
himself who used this phrase
did notunderstandwhathe
wassaying.Whereuponhelaughed
slyly, andlookedat
Critias.
The secret
Critias had long been showing uneasiness, for he felt that
dissatisfache
had a reputation to maintain with Charmides and the rest
tion of
of thecompany.
H e had,however,hithertomanagedto
Critias,
restrain himself; but now he could no longer forbear, and I
am convinced of the truth of the suspicion which I entertained
atthe time, thatCharmideshadheardthisanswerabout
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 Critiasgrewangry,andappeared,asIthought,
inclined to quarrel withhim ; just as a poet might quarrel
with an actor who spoiled his poems
in repeating them ; so
he looked hard at him and saidDo you imagine, Charmides, that the author of this definition of temperance did not understand the meaning
of his
own words, because you do not understand them?
Why,athis
age, I said, mostexcellentCritias,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
with
definition of temperance, I would muchratherargue
you thanwith
him aboutthetruth
or falsehood of the
definition.
who mainI entirely agree, said Critias, and accept the definition.
tains the
Very good, I said ; and now let me repeat my question definition
Do youadmit, as I was just now saying, that all craftsmen
against
Socrates.
make or do something ?
I do.
And do they make or do their own business only, or that of 163
others also ?
They make or do that of others also.

which he has Zearned from Prodicus.
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Andaretheytemperate,seeingthattheymakenotfor
Charnrides.
themselves or their own business only?
W h y n o t ? he said.
No -objectiononmypart,
I said,but theremaybe
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.
Nay’ , said he ; did I ever acknowledge that those who do and is
the business of others are temperate? I said, those who make,
contranot
do.
W h a t ! I asked;do
you meantosaythatdoingand
making are not the same ?
No more,hereplied,thanmakingorworkingarethe
same ; thus much I have learned from Hesiod, who says that
if he had
‘work is no disgrace,’ Now do you imagine that
meantbyworkinganddoingsuchthingsasyouweredescribing, he wouldhavesaidthattherewasnodisgrace
inthem-forexample,in
themanufacture of shoes, orin
selling pickles, or sitting for hire ina house of ill-fame ? That,
Socrates, is not to be supposed : but I conceive him to have
distinguishedmakingfromdoingandwork;and,while
admitting that the making anything might sometimes become
adisgrace,whentheemploymentwasnothonourable,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
himself by new
makings he called workings, and doings ; and he must be sup- distincposed to have called such things only man’s proper business,
tions*
andwhat
is hurtful,nothisbusiness:andinthatsense
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 prettywellknewthatyouwouldcallthatwhichis
proper to a man, and that which is his
own, good ; and that
themakings
(TO+~S)
of thegoodyouwouldcalldoings
(r&rr),
for I am no stranger to the endless distinctions which
Prodicusdrawsaboutnames.Now
I havenoobjection
toyourgivingnamesanysignificationwhichyouplease,

I

TheEnglish reader has to observe thattheword
Greek, has also the Sense of ‘ do’ ( w p h r r v ) .

‘make’ (wortiv), in
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' K n o w thysedf?'

Charruides. if you will only tellmewhatyoumean

by them.Please
then tobegin
again,andbealittleplainer.
Do youmean
that this doing or making, or whatever is the word which you
would use, of good actions, is temperance ?
I do, he said.
Then not he who does evil, but he who does good, is temperate ?
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.
Fourth
evil,
Well, he answered ; I mean to say, that he who does
definition :
?'emperand not good, is not temperate ; and that he is temperate who
anceis the does good, andnotevil:fortemperance
I defineinplain
doing Of
words to be the doing of good actions.
good
actions.
Andyoumay be verylikelyrightinwhat
you aresaying; 164
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.
Andyetwere
you notsaying,just
now, thatcraftsmen
might be temperateindoinganother'swork,aswellasin
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
Crosswhether a physician who cures a patient may do good to himexamination by
selfandgood to anotheralso ?
Socrates of
I thinkthathe may.
Critias,
And
he who does so does his duty?
who admits
that the
Yes.
temperate
Anddoesnothewhodoeshisdutyacttemperatelyor
man does
?
not always ~ i s e l y
know
himYes,heacts
wisely.
self to be
But
must
the
physician
necessarily
know
when
his
treatacting
temperment is likely to prove beneficial, and when not ? o r must the
ately, and
then dicraftsman 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.
explanation 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,hehasdonetemperatelyor
wisely. W a s notthatyour
thyself,'
statement ?
SOCRATES,
CRITI.4S.

is ApoZZo’s sahtation of Ais worshippeers.
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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
which he
wisdom or temperance ?
explainsas
But that, Socrates, he said, is impossible
; and therefore if meaning
this is, as you imply, the necessary consequence of any of my
previous admissions, I will withdraw them, rather than admit
thatamancanbetemperateorwisewhodoesnotknow
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 ofknowledge, 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;asmuchastosaythattheordinarysalutation
of
‘ Hail ! ’ is not right, and that the exhortation‘ Be temperate !’
would beafarbetterway
of salutingoneanother.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
‘Be
,
expressesinasort
of riddle, for ‘ Knowthyself!’and
temperate I ’ are the same, as I maintain, and as the letters
imply [crw#ph, yvS61 craurdv], and yet they may be easily mis16s understood; and succeeding sages who added
‘ Nevertoo
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 toowould 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 FifthdefiniI are more right, but, at any rate,no clear result was attained),
andtoraise a newonein
which I will attemptto prove, anceissrlrif you deny,
that
temperance
is
self-knowledge.
knowledge.
Yes, I said, Critias ; but you come to me as though I proI ask, and as though
fessed to know about the questions which
I Could,if I only would, agree with you’. Whereas the fact

s:z.m-

gmLr-

Reading, according to Heunde’s conjecture, 6poho-pjaov~dsrot.
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A rather
warm

dispute
arises

is that I enquire with you into the truth of that which is advanced fromtime to time, justbecause I donotknow;and
CRITIAS.
when I have enquired, I will say whether I agree with you or
not. Please then to allow me time to reflect.
Reflect, he said.
But ternI am reflecting, I replied,anddiscoverthattemperance,
or
wisdom, if implyingaknowledge
of anything,must be a
science of science, and a science of something.
something. Yes, hesaid ; thescience 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
shouldanswerthatmedicine
is of verygreatuse
in producinghealth,
which, as youwilladmit,is
anexcellent
effect.
Granted.
What then
And ifyou were to ask me, what is the result or effectof
is the result architecture, which is thescience
ofit?
of building, I shouldsay
houses, and so of other arts, whichall have their different
results.
Now
I want you,
Critias,
to
answer
similar
a
question about temperance, or
wisdom,which, accordingto
you,isthescience
ofitself.Admittingthis
view, I ask of
you, what good work, worthy of the name wise, does temperance or wisdom, which is thescience of itself, effect?
Answer me.
No maThat is not the true
wayofpursuingtheenquiry,Socrates,
terial result
any
hesaid ; forwisdomisnotlikethe
other sciences, anymore
than in the than they are like one another
: but you proceed as if they
were alike. For tellme, he said, whatresultisthere
of
sciences.
computation or geometry, in the same sense as a house is the
result of building, or agarment of weaving, or any other
work of any other art? Can you show me any such result of 1 6 6
them ? Youcannot.
But still
Thatis true, I said ; butstilleach
of thesescienceshas a
subject which isdifferent from thescience,
I canshowyou
have asub- that the art
of computationhastodo
withodd andeven
ject-matter* numbersintheirnumericalrelationstothemselvesandto
each other. Is not that true ?
Yes, he said,
Ckarmides.
SOCRATBS,

~~~~~~

between Socrates and C d i a s .
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And the odd and even numbers are not the same with the
Charnrides.
art of computation ?
SOCRATES,
CRITlAS.
They are not.
to do with lighterand
The art of weighing,again,-has
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.
TemperYou 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
of
sciences are of something else, and not of themselves ; wis- other
dom alone is a science of other sciences, and of itself. And
you itself.
of this, as I believe, you are very well aware: and that
are only doing what you denied that
you were doing justnow,
trying to refute me, instead of pursuing the argument.
And what if I am ? How can you think that
I have any Persona&
other motive in refuting you but what
I should have in examining into myself? which motivewould be just a fearof 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 ?
Yes, certainly, Socrates, he said.
Then, I said, be cheerful, sweet sir, and give your opinion
inanswertothequestionwhich
I asked,neverminding
is thepersonrefuted;attend
whetherCritiasorSocrates
only to the argument, and see what
will come of the refutation.
I think that you are right, he replied; and I will do as you
Adifficulty:
say.
A science
Tell me, then, I said,whatyoumeanto
affirm about ofitselfand
other
wisdom.
sciences
I mean to say that wisdom is the only science which is
must also
be a science
the science of itself as well as
of the other sciences.
of the
But the science of science, I said, will also be the science absence of
science.
of the absence of science.

:::

:zit:e
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N o sense without an object,
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Charmides.
SOCMTES,

CRITI~S.

Verytrue,hesaid.
Thenthewiseortemperate
man, andheonly,
will know 167
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
is wisdom andtemperanceand
abletodothis.Andthis
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
; and in the second place, whether, if perfectly
d%Cii&now
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
willfind 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.
But consider how monstrous this proposition is, my friend :
in
any
parallel
case,
the
impossibility
will be
transparent
to you.
How is that ? and in what cases do you mean ?
Insuchcasesasthis:Supposethatthereis
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
of
in seeing sees no colour, but only itself and other sorts
vision : Do you think that there is such a kind of vision ?
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.
/

[
But is this
conceiv-.
able)

and no science without
a

subject-matter.
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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.
CR~AS.
perceiving the objects of the senses?
I thinknot.
It is not
supported
Could there be any desire which is not the desire of any bv the
pleasure,
but
of itself,
and of all other
desires ?
analogy of
sense or of
Certainly not.
the affecOr can you imagine a wish which wishes for no good, but tions;
only for itself and all other wishes?
I should answer, No.
O r would you say that there is a love which is not the love
of beauty, but of itself and of other loves?
I should not.
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,
havingnosubject-matter, is ascience 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
howeverasyetabsolutelydenythepossibility
of sucha
science ; let us rather consider the matter.
You are quite right.
of whichwe arespeaking is a and
Wellthen,thisscience
involves a
science of something, and is of a nature to be a science of contradiction in the
something?
case of
Yes.
comparaJust as that which is greater is of a nature to be greater tive terms.
than something else' ?
Socratesis
intending to show that science differs from the object of
science, as any other relative differs from the object of relation. But where
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, ishardly conceivable. The use of the
genitive after the comparative in Greek, ye?& IIYOP, creates an unavoidable
obscurity in the translation.

The reZation t o se@
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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, andgreaterthanothergreatthings,butnot
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.
of itself and of
O r if there be a double which is double
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
is no other way of hearing.
Certainly.
And sight also, my excellent friend,
if it sees itself must
see a colour, for sight cannot see that which has no colour.

No.
The relation to self
generally
incredible
and hardly
ever
certain.

Do youremark,Critias,thatinseveral

of theexamples
which have been recited the notion
of a relation to self is
altogether inadmissible, and in other cases hardly credibleinadmissible,forexample,inthecase
of magnitudes,numbers, and the like ?
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
thingsonlyandnotothers
; andwhetherinthisclass
of
self-related things, if there be such a class, that science which

The KnowZedge
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science of hnowZedge.
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iscalledwisdom
ortemperanceisincluded,
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 shouldnotacknowledgethistobe
wisdom or temperance, until I can also see whether such a
sciewe would or would not do us any good; for I have an
a good. And
impressionthattemperanceisabenefitand
therefore, 0 son of Callaeschrus,asyoumaintainthat
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 wassaying before, the possibility, andinthe
second place, theadvantage, of suchascience;andthen
perhaps you may satisfy me that you are right in your view
of temperance.
diffiCritias heard me say this, and saw that I wasina
culty;andasonepersonwhenanotheryawnsinhis
presence catches the infection of yawning from him, so did
he seem tobe driven into a difficultyby my difficulty. But
ashehad
a reputation to maintain,hewasashamed
to
admitbeforethecompanythathe
could notanswermy
; and he made
challenge or determine the question at issue
In order
anunintelligibleattempttohidehisperplexity.
that the argument might proceed,
I said to him, Well then,
Critias, if you like, let us assume that there is this science of
or wrongmay
science ; whethertheassumptionisright
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 selfknowledge or wisdom : so we were saying?
Yes, Socrates, he said ; and that I think is certainly true : A knowfor he who has this science or knowledge which knows itself
will become like the knowledge
which he has,in the same or Q knowway that he who has swiftness will be swift, and he who has
beauty will be beautiful, and he who has knowledge
will know.
In the same way he who has that knowledge
which is selfknowing, 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 necessity is there that, having this, he should know what he knows
and what he does not know?

~ ~ ~ ~
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Charmides.
SOCRATEq,
CRITIAS.

never give
us a know-

ledge of
other
things :
for it is incapable of
pistinguishIng them.

The science
or knowledge of
knowledge
is unmeaning and
unprofitable.

The hnowZedge of knowZedgc
Because,
same.
theSocrates,
arethey
170
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.
What do you mean ? he said.
This is what I mean, I replied : I will admit that there is a
science of science ;-can this do more than determine that
of
two thingsone is andtheother is notscience or knowledge ?
No, just
that.
But is knowledge or want of knowledge of health the same
as knowledge or want of knowledge of justice ?
Certainly not.
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 knowledgeof knowledge, and has no further knowledgeof health and justice, the
someprobability is that he will onlyknowthatheknows
thing, and has a certain knowledge, whether concerning himself 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 artof medicine has taught it tohim ;-and
he has learned harmony from the art of music, and building
from the art of building,-neither,fromwisdom
or temperance : and the same of other things.
That is evident.
How will wisdom, regarded only as a knowledge of knowledge or science of science, everteach him thatheknows
health, or that he knows building ?
It is impossible.
Then he who is ignorant of these things wiil only know
that he knows, but not what he knows ?
True.
Then wisdom or being wise appears to be not the knowledge of the things which we do or do not know, but only the
knowledge that we know or do not know ?
That is the inference.
Then he who has this knowledge
will not be able to examine

has no reaZ content.
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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 knowSOCRATES,
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 medicine 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 distinguish 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,forthishasbeenassumedtobetheprovinceof
wisdom.
True.
171
Andfurther,sincemedicineisscience,wemustinferthat
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 subjectmatter?Fortheseveralsciencesaredistinguishednot
by
the mere fact that they are sciences, butby the nature of their
subjects. Is not that true ?
Quite true.
Andmedicine
is distinguishedfromothersciencesas
having the subject-matter of health and disease ?
Yes.
And he who would enquire into the nature
of medicine
mustpursuetheenquiryintohealthanddisease,andnot
into what is extraneous ?
True.
And he who judges rightly will judge of the physician as
a physician in what relates to these ?
He will.
He will considerwhetherwhathesays
is true,and
whetherwhathedoesis
right,inrelation
to healthand
disease ?
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No science of what we
know

and do not Know.

H e will.
Butcan anyoneattainthe
knowledge of eitherunlesshe
CWTIAL
have a knowledge of medicine ?
H e cannot.
No oneat all, itwouldseem,
exceptthephysiciancan
have this knowledge ; and therefore not the wise
man ; he
would have to be a physician as well as a wise man.
Very true.
This
Then,assuredly, wisdom or temperance, if only a science
scienceof of science, and of the absence of science or knowledge, will
science and
ofthe
notbeabletodistinguishthephysician
whoknowsfrom 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 expectaelse.
tionsin our
That isevident, he said.
Butthenwhat profit, Critias, I said, isthereanylongerin
beimpos- wisdom or temperance which yet remains, if this is wisdom ?
If, indeed, as we were supposing at first, the wise man had
beenable to distinguishwhathe knew anddidnotknow,
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 thenweshouldneverhavemadeamistake,buthave
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 ; andthey would belikelytodo
well just that of
whichtheyhadknowledge
; and the house or state which
was ordered or administered under the guidance of wisdom,
andeverythingelse
of which wisdom wasthelord,
would
have been well ordered; for truthguiding, and
beeneliminated,inalltheirdoings,men
would_h_aye8e 172
well, and would havebeenhappy.
W a s not this, Critias,
whatwespoke
of asthegreatadvantage
of w i s h - t o
know-et-iskn2wn and*what isunknown- to u s ?
Very true, he said.""
chamides.
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And now you perceive,
I said, that no such science
is to Chamides.
be found
SOCRATES,
CRITIAS
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 ignoranceihasthisadvantage
:-that hewhopossessessuch
ledge may
knowledge will more easily learn anything which he learns ; ~ ~ e ~ i ~
andthateverything
will beclearerto
him, because,in
test the
addition to the knowledge of individuals, he sees the science,
and this also will betterenablehimtotesttheknowledge
which others have of what he knows himself; whereas the
enquirer who is without this knowledge may be supposed to
haveafeeblerandweakerinsight?Arenotthese,my
friend,therealadvantageswhicharetobegained
from
wisdom ? And are not we looking and seeking after something more than is to be found in her?
That is very likely, he said.
That is very likely, I said; and very likely,too,wehave
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
weknowanddonot
know. Assumingallthis,
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,wewerefartooreadytoadmitthegreat
Adoubt
benefitswhichmankindwouldobtain
from theirseverally
advantage
doingthethingswhichthey
knew, andcommittingthe
things of which they are ignorant to those who were better
~ : ~ ~ ~ ? c
acquainted with them.
if
even it is
assumed to
Were we not right in making that admission ?
be possible.
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
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KnowZedge is happiness; that is t o say,
follow, and that I was afraid we were
on the wrong track ; for however ready we may be to admit
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.
Hear, then, I said, my own dream; whether coming through
thehornortheivorygate,
I cannottell.
Thedream
is this: Let us suppose that
wisdom is such as we are now
defining,andthatshehasabsoluteswayoverus;then
eachaction willbe done according to the arts or sciences,
and no one professing to be a pilot when he is not, or any
physician or general,oranyoneelsepreteqdingtoknow
matters of which he is ignorant, will deceive or elude us ; our
heaIth will be improved ; our safety at sea, and also in battle,
willbe assured ; our coats and shoes, and all other instrumentsandimplements
will beskilfullymade,becausethe
workmen will be good andtrue.
Aye, and if youplease,
you may suppose that prophecy, which is the knowledge of
the future, will be under the controI of wisdom, and that she
will deterdeceiversandsetupthetrueprophetsintheir
place as the revealers of the future. Now
I quite agree that
mankind,thusprovided,
wouldlive
andactaccordingto
knowledge, for wisdom would watch and prevent ignorance
fromintrudingonus.Butwhetherbyactingaccording
toknowledgeweshallactwellandbehappy,mydear
a pointwhichwehavenotyetbeenable
Critias,-thisis
to determine.
you discardknowledge,
Yet I think,hereplied,thatif
youwillhardlyfindthecrown
of happinessinanything
else.
But of what is this knowledge ? I said. Just answer me
thatsmallquestion.
Do youmean a knowledge of shoemaking ?
God forbid,

Charmides. consequences would
SOCRAIES,

CRITIAS.

A dream of
universal
knowledge,

But the,
possesslon
of all this

knowledge
will not
necessarily
give the
knowledge
of good
and evil
which can
alone make
men happy.

The Knowdedge of good and evid.
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brass O r of
in working
?
Cirarmidcs.
Certainly not.
Socumes,
Cam*s.
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 according to knowledge, and yet they are not allowed by you to be
happy; but I thinkthatyoumean
toconfine 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 ?
Yes, I mean him, but there are others as well.
Yes, I said,someonewhoknowsthepastandpresent
us
as well asthefuture,andisignorant
of nothing.Let
supposethatthere
is suchaperson,and
if there is, you
will allow that he is the most knowing of all living men.
Certainly he is.
: which of the
Yet I should like to know one thing more
different kinds of knowledgemakes 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
knowledge of what ?
T h e knowledge with which he discerns good and evil.
Not uniMonster ! I said ; you have been carrying me round in a
circle, and all this time hiding from me the fact that the life
but the
accordingtoknowledgeisnotthat
which makesmenact
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
letmeaskyou,Critias,whether,
if you takeaway this,
medicine will notequallygivehealth,andshoemaking
man.
equally produce shoes, and the art of the weaver clothes ?-

?yr;y

D 2

36
Chumnder.
SOCRATFS,

CRITIAS.

Without
this no
other

science can
be of much
avail.

This
science of
goodor

advantage
isaffirmed
by Critias
by Socrates
lo be wis-

dom.

Reapitula-

%&-

merit says
' No ' to all

defini-

tions.

Nothing is determined,
whether the art of the pilot will not equally save our lives
at sea, and the art of the general in war?
Quite so.
Andyet,
my dear Critias,none
of thesethings
willbe
well or beneficially done, if the
science
of the good
be
wanting.
True.
But thatscienceisnotwisdomortemperance,
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.
And
why,
he
replied, will not
wisdom
be
of use ? For,
however
much
we assume
that
wisdom
science
is
a
of
sciences, and has a sway over other sciences, surely she will
havethisparticularscience
of the good under her control,
and in this way will benefit us.
And willwisdomgivehealth
? I said ; is not thisrather
the effect of medicine ? Or does wisdom do the work of any
of the other arts,-do they not each of them do their own
work?Have
we notlong
ago asseveratedthatwisdom
is only the knowledge of knowledge and of ignorance, and of
nothing else ?
That is obvious.
Then wisdom will not be the producer of health.
Certainly not.
The art of health is different.
Yes, different.
175
Nordoeswisdomgiveadvantage,
my goodfriend;for
thatagain we havejustnow
been attributing to another
art.
Very true.
How then canwisdom be advantageous, when giving no
advantage ?
That, Socrates, is certainly inconceivable.
You seethen,Critias,that
I was notfarwronginfearing
that I could havenosoundnotionaboutwisdom;
I was
quite right in depreciating myself; for that which is admitted
to be the best of all things would never have seemed to us
useless, if I had been good for anything
at
an
enquiry.
Butnow I havebeenutterly
defeated, andhave failed to

Socrates p v e s up the enpwiry.
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discoverwhatthatisto
which theimposer of namesgave Charmia'ts.
thisnameoftemperance
or wisdom. Andyetmanymore
SOCRATES,
admissionsweremade
by us than couldbefairly
granted; C H A n m D ~
: for we admitted that there was a science of science, although
theargumentsaid
No, andprotestedagainst
u s ; and we
of the
admittedfurther,thatthisscienceknewtheworks
othersciences(althoughthis
too wasdenied by theargument), becausewewantedtoshowthatthe
wise manhad
knowledgeof whatheknewanddidnotknow;alsowe
nobly disregarded, and never even considered, the impossibility 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 bemoreirrational.Andyet,afterfinding
us so easy
and good-natured, the enquiry is still unable to discover the
truth ; but mocks us to a degree, and has gone outof 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 temperI am concerned, is
ance or wisdom : which result, as far as
not sp muchto be lamented, I said.But
for your sake,
having such beauty
Charmides, I am very sorry-thatyou,
andsuchwisdomandtemperance
of soul, shouldhave
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,
I think need of the
for thesake of athing whichis nothingworth.
indeedthatthereisamistake,andthat
I must be a bad
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 ~
176 possess it. Whereforeexamine yourself, andseewhether
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
whoisneverable
to reasonoutanything;andtorest
assuredthatthemore
wise andtemperate youare,the
happier you will be.
Charmides said : I am sure that I do not know, Socrates, Ne\,erthewhether I have or have not this gift of wisdom and temperance; 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
nature ?-(not that I believe you.) And further, I am surc,
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Char?&des is irresislibde.

I doneedthecharm,and
as faras I am
concerned, I shall be willingto be charmed by you daily,
CHARMIDES,
CalTIAs,
untilyousaythat
I havehadenough.
Very good, Charmides, said Critias ; if you do this I shall
have a proof of yourtemperance,that
is, if youallow
yourself tobe 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.
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.
Andare you abouttouse
violence, withoutevengoing
through the forms of justice ?
Yes, I shall use violence, he replied, since he orders
me ;
and therefore you had better consider well.
I said,when
Butthetimeforconsiderationhaspassed,
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.

chuvmides. Socrates;, that
SOCUTES,

f

j

LYSIS.,

INTRODUCTION.
No answer is given inthe Lysis to the question, ‘What is Lysis.
Friendship ? ’ any more than in the Charmides to the question,
‘ What isTemperance ? ’ There areseveral resemblancesin 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 middleaged ; in the Lysis he is advanced in years.
The Dialogue consists of two scenes or conversations which ANALYSIS.
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 intelliSteph. 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 himvery 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 heis not old enough.’
‘ No ; the real reason is that he is not wise enough : for are there
not somethings 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 knowledge. In this manner Socrates reads a lesson to Hippothales, the
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AnaGysis

210-218.

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 noteven like
themselves,and still less arethey like oneanother.Andthe
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 philosophersin support
of theirdoctrines; 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 ofcold,’ andthe like. Butneither 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 evilofgood.
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 thisattachment tothe
beautiful or good? There are circumstances under which such an
attachment would be natural. Supposethe indifferent, saythe
.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 bodywould cease to be indifferent, and
wouldbecomeevil)--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, andyet 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 hasbeen 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 isdesiredby
u s only asthecure
of evil;and
220 therefore if therewere
no evil there would be no friendship.
Some other explanation then has
tobe 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 thelike ; for like, as has been alreadyshown, 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 INTRODialogues 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 heisunable to teach them,and theyarefree from the
conceit of knowledge. (Cp. Charm. pp. 175, 176.) The dialogue is
what wouldbecalled 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 inwisdom,’ and yet only tell us half the tnrth, and
in thisparticularinstance are notmuch improved uponby the
philosophers), to a morecomprehensive notion of friendship.
This, however,is far from being cleared of its perplexity. Two
notions appear to be struggling or balancing inthe mind of
Socrates :-First, the sense that friendship arises out of human
needsand 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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Characters of the Diadogue.
But theuse of theterms ‘like ’ or

experience.
‘good’is too
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
(217Dl 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 introduction of the idea of knowledge, so here by theintroduction of
the good, isdeserving of attention. The sense of the interdependence 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 otherthings, 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 sleepby 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 intendedbetween 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?’ ‘ N o 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).
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SOME
QUESTIONS
RELATING

TO

FRIENDSHIP.

The subject of friendship has a lower place in the modern than
in the ancient world, partly because a higher place is assigned by
usto love andmarriage.
The verymeaning of the word has
become slighterandmore
superficial; it seems almost to be
borrowed from the ancients, andhasnearly
disappeared in
modern treatises on Moral Philosophy. The received examples
of friendshiparetobe
found chiefly amongtheGreeksand
Romans. Hence the casuistical orother questionswhich arise
out of the relations of friends havenot often beenconsidered
seriously in modern times. Many of them will be found to be the
same which are discussed inthe
Lysis. We mayaskwith
Socrates, I) whether friendship is of similars or dissimilars,’ or of
both ; 2) whether such a tie exists between the good only and for
3) whethertheremay
not besome
thesake of thegood;or
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 oneof a laxer or stricteruse of words, seems to have greatly
exercised the minds both of Aristotle and Plato.
5) Can weexpect friendship to bepermanent,ormust
we
acknowledge with Cicero, ‘Nihil d@cilus qunmanzicitiamusque
ad extremumvitae ,permanere’? Is not friendship,evenmore
than love, liable to beswayed by the caprices of fancy?The
person who pleasedus most at first sight or upon a slight acquaintance, when we have seen him again, and under different circumstances,maymake
a muchless favourable impression on our
minds. Youngpeople swear‘eternal friendships,’ butat 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 practicallycertain
thatmanychanges
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
But is not someless
saying, Qui amicos amicum nonhabet.
exclusiveform 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
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Nature of fyiendship.
with whom we come into contact, and, perhaps in a few passionate and exalted natures, all men everywhere? 7) The ancients
had their three kinds of friendship, ‘for the sake of the pleasant,
the useful, andthe good :’ is the last to be resolved intothe 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 perplexity : 8) How could one of the noblest feelings of human nature
be so near tooneof the most detestable corruptions of it? (cp.
Symposium 1 8 0 ff., 218ff. ; 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 inmutualaffectionandremembrance
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 dividehissorrows,’hecan
‘double his
of
joys;’he can anticipate his wants. He willdiscoverways
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 makingnewfriends,
or for not
revealing some secret of their lives ; (in friendship too there must
be reserves ;) they donot intrude uponone another, and they
mutuallyrejoicein any goodwhich happens to either of them,
though it may be to
the loss of the other. They may live apart
andhavelittle
intercourse, butwhen they meet, the old tie is
as strong as ever-accordingto
the commonsaying, 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,
thenthe wordspoken in season aboutconduct,about
health,
about marriage, about business,-the letter written from a distance
by a disinterested person who sees with clearer eyes may be of
inestimablevalue.
Whenthe heart is failingand despairis
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
INTROdisordered mind, and convert the feeble person into a hero; (cp.
Symposium 179ff.).
It is truethat 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. Friendshipsmaybe too violent;andthey
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 notenough of the Scimus et hanc veniam pefimusque
damzrsque vicissim. The sweet draught of sympathy is not inexhaustible; andit tends to weaken the personwho too freely partakes
of it. Thus we see that there are many causes which impair the
happiness of friends.
W e may expect a friendshipalmost divine, such as philosophers havesometimesdreamed
of: we find what is human.
The good of it is necessarily limited; it does not take the place
of marriage; itaffords rather a solace than an arm of support.
It had better not be based on pecuniary obligations ; these more
often mar thanmake a friendship. It is most likely to be permanent 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
mannerbypersonal
attachment. Theessence 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,notconnected
by tiesof relationship, and without the thought of love or marriage ;
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whether, again,a wife or ahusband should have anyintimate
friend, besides his or herpartnerin
marriage. Theanswer 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 theyare attended with manydangers,
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 bedissolved. It wouldbefiltileto
retain the name
whenthe reality has ceased to be. That two friends should
part company whenever the relationbetweenthem
begins to
drag may bebetter forboth of them. But then arises the consideration, how should these friends in youth or friends of the past
regard or be regarded byone another!Theyare
parted, but
there still remain duties mutually owing by them. They will not
admit the world to share in their difference any morethan 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
notallow others to intrude. Neither, if theywereeverworthy
to bearthename of friends, will either of thementertainany
enmity or dislike of the other who was once so much to him,
Neither will he by ‘shadowed hint reveal’the secretsgreat
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 himself the blame of their separation. He will feel pain at the loss
of a friend; andhe 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,
someof them suggested bythe Lysis, others by modern life,
whichhe who wishes to make or keep a friend may profitably
study. (Cp. Bacon, Essay on Friendship ; Cic. de Amicitia.)
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7oho is the narrator.

MENEXENCIS.

HIPPOTHALES.

LYSIS.
CTESIl'l'lJS.

SCENE
:-A newly-erected Palaestra outside the walls of Athens.
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W A S going from theAcademystraighttotheLyceum,
Lysir.
intendingtotaketheouterroad,which
is closeunder SOCRATES,
thewall.When
I cametotheposterngateofthe
city,
whichis by thefountain of Panops, I fell inwithHippothales, 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 amgoing, I replied, from theAcademystraighttothe
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 entertainment 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.
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The love
fancies of

Hippothales are
ve'y

ridiculous.

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 shouldliketoknowfirst,what
is
expected of me, and who is the favourite among you ?
Somepersonshaveone
favourite, Socrates,andsome
another, he said.
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
notonlyin
love,but arealreadyfargoneinyour
love.
Simpleand foolish as I am, theGodshavegivenmethe
power of understanding affections of this kind.
Whereupon he blushed more and more.
Ctesippus said: I like to see you blushing,Hippothales,
; when, if he were
and hesitating to tell Socrates the name
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 alittleintoxicated,thereis
every likelihood that we may have our sleep murdered
with
a cry of Lysis. H i s 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.
son of Democrates, of thedeme
of
H e istheeldest
Aexone.
Ah, Hippothales, I said; what a noble and really perfect

Hz#othaZes

20s

in dove.
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loveyouhavefound
! I wishthatyouwouldfavourme
Lysis.
with the exhibition which you have been making to the rest
SOCRATES,
of the company, and then I shall be able to judge whether ~ ~ A ~
you know what a lover ought to say about his love, either to CTWPPIJS.
the youth himself, or to others.
: you surelydonotattachany
Nay,Socrates,hesaid
importance to what he is saying.
Doyoumean,
I said,thatyoudisownthelove
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 judgeof your mode of approaching your fair one.
Ctesippus willbe able to tellyou, 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.
Yes, indeed, said Ctesippus;
I know only too well ; and But though
a
very ridiculous the tale is: for although he is a lover, and
verydevotedly inlove, hehasnothingparticularto
talk ]OW, the
about to his beloved whicha child mightnotsay.Now
is love
poems
which he
notthatridiculous?
He canonlyspeak
of thewealth of composs
Democrates, which the whole city celebrates, and grandfather are made
Lysis, and the other ancestors of the youth, and their stud of
horses, and their victory at the Pythian games, and, at the
places.'
Isthmus, and at Nemea with four horses and single horsesthese are the taleswhich he composes and repeats. And there
is greatertwaddlestill.Onlythedaybeforeyesterdayhe
madeapoeminwhichhedescribedtheentertainmentof
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 oldwives' taleswhichhesingsand
recites to I I S , and we are obliged to listen to him.
When I heard this, I said : 0 ridiculous Hippothales! how
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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
THALES.
myself, Socrates.
You think not? I said.
Nay, but what do you think ? he replied.
Theverses
Mostassuredly, I said,those songs areallinyourown
are really
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
if he win
as hymns of praise composed in honour of you who have conhis love ;
or in disquered 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
himself if
his fair one look at having lost this fairest and best
of blessings; and
jilts him,
therefore the wise lover does not praise his beloved until he 206
haswonhim,becauseheisafraid
of accidents.Thereis
or
alsoanotherdanger;the
fair, whenanyonepraises
magnifies them, a r e filledwith the spirit of pride and vainglory. Do you not agree with me ?
Yes, he said.
And the more vain-glorious they are, the more
difficult is
the capture of them ?
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 ?
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.
He injures
And now reflect, Hippothales, and see whether you are not
both his
For I can hardly
guilty of all these errors in writing poetry,
beloved
and himsuppose that you willaffirm a man to be a good poet who
self by
injures himself by his poetry.
writing
Assuredly not, he said ; such a poet would be a fool. And
poetry.
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
or actions I may
to offer. Will you tell me by what words
become endeared to my love ?
That is noteasytodetermine,
I said; but if you will
Lysis.

SOCFATES,
HIPPO.

Lysis alzd Menexetaus enter the! Palaestra.
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bring your love to me, and will let me talk with
him, I may Lysis.
perhapsbeabletoshowyouhowtoconversewith
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 ;
forheisfond
of listening,Socrates.And
as thisisthe
festivalof theHermaea,theyoungmenandboysareall
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.
I led Ctesippus
That will be the way, I said. Thereupon
into the Palaestra, and the rest followed.
Upon entering we found that the boys had just been sacri- The boys
ficing;andthispartofthe
festival wasnearlyatanend.
They were all in their white array, and games at dice were
goingonamongthem.Mostofthemwereintheouter
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
acircleoflookers-on
; amongthemwasLysis.
He was Thebeauty
207 standing with the other boys and youths, having
a crown
a fairvision,andnotlessworthyof
Lysis.
uponhishead,like
praise for his goodness than for his beauty.
W e left them,
andwentovertotheoppositeside
of the room, where,
finding a quiet place, we sat down; and then we began to
talk, ThisattractedLysis,whowasconstantlyturning
round to look at us-he was evidently wanting to come to
us. For a timehehesitatedandhadnotthecourageto
Lysisand
come alone ; but first of all, his friend Menexenus, leaving
leave the
his play, entered the Palaestra from the court, and when he
saw Ctesippus and myself, was going to take a seat
by us ;
andthenLysis,seeing
him,followed,
andsatdown
by circleof
hisside;andtheotherboysjoined.
I shouldobserve Young
thatHippothales,whenhesawthecrowd,gotbehind
men'
them,wherehethoughtthathewouldbeout
of sight of
Lysis,lestheshouldangerhim
; andtherehestood
and listened.
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The two boys aye questioned by Socrattx.

I turned
to
Menexenus,
and
said:
Son
of Demophon,
whichof you two youths is the elder?
MENEXENUS,
LYSIS.
That isa matter of disputebetween us, he said.
Socrates
Andwhich is the nobler? Is thatalsoamatter of dispute?
asks which
Yes,
certainly.
is theelder,
Andanotherdisputedpoint
is, whichisthefairer?
nobler,
fairer.
T h e two boys
laughed.
Lysis.

SWRATES,

I shall not ask which is the richer
of the two, I said ; for
you are friends, are you not?
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
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 tooffersacrifice.
So he went away, and I asked
continues
the conLysissomemorequestions.
I daresay,Lysis,
I said,that
versation
your father and mother love you very much.
with
Certainly,
said.
he
alone.
Hisparents
And they would wishyou tobe perfectlyhappy.
love him
Yes.
very much :
will they
But do you think that any one
is happywho is intheconallow him dition of a slave, and who cannot do what he likes
?
todowhatI shouldthinknotindeed,hesaid.
ever he
likes?
And if yourfatherandmotherloveyou,anddesirethatyou
Certainly
should be happy, no one can doubt that they are very ready
not.
to promote your.happiness.
Certainly, he replied.
And
do
they
then
permit
you
to
do
what
you
like, and
neverrebukeyou
or hinderyou
from doingwhatyou
desire ?
Yes,
indeed,
Socrates
; there
are
great
a many
things
which they hinder me from doing.
? I said. Do they
want
you
to be
What
do
you
mean
happy,andyethinderyoufromdoingwhat
you like ? for 208
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
will
so-they
?
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Certainly,he said, they will not allow metodo
SO.
Lysis.
then Whom
they
will
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
mule-cart if you like ;-they will permit that ?
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
tohim
rather than to you ? and allow him to do what he likes, when
theyprohibityou ? Answermenow : Are you your own
master, or do they not even allow 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.
a free man He is a
Surely, I- said,this is a strangething,that
should be governed by a slave. Andwhatdoeshedo
governed
with you ?
by a slave.
H e takes me to my teachers.
You do not mean to say that your teachers also rule over
you ?
Of course they do.
Then I must say that your father is pleased to inflict many
lordsandmasterson
you. Butatanyratewhen
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
herwoodenspathe,orher
comb, oranyother
gof' 'her
$,;
spinning implements.
ments,
Nay, Socrates,hereplied,laughing;notonlydoesshe
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But h neuy do

hinder me, but I should be beaten, if I were to touch one of
them.
LYSIS.
Well, Isaid,this is amazing.Anddidyoueverbehave
ill to your father or your mother?
No, indeed, he replied.
and he
But why then are they so terribly anxious to prevent YOU
derives no
good from from being happy, and doing as you like ?-keeping you all
all his
a word,doing
daylonginsubjectiontoanother,and,in
parents'
so
that
you
have
no
good,
as
nothing
which
you
desire;
wealth.
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,hesaid,Socrates,thereason
is thatIamnot
of
age.
I doubtwhetherthatistherealreason,
I said ; forI
should
imagine
that
your
father
Democrates,
and
your
mother,dopermityoutodomanythingsalready,anddo
notwaituntilyouare
of age:forexample,
if theywant
anything read or written, you, I presume, would be the first
person in the house who is summoned by them.
Very true.
But he may
Andyouwouldbeallowedtowriteorreadtheletters
write or
in any order which you please, or to take up the lyre and
read or
tune the
tune the notes, and play with the fingers, or strike with the
lyre at
plectrum,exactlyasyouplease,andneitherfathernor
his own
discretion. mother would interfere with you.
That is true, he said.
Thenwhatcanbethereason,Lysis,
I said,whythey
allow you to do the one and not the other?
I suppose, he said, because I understand the one, and not
the other.
People will
is notanydeYes,mydearyouth,Isaid,thereason
trust him
in what he ficiency of years, but a deficiency of knowledge ; and whenever your father thinks that you are wiser than he is, he will
understands.
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
Lysis.

SWEATES,

what he knows how t o do.
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youknowmoreofhousekeepingthanhedoes,
will he Lysis.
continue to administer his affairs himself, or will he commit SCCRATES,
LKSIS.
them to you ?
I think that he will commit them to me.
Will not the Athenian people, too, entrust their affairs to Eventhe
you when they see that you have wisdom enough to manage
them ?
great king
will allow
Yes.
him to
Andoh ! letmeputanothercase,
I said : There is the manage
greatking,andhehasaneldestson,who
is thePrince
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
cure their
not entrust to us the prerogative of making soup, and putting eyes, if he
in anything that we like while the pot isboiling, rather than to knows how
and can
the Prince of Asia, who is his son ?
be of any
To us, clearly.
use to
Andweshallbeallowedtothrow
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
if he
him, or will he not allow him, to touch his own eyes
thinks that he has no knowledge of medicine ?
210
H e will notallow him.
Whereas, if he supposes u s to have a knowledge of medicine, 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.
Andeverythinginwhichweappeartohimtobewiser
than himself or his son he will commit to us ?
That is very true, Socrates, he replied.
Then now,my dearLysis, I said,youperceivethat
in
things which we know every onewill trust us,-Hellenes and
barbarians, men and women,-and we may do as we please
u s ; we
aboutthem,andnoone
will liketointerferewith
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 whichwehave
no understanding, no one will trust us
to do as seems good to us-they will hinder us as far as they
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LYS~S. can; and not only strangers,

but father and mother, and the
friend, if there be one, who is dearer still, will also hinder US ;
LYSIS.
and we shall be subject to others; and these things will not
be ours,forweshallnot
be benefited by them. Do you
agree ?
H e assented.
And shall we be friends to others, and will any others love
us, in as far as we are useless to them?
Certainly not.
Neither can your father or mother love you, nor can anyto
body love anybody else,in so farastheyareuseless
them ?
No.
tiemust
Andtherefore,
my boy, if youare wise,all men will be
learnthen
I yourfriendsandkindred, for you willbeuseful andgood ;
be
useful and but if you are notwise, neither father, nor mother, nor kindred,
wise.
noranyone
else,willbe
yourfriends.And
in matters
Havingno of whichyou have as yet no knowledge,
can you have any
knowledge
he has no
conceit of knowledge ?
That isimpossible, hereplied.
conceit or
linowledge.
And you, Lysis, if you requireateacher,havenotyet
attained to wisdom.
True.
Andtherefore you arenot conceited, havingnothing of
which to be conceited.
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,
Lysisasks
InthemeantimeMenexenus
came
back
andsatdown
Socrates
to argue
inhisplace
by Lysis ; and Lysis, inachildishandaffecwith
tionate
manner,
whispered
privately
my
in
ear,
so that
MeneMenexenus
should
not
hear
: Do, Socrates, tell Menexenus
xenus.
what you have been telling me.
SOCRATES,

,

Lysis and Mt.nexenus.
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Supposethatyoutell
him yourself,Lysis, I replied ; for I Lysis.
nding.
were you that
am sure
SOCRATCS,
LYSIS
Certainly, he replied.
CTESIPPUS.
MENEXENUS.
Try, then, to remember the words, and be as exact as you
can in repeating them to him, and if you have forgotten anything, ask me again the next time that you see me.
I willbe sure to do so, Socrates ; but go on telling him
I am allowed to
something new, and let me hear, as long as
stay.
I certainlycannotrefuse,
I said,sinceyouaskme
; but
then, as you know, Menexenus is very pugnacious, and therefore 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.
Thatisnoeasymatter,
I replied;forheisaterrible
fellow-a pupil of Ctesippus.AndthereisCtesippus
him
self: do you see him ?
Never mind, Socrates, you shall argue with him.
Well, I suppose that I must, I replied.
in
Hereupon Ctesippus complained that we were talking
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. Socrates
set his
But first I must tell you that I am one who frommy child- has
heart upon
All having a
hoodupwardhaveset
my heartupon a certainthing.
friend but
peoplehavetheirfancies
; somedesirehorses,andothers
has never
dogs ; andsomeare
fond of gold, andothers of honour. been able
to.find
of any of these things; but
Now, I have no violent desire
one.
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
I am such a lover of
of Darius, or even to Darius himself:
friendsas that.Andwhen
I seeyouandLysis,atyour
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AS

I.ysis

and Menexenus
have

experience
in friendship
he
wouldask
a question
of them :Is thelover
or the

be,oved the

friend?

Or must
there be
in Iriendship a
return.of
love ?

Yet many
things are
dear which
do not love
in return ;
and so we
arrive at

Is love always mutual 7
early age, so easilypossessed of thistreasure,and so soon,
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
knowinwhatwayafriend
is acquired.But
I wanttoask
youaquestionabout
this,foryou
haveexperience : tellme
then,whenonelovesanother,
is theloverorthe
beloved the
friend ; or may either be the friend ?
Either may, I shouldthink, be thefriend of either.
Do youmean, I said,thatifonlyone
of them loves the
other, they are mutual friends ?
Yes, he said; that
is mymeaning.
Butwhat if theloverisnot
lovedin return?whichis
very
a possiblecase.
Yes.
O r is, perhaps,evenhated?which
i s a fancy which
sometimes is entertained by lovers respecting their beloved.
Nothing can exceed their love ; and yet they imagine either
thattheyarenot
loved in return,orthattheyarehated.
Is not that true?
Yes, he said, quite true.
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
a lover ?
I think not.
Then they are not lovers
of horses, whom the horses do
nor of
not love in return ; nor lovers of quails, nor of dogs,
wine, nor of gymnastic exercises, who have no return of love;
no, nor ofwisdom,
unlesswisdom loves theminreturn.
O r shall we say that they do love them, although they are

The anc6k24iiy of the zuords ‘ Zovi~~g
and bedoved.’
not beloved bythem
sings-
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; andthatthepoetwaswrongwho
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‘Happy the man to whom his children are dear, and steeds having single
hoofs, and dogs of chase, and the stranger of another land’?

the conclusion that
what is
beloved is
dear and
not what
loves ;

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
to love, or even as, for
example,veryyoungchildren,tooyoung
213 hating their fatheror mother when they are punished
by them, example,
young
children
are never dearer to them than at the time when they are -being
when
hated by them.
they are
I think that what you say is true.
punished
And, if so, not the lover, but the beloved,
is the friend or
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 Whatthen
their friends, and are the friends
of their enemies, and the
That
enemies of theirfriends.Yethowabsurd,mydearfriend,
or indeedimpossible is thisparadox of a manbeingan
enemy to his
friend
orfriend
a his
enemy.
to
the
nor
I quite
agree,
Socrates,
in say.
what
you
beloved
nor both
But if this cannot be, the lover will be the friend of that together
which
?
are friends.
True.
And the hater will be the enemy of that which is hated ?
Certainly.
in thepreceding
Yetwemustacknowledgeinthis,as
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
theenemy of one whoisnothisenemy,andisevenhis
friend:forexample,whenhehates’thatwhichdoesnot
hate him, or which even loves him.
That appears to be true.
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But if theloverisnot

a friend,northe

beloved afriend,

SOCRATES, norbothtogether,whatarewetosay?Whomarewe,to
MENEXENUS,
LYSIS.

The poets
say that
' God is
ever
drawing
like
towards
like,

call friends to one another? Do any remain ?
Indeed, Socrates, I cannot find any.
But, 0 Menexenus ! I said,maywenothavebeenaltogether wrong in our conclusions?
I am sure that we have been wrong, Socrates, said Lysis.
Andheblushedashespoke,thewordsseeming
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,
so far
if wehadbeenright,
we shouldneverhavegone
in thisdirection (for the
wrong; let u s proceednofurther
road seemsto be gettingtroublesome), but taketheother
path into which we turned, and see what the poets have to
214
say; for they are to u s in a manner the fathers and authors
of wisdom, and they speak
of friends in nolightortrivial
manner, but God himself, as they say, makes them and draws
themtooneanother;andthistheyexpress,
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.
Andhaveyounotalsomet
with thetreatises of philosopherswhosaythatlikemust
love like?theyarethe
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
theirmeaningwererightlyapprehended
by us. Forthe
do with a bad man,andthemore
morea bad manhasto
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.

215

Then one half of the saying is untrue, if the wicked are like
one another?
That is true.
But the real meaning of the saying, as I imagine, is, that
the good are like one another, and friends to one another;
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
is at variance and enmity
and restless, and anything which
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
the like mean to intimate,
if I rightly apprehend them, that
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 knowhowtoanswerthequestion
'Who
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.Byheaven,andshall
I tellyou what I suspect?
I will. Assumingthat like, inasmuchashe
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 t o
likewhich hecouldnotdoto
himself, or sufferanything
from his like which he would not suffer from himself? And
if neither can be of any use to the other, how can they be
loved by one
another
? Can
they
now
?
They cannot.
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 ?
True.
But then again, will not the good, in so far as he is good,
besufficient forhimself?Certainlyhe
will. Andhewho
is
sufficient wants nothing-that is implied in the word sufficient.
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Another
word of a
poet :
‘ Potter
quarrels
with

potter.’

Friendship
then is of
opposites.

Thelikeis

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.
Andfriendstheycannot
be, unlesstheyvalueoneanother ?
Very true.
But see now, Lysis, whether we are not being deceived in
all this-are we not indeed entirely wrong?
How so ? he replied.
say, as I just now recollect,
Have I not heard some one
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 :
‘Potter quarrelswith potter, bardwithbard,
Beggar with beggar ;’

and of all other things he affirmed, in like manner, ‘That of
necessitythemostlikeare
mostfull 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 existing 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 thatwhichismost
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

Th NeutraZ is the fm'ena? of the NeutraZ,
like. And I thought,thathewhosaidthiswasacharming
Lysis.
man,andthathespoke
well. Whatdotherest
of you S ~ R A T W
MENEXENUS.
say ?
I should say, at first hearing, that he is right, said Menexenus.
is of opThen we are to say that the greatest friendship
posites ?
Exactly.
Yes, Menexenus ; but will not that be a monstrous answer? But this is
and will nottheall-wiseeristics
be downupon
us in
'triumph, and ask, fairly enough, whether love is not the very doctrine.
opposite of hate ; and what answer shall we make to themmust we not admit that they speak the truth ?
is of love
and not of
We must.
hate.
They will thenproceedtoaskwhethertheenemyis
thefriend
of thefriend,orthefriendthefriend
of the
enemy?
Neither, he replied.
Well, but is a just man the friend
of the unjust, or the
temperate of the intemperate, or the goodof the bad ?
I do not see how that is possible.
And yet, I said, if friendship goes by contraries, the contraries must be friends.
They'must.
Then
Thenneitherlikeandlikenorunlikeandunlikeare
neither like
friends.
and like,
I suppose not.
nor unlike
Andyetthereisafurtherconsideration
: maynotall
and
are friends.
these rotions of friendship be erroneous ? but may not that
whichisneithergoodnorevilstillinsomecasesbethe
friend of the good ?
How do you mean ? he said.
I do not know; but
The
W h y really, I said, the truth is that
my head is dizzy with thinking of the argument, and therefore 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
inandpermeatesoursouls.
For I affirm thatthegoodis
nor
the beautiful. You will agree to that?
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By reason of the presence of evid,

T h i s I sayfrom
sort
a
of notionthatwhatisneither
good nor evil is the friend of the beautiful and the good, and
MENEXRNUS.
I will tell. youwhy I aminclinedtothink
s o : I assume,
that there are three principles-the good, the bad, and that
Y o u wouldagree-would
whichisneithergoodnorbad,
you not?
I agree.
of the good, nor the
And neither is the good the friend
evil of the evil, nor the good of the evil ;-these alternatives
areexcluded by thepreviousargument;andtherefore,
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 thegood,or
of thatwhich is neithergoodnor
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
friend which is neither good nor evil.
Clearly not.
Then the good alone
is the friend of that only which
is
neither good nor evil.
certain.
beassumed
tobemay
That
217
Analomof
And does not this seem to put
us in the right way ? Just
medicine.
remark,thatthebodywhich
is inhealthrequiresneither
medicalnoranyother
aid, but is wellenough ; andthe
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?
Ly.pir.

SCXRATKS,

The human
body,
which is .

Certainly.
Andsickness is an evil, andtheartofmedicineagood
and useful thing ?
good nor
evil in
Yes.
But the human body, regarded as a body, is neither good
by reason
ofthe
evil?
nor
presence of
True.
evil, have
Andthebodyiscompelledbyreasonofdiseasetocourt
needof
good.
andmakefriends
of the art ofmedicine?

which, as yet, has not iyzfected it.
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Yes.

Lysis.

Thenthatwhich
isneithergoodnor
evil becomesthe SOCRATES,
MsrExexUs.
friend of good, by reason of the presence of evil ?
So we may infer.
.4nd clearlythismusthavehappened
before thatwhich
was neither good nor evil had become altogether corrupted
had become evil it would
with the e1emen.t of evil-if itself
notstilldesireand
love the good; for, as we were saying,
the evil cannot be the friend of the good.
Impossible.
Evil may
Further, I must observe that some substances are assimilatedwhenothersarepresentwiththem;andthereare
somewhicharenotassimilated:take,
for example,the
assimicase of anointment
or colour which isputonanother
lated*
substance.
Very good.
Insuch a case, is thesubstancewhichisanointedthe
same as the colour or ointment?
What do you mean ? he said.
This is what I mean : Suppose that I were to cover your
auburnlockswithwhitelead,wouldtheybereally
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, notwithstanding 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
become assimilated, and are white by the presence of white.
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?
T h e 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; / ::
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But, aZas ! we have gained a shadow
And when anything is in the presence of

on&.

evil, not being as

SOCRATES, yet evil, the presence of good arouses the desire of good in
MRNEXENUS.

that thing; but the presence

of evil, which makes a thing 218

The
presence of evil, takes away the desire and friendship of the good
; for
e v i l ~ ~ ~ sthat
e s which was once both good and evil has now become evil
in what is
not evil the only,andthegoodwassupposedtohavenofriendship
desire of
withthe evil ?
good.

Friendship
is the love
ofthegood
when evil
is present.

hrgnments,
like men,
are often
pretenders.

None.
Andthereforewesaythatthosewhoarealready
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. Thereremainthosewhohavethemisfortuneto
be ignorant, but are not .yet hardened in their ignorance, or
void of understanding, and do not as yet fancy that they know
are the
what they do not know: and therefore those who
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.
And so, LysisandMenexenus,wehavediscoveredthe
nature of friendship-there can be no doubt of it
: Friendship 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 rejoicedandwassatisfiedlike
a huntsman just
holdingfasthisprey.Butthen
most
a unaccountable
suspicioncameacrossme,and
I felt thattheconclusion
I waspained,andsaid,Alas
! Lysisand
wasuntrue.
Menexenus, I amafraidthatwehavebeengraspingat
a
shadow only.
W h y d o you say so ? said Menexenus.
I amafraid, I said,thattheargumentaboutfriendshipis
false : arguments, like men, are often pretenders.
Howdoyoumean
? heasked.
Well, I said ; look at the matter in this way : a friend is
the friend of some one ; is he not ?
Certainly he is.

ve no

FOYthe end, not the means, is what we wish.
And has he a motive and object in being
a friend, or has
he
?
H e h a s , amotive 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
ownmeaning willbe clearertomyself.
T h e sick man, a s
I was just now saying, is the friend of the physician--is he
not ?
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,
Andwhat
of health ? I said. Is thatgood 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,
a good : and
isthefriend
of medicine,andmedicineis
medicinehasenteredintothisfriendship
for thesakeof
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 t h e 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
because of the enemy?
That is to be inferred.
Then at this point, my
boys, let us take heed, and be on
I will notagainrepeatthat
ourguardagainstdeceptions.
the friend is the friend of the friend, and the like of the like,
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Nothing
can be
dear in the
highest
sense for
the sake of
something
else.

which has been declared by us to be an impossibility;
but,
US, let US
in order that this new statement may not delude
attentively examine another point, which
I will proceedto
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
our previous admissions ?
Yes.
And that something dear involves something else dear ?
Yes.
Butthen,proceeding
in this way, shallwenotarrive
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 ?
True.
My fear is that all those other things, which, as we say, are
of another,areillusionsanddeceptions
dear for the sake
only, but where that first principleis, there is the true idealof
: Suppose the case
friendship. Let me put the matter thus
of a great treasure (this may be a son, who is more precious
tohisfatherthan
allhisothertreasures)
; would notthe
father, who values his son above all things, value other things
if he
alsoforthesake
of h i s s o n ? I mean,forinstance,
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 ofwine, 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
gold and
provided.Andalthoughwemayoftensaythat
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silverarehighlyvalued
by us, that is notthetruth;for
LyJjJ.
there is a further object, whatever it may be, which we value s
~
most of all, andforthesakeof
which goldandallour
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 tous for the sakeof 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
for the sake of any other or further dear.
True.
Then we havedone with thenotionthatfriendshiphas
any further object.May
we then infer that the good is the
friend ?
I think so.
And the good is loved for the sake of the evil ? Let me 'IYEgood
which is
put the case in this way: Suppose that of the three principles, loved for
good, evil, and that which is neither good nor
evil, there re- thesake
of the evil
mained only the good and the neutral, and that evil went far IS
. relative
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
evil in themselves ;-would the good be of any use, or other principle
than useless to u s ? 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 byus 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
friendshipsterminated,those,
I mean,which arerelatively
dear and for the sake of something else, is of another and a
differentnature from them. Fortheyarecalleddear
because of another dear or friend. But
with thetruefriend
or dear, the case is quite the reverse ; for that is proved to
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Love is of that which is &ar and congeniad.

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.
A passing
But, oh,! will you tell me, I said, whether if evil were to
speculation
respecting perish, we should hunger any more, or thirst any more, or
the nature have any similar desire ? O r may we suppose that hunger
of evil.
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
? This
be then or will not be is ridiculous, for who knows
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 sometimes 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
which is not evil should perish with it ?
None.
Then, even if evil perishes, the desires which' are neither
good nor evil will remain ?
Clearly they will.
Andmustnotamanlovethatwhichhedesiresand
affects ?
H e must.
Then, even if evil perishes, there may still remain some
elements of love or friendship?

Yes.

Evil not
the true
cause of
irihhip.

But not if evil is the cause of friendship : for in that case
nothing willbe the friend of any other thing after the de.
struction of evil;forthe
effect cannotremainwhenthe
cause is destroyed.
True.
And have we not admitted already that the friend loves
7 andat'thetime
of makingthe
somethingforareason
admission we were of opinion that the neither good nor evil
loves the good because of the evil ?
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Very
Lph.
But now our view is changed, and we conceive that there
SOCRAT=,
MENEXENU~
must be some other causeof friendship ?
LYSIS
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
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?
Likely enough.
of which
But surely, I said, he who desires, desires that
he is in want ?
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.
to be yes,Then love, and desire, and friendship would appear
of the natural or congenial. Such, Lysis and Menexenus, is
or the conthe inference.
genial.
They assented.
Then if you are friends, you must have natures which are
congenial to one another?
Certainly, they both said.
And I say,my boys, thatnoonewho
love; ordesires
2 2 2 another would ever have loved or desired or affected
him, if
hehadnotbeeninsomewaycongmialto
him, eitherin
hissoul,orinhischaracter,orinhismanners,orinhis
form.
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,whoistrueandnocounterfeit,must
of
necessity be loved by his love.
a faintassent to this ; and
LysisandMenexenusgave
of colourswithdeHippothaleschangedintoallmanner
light.
But our
I said : Can we former
Here, intending to revise the argument,
point out any difference between the congenial and the like ? argument
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For if thatispossible,then
I think,LysisandMenexenus,
there may be some sense in our argument about friendship.
Lusn.
MENEXENUS, But if the congenial is only the like, howwill you get rid of
showed
the other argument, of the uselessness of like to like in as far
' thatthe
as they are like ; for to say that what is useless is dear, would
like was
useless
beabsurd ? Suppose,
then,
that
we
agree
to
distinguish
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
And shall we further say that the good is congenial, and
distinguish
between
the evil uncongenialtoeveryone ? O r again that the evil is
the
concongenialtothe
evil, andthegood
to thegood ; andthat
genial and
thelike.
which is neither good nor
evil to that which is neither good
nor evil ?
They agreed to the latter alternative.
Then, my boys, we have again fallen into the old discarded
error;fortheunjust
willbe thefriendoftheunjust,andthe
bad of the bad, as well as the good of the good.
That appears to be the result.
Shall we
Butagain,ifwesaythatthecongenialisthesameasthe
say that
good,inthatcasethegoodandheonly
willbe thefriend
the congenial is
of thegood.
the good?
True.
But
that
But thattoowas a positionofourswhich,as
you will reproposition
hw been
member, has been already refuted
by ourselves.
already
W e remember.
. disproved.
Then what is tobedone ? Or rather is there anything to
I canonly,likethewisemenwhoarguein
bedone?
Aeoncourts,sumupthearguments
:-If neitherthebeloved,nor
clusion in
which
thelover,northe
like, northeunlike,northegood,northe
nothingis
congenial, nor any other of whom we spoke-for there were
conc'uded* suchanumber
of themthat
I cannotremember
all-if
none of these are friends, I know not what remains to be
said.
Here I wasgoingtoinvitetheopinion
of someolder 223
person, when suddenly we were interrupted by the tutors of
LysisandMenexenus,whocameupon
u s likean
evil
go home,asit
apparitionwiththeirbrothers,andbadethem
wasgettinglate.Atfirst,weandthebystandersdrove
them off; but
afterwards,
as
they
would not mind, and
only
Lysis.
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wentonshoutingintheirbarbarous
dialect, andgotangry,
Lysis.
and kept calling the boys-they appeared to
us to have been socRATm.
drinking rather too much at the Hermaea, which made them
up the
difficult tomanage-wefairlygavewayandbroke
company.
I said,however,a f e i wordstothe boys atparting: 0
Menexenus and Lysis, how ridiculous that you two boys, and
I, an old boy, who would fain be one of you, should imagine
ourselvesto be friends-thisiswhatthebystanders
will
goawayandsay-andasyetwehavenotbeenableto
discover what is a friend!

LACHES.

INTRODUCTION.
LYSIMACHUS, the son
of Aristides the Just, and Melesias, the son
of theelder Thucydides,twoaged
men who live together, are
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 childrenshallhave
more care taken of them, than they received themselvesat the
hands of their fathers.
At their request, Nicias and Laches have accompanied them to
see a man named Stesilaus fighting in heavyarmour. The two
180 fathers ask the two generals what theythink of this exhibition, and
whether they would advise that their sons should acquire the accomplishment. Nicias and Laches are quite willing to'give their
opinion; but they suggest that Socrates should be invited to take
part in the consultation. H e 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 theiropinions, which they give in
a characteristicmanner.
Nicias, the tactician, isvery much in
182 favour of the new art, which he describes as the gymnastics of
war-useful when the ranks areformed, 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 cannotbe of anyvalue, because the Lacedaemonians,those
greatmasters of arms, neglect it. His 'own
experience in actual service has taught him that these pretenders
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are uselessand ridiculous. This man Stesilaushasbeen seen by
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 Socratesbetaken into counsel. As they differhe
must decide.
Socrates would rather not decide the question by a plurality of
votes: in such a seriousmatter 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 anything.ButNicias
andLaches are older andricher 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 diametrically opposed.
Lysimachus here proposes to resign the argumentinto the
hands of the younger part of the company, as he is old, and has
a badmemory.
He earnestlyrequests Socrates toremain;-in
this showing, as Nicias says, how little he knows the man, who 188
will certainly not go away until he hascross-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
isCourage? ' Lachesthinksthatheknowsthis
: (I) ' H e is
courageous whoremains at his post.' But some nations fight 191
flying, after the manner of Aeneas in Homer ; or as the heavyarmed Spartans alsodid atthe 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
. repliesthat 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 ? SocratesandLachesare
not set ‘to the Dorian
mode’ of wordsandactions; for theirwords are all confusion,
although their actions are courageous. Still they must ‘endure’
willing, and is
in an argument about endurance. Laches is very
quite sure that he knows whatcourage is, if he could only tell.
194 Nicias isnow appealed to; and inreplyhe offers a definition
which he has heard from Socrates himself, to the effect that (I)
‘Courageis intelligence.’ Lachesderidesthis
; andSocrates
enquires, ‘What sort of intelligence?’ to whichNiciasreplies,
195 ‘Intelligence of things terrible.’ ‘Buteverymanknowsthe
thingstobedreadedin
hisown art.’ ‘Notheydo not. They
maypredictresults,
but cannottell whethertheyarereally
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 useof language
Laches reclaims, but is in some degree mollified by a compliment
to hisown courage. Still, he does not like to see an Athenian
to sophistries of this sort.
statesmanandgeneraldescending
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 beno 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 ofgood and evil generally. But he who has the
knowledge of good and evil generally, must not only have courage,
ZOO butalsotemperance,justice,andeveryother
virtue. Thus, a
single virtue would be the same as allvirtues (cp. Protagoras, 350
foll.). Andafter all the two generals, and Socrates, the hero of
Delium, are still in ignorance of thenature of courage. They
ZOI must go to school again, boys, old men and all.
Somepoints of resemblance,andsomepoints
of difference,
appear in the Laches when
compared with the Charmidesand
Lysis. Thereisless of poetical andsimplebeauty,andmore
of dramatic interest and power. They are richer in the externals
VOL. I.
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Chracfers of the Dia?ogue.
of thescene;theLacheshasmoreplayanddevelopment
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 andelder men, of whom Socratesisthe
youngest.
FirstistheagedLysimachus,who
maybecompared
with
Cephalusinthe
Rep,ublic, and, like him, withdrawsfrom the
argument. Melesias, who is only his shadow, also subsides into
silence. Both of them,bytheir
own confession, havebeen illeducated, as is further shown
by the circumstance thatLysimachus,
the friend of Sophroniscus, has never heard of the fame of Socrates,his son ; theybelongto
different circles. In the Meno
(p. 94) their want of education inall but the arts of riding and
wrestling is adduced as a proof that virtue cannot be taught. The
recognition of Socrates by Lysimachus is extremelygraceful ; 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 inheavyarmour.
The more enlightened Nicias is
quitereadyto
accept thenewart,whichLachestreatswith
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 artof 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 benotedthatone
of themissupposed to be
with his actions.
a hearer of Socrates ; the other is only acquainted
Laches is the admirerof 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 refinementsof Nicias.
In the discussion of the main thesis of the Dialogue-‘What is
Courage?’the antagonism of thetwocharactersisstillmore
clearly broughtout ; and in this, asin the preliminaryquestion, the
truth is parted between them.Gradually, and not without difficulty,
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Lachesismade to pass on from themore popular to the more Laches.
philosophical ; it hasneveroccurred 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 terriblein 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 soothsayer but of the philosopher. Andallknowledge will thusbe
equivalent to all virtue-a position which elsewhere Socrates is
not unwilling to admit, but which will not assist us in distinguishing the natureof courage. In this part of the Dialogue the contrast
between the mode of cross-examinationwhich is practised by
Laches and by Socrates, and also the manner in which
definition
the
of Laches is madeto approximate to that of Nicias, are worthy of
attention.
Thus, with someintimation 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. natureof courage are allowed
to appear: (I) That courageismoral
as well asphysical: (2)
Thattrue courage isinseparable fromknowledge,and yet (3)
isbasedon
a natural instinct.Lachesexhibitsoneaspect
of
courage; Nicias the other. The perfectimage andharmony 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
(181B), 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,ORCOURAGE.
PERSONS OF THE' DZALOGUE.
LYSIMACHUS,
son of Anktia'es.

NICIAS.

MELESTAS,
son of Thucydides.

LACHES.

SONS.
THEIR

SOCRATES.

Lys. You haveseentheexhibition
of themanfightingin
Lacks.
armour,NiciasandLaches,
butwe didnot tell youatthe
fiiSIMACHU5.
time the reason why my friend Melesias and I asked you to Lysimago 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. T h e reason was, thatwewereintending
to ask ~ ~ ~ s
youradvice.Somelaughattheveryhotion
of advising toadvise
others,andwhentheyareasked
will notsaywhatthey
think. Theyguessatthewishes
of thepersonwhoasks
theedumthem,andansweraccordingtohis,andnotaccording
to
their own, opinion.Butasweknowthatyou
are good
judges, and will say exactly what you think, we have taken
you into our counsels. T h e 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 grand179 father; and this is mine, who is also called after
his_ grandfather, 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
you tohavesons
thatwecanfor
them. Andknowing
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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Lysimachus, Melesias,

you have not attended to them, we may remind you that YOU
so, and would invite you to assist us in
the
fulfilment
of
a
common
duty.
I will tell you, Nicias and
LACHES.
Laches, even at the risk
of being tedious, how we came to
I livetogether,andoursons
think of this.Melesiasand
live with us ; and now, a s I was saying at first, we are going
to confess to you. Both of us often talk to the lads about the
manynobledeedswhichourownfathersdidinwarand
peace-in the management of the allies, and in the administration 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
lettingusbespoiledinthedays
of ouryouth,whilethey
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
aboutthemselves;butthat
if theytakepainsthey
may,
perhaps,becomeworthy
of thenameswhjchtheybear.
They,ontheirpart,promisetocomplywithourwishes;
andourcareistodiscoverwhatstudiesorpursuitsare
Should the likely
tobemostimprovingtothem.Someone
cornart of
us theart
of fightinginarmour,whichhe
fighting in mendedto
armour
thoughtanexcellentaccomplishmentforayoungmanto
be taught
leQrn ; and he praised the man whose exhibition you have
them ?
seen,andtoldusto
go and see him. Andwedetermined
that wewould go, andgetyoutoaccompany
us; and we
were intending at the same
time,if youdidnotobject,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
is occupied with public affairs.
to us, and to every one who
Lmhcs.

ought to have done
LYSIKACUUS,
NICIAS,

ana? their two

sons.
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As he says, such persons are too apt to be negligent and care-&he$.
less of their own children and their private concerns. There L~~~~~~~~~
ismuchtruthinthatremarkofyours,Lysimachus.But
N'cras,
LACHES.
why, instead of consulting us, do you not consult our friend Laches
Socrates about the education
of t h e y o u t h s ? H e i s o f t h e
recornsamedemewithyou,andisalwayspassing'histimein
placeswheretheyouthhaveanynoblestudyorpursuit,
shall take
Socrates
such as you are enquiring after.
into their
Lys. Why, Laches, has Socrates ever attended to matters
counsels.
of this sort?
La. Certainly,Lysimachus.
Nic. That I have the means of knowing as well as Laches ;
for quite lately he supplied me with
a teacher of music for
is a
mysons,-Damon,thediscipleofAgathocles,who
most accomplished man in every way, a s well as a musician,
and a companion of inestimable value for young men at their
age.
Lys. Those who have reached mytimeof life, Socrates LysimaandNiciasandLaches,fallout
of acquaintancewiththe cheard
h had
~
the
young, because they are generally detained at home by old name or
age ; but you, 0 son of Sophroniscus, should let your fellow Socrates,
and makes
demesman have the benefit of any advice which you are able the disto give. Moreover I have a claim upon you as an old friend covev
that
he is the
of your father ; for 1 and he were always companions and
son of his
friends,andtothehour
of hisdeaththereneverwasa
old friend
difference between us ; and now it comes back to me, at the
mention of your name, that I have heard these lads talking
181 tooneanotherathome,andoftenspeakingofSocrates
in terms of the highest praise ; but I have never thought to
ask them whether the son of Sophroniscus was the person
whomtheymeant.Tell
me, my boys, whetherthisisthe
Socrates of whom you have often spoken ?
Son. Certainly, father, this is he.
Lys. I amdelightedtohear,Socrates,that
you maintain
the name of your father, who was
a most excellent man ; Laches
and I further rejoice at the prospect of our family ties being he$t:e
renewed.
which was
La. Indeed, Lysimachus, you ought not to give him up
;shown by
Socrates at
-,for 1 can assure you that 1 have seen him maintaining, not
thebattle
only his father's, but also
his country's name.
He was my of Deliurn.
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Advantages
and

disadvantages

I cantellyou
that
, if~ others
~ ~had-~ only
~ been
~ like
,
him, thehonourofour
countrywouldhavebeenupheld,andthegreatdefeatwould
never have occurred.
The
Lys. That
is
very
high
praise
which
is accorded
to
you,
Opinion Of Socrates, by faithful witnesses and for actions like those which
Socrates
isasked
theypraise.Letmetellyouthepleasurewhich
1 feel
in hearing of your fame ; and I hope that you will regard me
the art of
You ought to have visited
fightingin as one of your warmest friends.
armour:he us long ago, and made yourself at home with
us ; but now,
would like
to hear
fromthisdayforward,aswe,haveatlastfoundoneanother
what
out, doas I say-come andmakeacquaintancewith
me, and
Nicias has
say
withtheseyoungmen,that
I maycontinueyourfriend, as I
before
wasyour father's.
shall
I expectyouto
d o so, andshall
giving an
opinion.
venture at some future time to remind you of your duty. But
whatsayyou
of thematterofwhichwewerebeginning
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 a s 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.
Nicias
Nic. I havenoobjection,Socrates
; andmyopinionisthat
thinks that the acquirement of this art is in many ways useful to young
the art is
anexcellent men. I t is anadvantagetothemthatamongthefavourite
gymnastic, amusements of their leisure hours they should have one which
and of the
greatest
tendstoimproveandnot
to injuretheirbodilyhealth.No
when gymnastics could be better or harder exercise ; and this, and 182
the soldier
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
that
inon
which
noble
the conflict turns.
Moreover
actual
in battle,
when
you
have
thoughts,
and
tofightinalinewithanumberofothers,suchanacquirement
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,
b r e in
when
you
are
attacking
some
one
who
is
defending
himself,
or in
flight,
when
you
have
to
defend
yourself
against
an
~

~ companion
h
~ inthe
. retreatfromDelium,and
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assailant.Certainlyhewhopossessedtheartcouldnot
.hchcs.
meetwithanyharmatthehandsofasingleperson,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
howtofightinarmour
will desiretolearntheproper
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 goontolearnthecompleteart
of thegeneral.
There is no difficulty in seeing that the knowledge and pr-ctice 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
smallmatter ;-he
will makeabetterappearanceatthe
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
I havegiven.But
inthisart,andforthereasonswhich
Laches may take a different view; and I shall be very glad
to hear what he has to say.
La. I should not like to maintain, Nicias, that any kind of Laches
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
which
art affirm, this use of arms is really a species of knowledge, art,
would have
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
discovered
but not of a valuable sort, then what is the useof 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
havehen
out and practising the arts which give them an advantage
over other nations in war, would have discovered this one.
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
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

fZtrd
:F:ny

90
taches.
L*CHaS

These
mastm of
fence never
ventwe on
Laced*

rnonian
ground.

Laches had
seen this
same
Stesilaus
cutting
a very
ridiculous
figure in a
naval
engagement.

The misadventure of StesiZaus.
ourselves ; which is the reason why he who fancies that he
canwriteatragedydoesnotgoaboutitineratinginthe
neighbouring states, but rushes hither straight, and exhibits
atAthens ; andthisisnatural.Whereas
I perceivethat
a sacred
thesefightersinarmourregardLacedaemonas
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
I haveencountered a good
ofwar.
Further,Lysimachus,
many of these gentlemen in actual service, and have taken
; for none of
their measure, which I can give you at once
these masters of fence have ever been distinguished in war,therehasbeenasort
offatalityaboutthem;whileinall
other arts the men of note have been always those who have
practisedtheart,theyappeartobeamostunfortunate
you and
exception. For example, this very Stesilaus, whom
I have just witnessed exhibiting in all that crowd and making
such great professions of his powers, I have seen at another
timemaking,insobertruth,aninvoluntaryexhibition
of
himself, which was a far better spectacle.
H e was a marine
onboardaship
which struckatransport vessel, andwas
armed with a weapon, half spear, half scythe; the singularity
of this weapon was worthy of the singularityof 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 fighting, 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
retainedonlytheendofthehandle.Thepeopleinthe
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,
out laughing; they
the crew of his own trireme also burst
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,
LYSlWCHUS,
be an art of which the advantage isso slight, o r not an art at M
~
~
all, but only an imposition, in either case such an acquirementThe 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
willbegreatlytraduced
; forthereisajealousy
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 desirableness of this art ; but, as I said at first, ask Socrates, and do
notlethim
go untilhehasgivenyouhisopinion
of the
matter.
Lys. I am going to ask this favour of you, Socrates ; a s is Our two
the more necessary because the two councillors disagree, and
some one is in a manner still needed whowill 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
socrates
like to hear with.which of-our two friends you agree.
SOC.What,Lysimachus,areyougoingtoacceptthe
what, and
are we to
opinion of the majority ?
decide by a
Lys. Why, yes, Socrates ; what else am I to do ?
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 ; a s would surely be reasonable. No, the
SOC.His one vote would be worth more than the vote
of
all
?
i s worth
that of all
Mel. Certainly.
the rest.
SOC.And for this reason, as
I imagine,-because agood
decision is based on knowledge and not on numbers ?
Mel. To be sure.
SOC.Mostwenotthen
first of allask,whetherthereis
.
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.

What is the
question 7

There
are two
questions,
one relating to
the means
and the
other to
the end.

The m a m and the end
further counsel. Is this a slight matter about which you-.and
? Areyounotriskingthe
Lysimachusaredeliberating
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 considering, 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
nature of the art of which we want to find the masters ?
Mel. I do not understand.
SOC.Let me try to make my meaning plainer then.
I do
as yetdecidedwhatthatisabout
notthinkthatwehave
which we are consulting, when we ask which
of us is or is not
a teacher of the
skilled in the art, and has or has not had
art.
Nic. Why,Socrates,isnotthequestionwhetheryoung
menoughtoroughtnottolearntheart
of fightingin
armour ?
SOC.Y.es, Nicias ; but there is also a prior-question, which
I mayillustrateinthisway:When
a personconsiders
about applying a medicine to the eyes, would you say that he
is consulting about the medicine or about the eyes?
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.Andwhenyoucallinanadviser,youshouldsee
whether he too is skilful in the accomplishment of the end
which you have in view?

,Who aye puaZz$ed to leach ?
Nic. Most
SOC.And at present we have in view some knowledge, of
which the end is the soulof youth ?

.

Nic. Yes.
SOC.And we areenquiring,Which
of us is skilful or
successful in the treatment of the
soul, and which of us has
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Lathes.
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%CRATES,

LACHES.
The means
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knowledge:

the end the
had good teachers ?
improveLa. Well but, Socrates ; did you never observe that some mentot
persons,whohavehadnoteachers,
are more skilful than EuU,lof
those who have, in some things ?
Which of
SOC.Yes,Laches, I haveobservedthat;butyouwould
us can
not be very willing to trust them if they only professed to be teach and
has had
masters of their art, unless they could show some proof
of god
186their
skill
or
excellence
in
one
or
more
works.
teachers ?
La. That is true.
SOC.Andtherefore,Lachesand
Nicias, asLysimachus 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
themwhoourteacherswere,
if wesaythat we havehadany,
to
andprovethemtobeinthefirstplacemen
of meritand 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 riskof spoilSocrates
ing the children of friends, and thereby incurring the most
formidable accusation which can be brought against any
one could never
by thosenearestto
him. As for myself, Lysimachusand afford a
teacher,
Melesias, I am the firsttoconfessthat
I haveneverhad
but Nicias
a teacher of the art of virtue ; although I have always from andLaches
myearliestyouthdesiredtohaveone.But
I am too poor
to give money to the Sophists, who are the only professors
ofthe
of moral improvement; and to this day
I have never been ~~~~~~r
abletodiscovertheartmyself,though
I shouldnotbe
opinions
surprised if Nicias or Laches may have discovered or learned
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
mth one
havehadmoretimetomakethediscovery.And
I really another.'
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Socrates, Nicias, and Laches.

believethattheyareabletoeducateaman
; forunlessthey
had been confident in their own knowledge, they would never
LYSIMACHVS.
have spoken thus decidedly of the pursuits which are advana youngman.
I reposeconfidence
tageous o r hurtfulto
in both of them ; but I am surprised to find that they differ
as Laches
from oneanother.Andtherefore,Lysimachus,
suggested that you should detain me, and not let me go until .
I answered, I inturnearnestlybeseechandadviseyouto
I would have
detain Laches and Nicias, and question them.
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 youtell
us whoisthemostskilfuleducatorwhomyouhaveever
or do they known ; and whether you invented the art yourselves,
or
eQeriment learned
ofanother;and
if you learned,whowereyour
I87
for themselves?
respectiveteachers,andwhoweretheirbrothersintheart
;
In the
and then, if you are too much occupied in politics to teach
us
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
trying:
expenthen they will not grow up inferior, and disgrace their ancesmentson tors.But
if youareyourselvesoriginaldiscoverersinthat
their own
field, give us some proof of your skill. Who are they who,
having been inferior persons, have become under your care
good and noble ? For if this is your first attempt at education, there is a danger that you may be trying the experiment,
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,
‘breakthelargevesselinlearningtomake
pots.’ Tell us
then, what qualities you claim or do not
claim. Make them
tell you that, Lysimachus, and do not let them off.
LysiLys. I very much approve of the words
of Socrates, my
machus
friends;
but
you,
Nicias
and
Laches,
must
determine
whether
suggests
that
you will be questioned, and give an explanation about matters
Socrates
of this soh. Assuredly, I andMelesiaswouldbegreatly
shall interrogate pleasedtohearyouanswerthequestionswhichSocrates
Nicias and asks, if you will : for I began by saying that we took you into
Laches.
ourcounselsbecausewethoughtthatyou
would have
attended to the subject, especially as you have children who,
.~mhes.
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likeour own, arenearlyofan
age tobeeducated.Well,
khrs.
then, if you have no objection, suppose that you take Socrates NICIAS,
into partnership ; and do you and he ask and answer one
are deanother'squestions:
for, a s he haswellsaid,we
I hope
liberating about the most important of our concerns.
that you will see fit to comply with our request.
Nic. I seeveryclearly,Lysimachus,thatyouhaveonly
Socrates
knownSocrates'father,andhavenoacquaintancewith
Socrateshimself:atleast,youcanonlyhaveknownhim
ask you
whenhewas
a child,andmayhavemethimamonghis
;: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 conversation 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 Niciasis
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 converof his conversation, Lysimachus. And
I think that there is
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 ouris very
selves ; and therefore, I say that formy part, I am quite willing
to discourse with Socrates in his own manner; but
YOU had examined,
betteraskourfriendLacheswhathisfeelingmay
be.
especially
by a true
La. I have but one feeling,Nicias, o r (shall I say?) two man who=
feelings,aboutdiscussions.Somewouldthinkthat
I am a deeds
correspond
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.
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Laches.
LACKKS,
SOCRATSS

Lus,.ucH;s,

He is
willing like
s l o n #to
learn many
things,’ but
*fthe good
only.

Lysi-

machus
retires
from the
argument.

Wwds and deeds.
of wisdom, who is a true man and worthy of his theme, I am
delightedbeyondmeasure : and I comparethemanandhis
words, and note the harmony and correspondence
of them.
I deem to be the true musician, attuned
And such an one
of the lyre, or any pleasant
to a fairer harmony than that
instrument of music ; for trulyhehasinhisown
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 istheDorian,andnoother.Such
an one makes me merry with the sound of his voice ; and
of discourse ;
when I hear him I am thought to be a lover
so eager am I in drinking in his words. But a man whose
actionsdonotagreewithhiswords
is anannoyanceto
me ; andthebetterhespeaksthemore
I hate him, and
of discourse. As to Socrates,
then I seemtobeahater
I havenoknowledge
of his words,but of old, as would
seem, I havehadexperience
of his deeds; and his deeds
showthatfreeand
noble sentimentsarenaturalto
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 tooagreewithSolon,‘that
I wouldfain grow old,
learningmany things.’But
I must beallowed toadd ‘ of
the good only.’ Socrates must be willing to allow that he is
a good teacher, or I shall be a dull and uncongenial pupil
:
but that the teacher is younger, or not as yet in reputeanything of that sort is of noaccount with me. Andtherefore, Socrates, I giveyou noticethat youmay teachand
confute me as much as ever you like, and also learn of me
anything which I know. S o highis theopinion which I
haveentertained ofyou eversincethedayon
whichyou
were my companion in danger, and gave a proof
of your
valour such as only the man
of merit cangive.
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
to takecounselandadvise
withme.
Lys. But thisisourproperbusiness
; and yours as well as
ours, for I reckon you as one of us. Please then to take my
place, and find out from Nicias and Laches what we want to
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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,
rememberthequestions
which I amgoingto
ask, or the
answers to them ;. and if there is any interruption I am quite
lost. I will thereforebeg of youtocarryontheproposed
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 Lysimachusand Melesias. There willbeno
harmin
askingourselvesthequestion
which wasfirstproposedto
us: ' W h o havebeen our owninstructorsinthissort
of
training, and whom have we made better?
' But the other
mode of carrying on the enquiry will bring us equally to the
samepoint,and
will bemorelikeproceeding
fromfirst
of something Socrates
principles. For ifwe knew that the addition
would improve some other thing, and were able to make the
addition, then, clearly, we must know
how that about which 'can impart
we areadvisingmaybebestandmosteasilyattained.
~ ~ ~ + 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.
thattheaddition
of sightmakesbettertheeyes
which
possess this gift, and also were able to impart sight
to the
of sight, and
eyes, then, clearly, we should know the nature
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 considerin what way thegift 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 howcan'weadviseanyoneaboutthebestmode
of
attainingsomething of whichwearewhollyignorant
?
must know
the nature
La. I do not think that we can, Socrates.
of virtue.
SOC.Then,Laches,wemaypresumethatweknowthe
nature of virtue ?
La. Yes.
VOL. 1.
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rather
or

of a part of virtue.

hhts.
SOC.Andthat whichwe knowwemustsurelybeableto
socmm. tell ?
LhCHES.
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 firstconsiderwhetherwehavea
suacient 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 whichof theparts of virtueshallweselect?
particular
virtuewith Mustwenotselectthatto
which theart of fighting in
whichwe
armour issupposedtoconduce ? And is not that generally
are at
thought to be courage ?
present
La. Yes, Certainly.
concerned
is
SOC.Then,
Laches,
suppose
that
we
first set
about
determiningthenature
of courage,andinthesecondplace
proceedtoenquirehowtheyoungmenmayattainthis
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
hispostandfightsagainsttheenemy;therecanbeno
mistake about that.
W@ is the
SOC.
-Very good, Laches ; andyet I fearthat I did not
man?
courageous express myself clearly; and therefore you have answered
‘not the question which I intended to ask, but another.
La.
youdo
What
mean, Socrates ?
19‘
( 1 ) He
SOC.I will endeavourtoexplain
; you wouldcall aman
who stands
and fights; courageouswhoremainsathis
post, and fightswith the
and also
enemy ?
La; Certainly I should.
(2) he who
SOC.And so should I ; but what would you say of another
flies and
man, whofights flying, instead of remaining?
fights.
La. How flying?
Soc. Why, as the Scythians are said tofight, flying as well
as pursuing ; and as Homer says in praise of the horses of
Aeneas,thattheyknew‘howtopursue,and
flyquickly
hither and thither ;’ and he passes an encomium on Aeneas
of fear or flight, and calls
himself, as having a knowledge
him ‘an author of fear or flight.’

af courage.

Dzferent
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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.Andyet,Laches,you
must excepttheLacedaemoniansatPlataea,
who, whentheycameuponthelight
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
themlikecavalry,
and won the battle of Plataea.
La. That is true.
SOC.That was my meaningwhen I saidthat I wasto
blame in havingputmyquestion
badly, andthatthis
was
the reason of your answering badly. For I meant to ask you
notonlyaboutthecourage
of heavy-armedsoldiers,
but
about the courage of cavalry and every other styleof soldier ;
andnotonlywhoarecourageous
inwar,butwho
are Courageis
courageous in perils by sea, andwhoindisease,orin
~ e ~ ~ s o
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
and
tend against desires and pleasures, either fixed in their rank poverty,
or turning upon their enemy. There is this sort of courage- andin
civil strife :
is there not, Laches ?
also in
the battle
La. Certainly,Socrates.
SOC.And all these are courageous, but some have courage
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 wasaskingaboutcourageandcowardicein
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 meanthis:As
I might askwhat is thatquality
which is called quickness,and which is found inrunning,
inplayingthelyre,inspeaking,inlearning,andinmany
other similar actions, or rather which we possess in nearly
every action that is worth mentioning of arms, legs, mouth,
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voice, mind ;-would you not apply the term quickness to all
them ?
La. Quite true.
SOC.And suppose I were to be asked by some one : W h a t
is that common quality, Socrates, which, in all these uses of
the word, you call quickness ? I should say the quality which
accomplishesmuchinalittletime-whetherinrunning,
speaking, or in any other sort of action.
La. You would be quite correct.
SOC.
And now, Laches, do you tryand tellmeinlike
manner,Whatisthat
commonqualitywhichiscalled
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
and noble?
La. Very noble.
SOC.But what would you say of a foolish endurance ? Is
not that,ontheotherhand,toberegardedaseviland
hurtful ?
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
be courage-for it is not noble, but courage is noble ?
La. You are right.
SOC.Then, according to you, only the wise endurance is
courage ?
La. True.
SOC.But as totheepithet
' wise,'-wise inwhat?In
all thingssmall as well as great? For example, if a man

SOCPATES, of
LACHES.

What is
that

common

quality in
all which
is called
courage ?
Endurance.

Yes, but
it must be
a noble
or wise
endurance.

possessed of Rnowdedge.
1
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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=,
LACHES
you call him courageous ?
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. N o ; thatisnotcourageat
all, anymorethanthe
last.
SOC.Again, take the case of one who endures in war, and 1s he who
is willing to fight, and wisely calculatesandknowsthat
~ ~ r ~
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
he, or some man in the opposing army who is in the opposite and
circumstances to these and yet endures and remains at his
braver
post, is the
?
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*
with the other?
La. That is true.
SOC.Then you would say that he who in an engagementof
cavalryendures,havingtheknowledge
of horsemanship,
isnot so courageousashewhoendures,havingnosuch
knowledge ?
La. So I should say.
SOC.And he who endures,havingaknowledge
of the
bow, or of anyotherart,isnot
use of the sling, or the.
so courageousashewhoendures,nothavingsuch
a
knowledge ?
La. True.
SOC.And he who descends into awell, and dives, and holds
out in thisoranysimilar
action, havingno 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.
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And yet
he is
the more
foolish.

This conclusion can
never be
right.

And yet
if we show
endurance
we may
very likely
discover
that
courage
after all is
endurance.

Words and deeds.
sot. And yet men who thus run risks and endure are foolish, 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
to be base and hurtful to US.
La. Quite true.
Soc. Whereascouragewasacknowledged
tobe a noble
quality.
La. True.
SOC.And now on the contrary we are saying that the
foolish
endurance, which was before held in dishonour, is courage.
La. Very true.
SOC.And are we right in sayingso ?
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
usin action, butnot, I imagine, hewhoheardustalking
about courage just now.
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
we are speaking to a certain extent.
La. T o whatextentandwhatprincipledoyoumean
?
194
SOC.T h e principle of endurance. W e too mustendure
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
toinvestigations 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 natureof courage ; but, somehow 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 ?
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he La. Certainly,
Larlus.
SOC,AndshallweinviteNiciastojoin
us? he may
be SOCRATSS
LACHES,
better at the sport than we are. What do you say ?
NlClAS.
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 wavesof argument, and at the
enquiry.
last gasp : you see our extremity, and may save us and also
settle your own opinion,
if you willtell 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 forgotten an excellent saying which I have heard from your own courage is
a sort of
lips.
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. Andtherefore if thebravemanisgood,heisalso
wise.
Soc. Do you hear him, Laches ?
La. Yes, I hear him, but I do not verywell understand him.
SOC.I think that I understand him ; and he appears to me
to mean that courage is a sort of wisdom.
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 ?
Nic. Certainly not.
SOC.Nor the wisdom which plays the lyre ?
Nic. No.
SOC.Butwhat is thisknowledgethen,and
of what ?
courage
is the
La. I thinkthatyouputthequestion
to himvery well, knowI&e
Socrates ; and I would like him to say what is the nature of which
inspires
this knowledge or wisdom.
fear or
195 Nic. I mean to say, Laches, that courage is the knowledge
confidence
of that which inspires fear
o r confidence in war, or in anything.
anything.
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Who is the courageous maa ?
La. How strangely he is talking, Socrates.
Sac. W h y d o you say so, Laches ?

What is
disease?
Are the
physicians
the same as
the courageous ?

The
physicians
can only
tell the
nature of

disease,
not
ahether
health is
better than
disease,
life than
death.

La. Why,surelycourageisonething,andwisdom
another.
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
shallendeavour to show,Letmeaskyouaquestion:
Do
notphysiciansknowthedangers
of disease ? ordothe
courageous know them ? or are the physicians the same as
the courageous ?
Nic. Not at all.
La. No morethanthehusbandmenwhoknowthedana
gers of husbandry,orthanothercraftsmen,whohave
knowledge of thatwhichinspiresthem
with fearorconfidence in their own arts, and yet they are not courageous
a
whit the more for that.
Sac. W h a t is Lachessaying,Nicias
? He appears to be
saying something of importance.
Nic. Yes, he is saying something, but it is not true.
SOC.
How s o ?
Nic. Why, becausehedoesnotseethatthephysician’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
nevergetup
from a sick bed? I shouldliketoknow
whetheryouthinkthat
life is alwaysbetterthandeath.
May not death often be the better of the two ?
Lo. Yes certainly so in my opinion.
Nic. And do you think that the same things are terrible
tothosewhohadbetterdie,and
to thosewhohadbetter
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
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inthegrounds
of fearandhope
? Andhim
I call the Lwhes.
courageous.
SOCRATES,
LACHZS,
Soc. Do you understand his meaning, Laches
?
NICIAS.
La. Yes ; I supposethat,inhiswayofspeaking,the
Nay, the
soothsayers are courageous. For who but one
of them can
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 ?
Nic. What ! do you mean to say that the soothsayer ought
to know the grounds of hope or fear ?
La. Indeed I do : who but he ?
h'ic. Much rather I should say he ofwhom I speak ; for the The soothsoothsayer ought to know only the signs
of things that are
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;buttowhomthesufferingornotsuffering
of these
things willbe for the best, can no more be decided
by the
soothsayer than by one who is no soothsayer.
La. I cannotunderstandwhatNicias
would beat, So- According
crates; for he represents the courageous man as neither a
soothsayer,noraphysician,norinanyothercharacter,
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 nonsense, but that he shuffles up and down in order to conceal
thedifficultyinto
which hehasgot
himself. You and I,
Socrates, might have practised
a similar shuffle just now, it
we had only wanted to avoid the appearanceof inconsistency.
And ifwe 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 quiteagree withyou, Laches,thatheshouldnot.
But perhaps Nicias is serious, and not merely talking for the
sake of talking.Let
us ask him justtoexplainwhathe
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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Socrates
undertakes
to crossexamine
him.

If courage
is wisdom,
no animal
is courageous.

Thoughtful
courage
is a very

rare
quality.

Nicias deniesthatanimalsare

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. Andnoteverymanhasthisknowledge
; thephysician and the soothsayer have it not; and they
will not be
courageousunlesstheyacquire
it-thatis
whatyouwere
saying ?
Nic. I was.
Soc. Thenthisiscertainlynotathing
which everypig
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
bigpig as the
Crommyonian sow would be called by you courageous. And
this I saynotasajoke,
but because I thinkthathewho
assents to your doctrine, that courageis the knowledge of the
grounds of fear and hope, cannot allow that any wild beast is
courageous,unlessheadmitsthata
lion, or aleopard,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.
La. Capital,Socrates; by the gods, that is truly good. 197
And I hope,Nicias,
that youwilltell
us whetherthese
animals, whichweall
admitto
be courageous,arereally
wiser than mankind ; or whether you will have the boldness,
in the face of universal opinion, to deny their courage.
Nic. Why,Laches,
I donot call animals oranyother
things which have nofear of dangers,becausetheyare
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, tomyway
of thinking, between fearlessness
andcourage.
I am of opinionthatthoughtfulcourageis
a quality possessed by very few, but that rashness and boldness,andfearlessness,whichhasnoforethought,arevery
common qualities possessedby many men, many women, many
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children,
many
animals.
And
you, and men
general,
in
call Lath
by the term ‘courageous ’ actions which I call rash ;-my *R*TW
L*CWEs,
courageous actions are wiseactions.
NICIAS.
La. Behold,Socrates,howadmirably,ashethinks,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 awareof the sourcefrom 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
agreatstatesmanwhomthe
city choosestopresideover
her.
-Sot. Yes, my sweet friend, but a great statesman is likely
tohaveagreatintelligence.And
I thinkthatthe
view
which is implied in Nicias’ definition of courage is worthy
of examination.
La. Then examine for yourself, Socrates.
SOC.That is what I am going todo,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 mustbeg ofyou,Nicias,
to begin W e must
again. You remember that we originally considered courage
:
to be a part of virtue.
(I)Courage
is a part
Nic. Very true.
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 withme aboutthe parts? For I say

ts:
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that justice, temperance, and the like, are all of them parts of
virtue as well as courage. Would. you not say the same?
LACXSS.
NICIAS.
Nic. Certainly.
(2)~Ourage SOC.
Wellthen, so farweareagreed.Andnowlet
us
isaknow- proceed a step,andtrytoarriveat
a similaragreement
ledge of
good and
about the fearful and the hopeful:
I do not want you to be
evilin the thinkingonethingandmyselfanother.Letmethen
tell
future.
you my own opinion, and
if I am wrong you shall set me
right:inmyopiniontheterribleandthehopefularethe
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 ?
La. Yes,Socrates,entirely.
SOC.That is myview, Nicias;theterriblethings,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
and myself as to a third point.
Nic. What is that?
(3) In
the
SOC.I willtellyou.
H e a n d I haveanotionthatthereis
not
one
knowledge
or
science
of thepast,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 ; butthat of all three there is one science
the present.
only: for example, there is one science
of medicine which
of healthequallyinall
isconcernedwiththeinspection
times,present,past,andfuture;andonescience
of husbandry in likemanner,whichisconcerned
with theprcl
As to the
art
of the
ductions of the
earth
all
in
times.
general, you yourselves my
will
be
witnesses
that
he
hasanexcellentforeknowledge
of thefuture,andthathe
claims to be the master and not the servant
of the soothsayer,
because
he
knows
better
what
is
happening
or
is
1%
likely
happen
to war:
inand
accordingly
the
law
places
the
soothsayer
under
the
general,
and
not
the
general
underthesoothsayer.Am
I notcorrectinsaying
so,
Laches ?
hhes.
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La, Quite
Laches.
SOLAnd do YOU, Nicias, also acknowledge that the same
SOCRATEO,
LACH~S,
science has understandingof the same things, whether future,N~~~~~
present, or past.?
Nic. Yes, indeed, Socrates ; that is my opinion.
Soc. And courage, my friend, is, as you say, a knowledge
of the fearful and of the hopeful?
Nic. Yes.
Soc. And the fearful, and the hopeful, are admitted to
be
future goods and future evils ?
Nic. True.
Soc. And the same science has to do with the same things
in the future or at any time?
Nic. That is true.
SOC.Then courage is not the science which is concerned
; courage,
with the fearful andhopeful, for they are future only
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 ?
Nic. That, as I suppose, is true.
SOC.Thentheanswer
which youhavegiven,
Nicias,
includesonly
a thirdpart
of courage; but ourquestion
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, Whatdoyousaytothatalteration
in yourstatement ?
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
all, andhewouldknowwhichweredangersandwhichwere
future,
not, and guard against them whether they were supernatural
or natural ; and he would provide the good, as he would know
bend all
virtue.
how to deal both with gods or men.
Nic. I think, Socrates, that there is 3 great deal of truth in
what you say.
Soc. But then, Nicias, courage,accordingtothisnew
~~~~~~
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The education of t h boys referred to Socrates.

L M ~ . definition of yours, instead of being a part of virtue only, will

beallvirtue ?
Nic. It would
seem
so.
SOC.But we were saying that courage is one
of the parts of
virtue ?
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 havenotdiscoveredwhatcourage
is.
Nic. We have not.
AnalterLa. And yet, friend Nicias,I imaginedthatyou would have zoo
cation
tween
madethe discovery, when you were so contemptuous of the
Lachesand answers which I made to Socrates. I had very great hopes
Nicias.
that you
would
havebeenenlightened
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
to me very like
be of no consequence. You certainly appear
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 you,
to
for I think that you are very much in want
of knowledge.
They agree
La. Youareaphilosopher,Nicias
; of thatIamaware
:
in reconmending
nevertheless I would recommendLysimachusandMelesias
Lysinnot to take you and me as advisers about the educationof their
children ; but, as I said at first, they shouid ask Socrates and
refer
the
'not let him off; ifmyown
sonswere old enough, I would
question
haveaskedhimmyself,
respecting
Nic.' T o thatIquiteagree,
if Socratesiswillingtotake
the ducation Of
them under his charge.
I
should not wish for any one else to
their two
boys to
be the tutor of Niceratus. But I observe that when I mention
&rates.
the matter to him he recommends to me some other tutor and
SCXRATES,

LACHES,
NICIM.
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refuses himself. Perhaps he may be more ready to listen to
LUC~CS.
you, Lysimachus.
SOCSAT~S,
Lys. H e ought, Nicias : for certainly I would do things for Lus"*cHus~
himwhich 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?
SOC.Indeed,Lysimachus, I should be verywrongin
re- Then,says
fusing to aid in the improvement
of anybody. And if I had
showninthisconversationthatIhad
a knowledgewhich
Nicias and Laches have not, then I admit that you would be school
together.
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 certainlythinkthatnooneshould;andunder
these circumstances, let me
offer you a piece of advice (and
I maintain,my
thisneednotgofurtherthanourselves).
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 anyI cannot advise that we remain as weare.And
thing.But
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
'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 cometo you to-morrow,Lysimachus,asyou
propose, God willing.

PROTAGORAS.

VOL. 1.

I

INTRODUCTION.
THEProtagoras, like several of the DialoguesofPlato, is put Prptuprus.
into the mouth of Socrates,whodescribes a conversation which A
~
had taken place between himself and the greatSophistat
the
house of Callias-"the man who had spent moreupon 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 Alcibiades and Critias, bothofwhom
said a fewwords-in
the
presence of a distinguished company consisting of disciples of
Protagorasand of leadingAthenians belonging to the Socratic
Steph.
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 willmake ofhim,' before he becomes his
pupil.
314 They go together to the house of Callias; andSocrates,after
explaining thepurpose of their visit to Protagoras, asksthe
318 question, 'Whathe
will make of Hippocrates.' Protagoras
answers, 'Thathe will make him a better and a wiser man.'
' But in what will he be better?'"Socrates desires to have a more
319 preciseanswer.Protagoras
replies, 'That hewill
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 hadnot assured him of the fact,fortwo
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
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P ~ o f u p a rthe
. untrained ; (a) Because the wisest and best Athenian citizens 320
A

~

do ~not teach
~
their
~ sons~ political
~
virtue.
~
Will
. Protagorasanswer
these objections ?
Protagorasexplains his views in the form of an apologue, in
arts, Zeus is repre- 321
which, after Prometheus had given men the
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 aretobepartakers
of them.Thereforethe
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 themor 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 theAthenians,isprovedby
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
whentheypass
out of the parental control. (4) Nor needwe
wonder that wise and
good fathers sometimeshave foolishand
worthless sons. Virtue, aswewere
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, eventheworst of civilized mankind will appear
virtuousandjust,
if we comparethemwith
savages. (5) The 32s
error of Socrates lies in supposing thatthereare
no teachers of
virtue, whereas all men areteachers in a degree.Some,
like
Protagoras, are better than others, and with this result we ought
to be satisfied.
Socrates is highly delighted with the explanation of Protagoras. 329
Buthehas still a doubt lingering in his mind. Protagorashas
spoken of the virtues : are they many, or one ? are they parts of a 330
whole, or different names of the same thing? Protagoras replies
their
that theyare parts, like theparts of a face,whichhave
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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 justicejust,and
is holiness holy?Andare
justiceand
holinessopposed to oneanother ? ’-‘Then justice is unholy.’
Protagoras would rather say thatjustice is different from holiness,
and yet in a certain point of view nearly the same, H e does not,
332 however, escape in this way from the cunning of Socrates, who
inveigles. him into an admission that everything hasbutone
333 opposite. Folly, for example, is opposed to wisdom ; and folly is
alsoopposed
to temperance;andthereforetemperanceand
wisdom are the same.Andholiness
has beenalreadyadmitted
to be nearly the same asjustice. Temperance, therefore, has now
to be compared with justice.
334 Protagoras,whosetemperbegins
toget a little ruffled atthe
process to which he has been subjected, is aware that hewill soon
becompelledby
the dialectics of Socratesto admitthat the
temperateisthejust.
H e thereforedefends himselfwith
his
favourite weapon; that is to say, he makes a longspeech not
much to the point, which elicits the applause of the audience.
a
Here occurs a sort of interlude,whichcommenceswith
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 isdetainedby Callias, who thinks himunreasonable in not
’ allowingTrotagoras the liberty which he takes
himself of speaking
as he likes. But Alcibiades answers that the twocases are not
parallel. For Socratesadmits his inability to speak long ; will Protagoras in like manner acknowledge his inability to speak short ?
337 Counsels of moderation are urged first in a few words by
Critias, andthenby Prodicus in balancedandsententious
lan338 guage: and Hippias proposes
an umpire. But who is to be the
umpire ? rejoins Socrates ; he would rather suggest as a compromise that Protagoras shall ask and he will answer, and that when
Protagoras is tired of asking he himself will ask and Protagoras
339 shall answer. To this the latter yields a reluctant assent.
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,’
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P~oiagor~s.
andthenreproachesPittacus

for havingsaid, ‘Hard is it to be
good.’ Howis this to bereconciled? Socrates,whois familiar
with the poem, isembarrassedat first, andinvokes the aidof
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
withdrawsProdicus from the fray, underthepretence thathis
assent was only intended to test the wits-of hisadversary. H e
then proceeds to give another andmoreelaborateexplanation
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 philosophy 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 h e 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,whohashowever
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
ought not to beallowed, any more than flute-girls, to come into
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
Protagorasis 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 :The courageous’are the confident ; and the confident are those 350

Ana&.sis, 350-360.
who know their business or profession: those who have no such Profagora.
knowledgeand are still confident are madmen. This is admitted. ANALYSIS.
351 Then, says Socrates, courage is knowledge-an inference
which
Protagorasevades 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?Protagorasseemsto
doubt the morality or propriety of
assenting to this; he would rather say that ‘some pleasures are
good, somepainsare
evil,’ which is also the opinion of the
352 generality of mankind. What does he think of knowledge ? Does
he agree with thecommon opinion that knowledge is overcome by
passion I or doeshe hold thatknowledge is power? Protagoras
agrees that-knowledge is certainly a governing power.
353 This,however,isnot
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 lesseramount
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. Someart of mensurationisrequired
in order to
show us pleasures and pains in their true proportion. This art of
mensuration is a kind of knowledge, and knowledge is thusproved
once more to be the governing principle of human life, and ignorance the origin of all evil : for no one prefers the less pleasure to
the greater, or the greaterpain 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 onechooses the evil or refuses the good
except through ignorance. This explains why cowards refuse to
go to war:-because
they form a wrongestimate of good, and
360 honour, and pleasure. And why are the courageous willing to go
to war?-becausethey form a right estimate of pleasuresand
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Courage then is knowredge,
~ and’
~ cowardice
~
~isignorance.
~
~ 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 isextractedwith 361
great difficulty.
Socrates concludes by professing his disinterested loveof the
truth, and remarks on the singular manner in which he and his
adversary had changed sides. Protagoras began by asserting, and
Socratesby denying, the teachableness of virtue, and now the
latterendsby affirming that virtueis knowledge,which isthe
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 torenewtheenquiry
with thehelp 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.

The Protagoras is often supposed to be fullofdifficulties. These
arepartly imaginaryand partly real. The imaginaryones are
( I ) Chronological,-which
were pointed out in ancienttimesby
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 offiction, aimsonly atthe
probable, and shows in many Dialogues (e.g. the Symposium and
Republic, andalready in the Laches) anextreme disregard of
the historical accuracywhich is sometimesdemanded 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 topreconceived notions ofcommentators, who
imagine that Protagoras the Sophist
oughtalways to be in the
wrong, and his adversary Socrates in the right; or
that in this
orthat passage-e.g. in the explanation ofgood as pleasure-
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Plato is inconsistent with himself; or that the Dialoguefails in Prolagonu.
unity, andhas not a proper beginning, middle,and ending. They I ~ T W
DUCTION.
seem to forget that Plato is a dramatic writerwhothrowshis
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 thrownover truths which are lightly suggested,
andallwoven together in a single design, andmovingtowards
one end.
In the introductoryscene 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, Socratesthinks 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 Socratesthathe
shall learn of Protagorasonly
the accomplishments which befit an Athenian gentleman, and let
alone his‘sophistry,’ Thereis nothing however in the introduction which leads to the inference that Plato intended to
blacken the character of theSophists; he only makes a little
merry attheir 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. H e 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
thetryingand
often sophistical cross-examination of Socrates.
Althoughonce or twiceruffled, and reluctant to continue the
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I'rotagoms. discussion,
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parts companyon
perfectly good terms,and
appears to
be,
as he says of himself, the 'least jealous of
mankind.'
Nor is there anything in the sentiments of Protagoras which
impairsthis pleasing impression of the graveand weightyold
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 Sophistsrepresentingaverage public opinion andSocrates
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 hisexplanation 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 attainments of special individuals, but the common property of all :
this, whichinall
ageshasbeen the strengthandweakness
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

!$

Socrates ami Prolagorus: the poem of Simonides.

123

‘he, aboveall
other men,is bound to say“that wisdom and Prvfugoms.
knowledge are the highest of human things.” ’
INTROThere is no reason to suppose that in all this Plato is depicting
an imaginary Protagoras ; he seems to be showing us the teaching
of theSophistsunderthe
milderaspectunder
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,
andirresistible here, as everywhere in Plato, in his intellectual
superiority.
The aim of Socrates, and of the Dialogue, is to show the unity
of virtue. Inthe determination of this question the identity of
virtue and
virtue and knowledge is found to beinvolved.Butif
knowledge are one, then virtue can betaught;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 knowledgewouldhave required to be proved by other arguments.
Thevictory of Socrates over Protagoras isin every waycomplete
whentheir 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. H e succeeds in making his two
‘friends,’Prodicusand
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
atthe commencement of the Dialogue, Socratessetsupthe
proverbial philosophers andthose masters
of brevity the Lacedae.. .
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The poets, the Laconizers, and Protagoras are satirized
atthesame time.
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 bySocratesis
a caricature of the
methods of interpretation which were practised by the Sophistsfor the following reasons: (I) Thetransparent irony of the
(2) The ludicrous
.previous interpretations given bySocrates.
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 andabsurdity
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 expressthe 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 depreciatingspirit
in which
Socrates speaks of the introduction of the poets as a substitute for
original conversation, whichisintended
to contrastwithProtagoras’ exaltation of thestudy of them-this again ishardly
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 interpretation 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 beregarded as Plato’s
satire on the tedious and hypercritical arts of interpretation which
prevailed in his own day, and may be compared with his condemnation of the same arts whenapplied to mythology in the Phaedrus,
and with hisother parodies, e. g. with the two first speeches in the
Phaedrusand with the Menexenus. Several lesser touches of
satire may be observed, such as the claim of philosophy advanced
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Minor characters ofDiadogzle.
the
for the Lacedaemonians, which is a parody of the claims advanced
for the Poets by Protagoras ; the mistake of the Laconizing set in
supposing thatthe Lacedaemonians are a great nation because
they bruise their ears ; the far-fetched notion, which is ' really too
,
bad,' that Simonides uses the Lesbian (?) word, i ~ ~ i v q pbecause
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 theProtagorasare
not easilyexhausted.
The impressiveness of the sceneshould not be lost uponus, orthe
g r a d d l 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 compelledby the
necessity of his nature to be a partisan, lending effectualaid to
Socrates;thereis
Critiasassuming the tone of impartiality ;
Callias, here as alwaysinclining to the Sophists, but eager for any
intellectual repast; Prodicus, who finds an opportunity for displaying his distinctions of language, which are valueless and
pedantic, because they are not based on dialectic ; Hippias, who
haspreviously
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 damagedby the mock
heroicdescription of them in the introduction. It may be remarked that Protagoras isconsistently 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 thereligious
rather than the irreligious teacher in this Dialogue. Also,it may
beobservedthat
Socratesshows him as much respectasis
consistentwithhisown
ironical character;he admitsthat the
dialectic which 'has overthrownProtagorashascarried
himself
roundto
a conclusion opposed to his first thesis. The force
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the other Diadogues.

E+otwwus. of argument, therefore, and not Socrates or Protagoras, has won
INTEODUCrrOIia

the day.
But is Socrates serious in maintaining (I) thatvirtue cannot
betaught; (a) thatthe virtues are one; (3) thatvirtue isthe
knowledgeof pleasuresandpains
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 paradoxof 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
mustbe reducible to a common principle;andthis
common
principle isfoundtobeknowledge.
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 t o 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’sMemorabilia.
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 inwhatrelation
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 alsoby the different attitude
assumed towards the teaching andpersons 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
moreimportant 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
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the Meno ismore
doubtful. Forthere,
although thesame T ‘ ~ d , z g ~ t . n ~ .
question isdiscussed, ‘whether virtue canbe taught,’and the
rNrao.
relation ofMeno to theSophistsis much thesameasthat
of
Hippocrates, the answer to the question is supplied outof the
doctrine of ideas; the real Socrates is alreadypassing 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 theProtagoras; inall of
them the doctrine that virtue is pleasure, or that pleasure
is the
chief or only good, is distinctly renounced.
Thus aftermany preparations and oppositions, both of the
characters of men andaspects of thetruth, especially of the
popularand philosophical aspect;and aftermanyinterruptions
anddetentions by the way, which, as Theodorus says in the
Theaetetus, are quite as agreeable as the argument, we arrive at
thegreat Socratic thesis thatvirtueis
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 bereunited,
and in the highest conception of them are inseparable. The thesis
of Socrates is not merely a hastyassumption, but may be also
deemedan anticipation of some Lmetaphysic of the future,’ in
which the divided elements of human nature are reconciled.
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Corn. WHERE
doyoucomefrom,Socrates?Andyet
I
need hardly ask the question, for
I know that you have been
inchase of thefairAlcibiades.
I sawhimthedaybefbre
yesterday ; and he had got a beard like a man,-and he is a
man, a s I maytellyouinyourear.But
I thought that he
was still very charming.
SOC.W h a t of his beard ? Are you not of Homer’s opinion,
who says
‘Youth is most charming when the beard first appears ’ ?
And that is now the charm of Alcibiades.
Corn. Well, and how do matters proceed ? Have you been
visiting him, and was he gracious toyou ?
SOC.Yes, I thought that he was very gracious ; and especially to-day, for I have just come from him, and he has been
I tellyouastrange
helping me in an argument. But shall
thing ? I paid no attention to him, and several times I quite
forgot that he was present..
Corn. W h a t is the meaning of this ? Has anything happened between you and him ? For surely you cannot have
discovered a fairer love than he is ; certainly not in this city
of Athens.
fairer. much
SOC.Yes,
Corn. What do you mean-a citizen or a foreigner ?
steph.
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Corn. And ‘is thisstrangerreallyinyouropinionafairer
love than the son of Cleinias ?
The fairer
Soc. And is not the wiser always the fairer, sweet friend
?
is
thethe
wiser,
and
Corn. Buthave you really met, Socrates, with somewise
wisest of
one ?
men is
SOC.Say rather, with the wisest of all living men, if you are
I’rota,.oras.
willing to accordthattitletoProtagoras.
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 haveheardandsaidmanythings.
310
Corn. Then, if you have no engagement, suppose that you
sitdownand
tellme whatpassed,andmyattendanthere
shall give up his place to you.
SOC.T o be sure ; and I shallbegratefulto
you for
listening.
Corn. Thank you, too, for telling us.
SOC.That is thank you twice over. Listen then :He is
Last night, or rather very early this morning, Hippocrates,
actually in
Athens,
theson
of Apollodorusandthebrother
of Phason,gave
andHippo- a tremendous thump
with his staff at my door ; some one
Crate*has openedto
him, andhecamerushinginand
bawled out:
come to
bring the
Socrates, are you awake or asleep ?
good
I knewhis voice, andsaid : Hippocrates, is that you ? and
toSocrates.
do you bring any news?
Good news, he said ; nothing but good.
Delightful, I said; but what is the news? and why have
you come hither at this unearthly hour ?
He drew nearer to me and said : Protagoras is come.
Yes, I replied ; he came two days ago : have you only just
heard of his arrival ?
Yes, by the gods, he said ; but not until yesterday evening.
At the same time he felt for the truckle-bed, and sat down
atmy feet, andthenhesaid:Yesterdayquitelateinthe
evening,on my return from Oenoewhither I hadgone 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
CRATES.
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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
to
might take all that I have, and all that my friends have, if he Socrates
.
Introduce
pleased. But that
is why I have come to you now, in order him at
that youmay speak to him on my behalf; for I amyoung, 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 isreputedto
be themostaccomplished
of
speakers. There is no reason why we should not go
to him
at once, andthenweshall
findhim 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
~n the
find
; 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 andputquestionsto
him. Tell
me, Hippocrates, I said, as you are going to Protagoras, and questionwill be paying your money to him, what is he to whom you
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 Asclepiad, 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, whatishethat
you o f h i m ?
give him money ? how would you have answered ?
I should say, he replied, that
1 gavemoneyto him as a
physician.
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And what will he make of you ?
A
physician,
he
said.
And if you were resolved to go to Polycleitns the Argive, or

PheidiastheAthenian,andwereintendingtogivethem
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 wecangain
him withthese,we
; but if not, thenwearetospend
shall be onlytooglad
the money of your friends as well. Now suppose, that while
wearethusenthusiasticallypursuingourobjectsomeone
were to say to u s : Tell me, Socrates, and you Hippocrates,
whatisProtagoras,andwhyareyougoingtopayhim
? I know that Pheidias
.is
money,-how should we answer
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
:
Andhowaboutyourself?What
will Protagorasmakeof312
you, if you go to see him ?
The breakH e answered, with a blush upon his
face(for the day was
ing dawn
reveals a
justbeginningtodawn,
so that I could seehim) : 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,
HippoBy the gods, I said, and are you not ashamed at having to
cratesshe
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 instruction of Protagoras is of this nature : may you not learn
of
him in the same way that you learned the arts of the grammarian, or musician, or trainer, not with the
viewof making
any of them a profession, but only as a part of education, and
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because a privategentlemanandfreemanoughttoknow
Protagmas.
them ?
SOCRATES,
Just so, he said; and that,inmyopinion,
is a far truer :;is.
account of the teaching of Protagoras.
I said : I wonder whether you know what you are doing ? DO YOU
am
what And
what
know
you are
You are going to commit your soul to the care of
a man doing, or
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
knowtowhom
you are committing your
soul and whether Sophist?
the thing to which you commit yourself be good orevil.
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
thecarpenteralso
: Do notthey, too, knowwisethings?
Butsupposeapersonwere
to ask us : I n whatarethe
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 ?
Howshouldweanswer
him, Socrates?Whatother
He is one
answercouldtherebebutthathepresidesovertheart
men makes which
?
eloquently
Yes, I replied, that is very likely true, but not enough
; about what
he knows.
for in the answer a further question is involved
: Of what
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
Is not that true ?
playing the lyre.
Yes.
Then about what does the Sophist make him eloquent?
Mustnothemakehimeloquentinthatwhichheunder.
stands ?
Yes, that may be assumed..
And what is that which the Sophist knows and makes his
disciple know ?
Indeed, he said, I cannot tell.
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But if you
do not
know what
that is, you
cannot
safely trust
yourself to
him.

The
Sophist is
one who
sells the
food of the
soul,

Th food

of the souL

Then I proceeded to say : Well, but are you aware of the 313
danger whichyou
areincurring?Ifyouweregoingto
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
beof far
when the soul is inquestion,whichyouholdto
morevaluethanthe
body, anduponthegoodor
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 whoareyourcompanions.Butno
sooner does this foreigner appear, than you instantly
commit yoursoultohiskeeping.Intheevening,asyousay,
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 spokenwith 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 inference, Socrates, can be drawn from your words.
I proceeded : Is notaSophist,Hippocrates,onewho
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 retailwhosellthe
food of thebody;fortheypraise
indiscriminately all their goods, without knowing what are
really beneficial or hurtful : neither do their customersknow,
with theexception of anytrainerorphysicianwhomay
Inlikemannerthosewhocarry
happen to buy ofthem.
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 ofthem 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
a game of chance. For which may
hazardyourdearestinterestsat
there is far greater peril in buying knowledge than in buying be poison.
meatand drink:theone
you purchase of thewholesale
or retail dealer, and carry them away in other vessels, and
before youreceivethemintothebody
as food, youmay
depositthem athomeand
call in anyexperiencedfriend
who knows what is good to be eaten or drunken, and what
not, and how much, and when ; and then the danger of purchasingthemisnot
so great.But
you cannot buy the
wares of knowledge and carry them away in another vessel ;
whenyou havepaidforthemyoumustreceivetheminto
the soul and go your
way, either greatly harmed or greatly
benefited;andtherefore
we shoulddeliberateandtake
counsel with our elders; for we are still young-too young
to determine such a matter. And now let u s 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 Hippias of Elis, and, if I am not mistaken, Prodicus of Ceos, and
several other wise men.
To thisweagreed,andproceededonour
wayuntilwe
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 vestibuleuntil we hadfinishedandcometo
an understanding.
And I thinkthatthedoor-keeper,whowas
a eunuch, The porter
and who was probably annoyed at the great inroad
of the
Sophists, must have heard us talking. At any rate, when we shows that
knoded atthedoor,andheopenedandsaw
us, he
grumbled : Theyare Sophists-he
is notathome;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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Protagoras. 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
thecloister;andnext
to him, ononeside,werewalking
Callias, the son of Hipponicus, and Paralus, the son of Pericles,who,by
themother's
side,is
hishalf-brother,and
Charmides, the son ofGlaucon.
On the other side ofhim 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
A welltrained
followed him;thegreaterpart
of themappearedto
be
band of
foreigners,whomProtagorashadbrought
withhim out of
listeners
accompany thevarious
citiesvisitedbyhim
inhisjourneys,
he,like
Protagoras
by his voice, and they following'.
while walk- Orpheus, attracting them
ing in the
I should mention also that there were some Athenians in the
cloister.
company. Nothing delighted me more than the precision
of
theirmovements:theynevergotintohiswayatall
; but
when he and those who were with him turned back, then the
band of listenerspartedregularly
on eitherside ; he was
always infront,
andtheywheeledroundand
took their
placesbehind himin perfectorder.
Hippias
After him, as Homer says ', ' I lifted up my eyes and saw '
is seated
Hippias
the Elean sitting in the opposite cloister on a chair
i n the
ofstate, andaround him wereseatedonbenchesEryxiopposite
cloister.
machus, the son of Acumenus, and Phaedrus the Myrrhinusian, andAndrontheson
of Androtion,andtherewere
strangerswhomhehadbrought
withhimfrom
hisnative
city of Elis, and some others: they were putting
to Hippias
certain physical and astronomical questions, and he, ex cuthedrd, wasdeterminingtheirseveralquestionsto
them, and
discoursing of them.
Rodicus in
Also, 'my eyes beheld Tantalus ;' forProdicustheCean
the storehoure, still was at Athens : he had been lodged
in a room which, in the
in bed.
days of Hipponicus, was a storehouse ; but, as the house was
full, Calliashadclearedthisout
'and made the
roominto
SocaATes.
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aguest-chamber.NowProdicuswasstillin
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 Pausaniwas 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 tome to be an all-wise andinspired
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 soonerhad we enteredthanthere
followed .us Alci- Alcibiades
biades the beautiful, as you say, and I believe you ; and also makes
his
appearCritias the son of Callaeschrus.
ance.
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 youwish, 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 mustexplain, I said,that my friendHippocrates is a HipponativeAthenian;he
is theson of Apollodorus,and of a
greatandprosperoushouse,andheis
himselfin natural approach
ability quite a match for anybody of his own age.
I believe
thatheaspiresto
political eminence ; andthishethinks
~ ~ ~ ~ ~
that conversation with you is most likely to procure for him. upon the
Andnow you can determinewhether youwouldwish
to
speak to him of your teaching alone or in the presence
of upon the
jealousies
the company.
and susThank you, Socrates, for yourconsideration of me. For picions
certainly a strangerfindinghiswayintogreat
cities, and
persuadingthe flowerof theyouth in themto leave the ofhim.
company of their kinsmen or any other acquaintances,old or
young, and livewithhim, under the idea that they
willbe
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The profession of Protugo~~as.
improved by hisconversation,oughtto
be verycautious;
great jealousies are aroused
by hisproceedings,andhe
is
PROTAGORAS.
thesubjectofmanyenmitiesandconspiracies.Nowthe
The
art of the Sophist is, as I believe, of great antiquity ; but in
Sophists of
ancient times those who practisedit, fearing this odium, veiled
old concealed
and disguised themselves under various names, some under
themselves
of
under the that of poets,asHomer,Hesiod,andSimonides,some,
names of
hierophantsandprophets,asOrpheusandMusaeus,and
poets and
some, as I observe,evenunderthename
of gymnasticmusicians,
of Tarentum, or the more recently
celebut Prota- masters, like Iccus
go=
brated
Herodicus,
now
of
Selymbria
and
formerly
of
Megara,
thinks that
openness is who is a first-rate Sophist. Your own Agathocles pretended
the best
to be a musician, butwasreallyaneminentSophist;also
policy.
; and
Pythocleides the Cean ; and there were many others
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 3 1 7
they effected their purpose, which was to deceive the government, 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
objecwho runs away as a rogue, in addition to any other
tions which theyhaveto
him ; andtherefore I takean
entirelyoppositecourse,andacknowledge
myself to be a
Sophistandinstructor
of mankind ; suchanopen
acknowledgment 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 willcomeof
theacknowledgmentthat
I am a
Sophist.And
I havebeennowmanyyearsintheprofession-for
all
my years
when
added
up
are
many:
there is no one here present
of whom I mightnot be the
father. Wherefore I shouldmuchpreferconversingwith
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,
us tothem
in thelight
of his
and would gladlyshow

Profagoras.
SOCRATES,
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admirers, I said : But why should we not summon Prodicus Protagom.
and
Hippias
and
their
friends
hear
us
to
?
SOCRATL(S.
PZ.OTAGORAS,
Very good, he said.
CALLIAS
Suppose, said Callias, that we hold a council in which you They agree
may sit anddiscuss.-This was agreed upon, and great delight to hold a
was felt at the prospect of hearing wise men talk ; we ourselves 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, tellme about the young
3 1 8 man of whom you were just now speaking.
I replied : I will begin againatthesame
point, Pro- The questagoras, and tell you once more the purport of my visit : this tion
is
asked,
is my friend Hippocrates, who is desirous of making your What will
acquaintance; he wouldlike toknowwhat will happen to
‘O
him if heassociates withyou.
I have no moretosay.
crates if he
Protagoras answered: Young
man, if you associate with kcomthe disciple
me, on the very first day you will return home a better man of protathan youcame, and better on the second day than on the
first, and better every day than you were on the day before.
’
When I heard this, I said : Protagoras, I donotat
all daily grow
wonder at hearing you say this ; even at your age, and with better.
wiser and
all your wisdom, if any one were to teach you what you did
notknowbefore,youwouldbecome.betternodoubt
: but
please to answer in a’different way-I will explain how by
anexample.Let
me supposethatHippocrates,instead
of
desiringyouracquaintance,
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 becomebetter, and in whatshall 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 whatshall I become better. day
by day?’he wouldreply, ‘ I n flute-playing.’ Now I want
you to make the same sort of answer to this young man and
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Protagoras. to me, who am asking questions on his account. When you
SocRAres,
*ROTAGOR*S.

But
in
what ?

In the
of affairs

private
as
public.

But such

,

k

taught or
communicated by
one manta
another.

say that on the first day on which he associates with you he
will return home a better man, and on every day will grow in
likemanner,-inwhat,Protagoras,
will hebebetter?and
aboutwhat ?
When Protagoras heard me say this, he replied : You ask
I liketoansweraquestionwhichis
questionsfairly,and
fairlyput.IfHippocratescomestomehe
will notexperience the sort of drudgery with which other Sophists are
in the habit of insulting their pupils ; who, when they have
justescapedfromthearts,aretakenanddriven
back into
them by these teachers, and made to learn calculation, and
astronomy,andgeometry,and
music (hegavealookat
Hippiasashesaid
this) ; but if hecomesto
me, he will
learnthatwhichhecomestolearn.Andthisisprudencein
affairs private as well as public ; he will learn to order his
ownhouseinthebestmanner,andhe
willbe abletospeak
and act for thebestintheaffairs
of the state.
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
I will freelyconfessto
you,
nomistakeaboutthis;for
Protagoras, that I have a doubt whether this art is capable
of being taught, and yet I know not how to disbelieve your
assertion. And I ought
to tell you why I am of opinion that
this art cannot be taught or communicated
by man to man,
I say that the Athenians are an understanding people, and
indeed they are esteemed to be such
by the other Hellenes.
Now I observethatwhenwearemettogetherinthe
assembly,andthematterinhandrelatesto
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 athim, 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
~
thearts.Butwhenthequestionisan
affair of state,then PRoTAGoR*S.
everybody is free to have a say-carpenter, tinker, cobbler,
sailor, passenger; rich and poor,high
and low-anyone
wholikesgets
up, andnoonereproaches
him, asinthe
former case, with not having learned, and having no teacher,
and yet giving advice ; evidently because they are under the
impressionthatthissort
of knowledgecannot be taught.
And not only is this true of the state, but of individuals ; the
best and wisest of ourcitizensareunable
to imparttheir
320 politicalwisdom
toothers : asfor example, Pericles,the Pericles
father of these young men, who gave them excellent instruc- f:::,"
tion in all that couldbe learned from masters, in hisown own sons
department of politics neithertaught them, norgavethem
teachers ; but they were allowed to wander at their own free ward
willin a sort of hope that they would light upon virtue of ~~u~~
their own accord. O r takeanotherexample:'therewas
Cleiniastheyoungerbrother
of ourfriend Alcibiades, of
whomthisverysamePericles
was theguardian;andhe
being in fact under the apprehension that Cleinias would be
corrupted by Alcibiades,took him away, and placedhimin
the house of Ariphron to be educated ; but before six months
had elapsed, Ariphron sent himback, not knowing what to
do with
him.
And I could mention
numberless
other
instances of persons who were good themselves, and never
yetmadeanyoneelsegood,whetherfriendorstranger.
before me, am
Now I, Protagoras,havingtheseexamples
inclined to thinkthatvirtuecannot
be taught. But then
again, when I listentoyour
words, I waver ; and am disposed to think that there must b e something in what you say,
because I know that you have great experience, and learning,
and invention. And I wish that you would, if possible, show Will h o t a goras be so
me a little more clearly that virtue can
be taught. Will you
good as to
be so good ?
prove that
can
That I will, Socrates,and gladly.But
what would you virtue
be taught?
like? Shall I, as an elder, speak to you as younger men in Protagoras
promises to
an apologue or myth, or shall I argue out the question?
do so in an
To this several of the company answered that he should
apologue.
choose for himself.
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TLv taZe of Promethus altd Epimethus.

Well,then,hesaid,
I thinkthatthe
mythwillbe
more
interesting.
ThecreOnceupona
time thereweregods
only, andno
mortal
ationofthe creatures,Butwhenthetimecamethatthesealsoshould
brute aniwho be created,thegodsfashionedthemout
of earthandfire
were
andvariousmixtures ofboth elementsintheinterior
of the
earth;andwhentheywereabouttobringthemintothe
qualities
light of day, theyorderedPrometheusandEpimetheus
to
necessary
equip
them,
and
to
distribute
to
them
severally
their
proper
for their
preserqualities.Epimetheussaid
to Prometheus : ' Let me distrivation,
bute, and do you inspect.' This was agreed,andEpimetheus
while men
remajned madethedistribution.Thereweresometowhomhegave
naked and strengthwithout
swiftness,while
heequippedtheweaker
defencewith 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 tobe their way of escape. Thus did 321
he compensate themwith the view of preventing any race
frombecomingextinct.
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
otheranimalsas
food. Andsomehemadetohave
few
youngones, while thosewhoweretheirpreywerevery
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 wasstill
Tomeet
unprovided,hewasterriblyperplexed.Nowwhilehewas
in this perplexity, Prometheus came
to' inspect the distribumetheus
tion, andhe
found thattheotheranimalsweresuitably
~~~o~
furnished,butthatmanalonewasnakedandshoeless,and
Atheneand hadneither bed nor arms of defence. The appointed hour
protcrgmnr.
PROTAGOP*&
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was approaching when man in his turn was to go forth into prolJ,.o,~m.
thelight
of day ; andPrometheus,not
knowing howhe pRorAwnAs.
could devisehissalvation,stolethe
mechanical arts of
HephaestusandAthene,andfire
withthem
(they could stus. tcneither have been acquired nor used
without fire), and gave
themto man. Thus manhad thewisdomnecessarytothe
support of life, but political wisdom he had not; for that was
in the keeping of Zeus, and the power of Prometheus did not
extendtoenteringintothecitadel
of heaven, whereZeus
dwelt, who moreover had terrible sentinels ; but he did enter
by stealthintothecommonworkshop
of Athene and Hephaestus, 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
manwassuppliedwiththemeans
of life. But Prometheus
is said to have been afterwards prosecuted for theft, owing to
the blunder of Epimetheus.
322
Nowman, having a share of thedivineattributes,wasat
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 notlong in inventingarticulate
indanger
speechandnames;andhe
also constructedhousesand
clothes and shoes and
beds, and drew sustenance from the
earth, Thus provided, mankind at firstlived dispersed, and natedby
therewereno
cities. Buttheconsequencewasthatthey
were destroyed by the wild beasts, for they were utterly weak
in comparison of them, andtheirart
wasonlysufficient
to provide themwith the means of life, and did not enable
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
gathered
is apart.Afterawhilethedesireofself-preservation
intocities~
gatheredtheminto
cities ; but whenthey,weregathered
but
having
together,havingnoart
of government,they evil intreated
one another, and were again
in process of dispersionand began to
destructioq.Zeus
feared thattheentirerace
wouldbe
~
~
exterminated, and so he sent Hermes to them, bearing rever- Hemes at
ence and justice to be the ordering principles of cities and
thebonds of friendshipand conciliation. Hermesasked
imparted
Zeus how heshouldimpartjusticeandreverenceamong
men :--Should he distribute'them as the arts are distributed ; IO them.
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a favoured few only, one skilled individual
of medicineor 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 carpentering 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;
I reply,
very
isnatural.
But
when
they
meet
which,
as
todeliberateaboutpoliticalvirtue,whichproceedsonly
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
I have exthat states could not exist if this were otherwise.
plained to you, Socrates, the reason of this phenomenon.
Andthatyoumaynotsupposeyourselftobedeceivedin
thinkingthatallmenregardeverymanashaving
a share
ofjustice or honesty and of every other political virtue, let
megiveyouafurther
proof, whichisthis.
In othercases,as
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
isinquestion,orsomeotherpoliticalvirtue,even
if they
know that he
is dishonest,yet, if themancomespublicly
forward and tells the truth about his dishonesty, then, what
in the other case was held
by them to be good sense, they
nowdeemto
be madness. Theysaythat
allmenought
to profess honesty whether they are honest or
not, and that
a manisout
of his mind whosaysanythingelse.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
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opinion that every man is a partaker of it, And I
will now Protagoras.
endeavourtoshowfurtherthattheydonot
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
punished
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 proofthat
them. Who is so foolish as to chastise or instruct the ugly,
orthe diminutive, orthe
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 qualitieswhich 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 qualitiesone
is impiety, another injustice, and
theymay be describedgenerallyastheveryopposite
of
politicalvirtue.
In such cases any man
willbe angry with
another,andreprimand
him,-clearly becausehethinks
that by study and learning, the virtue in which the other is
deficientmaybe
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 punishment doesnotretaliate
for apastwrong
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 beingtaught,This
is thenotion of allwho
retaliateuponotherseitherprivatelyor
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
thinkthatvirtuemay
be acquiredandtaught.
Thus far,
Socrates,Ihaveshown
you clearly enough, if I am not
mistaken, thatyourcountrymenareright
in admittingthe.
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tinker and the cobbler to advise about politics, and alno that
they deem virtue to be capable of being taught and acquired.
&t why
Therey@tremain8one difficulty whichhasbeenraised
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
towardsimprovingtheminthevirtueswhichdistinguish
themselves 3 And here, Socrates, I will leave the apologue
Is there or
and reeume the argument. Please to consider:
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
of your
tothisquestioniscontainedtheonlyrolution
difficulty;there is noother.For
if there be anysuch
is nottheart
of the
quality, and thisqualityorunity
carpenter,orthesmith,orthepotter,
but justiceand 325
temperanceandholiness
anfi,in aword,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 anything 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 punishmenthebecomesbetter,andhe
is either
whorebelsagainstinstructionandpunishment
exiledorcondemnedtodeathundertheideathatheis
incurable-if what I am saying be true, good men have their
sons taught other things and not this, do consider how extraordinarytheirconduct
would appearto be. For wehave
shownthattheythinkvirtuecapable
of beingtaughtand
cultivated both in private and public
; and, notwithstanding,
of
theyhavetheirsonstaughtlessermatters,ignorance
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
be the
confiscationas well as death,and,inaword,may
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,andlasttotheveryend
of
life.
Mother
and
them in all
stagesof
nurseandfatherandtutorarevyingwithoneanother
their life by about the improvement of the child as soon as ever he
is able
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to understand what is being said to him ; he cannot say or p,.*twm.
do anything without their setting forth
tohim thatthisis
PaoraMnns.
just and that is unjust ; this is honourable, that is dishonour- thehelp of
able ; this is holy, that is unholy ; do this and abstain from nurses,
tuton,
that.
And
if he obeys,
well
andgood;
if not, he is teachers,
straightened by threats and blows, like a piece of bent or
warpedwood.At
alaterstagetheysend
him toteachers, 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
as before heunderstoodonly
understand whatiswritten,
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 manyadmonitions, 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
anddesire tobecomelikethem.
Then, again, the teachers
of thelyretakesimilarcarethattheiryoung
disciple is
temperate and gets into no mischief; and when they have
taught him the use of the lyre, theyintroduce him to the
poems of other excellent poets, who are the lyric poets ; and
thesetheyset
tomusic,
andmaketheirharmoniesand
rhythms quite familiar to the children's souls, in order that
theymaylearn
to be moregentle,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 thosewho
have the means, andthose
who have the means are the
ri'ch ; their children beginto
go to school soonest and leave off latest. When they have ~~~u~
done with masters,thestateagain
compelsthemto
learn the laws
the laws, and live after the pattern which they furnish, and m
;:e
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,
then virtue
him follow the lines, so the city draws the laws, which were can 6,
the invention of good lawgiverslivingin
the olden time; taught.
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Protagoras. these are given to the young man, in order to guide him in
PROTA~ORU.

But the
sons of
good men
are not
always
good men,
any more
than the
sons of
goodartists
are always
good
artists.

Theworst
ofcivilized
men are
good
enough
compared
,,,ith
sdwes.

his conduct whether he is commanding or obeying; and he
who transgresses them is to be corrected, or, in other words,
called to account,whichis
atermusednotonlyinyour
country, but also in many others, seeing that justice calls men
to account.Nowwhenthereis
all thiscareaboutvirtue
private and public,why, Socrates, do you still wonder and
doubtwhethervirtuecan
be taught?Cease
to wonder,
for the opposite would be far more surprising.
But why then do the sons
of good fathers often turn out
is nothingverywonderfulinthis;
for, as I
ill?There
have been saying, the existence of a state implies that virtue
is notany man’s privatepossession.
If so-and nothing 327
can be truer--then I will further ask you to imagine, as an
illustration,someotherpursuitorbranch
of knowledge
whichmay be assumedequally tobe thecondition of the
existence of astate.
Suppose that there could be nostate
unless we wereallflute-players,asfaraseachhadthe
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
is the
in thejusticeandvirtue
of oneanother,andthis
reason why every one is so ready to teach justice and the
I say, that there were the same readiness
laws;-suppose,
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. Wouldnottheirsonsgrow
up to be distinguished or undistinguished according to their own natural
of agoodplayer
capacitiesasflute-players,andtheson
would often turn out to be a bad one, and the son of a bad
playerto be a goodone,
and all fluteplayers wouldbe
goodenough
in comparison of thosewhowereignorant
andunacquainted with theartofflute-playing?Inlike
manner I would haveyouconsiderthathewhoappearsto
youtobe
theworst of thosewhohave
been brought upin
laws and humanities,would
appearto be ajustmananda
master of justice if he were to be compared withmen who
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hadnoeducation,
or courts ofjustice,
or laws, orany ~ r o ~ u g a r u s .
restraintsuponthem
whichcompelled
them to practise pnorAcoaAs.
virtue-with the savages, for example, whom the poet Pherecratesexhibitedonthestageatthelastyear'sLenaean
festival. If you were living amongmensuchasthemanhaters in hisChorus, youwouldbe
only toogladtomeet
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 AIImen are
are teachers of virtue, each one according to his ability; and
you say Wherearetheteachers
? You mightas
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 theirfathers ? H e andhis fellow-workmen havetaught
them to the best of their ability,-but who will carry them
? And youwould
certainlyhavea
furtherintheirarts
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
to promote virtue
else ; if a man is better able than we are
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
theythemselves confess. Andtherefore I haveintroduced
the following mode of payment :--When a man has been my
pupil, if helikeshepays
my price,but there is no compulsion ; and if he does not like, he has onlyto 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 maybe taught, and
that this is the opinion
of the Athenians. And
I have also
attempted to show that you are notto wonder at good fathers
badfathers,
of
having bad sons, or atgoodsonshaving
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 himstillspeaking;

socrates
is overwhelmed
by the
eloquence
of Protagoras.
But he
would like
to put a
small
question
to him :Are the
,virtues the
parts of a
whole or
the names
of one and
the same
thing ?

still stood fixed to hear'.'

Atlength,whenthetruthdawnedupon
me, thathehad
really finished, not without difficulty I began to collect myI saidtohim
: 0 son of
self, andlookingatHippocrates,
Apollodorus,howdeeplygrateful
I amtoyouforhaving
brought me hither; I wouldnothavemissedthespeech
I used to imagine that
of Protagoras for a great deal. For
; but I know better
no human care could make men good
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 Peri329
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
go ringingon in along
particular of theirspeech,they
harangue,likebrazenpots,whichwhentheyarestruck
continue to Sound unless some one puts his hand upon them;
whereas our friendProtagorascannotonlymake
a good
speech,ashehasalreadyshown,butwhenheisasked
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
to ask of youalittlequestion,which
I,Protagoras,want
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
tohavemymindsetatrest.YouwerespeakingofZeus
sending justice and reverence
to men ; andseveraltimes
while you were speaking, justice, and temperance, and
holiness,andallthesequalities,weredescribedbyyouas
if
I want you to tellme
together they made up virtue. Now
trulywhethervirtueisonewhole,
of whichjusticeand
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.
still which
lingers in my mind.
SOCRATU,
There is no difficulty, Socrates, in answeringthatthe
PnoTAcon*s.
qualities of which you are speaking are the parts
of virtue
which is one.
I said, in the same sense inwhich They are
Andaretheyparts,
mouth,nose, and eyes, and ears, are the parts
of aface;
oraretheyliketheparts
of gold,whichdifferfrom
the differing in
whole and from oneanotheronly
in beinglargeror
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.
Youwould not deny, then, that courage and wisdom are
also parts of virtue ?
330 Most undoubtedlytheyare,heanswered
; and wisdomis
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 Manymen
the face ;-the eye, for example, is not like the ear, and has
of virtueand
not thesamefunctions ; andtheotherpartsarenone
themlike one another, either in their
functions, or in any
comparison holds
other way? I want to know whether the
concerning the parts of virtue. Do they also differ from one
For thatis
anotherinthemselvesandintheirfunctions?
clearly what the simile would imply.
Yes, Socrates, you aie right in supposingthatthey
differ.
Then, I said, no other part
of virtue is likeknowledge,
or likejustice, or likecourage, 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,
wouldit not be yours also ?
Mine also, hesaid.
Andsupposethatsomeoneweretoask
us, saying, ' 0
Protagoras, and you, Socrates, what about this thing which
? '"and I were
you were calling justice, is it just or unjust
to answer, just : would you vote with me or against me ?
With you, he said.
'Thereupon I shouldanswer
tohim whoasked
me, that
justice is of the nature of the just : would not you ?
Yes,
said.
he
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 thisasort
of thingwhichis
of thenature of
the holy, or of thenature of theunholy ? ' I shouldbe
a question,andshouldsay,
angryathisputtingsuch
' 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,
I maynot
'Whatwere
yousayingjustnow?Perhaps
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, a s 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.
Wellthen,Protagoras,wewillassumethis
; andnow
supposing that he proceeded to say further, 'Then holiness
is not of the nature of justice, nor justice of the nature of

PRoTAcoRAs.

Justiceis
of
thejust.

The virtues
differ'
yet
many of
them, e. g.
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holiness, but of the nature of unholiness ; and holiness is of Pvotupm.
the nature of the not just, and thereforeof 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 justice,
and that holiness is just ; and I would say in like manner on
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 youwouldtell
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 proposition that justice is holy and that holiness is just, for there
appears to me tobe a differencebetween them.Butwhat
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 alwayssome point of view in which
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 ~ $
oppositeshave some qualities in common ; even theparts 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 principle that all thingsarelikeoneanother;andyetthings
which are alike in someparticularoughtnot
to becalled
alike, nor things which are unlike in some particular, however 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 understand to be your view.
332 Well, I said, as you appear to have a difficulty about this,
let us take anotherof the examples which you mentioned instead. Do you admit the existence of folly ?
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I do.
And is notwisdomtheveryoppositeof
folly ?
PnotAooa*~ That is true,hesaid.
Prolagom
Andwhenmenactrightlyandadvantageouslytheyseem
ia drawn
into
to
you to be temperate ?
m a w the
Yes,,hesaid,
admivion
that everyAndtemperancemakesthemtemperate
?
thing has
Certainly.
but one
opposite.
And they who do not act rightly 'act
foolishly, and in acting
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 doneby folly, and temperate actions
by temperance ?
H e agreed.
And that is done strongly which is done by strength, and
that which is weakly done, by weakness ?
H e assented.
And that which is done with swiftness is done swiftly, and
that which is done with slowness, slowly?
H e assented again.
And that which is done in the same manner, is done by the
by the
same ; and that which is done in an opposite manner
opposite ?
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.
so^^^^^,

The diaZecticaZ superiody of Socrates.
Then now, I said,let
us recapitulateouradmissions.
First of all we admitted that everything has one opposite and
not more than one ?
W e did so.
And we admitted also that what was done in opposite ways
was done by opposites ?
Yes.
And that which was done foolishly, as we further admitted,
wasdoneintheoppositewaytothatwhichwasdone
temperately ?
Yes.
And
that
which was
done
temperately
was
done
by
temperance,andthat which wasdone foolishlybyfolly ?
H e agreed.
Andthatwhichisdoneinoppositeways
is done by
opposites ?
Yes.
And one thing is done
by temperance, and quite another
thing by folly ?
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 acknowledged by us to be the opposite of wisdom ?
H e assented.
And we said that everything has only one opposite?
Yes.
333 Then,Protagoras, whichof
the two assertionsshallwe
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 functions, 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
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Thus, if

E!@;osites, wisdom and
temperthose
two O P F
stes must
be the

same.
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Protagorus beginsgrow
to

excited

?
? What else would you say ?
PnoTAGoR*e
H e assented,butwithgreatreluctance.
Thentemperanceandwisdomarethesame,asbefore
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 shouldbeashamed,Socrates,hesaid,toacknowledge
this, which nevertheless many may be found to assert.
And shall I argue with them or with you ? I replied.
Iwouldrather,hesaid,thatyoushouldarguewiththe
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 ourtrial.
Protagoras at first made a show of refusing, as he said that
the argument was not encouraging ; at length, he consented
to answer.
me.
Now then, I said, begin at the beginning and answer
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.
Thegood
And is the good that which is expedient for man
?
is the expedient;
Yes,indeed,hesaid:andtherearesomethingswhich
yetsome
may be inexpedient, and yet I call them good.
thingsinI thoughtthatProtagoraswasgetting
ruffled andexcited ;
expedient
are never- he seemed to be setting himself in an attitude of war. Seeing
the'ess
this, I mindedmybusiness,andgentlysaid
:god.
W h e n yousay,Protagoras,thatthingsinexpedientare
334
good, do you mean inexpedient for man only, or inexpedient
altogether ? and do you call the latter good ?

Protugoru, one, has clearly the two opposites-wisdom and temperance

socruTEs,I s not that true, Protagoras
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More Words than Matter.

Certainlynotthe
last, he replied ; for I knowofmany protuprus.
things,-meats,
drinks, medicines, andtenthousandother
SOCRATES,
things, which are inexpedient for man, and some which are PRoTAGoRAS.
expedient;andsome
which areneitherexpedientnorinexpedient 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 forexample, manure, which is agoodthing
when laid about the roots of a tree, but utterly destructive if
I may
thrownupontheshootsandyoungbranches;or
instance oliveoil,whichismischievoustoall
plants,and
generally most injurious to the hair of every animal with the
tohumanhairandtothe
exception of man,butbeneficial
; and even inthis application (so
humanbodygenerally
variousandchangeable
is thenature of thebenefit),that
which is the greatest good to the outward parts of a man, is
a very great evilto 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 hehad giventhis answer,thecompanycheered
andisrehim. And I said : Protagoras, I haveawretched memory,
and when any one makes a long speech
to me I never re- who prrmemberwhatheistalkingabout.
As then, if I had been
deaf, and you weregoingtoconverse
with me, YOU would memory,
havehad to raiseyourvoice;
so now, havingsucha
bad ~ s ~ ' ~ ~ c
memory, I will ask you to cut your answers shorter, if
you shorter.
would take me with you.
What do you mean? he said : how am I to shorten my
answers ? shall I make them too short ?
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 and CaZZias.

Socrates, he replied, many a battle of words have I fought,
and if I had followed the method of disputation which my
PROTAGORAS,
do, I shouldhave
CALLIAS. adversariesdesired, as youwantmeto
been
no
better
than
another,
and
the
name
of
Protagoras
As Protawould have been nowhere.
goras
declines to
I saw that he was not satisfied with his previous answers,
adopt his
adversary's and that he would not play the part of answerer any more if
method,
he could help; and I considered that there was no call upon
Socrates
me to continue the conversation ; so I said : Protagoras, I d o
rises to
depart.
not wish to force the conversation upon youif 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,andwasrisingfrommyseat,whenCallias
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 letyou go, .
Socrates, for if you leave us there will be an end of our disyou to remain, as there
is
cussions : I mustthereforebeg
nothing in the world that
I should like better than to hear
Do notdenythecompany
youandProtagorasdiscourse.
this pleasure.
Now I had got up, and was in the act of departure. Son
of Hipponicus, I replied, I havealwaysadmired,anddo
now heartily applaud and love your philosophical spirit, and
I wouldgladlycomplywithyourrequest,
if I could.But
Socrates
the truth is that I cannot.Andwhatyouaskisasgreatan
would be
verywil,ing impossibility to me, a s 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
ordaycourserunners.Tosuch
a request I shouldreply
could.
that I would fain askthesame
ofmy ownlegs;butthey
refuse to comply. And therefore if you want to see Crison

Protagmar.
SocRArss,

$lk$fhe

Alcibiades, Cuitias, ana! Prodicus.
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and ma in the same stadium, you must bid him slacken his Protagoras.
speed to mine, for I cannotrun quickly, andhecanrun
SWRATE~,
slowly. Andinlikemanner
ifyou wanttohearmeand
CRITI*S,
Protagorasdiscoursing,youmustask
him toshortenhis
PUODICUS.
answers,andkeeptothe
point, as he did at first;
ifnot,
howcantherebeanydiscussion?Fordiscussionisone
:;,‘abu:of
thing, and making an oration is quite another, in my humble Protagom
opinion. walk.
can
Butyousee,Socrates,said
Callias, that Protagoras may
Yet pro&fairlyclaimtospeakinhisownway,just
as you claimto
speak in yours.
speak in
: That,Callias,is
his own
Here Alcibiadesinterposed,andsaid
manner.
notatruestatement
of thecase.
For our friendSocrates Not so,
admitsthathecannotmakea
speech-in
thisheyields
says Alcithe 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 hisinferiority to
similar admission, and confess that he is inferior to Socrates socrates
in
in argumentative skill, thatisenoughforSocrates
; but the shorter
method.
if he claims a superiority in argument as
well, let him ask
is asked,slippingaway
and answer-not, whenaquestion
from the point, and instead of answering, making a speech at
suchlengththatmost
of hishearersforgetthequestion
atissue(notthatSocrates
is likelyto forget-I willbe
boundforthat,althoughhemaypretendin
fun thathe
hasabad
memory). AndSocratesappears
tometo
be
moreintherightthanProtagoras
; that is my view, and
every man ought to say what he thinks.
I Crifias
When Alcibiades had done speaking, some one-Critias,
believe-went on to say: 0 ProdicusandHippias,Callias
appears to me to be a partisan
of Protagoras : and this led Protagoras
Alcibiades, wholovesopposition,totaketheother
side. Socrates.
and
But we shouldnot be partisanseitherofSocratesor
of
Protagoras ; let us rather unite in entreating both of them
not to break up the discussion.
337
Prodicusadded : That,Critias,seemsto
me tobewell
Prodicusin
said, forthosewhoarepresentatsuchdiscussionsought
to be impartial hearers of both the speakers ; remembering, words
however, thatimpartiality is notthesame
as equality, for
bothsidesshould
be impartiallyheard,andyetanequal
ality.
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Hippias advises a compromise.

Profagoras. meed should not be assigned to both of them; but to the
PRODINS,

HIPPIAS.

Hippias, in
a sententious speech,
advocates
the ap-

pointment
of an
arbiter.

wiser a higher meed should be given, and a lower to the less
wise. And I as wellasCritiaswouldbeg
you, Protagoras
and Socrates, to grant our request, which
is, that you will
argue with ow another and not wrangle ; for friends argue
withfriendsout
ofgood-will,
butonlyadversariesand
enemies wrangle. And then our meeting
will be delightful ;
for in thisway you, whoarethespeakers,
will bemost
us who
likelyto win esteem,andnotpraiseonly,among
areyouraudience
; foresteemisasincereconviction
of
the hearers’ souls, but praise is often an insincere expression
of men uttering falsehoods contrary to their conviction. And
thus we whoarethehearers
will begratifiedandnot
pleased;forgratificationisofthemindwhenreceiving
wisdomandknowledge,
but pleasure is of the body when
eatingorexperiencingsomeotherbodilydelight.Thus
spokeProdicus,andmany
of thecompanyapplaudedhis
words.
Hippiasthesagespokenext.
H e said : All of youwho
areherepresent
I reckontobekinsmenandfriendsand
fellow-citizens, by natureandnot
by law;for
by nature
likeisakinto
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 Hellenes,andassucharemettogether
in this city, whichis
themetropolis of wisdom,andinthegreatestandmost
glorioushouse of this city, shouldhavenothingtoshow
worthy of this height of dignity, but should only quarrel with
oneanotherlikethemeanest
of mankind ! I doprayand
adviseyou,Protagoras,and
you, Socrates,toagreeupon
compromise.
a
Let
us
be your
peacemakers.
And
do
not you, Socrates, aim at this precise and extreme brevity in
discourse, if Protagorasobjects,butloosenandlet
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
thegale with everysailsetout
of sight of landintoan
ocean of words, but let there be a mean observed by both
of you. Do as I say.Andletmealsopersuadeyouto
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chooseanarbiteroroverseerorpresident;he
will keep ~rotagwa~.
watch overyourwordsand
will prescribetheirproper
SocR.rEs,
length.
CALLIAS,
PROTAGORAS.
This proposal was received by the company with universal
approval ; Callias said that he would not let q off, and they
I said that to choose
beggedme tochooseanarbiter.But
an umpire of discourse would be unseemly ; for if the person
chosen wasinferior,thentheinferior
orworseoughtnot
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
,",9
anyonewhoiswiserthanProtagoras.And
if you choose
to
another who is not really better, and whom
you only say is
better,toputanotherover
him asthoughhewereaninand thereferior person would be an unworthy reflection on him ; not fore
Socrates
that, as far as I am concerned, any reflection is of much con- suggests
sequenceto me. Let metell you thenwhatI
will doin thatProtaorder 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,heoughttoanswer
: andwhen
he is tired
I haveansweredasmanyquestionsashelikes
toask,
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.
Protagoras
Thiswasgenerallyapproved,andProtagoras,though
verymuchagainsthis
will, wasobliged to agreethathe
zgztly
would askquestions ; andwhenhehadputa
sufficient and pronumber of them,thathe
would answerinhisturnthose
&?;!
which hewasaskedinshortreplies.
H e began to puthis questions
asquestions follows :-.
on a passage in SiI am of opinion, Socrates, he said, that skill
in poetry is monide,
339 the principal part
of education ; and this I conceive to be
the power of knowingwhatcompositions of the poets are
correct,andwhatare
not, andhowtheyareto
bedistinguished, and of explaining when asked the reason of the'
difference.And
I proposetotransferthequestion
which
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The interpretation of Simonides.
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I have been discussing to the domain of poetry ; we
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 :-

Protagoras. you and
SOCRAT~S,will
PROTAGORAS

‘Hardly on the one hand can a
manbecome truly good, built four-square
in hands and feet and mind, a work without a flaw.’

There is an
apparent
contradiction in
the words
of Simonides : he
blames
what he
also

affirms.

Do you know the poem? or shall I repeat the whole ?
There is no need, I said ; for I amperfectly well acquainted with the ode,-I have made a careful study of it.
Very well, hesaid.Anddo
youthinkthattheodeisa
good composition, and true?
Yes, I said, both good and true.
But if thereisacontradiction,canthecompositionbe
good or true ?
No, not in that case, I replied.
And is there not a contradiction
? he asked. Reflect.
Well, my friend, I have reflected.
‘ I do notagree
Anddoesnotthepoetproceedtosay,
with the word of Pittacus,albeittheutterance
of awise
man : Hardly can a man be good ? ’ Now you will observe
that this is saia by the same poet.
I know it.
And do you think, he said, that the
two sayings are consistent ?
Yes, I said, I think so (at the same time I could not help
fearingthattheremightbesomething
in whathesaid).
And you think otherwise ?
Why, he said, how can he be consistent in both ? First of
all, premisingashis
own thought, ‘Hardly can a man
become truly good ;’ and then a little further onin the poem,
forgetting, and blaming Pittacus and refusing to agree with
him, when he says, ‘Hardly can a
man be good,’ which is
theverysamething.Andyetwhenheblameshim
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, a s 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,

Prodicus t o the rescue.
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So I turnedtoProdicusandcalled
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
in Homer, who, when beleaguered by Achilles, summons the
Simols to aid him, saying :
‘ Brotherdear,let us both together stay the force of the hero’.’

as^

And I summonyou,for
I amafraidthatProtagoras
will
make an end of Simonides. Now is the time to rehabilitate
Simonides, by the application of your philosophy
of synonyms, whichenablesyoutodistinguish‘will
’ and‘wish,’
and make other charming distinctions like those which
you
drewjust now. And I shouldliketoknowwhetheryou
would agree with me; for I am of opinion that there is no
contradiction in thewords of Simonides.Andfirst
ofall
I wish thatyou
would saywhether,
in youropinion,
Prodicus, ‘being ’ is the
same
‘becoming.’
as
same,
certainly,
the
Not
replied
Prodicus.
DidnotSimonidesfirstsetforth,ashisown
view, that
‘ Hardly can a man become truly good’ ?
Quite right, said Prodicus.
And then he blames Pittacus, not, as Protagoras imagines,
forrepeatingthat
which hesays himself, butforsaying
somethingdifferent fromhimself.
Pittacusdoesnotsayas
Simonidessays,thathardlycanamanbecomegood,
but
hardly can a man be good : and our friend Prodicus would
becommaintainthat being, Protagoras, is not the same as
ing ; and if they are not the same, then Simonides is not
I daresaythatProdicusand
inconsistent withhimself.
many others would say, as Hesiod says,

But the in~~~~~~y

rea1 one;
’being’
1s not the
same as‘ becoming.’

for

‘On the one hand,hardlycana
For thegodshavemadevirtuethe
Butontheotherhand,
Then, to retainvirtue,

man becomegood,
reward of toil:
when you have climbedtheheight,
however difficult theacquisition,is
easy’.’

Prodicusheardandapproved;
but Protagorassaid
: Simonides
Yourcorrection,Socrates,involvesagreatererrorthanis
contained in the sentence which you are correcting.
to say that
Alas ! I said, Protagoras ; then I am asorry physician; virtue Can
be easily
and do but aggravate a disorder which 1 am seeking to cure. possessed.
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Socrates makes fun of Protagmas.
Such is the fact, he said.
How so ? I asked.
T h e poet, hereplied,couldneverhavemadesucha
mistake as to say that virtue, which in the opinionof all men
is the hardest of all things, can be easily retained.
Socrates
Well, I said, and how fortunate are we in having Prodicus
has learned
from Pro- among us, at the right moment ; for he has a wisdom, Prod i m that tagoras, which, a s I imagine, ismorethanhumanandof
’ hard
very ancient date, and may be as old as Simonides or even
341
means
‘evil.‘
older.Learnedasyou
are inmanythings,youappearto
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
of being ‘awfully’
taken in a bad sense, and that no one speaks
healthy or wealthy, orof ‘ awful ’ peace, butof ‘ awful disease,
‘awful,’
‘awful-’ war, ‘awful ’ poverty, meaning by the term
evil. And I thinkthatSimonidesandhiscountrymenthe
Ceans,whentheyspoke
of ‘hard ’ meant ‘evil,’ or someus askProdicus,
thing which youdonotunderstand.Let
for he ought to be able to answer questions about the dialect
ofSimonides.
W h a t didhe mean, Prodicus, by theterm
hard ’ ?
Evil, said Prodicus.
Andtherefore, I said,Prodicus,heblamesPittacusfor
saying, Hard is the good,’ just as if that were equivalent to
saying, Evil is the good.
; and he is
Yes, he said,thatwascertainlyhismeaning
twitting Pittacus with ignorance of the use of terms, which in
a barbarous
a Lesbian, who has been accustowed to speak
language, is natural.
Do you hear, Protagoras, I asked, what our friend Prodicus
is saying ? And have you an answer for him ?
Nonsense,
You are entirely mistaken, Prodicus, said Protagoras ; and
rays RotaI know very well that Simonides in using the word ‘hard
’
goras.
meant what all, of us mean, not evil, but ,that which is not

His o w n iderpretation of the riddde.
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easy-thatwhich
takes a great deal of trouble
: of this I
am positive.
I said: I also incline to believe, Protagoras, that this was
the meaning of Simonides, of which our friend Prodicus was
very well aware, but he thought that he would make fun, and
try if you could maintain your thesis ; for that Simonides
could neverhavemeanttheother
is clearlyproved by the
context, in which he says that God only has this gift. Now
he cannot surely mean to say that to be good is
evil, when
he afterwards proceeds to say that God only has this
gift,
and that this is the attribute of him and of no other. For if
this be his meaning, Prodicus would impute to Simonides a
character of recklessness which is very unlike his country342 men. And I should like to
tellyou, 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
toldmebyall
means to
do as I proposed.
Then now, I said, I will endeavour to explain to you my
opinionaboutthispoem
of Simonides. There is- a very
ancient philosophy which is more cultivated in Crete and
Lacedaemon than in any other part of Hellas, and there are
more philosophers in those countries than anywhere else in
the world. This, however, is asecret which the Lacedaemonians 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 speaking, and not by valour of arms ; consideringthatifthe
reason of their superiority were disclosed, all men would be
practisingtheir
wisdom. Andthissecret
of theirshas
never been discovered by theimitators of Lacedaemonian
fashions in other cities, who go about with their ears bruised
in imitati0.nofthem, and have the caestus
bound on their
arms, and are always in training, and wear short cloaks; for
they imagine that these are the practiceswhich have enabled
the
Lacedaemonians
to
conquer
the
other
Hellenes.
Now
when theLacedaemonianswant
to unbendand hold free
conversation with their wise men, and are no longer satisfied

'65
Protqgara.
SCCRATES,

zywer
making
trialofyo",
i

but asyou
are not to
be taken

in, shall I

2;:
tation?

The tme

E&,hy
is to be
~
~
discourses
Ofthe

Sophists,

,

'

I 66

Pittacus and Simoniaks.

Protagmas. with mere secret intercourse, they drive out

all these laconizers, andanyotherforeignerswhomayhappento
be in
but in the their country, and they hold a philosophical sebnce unknown
pregnant
to strangers;
and
they
themselves
forbid
their
young
brevity
mento go outintoother
cities-inthis
theyare like the
of the
LacedaeCretans-in
orderthattheymaynotunlearnthelessons
monians.
which they have taughtthem.And
in Lacedaemonand
Crete not onlymenbut
alsowomenhaveaprideintheir
highcultivation.And
hereby you mayknowthat
I am
right in attributing to the Lacedaemonians this excellence in
philosophyandspeculation:
If amanconverses
with the
most ordinary Lacedaemonian, he will find him seldom good
formuch in generalconversation, but atanypoint
in the
discourse he willbe darting out some notable saying, terse
and full of meaning, with unerring aim ; and the person with
a childin his hands.
whom he is talkingseems tobelike
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 ;
theyareconsciousthat
only aperfectlyeducatedmanis
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 ApolloatDelphi,
as the first-fruits of their wisdom, the
far-famed inscriptions, which are inallmen’smouths,‘ Know thyself,’ and ‘ Nothing too much.’
W h y do I say all this? I am explaining that this Lacedaemonian brevity was the style
of primitivephilosophy.Now
there was a saying of Pittacus which was privately circulated
and received the approbation of the wise, ‘Hard is it to be
of the fame of
good.’And
Simonides,whowasambitious
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 amonghiscontemporaries.
SOCRATLS.

Pittacus and Simonides.
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And if I amnotmistaken,hecomposedtheentirepoem
PYO~U~OYU
with the secret intention of damaging Pittacus and his saying. s ~ ~ ~ . +
Let us all unite in examining his words, and see whether
Socrates
I amspeakingthetruth.Simonidesmusthavebeena
lunatic, if, intheveryfirstwords
of the poem, wantingto nation,
say only that to become good is hard, he inserted p h , ‘on the ingenious
rather than
one hand ’ [‘on the one hand to become good is hard’] ; there true, of the
wouldbe no reasonfortheintroduction
of ply, unlessyou versesof
Simonides.
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
wouldbe 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
be speakingandSimonides
let us imaginePittacusto
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 isnotto
be good, but ontheone
hand,tobecomegood,four-square
in handsand feet and
mind, without a flaw-that is hard truly.’ This way of reading thepassageaccountsfortheinsertion
of pku, ‘ onthe
one hand,’ and for the position at the end
of the clause of
theword‘truly,’andallthat
follows showsthisto 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
wouldbe 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
is a difficulty inbecoming good, yetthisispossiblefora
Sophists’
time, andonlyfor
a time. Buthavingbecomegood,to
remain in a good state and be good, as you, Pittacus, affirm,
tation.
is notpossible,andisnotgrantedtoman
; God only has
thisblessing ; ‘butmancannothelpbeing
bad whenthe
force of circumstancesoverpowers him.’Nowwhom
does
~~~~~~~~
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of circumstanceoverpowerinthecommand
of a
vessel?-nottheprivateindividual,forheisalwaysoveris alreadyprostratecannotbe
powered;andasonewho
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,andnothimwhoisatalltimeshelpless.
T h e descent of a great storm may make the pilot helpless,
or the severityof the season the husbandman or the physician;
for the good may become bad, as another poet witnesses :-

Protugoras. the force
s-res.

logic arid
rhetoric
strives to
elicit the
meaning of
Simonides.

‘The good are sometimes good and sometimes bad.’

Butthebaddoesnotbecome
bad ; heisalwaysbad.
’
SO
that when the force of circumstances overpowers the man of
resourcesandskillandvirtue,thenhecannothelpbeing
‘ Hard is it to be good.’
bad, And you, Pittacus, are saying,
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.Andwhat
sort of well-doingmakes a managood
physician ? Clearly the knowledge of the art of healing the
sick. ‘But he who does ill is the bad.’ Nowwhobecomes
a badphysician ? Clearlyhewhoisinthe
firstplace a
physician, and in the second place a good physician
; for he
a bad onealso : butnone
of us unskilled
maybecome
individualscan by any amount of doing ill becomephysicians, any more than we can become carpenters or anything
of thatsort;andhewhobydoing
illcannotbecome
a
physician at all, clearly cannot become a bad physician.
In
like manner the good may become deteriorated
by time, o r
toil, or disease, or other accident (the only real doing
ill is
to bedeprived of knowledge), but thebadmanwillnever
become bad, for he is always bad ; and if he were to become
bad, hemustpreviouslyhavebeengood.Thusthewords
of thepoemtendtoshowthatontheonehand
a man
cannot be continuously good, but that he may become good
and may also become bad ; and again that

‘ They

arethe best for the longest time whomthe gods love.’

AllthisrelatestoPittacus,
sequel. For he adds :-

as isfurtherproved

by the Profapas.
Socn*TEs.

Therefore 1 will not throw away my span of life to no purpose in searching
after theimpossible, hoping in vain to find aperfectlyfaultless man among
those who partake of the fruit of the broad-bosomed earth: if I find him, I
will send yon word.'

The entire
poem is
really a
polemic
against

(this is thevehementwayin
which hepursueshisattack
upon Pittacus throughout the whole poem) :
' But him who does no evil, Voluntarily I praiseand love ;-noteven

Pittacus.

I

the

gods war against necessity.'

All this has a similardrift, for Simonides was not so ignorant
as to say that he praised those who did no
evil voluntarily,
asthoughthereweresomewhodid
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
anddishonourablethingsdothemagainsttheir
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 himselfto 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 badmen,
when their parents or country have any
defects, look on them
with malignant joy, and find fault with them and expose and
denouncethemtoothers,undertheideathattherest
of
mankind willbe lesslikelytotakethemselvestotaskand
accusethem of neglect;andtheyblametheirdefectsfar
morethantheydeserve,inorderthattheodium
which is
necessarilyincurred
by themmaybeincreased.:
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
praiseandmagnify
a tyrant or the
like,much againsthis
will, and he also wishes to imply to Pittacus that he does
not censure him because he is censorious.
Reading
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. ‘ For I am satisfied,’ he says, ‘whenaman

is neither bad nor very stupid :
and when he knows justice(which is the health of states), and is of sound
mind, I willfind no fault with him, for I am not given to finding fault, and
there are innumerable fools’

(implying that if hedelighted in censurehemighthave
abundant opportunity of finding fault).
‘All thingsaregood

withwhich

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
thingsare whitewhich
haveno black in them,’for that
wouldbe ridiculous; but hemeans to saythatheaccepts
and finds no fault with the moderate or intermediate state.
I do not hope,’ he says, ‘to find a perfectly blameless man among those
who partake of the fruits of the broad-bosomed earth (if I find him, I will
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

(andhereobservethatheusesaLesbianword,
(approve), because he is addressing Pittaws,-

‘ Who

Hippias
thinks this
an excellent interpretation
of the
poem : but
he has a
still better
one of his
own.

&dvop

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 involuntarilypraiseand love. And
you, Pittacus, I would never have blamed, if you had spoken 347
whatwasmoderately
good andtrue; but I do blame you
because, putting on the appearance of truth, you are speaking
falsely aboutthehighest
matters.’-Andthis,
I said, Prodicus and Protagoras, I take to be the meaning of Simonides
in this poem.
Hippiassaid : I think,Socrates,that
you havegivena
of thepoem;
but I havealsoan
verygoodexplanation
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 toask, 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

Renewad argument.
of the
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inclined ; but I would ratherhavedonewithpoemsand
pro~agovm.
odes, if he does not object, and come back tothequestion
SocnATrEs,
about which I wasasking you at first, Protagoras,and by * L C ~ * D = .
yourhelpmakeanend
of that. The talkaboutthepoets
Heis
seems to me like
a commonplace entertainment to which a
vulgarcompanyhaverecourse
; who, because they are not
ruptingby
abletoconverse
or amuseoneanother,whiletheyare
would
drinking, with thesound of their ownvoicesandconversation, 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
fluteinstead
of their own breath,tobethe
medium of and return
to the
intercourseamong them: butwherethecompanyarereal
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 turnsandinanorderlymanner,eventhough
theyareveryliberal
in theirpotations.Andacompany
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
cannotinterrogateaboutthemeaning
of whattheyare
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
entertainmenttheydecline,andprefertotalkwithone
another, and put one another to the proof
in conversation.
348 Andthesearethemodels
which I desirethatyouand
I
should imitate. Leaving the poets, and keeping to ourselves,
let us try the mettle of one another and make proof of the
I am ready
truth in conversation. If you have a mind to ask,
to answer; or if you would rather, do you answer, and give
metheopportunity
of resumingandcompletingourunfinished argument.
I madetheseandsomesimilarobservations;butProtagoras would not
distinctly
say
which he would do.
Thereupon Alcibiades turned to Callias, and said :-Do you
think,Callias,thatProtagoras
is fairinrefusingto
say
whetherhe will or willnot answer? for I certainlythink
thathe is unfair;heoughteithertoproceedwiththe
to proceed,that we may
argument, or distinctlytorefuse

; andthenSocrates
will beabIeto
discourse with some one else, and the rest of the company
will be free to talk with one another.
I think that Protagoras was really made ashamed by these
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.
So I said : Do notimagine,Protagoras,that
I have any
other interest in asking questions ofyou but that of clearing
up my own difficulties. For I thinkthatHomerwasvery
right in saying that

Protagwm. knowhisintention
AUIBIADES,

Socn*rp.s.

E,”,”p”
pelled to
resume the
argument.

‘When two go together,one sees before theother

l,’

for all men who have a companion are readier in deed, word,
or thought ; but if a man
‘Sees a thing when heis

Half

ironical
eulogium
of Protagoras.

alone,’

he goes about stiaightway seeking until he finds some one to
whom he may show his discoveries, and who may confirm
I would rather hold discourse with you
himinthem.And
than with any one, because I think that.no man has a better
understandingofmostthingswhichagoodmanmaybe
expectedtounderstand,andinparticular
of virtue. F o r
you ?-who not only claim to be a good
who is there, but
man and a gentleman, for many are this, and yet have not
the power of making others good-whereas you are not only
goodyourself,butalso
,thecause of goodnessinothers.
Moreover such confidence have you in yourself, that although
other Sophists conceal their profession, you proclaim in the
face of Hellas that you area Sophist or teacherof virtue and
education,andarethefirstwhodemandedpayinreturn.
I dootherwisethaninviteyoutothe
349
Howthencan
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 wasaskingyou gt first, andalsotohaveyourhelpin
consideringthem.If
I am notmistakenthequestionwas
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 ? Andyourepliedthatthe
five names pRoT*ooMs
were not the names of the same thing, but that each of them Tothe old
question had a separate object, and that all these objects were parts of keth;
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 onlyin order $
::;
trial to make
of me.
is very
I answer,Socrates,hesaid,thatallthesequalitiesare
parts of virtue, andthatfourout
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:
Youmayobservethatmanymenareutterlyunrighteous,
unholy, intemperate, ignorant, who are nevertheless remarkable for their courage.
Stop, I said ; I should like to think about that; When you Andthe
speak of brave men, do you mean the confident, or another
sort of nature ?
confident :
Yes, he said ; I mean the impetuous, ready to
go at that ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ which
afraid
are
others
to approach.
are fident
In the next place,youwould
affirm virtueto be agood ~~o~
thing, of which good thingyou 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, orwholly good ?
Wholly good, and in the highest degree.
350 Tellmethen;whoaretheywhohave
confidence when
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
skilled horseman or the unskilled ?
T h e skilled.
I

:;
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Andwhowhenfighting
with lightshields-thepeltasts
or
?
PROTAGORAS.
T h e 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 ?
Inthat case, hereplied,courage would be abasething,
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
confidentare also thebravest,anduponthat
viewagain
wisdom will be courage.
Protagoras
Nay, Socrates,hereplied,
you aremistakeninyour
recomplains
that
membrance of whatwassaid
by me. When youasked me,
Socrates
I certainlydidsaythatthecourageousaretheconfident;
has misrepresented but I was never asked whether the confident are the courahim.
geous ; if you had asked me, I shouldhaveanswered ' Notall
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 askingwhetherthestrongareable,and
I shouldsay
' Yes ;' and then whether those who know how to wrestle
are not more able
to wrestle than those who do not know
howtowrestle,andmoreableafterthanbeforetheyhad
I shouldassent.Andwhen
I hadadmitted
learned,and
this,youmightuse
my admissionsinsuchawayas
to
prove that upon
my view wisdom is strength; whereas
in
that case I should not have admitted, any more than in the
I haveadmitted
other,thattheablearestrong,although
hotagwas.
S

W

~

~ the
~nonpeltasts
,

continue. the argument.
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that the strong are able.
For there is a difference between
PYOtUgOYUJ.
ability and strength; the former
is given by knowledgeas 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 arguethatthecourageousareconfident,butnotallthe
confident courageous. For confidence may be given to men
by art,and also, likeability,
by madnessandrage;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
and grief?
H e does not.
But if he lives pleasantly to the end of-his life, will he not
in that case have lived well ?
H e will.
Then to live pleasantly is a good, and to live unpleasantly
an evil?
Yes, he said, if the pleasure be good and honourable.
of the world,call Socrates
Anddo you, Protagoras,liketherest
insinuates
?- that
some pleasant things evil and some painful things good
the
for I am rather disposed to say that things are good in as far pleasant is
as they are pleasant, if they have no consequences of another the good.
sort, and in as far as they are painful they are bad.
I do not know, Socrates, he said, whether I can venture to Protagoras
to
is the demurs
assertinthatunqualifiedmannerthatthepleasant
this asgoodandthepainfulthe
evil. Havingregard n d onlyto sumption.
my present answer, but also to the whole of my life, I shall be
safer, if I amnotmistaken,insayingthattherearesome
pleasant things which are not good, and that there are some
painfulthings
which aregood,andsomewhicharenot
good, and that there are some
which are neither good nor
evil.
And you would call pleasant, I said, the thingswhich participate in pleasure or create pleasure ?
Certainly, he said.
Then my meaning is, that in as far as they are pleasant they

1 76

The &ad

argument

are good ; and my question would imply that pleasure is a
soCmTrs,goodin 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 goodare 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 oughttotakethelead,hesaid;foryouarethe
author of the discussion.
Let ProtaMay I employanillustration
? I said. Supposesome 352
goras
reveal to us ope who is enquiring into the health or some other bodily
his mind
quality of another :-he looks at his face and at the tips ofhis
about
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
opinionaboutknowledge,that
I mayknowwhetheryou
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
mightbedraggedaboutanyhow.Nowisthatyourview?
or do you think that knowledge is a noble and commanding
thing, which cannot be overcome, and will not allow a man,
if heonlyknowsthedifference
of goodand
evil, to do
anything which is contrary to knowledge, but that wisdom
will have strength to help him ?
Is not
I agreewith you, Socrates,saidProtagoras;andnotonly
so, but. I, above all other men, am bound to say that wisdom
the strongest of
andknowledgearethehighest
of humanthings.
things?
Good, I said, and
true.
But
are
you
aware
that
the
Protagoras
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
not to do them when they might ? And most persons whom
-&out
thisand
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,
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orsome of thoseaffectionswhich
I wasjustnowmenprotagonzs.
tioning.
SoeRAras,
Yes, Socrates, he replied ; and that is not the only point
PRoT*GoRAS.
which are
about which mankind are in error.
true, neverSuppose, then, that you and
I endeavour .to instruct and
theless.
inform themwhat
is thenature
of this affection which
they call 'beingovercome
by pleasure,'andwhichthey
353 affirm tobe thereasonwhytheydonotalwaysdowhat
is best, W h e n we saytothem
: Friends,youare
mistaken, 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 inwhich, as I think, our recentdifficulty is most
likely to be cleared up, do you follow ; but if not, never mind.
Youarequiteright,hesaid
; and I would haveyou
proceed as you have begun.
Well then, I said,letmesupposethattheyrepeattheir
question, What account do yougive of thatwhich, in our
way of speaking,istermedbeingovercomebypleasure?
I shouldanswerthus:Listen,andProtagorasand
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,wouldyounotsaythattheywereovercome
by
pleasure? They will notdenythis.Andsupposethatyou
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 attendantevil 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.
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Protagwas. but on account of the after consequences-diseases and the
S W ~ T S ,

PROTAGORAS.

Pleasureis
~~~~~s

of some
other
pleasure.
US

Goods are
painful
which are
remedial,
and,
though
they
occasion
immediate
suffering,
bring good
in the
future.

Pain is an
evil and

is

a

:

like ?
I believe, said Protagoras, that the world in general would
answer as you do.
And in causingdiseasesdothey
not causepain ? and in
causing poverty do they not cause
pain ;-they would
agree
to that also, if I am not mistaken ?
Protagoras
assented.
Then I should say to them, inmy name and yours : Do you
think themevilfor
anyotherreason,except
because they
end in pain and rob us of other pleasures :-there again they
would agree ?
W e both of us thought
they
that
would.
354
Andthen I shouldtakethequestion
from theopposite
point of view, and say: 'Friends, when
you speak of goods
being painful, do you notmeanremedialgoods,suchas
gymnastic exercises, and military service, and the physician's
use of burning,cutting,drugging,and
starving? Are these
the thingswhich are good but painful? '"they would assent to
me ?
H e agreed.
'Anddo youcall them good becausethey occasion the
; or because,aftergreatestimmediatesufferingandpain
wards,theybringhealthandimprovement
of the bodily
condition and the salvation of states and power over others
andwealth ?'-they
would agree to thelatteralternative,
if I am not mistaken ?
H e assented.
'Are these things goodfor any other reason except that
of and avert pain ? Are
they end in pleasure,andgetrid
you looking to anyotherstandard
but pleasureandpain
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, andavoid
pain as an evil ? '
He assented.
' Then you think that pain is an evil and pleasure is a good :
and even pleasure youdeemanevil,whenitrobs
you of
greaterpleasuresthan
it gives, or causespainsgreaterthan

Protagoras ami Socrates.
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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,
PROTAGORAS.
that standard. But you have none to
show. ’
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
those which it has, or gives pleasures greater than the pains : takes away
then if youhavesomestandardotherthanpleasureand
pain to which you refer when youcall 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: ‘ W h y d o When we
say of a
you spendmanywordsandspeakinmanywaysonthis
man that
subject ? Excuse me, friends, I shouldreply ; butin the he is overcome
by
first place there is a
difficulty in explaining the meaning of
pleasure we
theexpression‘overcome
by pleasure ;’ andthewhole
only mean
argumentturnsuponthis.Andeven
now,if you see any that he is
overcome
355 possible way in which
evil can be explained as other than
by a lesser
pleasure.
pain, o r good as other than pleasure, you may still retract.
Are you satisfied, then, at having a life of pleasure which is
If youare,and if you areunabletoshow
withoutpain?
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 hemightabstain,becauseheisseduced
and overpowered by pleasure ; or again, when you say that
a man knowingly refuses to do what is good because he is
overcomeatthemomentbypleasure.Andthatthisis
of
ridiculous will beevident if onlywegiveuptheuse
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. Assuming this, let us go on to say that a man does evil knowing
thathedoes evil. Butsomeone will ask, W h y ? Because
he isovercome, is thefirstanswer.And
by whatishe
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 ofgood.
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

::nard
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shall, Nay,but ourquestioner will rejoinwith a laugh, if
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, becausehe is overcome by good. Is that,hewillask,
because the good was worthy or not worthy of conquering
Whether
theevil'?Andinanswer
to' that we shallclearlyreply,
we speak
of
Because it wasnotworthy
; for if it hadbeen worthy, then
and pain,
he who, as we say,was overcome by pleasure, would not
or of good
and evil,
have been wrong.
' But how,' he will reply, 'can the good be
theresult is unworthy of the evil, or the evil of the good ' ? Is not the
realexplanationthattheyareout
of proportiontoone
another, either as greater and
smaller, or more and fewer?
This we cannot deny.Andwhenyou
speak of being overcome-' what do you mean,' he will say, ' but that you choose
thegreater
evil inexchange for thelessergood'
? Ad.
mitted. And now substitute the names
of pleasure and pain
for good and evil, and say, not as before, thatamandoes
thathedoeswhat
is painful
what is evilknowingly,but
knowingly, and because he is overcome by pleasure, which is
unworthyto
overcome. Whatmeasure
is there of the 356
relations of pleasureto 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 differswidelyfrom future
pleasure and pain '"To that
I should reply: And do they
differin anything butin pleasure and pain ? There canbe
noothermeasure
of them.And
do you,like
a skilful
weigher, put intothebalancethepleasuresandthepains,
and their nearness and distance, and
weigh them, and then
say which outweighstheother.If
youweigh
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 actioninwhich
the painfulis exceeded by the
pleasant, whether the distant by the near or the near by the
the
distant; and youavoid thatcourse of actioninwhich
pleasant is exceeded by the painful. Would you not admit,
my friends,thatthis
is true? I an1 confident thatthey
cannotdeny this.
H e agreed with me.

f'rotugorus.
Sncmres.

The art of measuring.

181

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,
largertoyoursightwhennear,andsmallerwhenat
a PnoTAmR*r~
distance?They
will acknowledge
that.
And
the
same
holds of thickness and number; also sounds, which are in
greater or
themselves equal, are greater when near, and lesser when at
less by
distance ;
distance.
a
They
will grant
that
also. Now suppose thatis,
happiness to consist in doing or choosing the greater, and in they a~
pear to be
not doing or in avoiding the less, what would
be the saving greater,
principle of human life ? Would not the art of measuring be The art of
thesavingprinciple;
o r wouldthepowerofappearance?
measuring
Is not
the
latter
that
deceiving
art
which
makes
us
wanderupanddownand'takethethingsatonetime
power of
of whichwerepentatanother,both
in ouractionsand
? Buttheart
inourchoice
of thingsgreatandsmall
of measurement would doawaywiththe
effect
of
appearances,and,showingthetruth,would
fain teachthe
soulatlastto
find restinthetruth,andwouldthus
saveour life. Wouldnotmankindgenerallyacknowledge
is theart of
thattheartwhichaccomplishesthisresult
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 andthe
357 to themselvesortoeachother,andwhethernearorata
measuring
principle
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 ?
Protagoras himself thought that they would.
Wellthen, myfriends, I saytothem;seeingthatthe
salvation of human life hasbeenfoundtoconsistinthe
rightchoiceofpleasuresand
pains,-in thechoice of the
more and the fewer, and the greater and the
less, and the
nearer and remoter, must not this measuring be a consideration of their excess and defect and equality in relation
to
each other ?
This is undeniably true.
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And this, aspossessingmeasure,mustundeniablyalso
be
anart
~ andscience
~
~ ? ~
,
P n o T m o R ~ ~ They will agree,hesaid.
Thus we
The.nature of thatartorscience
willbe
amatter
of
amveat
futureconsideration ; buttheexistence
of suchascience
the conclusionthat furnishes ,a demonstrative answer to the question which you
~
r
~ asked
~
o of ~me ~and Protagoras.
e
At the time when you asked
ofgood
the question, if you remember, both of us were agreeing that
and evil
therewasnothingmightierthan
knowledge, andthat knowthrough
ignorance,
ledge, in whateverexisting,musthavetheadvantageover
andyet
pleasure and all other things ; and then you said that pleasure
the world
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
Sophists
andSocrates,what
is themeaning
of beingovercome by
whoare
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 havelaughedat
us. But now, in laughing at US,
you willbe laughingatyourselves:foryoualsoadmitted
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 thatparticularknowledge
which is called measuring. And you are also aware that the
erring act which is done without knowledge is done in ignorance.This,therefore,isthemeaning
of beingovercome
by pleasure ;-ignorance, andthatthegreatest.Andour
friendsProtagorasandProdicusandHippiasdeclarethat
theyarethe'physicians
of ignorance;but you, whoare
underthemistakenimpressionthatignoranceisnotthe
cause,andthattheart
ofwhich I am speakingcannot be
taught, neither go yourselves, nor send your children, to the
Sophists,whoaretheteachers
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 askyou, Hippias, andyou, Prodicus, 358
as well as Protagoras (for the argument is to be yours aswell
a s ours), whether you think that I am speaking the truth or
not ?
They all thought that what I said was entirely true.
Protugwas.

s
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Then you agree, I said, that the pleasant is the good, and
Protugorus.
the painful evil. And here I would begmyfriendProdicus
socRares,
nottointroducehisdistinction
of names,whetherhe
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.
? Are not all
Then, my friends, what do you say to this
actions honourable and useful,
of which the tendency is to
make life painlessandpleasant?Thehonourableworkis
also useful and good ?
This was admitted.
Then, I said, if the pleasant is the good, nobody does anyor convictionthatsomeotherthing
thingundertheidea
would be better and is also attainable, when he might do the
is merely
better.Andthisinferiority
of amantohimself
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
deceived about important matters ?
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 ~
~
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.
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
or terror as
you would agree with me in defining this fear
expectation of evil.
Protagoras and Hippias agreed, but Prodicus said that this
was fear and not terror.
if Thenwilia
Never mind, Prodicus, I said; but let me ask whether,
our former assertions are true, a man will pursue that which
he fears when he is not compelled ? Would not this be in
which he
flatcontradiction to theadmissionwhichhasbeenalready
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.
universally
admitted.
was alsoThat

Then,
~
~I said,~these,Hippias
~
and
, Prodicus,areourprePROTAWRAS.
misses ; and I would beg Protagoras to explain to us how he
s

~

The courageous

pursue
dangers,
hut not in
the belief
that they
are dangers.
The courageous
and the
cowardly
alike go to

can be right in what he said at first. I do not mean in what
hesaidquiteat
first, forhisfirststatement,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 separatefunction.
To this,however, I am notreferring,
butto the assertion which he afterwards made that
of the
five virtues four were nearly akin to each other, but that the
fifth,which wascourage, differed greatly from theothers.
And of this he gave me the following proof. H e said : You
will find, Socrates, that some of the mostimpious, and unrighteous, and intemperate, and ignorant of men are among
; which provesthatcourage
is very
themostcourageous
different from the other parts of virtue. I was surprised at
his saying this at the time, and I am still more surprised now
withyou.
So I asked him
that I have discussed the matter
whether by thebravehemeanttheconfident.Yes,he
replied,andtheimpetuousorgoers.(Youmayremember,
Protagoras, that this was your answer.)
H e assented.
Well then, I said, tell us against what are the courageous
ready to go-against the same dangers as the cowards?
No, he answered.
Then against something different ?
Yes, he said.
Thendocowards
go wherethere
is safety, andthe
courageouswherethereisdanger?
Yes, Socrates, so men say.
I wanttoknowagainstwhat
do
Very true, I said.But
you say that the courageous are readygo-against
to
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.
H e assented.

359
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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,inthis
socUTm,
point of view, the cowardly and the courageous go
to meet PRoTAmPA6.
the
meet dangers but
And yet, Socrates,saidProtagoras,that'
towhich
the theihave
coward goes is the opposite of that to which the courageous differat
nouons of
goes ; the one, for example, is ready to go to battle, and the ,,,hatconother
stitutes
And is going to battle honourable or disgraceful ? I said. danger'
Honourable, he replied.
And if honourable,thenalreadyadmitted
by us tobe
good;for all honourableactionswehaveadmittedtobe
good.
That is true ; and to that opinion I shall always adhere.
360 True, I said.Butwhich
of the two are they who, as you
say, are unwilling to go to war, which is a good and honourable thing ?
The cowards, he replied.
And
what
is
good
and
honourable,
I said,
is
also
pleasant ?
It has certainly been acknowledged to be so, he replied.
And do the cowards knowingly refuse to go to the nobler,
and pleasanter, and better?
The admission of that, he replied, would belie our former
admissions.
go to meet the
But doesnotthecourageousmanalso
better, and pleasanter, and nobler ?
That must be admitted.
Andthecourageousmanhasnobasefearorbase
confidence ?
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
madman, on the contrary, are base ?.
H e assented. .
And these base fears and confidences originate in ignorance
and uninstructedness ?
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True,hesaid.
Then
~
as~tothemotive
~
,fromwhichthecowards
act, doyou
call it cowardice or courage ?
I should say cowardice, he replied.
Andhavetheynotbeenshownto
be cowardsthrough
their ignorance of dangers ?
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.
is not dangerous is
Then the ignorance of whatisand
cowardice ?
H e nodded assent.
But surely courage, I said, is opposed to cowardice ?
Yes.
Thenthe wisdomwhichknowswhatareandarenot
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?
Atthispointhe
would nolongernodassent,butwas
silent.
And why, I said, do you neither assent nor dissent, Prota.
goras ?
Finish the argument by yourself, he said.
I onlywanttoask
one morequestion, 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 metobeimpossibleconsistentlywiththeargument.
Myonlyobject,
I said,incontinuingthediscussion,has
been the desire to ascertain the nature and relations of virtue;
for if this were clear, I am very sure that the other controversy 361
which has been carried on at great length by both of us-you
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affirmingand I denyingthatvirtuecanbe
taught-would Protagarm.
alsobecomeclear.
The result of our discussion appears to socnATEs.
me to be singular. For if the argument had a human voice, P R O T A C o B ~ .
that voice would be heard laughing at us and saying : ' Prota- and Protagoras
goras and Socrates, you are strange beings
; there are you, address
Socrates,whower5sayingthatvirtuecannotbetaught,
to one
contradictingyourselfnow
by yourattempttoprovethat
all things are knowledge, including justice, and temperance,
somehow
and courage,-which tendstoshowthatvirtuecancertainly
~
~
.~
be taught;for
if virtuewereotherthanknowledge,as
changed
Protagorasattemptedtoprove,thenclearlyvirtuecannot
be taught ;. but if virtueisentirelyknowledge,asyouare
of
seekingtoshow,then
I cannot but supposethatvirtue
is t h e w " ment.
capable of being taught.. Protagoras,ontheotherhand,
who started by saying that it might be taught, is now eager
; and if
toprove it to be anything rather than knowledge
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 Prometheus 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.
I
As I have often said, I admire you above all men whom
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
ofwhich I spoke
before, andonlytarriedbecause
I couldnotrefuse,the
So theconversationended,
-requestofthenobleCallias.
and we went our
way.
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EUTHYDEMUS.

INTRODUCTION.
THEEuthydemus, though apt to be regarded by us only as an Eztthydeelaborate jest,has also a veryseriouspurpose.
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 retained at the end of ourmanuals 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 propositions, how to resist the fixed impression of an ' eternal being' or
'perpetual flux,' how to distinguish between words and thingsthesewereproblems
not easy of solutionin
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 whichhad
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 betterassured 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 ofdefinition is explained notby 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
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Euthyde- Statesman (283 ff.) ; a scheme of categories is found in the Philebus
mur.
(p. 66); the true doctrine of contradiction (436 E) is taught, and
the fallacy of arguing ina circle (p. 505) is exposedin the Republic ;

lNzoquqUc.

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; a true doctrine of
logical trees of the SophistandStatesman
predication andananalysis
of thesentenceare
given in the
are
Sophist (p. 262); the different meanings of oneandbeing
worked out in the Parmenides. Herewe havemost 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. Theyare of little or no use or
significance to us ; but because we have grown out of the need of
them we should not thereforedespisethem.
Theyare still
interesting and instnictive for the light which they shed on the
history of the human mind.
There areindeed many old fallacies which linger among us, and
new ones are constantlyspringing up. But they are not of the
kind to which ancient logic can be usefully applied. The weapons
ofcommon sense, not the analytics of Aristotle, are needed for
their overthrow. Nor istheuse
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
disputeany longerabout 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 knowledgeof logic, like some of our greatphysical 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;thereis no need to reopenthem.
No science
should raiseproblems or inventforms 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 u s a more comprehensive or a more definite view of
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the different spheres of knowledge they are to be studied ; if not, Euthydemus.
not. The better part of ancient logic appears hardly in our own
N
day to have a separateexistence; it is absorbed in two other l
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 andpropositionsand the
combinations of them may properly beincluded.
To continue dead or imaginary sciences, which make no
signs
of progress and have nodefinite sphere, tendsto interfere with the
prosecution of living ones. The study of them is apt to blind the
judgmentand to render men incapable of seeing the value of
evidence, and even of appreciating the natureof 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 sciencemighthavetwo
legitimate fields : first, the refutation andexplanation of false
philosophies still hovering in the air as they appearfrom 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 thewords‘subject’
and ‘object’ and the
Hegelian reconciliation of oppositeshave been ‘most gracious
aids ’ to psychology, or that the methods of Bacon and Mill have
shed a light far andwideontherealms
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.
VOL. 1.

0
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~~,t/,,,,{~. ?’he Euthydemus is, of all the Dialogues of Plato, that inwhich
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heapproaches most nearly to the comic poet. The mirthis
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 Socratescontinues
to the
end. . . , .
Socratesnarrates to Crito a remarkablescene in whichhe 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 thegreatness of their professions doesarouse 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
andsuch a performance as might well seem to requirean invocation 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
wiselearn.’ ‘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 youknow
letters? ’
‘ Yes.’ Then you learn what youknow.’ ‘ But,’ retorts Dionyso-
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dorus, ‘is not learning acquiring knowledge ? ’ ‘ Yes.’ ‘And you EufAydcacquire that which you havenot got already ? ’ Yes.’ ‘Then you
AN*LYSI*,
learn that which you do not know.’
Socrates is afraid that the youth Cleinias may be discouraged at
these repeated overthrows.’ H e 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 mysteries ofthe sophistical ritual. This isall 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 desirousof showing 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 asfollows :279 All men dcsire good ; and good means the possession of goods,
; not forgetting
such as wcalth, health, beauty, birth, power, honour
the virtues and wisdom. And yet in this enumeration the greatest
goodof all is omitted. What is that? Good fortune. Butwhat
need is there of good fortune when we have wisdom already :-in
every art andbusiness are not the wise also thefortunate?
?EO This is admitted. And again, the possession ofgoods
is not
enough ; titere must also be a right use of them which can only be
281 givenby
knowledge : in thenlselves theyarc 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 ingenuousness of thc youth delights Socrates, who is at once relieved from
the necessity of discussingone 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 Socrateshas given this specimenof his ownmode 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
mus.
sophistry ; and as a storm seems to be gathering Socratespacifies 285
AN*r~ys’s~

him with a joke, and Ctesippus then says that he is
not reviling
is only contradictingthem.
‘ But,’ says
the twoSophists,he
contradiction. When
Dionysodorus, ‘there is nosuchthingas
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 masterof the art, ‘What is
the meaning of this paradox? Is there nosuchthing as error, 287
ignorance, falsehood? Then what are they professing to teach ?’
The two Sophists complain that Socrates is readyto 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 wordsare 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 arelike Proteus in thevariety of their
transformations, and he, like Menelaus in the Odyssey, iv. 306 E,
hopes to restore them to their natural form.
H e had arrived at the conclusion that Cleinias must become a
philosopher. And philosophy isthe 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. Forthe
general makes over his prey to the statesman, as the huntsman
does to the cook, or the takerof quails to the keeper of quails ; he
has not the use of that which he acquires. The two enquirers, 291
Cleinias andSocrates, 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,
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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 andSocratesturn 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 Dionysodorusand all other menknowall things. Do they know shoemaking, 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.
EvenSocratesis incredulous, and indulges in a
little raillery at theexpense of the brothers. But herestrains
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 tohelp.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 maybetoomuch
of them in wrong places. ‘No,’ says
Ctesippus, ‘ there cannot be too much gold.’
And wouldyoube
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 yousee,’ retorts Euthydemus, ‘what has
thc quality of vision or what has not the quality of vision ? ’ ‘What
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the quality of vision.’ ‘And you seeour garnients? ’ ‘ Yes.’
‘Then our garments have thc quality of vision.’ A similar play of
wordsfollows,which is successfully rctortcd by Ctesippus, to the

Z;I’//ZY,!~- has
mz6.r.

AsALvrfs.

great delight of Clcinias, who is rebuked by Socrates for laughing
at such solemn and beautiful things.
‘ But are there any beautiful things ? And if there are such, are 301
thcy thesameor
not thesame as absolute beauty?’ Socrates
replies that they arc not the same, but each of them has some
beauty present with it. ‘Andare
you an ox because YOU
havean 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 agrand
chorus of shouting and laughing, and a panegyrical oration from 303
Socrates :First, he praises the indifference of Dionysodorusand Euthydemus to public opinion ; for most persons would rather be refuted
bysuch 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 secretto all the
world : .they should be more reserved, and let no one be present
atthis exhibitionwho does notpay thema 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~nongtheir disciplcs.
Crito tells Socrates that he has heard one of thc audience criticise 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.’ Socratesunderstands that heis 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 andnone of the drawbacksbothof
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 EutAyddIltUP.
either of them taken separately.
Crito is anxious aboutthe education of his children, oneof 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
dying out, and thenewhas
not yet come into fulllife,
Great
philosophies like the Eleatic or IIeraclitean, which have enlarged
the boundaries of the human mind, begin to pass away in words.
Theysubsistonly
as forms which have rooted thcmsclves in
languagc-as troublesome elements of thought which cannot be
eitherused or cxplaincd away. The sameabsoluteness 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 rcflection, in thc third becomes sophistical, verbal, cristic.
It is this stage of philosophy which Plato satiriscs in the Euthydcmus. The fallacies which are notcd by him appcar trifling to us
now, but thcy wcrc not trifling in thcage 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
thehands of thosewhoscriously
maintained them. Theyarc
patent to u s 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.

INTIIIIUUCTION.

Euthydr- and even differences of degree, when applied to abstract notions,
mw.
were not understood ; in which there was no analysis of grammar,
INTIODUC. and mere puns or plays of words received serious attention ; in
TION.

which contradiction itself was denied, and, on the one hand, every
predicate wa‘s affirmed to be true of every subject, andon 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
disputescarried on with religious earnestness andmore than
scholastic subtlety, inwhich the catchwords of philosophy are
completelydetached 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 nofallacy 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 ofphilosophical
enquirers at a certain stage, or when regarded from a certain point
ofview 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 commandof
their true nature, has preferred to bring to the testof ridicule. At
first we areonly 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 wordsin 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 arein 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‘samewords to beused 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 Notbeing, alike admit of being regardedas verbal fallacies (p. z& A, B).
The sophism advanced in the Meno(p. 80 D), ‘that you cannot
enquire either intowhat you know or do notknow,’ islightly
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touched upon at the commencement of the Dialogue (pp. 275,276); EnfAydethe thesis of Protagoras, that everything is true to him to whom it
mus'
seems tobe true,is satirized at p.
In contrast with these '"yZ:p"'
fallacies is maintained the Socratic doctrinethathappinessis
gained byknowledge. The grammatical puzzles with which the
Dialogue concludes probably contain allusions to tricks of language which may have been practised by the disciples of Prodicus
orAntisthenes.They
wouldhavehad
more point,if wewere
acquainted with the writings against whichPlato'shumour
is
directed. Most of thejestsappear to have a seriousmeaning;
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 sympathetic 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 whileSocratesand
the youth are
agreed that philosophy is to be studied, they are not able to arrive
at any certain result about the art whichis to teach it. This is
a question which will hereafter be answered in the Republic ; as
292) is more fully developed
the conception of the kingly art (91,
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 Lysimachusin 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 comhis
mentaryat the end ; Socrates makes a playfulallusionto
money-getting habits. Thereis the youth Cleinias, thegrandson of Alcibiades, who may be compared with Lysis, Charmides,
Menexenus, andother ingenuous youths out of whosemouths
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 thegrand-
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Buthydc- son of Alcibiades,who
tt1llS.
INTRODUC.

TION,

is described as long dead, roi, rraiaroi,,
and who died atthe age of forty-four, in theyear 404 B.c.,
suggcsts not only that the intcndcdsccne of the Euthydemus
couldnothave
beenearlier than 404, but that as a fact this
Dialogue could not have been composed before 390 at the sooncst.
Ctesippus, who is the lover ofCleinias, has been already introthere too to deservethc
duced to us in the Lysis,andseems
character which is here given him, of a somewhatuproarious
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.’ Somesuperiordcgrcc of wit or subtlety is
attributcd to Euthydcmus,who sees the trap inwhich 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 u s 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
Dionysodorus. Thc
spirit of philosophy as Euthydcmusand
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 servingtheir own interests.Plato
quaintly describcs them as makingtwogood things, philosophy
and politics, a little worse by perverting the objects of both. Men
like Antiphon or Lysias wouldbe types of thc class. Out of
a regard to the respectabilities of life, they aredisposed 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.)
Education is thc colnmon subject of all i’lato’s carlicr Dialogues.
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The concluding remarkof Crito, that he has a difficulty in educating E d p f c his two sons, and thc advicc of Socrates to him thatheshould
’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 thercarc 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 bclongsto 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 knowledgewhichwillmnkc
u s happy ;’ (3) we
seem tohavepassed the stngc arrived at i n thc Protagoras, for
can be taughtSocratcs is no longcr discussing whcther virtue
from this question he is rclicvcd by the ingenuous dcclaration of
the youth Clcinias;and (4) not yetto 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 ~ T~Ao y&or).
v
But no arguments cqually strong canbe
urged in favour of assigning to the Euthydcmus any otherposition
in the scrics.

EUTHYDEMUS.
PERSONS OF THE DIALOGUE.

SOCRATES,
who i s the narrator
of the Dialogur.

CRITO.
CLEINIAS.

EUTHYDEMUS.
DIONYSODORUS.
CTESIPPUS.

S C E N E : - T Lyceum.
~~

Crito. WHOwastheperson,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,thathewasastranger
withwhomyou
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
ontheright-handside.Inthe
middle wasCleiniasthe
young son of Axiochus, who has wonderfully grown ; he is
only about the age
of my own Critobulus, but he is much
forwarderandverygood-looking:theotheristhinand
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 themareknownto
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 ?

Steph.
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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, k c .

SOC. As to their origin, I believe that they are natives of
thispart of theworld,andhavemigrated
from Chiosto
SKUATE!%
Thurii;theyweredrivenoutofThurii,andhavebeen
Ca1ru.
livingformanyyearspastintheseregions.Astotheir
The various accom- wisdom, about which youask,Crito,theyarewonderfulplishments consummate! I ncverknewwhatthetruepancratiastwas
of Euthyof fighting,notlikethe
drmus nnd before;theyaresimplymadeup
Dionysotwo Acarnanian brothers who fight with their bodies only,
donls.
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 capitalat fightinginarmour,and
will teachtheartto
skilful in
any one who pays them; and also they are most
legal warfare ; they will plead themselves and teach others
to speak and to compose speeches which
will have an effect
uponthecourts.Andthiswasonlythebeginning
of their
wisdom,but theyhaveatlastcarriedoutthepancratiastic
arttotheveryend,andhavemasteredtheonlymode
of
fighting which hadbeenhithertoneglected
by them ; and
LIP against them : such is
nowno one dares even to stand
theirskill in thewar of words,thattheycanrefuteany
1 amthinking,
propositionwhethertrueor
false.
Now
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 nottoo old ? theremay be
reason to fear that.
Socrates
SOC. Certainly not, Crito;as I will provetoyou,for
1
thinks t l n t
,le is not
havetheconsolation of knowing that they began this art of
too old to
disputation which I covet, quite,as 1 maysay, in old a g e ;
IJcCOme
~,,l~,i,,lastyear, ortheyear before, theyhadnone
of theirnew
wisdom. I amonlyapprehensivethat
I maybringthe two
son of
strangers into disrepute, as I have done Connus the
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 mento
accompany me to them, as I persuaded them to go with me
to Connus, and I hope that you will make one : and perhaps
as abait;they
will wantto
we hadbettertakeyoursons
BllfhylfetI1119.
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have them as pupils, and for the sake of them will be willing &'Uchy,/c7 ~ ~ s .
to receive us.
Cri. I see no objection,Socrates, if youlike;butfirst
I
wish that you would give me a description of their wisdom, E ~ ~ , , ~ , , ~ .
MUS.
that I may know beforehand what we are going to learn.
soc. Inlessthannotimeyoushallhear;
for 1 cannot Hedesay that I did not attend-I paid great attention to them, and scene
scribes
of
I remember and will endeavour to repeat the whole story.
which he
Providentially I wassittingaloneinthedressingroom
of had,been
a wltness.
theLyceumwhere you sawme, and was about to depart;
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 believetobetheirdisciples,andthey
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 wellbred 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
firststoppedandtalkedwithoneanother,
now andthen
glancingat us, for I particularlywatchedthem;andthen
Euthydemus came and sat down by the youth, and the other
by meonthe left hand;therestanywhere.
1 salutedthe
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,wisenotin
a smallbut 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, andthewholeart
of fightingin armour:andthey
know aboutlaw 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 ;
andthenEuthydemussaid
: Those,Socrates,arematters
which wenolongerpursueseriously
; to us theyare
secondary occupations.
Indeed, I said, if such occupations are regarded by you as

?;E;
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Socrates draws out the two Sophists.
must theprincipalone
be ; tellme,
I
beseech you, what that noble study is ?
The teaching of virtue,Socrates,hereplied, is ourprincipal
occupation;and we believe thatwe can impart it betterand
quickerthanany man.
My God ! I said, andwheredid you learnthat ? I always
thought, as I was saying just now, that your chief accomplishment was the art of fighting in armour; and I used to say 8s
much of you,for I rememberthat you professedthiswhen
you were here before.Butnow
if you really have the other
knowledge, 0 forgiveme : I address you as I would superior
beings, andask you topardonthe
impietyofmy
former
expressions. But are you quite sure about this, Dionysodorus 274
and Euthydemus ? the promise is so vast, that a feelingof
incredulity steals over me.
You may take our word, Socrates, for the fact.
Then I think you happier in having such a treasure than
of his kingdom.And
thegreatkingisinthepossession
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 thefirst ; andthere is the
youth Cleinias, and Ctesippus : and here are several others,
I said, pointing to the lovers of Cleinias, who were beginning
us. NowCtesippus was sittingatsome
togatherround
distance from Cleinias ; andwhenEuthydemusleaned
forward in talking with me, he was prevented from seeing
Cleinias,whowas
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
andDionysodorus, followed his example. Andthesewere
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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The two
Sophists
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up teaching
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company the favour to exhibit. There may
be some trouble Euthydcin giving the whole exhibition; but
tell me one thing,-can
:.?
;:
you make a good man of him only who is already convinced&
thatheoughttolearn
of you,or of himalsowho
is not RUS,
ECTHYDE.
convinced, either because he imagines that virtue
is a thing
which cannot be taught at all, or that you are not the teachers canthey
of it? Has your art
power to persuade him, who is of the teach virtue
to those
latter temper ofmind, that virtue can be taught; and that
only who
you arethemen
from whom
he will bestlearnit?
are willing
or to those
Certainly,Socrates,saidDionysodorus;ourart
will do also who
both.
are unAndyouandyourbrother,Dionysodorus,
I said, ofall
to stimulate
menwhoarenowlivingarethemostlikely
him to philosophy and to the study of virtue ?
275
Yes,Socrates, I rather think that weare.
Then I wish thatyou wouldbe so good as to deferthe
other part of theexhibition,andonlytrytopersuadethe
youth whom you see her? that he ought to be a philosopher
and study virtue. Exhibit that, and you
will conferagreat
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
wrongdirection,andhemay
be ruined.Your
visit, therefore, is most happily timed ; and I hope that you will make
atrial of theyoung man, andconverse withhimin
our
presence, if you have no objection.
These were pretty nearly the expressions which
I used ; Euthydeand Euthydemus, in a manly and at the same time encouraging
tone,replied : There can be no objection,Socrates, if the and cheerfill tone.
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 thetask of rehearsing infinitewisdom, andtherefore,
likethepoets,
I oughttocommence
my relation with an beyonddeinvocationtoMemoryandtheMuses.NowEuthydemus,
if scription.
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’The wise
only learn :

and yet
those \\ ho
learn are
unlearned

and therefore the
unlearned
learn and
not the
wise.

Cleizias is iztrwqqatm?
I remember rightly, began nearly as follows : 0 Cleinias, are
those who learn the wise or the ignorant ?
T h e 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 tocatchmyear,hisfacebeamingwithlaughter,
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 hewasplaced,andheansweredthatthosewho
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 grammaryou and other boys ;
master and the lyre-master used to teach
and you were the learners ?
Yes.
And when you were learners you did not a s yet know the
things which you were learning?
No, he said.
And were you wise then ?
No, indeed, he said.
But if you were not wise you were unlearned ?
Certainly.
You then,learningwhatyoudid
not know, were unlearned when you were learning?
The youth nodded assent.
Then the unlearned learn’, and not the wise, Cleinias, as
you imagine.
At these words the followers
of Euthydemus, of whom I
spoke, like a chorus at the bidding of their director, laughed
andcheered.Then,beforetheyouthhadtimetorecover
hisbreath,Diongsodoruscleverlytookhim
in hand,and
said : Yes, Cleinias ; and when the grammar-master dictated

’ 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 unlearned ; and your last answer to Euthydemus was wrong.
Thenoncemoretheadmirersofthe
twoheroes,inan
ecstasy at their wisdom, gave vent to another pealof 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
Do those,saidhe,
who learn,learnwhat
expertdancer.
they know, or what they do not know ?
: That, Socrates, is A similar
Again Dionysodorus whispered to me
trick of
just another of the same sort.
argument.
Good heavens, I said ; and your last question was so good !
Like
all
our
other
questions,
Socrates,
he
repliedinevitable.
I see the reason, I said,whyyou are insuchreputation
among your disciples.
Meanwhile Cleinias had answered Euthydemus that those
The teachwho learned learn what they
do not know; and he put
him ~
~
through
series
a
of questions
the
same
as
before.
that which
they do not
277
Do you not know letters ?
k n o w ; and
He assented.
yet he dicAll letters?
tates letters
which they
Yes.
know.
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
know ?
This again was admitted by him.
Then,saidtheother,
you do notlearnthatwhich
he
dictates ; but he only who does not know letters learns ?
Nay, said Cleinias; but I do learn.
Then, said he, you learn what you know, if you know all
the letters ?
H e admitted that.
Then, he said, you were wrong in your answer.
1' 2
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The word was hardly out of his mouth when Dionysodorus
took up the argument, like a ball which he caught, and had
SOCEATEE., another throw at the youth. Cleinias, he said, Euthydemus
DIONYSIDOis deceiving you. For tell me now, is not learning acquiring
RUS,
CLEINIAS, knowledge of that which one learns?
EUTHYDEMUS.
Cleinias assented.
The trick
And knowing is having knowledge at the time ?
reversed.
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
thing?
Those who have not.
Andhave you notadmittedthatthosewhodonotknow
are of the number of those who have not ?
H e nodded assent.
Then those who learn are of the class of those who acquire,
and not of those who have ?
H e agreed.
Then, Cleinias, he said, those who do not know learn, and
not those who know.
Socrntes
Euthydemus was proceeding to give the youth a third fall ;
explains to but I knewthat. he was in deep water, and therefore, as
I
Cleinias the
sophistical wanted to give him a respite lest he should be disheartened,
mode of
I said to him consolingly : You mustnot
be surprised,
procednre.
Cleinias, at the singularity of their mode of speech : this I
say because you may not understand what the two strangers
aredoing with you;theyareonlyinitiating
you afterthe
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
nextproceed to initiateyou;imaginethenthatyouhave
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,andalso,when
you have the knowledge, in the
Edhytitmus.

A

disrowse of the right sort.
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Senseof reviewing this matter, whether something done or
BuWlclespoken by thelight of this newly-acquired knowledge ; the
'
u
s
latter is generally called ' knowing ' rather than ' learning,' SXRATVS.
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
donot
know. There wasasimilar
trick in thesecond
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
not serious, but areonlyplaying
withyou.
For if aman 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 wouldbelike
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 betweenyou and them as merely play. But in what
is to follow I am certain that they will exhibit to you their
(I will show them
serious purpose, and keep their promise
how) ; for they promised to give mea sample of the hortatory
philosophy, but I suppose that they wanted to have a game
with youfirst.And
now, EuthydemusandDionysodorus,
I think that we have had enough
ofthis. Will you let me
see you explaining to the young man how he is to applyhimself to thestudy of virtueandwisdom ? And I willfirst
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 hearyour wisdom : and I musttherefore ask you and
your disciples to refrain from laughing. And now, 0 son of
Axiochus,letme
putaquestionto
you: Do not allmen
desirehappiness ? And yet, perhaps,this is one of those
ridiculousquestions which I amafraid to ask,and which
ought not to be asked by a sensible man : for what human
being is there who does.not desire happiness?
279 There is no one, said Cleinias, who does
not.
Well, then, I said, since we all of us desire happiness, how

z:ti:ing

Socrates and Chinicts.
is thenextquestion.Shallwenot
be happy if we have many good things? And this, perhaps,
is even a more simple question than the first, for there can
be
no doubt of the answer.
H e assented.
Andwhatthingsdoweesteemgood
? No solemnsage is
requiredto tell us this,whichmay
be easilyanswered;for
every one will say that wealth is a good.
Certainly, he said.
Andarenothealthandbeautygoods,andotherpersonal

EfW(ie- can we be happy?-that
1IIZfP.
SOCll4TlrS,

LILE,sI,s,

Hnppiness
is the
of

many good
things:

and good
things arc
wealth,
health,
beauty,

goodbirth,

power,
honour,
nnd all the
duties,
justice,
temperance,
nisdom.

But wehave
~~~~~~~~

ornltted.
good-fortune ; for it
is already
contained
i n wisdom.

gifts ?
H e agreed.
Canthere be anydoubtthatgoodbirth,andpower,and
honours i n one'sownland,aregoods
?

He assented*
Andwhatothergoodsarethere?
I said. Whatdoyousay
of temperance, justice, courage: do you not verily and indeed
think,Cleinias,thatweshall
be morerightinrankingthem
as goods than in not ranking them as goods ? For a dispute
might possibly arise about this. What then do you say?
They are goods, said Cleinias.
Very well, I said ; and where in the company shall we find
a place for wisdom-among the goods or not ?
Among the goods.
And now, I said, think whether we have left out any considerable goods.
I do not think that we have, said Cleinias.
Upon recollection, I said, indeed I am afraid that we have
left out the greatest of them all.
What is that ? he asked.
I replied;which
all, eventhemost
Fortune,Cleinias,
foolish, admit to be the greatest of goods.
True, he said.
Onsecondthoughts,
I added,hownarrowly,
0 son of
Axiochus,haveyouand
I escaped making a laughingstock
of ourselves to thestrangers.
W h yd o yousay so ?
Why, because we have already spoken
of good-fortune, and
are but repeatingourselves.
What do you mean ?

Socrcttts a d Cbinias.
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I mean that there is something ridiculous in again putting
~athykforward good-fortune, which has a placeinthelistalready,
thing
same
saying
theand
twice over.
SOLRATFS,
CLEINIAE.
He askedwhatwasthemeaning
of this, and I replied:
Surely wisdom is good-fortune ; even a child may know that.
The simple-mindedyouth was amazed ; and,observing The forhis surprise, I said to him : Do you not know, Cleinias, that
flute-players are most fortunate and successful in performing wiseunder
another
on the flute ?
name,
H e assented.
And are not the scribes most fortunate in writing and reading letters ?
Certainly.
Amid the dangers of the sea, again, are any more fortunate
on the whole than wise pilots?
None, certainly.
And if you were engaged in war, in whose company would
you rather take the risk-in company with a wise general, or
with a foolish one ?
With a wise one.
And if you were ill, whom would you ratherhaveas a
companion in a dangerous illness-a wise physician, or an
ignorant one?
A wise one.
act with a wise man ismore
Youthink, 1 said,thatto
fortunatethantoact
with an ignorant one?
H e assented.
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
succeed, or his wisdom would be wisdom no longer.
when we are
W e contrivedat last,somehow or other, to agree in a
general conclusion, thathe whohad wisdom had no need good
of fortune. I thenrecalledtohis
mind thepreviousstate
of the question. You remember,
I said, our making the ad- must use
mission that we. shouldbehappyandfortunate
if many
good
present
were
things
with u s ?
them.have
He assented.
And should we be happy by reason of the presence of good
things, if they profited us not, or if they profited us ?
If they profited us, he said.
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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 ?
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 havetheuseas
well asthe
sufficient toconferhap.
possession of goodthings,isthat
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
281
other is neither a good noran evil. You admitthat ?
H e assented.
IllustraNowintheworkinganduse
of wood, isnotthatwhich
tions ofthe
necessilyof gives the right use simply the knowledge of the carpenter ?
knowledge
Nothing else, hesaid,
taken from
the arts.
Andsurely,inthemanufacture of vessels,knowledge is that
which gives the right way of making them ?
H e agreed.
And in the use of the goods of which we spoke at firstwealth and health and
beauty, is not knowledge that which
directs us to the right use of them, and regulates our practice
about them ?
H e assented.
Euihydemus.

~~~~~
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Then in every possession and every use of a thing, know- Buth~de*IUS.
ledge is that which givesamannotonlygood-fortune
but
Socamss,
success ?
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 mistakes? 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.
Andacowardwoulddolessthanacourageous
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 elethatthe
goods ofwhich wespoke before arenotto
be
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
to good,
the guidance of knowledge : under the guidanceof ignorance,
they are greater evils than their opposites, inasmuch as they
aremoreabletoministertothe
evil principle which rules
them;andwhenundertheguidance
ofwisdomand
prudence, they are greater goods : butin themselves they are
nothing ?
That, he replied, is obyious.
What then is the result of what has been said ? Is not this

eg'i:':F
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Etct&yde- the result-that other things are indifferent, and that wisdom
>>/?<.I.

SocnArEs,
CLCIX,.\S.

or rnthcr
to

true

and only
good.

To get \visdom is nccessary and
honourable, if

only \visdom can be
taught.

Theyohthful Cleinias
is co,lfident
that it may.

is the only good, and ignorance the only evil ?
H e assented.
Let u s considerafurther
point, I said : Seeingthatall
282
mendesirehappiness,andhappiness,ashas
been shown,is
gained by a use, and a right use, of the things of life, and the
rightuse
of them,andgood-fortune
in the use of them, is
given by knowledge,-the inference is that everybody ought
by all means to try and make himself as wise as he can ?
Yes, he said.
And when a man thinks that he ought
to obtain this treasure,
far more than money, from a father or a guardian or a friend
or a suitor, whether citizen or stranger-the eager desire and
prayer to them that they would impart wisdom to you, is not
at all dishonourable, Cleinias ; nor is any one to be blamed
for doing any honourable service or ministrationto any man,
whether a lover or not, if his aim is to get wisdom. Do you
agree ? I said.
Yes,hesaid, I quite agree, and think that
you are right.
Yes, I said,Cleinias, if onlywisdomcan
be taught,and
doesnotcometomanspontaneously;forthis
is apoint
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.
you say so ;
Best of men, I said, I am delighted to hear
and I am also grateful to you for having saved me from a long
andtiresomeinvestigationastowhetherwisdomcan
be
taughtor not. But now, as you thinkthatwisdomcan
be
taught, and that wisdom only can make a man happy and fortunate, will you not acknowledge that all of u s ought to love
wisdom, and you individually will try to love her ?
Certainly, Socrates, he said ; I will do my best.
I waspleasedathearingthis;and
I turnedto Diony: That is anexample,
sodorusandEuthydemusandsaid
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

1-2 discourse z d ! worth heayi>tg.
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andhappy,andwhatthat
is. For,as I wassayingat first, ~ t ~ l / , p + .
the improvement of thisyoung manin virtueand wisdom is
"12/s.
a matter which have
we
very
muchheart.
at
SOCRTBS.
283 Thus I spoke,Crito,andwasallattentiontowhatwas
HCS,
coming. I wantedto
see how they would approachthe
CTas"rLs'
question, and where they would start
in their exhortation to
theyoung man thatheshouldpractise
wisdom andvirtue.
Dionysodorus,whowastheelder,spoke
first. Everybody's
eyes weredirectedtowards
him, perceivingthatsomething
wonderfulmightshortlybeexpected.Andcertainlythey
were not far wrong; for the man, Crito, began a remarkable
discourse well worthhearing,andwonderfullypersuasive
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
we were
impression, I was the more decided in saying that
in profoundearnest.Dionysodorus
said :
Reflect, Socrates ; youmayhave todenyyourwords.
The quibble
I have reflected, I said ; and I shall never deny my words.
Well,said he, and so you saythat you wish Cleiniasto Those who
become wise ?
wish Cleinias not to
Undoubtedly.
be ignorant
wish him
And he is not wise as yet ?
not to be.
At least his modesty will not allow him to say that he is.
You wish him, he said, to becomewise andnottobe
ignorant ?
That we do.
You wish him to be what he is not, and no longer to be
what he is ?
I was thrown into consternation at this.
Taking advantage of my consternation he added: You wish
him no longer to be what he is, which can onlymean that you
wish him to perish. Pretty lovers and friends they must be
who want their favourite not to be, or to perish !
When Ctesippus heard this he got very angry (as
a lover
nO-:=::
well might) and said : Stranger of Thurii-if politeness would pus.
DlOWSi,"".
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A Zteycatim betweeu Ctesippus
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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,saidCtesippus ; I should be mad to say anything else.
says Euthy&mus,for
Andintelling
a lie, do you tell thething ofwhich you 284
no one a n speak or not ?
do what is
not, and,
Youtell thethingofwhich you speak.
ifsaying is
And he whotells,tells
thatthing which he tells, andno
Eufhydt- allow me
mfu.

doing, no
one can say
what is not.

other ?
Yes, saidCtesippus.
And that is a distinct thing apart from other things ?
Certainly.
And he who says that thing says that which is ?
Yes,
And he who says that which is, says the truth. And therefore Dionysodorus, if he says that which is, says the truth of
you and no lie.
Yes, Euthydemus, said Ctesippus; but insaying this, he
says what is not.
Euthydemus answered : And that which is not is not ?
True.
And that which is not is nowhere ?
Nowhere.
Andcan anyonedoanythingaboutthat
which hasno
do to
Cleinias
that
which is not and is
existence,
or
nowhere ?
I think not, said Ctesippus.
Well, but do rhetoricians, when they speakin the assembly,
do nothing?
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
whichisnot,
forinsayingwhat
is not he would be doing something ; and you have already
acknowledged thatnoone can do what is not. Andthere.
fore, upon your own showing, no one says what is false ; but
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if Dionysodorussaysanything,hesayswhat
is trueand
EufW~mus.
what is.
Yes, Euthydemus, said Ctesippus ; but he speaks of things iT2;zT
inacertainwayandmanner,andnotastheyreallyare.
MUS,
Dlo~usornWhy,Ctesippus,saidDionysodorus,doyoumeantosay
W,
CTgSlPPY%
that any one speaksof 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,hesaid;andtheyspeak
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.
Anddotheyspeakgreatthings
of thegreat,rejoined
Euthydemus, and warm things
of the warm ?
T o be sure they do, said Ctesippus ; and they speak coldly
of the insipid and cold dialectician.
Youareabusive,Ctesippus,saidDionysodorus,
you are Ctesippts
and the
abusive I
Sophists
Indeed,Iamnot,Dionysodorus,
he replied ; for I love begin to
you and am giving you friendly advice, and, if I could, would
285 persuadeyounotlikeaboortosayinmypresencethat
I
redesire my beloved, whomIvalueaboveall
men, to perish.
storesgoodhumour
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
thatwemustallowthestrangerstouselanguageintheir
ownway, andnotquarrel
with themaboutwords,
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-whetherthis
is adiscovery 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
of theirnewly-discoveredart)-let
thatthiswasthesecret
them, in their phraseology, destroy the youth and make him

::Et-;

wise, and all of us with him. But if you young men do not
txje>i/rtentunz in
like to trust yourselves with them, thenfint
covpove se&; I will betheCarianonwhomtheyshall
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
by them already), if only my
(and I am pretty well skinned
skin is made at last, not like that of Marsyas, into a leathern
bottle, but into a piece of virtue. And here is Dionysodorus
fancyingthat I amangrywith
him, whenreally I amnot
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.
DionysoContradiction ! said Dionysodorus ; why, there never was
donis dea thing.
such
nies the
Certainlythere is, he replied; there
canbenoquestion
possibility
of contmof that. Do you,
Dionysodorus,
maintain
that
there
is
diction.
?
not
If no man
You will never prove to me, he said, that you have heard
cnn affirm n
negation, any one contradicting any one else.
no one can
Indeed, said Ctesippus ; then now you may hear me concontrndict.
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.
as you may 286
Yes,Ctesippus,andwejustnowproved,
remember, that no man could affirm a negative ; for no one
could affirm that which isnot.
And what does that signify? said Ctesippus;you and I may
contradict all the same for that.
When two
Butcanwecontradictoneanother,saidDionysodorus,
persons dewhenboth of us are describingthesamething?Then
we
scribe the
same thing, must surely be speaking the same thing?
or two perH e assented.
sons de-

of Ezdhyde'ewlus a?zd L ) i o n p o d o ~ ~ ~ t s .
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Or when neither of us is speaking of the same thing? For Ewfhydc?NUS.
then neither of LIS says a word about the thing at all?
SOCRATES,
He granted that proposition also.
D~oxusam.
RUS,
But when I describe something and you describe another
Creswus,
thing, or I say something and you say nothing-is there any EUTIXDK.
contradiction ? How can he who speaks contradict him who MLS.
scribe
speaks not ?
different
Here Ctesippus was silent ; and I in my astonishment said : things, or
What do you mean, Dionysodorus ? I have often heard, and one person
speaks and
have been amazed to hear, this thesis of yours, which is main- another
tainedand. employedby thedisciples of Protagoras,and is silent,
there is no
othersbeforethem,andwhich
to meappearstobequite
contradicwonderful, andsuicidal as well as destructive,and 1 think tion.
that I am most likely to hear the truth aboutit from you. The Socrates
takes up the
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
maintain
He assented.
that there
But if he cannot speak falsely, may he not think falsely?
is no such
thing as
No, he cannot, he said.
Falsehood
Then there is no such thing as false opinion ?
or false
opinion, or
No, he said.
ignorance
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
of ignortake of fact ?
nncc.
Certainly, he said.
And that is impossible ?
Impossible, he replied.
Are you saying this as a paradox, Dionysodorus ; or do you
seriously maintain no man to be ignorant ?
Refute me, he said.
But how can I refute you, if, as you say, to tell a falsehood
is impossible?
Very true, said Euthydemus.
Neither did I tell you just now to refute me, said Dionysodorus ; for how can I tell you to do that which is not?
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

.
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The Sophists are
above consistency
and all that
sort of
thing.

Youaskme,
Socrates,
what sense
my words
have ?
lhings
which hare
sense are
alive :-are
my words
olive?

insolence of. the Sojhists is

falseopinion or ignorance,therecan
be nosuchthing
as
erroneousaction,foramancannot
failof actingashe
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,
inthename
of goodness,do you comehithertoteach
?
Andwereyounotjustnowsayingthatyoucouldteach
virtue best of all men, to any one who was willing to learn ?
And are you such an old fool, Socrates, rejoined DionysoI said at first -and
if I
dorus, that you bring up now what
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 mustmeanthat
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, because you know that you ought not.
You prate, he said, instead of answering. But if, my good
sir, you admit that I am wise, answer as I tell you.
I supposethat I must obey, for youaremaster.Putthe
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 wasrightafterallinsayingthatwordshave
a EU~AJ~Psense ;-what do you say, wise man? If I was not in error,
evenyou will notrefute me, andallyour
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
288 made by you not quitea year ago. I am inclined to think,how- retorts
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 oflogic, which is really amazing, has
Statement
that crror
not found out the way of throwing another and not falling
cannot be
yourself, now
than
more
any
of old.
refuted.
Ctesippussaid : 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.
Fearingthatthere
would behighwords,
I againen- socrates
deavoured top sootheCtesippus,andsaidtohim:
T o 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 usby their enchantments : and let us, like Menelaus, refuse to let them go
untiltheyshowthemselves
to us in earnest.Whenthey
begin tobe in, earnest their full beauty will appear: let us
then beg and entreat and beseech them to shine forth. And
I thinkthat I hadbetteroncemoreexhibitthe
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
You, Cleinias, I said, shall remind me
also may be serious.
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 wenot
answer with absolute truth-A knowledge which will do us
good ?
Certainly, he said.
And should we be any the betterif we went about having a
VOL. 1.
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Sorrntrs rezews

fh inter~ogatiotr

in the
earth ?
SOCRATES.
Perhaps we should; he said.
CLEINIAS.
But have we not already proved, I said, that we should be
The old
none the better off, even if without trouble and digging all
argument
rrsumed.
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 anyotherknowledge,whether
ofmoneymaking, or of medicine, or of any other art which knows only
it when made, be of
howtomakeathing,
andnottouse
any goodto us. Am I not right?
H e agreed.
And if there were a knowledge
whichwas able to make
men immortal, without giving them the knowledge of the way
to usethe immortality, neither would there be anyuse in
that, ifwe mayargue
from theanalogy
of theprevious
instances?
To all this he agreed.
Then, my dear boy, I said, the knowledge which we want
is one that uses as well as makes?
True, he said.
And our desire is not to be skilful lyfe-makers, or artists of
The ]inonledee which that sort-far otherwise; for with them the art which makes
rnaies is
is one,andtheart
which usesisanother.Althoughthey
lnot to be
separated
have
to
do
with
the
same,
they are divided : for the art which
from the
knowledge makes and the art which plays on the lyre differ widely from
which uses. oneanother.
Am I not right?
H e agreed.
Andclearly we do not want the art
of the flute-maker ;
this is only another of the same sort ?
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,
Bufhydc- knowledge of the places where most gold was hidden
m2t.r.

of Clehias.
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just as the makers of lyres do not know how to use the lyres ; Euthy(ltandalsosomewhoare
of themselvesunableto
compose
speeches, but are able to use the speeches which the others
makeforthem
; andthisprovesthattheart
of making
speeches is not the sameas 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
thegreater
so long been seeking might be discovered in that direction;
:;,:::it,
for the composers of speeches, whenever I meet them, always
appeartometobeveryextraordinarymen,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
ofcharmingsnakesandspidersandscorpions,andother
monsters and pests, this art of their's acts upon dicasts and
ecclesiasts and bodies of men, for the charming and pacifying
of them. Do you agree with me ?
Yes, he said, I think that you are quite right.
Whither then shall we go, I said, and to what art shall we
have recourse ?
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 whichthepossession
is mostlikelytomake
a man
happy.
I do not think so, he said.
W h y n o t ? I said.
The art of the general is surely an artof hunting mankind.
What of that? I said.
Cleinias of
Why, he said, no art of hunting extends beyond hunting
and capturing ; and when the prey is taken the huntsman or
fisherman cannot use it ; but they hand it over to the
cook, dares that
andthegeometriciansandastronomersandcalculators
(who
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~
~
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,
cause, hke
cian to be applied by him, if they have any sense in them.
the h[,nts~~~~~
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ill
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Good, I said,
fairest
and
wisest
Cleinias.
And
true ?
Certainly,hesaid;justasageneralwhenhetakesacity

is this

CLElNlA§,

or acamphandsoverhisnewacquisitiontothestatesman,
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.
arelookingfortheartwhichistomake
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 susCri. Anddoyoumean,Socrates,thattheyoungstersaid
pects that
neither
all
this
?
Cleinias nor
SOC.Areyouincredulous,Crito
?
Ctesippus
Cri.
Indeed,
I
a
m
;
for
if
he
did
say
so, then
in
my
is the author of this opinion he needs neither Euthydemus nor any one else to
obsemabe his
instructor.
tion. but
some one
SOC.Perhaps I mayhaveforgotten,andCtesippuswasthe
far superior real answerer.
to either of
them.
Cri. Ctesippus ! nonsense.
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 someoneagooddeal
I shouldbedisposedtothink.Butdidyou
superior,as
carry the search any further, and did you find the art which
you were seeking?
SOC.Find!mydear sir, noindeed.Andwecutapoor
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,andthenwegotintoalabyrinth,andwhenwe
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 willtell you ; thekinglyartwasidentified
by us
with the political.
Cri. Well, and what came of that ?
SOC.T o this royal or political art all the arts, including the
up the supremacy, that
art of the general, seemed to render
cRITO.

man, hecnn
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being theonlyone
whichknewhow
touse
what they Etlthydeproduce. Here obviously wastheveryart
which we were
*wS'
seeking-the art which is the source ofgood 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
things,
all
utilizing
and
them.
we found
that the
Cri. And were you not right, Socrates ?
royal or
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
sort was asked: Does the kinglyart, havingthissupreme
whichknew
authority, do anything for us ? To be sure, was the answer.
And
would
not you,
Crito,
say
same?
the
were to be
Crz: Yes, I should.
used.
SOC.And what wouldyou 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 ?
Cvi. I should.
SOG.And what of your own art of husbandry, supposing
that tohave 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
supremepower?Perhaps
youmay not be ready with an
answer ?
useful, and,
if wisdom
Cri Indeed .Iam not, Socrates.
is the most
SOC.No more were we, Crito. Butat any rate you know useful of
that if this is the art which we were seeking, it ought to be allthings.
should Imuseful.
part wisCrt: 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
knowledge of some kind is the only good.
Cri. Yes, that was what you were saying.
SOC.All the other results of politics, and they are many,
as forexample,wealth,freedom,tranquillity,
wereneither
good nor evil in themselves ; but the political science ought
to make us wise, andimpart
knowledge to us, if that is
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is likely to do us good,andmake
us
happy.
SocR*rns~
Cn'. Yes;
that
was
the
conclusion
at
which you
had
Cat.ro,
E ~ ~ arrived,
~ ~ ~ according
, ~ . to your report
of the conversation.
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
allthearts,-carpentering,andcobbling,andtherest
of
them ?
Cri. I think not, Socrates.
SOC.But then what is this knowledge, and what are
we to
What isthis
superior
knowledge) do with it ? For it is not the source of any works which are
neither good nor evil, and gives no knowledge, but the knowledge of itself; what then can it be, and what are we to do
it is theknowledge by
with it?Shallwesay,Crito,that
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 makeothersagain,withouteverdetermining
in what
of
they are to be good ; forwehaveputasidetheresults
politics, astheyare called. This is the old, oldsongover
again ; and we are just as far as ever, if not farther, from the
knowledge of the art or scienceof happiness.
Cn: Indeed,Socrates,youdoappeartohavegotintoa
great perplexity.
Socrates
in
SOC.Thereupon,Crito,seeingthatIwasonthepointof
perplexity
tUmS
shipwreck, I lifted upmy voice, andearnestlyentreatedand
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,andtheyshould
be serious,andshowusinsober
earnest what that knowledge was which
would enable u s to
pass the rest of our lives in happiness.
Cri. And did Euthydemus show you this knowledge ?
Soc. Yes,indeed;heproceededinaloftystrain
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.
Gufhyde- thesciencewhich
mtu.
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Then I wouldmuch ratherthatyoushouldprovemeto
Euthylfehave such a knowledge ; at my time of life that will be more
having than
agreeable
SOCRATES,
EtiTHYDEMUS,
Then tell me, he said, do you know anything ?
Yes, I said, I know many things, but not anything ofmuch
importance.
Socrates
That will do, he said : And would you admit that anything admits that
he knows
is what it is, and at the same time is not whatit is?
something
and does
Certainly not.
not know
And did you not say that you knew something?
other
things.
I did.
If you know, you are knowing.
Certainly, of the knowledge which I have.
That makes no difference ;-and must you not, if you are
knowing, know all things ?
which
Certainly not, I said, for there are many other things
I do not know.
And if you do not know, youarenotknowing.
.
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,
reference
in
and
same
the
things.
to
not know
A pretty clatter, as men say, Euthydemus, this of yours !
and will you explain how I possess that knowledge forwhich
we were seeking? Do you mean to say that the same thing
cannotbeandalsonot
b e ; andtherefore,since
I know
I know all, for I cannotbeknowingand
onething,that
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
with you and our
you ? for if I am only in the same case
belovedDionysodorus, I cannotcomplain.
Tell me, then,
you two, do you not know somethings,andnot
know
others ?
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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'Then, I said,youknowallthings,
if youknowanything?
294
Yes,allthings,hesaid;andthatis
as true of youas
Socurw,
us.
of
DIONVWDO.
RUS,
0, indeed, I said,
what
wonderful
a
thing,
and
what
a
CrEslPeus.
greatblessing!Anddoallothermenknowallthingsor
But this is
impossible nothing?
and thereCertainly,hereplied;theycannotknowsomethings,and
notknowothers,andbeatthesametimeknowingandnot
knows all
knowing.
things.
Then what is the inference ? I said.
They all knowallthings,hereplied,
if theyknowone
thing.
0 heavens, Dionysodorus, I said, I see now that you are in
earnest; hardly have I gotyoutothatpoint.Anddoyou
really and truly know all things, including carpentering and
leather-cutting ?
Certainly, he said.
And do you know stitching ?
Yes, by the gods, we do, and cobbling, too.
And do you know things such as the numbers
of the stars
and of the sand?
Certainly; did you think we should say No to that?
Ctesippus
ByZeus,saidCtesippus,interrupting,
I only wish thatyou
requires a
proofof
wouldgivemesomeproofwhichwouldenablemetoknow
their uniwhetheryouspeaktruly.
Euthydtmuc.

z:$,h:e

versa1
knowledge.
They shall
him the
number of
one another's
teeth, and
hewill
count them.

What proofshall I give you? he said.
will you tell mehowmanyteethEuthydemushas?and
Euthydemus shall tell how many teeth youhave.
Willyounottakeourwordthatweknowallthings
?
Ceitainly not, said Ctesippus : you must further tell u s this
onething,andthenweshallknowthat
you are speaking the
truth ; if you tell us the number, and we count them, and you
are found to be right, we will believe the rest. They fancied
that Ctesippus was making game of them, and they refused,
and they would only say, in answer to each of his questions,
thattheyknewallthings.ForatlastCtesippusbeganto
throw off all restraint; no question in
fact was toobad for
him ; he would ask them if they knew the foulest things, and
they,like wild boars, came rushing on his
blows, and fearlessly replied that they did.
At last, Crito, I too was carricd

beyins t o infict Socvaks.
away by myincredulity, andaskedEuthydenluswhether
Dionysodoruscoulddance.
Certainly, he replied.
Andcanhevaultamongswords,andturnupon
a wheel,
at his age ? has he got to sucha height of skill as that ?
H e can do anything, he said.
And did you always know this ?
Always, he said.
When you were children, and at your birth?
295
They bothsaidthatthey
did.
This we couldnot 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
tosimilarmarvels.
Well, I said, there is nothing that I should like better than
tobe self-convicted of this,for if I amreally a wiseman,
which I never knew before, and you will prove to me that
I know andhavealways known allthings,nothinginlife
would be a greater gain to me.
Answer then, he said.
Ask, I said, and I will answer.
Do you know something, Socrates, or nothing ?
Something, I said.
And do you know with what you know, or with something
else ?
With what I know; and I suppose that you mean with my
soul ?
Are you not ashamed, Socrates, of asking a question when
you are asked one?
Well, I said ; but thenwhatam
I todo ? for I will do
whateveryoubid;when
I do not know whatyouare
to ask
asking, you tell me to answer nevertheless, and not
again.
Why,yousurelyhavesomenotion
of mymeaning,he
said.
Yes, I replied.
Well,then,answeraccordingto‘yournotionof
my
meaning.
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Socrates
~~~s~~
convicted
Of wisdom.
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Socrates
uill not

quarrel
with the
two sophists ; for
he desires
lo become
their pupil.

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 pleasemeverywell;but
will notpleaseyou
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 viewof 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 Connuswas always angrywith
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 haveanswered too
much,but I hope that you will forgive me. And now I will
answer simply that I always know what I know with something.
And is thatsomething,herejoined,alwaysthesame,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 thatthisword‘always’mayget
us into
trouble.
Y o u , perhaps,butcertainlynot
us. And now answer:
Do you always know with this
?
Always ; since I am required to withdraw the words ‘when
I know.’
You a1waJ.s know with this, or, alwaysknowing, do you

know

of Eutiiydonus a d Dionysodows.

235

know some things with this, and some things with something Guthpfemus.
else, or do you know all things with this?
All
that
I know, I replied, I know
with
this.
SOCRATES,
EUTHYDEThere again, Socrates, he said, the addition is superfluous. M U S ,
Well,then, I said, I will take away thewords'that
I D?:f
know.'
Socrates is
Nay, take nothing away ; I desire no favours of you ; but compelled
let me ask : Would you be able to know all things, if you did
things
not
all
?
always
knows all
Quite impossible.
things with
And now, he said, you may add on whatever you like, for the same
you
confess
that
you
allknow
things.
thing.
I supposethatistrue,
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 Euthydemus, 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. Tellme now, both of you, foralthoughinthe
main I cannot doubt that I really do know all things, when I
am told so bymen of your prodigious wisdom-how can I
say that I know such things, Euthydemus, as that the
good
are unjust; come, do I know that or not ?
Certainly, you know that.
What do I know?
'That the good are not unjust.
297
Quite true, I said; and that I havealways known; but the BUI hedoes
question is, wheredid I learnthatthegoodareunjust?
not know
that the
Dionysodorus.
Nowhere, said
good are
'I'hen, I said, I do
this.
know
not
unjust :
therefore.

&:dL:it

You are ruining the argument, said Euthydemus to Diony.
sodorus ; he will be proved not to know, and then after all he
SOCRATW,
will be knowing and not knowing at the same time.
EUTHYDK.
MUS,
Dionysodorus blushed.
DIONYSOODO.
I turned to the other, and said, What do you think, EuthyRUS.
demus? Does not your omniscient brother appear to you to
there are
some things have made a mistake ?
which he
What,repliedDionysodorusinamoment;am
the
I
does not
brother of Euthydemus ?
know.
DionysoThereupon I said, Please not to interrupt, my good friend,
doms reI know the
proved. by or prevent Euthydemus from proving to me that
his brother good to be unjust ; such a lesson you might at least allow me
Sophist.
to learn.
You are running away, Socrates, said Dionysodorus, and
refusing to answer.
Socrates
No wonder, I said,forIamnotamatchforone
of you, and
cannot fight
against the a fortiori I must run away from two. I am no Heracles ; and
pair any
evenHeraclescouldnotfightagainsttheHydra,whowasa
more than she-Sophist,andhadthe
wit toshootupmanynewheads
Heracles
againstthe
whenone of themwascut
off; especiallywhenhesawa
Hydra.
secondmonster of a sea-crab,whowasalsoaSophist,and
appearedtohavenewlyarrived
from asea-voyage,bearingdownuponhim
from the left, openinghismouthand
biting. Whenthemonsterwasgrowingtroublesomehe
calledIolaus,hisnephew,tohishelp,whoablysuccoured
him ; but if myIolaus,whoismybrotherPatrocles[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 supposethat Ihadbestanswer
you, Dionysodorus,I
said, for you will insist on asking-that I pretty
well knowout of envy, in order to prevent me from learning the wisdom
of Euthydemus.
Then answer me, he said.
Disputes
. Well then, I said, I canonlyreplythatIolauswasnotmy
about the
words
nephewat all, butthenephewofHeracles
; andhisfather
nepheb,
wasnot my brotherPatrocles,butIphicles,whohasaname
brother, or
father, as
rather like his, and was the brother of Heracles.
Euflyd"
mus.
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And is Patrocles,
brother?
your
said,
he
EuthydcYes, I said, he is my half-brother, the son of my mother,
father.
but not of my
SOCRATEs,
DlONuSODOnus,
Then he is and is not your brother.
Not by the same father, my good man, I said, for ChaereCTESLPPLIS.
demus was his father, and mine was Sophroniscus.
And was Sophroniscus a father, and Chaeredemus
also ? theyare
taken in an
Yes, I said ; the former was my father, and the latter his. absolute or
298 Then,
he
said,
Chaeredemus
isfather.
not
a
in a relative
sense.
H e is not my father, I said.
a father? or are you the
But can afatherheotherthan
same as a stone?
I certainly do not think that I am a stone, I said, though I
am afraid that you may prove me to he one.
' Are you not other than a stone ?
I am.
And being other than a stone,
you are not a stone ; and
being other than gold, you are not gold ?
Very true.
And so Chaeredemus, he said, being other than a father,
is not a father ?
I suppose that he is not a father, I replied.
For if, said Euthydemus, taking up the argument, Chaerebeing otherthana
demus is afather,thenSophroniscus,
you, Socrates,are without a
father, is notafather;and
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 cannotsaythat
I liketheconnection ; but is he only The father
my father,Euthydemus,
or is hethefather
of all other
men ?
declared
Of all other men, he replied. Do you suppose the same father
to be
of
person to be a father and not 'a father?
all, and not
only of all
Certainly, 1-did so imagine, said Ctesippus.
men, but of
And do you suppose that gold is not gold, or that a man is all animals.
not a man ?
They are not ' i n p n r i ntnfwin,' Euthydemus, said Ctesippus,
~~~~~~
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and you had better take care, for
it is monstrous to suppose
that your father is the father ofall.
EurH~nEBut
he is, he
replied.
MUS,
CTESIPPL-S,
What,ofmenonly,saidCtesippus,orofhorsesand
of all
Dromsono.
nL.s.
other
animals
?
Of all, he said.
And your mother, too, is the mother of all?
Yes, our mother too.
Yes; and your mother has a progeny of sea-urchins then ?
Yes; and yours, he said.
And gudgeons and puppies and pigs are your brothers?
And yours too.
And your papa is a dog ?
And so is yours, he said.
Proceeding
If youwill answer my questions,saidDionysodorus, I will
in the same
line ofRr- soon extractthesameadmissions
from you,Ctesippus. YOU
gument,
saythatyouhave
a dog.
Dionysodorl,s dt.c,ares
Yes,a villain of a one, said Ctesippus.
that dog
And he haspuppies ?
who has
Yes,andtheyareverylike
himself.
puppies i s
a fatiler,
Andthedogisthefather
of them ?
and
that
Yes, he said,Icertainly
saw him andthemother
of the
n ho beats
his dog
puppiescometogether.
heats his
And is henotyours
?
own father.
To be sure he is.
is yours;ergo,he
is your
Thenhe is a father,andhe
father, and the puppies are your brothers.
Let me askyou one little question more, said Dionysodorus,
quickly interposing, in order that Ctesippus might not get in
his word : You beat this dog ?
Ctesippussaid,laughing,IndeedI
do; and I only wish
that I could beat you instead of him.
299
said.father,
Then
heyour
beat
you
I should have far more reason to beat yours, said Ctesippus
;
whatcouldhehavebeenthinking
of whenhebegatsuch
wisesons ? muchgoodhasthisfather
of youandyour
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.
Etdhph.
tllUS.
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Neither I nor any other man ; for tell me now, Ctesippus,
Ergthyu’eifyouthinkitgoodor
evil foramanwho
is sick todrink
‘nus’
medicinewhenhewants
it; or to go to war armed rather
than
MUS.
Good, I say.Andyet
I knowthat I. amgoingtobe
caught in one of your charming puzzles.
That, he replied, you
will discover, if you answer ; since w h e n n
thing is
you admitmedicine tobe goodforaman
to drink,when good, ~ o
wanted,must it notbegoodfor
him todrinkasmuchas
cannot
possible; when he takes his medicine, a cartload of hellebore cart l it,
will not be too much for him ?
Ctesippussaid : Quite so, Euthydemus,that
is to sag,
if he who drinks is as big as the statue of Delphi.
And seeing that in war to have arms is a good thing, he
ought to have as many spears and shields as possible ?
Very true; said Ctesippus ; and do you think, Euthydemus,
that he ought to have one shield only, and one spear?
I do.
in thatway ?
AndwouldyouarmGeryonandBriareus
Consideringthat you andyourcompanion
fight i n armour,
I thoughtthatyou
would haveknownbetter.
, . Here
Euthydemusheldhispeace,butDionysodorusreturnedto
the previous answer of Ctesippus and said :Doyounotthinkthatthepossession
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,saidCtesippus
; andtheScythians
reckonthosewhohavegoldintheir
own skulls tobethe
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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gilt, and see the inside of them, and hold their own head in
their hands.
EUTHYDE- And do the Scythians and others see that
which has the 300
MUS,
CTFslPSUS,
quality of vision, or that which has not? said Euthydemus.
Drowsow.
That which has the quality of vision clearly.
RUE.
And you also see that which has the quality of vision ? he
You see
that which said.
has the
Yes, I do.
quality of
vision ; you
Then do you see our garments?
see our
Yes.
garments ;
therefore
Then our garments have the qualityof vision.
they have
They can see to any extent, said Ctesippus.
the quality
of vision.
What can they see ?
Nothing ; but you, my sweet man,may perhaps imagine
thattheydonotsee;andcertainly,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 nothingyou are doing so.
Andmaythere
notbe
asilence
of thespeaker?said
Dionysodorus.
Impossible, said Ctesippus.
Or a speaking of the silent ?
Euthydcmus.

see,’
ambiguity of 8uva7h dpiru, things visible andableto
of the silent,’ the silentdenotingeither
the
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.
‘Whom oneknows, he knows. Eitherthe person knowing ortheperson
known is here afirmed toknow.
‘ \!‘bat one sees, that one sees : one sees a pillar : ergo, that one pillar sees.
’ ‘What you are holding, that you are:
you areholdinga
stone:ergo, a
stone you are.
‘Is a speaking of thesilent possible? (‘Thesilent” denotes eitherthe
speaker or the subject of speech.
‘Therearethree kinds of ambiguity of term or proposition. The first is
when thereisanequal
linguisticpropriety
inseveral
interpretations;the
second whenone isimproperbutcustomary;thethird
when theambiguity
arises in the combination of elements thatare inthemselves 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 propositions and terms may be ambiguous.’
Kote:the
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impossible,
more
said.
stillheisThat
EuthydeBut when you speak of stones, wood, iron bars, do you not
SOCRATES,
speak of the silent ?
CTESIPPUS,
Not when I pass a smithy; for then the iron bars make a
EUTWDEtremendousnoiseandoutcry
if they are touched: so that
here your wisdom is strangely mistaken ; please, however, to
similar
tell me how you can be silent when speaking (I thought that
double emCtesippuswasputuponhismettlebecauseCleiniaswas
present).
Whenyouare
silent,saidEuthydemus,
is therenota
silence of all things ?
Yes, he said.
But if speaking things are included in all things, then the
Thespeaker may k
speaking are silent.
silent or
What, said Ctesippus ; then all things are not silent ?
may speak,
or both.
Certainly not, said Euthydemus.
‘Then, my good friend, do they all speak ?
Yes ; those whicB speak.
I ask is
Nay,saidCtesippus,butthequestionwhich
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
gotintoadilemma;
all is overwith him. Thisdelighted
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,saidDionysodorus,did
you eversee a
beautiful thing ?
Yes, Dionysodorus, I replied, I have seen many.
301
Weretheyotherthanthebeautiful,orthesameasthe
The*
phist lightly
beautiful ?
touches
Now I was in a great quandary at having to answer this
uponthe
question, and I thought that I was rightly served for having
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.
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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,byreason
of onethingbeingpresent
with another, will one thing be another?
Is thatyourdifficulty?
I said. F o r I wasbeginningto
imitate their skill, on which my heart was set.
Of course, he replied, I and all the world are in a difficulty
about the non-existent.
Whatdoyoumean,Dionysodorus
? I said. Is notthe
honourable honourable and the base base ?
That, he said, is as I please.
And do you please ?
Yes, he said.
And you
will
admit
that
the
same
is
the
same,
and
the
other other; for surely the other is not the same ; I should
imagine that even a child
will hardly deny the other to be
other.
But
I think,Dionysodorus,thatyoumusthave
intentionallymissedthelastquestion
; for ingeneral you
and your brother seem to me to be good workmen
in your
own department, and to do the dialectician’s business excellently well.
is the business of a good workman? tell
What,saidhe,
me, in the first place, whose business is hammering?
The smith’s.
And whose the making of pots ?
T h e 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
have admitted that?
Yes, I haveadmittedthat,
but you mustnot betoo hard
upon me.
Then if some one were to kill, mince, boil, roast the cook,
hewoulddohisbusiness,and
if heweretohammerthe
of thepotter,hewoulddotheir
smith,andmakeapot
business.

rome
has
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Poseidon, I said,this is the crown ofwisdom ; can I ever ~ u t h y & VZUJ.
hope to have such wisdom of my own ?
And would you be able, Socrates, to recognize this wisdom :
y:tk
it when
?
531's.
Certainly, I said, if you will allow me.
What, he said, do you think that you know what
is your
own ?
Yes, I do, subject to yourcorrection;
for youarethe
bottom, and Euthydemus is the top, of all my wisdom.
Is not that which you would deem your own, he said, that That which
which you have in your own power, and which you are able
302 to use as you would desire, for example, an ox or a sheepg'w e away
ox
would younotthinkthatwhichyoucouldsellandgiveand
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?
would
Yes, I said (for I was certain that something good
come out of the questions, which I was impatient to hear) ;
yes, such things, and such things only are mine.
Yes, hesaid,andyou
would mean by animalsliving
beings ?
Yes, I said.
Youagreethen,thatthoseanimalsonlyareyours
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,
haveyouanancestralZeus?Here,anticipatingthe
final
move, like a person caught
in a net, who gives a desperate
twist thathemaygetaway,
I said: No, Dionysodorus,1
have not.
What a miserableman you must be then,hesaid;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,
ifyou please ; intheway
of religion I havealtarsand
temples, domestic and ancestral, and all that other Athenians
have.
And have not nther Athenians, he said,
an ancestral Zeus?
~~~~~
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That name, I said, is not to be found among the Ionians,
whether colonists or citizens of Athens ; an ancestral Apollo
%CRATES,
there is, who is the father of Ion, and a family Zeus, and a
Dlowsow.
RCS,
Zeus guardian of the phratry, and an Athene guardian of
EvrHuoFthephratry.Butthename
of ancestralZeus is unknown
MUS,
CTFS,PI'I,S. to us.
No matter, said Dionysodorus, for you admit that you h a w
Apollo, Zeus, and Athene.
Certainly, I said.
And they are your gods, he said.
Yes, I said, my lords and ancestors.
At anyratetheyareyours,hesaid,did
you notadmit
that ?
I did, I said ; what is going to happen to me ?
Andarenotthesegodsanimals?
foryou admitthat all
things which have life are animals ; and have not these gods
life ?
They have life, I said.
Then are they not animals ?
They are animals, I said.
Gods are
And you admitted that of animals those are yours
which
animals :
awayorsellor
offerinsacrifice,
as you
and if it is youcouldgive
admitted
pleased ?
that aniI did admit that, Euthydemus, and I have no way of escape.
mals may
if you admit that Zeus and the other
303
Well then, said he,
he sold,
then the
gods are yours, can you sell them or give
them away or do
gods may
what you will with them, as you would with other animals ?
k sold.
At this I was quite struck dumb, Crito, and lay prostrate.
Ctesippus came to the rescue.
Bravo, Heracles, brave words, said he.
BravoHeracles,or
is HeraclesaBravo ? saidDionysodorus.
Poseidon,saidCtesippus,what
awful distinctions.I
will
have no more of them ; the pair are invincible.
'Then, my dear Crito, there was universal applause of the
speakersandtheirwords,andwhat
with laughingand
clapping of handsandrejoicingsthe
two menwerequite
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
Eztthyo'cmzts.
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Sound, seemingtosympathizeintheirjoy.
To sucha
~~,th,,,t~pitch was I affectedmyself, that I madeaspeech, inwhich 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
ofwit, I said,enabled
youtoacquirethisgreatperfectioninsuchashorttime?
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 themany, o r of the grave and reverend seigniors-you
I do verily
regard only those who are like yourselves. And
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
employingthemintherefutation
of othersthan of being
myapproval of
refuted by them. I mustfurtherexpress
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;andthusallground
of offence is takenaway.
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 underso easyanopportunityof
valueanartwhichtheyhave
acquiring; the exhibition would be best of all, if the discussion
were confined to your
two selves ; butif there must be an
audience,lethimonly
be presentwho is willingtopay
a
handsome fee ;-you should be careful of this ;-and if you
are wise, you will also bid your disciples discourse with no
you andthemselves.Foronlywhatisrareis
manbut
valuable ; and ‘water,’ which, as Pindar says, is the ‘best of
I haveonlyto
allthings,’isalsothecheapest.Andnow
request that you
will receive Cleinias and me among your
pupils.
Suchwasthediscussion,Crito;andaftera
few more
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us wewentaway.
I hopethat
you will come to them with me, since they say that they are
SOCRATES,
able to teach any one who will give them money; no age or
CRlTO.
I must repeat one
want of capacity is an impediment. And
thing which theysaid,foryourespecialbenefit,--thatthe
learning of their art did not at all interfere with the business
of money-making.
Crito reCvi. Truly,Socrates,though
I amcuriousandready
to
monstrates learn, yet I fear that I am not like-minded with Euthydemus,
with Sobut one of the other sort,
who, as you were saying, would
crates on
the impro- rather be refuted by suchargumentsthanusethem
in
priety of
I may appear ridiculous in
refutation of others. And though
entering
into discus- venturing to advise you, I think that you may as
well hear
sion with
of
very
considerable
prewhat
was
said
to
me
by
a
man
such men
as the two tensions-hewasaprofessor
of legaloratory-whocame
Sophists ;
away from youwhile I waswalking up and down. ‘Crito,’
and consaidheto
me, ‘are yougivingnoattentiontothesewise
‘firmshis
opinion by men ? ’ ‘ No, indeed,’ I said to him ; ‘ I could not get within
that of an hearing of them-therewassucha
crowd.’ ‘ You would
Athenian
haveheardsomethingworthhearing
if you had.’ ‘ W h a t
pleader.
wasthat? ’ I said. ‘ You wouldhaveheardthegreatest
masters of the art of rhetoricdiscoursing.’‘Andwhatdid
you think of them ? ’ I said. ‘ W h a 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
muchadoaboutnothing.’Thatwastheexpression
which
I said, ‘ philosophy is a charming thing.’
he used. ‘Surely,’
‘ whatsimplicity ! philosophyis 305
‘Charming! ’ hesaid;
nought ; and I think that if you had been present you would
so very
have been ashamed of your friend-his conduct was
strangeinplacinghimselfatthemercy
of menwhocare
notwhattheysay,andfastenuponeveryword.And
I wastellingyou,aresupposedto
be themost
these,as
eminentprofessors of their time. Butthetrflthis,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.
fiuthyd‘c- wordshadpassedbetween
ntus.

by C ‘ d o n d his doctriuaiw f?-imd,
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Soc. 0 Crito,theyaremarvellousmen
; but whatwas I ~ ~ d y d ~ .
going to say ? First ofallletme
know;--Whatmannerof
’“c
man was he who came up to you and censured philosophy ;
was he an orator who himself practises
in the courts, or an
instructor of orators,whomakesthespeeches
with which
they do battle ?
Cri. H e was certainly not an orator, and
I doubt whether
he had ever been. into court;
but theysaythatheknows
the business, and
is a clever man, and composes wonderful
speeches.
SOC.Now I understand, Crito ; he is one of an amphibious socrates
in
class, whom I was on the point of mentioning-one of those returndisparages
whom Prodicus describes as on the border-ground between
cnto’s
. inphilosophersandstatesmen-theythinkthattheyarethe
formant.
He belongs
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 philosotheir title to the palm of wisdom, for that they are themselves ~~~~~~~~,
reallythe wisest, althoughtheyareaptto
bemauledby
and
inferior
Euthydemus and his friends, whep they get
hold of them in to either.
conversation.Thisopinionwhichtheyentertain
of their
own wisdom is very natural ; for they have a certain amount
of philosophy,andacertainamount
of political wisdom;
thereisreasoninwhattheysay,fortheyarguethatthey
havejustenough
of both,and so theykeepout
of the
of their
wayofallrisksandconflictsandreapthefruits
wisdom.
Cri. Whatdo
you say of them,Socrates?There
is
certainly something specious in that notion of theirs.
SOC.Yes,Crito,there
is morespeciousnessthantruth
;
3 6 theycannotbemade
to understandthenature
of intermediates. 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

?;;E:

C'rito's rdzficudly respecting

248

Eulirydr- evilis the participant better than either. Now,
if philosophy
mus.
and political action are both good, but tend to different ends,
S

~

R

CRlTO.

Crito wants
to

one of his
sons, but
of philosophyare
sllch
strange
beings that
hecannot
trust him
to them.

A and
~theyparticipatein

both, andareinameanbetween
them,thentheyaretalkingnonsense,fortheyareworse
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
I do not think that they
will admit
truth in what they say.
that their two pursuits are either wholly or partly evil; but
thetruth is, thatthesephilosopher-politicianswho
aim at
bothfall 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 alllikewisdom : at the same timewe shall do
well to see them as they really are.
Cri. I have often told you, Socrates, that I am in a constant
difficulty aboutmy two sons. Whatam I todowiththem
?
Thereisnohurryabouttheyoungerone,who
is only a
child;buttheother,Critobulus,
is getting on, andneeds
someonewho
will improve him. I cannothelpthinking,
when I hearyou talk, thatthereisasort
of madnessinmany
of our anxieties about our children :"in the first place, about
marrying a wife of good family to be the mother ofthem, and
thenaboutheapingupmoneyforthem-andyettakingno
I concareabouttheireducation.Butthenagain,when
I am
template any of those who pretend to educate others,
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
goodare few andbeyondallprice
: forexample,arenot
gymnastic and rhetoric and money-making and the art of the
general, noble arts?
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
EtlfhydcIIlUJ.
yourself and refuse to allow them to your son?
Cri. That would not be reasonable,
Socrates.
SOCRATIPv
CRITO.
SOC.Do you then be reasonable, Crito, and do not
mind
Let him
whether the teachers of philosophy are good orbad, but think think, not
only of philosophy herself. Try and examine her well and ofthegoodtruly, and if she be evil seek to turn away all men from her,
and not your sons only; but if she be what I believe that she teachers,
is, then follow her and serve her, you and your house, as the ~ ~ t
saying is,ofand be cheer.
good
philosophy.

~~::odf
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CRATYLUS.

INTRODUCTION.
THECratylus has always been a source of perplexity to the
student of Plato. While infancy and humour, and perfection
of style and metaphysical originality, this dialoguemayberanked
with the best of the Platonic writings, there has been an uncertainty about the motive of the piece, which interpreters have
hitherto notsucceededin dispelling. We neednot suppose that
Plato used words in order to conceal his thoughts, or that he
wouldhavebeen unintelligible to an educated contemporary. In
the Phaedrus and Euthydemus we also find a difficulty in determining 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 oflife andliterature which has passedaway.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, orthe 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 hadlived at the time,
and been ' rich enough to attend the fifty-drachma course of Prodicus,' 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 analogyof the
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arts. Was there a correctness in words, and were they given by
nature
~ orconvention?
~
~ In
~ thepresocratic
~
~ 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 seeking to distinguish the parts of speech and to enquire into the
relation of subject andpredicate.
Grammarand
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, orterms bywhich they might be expressed.
Of these beginnings of the study of language we know littie, and
there necessarily arisesan obscuritywhen the surroundings of
such awork 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 byhimin a manner which is consistent with his
own profession of ignorance. Hence his ridicule of the new school
of etymology isinterspersed withmanydeclarations,
'thathe
knows nothing,' thathe haslearned from Euthyphro,'and the
like. Eventhe truest things whichhe saysare depreciated by
himself. He professes to beguessing, but the guesses of Plato
are better than all the other theories of the ancients respecting
language put together.
The dialogue hardly derives anylight 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
twootherinterlocutors
in the dialogue. Does he agree with
Cratylus or with Hermogenes, and is he serious in those fanciful
etymologies, extending over more thanhalf the dialogue, which he
seems so greatly to relish?Or is heserious in part only; and
can we separate his jest fromhis
earnest?-Stwt bonn, s z d
q;medoru nrediocvicr, s u ~wt o / 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-
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ventional theory of language, which he acknowledgesto
be Crafyfur.
imperfect? ordoeshemean
to implythata
perfect language lNTRODUC.
can onlybe basedon hisowntheory 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 theconnexion between them ? [For
the allusion to the ideas at the end of the dialogue (439C) is merely
intended to show that we mustnot put words in the place of things
or realities, which is a thesis stronglyinsisted 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 consideration 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 haveoften 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. 173C), ' whither the argument blows we follow'
(Rep. 394 D). To havedeterminedbeforehand, as in amodern
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
anargument.
We havefound
that in the Lysis, Charmides,
Laches, Protagoras, Meno, we arrivedat
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 theproperty of any. And in the
is either
Cratylus we have no reason to assumethatSocrates
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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The three thorips of language.

CruQlus. the characters of Hermogenes, Socrates, and Cratylus, the ,three
INTRODUCTION.

theories of
Ianguage
which are respectively
maintained
by
them.
The two subordinate personsof 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
viewwhich Socratesinterposesbetween
them.First,Hermogenes, 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 admissionof thisdoesnothelp
u s to understandthe
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 ultimately tends to abolish the distinction between truth and falsehood. 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 ornot 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 inarticulate sound (a fallacy which is still prevalent among theorizers
about the origin of language). He is at once a philosopher and a
sophist; for whilewanting to restlanguageon
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 notlike those of
Hermogenes,hastilytaken up, but are said to bethe result of
mature consideration, although he is described as still a young
man. With a tenacity characteristic of the Heracleitean philosophers, 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
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in this dialogue like theotherEuthyphro,thediviner,
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 beimperfectly executed; and in this
wayanelement
of chance or convention enters in. There is
muchwhich
is accidental or exceptional in language. Some
wordshave had their original meaning so obscured, thatthey
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 thethree 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 languages are not made, but grow.' But still, when he says that 'the
legislator madelanguagewith
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 language, according to Hellenic notions, and the philosopher is his
natural adviser. We are not to suppose that the legislator is performing 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
hadprobably no very definite notion.But he means to express
VOL. I.
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language isthe product of intelligence, andthat
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 fromtwo 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 bySocrates
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 Introductionto future dialogues, that the so-calledPlatonic ideas are
only a semi-mythical form, inwhichhe attempts to realize abstractions, 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 whichAdam Smith,
Roussequ, and other writers of the last century, wouldhave
substantially agreed. At the end of the dialogue, he speaks as in
the Symposiumand 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,hewouldhavesaid,
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 theSophistand Politicus,
Plato expresslydraws attention to the want of agreement in
wordsand things. Hence we are Ied to infer, thatthe view of
the
Socrates is not the less Plato’s own, because not based upon
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, whichmay
be comparedto the ‘ dithyrambics of thePhaedrus.’ 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 whomhe
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
to-day, and to-morrow he willgo to a priest and bepurified, we
easily see that his words are nottobe
taken seriously. In this
part of the dialoguehis dread of committing impiety, the pretended 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 thePhaedrus. The jest is a long one, extending over more
than half the dialogue.But then, we remember that the Euthydemus is a still longer jest, in which the irony is preserved to the
very end. There he isparodyingthe ingenious follies of early
logic ; in the Cratylus he is ridiculing the fancies of a new school
of sophistsandgrammarians.
The fallaciesof the Euthydemus
are still retained at the end of our logic books ; and the etymologies of the Cratylus have also found their way into later writers.
Some of these are notmuch
worsethan 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 conception of mythology. (Cp. Phaedrus sub initio.)
When the fervour of his etymologicalenthusiasm has abated,
Socratesends, as he has begun, with a rational explanation of
language. Still hepreserves his 'knownothing' 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, thearranger of species. Thereis 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 ofeuphony, to be formative principles ; and he admits a certain element of chance. But he gives
no intimation in all this that he is preparing the way for the construction of an ideal language, or that he has any Eleatic speculation to oppose to the Heracleiteanism of Cratylus.
The theory of language which is propounded in the Cratylus is
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Cvafylus. in accordance with the later phase of' the philosophy of Plato, and
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wouldhavebeenregardedbyhim
as in the main true. The
dialogue is alsoa satire on the philological fancies of the day.
Socrates in pursuit of his. vocation as a detector of false knowledge,lightsbyaccidenton
the truth. He is guessing,he is
dreaming; hehas heard, as hesays in thePhaedrus, from
another: no one is more surprised than himself' at his own discoveries. 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 speaking 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 menand things, andyethardlydwellinguponthem
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 Aristophanesand
Rabelais;
such,inadifferent
style, wereSterne,Jean Paul, Hamam,writers who sometimes become unintelligible through the extrais the characterwhichPlato
vagance of their fancies.Such
intends todepictin
some of. his dialogues as theSilenus
Socrates; and through this medium we have to receive our
theory of language.
There remains adifficultywhich
seems to demandamore
exact answer: In what relation does the satirical or etymological
portion of the dialoguestandto
the serious? Granting all that
canbesaidabout
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 dialogue : What is the truth, or correctness, or principle of names?
After illustrating the nature of correctness bythe analogy of the
to the
arts, and then, as in the Republic,ironicallyappealing
authority of the Homericpoems, 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. Rutwhy does he admitetymologieswhich are
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absurd,basedonHeracleitean
fancies,fourfold interpretations of Cyatyhs.
words, impossible unions and separations of syllables and letters ? I
~
I . Theanswer 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 permitted to appear: 2. as Benfey remarks,anerroneousexample
may illustrate a principle of language as well as a trueone:
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 propounding real derivations.Like
his masterSocrates,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 conditions 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 Cratylusis fullof humour and satirical touche's: the inspiration 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.
hisown, 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
ofCallias, the Lacedaemonianwhose namewas 'Rush,' and,
above all, thepleasure which Socratesexpresses in hisown
dangerous discoveries, which ' to-morrow he will purge away,' are
truly humorous. While delivering a lecture on the philosophy of
language, Socratesis alsosatirizing theendless fertility of the
human mind in spinning argumentsout 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 recreation; and Socrates makes merry at the expense of the etymologists. The simplicity of IIermogcnes,who is ready tobelieve
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istold, heightens the effect. (See especially
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 theearth goes roundbecause theirheads are
always going round.’ There is a great deal of ‘ mischief’ lurking
in the following : ‘ I found myself in greater perplexity about justice 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 falsehoods have generally to do with the Tragic and goatish life, and
tragedy is the place of them.’ Several philosophers and sophists
are mentionedby name: first, ProtagorasandEuthydemus 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 + U X $ and otAjvq. Again, he ridicules thearbitrary
methods of pulling out and putting in letters which were in vogue
among the philologers of his time; or slightly scoffs at contemporary 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 latterpart 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. Whatwasthe
origin of thisenmity we can hardly
determine :--wasit due to the natural dislike which may be supposed 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 indignation which Plato felt at having wasted his time upon ‘ Cratylus
and the doctrines of Heracleitus’ in thedays of his youth ?
Socrates, touching on some of the characteristic difficulties of
392 ~E ; 395~ A ; 397
~
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early Greek philosophy, endeavours to showCratylusthat imi- CratyluJ.
tation may be partial or imperfect, that a knowledge of things is INTRODUCTION.
higher than a knowledge of names,and that there ‘can beno
knowledge if all things are in a state of transition. But Cratylus,
who does noteasily apprehend the argumentfrom common sense,
remains unconvinced, andonthewholeinclinestohisformer
opinion. Some profound philosophical remarks are scatteredup
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 closeresemblance tothe earlier
dialogues, especially to thePhaedrus
andEuthydemus.
The
mannerin which theideasarespoken
of at the end of the
dialogue, alsoindicates a comparatively early date. The imaginative element is still in full vigour ; the Socrates of the Cratylus
is theSocrates of the Apology and Symposium, not yetPlatonized; 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.Ontheother
hand, the relatian of thought
to languageis omitted here,but istreated of inthe Sophist.
These grounds are not sufficient to enable us to arrive at a precise conclusion. But we shallnot be farwrong in placing the
Cratylus about the middle, or at any rate in the first half, of the
series.
Cratylus, the Heracleiteanphilosopher,andHermogenes,
the
brother of Callias, havebeen arguing about names;theformer
maintaining that they are natural, the latter that they are conventional. 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, WhatSocrates himself thinks
about thetruthorcorrectness
of names? Socrates replies,that
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hard-is knowledge, andthenature
of namesis aconsiderable
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 supposes 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, whenever 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 proposition maybe trueor false, and the least parts as well asthe
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 ?
Hermogenesrepliesthatthisistheonlyway
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 confirmation 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, whenhe is pressedby
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;andthis
is not mereappearance but
reality. Noris he disposed to say withEuthydemus,that
all
things equally and always belong to all men; in that case, again,
there wouldbe 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,
of 387
and arcdone bydifl'ercnt processes. There is anaturalway
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cutting or burning, and a natural instrument with whichInen cut Cralylus.
or burn, and any other way willfail;-this
is true ofall actions. A
~
And speaking is a kind of action, and namingis 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 willbe made by the carpenter; the
awlby thesmithor
skilled person. But whomakes a name?
Does not the lawgive names, and does not the teacher receive
3S9 them from the legislator? He is the skilled personwhomakes
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
makethem todiffer.
The several kinds of shuttles oughtto
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 andanswer 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.
391 ' I should be more readily persuaded, if you would show me this
natural correctness of names.'
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
cangive 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
better
since they require tobe paid, you, havingnomoney,had

~
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learn from him at second-hand. ‘Well, but I have just given up
and I should be inconsistent in going to learn of him.’
Then if you reject him you may learn of the poets, and in particular 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-

A ~ ~ ~ , Protagoras,
. ~ ~ ~ .

‘ Hector called

him Scamandrius, but the Lthers Astyanax’ ?

Now,if the men called him Astyanax, is it not probable that
theothernamewas conferred by thewomen?And
which are
more likely tobe right-the wiser or the lesswise, the men
or thewomen?Homer
evidentlyagreedwith
the men : and
of the name given bythemhe
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 onemeans a king, andtheotheris
‘ a 393
holder or possessor.’ For as the lion’s whelpmay 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 legislatorintended.And
the Same 394
maybe said of a kingand the son of a king, who like other
animals resemble each other in the course of nature ; the words
by which theyare signified maybedisguised,and
yet amid
differences of sound the etymologist mayrecognise thesame
notion, just as the physician recognises the power of the same
drugs under different disguises of colour and smell, Hector and

Astyanaxhaveonlyoneletter
alike, but theyhavethesame
meaning; and Agis (leader)isaltogether different in soundfrom
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 physician. The son succeeds the father as thefoal succeeds the horse;
but when, out of the course of nature, a prodigy occurs, and the
offspringnolongerresembles
theparent,thenthenames
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
indicateshissavage, man-of-the-mountain nature. Atreus again,
is
for his murder of Chrysippus,andhis
crueltytoThyestes,
rightlynamedAtreus,which,
to the eye of the etymologist, is
d ~ ~ p(destructive),
d ~
( i r f l p i s (stubborn), ~ ~ T ~ F U T(fearless)
OE
; 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 ~ TSO ; 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 hisfather,Zeus, A d s , Zqubs, has an excellent
meaning, though hard to be understood, because really a sentence
whichis divided intotwo parts ( Z S ~ SAds).
,
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 doubleform, Ads, Zqvbs, whichbeing put
togetherand interpretedis 81' Su (i advra. Theremay, atfirst
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 < ~ ~ TTOG
O Uvoi
-the pureandgarnished
mind,which inturnis
begotten of
,
looking upwards ;
Uranus, who is so called rid TO; dp& T& ~ " u ofrom
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 gaveme a long
lecture which began at dawn, and has not only entered into my

cmyhu.
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and my intention is toyield to the inspiration 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
willafford 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 theverb'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
arethe golden race of Hesiod, andby goldenhe means not
literally golden, but good;andtheyare
called demons, quasi
Gmjpovcs, which in old Attic was used for 8aipoucs"good men are 398
well said tobecome G d p o v c s whenthey die, because theyare
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 newand
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$rkos),
and we may make words into sentences and sentences intowords. 399
The name LBpwnos is a case in point, for a letter has been omitted
and the accent changed ; the original'meaning being 6 duaBpaiv d
5r;romu-he who looks upatwhathe
sees.
maybe thought
to be the reviving, or refreshing, or animating principle:{
a'uaJI;Xouu.n SA u&pa; but I am afraid thatEuthyphroandhis
disciples will scorn this derivation, and I must find another: shall
we identify the soul with the 'ordering mind ' of Anaxagoras, and
say that \GUX$, 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
\yardinwhich the soul suffcrs the penalty of sin,-& 4 urbccrar.
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Analysis 400-403.
‘ I shouldliketo hear somemore explanations of the names of
the Gods,like that excellent oneofZeus.’
The truest namesof
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 knowbeforehand
thatweare notpresumingto
enquire about
them, but only about the names which they usually bear. Let us
begin with Hestia. What didhemeanwhogave
the name
Hestia? ‘That is a very difficultquestion.’ 0, my dear Hermogenes, I believe that there was a power of philosophyandtalk
among the first .inventors of names, both in our own and in other
languages; foreveninforeignwords
a principle isdiscernible.
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,whichimplies
that ‘pushing’ (&80&) is the first
402 principle ofall things.And
here I seemtodiscover 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
knownsomethingabout 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, inwhichhe
describes Oceanus espousing his sister
Tethys. Tethys is nothingmore 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;orperhapsthe
namemayhavebeenoriginally
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
comesout of the earth; or the wordmaybe a euphemismfor
Hades, which is usually derived dni, roJ de180Q9, because the God is
concerned with the invisible.But
the name Hadeswas really
givenhimfrom
his knowing (tl8;var) all goodthings.Menin
general are foolishlyafraid of him,andtalk with horror of the
world below from which no one may return. The reason why his
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C ~ d y h .subjects never wish to comeback,even
A

~

if they could, is that the
God~ enchains
~
them
~ by ~
the~ strongest
.
of spells,namely by the
desire of virtue, which they hope to obtain by constant association
with him. H e isthe perfect andaccomplished Sophistand 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 todo 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 offood-$
816oCua p+?p r j s C'BwBijs. Here is c'parrj T C S ,
or perhaps the legislator may have been thinking of the weather,
andhas merely transposed the letters of the word Ajp. Pherephatta, 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 wisdommoveswith
them,and the mise God
is nothing very terrible in this,
Hades consorts withher-there
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 isthe 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, heisthearcher
(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
andhis 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 gentleLet0or 406
Letho is named from her willingness (&9rh{pv), or because she
is ready to forgive and forget (hi&). Artemis is so calledfrom
her healthy well-balanced nature, 6th rb +p&, or as ripcrijo Imop ;
or as a lover of virginity, +orov pujaaun. One of these explanations is probably true,-perhapsallof
them. Dionysus is 6
8180;s rbv oivov, and oivor is quasi oidvous because wine makes those
The
think ( o k u a t ) that they have a mind (volr) whohavenone.
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 & r i a . For
Crutyha.
Athenewe must turntothe allegorical interpreters of Homer, A
~
who make the nameequivalent to Brovdt], or possibly the word was
?Sa vdqurs).
originally jSovdt] and signified moral intelligence
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 manlyone (Jppqu), or the unchangeable 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 mygodfatherHermes.’
He is IppqutCs, the messenger
or cheater or thief or bargainer ; or 6 f Z p w p&prvos, that is, ciplpt]r
408 or +pt]r-the
speaker or contriver of speeches. ‘ Well said .
Cratylus, then, that I am no son ofHermes.’
Pan, as the son of
Hermes, is speech or the brother of speech,and is called Pan
becausespeechindicates everything4 rriv pt]v;ov. H e hastwo
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 plentyof falsehoods.
‘Will yougo 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 (riXti)
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 isever old andnew,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 d o r p m i (lightning),
which is an improvement of d v n u r p o r d , that which turns the eyes
inside out. ‘ How do you explain r ; p and i 8 c p ? ’ 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
P ; or, o”rc d d
at a loss. ’Arjp may be explained, C C aiprr ~ i br b T ~ yijs
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-
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~
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Cra/yluf. r r p (compare the Homericform
A

~

yryhn); t p n , or, according to
the~old Attic
~ form,
~ Bpa,~ is derived
~
&TA
~ TOG. dpiCcw, because it divides
E‘T~[w,
the year ; ;VlaUTbS and &OS are thesame thought-; i v
cut into two parts,
w
i b u r 4 and ; T ~ ( W V ’ , like 6r’ 8v G into Ads and

Z7udr.

‘You make surprising progress.’ True ; I amrun away with,
andamnoteven
yet at myutmost speed. ‘ I should like very
muchto hear youraccount of the virtues. What principle of 411
correctness is there in those charming words, wisdom, understanding, justice, and the rest ? ’ To explain ail that willbe a
serious business; still, as I haveputon the lion’s skin, appearances mustbe maintained. My opinionis, that primitive men
were likesomemodern
philosophers, who,byalways
going
roundin their search after the nature of things, become dizzy;
andthis
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
.~ vdqurs, or perhaps $op& ilyurr, and in any case is con+
i K R ‘ ~ vBp7u1s; v d y m is
nected with $lpruBa1; Yl’~bp7 is yovjs m
viou or yryvoplvou Furs; the word vlor implies that creation is always
goingon-theoriginalform
was vcdrurr ; uo$pouirvr) is U W T I ~ ~ U
~ p o u j o c o s ; krurljp7 is rj isoplv7 TOTS spdypauw-thefacultywhich
412
keepsclose, neither anticipating nor lagging behind; uCvtors is
.+UX$Y,
and is kind
a of
equivalent to uuvcivar, UUp7IOpf6fU6Ql
conclusion-uuhhoyrupdr Trs, akin therefore inidea to Z71rurjp7;
uo+la isvery difficult,and has a foreignlook-themeaningis,
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
~ ~ clearly
u~
motion,andsome
are swifter thanothers : B ~ K ~ L o u is
4 TOG 81roiou u;vcurr. Theword B ~ K Q ~ O Vis 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 amanswered, ‘What,isthereno
justicewhen
thesunis
down ? ’ And when I entreat my questioner to tell me his o w n
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 saywith Anaxagoras, that justice isthe orderingmind.
‘ I think thatsomeonemusthave
toldyouthis.’
And not the
rest? Let me proceed then, in the hope of proving toyou 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. Thereis rixvq, forinstance.
This, by an aphaeresis of r and an epenthesis of o in two places,
maybe
identified with ixovdq, and signifies ‘that which has
mind.’
‘ A verypoor 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 yourselfshouldobserve 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;), &
r
d r o c &cow,
which means mX6, and C r r v , I shallbe atthe 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
+wxijs, just as drropia signifies an impediment to motion (from a
not, and a o p c i t u h t to go), and +tr$ is t k o p i n , which is the opposite
of this-the everflowing (dti biowua or dflp€174), orthe eligible,
quasi aipmnj. You will think that I am inventing, but I say that if
VOL. I.
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~ ~ a t u / u r .*a& is right, then ;per$ is also right.
A

~

~

But what is ea&? That is 416
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 npdyparathisis mind ( U O ~ S or 81dvo1n); which is also the principle of
beauty;and
whichdoing
theworks
of beauty, istherefore
rightly called the beautiful. The meaning of uup$;pov is explained 417
by previous examples;-like h m j p 7 , signifyingthat the soul
moves in harmony with the world (ohp$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 thestream.
The proper word wouldbe B o u X n n r r p o l u , 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 smallchange will altertheir
meaningvery much. The word B ~ U Uisone 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 iplpn ; and this shows
the meaning of the word to have been the desiredonecoming
after night,' and not, as is often supposed, 'that which makes things
gentle ' (qpcpo). So again, [uybv is Gwoybv, quasi 8 i u Guciv
~
rls dyoyju
-the binding of two together for the purpose of drawing. ACOV, 419
as ordinarily written,hasan
evil sense, signifying the chain
(6topbs) or hindrance of motion; but in itsancientform
81;u is
expressive of good, quasi Grrdv, thatwhich penetrates or goes
through all. Z7r1L87s is really 87p&87s, andmeans thatwhich
binds motion ( b o l w c rb Idv) : j 6 0 v i is 6 npds r+ ilv~crrurtluouua npri&s
-the 6 is an insertion : Air7 is derived dnB s;ls 6toXiuror ro7 uLparos: 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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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: &IB U p L is $ b i r 6 ~&& Zovoa Bhaprr : e+
is &;
ris
420 +u,&
: ?pcpos"oorr ilpwos psi $ +ux+ : sdeoc, the desire which is in
S
anciently Zopos, and so called
another place, dXXoBi I O V : Z ~ W was
because it flows into ( l o p i ) the soul from without : 80'611 is 4 8;o&s
705 cr'di'vac, or expressesthe shooting from a bow (rdgou). The
latter etymology is confirmedby
the words po;Xdal, p o ~ h $ ,
dBfJVhk, whichallhave
to do with shooting (,9oX;): and similarly o l q o ~ sis nothing but the movement (oiuls) of the soul towards
essence. ' E ~ o 6 o r o vis 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 andforced 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 ~ XCu is O ~ KIdv.
Andwhat are i h , ;io,, BoUu?' One wayof
explaining themhas been already suggested-theymaybeof
foreign origin; andpossibly this is the trueanswer. But mere
antiquity may often prevent our recognizing words, after all the
complicationswhich
they have undergone;and we must remember that however far we carry back our analysis some
ultimate elements or roots willremainwhichcanbe
no further
analyzed. For example; the word dyae6s was supposedby us to
422 be a compound of dyaurhr and Bdos, and probably 60'0s maybe
further resolvable.Butif
wetake a word of whichno 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
primarynames
indicate anything? Andletme
ask another
question,-If we had no faculty of speech, how should we comdXB&b
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another? Should we not use signs, like the
deaf~and ~dumb?~ The ~ elevation
~
of~ our hands
.
wouldmeanlightness- heaviness wouldbe
expressed by letting themdrop. 423
The running of any animal would be described by a similar
only express
movement of our own frames. The bodycan
anything by imitation; and the tongue or mouthcan imitate as
well as the rest of the body. But this imitation of the tongue or
voiceisnot yet a name, because people mayimitate sheepor
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 kindwhich 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 themwillbebygoing
back to the letters, or primary elements of which they are composed. First, we separatethe alphabet into classes of letters,
;
distinguishing the consonants,mutes,vowels,andsemivowels
and when wehave learnt themsingly, we shall learn toknow
them in their various combinations of two or more letters ; just as
the painter knows how to use either a single colour, or a combination 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 amliterally 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 conjecture of them. But still we insist that ours isthetrueand
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 youmyownnotions,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

Analysis 426-429.
or Kivqors. (I ought to explainthat K ~ W ~ J I Sis just tors (going), for
the letter q was unknown to the .ancients ; and the root, Kiclv, is a
foreign form of i i v a l : of K i q m or &IS, the oppositeis VTiVlS).
Thisuse of p is evident inthewords
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 theslipping tongue is detained
by the heavier sound ofy, 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 intheword
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 Hesiodsays.’
Socrateshere
interposes his own request, that Cratylus will give some account
of his theory.Hermogenesand
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 muchto my mind,” whether Euthyphro,
or some Muse inhabitingyour own breast, wasthe inspirer.’
Socrates replies, that :le is afraid of being self-deceived, and
therefore he must‘lookforeand 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 legis429 lators, and like artists in general, some of them are better and
or worse
some of them are worse than others, and give better
laws, andmakebetter or worse names. Cratyluscannotadmit
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 tobe 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 oldsophistical
argument,that
falsehood issaying
that which is not, and therefore saying
nothipg ;-you cannotEtter
the wordwhich is not. Socrates
complains thatthisargumentis
too subtle for an oldman to
understand : Suppose a person addressing Cratylus were to say,
Hail, AthenianStranger,Hermogenes!
would thesewords be
true or false ? ‘ I should say that they would be mere unmeaning 430
sounds, like thehammering of a brass pot.’But
youwould
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 representation trueand right or falseand 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, andin the other to his sense of hearing;-mayhe
not?
‘Yes.’ Then youwill admit that thereis a right or a wrong
assignment of names, and if of names, then of verbs and nouns ;
and ifof 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
givesall the colours makes a good picture, andhewho
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 thatthenumber
IO, if an unit is subtracted,
would cease tobe IO, but denies that names are of this purely
quantitative nature. Suppose that there are two objects-Cratylus
and the imageof 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
notmerely Cratylus and the image of Cratylus. But an imagc
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factalwaysfalls short insome 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 indistinguishable 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 affirmthat a name to be correct
must have proper letters, which bear a resemblance to the thing
434 signified. I mustremind youof what Hermogenes and I were
saying about theletter p’, which was held to be expressive of
motionand hardness, as X is of smoothness;-and this youwill
admit to be their natural meaning. But then, why do the Eretrians
callthat 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
alikefor 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 uponyou, that we put in and’pullout
letters at pleasure.’ And the explanation of thisis 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 thenumbers unless
youallow that convention is used? Imitation is a poor thing,
and has tobe 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,andhewhoknows
names knowsthings.’ Do you mean
436 that the discovery of namesis the same as the discoveryof
things ? ‘Yes.’ But do you not seethat thereis a degree of
deception about names?He who first gavenames,gave
them
according to his conception, and that may have been erroneous.
‘But then, why, Socrates, is language so consistent ? all words
have thesame ,laws.’Mere consistency is no test of truth. In
ill
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C r W h geometrical problems, for example, there may be a flaw at the

beginning, and yet the conclusion may follow consistently. And,
therefore, a wise manwill take especial care of first principles.
But are words really consistent ; are there not as many terms
of praise whichsignify 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 thereare many words
having a bad sense, which are connected with ideas ofmotion,
such as uup$opd, dpapria, &c. : dpaOh, again, might be explained, as
4 +a 8 3 lduros sopcla, and dxohada as 4 dKoXouOia rois r p d y p u w .
Thus the bad names are framedon 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 thegreater
number of words express motion.’ Arewe
to count them,
Cratylus; and is correctness Of names tobe determined by the
voice of a majority ?
Here is another point : we were saying that the legislator gives 438
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 wereany names? ‘I believe, Socrates, that some power
more thanhuman 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 whichdidhemake-thosewhich
are expressive of
But if some
rest, or those which are expressive of motion?
names are true and others false, we can only decide between
them, notby counting words, butby appealing to things. And,
without names ; 439
if so, we must allow thatthings maybeknown
for names, as we have several times admitted, arethe images of
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 beautyand a true
good, which is always beautiful and always good ? Can the thing
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beauty be vanishing away from us while the words are yet in our Cvatu(Ur.
could not be knownby any one if they are A
~
always passing away-for if they are always passing away, the
observer has no opportunity of observing theirstate. 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, orthe
education of his mind, inthepower
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,andwhen
you knowcome and tell me. ‘ I have
thought, Socrates, and after a good deal of thinking I incline to
Heracleitus.’ Thenanother day, my friend, you shallgive me
a lesson. ‘ Very good, Socrates, and I hope that you will continue
to study these thingsyourself.’

440 mouths? And they

W e may now consider (I) how far Plato in the Cratylus has
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;
nordoeshedenythatthere
is a naturalfitness in names. H e
only insists that this natural fitness shall be intelligibly explained.
But he has no idea that language is a natural organism. H e would
have heard with surprise that languages are the common work of
wholenations in a primitive or semi-barbarous age. How,he
would probably have argued, could men devoid of art have contrived a structure of suchcomplexity? No answer could have
been given to this question, either in ancient or in modern times,
stuuntil the nature of primitive antiquity had been thoroughly
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, aftertheir
manner, would have vainly endeavoured to trace the process by
which propernameswere
convertedinto common, and would
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how the last effortof abstractioninventedprepositions and auxiliaries. The theologian wouldhave
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. Butthis 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 anticipating many modern controversies in which the primary agency
of the Divine Being is confused with the secondarycause ; 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
andartenters
into language. The creativepowerabating
is
supplemented by a mechanicalprocess.‘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
andimprovedandengrafted
upon oneanother. The change in
them is effected in earlier ages by musical and euphonic improvements, 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 formsof language. H e isthe poet ormaker of words, as
dlstinguisher
in civilized agesthe dialectician is thedefineror
of them. Thelatter calls the second world of abstract terms
intoexistence, asthe former has created the picturesounds
which represent naturalobjects or processes. Poetry and philosophy-these two, arethe two great formativeprinciples 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 betweenthem,connecting

Plate's thcvty of licugztagy.
the visible and invisible, until at length the sensuous exterior falls
away, and the severance of the inner and outer world, of the idea
and the object of sense, becomes complete. At a later’period, logic
and grammar,sisterarts,preserve
and enlarge the decaying
instinct of language, by rule and method, which they gather from
analysis and observation.
(2)There is
notrace in any of Plato’s writings thathe 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, becausehe finds thatmanyGreekwords
are
incapable of explanation. Allowing a good deal for accident, and
alsofor the fancies of the conditoves linguae Grnecne, there is an
element of which he is unable togive an account. These unintelligible words he supposes tobe 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 bothto Greeks
and barbarians.
(3) But the greater number of primary words donotadmit of
derivation from foreign languages ; they must be resolved into the
letters out of which they are composed, and therefore the letters
musthave a meaning. The framers of language wereaware 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
thealphabetshows a wonderful insight into the nature of language. H e does not expressly distinguish between mere imitation
and the symbolical use of sound to express thought, but he recognises in theexamples which he gives bothmodesofimitation.
Gesture is the mode which a deaf and dumb person would take of
indicating his meaning. And language is thegesture 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,
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to express similar or analogous ideas, seems to have
escapedhim.
In passing from the gesture of the body to the movement of
the tongue, Plato makes a great step in the physiology of language. He was probably the first whosaidthat
<languageis
imitative sound,’which
isthe greatestanddeepest
truth of
philology; although he isnot aware of the laws of euphony
and associationbywhichimitationmustbe
regulated. He was
probably also the first whomade a distinctionbetween 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
mustrecollect thathewas
necessarily moreignorantthanany
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 (phibien faife.’ At first, Socrates has delighted
losophieunelangue
himself with discovering the flux of Heracleitus in language. But
he is covertly satirising the pretence of that or any otherage
tofind philosophy in words; and heafterwardscorrectsany
erroneous inference whichmightbe
gathered from his experiment. For he finds as many, or almost as many, words expressive
of rest, ashe 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 notmetaphysical or moral, but historical. Theyteach 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 otherproblems of moral and

Wot-ds and word-mahers.
metaphysical philosophy. For the use of words on such subjects
may often be metaphorical, accidental, derivedfrom other languages,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 transferred 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 thething has or hasnot an actual existence ;
or that theantitheses, parallels, conjugates, correlatives of language
haveanything corresponding tothem 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 philosophicalanalysis of language teaches us is, that we shouldbe
above language, makingwords ourservants, 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 intelligible, like those of a foreign language. H e is willing to admit
that they are subject tomanychanges,andput
on many disguises. H e acknowledges thatthe'poorcreature'
imitation is
supplementedby another poor creature,'-convention.But
he
does not see that 'habit and
repute,' and their relation to other
words, are'always exercising an influenceoverthem.
Words
appear to be isolated, but they are really the parts of an organism
which is always being reproduced. They are refined by civilization, 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. Theyare fixed bythe simultaneous utterance of millions, and yet are always imperceptibly
changing ;"not the inventors of language, but writing and speaking, 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 useof
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phrasehas also a peculiar powerover us.
these and other subtleties of language escaped the observation
of Plato. He is not awarethatthe languages of the world are
organic structures, and that every wordin them is related to every
other; nor does he conceive of language as the joint work of the
speakerandthehearer,
requiring in man a facultynot 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 havesometimes dreamed of‘ a technical or scientific language, in words
which should havefixedmeanings,
and stand in the same relationtoone
another as thesubstances 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 feltuntil the sciences werefarmore 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 characteristics of language. The greatmasterhasshown
howhe
to confine
regarded pedantic distinctions of wordsorattempts
their meaning in the satire on Prodicus in the Protagoras.
(5) In additionto these anticipations of the general principles
of philology, we maynotealso
a few curious observations on
~ p~ ~ h v p d ;~’ p p
words and sounds. ‘The Eretrians say ~ ~ X ? p d rfor
‘the Thessalians callApollo ‘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 theletters L and 8 ; butnow 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 arguments, so far as they were within his reach; but he wouldalso
have assigned a large influence to chance. Nor indeed is induction applicable to philology in the same degree as to most of the
physical sciences. Forafter we have pushedourresearches 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 oldman (429 D ;
cp. Euthyd. 284), could only have arisen in an age of imperfect
consciousness, whichhadnot
yet learned to distinguishwords
from things. Socrates replies ineffect that words havean independent existence ; thus anticipating the solution of the mediaeval
controversy of NominalismandRealism.
He isawaretoo 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, morepoetical,andalsomore
logical;orwhetherthey
are
now finally fixed and have received
their last impress from time
and authority.
On the whole, the Cratylus seems tocontain deepcrtruths
about language than anyother 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 stateorunderstandthe
facts, a metaphysical insight
seems tobe required. There are more things in language than
the humanmindeasilyconceives.Andmanyfallacieshaveto
bedispelled, as well as observations made. The true spirit of
philosophy or metaphysics can alone charmaway metaphysical
illusions,which are always reappearing, formerly in the fancies
of neoplatonist writers, now in the disguise of experience and
common sense. Ananalogy, a figure of speech, anintelligible
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 fewwords uttered by a childin any language.Yetinto
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CratyluJ. the formation of those wordshave

entered causes which the
of calculating. Theyare a dropor
two of the great stream or ocean of speech which has been
flowing in allages.Theyhavebeen
transmitted fromone
language to another ; like the child himself, they go back to the
beginnings of the humanrace.
How they originated,whocan
imagine a stage of humansociety
tell ? Neverthelesswecan
in which the circle of men’sminds wasnarrower and their
sympathies and instincts stronger ; in which their organs of
speech were moreflexible,and the sense of hearing finerand
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 wouldbemoresensitiveandintelligent
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
quiteinvoluntary,andmaybe
an imitation of the roar of the
animal. Thus far we havenot speech, butonly the inarticulate
expression of feeling or emotion in no respect differing from the
another and are
cries of animals ; for they toocalltoone
answered. Butnow suppose thatsomeone
at a distancenot
only hears the sound, but apprehends the meaning : or we may
imagine that the cry is repeated to a member of the society who
hadbeen absent; the others act the scene overagainwhenhe
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
nowawarethathehasacquired
a newpower.Manythousand
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 likeresult,and the speaker and the hearer
rejoice together in their newly-discovered faculty. At first
there
wouldbefew
such cries,andlittle.danger
of mistaking or
confusing them. For the mind of primitivemanhad
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;

I W O ~ ~ human
~ ~ . mindisnotcapable
TIOY.
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but not until there were hearers as well as speakers did language
begin.Not
the interjection orthe vocal imitation of the object,
but the interjection or the vocal imitation of the object understood,
is the first rudimentof human speech.
After a while the word gathers associations, and has an independentexistence. The imitation of the lion’s roar calls up the
fears and hopes of the chase, which are excited by his appearance.
Inthe moment of hearingthe sound, without any appreciable
interval, these and otherlatent 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 imagebecomes 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 beusedmorefreelybecause
therearemore
of them. Whatwas once an involuntary expression becomes
voluntary. Not onlycan men utter a cryor call, but they can
; they can not only usewords, but
communicateandconverse
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 mentalprocess the articulation of sounds
isgraduallybecomingperfected.
The finer sensedetectsthe
differences of them,and begins, first to agglomerate, then to
distinguish them.Times,persons,places,relations
ofall kinds,
areexpressed by modifications of them. The earliest parts of
speech, as we may call them by anticipation, like the first utterances of children, probably partook of the naturc of interjections
and nouns;thencameverbs;
atlength
the whole sentence
appeared,andrhythmandmetre
followed. Eachstage in the
progress of language was accompanied by somecorresponding
stage in the mind and civilizationof man. In time, when the
family became a nation, the wild growth of dialects passed into a
language. Thenarosepoetryand
literature. We canhardly
realize to ourselves how much with each improvement of language
thepowers of the human mind were enlarged; how the inner
vo1.. 1.
U
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the place of the outer; how the pictorial or symbolical
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
oftenbe thus resolved into differences of degree. But we must
not assume that we have in this way discovered the true account
of them.Throughwhatstruggles
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 movement stirring the hearts not of one man only but of many, ‘as
the trees of the wood are stirred by the wind.’ The theoryis
consistent or not inconsistent with our own mental experience,
and throws some degree of light upon a dark corner of the human
mind.
In thelater analysis of language, wetracethe
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
wordand
of the changinginflexion,
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 bodyand
mind; and furtherremarkthat
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,whichcombine
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 seethat in the simplest sentences are contained
grammar andlogic--the parts of speech: the Eleatic philosophy
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and the Kantian categories. So complexis language, and so Cratylur.
expressive not only of the meanestwants of man,but of his I
~
highest thoughts; so various arethe aspects inwhich
it is
regarded by us. Then again, when we follow the history of languages, we observe that they arealways 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 nationaldevelopment-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 andleft 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 andsudden,
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 notealso
dangers to which weare
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, often
is
in like manner only a
’
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(2)

Thereisthe

fallacy of resolving the

xNTRODUC. languages which we know into their parts,and then imagining
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that we can discover the nature oflanguage byreconstructing
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 grammarand logic has alwaysexisted, 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 ofman-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
childrenlearning 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 anunconscious creation of the humanmind.
W e can observe the
socialandcollective 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 comparatively devoid of intelligence, make a nearer approach to
articulatespeech. 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 forthspontaneously in speech. W e can trace the
impulse to bind together the world in ideas beginning in the
first efforts to speakand culminating in philosophy. But there
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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 ; andsee, if we do not understand,
how nature, by a law,calls into being an organized structure.
But theintermediateorganism which stands betweenman 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 otherminds, 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 ateverymoment
to the individual,
and yet having a sort of eternal or universal nature. When we
analyze our own mentalprocesses,we
find wordseverywhere
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 distinctnessand consecutiveness in speech, and a greater still in writing, taking the
place of one another when we try tobecome emancipated from
are
their influence. For in all processes of the mindwhich
conscious we are talking to ourselves; the attempt to think without words is a mere illusion,-they are always reappearing when
we fix our thoughts. Andspeech 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 causeor
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 expressionsor varieties of a single
force or lifeoflanguage of which the thoughts ofmen are the
accident. Such a conception enables us to grasp the power and
wonder of languages, and is very natural to the scientificphilologist. For he, like the metaphysician, believesin the reality of
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that which absorbs his own mind. Nor do we deny the enormous
influence
~
which
~
~language
~ has ~ exercised
~ over.
thought. Fixed
words, likefixed ideas, have often governed the world. But in
suchrepresentationsweattribute
tolanguagetoomuch
the
nature of a cause, and too little of an effect,-toomuchof
an
absolute, too little of a relative character,-too much of an ideal,
too little of a matter-of-fact existence.
Or again, we may frame a single abstract notion of language of
which all existent languages may be supposed to be the perversion. 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,’ anymore than there is an
abstract
tree, but onlylanguages in various stages of growth,maturity,
and decay. Nor do other logical distinctions or even grammatical
exactlycorrespond 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 beingmapped 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’ combination of them into a new word ; there is thedistinction between
languages whichhavehad
a freeand full development of their
organisms, and languages whichhave
beenstunted
in their
growth,--lamed in their hands or feet, and never able to acquire
afterwards the powers inwhich they are deficient; there is the
distinction between syntheticallanguages like GreekandLatin,
which have retained their inflexions, and analytical languages like
asare
English or French, whichhave lost them.Innumerable
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 certainnumber of sounds.
Every man has tongue, teeth, lips, palate, throat, mouth, which he
may close or open,and adapt in various ways; making, first,
vowelsand consonants; and secondly, otherclasses of letters.
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The elements of all speech, like the elements of the musical scale, cratyhs.
are few and simple,thoughadmitting of infinite gradationsand
I
~
combinations. Whatever slight differences exist in theuse or
'IoN+
formation of these organs,owing to climate or thesense of
euphony or other causes, they are asnothing compared with their
agreement. Herethenis a real basis of unity in thestudy of
philology, unlike that imaginary abstract unity of which we were
just now speaking.
Whether we regard languagefrom the psychological, or historical, or physiological point of view, the materials of our knowledge 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 humanspeech.
Many observationswhich 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 secretof 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 sincethe 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 language 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 formof a language is
better understood. Many merelyverbalquestionshavebeen
eliminated ; the remains of the old traditional methods have died
away. Thestudy.has passedfrom the metaphysicalinto an

'

Compare W'. Humboldt,'UeberdieVerschiedenheitdesmenschlichcn
Sprachbaues ;' M.Muller, ' Lecttlres on the Science of Language ;' Steinthal,
' Einleilnng in die Foychologie und Sprachwissenschaft.'

,Vdure nud g.nwt/t of l~z~z~w~zgt.

296
C I Z ~ / U J .historical
I

~
TION.

stage.Grammar is no longer confused withlanguage,
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 seelanguage 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
languageshaveanatural
but not aperfectgrowth ; like other
creations of nature into which the will of man enters, they arefull
of what we term accident and irregularity. And
the difficulties of
the subjectbecome 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 areno longer satisfied with thevague and
superficial ideas of it which prevailed fifty years ago ; partly also
because the remains of the languageswithwhich
weare acquainted always were, and if they are still living, are, in a state of
transition; and thirdly, because there are lacunae in our knowledge of themwhich can neverbe 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 afew of the general reflectionswhich 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. H e is too apt
to suppose that by breaking
up the existing forms of language
into their parts he
will arrive ata previous stage of it, but he
is merely analyzing what never existed,or is neverknown to have
existed, except in acomposite form. H e may dividenounsand
verbs into roots and inflexions, but he has no evidence which will
show that theo 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 formor forms of language
known to us, or to be reasonably imagined, from whichthey areall
descended. No inference can be drawn from language, either for
or against the unity of the hutnan race.Nor
is there any proof
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thatwordswereever
used without any relation to each other.
Whatever may be the meaning of a sentenceor a word when
applied to primitive language, it is probablethat thesentence
is more akinto the original form than the word, andthat the
later stage of language is theresult 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 in different places or among different races of men. It
mayhavebeen
slowerwith 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 decompose 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 whogave to language these
primeval laws; or why one race has triliteral, another biliteral
roots ; or why in somemembers 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 ofan original
Cp. I’lato, Laws, iii. 6;6 :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?
Cle. What do you mean ?
Ath. I mean that he might watch them from the point of view of time, and
observe the changes which take place in them during infinite ages.
Cle. How so I
Afh. Why, do yon think that yon can reBon the time which has elapsed
since cities first existed and men were citizens of them ?
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
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language still survive, any more than of the first huts or buildings
which were constructed by man. Nor are we at all certain of the
relation, if any, in which the greaterfamilies of languages stand to
each other. The influence of individuals must always have been
x disturbingelement.Likegreat
writers in later times, there
mayhavebeenmany
a barbaric geniuswhotaught
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 expression of their confusedfancies-towhom
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 pronunciation of a word; hemayhavebeen
imitated by others, and the
whichhe
custom, or form, or accent, or quantity,orrhyme
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 bestowedupon 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,
whosevoice and lookand behaviour, whose gesticulations and
other peculiarities were instinctively imitated bythem,-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 languagewhichit
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
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endlessforms of government,andbeensometimesrising,and
falling, and again improving or waning?’
Aristot. Metaph. xi. 8. 21 :‘And if a person should conceive the tales

men thought the godstoLethefirstessences

at other times

of mythology to mean only that
of things,hewould deem the

reflectiontohave been inspired and wouldconsiderthat,whereasprobably
every art and part of wisdom had been discovered nrrd Zost muny times 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 theparts of speech with the catc- Cratyhrs.
gories of Logic. Nordo we conceive languages any more than I
~
civilizations to bein a state of dissolution ; they donot easily
"ON'
pass away, but are far more tenacious oflife than thetribes
bywhom theyare spoken. Where two or threeare 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 decaywhich
is at work i n all of them. Neither do we suppose them to be invented by the witofman.
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 attributeto them a supernatural origin. The law
which regulates them is like the law which governs the circulation 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 profusion and variety. The laws of vegetation are invariable, but no
two plants, notwo leaves of the forest are precisely the same.
The laws of language are invariable, but no two languages are
alike,no twowords have exactly thesame 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 speakingorwriting
havewe
present to our minds the meaning or the sound orthe construction of thewords which we are using?-No more than
theseparate drops of water with which wequenchourthirst
the
arepresent : the whole draught may beconscious,butnot
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 separatelywhenwe
are uttering them. Like other
natural operations, the process of speech,when most perfect,
is least observed by us. We do not pause at eachmouthful
to dwell upon the taste of it: nor has the speaker time to ask
himself the comparative merits of different modes of expression
whilehe is uttering them. There are manythings in the use
of languagewhichmaybeobservedfrom
without, but which
cannot
be
explained from within. Consciousness carries us
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but a liitle way in the investigation of the mind ; it is not the
faculty
~
of ~internal
~ observation,
~
~ but .only the dim light which
makessuch 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
played
better if this term, which is so misleading, andyethas
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 mentalprocesses,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. Stillless, even in schools and academies, dowe
ever attempt to invent newwords or to alterthe meaning of
old ones, except in thecase, mentionedabove,of
technical or
borrowed words which are artificially made or imported because
a needofthem
is felt. Neither in our own nor in anyother
age has the conscious effort of reflection in man contributed
in anappreciabledegree 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 erroristhe
separation of the phonetic from the
mental element of language ; theyare reallyinseparable-no
definite line can be drawn between them, any more than in any
other common act ofmind and body. It is true thatwithin
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 overruling law of God or nature which gives order to it in its infinite
greatness,andvariety
in itsinfinitesimalminuteness-both
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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, likeall
the sciences which are
”’“
concerned with man, it has a double aspect,-inwardand
outward; and that the inward can only beknown’ through the
outward. Neither need we raisethe question whetherthelaws
of language, like the other laws of human action, admitof exceptions. Theanswer in all casesisthe
same-that the laws
of nature are uniform, though the consistency or continuity of
them is notalways perceptible to us. The superficial appearances of language, as of nature, are irregular, but we donot
therefore denytheirdeeper
uniformity. The comparison of
the growth of language in the individual and in the nation cannot
bewholly discarded, for nations are madeup of individuals.
But in this, as in the other political sciences, we must distinguish
betweencollective and individual actions or processes, andnot
attribute to the one what belongs to the other. Again,when
wespeak of theheredityor 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,
weform intogroups the roots or terminations of words, we
shouldnot forget how.casual is the manner in which their resemblanceshavearisen-they
were notfirst written downby
a grammarianin the paradigms of a grammar and learned out
of a book,but weredue to many chance attractions of sound
or of meaning, or of bothcombined.
So manycautionshaveto
beborne in mind, and so many first thoughts tobe 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 pronouns dropping from verbs ’ (see above), andthe like,which
are alwaysinteresting, but are apt to bedelusive.Yetsuch
figures of speech are far nearer the truth than the theories which
attribute the invention and improvement of language to the conLastly,it is doubtedby
scious iction of the humanmind.
recent philologians whether climate canbesupposedtohave
exercised any influence worth speaking ofon a language: such
’

..

~
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‘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 animaland vegetable life.And
n
Darwinian school of philologists has sprung up, who are sometimes 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 defined,hardly escapes frombeing a truism. Ifby ‘ 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 thatthe 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 lessdemandforit,
or anything of this sort, heis
affirming a propositionwhichhas
several senses, andin none
of these senses canbe asserted to beuniformly true. For the
laws of language are precarious, andcan only actuniformly
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,
The struggle for
unless by so doing hebecomesunintelligible.
existence among words is not of that fierce and irresistible kind
inwhichbirds,
beasts andfishesdevourone
another, but of
a.milder sort, allowingone usage tobe substituted for another,
not by force, but by
the persuasion, or rather by the prevailing
habit, of a majority. The favouritefigure, in this, as in some
other uses of it, has tended rather to obscure than explain the
subject’ towhich it has been applied. Norin any case can
the struggle for existence bedeemedtobe
the sole or principalcause of changesinlanguage,butonlyoneamongmany,
measure the importance.
andone of whichwecannoteasily
There is a further objection which may be urged equally against
allapplications of the Darwinian theory. As in animallifeand
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 oneanotherby imperceptible gradation. But in both cases I
~
~
the newly-created formssoonbecome
fixed;thereare
fewif
T'os.
any vestiges of theintermediate 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
conceptionof language : forit reduces to a systemthat which
is not a system. Its figures of speech, pleonasms, ellipses, anareality; they
colutha, =pas TB aqparvdpcvov, and the likehaveno
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 toremind us thatgreat 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 inventors of them that these real conditores linguae Graecae ' lived
in an age before grammar, when Greece also was living Greece.'
It is the anatomy, not the physiology oclanguage, which grammar
seeks to describe : into the idiom andhigher life o f words it
does not enter. Theordinary Greekgrammar gives a complete paradigm of the verb, without suggesting that the double
or treble forms of Perfecfs, Aorists, etc. are hardlyever contemporaneous. It distinguishes Moods and Tenses, without
observing howmuch of the nature of the onepasses 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 degrees and relations and associations andexceptions:grammar
ties it up in fixed rules. Language has many varieties of usage :
grammar tries to reduce them to a single one. Grammar divides
verbsintoregularand
irregular: it does notrecognize
that
the irregular, equally with the regular, are subject to law,and

Cratyrus.
Iwraouuc.
TION.

that a language which had no exceptions would not be a natural
growth: for itcouldnothave
been subjected to the influences
by whichlanguage
is ordinarily affected.It
is always wanting to describe ancient languages in theterms of a modern
one. It has a favourite fiction thatonewordisput
in the
place of another; the truth is thatno word isever put for
another. It has another fiction, thata word has been omitted :
wordsare omitted because theyare no longer needed ; and
the omission has ceased to be observed. The common explanation of rard or some other preposition ' being understood '
in a Greek sentenceisanother 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 thestudy.
Even to him the
best grammaristheshortestandthat
in whichhewillhave
least to unlearn. It maybe
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 philology. 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 whichhave existed in former
ages; or in so far as they furnish wider conceptions of the
different branches of knowledgeand of their relation to one
another: But they are worse than uselesswhenthey
outrun
experience and abstract the mindfrom the observation of facts,
only to envelope it in a mist of words. Some philologers, like
Schleicher, havebeen greatly influenced by the philosophy of
Hegel ; nearly all of them to a certain extent havefallen under
the dominion of physical science. Even Kant himself thought
thatthe first principles of philosophy couldbeelicitedfrom
the analysis of the proposition, in thisrespect falling short of
Plato. Westphal holds that there are three stages of language:

( I ) in which things
werecharacterizedindependently,
(a) in
which theywereregardedin
relation to human thought, and
(3) in relation to one
another.But
are not such distinctions
ananachronism? for they imply a growth of abstractideas
which neverexisted in early times. Languagecannotbe
explained by Metaphysics; for it is prior to them and much more
nearly allied to sense. It is not likely thatthemeaning of the
cases is ultimately resolvable intorelations of spaceand time.
Norcan wesuppose the conception of causeand 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
If the science of Comparative
entered into the mind of man.
Philology hadpossessed'enough
ofMetaphysics to getrid of
Metaphysics,' it would have made far greater progress.
( 4 ) Our knowledge of language is almost confined to languages
which are fully developed. Theyare 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 existence 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 passinto dialects andgrow out of them, in proportion as
men are isolated or united bylocality or occupation. The common languagesometimes reacts upon the dialects and imparts
to them also a literarycharacter.
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 Europeor
Asia. Such
changes
arethe
silent notes of
the world's history;they
markperiods
of unknownlength
in which war andconquest
wererunning
riot over whole
Fontinents, times of suffering too great to be endured by the
human racc, in which themasters became subjectsand the
subject races masters, in which driven by necessity or impelled
by some instinct, tribes or nations left their original homes
andbut slowly found a resting-place. Language wouldbe the
greatest ofall historical monuments, if itcould only tell us the
history of itself.
(5) There are manyways in which we may approach this study.
VOL. 1.
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Method of study.
INTRODUCTION.

The simplest of all is toobserve our own use of language in
conversation orin writing,how weputwords
together,how
we construct and connect sentences, what are the rules
of accent andrhythm inverseor
prose, the formation and composition of words, the laws of euphony and sound, the affinities
of letters, the mistakes to which we are ourselvesmostliable
of spelling or pronunciation. We maycomparewithourown
language some other, evenwhen we have only a slight knowledge
of it, such as French or German. Even a little Latin will enable
us to appreciatethegrand
difference betweenancient
and
modernEuropean languages. In the child learningtospeak
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, andsome of thelaws
by whichsoundspass intoone another. W e maylearn something also from the falterings of old age, the searching for words,
andthe confusion of themwithoneanother,
the forgetfulness
of proper names (more commonly than of other words because
they are more isolated), aphasia, and the like. There are philological lessons also tobegathered fromnicknames,fromprovincialisms, from the slang of great cities, from the argot of Paris
(that language of sufferingandcrime, so patheticallydescribed
by Victor Hugo), from the imperfectarticulation of the deaf
and dumb, from thejabbering 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 BishopWilkins, are chiefly useful
in showingwhatlanguage
is not. Thestudy of any foreign
language may bemadealso 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 ownlanguage as of
any other. A few well-selected questionsmay lead the student
at once into theheart of the mystery: such as, Why are the
pronounsand theverb of existencegenerallymoreirregular
than any other parts of speech? Why is the number of words
so small inwhich the sound is an echo of thesense?Why
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does the meaning of words depart so widelyfrom their etymo- C~UQ(W.
logy?Whydo
substantives often differ in meaning from the I
~
verbs to which they
are
related, adverbs from adjectives?
‘IoN.
Why dowords differing in origin coalesce in the same sound
though retaining their diflerences of meaning ? Why are some
I Whyarethere
only so many parts of
verbsimpersonal
speech,and on whatprinciple aretheydivided?Theseare
a few crucial questions which give us an insight from different
points of view into the true natureof language.
(6) Thus far we havebeen
endeavouring to strip off from
language the false appearancesin which grammarand philology, or the loveof
systemgenerally,
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
whichhave created or modifiedit.
i. The first andsimplest of all the principles of language,
common also to the animals, is imitation. The lion roars, the
wolf howlsin the solitude of theforest:theyare
answered
by similar criesheard from a distance. The bird, too,mimics
the voiceof man andmakes answer to him.Man tells to man
thesecret place in whichheishidinghimself;
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.
Theylearnt of course a rudimentary, half-articulate language,
of what
the cry or song or
speech which wastheexpression
we nowcall humanthoughtsand
feelings. W e may still remark how much greater and morenatural the exercise of the
power is in the use of languagethan 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
hundredsorthousands 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
calllanguage and thecry of a bird or animal. Speechbefore
language was a ,wdis indigesfnque mof~ries,not yet distributed
x 2
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AnaZogy.
cr0&lur.into words and sentences, in which the cry of fear or joy mingled
I ~ ~ ~ ~with
~ ,more
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definite soundsrecognizedby custom as the expressions of things or events. It was the principle of analogy which
introducedinto this ' indigestamoles ' order andmeasure.
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, thispower
of formingrelations to one anotherwas
contained. There was a proportion of sound to sound, of meaning to meaning, of meaning to sound. The cases and numbers of
nouns, thepersons,tenses,numbers
of verbs,were generally
on thesameor
nearly thesamepatternand
had thesame
meaning. The sounds by which they were expressed wereroughhewn at first ; after a while they grew more refined-the natural
laws of euphony began to affect them. Therules of syntax
are likewise based upon analogy. Time has an analogy with
space, arithmeticwithgeometry.
Not only in musical notes,
but in the quantity,quality,accent,rhythm
of human speech,
trivial orserious, thereis a law of proportion. As inthings
of beauty, as in all nature, in the composition as well as in the
motionof all things, there is a similarity of relations bywhich
they are held together.
It would be a mistake to suppose that the analogies of language
a choice between
are always uniform : there may beoften
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 interchangeforms of tenses,and the completed paradigm of the verb is often made up of both. The same nouns may
be partly declinable and partly indeclinable, and in some of their
casesmay have fallen out of use. Herearerules withexceptions;theyare
nothoweverreallyexceptions,
but contain in
themselves indications of other rules. Manyof theseinterruptions or variations of analogy occur in pronouns or in the verb
of existence of which the forms were too common and therefore too
deeplyimbedded in language entirely to drop out. Thesame
verbs in the same meaning may sometimes take one case, sometimesanother.
The participlemayalso
have thecharacter of
an adjective, the adverb either of an adjective or of a preposition.

Languagethe

end not thebeginning o f a process.

Theseexceptions are as regular as the rules, but the causes of
them are seldom
to known us.
Language, like the animal
and
vegetable worlds, is everywhereintersectedby
the lines of analogy. Likenumber 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 oneanother.
At first theseare such as
lie on the surface only; after a time they are seen bymen to
reach farther down into thenature of things. Gradually in
language they arrangethemselves 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 newmeanings.
The vacuity and the superfluity arethus
partially compensatedby each other. It mustbe remembered
that in all thelanguves whichhave a literature, certainly in
Sanskrit, Greek, Latin, we are not at the beginning but almost
at theend 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 wereon the eveof completion : they became
fixed or crystallized in an imperfect form either from the influence of writing and literature, or because no further differentiation of themwasrequiredforthe
intelligibilityoflanguage.
So not without admixture andconfusionand
displacement and
contamination of soundsandthemeanings
of words, a lower
stage of languagepassesinto
a higher. Thus farwe can see
andno further. When we ask the reason why this principle of
analogy prevails in all the vast domainof 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 intellectual. We know from experiencethat 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 wouldsuffice for
this ; nor (c) from greater convenience or expressiveness of particular sounds. Such notions were certainly far. enough away
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W e mayspeak of a latent
instinct, of a survival of the fittest, easiest, most euphonic, most
economical of breath, in the case of one of two competing sounds ;
but theseexpressions do not add anything to our knowledge.
We may try to grasp the infinity oflanguage either under the
figure of a limitless plain divided intocountriesanddistricts
by natural boundaries, or of a vast river eternally flowing whose
origin is concealed from u s ; we mayapprehend 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 disguisedand has
disappeared ; but in no stage of language is it entirely lost. It
belongs chiefly to early language, in which words were few ;
andits
influence grewlessandless
as timewent
on. To
the ear which had a sense of harmony itbecame a barbarism
whichdisturbed the flow and equilibrium of discourse; it was
an excrescence which had to be cut out, a survival which needed
tobe got rid of, because it was out of keepingwith the rest.
It remainedfor the most part only as a formative principle,
whichusedwordsandletters
not ascrude imitations of other
naturalsounds,but a5 symbols of ideaswhich 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 wasthe music, not of song,but of speech, in
prose as well as verse. The old onomatopea of primitive language was refined into an onomatQpea of a higher kind, in
which it isnolonger
true to say that a particularsoundcorresponds 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 whichbeauty
andexpressivenessare
given to humanthoughtsbytheharmonious composition of the words, syllables, letters,accents,
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quantities, rhythms,rhymes, varieties andcontrasts ofall sorts. Cratylus.
The poet withhis ' Break, break, break' or his 4 S ~ U W Y c x G m n I ~ ~
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 thehigher onomatopea which has banished
the cruder sort as unworthy to have a place in great languages
and literatures.
W e can see clearly enoughthat
letters or collocationsof
letters dobyvarious degrees of strengthor 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 ofmotion, the letters 8 and r of
binding andrest, theletter X of smoothness, Y of inwardness,
the letter of length, the letter o of roundness. Thesewere
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),-inallwhich
words we
notice a parallel composition of sounds in their English equivalents. Platoalso remarks,aswe
remark,that the onomatopoetic principle isfarfrom
prevailing uniformly,and
further
thatnoexplanation
of language consistentlycorresponds with
any system of philosophy, however great may be the light which
language throws upon thenature of the mind. Both in Greek
andEnglish we find groups of wordssuchasstring,
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 expressiveand 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 theword corresponds to the thing signifiedby 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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also (as we see in the case of the poor stammerer) that speech
the co-operation of the whole body and may be often assisted
not
or half expressed by gesticulation. A sound orwordis
the work of the vocal organs only; nearly thewhole of the upper
part of thehuman frame,including
head, chest,lungs, have
a share in creating it ; and it may be accompanied by a movement of the eyes,nose,fingers,hands,feetwhichcontributes
to the effect of it.
The principle of onomatopea has fallen intodiscredit, partly
because it hasbeensupposed
to imply an actualmanufacture
of wordsout of syllablesand letters, like a piece of joiner’s
work,-a theory of languagewhich ismoreandmore
refuted
by facts, andmoreandmoregoing
out. of fashion with philologians; and partly also because thetraces of onomatopea in
separate words become almost obliterated in the course of ages.
The poet of languagecannotput
in and pull out letters, as a
painter might insert or blot out a shade of colour to give effect
to hispicture.
It would beridiculousforhim
to alterany
received formof a word in order to render it more expressive
of the sense. He can onlyselect, perhaps out of some dialect,
the form which isalreadybestadapted
to hispurpose.
The
true onomatopeais not a creative, but a formative principle,
which in the later stage of the history of language ceases to act
collocation
upon individual words ; but still worksthroughthe
of them in the sentence or paragraph, and the
adaptation of every
word, syllable, letter to oneanotherand to the rhythm of the
whole passage.
iv. Next, under a distincthead,althoughnot
separable from
the preceding,may
be considered the differentiation of languages, i.e. themanner in whichdifferences of meaning and
formhave arisenin them. Intotheir first creation we have
we are
ceased to enquire : it istheir aftergrowthwithwhich
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
andverbs analogous in sound andsenseto one another,each
noun or verb putting forth inflexions, generally of two or three
patterns,and with exceptions. W e do not say that weknow
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how sense became first allied to sound ; but we have no difficulty Cra&lus.
in ascertaining how the soundsand 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 analogies, 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 newexpressions for newclasses or processes of things. We are told that changes ofsound take place
by innumerablegradations until a whole tribeor community
or society find themselves acquiescing in a new pronunciation
or use of language. Yetno oneobserves the change, or is at
all awarethatinthecourse
of a lifetime heand his contemporaries have appreciably varied their intonation or use of words.
On the other hand, the necessities of language seem to require
that the intermediatesounds
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
aidedby the organs of speechand by the use of writing and
printing. (2) The meaning of words varies because ideas vary or
the number of things which is included underthemor
with
which theyare associated is increased. A single wordis thus
made to doduty for manymorethingsthanwereformerly
expressed by i t ; andit parts into different senses when the
classes of things or ideas which are represented by it are themselves different and distinct. A figurative use of a word may
easily pass into a new sense : a new meaning caught up by association 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 malevosuggest differentmeanlence of party spirit. Doubleforms
ingsand are often used to expressthem; 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 thesame reason. New meanings of words push
themselves into the vacant spaces oflanguage and retire when
theyare no longer needed. Language equally abhors vacancy
and superfluity, But the remedial measures by
which
both
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f a u l t s of latlguag-e,

eliminated are not due to any conscious action of the
human
~
mind;
~ noris~the
~
force
~ exerted
~ bythem
.
constraining
or necessary.
(7) W e haveshownthat
language, althoughsubject 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
becompared to the faults ofGeology, in whichdifferent strata
cross one another or meet at an angle, or mix with one another
either by slowtransitions
orby violent convulsions, leaving
many lacunae which can benolonger
filled up,andoften betrue explanation of themcan be
coming so complexthatno
given. S o in language there are the cross influences of meaning
and sound, of logic and grammar, of differing analogies, of words
andthe inflexions of ‘words, which often comeinto
conflict
with each other. The grammarian, if hewere to form new
words, would makethem allof the same pattern according to
whathe conceives to bethe rule,that is, the more common
usage of language. The subtlety of nature goes farbeyond art,
and it is complicated by irregularity, so that often we can hardly
say that thereis 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 languageisreallydue
to the formation
andcorrelation of wordsby accident,that is to say,byprinPlato,
ciples which are unknown to us. Henceweseewhy
to comprehendthe
whole of language,
likeourselvesunable
poor creature imitation by
was constrained to‘supplementthe
another poor creature convention.’ But the poor creature convention 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 admitwith Hermogenes in Plato and
withHoracethatusageis
theruling principle, ‘quempenes
arbitrium est, et jus et norma loquendi.’
(8) There are two ways in which a language may attain permanence or fixity. First, it may have been embodied in poems
or hymns or laws, whichmaybe
repeatedfor hundreds, perhaps for thousands of yearswith a religiousaccuracy, 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
~
widelyamong
the whole nation. In either case the language
''ON*
which is familiarly spokenmay have grownup wholly or in
a great measureindependently of them. ( I ) The first of these
processes has beensometimesattended
by the resultthat the
sound of the words has been
carefully preservedandthatthe
meaning of them has either perished
wholly, or is only doubtfully recovered by the efforts of modern philology. The verses
have beenrepeated as a chant orpart of a ritual, but they
have hadno relation to ordinary life or speech. (2) The invention of writing again is commonly attributed to a particular
epoch, and we are apt to think that such an inestimable gift would
have immediatelybeen diffused over a whole country. Butit
may have taken a long time to perfect the art of writing, and
another long period may have elapsed before it came into commonuse.
Its influence on language has been increased ten,
twenty or one hundred
foldby the invention of printing.
Before the growth of poetry or the invention of writing, languages were only dialects. So they continued to be in parts
of the country in which writing was not used or in which there
was nodiffusion of literature. In most of the counties of England there is still a provincial style, which has beensometimes
made by a great poet the vehicle of his fancies. When a book
sinks intothe mind of a nation, such as Luther's Bible or the
of the Bible, or again great
AuthorizedEnglishTranslation
classical works like Shakspereor Milton, not only have new
powers of expression been diffused through a whole nation, but
a greatsteptowards
uniformity hasbeen made. The instinct
of language demandsregulargrammarandcorrect
spelling:
these are imprinted deeply on the tablets of a nation's memory
by a common use of classical andpopularwriters.
In our
own day we haveattained to a point at which nearlyevery
printed book is spelt correctly and written grammatically.
(9)Proceeding further to trace the influence of literature on
language we notesome other causes whichhaveaffected
the
higher use of it: such as ( I ) the necessity of clearness and connection; (2) thefear of tautology; (3) the influenceof metre,

~

CraLylus. rhythm,rhyme,
INTROOUC.
TION.

and of the language of proseand verse upon
one z7LLer; (4) the power of idiom and quotation ; (5) the relativeness of words to one another.
It has beenusual to depreciate modern languages when compared with ancient. The latter are regarded as furnishing a
type of excellence to which the formercannot attain. But the
truthseems tobe that modern languages, if through the loss
of inflectionsand genders they lack somepower or beauty or
expressiveness or precision which is possessed by the ancient,
are inmany otherrespectssuperior
to them : the thought is
generally clearer, the connection closer, the sentence and paragraph are better distributed. The best modern languages, for
example English orFrench,possess
as great a power of selfimprovement as the Latin, ifnot as the Greek. Nor does there
seem tobe any reason why they
should ever decline or decay.
It is a popular remarkthat our great writers are beginning to
also be remarkedthatwhenever
a great
disappear : itmay
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 bereducedto
the low level of Modern Greek or of
Mediaeval Latin. The widediffusion
of greatauthors would
makesuch
a decline impossible. Norwill modernlanguages
be easily broken up byamalgamation
with each other. The
distance between them is too wide to be spanned, the differences
are too great to beovercome, 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. Inthe twolatter, especially in
Greek, sentences are joined togetherbyconnecting
particles.
They are distributed on the right handand on the left by plv,
86, &a', roiror, m i 84 and the like, or deduced from one another
by +a, 64, DL%, T O ~ Y U Y and the like. In English the majority of
sentences are independentand in apposition toone 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 apposition and participial structure. The sentences thus laid side
by side are also constructed into paragraphs: these again are

?%e fear of Tautology.

3x7

lessdistinctlymarked
in GreekandLatin
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. Thethree concords
T'oN'
are moreaccuratelyobserved
in English than in eitherGreek
or Latin.On theother hand, the extension of the familiar use
of the masculine and feminine gender to objects of 'sense and
abstract ideas as well as to menandanimals
nodoubt lends
a namelessgracetostylewhich
we have a difficulty in appreciating, and the possible variety in the order of words gives
more flexibility andalso a kind of dignity to the period. Of
the comparative effect of accentandquantityand
of the relation betweenthem in ancientandmodernlanguageswe
are
not able to judge.
Anotherquality
in which modern aresuperior
to ancient
style
is.
languages
is
freedom
from
tautology. No English
thoughttolerable
in which, except for thesake of emphasis,
thesamewordsare
repeated atshort intervals. Of course the
length of the interval must depend on the character of the word.
Striking words and expressions canna be allowedto reappear,
if at all, except at the distance of a page or more. Pronouns,
prepositions,conjunctions may orrather must recur in successive 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 meaning to the thought and would haveadded a pleasing variety
to thesound,Andthe
mind equallyrejects the repetition of
the wordand the use of a mere synonym for it,-e.g.felicity
and happiness.The
cultivated mind desires something more,
which a skilful writeris
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,andgenerally
to an enlargement of the vocabulary. It is a veryearly instinct ofIanas free from tautology as
guage ; forancientpoetryisalmost
the bestmodernwritings.
The speech of youngchildren, except in so far as theyare compelled to repeatthemselves by
thefewness of their words, also escapes fromit.
Whenthey
growupand
have ideas which are beyond their powers of

~
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begins to appear. In
like ~manner~when ~ language
~ is ~‘ contaminated’
~
.
byphilosophy
it isapt to becomeawkward,to stammer and repeat itself,to
lose its flowandfreedom.
No philosophical writer with the
exceptionofPlato,who
is himselfnot
free fromtautology,
and perhaps Bacon,hasattainedto
any high degree of literary
excellence.
To poetry the formandpolish
of language is chieflyto
be attributed; and the mostcriticalperiodin
the history of
languageis the transitionfrom verse to prose. At first mankind were contentedto express their thoughts in a set form of
words having a kind of rhythm ; to which regularity was given
by accent andquantity.But
after a time they demanded a
greater degree of freedom,andto
those whohadall 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 intime
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 formedeach other. A comparatively slender
linkbetween themwas 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 inprose,
rhythm andaccentand the oider of words and the balanceof
clauses, sometimesnotwithout
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.
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 differences 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,

Cratylus. expression, especiallyinwriting,tautology
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or ratheristo be regarded as anotherlaw of languagewhich
Cru(ylur.
is naturalandnecessary.
The word or phrase whichhasbeen
I
~
repeatedmanytimesover
is more intelligible and familiar to us
'IoN'
thanone which israre,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 outof the sphere of
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 constructions that because they are used in one connection they will
be legitimate in another,unless we allowfor
this principle.
W e can bear tohave words and sentences used in new senses
or in a new order or even a little perverted in meaningwhen
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 Shakspereor of the Bible,
which has in it something of the nature of a lie, isfar from
unpleasing to us. Thebetter
knownwords,
even if their
meaningbeperverted,
are moreagreeable to u s and have a
us have experienced a sort
greater powerover us. Mostof
of delight and feeling of curiositywhen we first cameacross
orwhen we first usedfor
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 everyother.One
letter harmonizes with
another; every verb or noun derives its meaning, not only from
itself, but from the words with whichit is associated. Some
reflection of themnearor
distantis embodied in it. Inany
new use of a wordall the existinguses of it havetobe considered. Upon these depends the question whether it will bear
the proposedextension of meaning or not.According
to the
famous expression of Luther, 'Wordsare
living creatures,
having handsand 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, inexpressive, dead.
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T h e relutiwness

laupage.

Grammars wouldlead us to supposethatwords
have a fixed
Lexicons assign to each word a definite
meaning or meanings. They both tend to obscure the fact
that the sentenceprecedes theword andthat alllanguage is
relative. (I) Itis relative to its own context. Its meaning is
modifiedby whathas been said before and after in thesame
or in someotherpassage:
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 knownto theheareror
reader, they maybe presupposed;thereisno
need to allude
to themfurther.
(3) Itis
relative to the knowledge of the
or of thespeakerandhearer.
Except for
writerandreader
the sake of order and consecutiveness nothing ought to be expressed which isalready con~monlyor 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. Grammarsand
dictionaries are not to
be despised; forin teaching we need clearness ratherthan
subtlety. But we mustnot therefore forget that there isalso
a higher ideal of language in which all is relative-sounds to
sounds,words to words, the parts to the whole-inwhich
besides 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 morethanany
other binds up
man with nature,anddistant
agesand
countrieswith
one
another. It maybe said to have thrown a light uponall other
sciences andupon thenature of the human minditself.
The
true conception ofit
dispels many errors, not only of metaphysicsand theology,but
also of natural knowledge.Yetit
isfar from certain thatthis newly-found science will continue
to progress in thesame surprisingmanner 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 canno longer be profitably studied. But atanyrate it has
broughtback the philosophy of language from theory to fact;
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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 u s when weknow 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 knowledge is valuable for its own sake ; and we may also hope that a
deeperinsightinto
the nature of humanspeech will give us a
greater command of it and enable u s 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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SOCRATES.HERMOGENES,
CRATYLUS.

Steph.

Hermogenes. SUPPOSE
that we makeSocratesaparty

craty/us.

to

383 the argument ?

HERMO.

Ckatylus. If you please.
Her. I shouldexplaintoyou,Socrates,thatourfriend
Cratylus has been arguing about names
; he says that they
a’re naturalandnotconventional
; not a portion of the
humanvoicewhichmenagreetouse
; butthatthere
is a
truth or correctness in them, which is the same for Hellenes
as for barbarians. Whereupon
I ask him, whether his own
or not, and he answers
name of Cratylusisatruename
‘Yes.’AndSocrates?‘Yes.’Thenevery
man’sname, as
I tellhim, is thatwhichhe is called. ‘To thishereplies‘ If all the world were to call. you Hermogenes, that would
not be your name.’ Andwhen
I amanxioustohavea
384 further explanation he is ironical and mysterious, and seems
to imply that he has a notion of his own about the matter,
if
hewouldonlytell,andcouldentirelyconvince
me,if he
chosetobeintelligible.Tell
me, Socrates, what this oracle
means; or rather
tellme, 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 ofHipponicus,there
is anancientsaying,
that‘hardistheknowledgeofthe
good.’ Andtheknowledgeofnamesisagreatpartofknowledge.IfIhad
not been poor, I might have heard the fifty-drachma course
ofthegreatProdicus,which
is a completeeducation
in
T 2

GENES,

CRATYLVS,

socnarEs.
Cratylus
and
Hermogenes
h ave been
disputing

they refer

$:,“d“Socrates.

Socrates
~~~~~~

fifty-

:r2rff
Prodicus,
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Socrates anll Nermogerzes.

CratyIlrr. grammar and language-these
are his own words-and then
socRAres,I shouldhave beenat onceabletoansweryourquestion
y$g
aboutthecorrectness
of names.But,
indeed, I haveonly
is incompe- heardthesingle-drachmacourse,andtherefore,
I donot
tent to de- know the truth about such matters
; I will, however, gladly
tide.
assist you andCratylus in theinvestigationof
them. When
is notreallyHermogenes,
I
hedeclaresthatyourname
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
lookingafterafortuneandneverin
luck. But,as I was
saying, there is a good deal of difficulty in this sort of knowledge, and therefore we had better
leave the question open
until we have heard both sides.
There is no
Her. I have oftentalked
overthismatter,
bothwith
'OrreCtneSS
Cratylus
and
others,
and
cannot
convince
myself
that there
in names
other than is anyprinciple
of correctnessinnamesotherthanconconvention, vention andagreement;anyname
whichyougive,
in my
s3ys Hermogenes.
opinion, is theright one, and ifyou changethatandgive
another,thenewnameisascorrectasthe
old-we frenewlyquentlychangethenames
of our slaves,andthe
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.
SOC.I dare say that you may
be right, Hermogenes: let 385
us see ;-Your meaning is, that the name of each thing is
only that which anybody agrees to call it ?
Her. That is my notion.
SOC.Whether the giver of the name be an individual or a
city?
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
manwill be rightly called a horse by me individually,and
rightly called a man by the rest of the world ; and a horse
again wouldbe rightly called a man by me and a horse
by
the world :-that is your meaning ?
Her. H e would, according to my view.
But how,
SOC.Buthowabouttruth,then
? you would acknowledge
rejoins
Socmtes,
that there is in words a true and a false ?

Names and propositions.
Her. Certainly.
SOC.And
there
are
true
and
false
propositions?
Her. To be sure.
SOC.And a true proposition says that which is, and a false
proposition
which
,that
says
is not ?
Her. Yes ; what other answer is possible ?
SOC.Then in a proposition there is a true and false ?
Her. Certainly.
"

soc. Butisapropositiontrueasawholeonly,andare

parts

the

?

Her. No ; the parts are true aswell as the whole.
soc. Would you say the large parts and not the smaller
ones, or every part?
Her. I should say that every part is true.
SOC.Is a proposition resolvable into any part smaller than
a name ?
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
may be true and false ?
Her. So we must infer.
SOC.Andthenameofanything
is thatwhichanyone
?
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 timeof uttering them ?
Her. Yes,Socrates,
1 canconceivenocorrectnessof
names other than this ; you give one name, and
I another ;
andin-differentcitiesandcountriesthere
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.Butwouldyousay,Hermogenes,thatthethings
386 differ asthenamesdiffer?andaretheyrelativeto
in-
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is this doctrine consistent with
any distinction
between
truth and
falsehod?
If the whole
is true, the
parts must
be true; if
propsitions, then
names.
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Protngwas mzd Euthy&e~tus.

dividuals,asProtagorastells
u s ? For hesaysthatmanis
the measure of all things, and that things are to me as they
HKRMOGENLIS.
appearto me, andthattheyareto
you as theyappearto
you. Do you agree withhim, or wouldyou say that things
have a permanent essence of their own ?
IsProtaHer. There havebeen times, Socrates,when I haveheen
gorfs right d
or wrong in riven in my perplexity to take refuge with Protagoras ; not
his doctrine that I agree with him at all.
SOC.W h a t ! have you everbeendriven
to admit
that
that
'man
is the
meaSure'
therewasno
such thingasa
bad man?
and
Her, No, indeed ; but I have often had
reason
to think
things are
=they
that there are very bad men,andagoodmany
of them.
appear?
SOC.Well,andhave you ever found anyverygoodones
?
Her. Not many.
SOC.Still you have found them ?
Her. Yes.
SOC.And would you hold thattheverygoodwerethe
very wise, and the very evil very foolish ? Would that be
your view ?
Her. It would.
SOC.But if Protagoras is right, andthetruthisthat
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 willallow, I think, that the assertion
of
ence betweengood Protagorascanhardlybecorrect.
For if whatappearsto
and evil,
each man is true to him, one man cannot in reality
be wiser
truth and
falsehood, than
another.
he must be
Her. H e cannot.
wrong, and
Euthyde.
soc. Nor will you be disposedtosay
with Euthydemus,
mus, who that all things equally belong to all men at the same moment
says that
all things
and always ; for neither on his view can there be some good
belongto
andothers bad, ifvirtueand vice arealwaysequallyto
be
all, equally
wrong.
attributed all.
to
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
samemomentand
always, theymustbesupposedtohave
their own proper andpermanentessence:theyarenot
in
Cmlylus.

SKMT~~,

The so+stries

of both exploded.

relationto us, orinfluenced byus, fluctuatingaccordingto
our fancy, but they are independent, and maintain to their
own essence
relation
the prescribed
by nature.
Her. I think, Socrates, that you have said the truth.
SOC.Doeswhat
I amsayingapplyonlytothethings
themselves, orequallytotheactionswhichproceed
from
them?Arenotactionsalsoaclass
of being?
Her. Yes, theactionsarerealas
well asthethings.
387 SOC.Thentheactionsalsoaredoneaccordingtotheir
proper nature, and not according to our opinion
of them ?
Incutting,forexample,wedonotcutasweplease,and
with anychanceinstrument;butwecutwiththeproper
of
instrumentonly,andaccordingtothenaturalprocess
cutting; and the natural process is right and
will succeed,
but any other will fail and be of no use at all.
Her. I shouldsaythatthenaturalway
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 instnlment 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 amanspeakcorrectlywhospeaksashe
pleases? Will not the successful speaker rather
be he who
speaks in the natural way of speaking, and as things ought
tobe 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
names men speak.
Her. That is true.
SOC.And if speaking is a sort of action and has a relation
to acts, is not naming also a sort of action ?
Her. True.
SOC.Andwesawthatactionswerenotrelativeto
O w
selves, but had a special nature of their own?
Her. Precisely.

"
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SOC.Then the argument would lead us to infer that names
ought to be given according to a natural process, and with
a
HERMOproper instrument, and not at our pleasure
: in this and no
GENES.
The several other way shall we name with success.
ans have
Her. I agree.
their own
SOC.Butagain,thatwhichhastobecuthastobecut
proper instruments. withsomething?
Crotylus.

SOCRA’IES,

Her. Yes.
SOC.And that which has to be woven o r pierced has to be
woven or pierced with something ?
Her. Certainly.
SOC.Andthatwhichhastobenamedhas
to benamed
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.Supposethat I ask, ‘What sort of instrument is a
‘A weavinginstrument.’
shuttle?’Andyouanswer,
Her. Well.
SOC.And I ask again, ‘ W h a t do we do when we weave ? ’
-Theanswer
is, thatweseparateordisengagethewarp
from the woof
Her. Very true.
Sac. Andmaynotasimilardescriptionbegiven
of an
awl, and of instruments in general ?
Her. T o be sure.
SOC.And now suppose that I ask a similar question about
as an
names : will youanswerme ? Regarding the name
instrument, what do we do when we name?
Her. I cannot say.
SOC.Do we‘notgiveinformationtooneanother,and
distinguish things according to their natures
?
Her. Certainly we do.
Soc. Then aname is an instrument of teachingand of

ng
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other
distinguishing natures, as the shuttle
is of distinguishing the
threads of the web.
Her. Yes.
SOC.Andtheshuttle is theinstrument of the weaver?
Her. Assuredly.
instruSOC.Then the weaver will use the shuttle well-and well
meanslikeaweaver?andtheteacher
will use? thename
well-andwell
means like a teacher?
Her. Yes.
SOC.And when the weaver uses the shuttle, whose work
will he be using well ?
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
he be using well ?
Her. That of the smith.
SOC.And is every man a smith, or only the skilled?
Her.
only.
T h e skilled
SOC.Andwhentheteacherusesthename,whosework
be will he
?
Her. There again I am puzzled.
SOC.Cannotyouatleastsaywhogives
us thenames
which we use ?
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
work of the legislator ?
Her. I agree.
SOC.And is every man a legislator, or the skilled only?
Her. T h e skilled only.
SOC.Then,Hermogenes,noteveryman
is abletogive
389 aname,butonlyamaker
of names ; andthis
is the
legislator,who of allskilledartisansintheworldisthe
rarest.
Her. True.
SOC.Andhowdoesthelegislatormakenames
? andto
whatdoeshelook
? Considerthisinthelight
of the
look in
previousinstances : towhatdoesthecarpenter
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A name is
the
~~~~~~~~

distinguishes
natures.

And as the
other arts
use the
work of
others, so
the teacher
uses the
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who is the
maker of
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Cratyhr. makingtheshuttle?Doeshenotlooktothatwhich

socnArrs,naturally fitted toact
HERYo.
GENES.
Her. Certainly.
The carpenterin
making
shuttle
looks to
the
jdeaor

natural
form of the
shuttle,
being such
as is best
adaptedto
each kind
ofwork,

~ndsot1le
legislator
looks
trueformor
expression
of things in
sounds and
syllables.
though,
like the
hP

may

is

as ashuttle ?

SOC.And suppose the shuttle to be broken in making, will
hemakeanother,lookingtothebrokenone
7 or will he
lookto the form according to which he made the other?
Her. To thelatter, I shouldimagine.
SOC.Might not
that
be
justly
called
the
true
or
ideal
shuttle ?
Her. I think so.
SOC.Andwhatevershuttlesarewanted,forthemanufacture of garments,thin
or thick, of flaxen,woollen,or
other material, ought all of them to have the true formof the
shuttle;andwhatever
is theshuttlebestadaptedtoeach
kind of work,thatoughtto
be the form whichthemaker
produces in each case.
Her. Yes.
SOC.Andthesameholds
of otherinstruments:whena
man has
discovered
the
instrument
which is naturally
adaptedtoeachwork,hemustexpressthisnatural
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
by nature to their uses ?
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.
Her. Yes.
SOC.Then, as tonames:oughtnotourlegislatoralsoto
knowhowtoputthetruenaturalname
of eachthinginto
sounds and syllables, and to make and give all names with a
view to the ideal name,
if he is to be a namer in any true
sense ? Andwemustrememberthatdifferentlegislators
will notusethesamesyllables.Forneitherdoesevery
smith,althoughhemaybemakingthesameinstrumentfor
thesame purpose, makethem all of thesameiron.The

_-
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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,
390 whetherinHellasorinaforeigncountry
;-there is no H,:”,”d;
difference.
work i n
different
Her. Very true.
SOC.Andthelegislator,whetherhe
be Hellene or bar- materia’s
barian, is not therefore to
be deemed by you a worse legislator,provided
hegivesthetrueandproper
form of the
name in whatever syllables ; this or that country makes no
matter.
Her. Quite true.
SOC.Butwhothen
is todeterminewhethertheproper
This true
is deform is given to the shuttle, whatever sort
of wood may be form
termined
used? the carpenter who makes, or the weaver who is to
by the user.
use them?
Her. I should say, he who is to use them, Socrates.
SOC.Andwhousesthework
of thelyre-maker?Will
is being
not he be the man who knows how to direct what
is being
done,andwho
will knowalsowhetherthework
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
is well done, in
his work, and will know whether the work
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.Andhimwhoknowshowtoaskandanswer

you

wouldcall ;I dialectician?
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.
Her. True.
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cratylus.
SOC.Andthework of thelegislator is to givenames,and
sKRArsp.thedialecticianmustbehisdirector
if the names are to be
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
anartificer of names,butheonlywholookstothename
whicheachthing
by naturehas,andisabletoexpress
the true forms of things in letters and syllables.
Socrates
Her. I cannotanswer you, Socrates;but I finda difficulty
cannot
answer of
in changing my opinion all in
a moment, and I think that I 391
himself the should be more readily persuaded,
if youwouldshowme
question,
what this is which you term the natural fitness of names.
'What is
the
natural
SOC.MygoodHermogenes,
I havenonetoshow.Was
fitness Of
I
nottellingyoujustnow(butyouhaveforgotten),that
I
names ? '
Theenknew
nothing,
and
proposing
to
share
the
enquiry
with
quiry
you ? Butnowthatyouand
I havetalkedoverthematter,
be shared
between
astephasbeengained;forwehavediscoveredthatnames
them.
havebynature a truth,andthatnoteverymanknowshow
to give a thing a name.
Her. Very good.
SOC.And what is the nature of this truth or correctness of
names? That, if you care to know, is the next question.
Her. Certainly, I care to know.
SOC.Then reflect.
Her. How shall I reflect?
Theironyof
SOC.The true way is to have the assistance
of those who
:- know, and you must pay them well both in money and in
' W e must
learn ofthe thanks ; thesearetheSophists,
of whomyourbrother,
Sophists.'
Callias,has-ratherdearly-boughtthereputation
of wisdom.Butyouhavenotyetcomeintoyourinheritance,
and therefore you had better go to him, and beg and entreat
himtotellyouwhathehaslearntfromProtagorasabout
the fitness of names.
Her. Buthowinconsistentshould
I be, if, whilstreI weretoattachany
pudiatingProtagorasandhistruth',
value to what he and his book affirm !
' 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.
SOCRATgS,
Her. And where does Homer say anything about names,
and what does he say?
‘ If not of
SOC.H e often speaks of them ; notably and nobly in the the soplaceswherehedistinguishesthedifferentnameswhich
phisb. of
the paits,
Godsandmengivetothesamethings.Doeshenotin
then.’
thesepassagesmakearemarkablestatementaboutthe
The H ~ correctness of names ? For the Gods must clearly be supmenydistmctlon of
posed to call things
by their right and natural names
; do thedifferthink you not
so ?
ent names
given by
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 younotknowwhathesaysabouttheriverin
:k:nzme
Troy who
had
single
a combat
with
Hephaestus
?
Xanthus
‘ Whom,’ as he says, the Gods call Xanthus, andmencall 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,
Chalcis and
Cymindis.
‘The Gods call Chalcis, and men Cymindis :’
tobetaughthowmuchmorecorrectthenameChalcis
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 thesamekindinHomerandotherpoets.
Myrinn.
Now, I think that this is beyond the understanding of you
andme;
butthenames
of ScamandriusandAstyanax,
which he affirms to have been the names
of Hector’s son,
of human faculties, a s I am
aremorewithintherange
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, Letmeask
you, then,whichdidHomerthinkthe
Astyanas
more correct of the names given to Hector’s son-Astyanax
:’,”,“,3i
or Scamandrius?

Tz;

’ Cp. 11. ii. 813, 814:‘Thehillwhich
men call Ratieia andtheimmortalsthetomb
sportive Myrina.’
a
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be .found in Homer.

Her. I donot know.
SOC.How would youanswer,

if youwereaskedwhether
to givecorrect
thewiseortheunwisearemorelikely
names ?
Her. I should say the wise, of course.
SOC.And are the men or the women
of a city, taken as a
class, the wiser?
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 Scamandriuscouldonly
have been given to him by the women.
Her. That may be inferred.
SOC.And must not Homer have imagined the Trojans to
be wiser than their wives ?
fZer. T o be sure.
SOC.Then he must have thought Astyanax to be a more
correct name for the boy than Scamandrius ?
Her. Clearly.
SOC.And what is the reason of this ? Let us consider :doeshenothimselfsuggestaverygoodreason,whenhe
says,
For healone defended their city and long walls’!

Hector.

This appears to be a good reason for calling the son
of the
saviourking of thecitywhichhisfatherwassaving,as
Homer observes.
Her. I see.
soc. Why, Hermogenes, I do not as yet see myself; and
do you ?
Her. No, indeed; not I.
SOC.Buttellme,friend,didnotHomerhimselfalsogive
393
Hector his name?
Her. What of that ?
SOC.The name appears to me to be very nearly the same
a king
as the name of Astyanax-both are Hellenic; and
(&at) and a holder (CK7.p) havenearlythesamemeaning,
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,youmaythinkthat
I amtalking
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nonsense ; and indeed I believe that I myselfdidnotknow
Cratyks.
what I meant when I imagined that I had found some indiSoclurm,
cation of theopinionofHomeraboutthecorrectnessof
names.
Her. I assureyouthat
I thinkotherwise,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
I call any inhuman birth a man, but
foal but a calf; nor do
onlyanaturalbirth.Andthesamemay
be said of trees
and other things.
Do you agree with me ?
Her. Yes, I agree.
The nddiSOC.Verygood.Butyouhadbetterwatchme,andsee
ar subyou. For on the same prin- tion
that I donotplaytrickswith
traction of
a letter or
ciple the son of a king is to be called a king. And whether
two makes
thesyllables of thenamearethesameornotthesame,
no differis retained ; nor ence if the
makes no difference, provided the meaning
principal
of a lettermakeany
doestheadditionorsubtraction
meaning is
of thethingremains
in retained.
difference so longastheessence
possession of the name and appears in
it.
Her. W h a t d o you mean ?
SOC.Averysimplematter.
I mayillustratemymeaning
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
doesnotpreventthewholenamefromhavingthevalue
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
~
~
a good or noble sire ; and similarly the offspring
of every of their
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kind, in the regular course of nature, is like the parent, and
thereforehasthesamename.Yetthesyllablesmaybe
Henmo.
disguised until they appear different to the ignorant person,
GENES
and he may not recognize. them, although they are the same,
they may
us would not recognize the same drugs
be consider- just as any one of
ably trans- underdifferentdisguises
of colourandsmell,althoughto
formed :
of them, they are the
as before in the physician, who regards the power
the case of same,andheisnot
put outbytheaddition
; andinlike
animals.
manner
the
etymologist
is
not
put
out
by
the
addition
or
Other instances.
transposition or subtraction of a letter or two, or indeed by
the change of all the letters, for this need not interfere with
themeaning.Aswasjustnowsaid,thenamesofHector
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 yetthemeaning
is thesame.Andtherearc
manyothernameswhichjustmean‘king.’Again,there
areseveralnamesforageneral,
as, forexample,Agis
(leader)andPolemarchus(chiefinwar)andEupolemus
(goodwarrior) ; andotherswhichdenoteaphysician,as
of mortals);
Iatrocles (famous healer) and Acesimbrotus (curer
and there are many others which might be cited, differing in
theirsyllablesandletters,but
having thesamemeaning.
Would you not say s o ?
H e y . Yes.
SOC.The same names, then, ought to be assigned to those
who follow in the course of nature ?
But when
the nature
of the son
changes,
his name
should be
changed.

Her. Yes.
SOC.And what of those who follow out of the course of
nature, and are prodigies
? for example, when a good and
religiousmanhasanirreligiousson,heoughttobearthe
name not of his father, but of the class to which he belongs,
justas.inthecasewhichwasbeforesupposedofahorse
foaling a calf.
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, hisshouldhaveanopposite
CTUQIU.
meaning.
SOCRATES,
HERHO.
Her. Certainly,Socrates.
GENES.
SOC.Again, Hernogenes, there is Orestes (the man of the Orestes.
mountains) who appears to be rightly called ; whether chance
gave the name, or perhaps some poet who meant to express
thebrutalityandfiercenessandmountainwildness
of his
hero's nature.
395 Her. Thatisvery likely,Socrates.
SOC.And his father's name is also according to nature.
Her. Clearly.
soc. Yes,for
ashis name, so alsoishisnature
; Aga- Agnrnr.%n.
memnon (admirable for remaining) is one who is patient and
persevering in theaccomplishment of hisresolves,and
by
with
his virtue crowns them ; and his continuance at Troy
all the vast army is a proof
of that admirable endurance in him
which issignified by thenameAgamemnon l. I alsothink .%treus.
that Atreus is rightly calied; for his murder
of Chrysippus
andhisexceedingcrueltytoThyestesaredamagingand
is a little altered and
destructive to his reputation-the name
disguised so as not to be intelligible to every one, but to the
etymologist there is no difficulty in seeing the meaning, for
as
whetheryouthink
of him a s d 7 f l p j S thestubborn,or
J T ~ C U T O E the fearless, oras
d ~ q p bthe
~ destructiveone,the
name is perfectlycorrectineverypoint
of view. And I Pelops.
thinkthatPelops
is also named appropriately;
for, as the
is
name implies, he is rightly called Pelops who sees what
near only (6 rd lrih6p;v).
Her. How so ?
SOC.Because, according to the tradition, he had no forethoughtorforesight
of all the evil whichthemurder
of
Myrtilus would entail upon- his whole race in remote ages;
he saw only what was at hand and immediate,-or
in other
towin Hippodamia by
words, d h n s (near), in his eagerness
all meansforhisbride.Everyone
would agreethatthe
Tantalus.
name of Tantalusisrightlygivenandinaccordance
with
nature, if the traditions about him are true.
Her. And what are the traditions ?

7x6 inspiruiiw caught fronl Euthyjht-o.

T h e name
ofZeus is
a sentence
in itself.

SOC.Many terrible misfortunes are said to have happened
to himinhis
life-last of all, cametheutterruinofhis
country ; andafterhisdeathhehadthestonesuspended
(ntXawtiu) over his head in the world
below-all this agrees
You mightimaginethat
wonderfullywellwithhisname.
somepersonwhowantedtocallhim
sddvraror (themost
weighed down by misfortune), disguised the name by altering
itintoTantalus;andintothis
form,by someaccidentof
tradition,ithasactuallybeentransmuted.Thenameof
is hisallegedfather,hasalsoanexcellent
396
Zeus,who
meaning,althoughhardtobeunderstood,becausereally
likeasentence,which
is dividedintotwoparts,forsome
callhim Zena (Zjua), and use the one half, and others who'
(Ah); thetwotogether
usetheotherhalfcallhimDia
signify the nature of the God, and the business
of a name,
asweweresaying,is
to expressthenature.Forthere
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 havelife
(Ri bu t u lid miut sois @ w u Jndpxtt). T h e r e 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 amightyintellect.Whichisthefact;forthisisthe
: Kpduor quasi Kdpor ( K O ~ ~ O ,to
meaning of hisfather'sname
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 areinformed by tradition,wasbegotten
of Uranus, rightly so called (dnb TOG 6p& rh i h ) from looking
upwards;which,asphilosophers
tell us, isthewayto
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
I mighthaveseen
remoterancestors of the Gods,-then
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 believethat I caughtthe
of theProspaitian
inspiration from thegreatEuthyphro
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deme,whogaveme
a longlecturewhichcommencedat
Cratyks.
dawn:hetalkedand
I listened,andhiswisdomandenSocUreo,
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 theway ; but to-morrow,if
youare so disposed,we
will conjurehim away, andmakeapurgationof
him, if
wecanonly
find somepriest or sophistwho is skilledin
397 purifications of this sort.
Her, With all my heart;
for I amverycurioustohear
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 outlineof the enquiry?
Are there any names which witness of themselves that they
arenotgivenarbitrarily,buthave
a naturalfitness?The
names of heroesandofmeningeneralareapttobe
deceptive because they are often called after ancestors with
whosenames,asweweresaying,theymayhavenobusiness ; or they are the expression of a wish like Eutychides
(the son of good fortune), or Sosias (the Saviour), or TheoI thinkthat
philus(thebelovedofGod),andothers.But
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.
Her. I think so, Socrates.
SOC.Ought we not to begin with the consideration
of the
Gods, and show that they are rightly named Gods?
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
still the Godsof many barbarians, were the only Gods knownthe stars ;
totheaboriginalHellenes.Seeingthattheywerealways
~~e~~~~
movingandrunning,fromtheirrunningnaturetheywere
running
called Gods or runners ( B c o ~ , Biovror) ; and when men became about
tbeY
were called
acquainted with the other Gods, they proceeded to apply the
gs0[.
same name to them all. Do you think that likely ?
Hw, I think it very likely indeed.
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I)emons.

Demons utrtt Hc?ws.
SOC.Whatshall follow theGods ?
Her. Mustnotdemonsandheroesandmencomenext
?
SOC.Demons ! Andwhatdoyouconsidertobethemeaning of this word ? Tell meifmyview 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
of men who came first?
Her. Yes, I do.
S O C . H e says of them' But now thatfatehas

closed over this race
They are holy demons upon theearth,
Beneficent, averters of ills, guardians of murtal men

Her. What
inference
is the

Heroes.

'.'

?
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SOC.What is theinference!Why,
I supposethathe
of gold,
means by the golden men, not men literally made
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
day would by him be said to be of golden race ?
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
Bn~pouts(knowing
he called them demons, because they were
or wise), and in our olderAtticdialecttheworditself
occurs.Nowheandotherpoetssaytruly,thatwhena
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
whohappens
to
be
agoodmanismorethanhuman
( 6 ~ t ~ d v t o v )both in life anddeath,andisrightlycalled
a
demon.
Her. Then I ratherthinkthat I am of onemind with you ;
but what is t h e meaning of the word 'hero ' ? ( ; i P ~ s , i n the
old writing +WE.)

SOC.I thinkthatthereis
no difficulty inexplaining,for
cratyI2L.r.
the name is not much altered, and signifies that they were
s ~ ~ , ~ ~
IlERMh
born of love.
GEIIPS.
Her. W h a t d o you mean ?
SOL.Do you not know that the heroes are demigods ?
Her. W h a t t h e n ?
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
of Eros, fromwhom
name heros is only a slight alteratton
the heroes sprang : either this is the meaning, or, if not this,
then they must have been skilftll as rhetoricians and dialec(+or+), for +u
is
ticians, andabletoputthequestion
equivalentto Xiyrrv. Andtherefore,as I wassaying,inthe
Atticdialecttheheroesturnouttoberhetoriciansand
questioners. All this is easyenough ; thenoblebreed
of
you tell
heroes are a tribe of sophists and rhetors. But can
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,youtrust to theinspiration of Euthyphro.
Her. Of course,
SOC.Your faith is not vain ; foratthisverymomenta
newandingeniousthoughtstrikes
me, and, if I amnot
I shallhewiserthan
I
careful,beforeto-morrow'sdawn
ought to be.Now,attendtome
; and first, remember that
we often put in and pull-out letters in words, and give names
as we pleaseandchangetheaccents.Take,forexample,
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
aresometimesinsertedinwordsinstead
of beingomitted,
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 ?
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SoZemtd truths, but rather ridicudous.
SOG.
I mean to say that the word ‘man
’ implies that other
animals never examine, or consider, or look up at what they
see, but thatmannotonlysees
(&rum) butconsidersand
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
order. You know the distinction
of soul and body?
Sod. Of course.
Her. Let us endeavour to analyze them like the previous
words.
SOC.You
want
me
first
of all to examine
the
natural
fitness of theword
(soul), andthen of theword 06pa
(body) ?
Her. Yes.
Sod. If I am to say what occurs to me at the moment,
I
shouldimaginethatthosewhofirstusedthename
+.x$
meanttoexpressthatthesoulwheninthebodyisthe
source oflife, andgivesthepower
of breathandrevival
( ~ 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
a moment; I fancythat I can
psyche.Butpleasestay
discoversomethingwhich
will bemoreacceptabletothe
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
andmotiontotheentirenature
of thebody?Whatelse
but the soul ?
Her. Just that.
SOC.And do you not believe with Anaxagoras, that mind or
soul is the ordering and containing principleof all things ?
Her. Yes ; I do.
SOC.Thenyoumay
well callthatpower
+uu;xq which
carries and holds nature
(i +COW d x ~ iKai Zp), and this may
be refined away into +ux<.
Her. Certainly; and this derivation is, I think, more scientific than the other.

'

God

OIL&

kilows.

SOC. It is so ; but 1 cannothelplaughing,
if I am to
suppose that this was the true meaning of the name.
Her. But what shall we say of the next word ?
SOC.
mean
You
a & p (the body).

Her. Yes.
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T h e irony
of Socrates.

SOC.That may be variouslyinterpreted ; and yet more U+U.
variously if alittlepermutation
is allowed. For somesay
that the body is the grave (vtjpa) of the soul whichmaybe
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
is
name,.and they were under the impression that the soul
sufferingthepunishment
of sin,andthatthe
body is an
enclosure or prison inwhich 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 shouldliketoknowwhetherany
qimilar principle of
correctness is to be applied to them.
SOC.Yes, indeed, Hermogenes ; and there is one escellcnt
principle which, asmen of sense, we must acknowledge,that of the Gods we know nothing, either of their natures
or of the names which theygivethemselves ; 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 willcall
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
us, then, if youplease, in thefirst IVC arrnot
wish toobserve.Let
place announcetothemthatweare
not enquiringabout
them ; we do not presume that we are able to do SO ; but we Gods, but
are enquiring about the meaningof men in giving them these
names,-in there
can
this
be small blame.
opinions
Her. I think,Socrates,that
you arequiteright,and
I concerning
tllcm.
would like to do as you say.
SOC.Shall we begin, then, with Hestia, according to Custon~''

Her. Yes, that will be very proper.
SOC.What may we suppose him to have meant who gave
the name Hestia ?
Hcr. That is another and certainly a most
difficult question.
The first
SOC.My dearHermogenes,thefirstimposers
of names
imposers
must
surely
have
been
considerable
persons;
they
were
of names
were philo- philosophers, and had a good deal to say.
sophers.
Hcv. Well, and what of t h e m ?
SOC.Theyarethementowhom
I shouldattributethe
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.
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
#a&) and
&,,lo.
participatesin obula. For in ancienttimeswetooseemto
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
l m l a was the essence of things. Those again who read
Auia
seem to haveinclinedtotheopinion
of Heracleitus,that
all things flow and nothing stands; with them the pushing
principle (A8oCv) is the cause and ruling power of all things,
Buia. Enoughofthis,which
and is thereforerightlycalled
is all that we who know nothing can
affirm. Next in order
after Hestia we ought to consider Rhea and Cronos, although
I dare
the name of Cronos has been already discussed. But
say that I am talking great nonsense.
Hcr. Why, Socrates ?
SOC.My
good
friend,
I have
discovered
hive
a
of
wisdom.
Her. Of what nature ?
SOC.Well,
rather
ridiculous,
and
yet
plausible.
402
Her. H o w plausible ?
The flux
SOC.I fancytomyselfHeracleitusrepeatingwisetraditions
of IIerac,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

t:z:2-
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of a river, and says that you cannot go into the same water
CratyZws.
twice.
SOCRATES,
HERMOHer. That is true.
GENES.
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.
Gods, agreed pretty much in the doctrine of Heracleitus? Is Crones and
the giving of the names of streams to both of them purely Rhea.
accidental ? Comparetheline
inwhich Homer,and,as I
believe, Hesiod also, tells of

‘ Ocean,the

origin of Gods, andmotherTethys’.’

And again; Orpheus says, that

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

his sister

You see that this is a remarkable coincidence, and all in the
direction of Heracleitus.
Hcr. I thinkthatthereissomething
in whatyousay,
Socrates ; but I do not understand the meaning of the name Tethys.
Tethys.
S&c. Well,that is almostself-explained,beingonlythe
name of a spring, a little disguised; for that which is strained
and filtered ( ~ L U ~ T ~ ~ ~48oipcvov)
Y O V ,
ma> be likened to a spring,
and the name Tethys is made upof these two words.
Her. T h e idea is ingenious, Socrates.
SOC.T o besure,Butwhatcomesnext
?-of Zeus we
have spoken.

Hcr. Yes.
SOC.Thenletusnexttake
his twobrothers,Poseidon
and Pluto, whether the latter is called by thator by his other
name.
Her. By all means.
SOC.Poseidonis rroVi8ccpos, thechain
of thefeet;the
originalinventorofthenamehadbeenstoppedbythe
to go.on, and
watery element in his walks, and not allowed
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 witha double
403 and not with an V , meaning that the God knew many things

’
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Poseidon.

:--the line is not hund in the extant works nf Hesiod.
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The t m d i t i o ~of~ Het-deitrrs,'
SCKEATES,
HERNOGENES.

Pluto.

Extravzlgant explanations of
the name
I'luto.
\shich are

( 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
meansthegiver
of wealth,whichcomesout
of the earth
beneath. People in general appear to imagine that the term
(6a8&) ; and so they
Hades is connected with the invisible
are led by their fears to call the God Pluto instead.
Her. And what is the true derivation ?
SOC.In spite of themistakeswhicharemadeaboutthe
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.Iwilltell
youmyownopinion
; butfirst, 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,
as I should certainly infer, and not by necessity ?
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
will be made better by associating with another ?
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
I imagine,istheGodableto
hisspells.Suchacharm,as

Cp. Rep. 3. 386: $37.
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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
areuponearthhesends
frombelow exceedingblessings. meek,yacFor 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 ~ ~ ~
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 maddened 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,andthelegislator
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?
SOC.Demeteris
4 8r8olcra &rqp, whogives food like a Demeter.
mother ; Her6 is the lovely one (++)-for
Zeus, according Herb.
to tradition, loved and married her; possibly also the name
mayhavebeengivenwhenthelegislatorwasthinking
of
theheavens,andmay
be onlyadisguise
of theair (drjp),
puttingtheendintheplace
of thebeginning.You
will
recognize the truth of this if you repeat the letters of Here
Pen?severaltimesover.PeopledreadthenamesfPherephatta
as they dread the nameof Apollo,-and with as little reason ; phone.
the fear, if I am not mistaken, only arisesfrom 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
thatallthingsintheworldarein
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
in motion (roo +cpopivou i@mopiy),
she touches that which is
herein showing her wisdom. And Hades, who is wise,conis wise. Theyalterhername
sorts with her,becauseshe

~
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into Pherephatta now-a-days, because the present generation
is the other name,
Apollo, which,as I wassaying, is generallysupposedtohave
Apol,o,
someterriblesignification.Haveyouremarkedthis
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
of the power of the God.
Hcr. How so ?
SOC.I will endeavour to explain, for I do not believe that
40j
any single name could have been better adapted to express
the attributes of the God, embracing and in a manner signifying all four of them,-music,
and prophecy, and medicine,
and archery.
Hw.That must be a strange name, and
I shouldliketo
hear the explanation.
T h e fourSOC.Sayratheranharmoniousname,asbeseemstheGod
fold interpretation of of Harmony. In thefirstplace,thepurgationsandpurifithe name.
cations which doctors and diviners use, and their fumigations
with drugs magical or medicinal, as well as their washings
andlustralsprinklings,havealloneandthesameobject,
which is to make a man pure both in body and soul.
Her. Very true.
SOC.AndisnotApollothepurifier,and
the washer, and
the absolver from all impurities ?
Her. Very true.
SOC.
Then in referencetohisablutionsandabsolutions,
as being the physician who orders them, he may be rightly
of
called ‘ ~ n o X & o v (purifier) ; or inrespectofhispowers
divination,andhistruthandsincerity,which
is thesame
Heis called astruth,hemaybemost
fitly called ‘ A d & , from drrXois
in the Thessa,iandia- (sincere),asintheThessaliandialect,foralltheThessalect 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‘movingtogether,’whether
in. thepales of heaven as
they are called, or in the harmony of sang, which is termed
concord,becausehemovesalltogether
by anharmonious
power, as astronomersandmusiciansingeniouslydeclarc.
Crtyltrs.

socRArw, care for euphony more than truth. There
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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 & only
V;
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 thename, which, as I was saying just now I,
has reference to all the powers of the God, who is the single
( ~ R ~ O S S ,
one, the everdarting, the purifier, the mover together
12&iAXwv, &roXoiwv, 6porUX&v). T h e name of the Muses and of The >fuses.
musicwould seemtobederived
from theirmakingphilosophical enquiries (puiu8nr) ; and Let0 is called by this name, k t o .
because she is such a gentle Goddess, andso willing (A%h$pou)
to grant our requests; or her name may be Letho, as she is
oftencalled
by strangers-theyseem
toimply
by it her
amiability, and her smooth and easygoing way of behaving.
Artemisisnamedfromherhealthy
(+rep+), well-ordered Artemis.
nature,
and
because
of
her
love,
of virginity,
perhaps
a proficientinvirtue
(+si),
andperhaps
becausesheis
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 hadfrom me,
;
but there is no objection to your hearing the facetious one
for theGodstooloveajoke.
Ardvutros is simply 81806s olvov
(giver of wine), Ar6oiuuuos, as he might be called in fun,-and
o b n s is properly uiduous, because wine makes those who drink,
think (o?eutJar) that they have a mind ( u o h ) when they have
none. T h e 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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Pallas.

Athene
again.

Hephnestos.

SOC.There is no difficulty in explaining the other appellation of Athene.
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.
ffer. 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.Thatisagravermatter,andthere,myfriend,the
moderninterpretersofHomer
may, I think,assistinexplainingthe view ofthe.ancients.Formost
of thesein
their explanationsof 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 herby a still higher title, ‘divine intelligence’ (8roG
vdqoro): asthoughhewouldsay:This
is shewhohasthe
mind of God (Bfovdu) ;-using a as a dialectical variety for q,
andtakingaway
1 and u’.
Perhaps,however,thename
Brovd.7 may mean ‘she who knows divine things’
(Ofiu voo0m)
better than others.
Nor shall we be far wrong in supposing
that the authorof 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 ;
that is obvious to anybody.
Her. That is veryprobable,untilsomemoreprobable
notion gets into your head.

’ Thereseems to be some error inthe
efoud~=ocouvda is a curtailed
110l

agree.

form of

hlSS.

The meaning is that the word
theomittedletters do

efoi vdrlarr, but

SOC.To prevent that, you had better ask what
vation

is the deri-

Cvatyhs.
SOCU+ES.
HXEUC-

Her. What is Ares ?
GBNBS.
SOC.Ares may be called,
if you will, fromhismanhood
Ares.
(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 shouldliketoknowabout
a trueson.Let
us
Hermes, of whom I amsaidnottobe
make him out, and then
I shall know whether there is any
meaning in what Cratylus says.
SOC.I shouldimaginethatthenameHermeshastodo
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 wordd p w is expressive of the useof speech, and there
is an often-recurring Homeric word c‘piuuro, which means ‘ h e
words, cipw and pjuudac, the
contrived ’”out of these two
legislator formed the nameof the God who invented language
and speech’; and we may imagine
him dictatingto 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,
intoHermes.Irisalsoappearstohavebeencalled
from
the verb ‘to tell’ (cipcw), because she was a messenger.
Her. Then I am very sure that Cratylus was quite right
), I
in saying that I was no true son of Hermes ( E p ~ y l ~ s for
am not a good hand at speeches.
SOC.There is also reason,myfriend,
in Pan beingthe
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 Wflpclv.

Pan.

l h e stars.
elements,
etc.

uth7iYg.

Soc. Is not thc truth that is in him the smooth or sacred
formwhich dwellsaboveamongtheGods,whereas
falsehood dwells among men below, and is rough like the goat of
tragedy; for tales and falsehoods have generally to do
with
the tragic or goatish life, and tragedy is the place of them?
Her. Very true.
SOC.ThensurelyPan,who
is the declarer ofallthings
(nip) andtheperpetualmover
(6s; s o h i v ) of allthings,
is
rightly called olndkos (goat-herd),hebeingthe
two-formed
son of Hermes,smoothinhisupperpart,androughand
son of Hermes,
goatlike in hislowerregions.And,asthe
heisspeechorthebrotherofspeech,andthatbrother
should belikebrother
is nomarvel.But,as
I wassaying,
my dear Hermogenes, let u s get away from the Gods.
Her. Fromthesesort
of Gods, byallmeans,Socrates.
Butwhy should we not discuss another kind
of Gods-the
sun, moon, stars,earth,aether,air,fire,water,theseasons,
and the year?
SOC.You imposeagreatmanytasksupon
me. Still, if
you wish, I will not refuse,
Her. You will oblige me.
SOC.How would youhavemebegin?Shall
I takefirst
of all him whom you me-ntioned first-the sun ?
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
togetherorbecausehe
is alwaysrollinginhiscourse
(Ad
rihriu U v ) abouttheearth;orfrom
olohriu, of whichthe
meaning is the same as r o r ~ A k r r u (tovariegate),becausehe
variegates the productions of the earth.
Her. But what is d j u r ) (the moon) ?
SOC.That name is rather unfortunate for Anaxagoras.
Her. How so?
SOC.T h e wordseemstoforestallhisrecentdiscovery,
thatthemoonreceivesherlight
from the sun.
Her. W h y do you say so ?
SOC.T h e two words &'hac (brightness) and
(light) have
much the same meaning?
H w . Yes.

+&
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SOC.Thislightaboutthemoon
is alwaysnew (v&) and Cratyhs.
alwaysold (;vou), if the disciples of Anaxagorassaytruly.
SocnarEs,
Forthesuninhisrevolutionalwaysaddsnewlight,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 shehas alightwhichisalwaysoldand
alwaysnew (;mu viov id), shemayveryproperlyhavethe
name uAarvolreodcra; andthiswhenhammeredintoshape
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)iscalledfrom
pctoiidht (tolessen),bebels.
cause suffering diminution; the name
of ZUTpa (stars) seems ~ S T P O V .
to bederivedfrom
dmpumj, which is animprovementon
~ U ~ U T ~ W Tsignifying
+,
the upsetting of the eyes ((ivaurp+tv ana).
Her. Whatdoyousay of SSP (fire) and G60p (water) ?
Si+.
SOC.I am at a loss how to explain &p ; either the muse of f%.
Euthyphrohasdeserted
me, orthereissomeverygreat
difficulty intheword.Please,however,tonotethecontrivance which I adopt whenever I am in a difficulty of this
sort.
Her. W h a t is i t ?
SOC.I will tell you; but I shouldliketoknowfirst
is the meaning of the word
whether you can tell me what
rr;p ?
Her. Indeed I cannot.
SOC.Shall I tell you what I suspect to
be the true explais that
nation of this and several other words?-My belief
theyareofforeignorigin.FortheHellenes,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 demonstrate 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. Y e s , certainly.
410 SOC.Wellthen,considerwhetherthis
rrGp is notforeign;
VOL. 1.
~a
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is noteasilybroughtintorelationwiththe
Hellenic:tor)gue,andthePhrygiansmaybeobservedto
:Bop
have the same word slightly changed, just as they have
(water) and K&S (dogs), and many other words.
He?: That is true.
SOC.Anyviolentinterpretationsofthewordsshould
be
be
avoided ; forsomethingtosayaboutthemmayeasily
I getridof
nirp and $Bop.
'Aip (air',
found.Andthus
Hermogenes, may be explained as the element which raises
(+r)
things from the earth, or as everflowing (dri jri), or
becausetheflux
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 (nvrupardppouv); and because this moving wind may be expressed
by either term he employs the.word air ( d { p = d t 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 theform 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 (theseasons),andthe
two names of
the year, ivraurAs and &or.
SOC.T h e Spar should be spelt in the old Attic way, if you
desiretoknowtheprobabletruthaboutthem
; theyare
6'p1
becausetheydivide
(6pl&xm,) the
rightlycalledthe
summers and winters and winds and the fruits
of the earth.
T h e words ivravrbs and &OS appeartobethesame,-'that
which brings to light the plants and growths
of the earth in
(r'u iaur6,
their turn, and passes them in review within itself
r'&&t)
:' thisisbrokenupintotwowords,
~ V U ~ U T from
~ S
i v ;OW+,
and &OS from &d{f'o, just as the original name of Z c h
wasdividedinto
Zjva and Ala ; andthewholeproposition
means that this power
of reviewing from within is one, but
has two names, two words &OS and i v r a v r b ~being thus formed
out of a single proposition.
Her. Indeed, Socrates, you make surprising progress.
Sor. I am run awaywith.
for theword

8P.I.

'Not
Her. Very

a

bad notion.'
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SOC.But amat
yet
not
my utmost
speed.
SOCRATES,
411
Her. I shouldlikeverymuchto
know,in thenext place,
how
you
would
explain
the
virtues.
What principle of
correctnessisthereinthosecharmingwords-wisdom,
understanding, justice, and the
resf of them ?
SOC.That is a tremendous class of names whichyou are
disinterring;still,as
I haveput on the lion's skin, I must
not be faint of heart; and I suppose that I must consider the
(~CYCULC),
meaning of wisdom (+ppdqoLr) andunderstanding
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
cameinto my headonlythismoment:
I believethatthe
primeval givers of names were undoubtedly like too many of were going
ourmodernphilosophers,
who, intheirsearchafterthe
nature of things,arealwaysgettingdizzy
from constantly therefore
goingroundandround,andthentheyimaginethatthe
worldis goingroundandroundandmovinginalldirectheworld
tions ; and this appearance,
which arises out of their own was going
round and
internalcondition,theysupposeto
be areality of nature I round.
is nothingstableorpermanent,
but
theythinkthatthere
onlyfluxand motion, andthattheworld
is always fullof
every sort of motion and change.
The consideration of the
ledme
intomakingthis
names which I mentionedhas
reflection.
Her. How is that, Socrates?
Soc. Perhaps you did not observe that in the names which
havebeenjust
cited, the motion or flux orgeneration of
things is most surely indicated.
Her. No, indeed, I never thought of it.
SOC.Take the first of those which you mentioned ; clearly
that is a name indicative of motion.
Her. What was the name ?
SOC.appdvqutr (wisdom), which may signify +o& rai Po; v d ~ 9s ~ ~ h s r r .
(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,certainlyimpliesthe
YV+V
Aa2

~:~~~

i::::,y:d
~ ~ ~ ~
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~ V a t ~ toefsf i z c d f i e s andof z,irfaesindirnfiveof motion.

Cratylus. ponderationorconsideration

(dpqu~s) of

generation,forto
would rather,
which is
U ~ O U ZUIS (the desire of the new) ; the word vios implies that
the world is always in process of creation. T h e giver of the
namewantedtoexpressthislonging
of thesoul,forthe
original name was uc6euts) and not vdqnw ; but q took the place
of a double c. T h e word ua$paoCy is the salvation (vaqpia)
ofthatwisdom
( ~ p d u q u c s ) whichwe
werejustnowcon412
sidering. 'Errronjpq (knowledge) is akin to this, and indicates
that the soul which is good for anything follows (Trrrac) the
motion
of
things,
neither
anticipating
them nor
falling
behind them ; wherefore the word should rather be read as
intu+q',
inserting i r . * E&ucors (understanding)may be regarded in like manner as a kind
of conclusion; the word is
derived from uurdravar (to go along with), and,like k l m a u 6 a t
(toknow), impliestheprogression
of thesoul in company
with the nature of things. Zo$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, oftenusetheword(herushed)
; andtherewas
a famous Lacedaemonianwhowasnamed
POSS (Rush),for
by this word the Lacedaemonians signify rapid motion, and
the touching (;va+$) of motion is expressed by oo+ia, for all
thingsaresupposedto
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;
someare swifter, someslower; but therearesomethings
which are admirable for their
swiftness, and this admirable
part of nature is called dyaOdv. Arratooiy (justice)isclearly
Btralou U ~ Y ~ U (understanding
I S
of the just) ; but the actual word
~ ~ K O Wismoredifficult:men
areonlyagreedtoacertain
extentaboutjustice,andthenthey
begin todisagree,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 theinstrument of creationin all, andisthe
subtlest and swiftest element; for if it were not the subtlest,

if you
SOCRATES. ponder is the same as to consider; or,
Hmuo.
here is vdquts, the very word just now mentioned,
GENES.

vdqutr.

uwppoudvn.
da.1e77$pq.

CBveuI~.

sorpla.

ayaedv.

BIKaIOaOn)I

Explanation of justice based

on the doctrines of
HeracleitUS
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and a power which none can keep out, and also the swiftest,
~rnp/r~s,
passing by otherthingsas
if theywerestanding
still,it sKn,,\ras,
could. not penetrate through the moving universe. And this
(&a&)
element,whichsuperintendsallthingsandpierces
all, isrightlycalled
BLarov; theletter
K isonlyaddedfor
thesake of euphony.Thus
far, as I wassaying,thereis
413 ageneralagreementaboutthenature
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
hassaid,tointerrogatehimgently:'Well,myexcellent
friend,'say I, 'but if allthis be true, I stillwanttoknow
whatisjustice.'Thereupontheythinkthat
I asktiresome
questions, and am leaping over the barriers, and have been
alreadysufficientlyanswered,andtheytrytosatisfyme
with one derivation after another, and at length they quarrel.
For one of them says that. justice
is the sun, and that he
(Bta'idura) andburning
(xdovra) element
only is thepiercing
of nature.Andwhen
I joyfully
which istheguardian
repeat this beautiful notion,
I am answered by the satirical
world whenthe
remark,'What,istherenojusticeinthe
sun' is down ? ' And when I earnestly beg my questioner to
says, ' F i r e inthe
tellmehisownhonestopinion,he
abstract ;' butthis is notvery intelligible. Anothersays,
'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 Anas 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.
Her. I think, Socrates, that you are not improvising now;
Thesimple
Hermoyou must have heard this from some one else.
gems is
SOC.And not the rest?
convinced

Her, Hardly.
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More and more etymologies.

HERMO.
GLNES,

crates is no
longer pretending.
&vtipprlo.

SOC.Well, then, let me go on in the hope
of making you
believe intheoriginality
of therest.Whatremainsafter
justice? I donotthinkthat
we haveasyetdiscussed
courage (ddpcla),-injustice ( & K h ) , which is obviously nothing
more than a hindrance to the penetrating principle (Bta’i6vzos),
neednot
be considered.Well,then,thename
of ddpcla
seemsto imply abattle ;-this battle is intheworld
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 understand that dv8pcin is not the stream opposed to every stream,
but only to that
whichis contrary to justice, for otherwise
414
courage would nothavebeenpraised.
T h c words bppqu
(male) and dY;lp (man)alsocontainasimilarallusiontothe
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
acompoundof
B c b (running),and
cYXXco6ac (leaping).Pray
observe how I gallopawaywhen 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 themeaning
of theword &xaq (art), for
example.
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.
Her. That is a very shabby etymology,
SOC.Yes, my dearfriend; but then you knowthatthe
original names have been long ago buried and disguised
by
people sticking on and stripping
off letters for the sake
of
of
euphony,andtwistingandbedizeningtheminallsorts
ways: and lime toomay h a w had a share in the-change.

consonards t~esor~tpusg.va~~(l’cAos~,bs
voyelLes riitt.’

,
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Take, for example,the word K ~ X J T T ~ O U ; why is theletter p c r u / y h .
inserted?Thismustsurely
be theaddition of someone sOERATFS.
who cares nothing about the truth, but thinks only of putting
themouthintoshape.Andtheadditionsare
often such Kdronpov.
thatatlast
no humanbeing
canpossibly
makeoutthe
originalmeaning
of theword.Anotherexample
is the
,
which oughtproperly to be $‘ly#, $tyyBr, CqfYE,
word ~ $ 1 ~ 5u+wds,
there and
+bE.
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 k e
yourself, should observe the laws
of moderation and probability.
Her. Such is my desire.
SOC.And mine,too,
Hermogenes.Butdo
not be too
415 much of a
precisian,
or ‘you will unnerveme
of
my
strength’.’ When you have allowedme toadd pqxaur) (con- P V X Q ~ .
trivance) to T & Y ~ (art) I shall be at the top of my bent, for I
conceive / q y a n ) to be a sign of great accomplishment-n*vctv;
for ~ ~ K .has
O S the meaning
of greatness, and these two, ~ ~ K O S
and Qcw, make up theword pqxavi. But, as I wassaying,
of my bent, I should liketo consider
being now at the top
the meaning of the two words +r+$ (virtue) and wada (vice) ;
dp.4 I do not as yet understand, but
xaxla is transparent, and & p f T i ) ,
agrees with theprinciples which preceded, for ailthings K ~ i O .
being in a flux (ichau), raria is KaKOs iriu (goingbadly) ; and
thisevil motion when existing in the soul has the general
name of Kada, or vice, speciallyappropriatedto
it. The
meaning of KaKk ilvat may be further illustrated by the use of
8crXia (cowardice), which ought to have come after &
a,+l
but
was forgotten, and, as I fear, is not the only word which has
ActXia signifiesthatthe
soul is bound 8ftAfn.
beenpassedover.
with astrongchain
(6cupbs), for Xiau meansstrength,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
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Socrates 'fooling at the top of Lis bent.'
animpedimenttomotionandmovement.Thentheword
U ~ appears to mean
KUK&
iivar, or going badly, or limping
andhalting ; of whichtheconsequenceis,thatthe
soul
becomesfilled withvice.
And if KaKh isthenameofthis
sort of thing, dpfTf) will be the opposite of
it, signifying in
thefirstplaceease
of motion, then that the stream
of the
of
good soul is unimpeded, and has, therefore the attribute
ever flowing without let or hindrance, and is therefore called
oipm), or, more
correctly,
d r r p c l n j (ever-flowing), and
'may
perhapshavehadanother
form, aiprsi (eligible), indicating
that nothing is more eligible than virtue, and this has been
hammeredinto ApfTIj. I daresay that you will deemthisto
be another invention of mine, but I think that if the previous
word K Q K ~was right, then d p f T 4 is also right.
Her. But what is the meaning
of K ~ K ~ Vwhich
,
has played 416
so great a part in your previous discourse ?
SOC.Thatisaverysingularwordaboutwhich
I can
hardly form an opinion, and therefore I must have recourse
to my ingenious device.
Her. W h a t 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
W

KUK~V,

(of foreign
origin).

aiqpdr.
alaxpdv.

SOC.The meaning of o t u x p d v is evident, being only A d i u x o v
(always preventing from flowing), and this is in accordancewithourformerderivations.Forthename-giverwas
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 .
Her. But what do you say of Kahdv?
SOC.That is more obscure; yet the form is only due
to
the quantity, and has been changed by altering ov into 0.
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 ?

Po+

Socrutes still ut the top of Ais dent;’
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Her. Certainly.
Craiyhrs.
SOC.And must not this
be the mind of Gods, ar ofmen, s~~~~~~~
HERMOor of both ?
GSNBS
Her. Yes.
SOC.Is not mind that which called ( K d & n W ) things by their
names, and is not mind the beautiful ( K ~ X ~ ?U )
Her. That is evident.
SOC.Andarenottheworks
of intelligenceand
mind
worthy of praise, and are not other works worthy of blame ?
Her. Certainly.
SOC.Physic does the work of a physician, and carpentering
does the worksof a carpenter ?
Her. Exactly.
SOC.Andtheprinciple
of beautydoestheworks
of
beauty?
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
and K o X ~ U , , suchas wpI#Jipov and huurrthoib, AI#Jc’hrpov, rfp8aXiovI W&PJV.
417 and their opposites.
SOC.T h e meaning of oup$lpou (expedient) I think that you
may discover for yourself by the light of the previous examples,-for itisasisterwordto
inrrrrjp~,meaningjustthe
motion (q50pb) of the soul accompanying the world, and things
which are done upon this principle are called dp$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 calledfrom K i p 8 0 s (gain), ~ r p 8 d o v .
butyou must alter the 6 into v if youwanttogetatthe
meaning; for this word also
signifiesgood, 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 ) anduniversalpenetration
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) ?

. ..

Hermogenes aa‘miringCy assetding.

BhaSepdv.

{qprirafr.

SOC.I suppose, Hermogenes, that people do not mean
by
(hitr) the
theprofitablethegainfulorthatwhichpays
retailer,buttheyusethewordinthesense
ofswift.
You
regardtheprofitable
(XvucrrXoGv), asthatwhichbeingthe
swiftest thing in existence,allowsof no stay in things and
no pause or end of motion, but always, if there begins to be
go again ( A C r ) , andmakesmotionimanyend,letsthings
mortal and unceasing: and in this point of view, as appears
to me, thegoodishappilydenominated
huurrcXo3v”being
thatwhichlooses ( h h ) the end (rf’hs) of motion. ’S@lArpov
(theadvantageous)isderivedfrom
d+iAhtrv, meaningthat
; thislatteris
common
a
whichcreatesandincreases
Homericword,andhasaforeigncharacter.
Her. And what do you say of their opposites ?
SOC.Of such as are mere negatives
I hardly think that I
need speak.
Her. Which are they?
SOC.T h e words ri&+#~opov (inexpedient), rivo+rh2s (unprofitable), Auvrrchis (unadvantageous), cixcp6ir (ungainful).
Her. True.
SOC.I would rather take the words Bha&p&v (harmful), { q p
86cs (hurtful).
Her. Good.
SOC.T h e word @ka,3tpbv is that which is said to hinder or
harm (3Xdmnv) thestream (/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
PouXamcpoGu, and this,
to bind the stream) would properly be
as I imagine, is improved into BXaBtpdv.
Her. You bringoutcuriousresults,Socrates,intheuse
I hear the word Bouhaarcpolv I cannot
of names; and when
help imagining that you are making your mouth into a flute,
and puffing away at some prelude to Athene.
SOC.That is the fault of the makers of the name, Hermo- 418
genes; not mine.
Her. Very true ; but what is the derivation of [qpt&Bts?
SOC.W h a t 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
outletters ; evcn a very slight~permutation will sometimes
’

Amient pronunciatim of words.
give anentirelyoppositesense
; I mayinstancetheword
b&, which occurs to me at the moment, and reminds me
of
what I wasgoingtosayto
you, thatthefinefashionable
language of moderntimeshastwistedanddisguisedand
entirely altered the original meaning both of biou, and also of
{ ~ p t & b ~ which
c,
in the old language is clearly indicated.
Her. What do you mean ?
SOC.I will try to explain. You areawarethat our forefathers loved the sounds 1 and 8, especially the women, who
are most conservative of the ancient language, but now they
change 1 into o r F, and 8 into t; this is supposed to increase
the grandeur of the sound.
Her. How do you mean ?
SOC.F o r example,inveryancienttimestheycalledthc
day either !,&pa o r ;pipa, which is called by us rjplpa.
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,
(ipdpoum) and love the light which comes
that men long for
;pip., from Zpcpos,
after the darkness, and is therefore called
desire.
Her. Clearly.
SOC.But nowthename
is so travestiedthatyoucannot
tell themeaning,althoughtherearesomewhoimagine
{ p l p a becauseitmakesthingsgentle
thedaytobecalled
(%4.
Her. Such is my view.
SOC.And do you knowthattheancientssaid
buoybv and
not tuydu?
Her. They did so.
SOC.And {U$V (yoke) hasno meaning,-it oughtto be
b ~ t ~ y b uwhich
,
wordexpressesthebinding
of two together
(8uriv .'yay$) forthepurpose
of drawing ;-this
hasbeen
changedinto [vybu, andtherearemanyotherexamples
of
similar changes.
Her. There are.
SOC.Proceedinginthesametrainofthought
I may
remark that the word biou (obligation) has a meaning which
of alltheotherappellations
of good ; for
istheopposite
&U
is here a species of good, and is, nevertheless, tbe chain
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( 8 4 s ) or hinderer of motion, and therefore own brother

SOCRATES, BXaBcpdr.
HERHOHer. Yes,
GENES.

8zrOupiu.

of

Socrates ; that is quite plain.
SOC.Not if you restore the ancient form,which is more
81bu instead of 8 i o u ; if419
likely to be the correct one, and read
you convert the c into an I after the old fashion, this wordwill
then agree with other words meaning good ; for 6du, not B b u ,
signifies the good, and is a term of praise ; and the author
of nameshasnotcontradicted
himself, but inallthese
various appellations, 8c'ou (obligatory), 6$;Xtpou (advantageous),
XuurrtXo5u (profitable), rcp6aXc'ov (gainful), ciya6bu (good), uup+ipou
(expedient), c i h p o u (plenteous), thesameconception
is imis
plied of theorderingorall-pervadingprinciplewhich
praised, and the restraining and binding principle which
is
censured.Andthisis furtherillustrated by theword (7~1i 8 7 r (hurtful), which if the ( is only changed into 6 as in the
87prh87o; and this name, asyou
ancientlanguage,becomes
will perceive, is given to that which binds motion (BoCvrr idu).
Her. What do you say of jSoui (pleasure), him7 (pain), t c h p l a (desire), and the like, Socrates ?
SOC.I do not think, Hermogenes, that there
is any great
difficulty about them-$ou$ is $ Bu?orr, the action which tends
to advantage;andtheoriginal
form may be supposed to
by the insertion of
have been 404,but this has been altered
the 8. Aim7 appears to be derived from the relaxation (Xiflu)
which the bodyfeelswhenin
sorrow; dula (trouble)isthe
hindrance of motion (a and i b a c ) ; &y$&u (distress), if I am
is derivedfrom
notmistaken,isaforeignword,which
dkyrtubc (grievous) ; d8iur) (grief) is called from the putting on
(&&~crro) sorrow ; in 1ix6768u (vexation) 'the word too labours,'
as any one may see; Xapb (joy) is the very expression of the
fluency and diffusion of the soul (X;") ; rip+,rr (delight) is so
called from thepleasurecreeping
(Zprov) through the
soul,
(
m
i
)
andisproperly
which may be likenedtoabreath
i p . w C v , but hasbeenaltered
by timeinto rcprrvdv ; c;$pouiy
(cheerfulness)and t r 6 u p i a explainthemselves ; theformer,
whichoughtto
be d$tpo&;y andhasbeenchangedinto
nj$p&y, isnamed,
aseveryonemaysee,
from thesoul
moving ( + + c d a r ) in harmony with nature ; Adupia is really
$ i d T ~ U6uphu Zouua Biuopts, the power which enters into the

&forc nmi ??zo?-e etymdoghs.

365

(&UC(UE) and
~~rrlylu~.
boiling of the soul; Ipcpor (desire) denotes the stream
(+k) SocuFas,
whichmostdrawsthe
soul %LA n j v ZULU 6 s boir-because
flowing withdesire ( l i w o r ) , andexpressesalongingafter
Bvpd,.
420 thingsandviolentattraction
of thesoulto
them, andis bcp3s,
termed !pepos from possessing this power;
d80800(longing)is
rd80r.
expressiveofthedesire
of thatwhichisnotpresentbut
( m u ) ; this is the reason why
absenti and in another place
thename rrli8os is appliedtothingsabsent,
a s ~ p r p o s isto
&WS.
thingspresent; ;pus (love) is so calledbecauseflowingin
(;UP&) from without;thestream
is notinherent,butisan
influence introduced through the eyes, and from flowing in
o for
was called &pos (influx) in the old time when they used
a, andiscalled
+os, nowthat o is substitutedfor 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 iseitherderivedfrom
%iw#tr (pursuit), andexpresses the march of the soul in the pursuit of knowledge, or
;
latter is more likely,
from the shooting of a bow ( T ~ ~ O U )the
is only orurs
andisconfirmed
by o l v m (thinking),which
(moving), andimpliesthemovement
of the soul tothe
essential nature of each thing-just a s 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, andallinvolvetheideaofshooting,justas
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, however, until I have explained d v d y ~ q(necessity), which ought to
come next, and ~~roiucou(thevoluntary). ‘ E ~ o 6 u r o vis certainly i a o l u ~ o v .
theyielding ( 2 ~ and
) unresisting-thenotionimpliedis
yieldingandnotopposing,yielding,as
’r wasjustnow
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-

soul ; eV@s (passion)iscalledfromtherushing

2s;
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More and more etymologies.
grown,andimpedesmotion-andthis
is, thederivation of
theword dvoyraiov (necessary) dv' +q ibv, goingthrougha
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), 4 2 1
not forgetting to enquire why the word Bwp (name), which is
the theme of our discussion, has this nameof Bvopa.
SOC.You know the word paleuear (to seek)?
Her. Yes ;-meaning the same as (qrtiv (to enquire).
iwopl.
SOC.The word Bvopn seems to be a compressed sentence,
signifying Sv 08 [bra (being for which there is a search) ; a s
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 existence; +eC6os (falsehood) is theopposite of motion; here is
another ill name given by thelegislatortostagnationand
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 (SY) is also moving (ibv), and the
same may be said of not being, which is likewise called not
K
going (odxiov or 06d Sv = O ~ idv).
What of
Her. Youhavehammeredawayatthemmanfully;
but
lbv, p o v ,
suppose that some one were to say to you, what is the word
5otu ?
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 ?
Names
SOC.T o say that names which we do not understand are
which we
do not un- of foreign origin ; and this is very likely the right answer, and
derstand
something of this kind may be true
of them ; but also the
are probain the lapse of
original forms of words may have been lost
bly of
foreign
ages ; names have been so twisted inall manner ofways,
origin.
that I shouldnotbesurprised
if theoldlanguagewhen
compared with that now in use would appear to us to be a
barbarous tongue.

+;

Prrtuar-1 rleme?l/s.
Her. Very likely.
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SOC.Yes, very likely.

But still the enquiry demands our
SOCPATRS,
earnestattentionandwemustnot
flinch. For weshould
Butwe
remember,that if a person go onanalysingnamesinto
words, and enquiring also into the elements out of which the should conwords are formed, and keeps on always repeating this process, he who has to answer him must atlastgive
up the is a ,,,,inr
enquiry in despair.
which the
analysis of
Her. Very true.
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,
acompound
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. Andsupposethenamesabout
whichyou are now
askingshouldturnouttobeprimaryelements,
must not
theirtruthor
law be examinedaccordingtosomenew
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
true, then I shall again say to you, come and help me, that I in the exmay 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 applicabletoallnames,primaryas
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.
tended to indicate the nature of things.
Hrr. Of course.

SES
’i :

~~‘“u~~~

Onomatopoea.
SOC.And that this is true
of the primary quite
as of the
secondary
names,
is
implied
in
their
being

as much

names.

Her. Surely.
SOC.But the secondary, as I conceive, derive their signifi-

They are
the imitation of that
which we
want to express.

cance from the primary.
Her. That is evident.
SOC.Verygood;butthenhowdotheprimarynames
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
withoneanother,shouldwe
not, likethedeafanddumb,
makesigns with thehandsandheadandtherest
of the
body ?
Her. There would be no choice, Socrates.
SOC.W e shouldimitatethenature
of thething ; the 423
elevation of our hands to heaven would mean lightness and
upwardness ; heavinessanddownwardnesswouldbeexpressed by lettingthemdroptotheground;
if wewere
describing the running of a horse, or any other animal, we
shouldmakeourbodiesandtheirgesturesaslikeaswe
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
body ever express anything.
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.
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
not reached the truth as yet.
Her. W h y not ?
SOC.Because if we have we shall be obliged to admit that
thepeoplewhoimitatesheep,orcocks,orotheranimals,
name that which they imitate.

Her. Quite true.
SOC.Then could I have been right in what I was saying ?
Her. In myopinion, no. But I wish that youwouldtell
me, Socrates, what sort of an imitation is a name ?
SOC.Inthe
firstplace,
I shouldreply,nota
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 a s 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.T h e musicianandthepainterwerethe
two names
whichyougavetothe
two other imitators. What
will this
imitator be called ?
Her. I imagine,Socrates,thathemustbethenamer,or
name-giver, of whom we are in search.
SOC.If this is true, then I think that we are in a condition
toconsiderthenames
poi (stream), Iivor (to go), uXCurs (reyou wereasking ; and wemaysee
tention),aboutwhich
whether the namer has grasped the nature of them in letters
andsyllables in such a manner as to imitatetheessence
or not.
Her. Very good.
SOC.But are these the only primary names, or are there
others ?
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

But what
sort of an
imitation?
Not like
that of a
musician or
of a painter.

The i ~ ~ z i f l t f i oofn 1znt~7-eif/ n a m s .
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; ought we not, therefore,
~ first
~ toseparate
~
~theletters,
~ just,asthosewho
are beginningrhythm firstdistinguishthepowers
of elemehtary,
and then of compound sounds, and when they have done so,
but not before, they proceed to the considerationof rhythms ?
Her. Yes.
Soc. Must we not begin inthesame way with letters;first
separating the vowels, and then the consonants and mutes',
into classes, accordingtothereceiveddistinctions
of the
learned ; alsothe semi-vowels, which areneither vowels,
nor yetmutes ; anddistinguishingintoclassesthevowels
themselves ? And when we have perfected the classification
of things, we shallgivetheinnames,andseewhether,as
in the case of letters, there are any classes to
which they
may be all referred ; and hence w e shall see their natures,
and see, too, whether they hare in them classes as there are
in the letters; and when we have
well consideredallthis,
we shall know how to apply them to what they resemblewhether one letter is used t o 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 a s
; and so, too, weshall
hisfiguresappeartorequirethem
applyletters
to theexpression
of objects, eithersingle
; and so we
letters
when
required,
or several
letters
shall form syllables, astheyare
called, andfromsyllables
make nounsandverbs;andthus,at
last, from the corn- 425
binations of nouns and verbs arrive at language, large and
a figure, even so
fair and whole ; and as the painter made
shallwemakespeech
by theart
of thenamer
or the
I amliterally
rhetorician, or by someotherart,Notthat
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,

C'mtylus. essence is made by syllables and letters

s

~

:,:E,;:
'me first
stcp t o
letters
into
classes,

nnd to see
whether n
simple letter is used
to denote
simple
things, or
wl~ether
scveral are
mixed, like
the colours
of the
painter,
until the
manner in
which the
ancients
found language is
discowred
by

111.
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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 theyarenot,thecomposition
of them,mydear
sOCRATRS,
Hermogenes, will be a sorry piece of work, and in the wrong
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 lanp a g e to
Her. Much less am I likely to be able.
pieces in
SOC.Shallweleavethem,then
? orshallweseekto
this way?
discover, if we can, something about them, according to the
meqsure of our ability, saying by wayofpreface,as
I
saidbefore of theGods,that
of thetruthaboutthemwe
know nothing, and do but entertain human notions
of them.
us say to ourselves, before
Ourmethod
And in this present enquiry, let
we proceed, that the higher method
is the one which we or ~
~
otherswhowouldanalyselanguagetoanygoodpurpose
noother.
mustfollow;butunderthecircumstances,asmensay,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 it 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
that ‘the Gods gave the first names, and therefore they are
or the barright.’ This will bethebestcontrivance,orperhapsthat
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
arenotreasonsbutonlyingeniousexcusesforhavingno
reasonsconcerningthetruth
of words.Andyetanysort
of ignorance of first or primitive names involves an ignorance
by the
of secondary words ; for they can only be explained
primary. Clearly then the professor
of languages should be
able to give a very lucid explanation
of first names, or let
himbe assuredhe will onlytalknonsenseabouttherest.
Do you not suppose this to be true?
nba

2;;
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The nzeaning of Letters.
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.
Soc. In the first place, the letter 4 appears to me to be the
(KLU~UIS).
But I
generalinstrumentexpressing
all
motion
have
not
yet
explained
the
meaning
of this
latter
word,
which is just ?curs (going) ; for theletter 7 wasnotinuse
among the ancients, who only
employed c ; and the root is
K L W , which is a foreignform,
the same as Ihm. And the old
C S be correctly given as ?cuts in corresponding
word K I U ~ Vwill
K k w , and allowmodernletters.Assumingthisforeignroot
ing for thechange of the 7 andtheinsertion
of the v, we
have ~ h p which
~ , shouldhavebeen
KLciuquw or c h ; and
UT&lS
is the negative of i i v a (or F~UCS), and has been improved
, , as I wassaying,appeared to
into UTn'UlS. Now theletter A
theimposer of namesanexcellentinstrument
for theexpression of motion;andhefrequentlyusestheletterfor
this purpose: for example,
in the actual words i c i v and 404
he represents motion by b ; also in the words rpdpor (trembS
; andagain,inwordssuchas
Kpoictv
ling), T ~ I I X ~(rugged)
(strike), Bpaicw (crush), 2pcIKau (bruise), Bpi?rrw (break), w c p p
d(w (crumble), JupBciu (whirl) : of all thesesorts
of movementshegenerallyfindsanexpressionintheletter
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,
just as by the letter 1 he expresses the subtle elements which 427
passthroughallthings.This
is whyheusestheletter
I as
imitative of motion, liunc, &Oar. And there is another class of
letters, ( P I $, u and (, of which the pronunciation is accompanied by great expenditure of breath ; these are used in the
imitation of suchnotionsas + u ~ p b v (shivering), {LOU (seething),
odeu8ar (to be shaken), u c w p b r (shock), and are always introduced by thegiver of nameswhenhewantstoinlitate
what is ~uuui8cs(windy). H e Seems t o have thought that the
closingandpressure of thetongueintheutterance
of 8 and
T was expressive of binding and rest
in a place: he further

CYW~~S.

P expresses
motion.

KfyUlS=

fears.

I expressive
of penetration :

9, $, 7 t
of shak~ng
shivering :

),.r,ofhinding and rest
nt
:
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Hemtogenes a d Cyatylus.

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
slip) itself, Lnapbu (sleek), inthe word K O X X & ~ C S (gluey), and CRATYLUS
thelike : theheaviersound
of y detainedtheslipping
hexpressive
tongue,andtheunion
of the two gavethenotionof
a OfliquiditY:
glutinous clammy nature, as in y X i q p o s , ~ X U K yXo1&8ts.
~ ,
T h e of :detenY he observed to
be sounded fromwithin, and therefore to "ofinwardhave a notion of inwardness ; hence he introduced the sound ness:
in ABow and inds : n he assigned to the expression ofsize, 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 roundthe 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 wastellingyou before, Cratylus Hermomystifies me ; he says that there is a fitness of names, but he
neverexplainswhat
is thisfitness,
so that I cannottell
to givean
whetherhisobscurityisintended
o r not. Tell menow,
opinion;
but the lab
Cratylus, here in the presence
of Socrates, do you agree in terdeclina
whatSocrateshasbeensayingaboutnames,orhave
you toexplain
so importsomething 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
moment.
Socrates and I will learn of you.
Crut. Well, but sprkly, Hermogenes, you do not suppose
I explain, any subject of importance
that you can learn, or
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, asHesiodsays,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 nomeans positive, Cratylus,inthe
view
which Hermogenes and myself have worked out ; and thereyou think, whichifit
be
fore do not hesitate to say what
betterthanmyown
view I shallgladly
accept. And I
should not be at allsurprized tofind that you have found
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Crutylus and Socruks.
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Craty(irs. somebetternotion.Foryouhaveevidentlyreflectedon
SOCRATFS.

these matters and have had teachers, and
if you have really
better theory of the truth of names, you may count me in
the number of your disciples.
Crat. Youare
right,Socrates,insayingthat
I have
made a study of these matters, and I might possibly convert
youintoadisciple.But
I fearthattheopposite
is more
to you
probable,and I already find myselfmovedtosay
what Achilles in the ‘Prayers ’ says to Ajax,-

CRATYLUS. a

‘Illustrious Ajax,son of Telamon, lord of thepeople,
You appear to havespokeninallthingsmuch
to my mind.’

Socrates
seeks to
gain the
assent of
Cratylus to

the previous argument.

And you, Socrates, appear to me to be an oracle, and to give
answersmuchtomymind,whetheryouareinspired
by
Euthyphro, or whether some Muse may have long been an
inhabitant of yqur breast, unconsciously to yourself.
SOC.ExcellentCratylus, I havelongbeenwonderingat
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
‘lookforeand
aft,’ inthewords
of theaforesaidHomer.
Andnowletmesee;wherearewe?Havewenotbeen
sayingthatthecorrectnameindicatesthenatureofthe
thing :-has this proposition been sufficiently proven?
Crut. Yes,Socrates,whatyou
say; as I amdisposedto
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. T h e legislators,
of
whom
you
spoke
at first.
429
SOC.Anddoesthisartgrowupamongmenlikeother
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
of
figures,better,andtheworseexecutethemworse;and

orse

builders also, thebettersort
buildfairerhouses,
andthe
cva@/rrx.
worse build themworse.
SKHATES,
Crd. True.
CRAIYLL.~.
SOC.And among legislators, there are some who
do, their
work better and some worse ?
Crat. N o ; there I do not agree with you.
SOC.Then you do nbt think that some laws are better and B~ltCratyius cannot
others
?
he induced
indeed.Crat. No,
by the argument
SOC.Or that one name is better than another ?
from anology to adCrat. Certainly not.
mit that
SOC.'Then all names are rightly imposed ?
names,
when not
Crat. Yes, if they are names at all.
SOC.Well,whatdoyousaytothename
of ourfriend ~~~~~$~
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 shouldreplythatHermogenes
is nothisname
at all,but onlyappearsto
behis, and is reallythename
ofsomebody else,who hasthenature
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 maintainingthat 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,howcanamansaythat
which is Cratylus
not ?-say something and yet say nothing ? For is not falsehood
thing
the
saying
which is not?
falsehood,
SOC.Your argument, friend, is too subtle for a man of my
age. But I should like toknowwhether
you areone of be onlyan
those philosophers who think that falsehood may be spoken ullmeaning
sound.
but not said ?
This is too
much for
Crat. Neither spoken nor said.
the cornSOC.Norutterednoraddressed?Forexample
: Ifa
monsensr?
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
$

~

~
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Crntybs unwilling t o be refuted.

Cratylur. addressed, would have no application to you but only to our
CPATYLUS.

Cmtylus is
induced to
agree that
the likeness
of a man
cannot
rightly be
attributed
to a

or of a
woman to
a man ;

friend Hermogenes, or perhaps to nobody at all?
Crut. In myopinion,Socrates,thespeakerwouldonly
be
talking nonsense.
SOC.Well, but that willbe quiteenoughfor
me,if you
will tell me whether the nonsense would be true or false, or 430
partlytrueandpartly
false:-which
isallthat
I wantto
know.
Crut. I shouldsaythathe
would beputtinghimself
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.Butlet us see,Cratylus,whetherwecannot
find a
is not the
meetingpoint, for you would admit that the name
same with the thing named ?
Crut. I should.
SOC.And would you further acknowledge that the name is
an imitation of the thing ?
Crut. Certainly.
SOC.And youwould say that pictures are also imitations
of things, but in another way?
Crut. Yes.
SOC.I believeyoumay
beright,but
I do notrightly
understand you. Please to say, then, whether both sorts of
imitation (I mean both picturesorwords)arenotequally
attributable and applicable to the things of which they are
the imitation.
Crut. They are,
SOC.First look atthematterthus
: youmayattributethe
likeness of themantothe
man, and of thewomantothe
woman ; and so on ?

Crut. Certainly.
SOC.Andconversely you mayattributethelikeness
mantothewoman,and
of thewoman to theman ?
Crut. Verv
true.

of the

SOC.Andarebothmodes
of assigningthemright,oronly
the first ?
Crut. Only the first.
Soc. That is to say, the mode
of assignment which attributes to each'that which belongs to them and is like them ?
Crut. That is my view.
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Sac. Nowthen,as
I amdesirousthatwebeingfriends
c~a+yhs.
shouldhave a good understanding about the argument, let
soCRArRq
mestatemy
view toyou : the firstmodeofassignment,
C m ~ L ~ s .
whetherappliedtofiguresortonames,
I callright,and
when applied to names only, true as well as right; and the
other mode of giving and assigning the name which is unlike, I call wrong, and in the case of names, false as well a s
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
I
likeness, or perhaps the likeness of a woman; and when
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.
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 wouldfainagreewith
you, Socrates ; andtherefore 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 ?
G a t . I agree,; and think that what you say is very true.
SOC.Andfurther,primitivenounsmaybecomparedto
Andm
pictures, and in pictures you may either give all the appro~
~
~
priate colours and figures,
or you may not give them
‘all- imperfect
some may be wanting ; or there may. be too many or too
them-may
there of much
not?
be perfect
or imperCrat. Very true.
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Ct,a?yius.
SOC.Andhewhogivesallgives
perfect
a
picture
or
socaATes,figure ; and he who takes away
or addsalsogivesapicture
Cm*nLus.
or figure,but not a good one.
feet repreCrut. Yes.
sentations
in words.
SOC.In like manner,
he
who
by syllables
and
letters
imitatesthenature
of things, if hegives all thatisappropriate 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.
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. Verytrue,Socrates ; butthecase
of language, you
tries to distinguishthe see, is different ; for when by the help of grammar we assign
caseoflan- theletters a or 8, or any other letters to
a certain name, 432
Page.
then, if we add, or subtract, or misplacealetter,thename
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 thatwhatyousaymay
be trueabout
numbeis, which must be justwhattheyare,ornot
be at
all ; for example, the number ten at once becomes other than
or subtracted, and so of any other
ten if aunitbeadded
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
entirereality, would nolonger be animage.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 wewill suppose,
further, that some God mdges not only a representation such
everperfect. as a painter would makegf your outward form and colour,
1
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but also creates an inward organization like yours, having the cratyus.
samewarmthandsoftness;andintothisinfusesmotion,
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 yousaythatthiswasCratylusandtheimage
of would LX
no longer
Cratylus, or that there were two Cratyluses?
an image.
Crat. I should say that there were two Cratyluses.
SOC.Thenyousee,myfriend,thatwemust
find some
other principle of truth inimages, and also in names ; and
not insist that an image is no longer an image when someor subtracted. Do younotperceivethat
thingisadded
imagesareveryfar
from havingqualities which arethe
exact counterpart of the realities which they represent ?
Crat. Yes, I see.
SOC.But then how ridiculous would be the effect of names
onthings, if theywereexactlythesame
with them! For
theywould be the doubles of them, and no one
wouldbe
able to determine which were the names and which were the
realities.
Crat. Quite true.
SOC.Thenfear not, buthavethecouragetoadmitthat
one name may be correctly and another incorrectly given ;
anddonotinsistthatthenameshall
be exactlythesame
with thething;butallowtheoccasionalsubstitution
of a
wrong letter, and if of a letter also of a noun in a sentence,
and ifof a noun in a sentence also
of a sentence whichis
notappropriatetothematter,andacknowledgethatthe
thingmaybenamed,anddescribed,
so longasthegeneral
character of the thing which you are describing is retained ;
and this, asyou will remember,wasremarked
by Her433 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
tlme and
issignified ;-well, if all the lettersaregiven
; not well, contradict
when only a few of
them
are
given;
I thinkthatwehad
punelves
betteradmitthis,lestwe
be punishedliketravellersin
If
that
wethe
deny
E g i n a who wander about, the street late at night: and be
likewise told by truth herself that we have arrived too late

general

;

~~~~~~f

~

Crafylur.
%UTES,

CRANLUS.

may
incorrectly
represented
as well as
correctly.

Assimilation or convention,
which do
you prefer?

or if not,you
must find outsomenewnotion
of correctness of names,andnolongermaintainthataname
is
the
expression
of thing
a in
letters
or
syllables;
for if yousay
both, you will beinconsistent with yourself.
Crut. I quiteacknowledge,Socrates,whatyousayto
be
very reasonable.
SOC.Then as we are agreed thus far, let us ask ourselves
whetheranamerightlyimposedoughtnottohavethe
proper letters.
Crat. Yes.
SOC.And the proper letters are those
which are like the
things ?
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;butthere
willbelikewise
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
withyou, since I cannotbe satisfied thatanamewhich
is
incorrectly given is a name at all.
SOC.Do youadmitaname
tobe therepresentationof
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 youcan;ordoyoupre€erthenotion
of Hermogenesand
of manyothers,whosaythatnamesare
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 whichyoucall
small
greatandgreat
small--that, they would say,makesno
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difference, if you areonlyagreed.Which
of these two Cratyzur.
notions do you prefer ?
SOCRATES,
434 Crut. Representation by likeness,Socrates,
is infinitely CR*nLus.
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
alsobelike things. Returning to the
image of the picture,
I would ask,How could anyoneever
compose apicture
whichwouldbelike
anythingat
all, if therewerenot
pigments in nature which resembled the things imitated, and
out of which the picture is composed ?
Cmt. Impossible.
SOC.No more could nameseverresembleany
actually
existing thing, unless the original elements of which they are
compounded bore some degree of resemblance to the objects
of which thenamesaretheimitation:Andthe
.original
elements are letters?
Cmt. Yes.
SOC.Let me now invite you to consider what Hermogenes R ~ ~ ~
and I weresaying about sounds. Do you agree withme ~~~~s~~
that the letter r; is expressive of rapidity, motion, and hardthings is
ness ? Were we
right
or
wrong
in
saying
so ?
the first
pnnciple of
Crat. I should say that you were right.
langungr.
SOC.And that X was expressive of smoothness, and softness, and the like ?
Cmt. There again you were right.
SOC.Andyet, as you areaware,that which is called by
us axhqpdrqr, is by the Eretrians called u’Lxgpdrqp.
Crat. Very true.
SOC.But are the letters p and u equivalents; and is there
thesame significancetothemin
thetermination {, 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 farastheyare
like, or in as far astheyare
unlike ?
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
that is expressive not of hardness but of softness.

~ , -
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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 inmy opinionrightly,whenyouspoke
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
I understandthe
which I understand,andyouknowthat
?
435
meaning of thesound : this is whatyouaresaying
Cmt. Yes.
SOC.And if when I speak you know my meaning, there is
an indication given by me to you ?
Crat. Yes.
Rut
there is
SOC.Thisindication ofmy meaningmayproceed
from
unlike
as
well
as
from
like,
for
example
in
the
h of ~ ~ X q p ~ h p .
as well as
likeness
But if this is true,thenyouhavemadeaconventionwith
in
names
to
yourself,andthecorrectness
of anameturnsouttobe
things, and
therefore
convention,
since
letters
which
are
unlike
are
indicative
~"nvention equallywiththosewhich
are like, if theyaresanctioned
or custom
also
by customandconvention.Andevensupposingthatyou
beallowed distinguishcustom from conventionever so much,stillyou
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 shallassumethat
y o u silencegivesconsent',then
customandconventionmustbesupposedtocontributeto
theindication of ourthoughts ; forsupposewetakethe
instance .of number,howcanyoueverimagine,mygood
friend, that you will find names resembling every individual
number,unlessyouallowthatwhichyoutermconvention
and agreement to have authority in determining the correctness 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,
of
which hasto be supplemented by themechanicalaid
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.

t?

C’rutyhs ha+-

u j o ? ~the old st?-j?z,r.

383

perfectly appropriate,this would be the most perfectstate
cratylrtS.
oflanguage;astheoppositeisthe
mostimperfect.
But SOCRATm,
letme ask you, what is the force of names, andwhat is CR*WJS.
the use of them ?
Cmt. The use of names, Socrates, as I should imagine, is Cratylus
to inform:thesimpletruth
is, thathewhoknowsnames
knows
also
the
things
which
are
expressed
by them.
knows
soc. 1 suppose you meanto
say, Cratylus,thatasthe
namesalso
knows
name is, so also is thething;andthathewhoknowsthe
things,
one will also know the other, because they are similars, and
all similars fall under the same art or science; and therefore
youwould saythathewhoknowsnames
will alsoknow
things.
Cmt. That is precisely what I mean.
SOC.Butlet us considerwhat is thenature of this information about things which, according to you, is given u s
by names. I s it thebestsort
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
; or is
whodiscoversthenamesdiscoversalsothethings
this only the method of instruction, and is there some other
method of enquiry and discovery.
Crut. I certainly believe thatthemethods
of enquiry
and discovery are of the same nature as instruction.
SOC.Well, but do you not see, Cratylus,thathewho
follows names in the search after things, and analyses their
meaning, is in great danger of being deceived?
Cmt. How so ?
SOC.W h y clearlyhewhofirstgavenamesgave
them But SLIPaccording to his conception of the things which they signified ~~~~~~~1
-did he
eiver of
names was
Crat. True.
mistaken,
SOC.And if hisconception was erroneous,andhegave
what then?
names according to his conception, in what position shall we
be
whoarehisfollowers
find ourselves ? Shallwenot
deceived by him ?
Cmt. But,Socrates,am
I notright in thinkingthathe
must surelyhave known ; or else,as
I was saying,his
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names would not be namesatall ? Andyouhaveaclear
proof that he has not missed the truth, and the proof
isthathe is perfectlyconsistent.Didyoueverobservein
speaking that all the words which you utter have a common
character and purpose?
H e may
SOC.Butthat,friendCratylus,
is noanswer.
For if he
have k e n
did
begin
in
error,
he
may
have
forced
the
remainder
into
perfectly
consistent, agreement with the original error and with himself; there
and yet
would benothingstrangeinthis,anymorethaningeohave proceeded on metricaldiagrams, which haveoftenaslightandinvisible
a false prin- flaw inthefirstpart
of theprocess,andareconsistently
ciplr.
mistaken in thelongdeductionswhich
follow; And this is
the reason why every man should expend his chief thought
and attention on the consideration
of his first principles:? and when he
are they or are they not rightly laid down
has duly sifted them, all the rest
willfollow. Now I should
be astonished to find that names are really consistent. And
we not
here let u s revert to our former discussion: Were
saying that all things are in
motion and progress and flux,
andthatthisidea
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.
But names
SOC.Let us revertto h ~ r n $ p q(knowledge),andobserve
437
are not
con- how
ambiguousthiswordis,seemingrathertosignify
sistent.
stoppingthe
soul atthingsthangoingroundwiththem;
Many
and therefore we should leave the beginning as at present,
words are
expressive and not reject the e (cp. 412A), 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
though
many more example : /3C/3atov (sure) is clearly the expression
of station
Of motion.
and position, andnot of motion.Again,theword
iuropla
In any case,
howeuer,
(enquiry)bearsuponthe
face of it thestopping (Lrnduac) of
the truthof the stream; and the word
scurbu (faithful) certainly indicates
a principle
be
cessation ofmotion ; then, again, &p7 (memory), as any one
established maysee, expresses rest in the soul, and not motion. Moreby majorities.
over,wordssuchas
dpaprla and uup+opb, which
havea
bad
sense, viewed inthelight
of theiretymologies willbe 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
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Mvros mp&, and &oXauia as 4 Cngylur.
Thusthenameswhichinthese
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 believewhowouldtakethetroublemight
find many other examples in which the giver of names indicates, not that things are in motion or progress, but that they
are at rest; which is the opposite of motion.
Crat. Yes, Socrates, but observe ; the greater number express motion.
SOC.W h a t of that, Cratylus ? Are we to count them like
votes ? and is correctnessof names the voiceof the majority?
Are we to say of whichever sort there aremost, those are the
true ones?
Crat. No ; that is not reasonable.
SOC.Certainly
not,
But
let
us have
done
with
this
Another
questionandproceedtoanother,aboutwhich
I should
'
liketoknowwhetheryouthink
withme.
W e r e wenot knowledge
latelyacknowledgingthatthefirstgivers
of namesin
Of thingsis
only
given
states,bothHellenicandbarbarous,werethelegislators,
through
andthattheartwhichgavenameswastheartofthe
legislator ?
legislators
who first
Crut. Quite true.
gave names
soc. Tell me, then, did the first legislators, who were the
haveknown
givers of the first names, know or not know the things which
they named ?
they could
Crat. known,
have
They
must
Socrates.
hardly have
been ig438 SOC.Why,yes,friendCratylus,theycouldhardlyhave
beenignorant.
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
had also a knowledge of the things which he named?
Crat. I should.
SOC.But how could he have learned or discovered things
from names if the primitive names were not yet given ? For,
VOL. I.
cc

maybeexplainedas
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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
CRATYLUS. 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,
howcanwesupposethatthegivers
of names had know
ledge, orwerelegislatorsbeforetherewerenamesat
all,
and therefore before they could have known them ?
The truth
Crat. I believe, Socrates, the true account of the matter to
is that God
be,
thatapowermorethanhumangavethingstheirfirst
gave language.
names, and that the names which are thus given are necessarily their true names.
Then how
SOC.Then how came the giver of the names, if he was an
came the
inspired being or God, to contradict himself? For were
we
inspired
giver of
not saying just now that he made some names expressive of
language to
rest and others of motion ? Were we mistaken ?
contradict
Crat. But I supposeone of thetwonottobenames
himself?
at all.
SOC.Andwhich,then,didhe
make,my
goodfriend ;
those which areexpressiveofrest,orthose
which are
expressive of motion?Thisisapoint
which, a s I said
before, cannot be determined by countingthem.
Crat. No ; not in that way, Socrates.
and how
SOC.But if this is a battle of names, some of them assertkan we
they
distinguish ing that they are like the truth, others contending that
between the are,how
or by whatcriterionarewetodecide
between
trueand
false in lan- them ? For there are no other names to which appeal can
guage ?
bemade,butobviously
recoursemustbehad
to another
standard which, withoutemployingnames,
will makeclear
whichof the two areright;andthismust
be astandard
which shows the truth of things.
Crut. I agree.
We must
SOC.But if that is true,Cratylus,then
I supposethat
know
things may be known without names
?
things
without
Crat. Clearly.
words.
SOC.Buthow would you expecttoknowthem
? What
other way can there be
of knowing them, except the true
and natural way, through their affinities, when they are akin
toeachother,andthroughthemselves?Forthat
which is
Cratyh.

%CRATES,

.

other and different from them must signify something other
cmy/~.
and different from them.
SOCRATES.
CRANLUS.
Crut. What you are saying is, I think, true.
439 SOC.
Well, but reflect; have we not several times acknowledgedthatnamesrightlygivenarethelikenessesand
images of the things which they name?
Crd. Yes.
soc. Letussupposethat
to anyextentyoupleaseyou
Whichis
can learn things through the medium of names, and suppose
also that you can learn them
from the things themselvesstudy
which is likelyto be the nobler and clearer way; to learn
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,
be derived from
thattheknowledge
of things is notto
in
names. No ; theymustbestudiedandinvestigated
themselves.
Cmt. Clearly,Socrates.
SOC.There is anotherpoint.
I shouldnotlikeusto
be Butare
imposed upon by the appearance of such a multitude
of names,
in
all tendinginthesamedirection.
I myself donotdeny
themselves?
that the givers of names did really give them under the idea
thatallthingswere
in motionandflux;
which wastheir
fallen
sincere but, I think,mistakenopinion.Andhaving
into a kind of whirlpool themselves, they are carried round,
is amatter,
andwanttodragusinafterthem.There
I oftendream,andshould
masterCratylus,aboutwhich
like to askyouropinion : Tell me, whether there is or is
notanyabsolutebeauty
or good, or anyotherabsolute
existence ?
Crut. Certainly, Socrates, I think so.
SOC.Then let us seek the true beauty : not asking whether
a faceisfair,
or anything of.thatsort,forallsuchthings
appear to be in a flux ; but l e t us ask whether the true beauty
is not always beautiful.
Cmt. Certainly.
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Cratylus is almost persuaded by Socrates;

Cratybts.
SOC.And canwe rightlyspeak of abeauty which is always
s ~ ~ passing
~ ~ ~away,
R and
~ is
, first thisandthenthat;mustnotthe
CR*ryLus~

Not if all is
in n state of
and
transition.

same thing be born and retire and vanish while the word
is
in our mouths ?
Cmt. Undoubtedly.
SOC.Then howcanthat be a realthing which isneverin
thesamestate?forobviouslythings
which arethesame
cannot change while they remain the same ; and if they are
alwaysthesameand
in thesamestate,andneverdepart
from their original form, they can never change or be moved.
Crut Certainly they cannot.
SOC.Nor yet can they be known by any one; forat the 440
momentthatthe
obseTerapproaches,thentheybecome
otherand of anothernature, so that you cannotgetany
further in knowingtheirnature
or state,foryoucannot
knowthat which has n o state.
Cruf. True.
SOC.Nor canwe reasonably say, Cratylus,thatthere
is
knowledge at ail, if everything is in a state of transition and
there is nothing abiding ; for knowledge too cannot continue
to be knowledgeunlesscontinuing
always toabideand
exist.But
if the very nature of knowledge changes, at the
time when the change occurs there
willbe no knowledge;
and if thetransition is alwaysgoing on, there will always
be no knowledge, and, according to this view, there willbe
no one to know and nothing to be known : but if that which
knows and that which is known exists ever, and the beautiful
andthegoodandeveryotherthing
alsoexist, then I do
not think that they can resemble a process or
flux, aswe
is thiseternal
werejustnowsupposing.Whetherthere
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
of names as to be
will he so far trust names or the givers
confidentinanyknowledge
which condemns himself and
other existences to an unhealthy state
of unreality; he will
notbelievethatallthingsleaklikea
pot, orimaginethat
theworld is amanwhohasarunningatthe
nose. This
may be true, Cratylus, but is also very IikeIy to be untrue;
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and therefore I wouldnothaveyou
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 asyousay,though
I canassureyou,
Socrates,that I havebeenconsideringthematteralready,
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,
go intothe
youshallgivemealesson;butatpresent,
country,asyouareintending,andHermogenesshallset
you on your way.
Cruf. Very good, Socrates ; I hope, however, that you will
continue to think about these things yourself.

PHAEDRUS.

INTRODUCTION.
THEPhaedrus is closely connectedwith the Symposium,and Phacdrus.
may beregarded either as introducing or following it. Thetwo 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
thePhaedrusand
Synlposium love andphilosophy join hands,
and one is an aspect
of the other. The spiritualand emotional
part is elevated into the ideal, to which in the Symposium mankind 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 hereafter considered. And perhaps we may arriveat some conclusion
such as the following-that the dialogue is not strictly confined
to a single subject, but passes from one to another with thenatural
freedom of conversation.

i-

Steph.
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229

Phaedrushasbeenspendingthemorning
with Lysias, the
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
withwhich Lysias hasregaledhim,andwhichhe
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 thetwoagree to direct theirsteps 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
of Lysias. The
soundsandscents,
they will readthespeech
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

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? Engagedin such conversation, they
arriveattheplane-tree;when
they havefound 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 couldbe written better. Socratesdoes 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
Anacreonand Sappho and othergreatwriters,andis
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 fewcommonplaceswhichall
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, conqueredby
thethreat 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), hewill 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
allof us therearetwo principles-abetter
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 irrationalintemperanceorexcess.
The
23s latter takes manyformsand
has many bad names -gluttony,
drunkenness,andthe
like. Butofall
the irrational desiresor
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 oneencouragessoftnessand
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, knowledge, 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 ; ‘ crabbedage andyouth cannot livetogether.’ 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 beseen of the loverrunningaway 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 ? H e has said his
say and is preparing to go away.

~
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Phaedrus begs himto remain, at any rate until the heat of noon
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 Helenhe
will sing a palinode for having
blasphemed the majesty of love. His palinode takes the form of
a myth.
Socrates begins his tale with a glorification of madness, which 244
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 ~ Koiovtmmj,
~~,
' 'tis all one reckoning, 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 mancan
of
entertheir
temple. All thisshowsthatmadnessisone
heaven's blessings,and may sometimesbe a great deal better
thansense.
There is also a fourth kind of madness-that of'
love-which cannot be explainedwithoutenquiringinto
the
nature of the soul.
All soul is immortal, for she is the source of all motion both in
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
intothe heavens, but the mortal dropsher plumesandsettles
upon the earth.
Now the use of the wing is to riseand carry thedownward
element into the upper world-there to behold beauty, wisdom,
goodness,and the otherthings of Godby 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 willmay
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 athome to keep house. The chariots of the
gods glide readily upwardsandstand
upon theoutside; thc

A ~ ~ ~ ~has
~ , passed;
s .
he
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revolutionof thespheres carriesthem round, and they have a P h d w s .
visionof 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
turnawayand
leave the plain of truth. But if the .soul' has
followedin the train of her god and once beheld truth sheis
preserved from harm, and is carried
round in the next revolution of
the spheres; and if always following, and always seeing thetruth,
is then for ever unharmed. If, however, she drops herwings and
falls to the earth, then she takes the form of man, and the soul
which hasseen 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, andhewho
lives unrighteously
deteriorates.After death comes thejudgment;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
togetherand choose the lives which they willleadfor another
period of existence. The soul which three times in succession
haschosen 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 haveto 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 formofman.But
A

~

~

the formof
man
~ will
~ ~ only
, ~be . taken by the soul which has once seentruth
and acquired some conception of the universal:-this isthe
recollection of the knowledgewhich she attainedwhen inthe
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 betterremembrance of them. Forwhen he
beholds the visible beauty of earth his enraptured soul passes
in thought to those glorious sights of justiceand wisdom and 250
temperance and truth which she-once gazed upon in heaven.
Then she celebrated holy mysteries andbeheld blessed apparitions 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 oursenses, because beauty, alone of the ideas, hasanyrepresentation on earth : wisdom is invisible to mortal eyes. But
the corruptednature, 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, whohas 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
madhewouldfalldown
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 everywhere felt.'(Cp. Symp. 206 foll.) Father and mother, andgoods 252
and laws and proprieties are nothing to him; his beloved is his
physician, who can. alone cure his pain. Anapocryphalsacred
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 Aresare fierce and 253
violent; those of Zeus seek out some philosophical and imperial
nature; the attendants of Here find a royal love;andin like
mannerthe followers of every god seek a love whois like
their god ; and to him they communicate the nature which they
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have received from their god. The manner inwhich theytake P h d n t s .
their lbve is as follows :ANALYSIS.
I toldyou about the charioteer and his two steeds, the one a
nobleanimalwho is guided by word and admonitiononly, 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
oflove.
And now a fierce conflict begins. The illconditioned steedrushes 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
forwardsand pulls shamelessly. The conflict growsmoreand
more severe; and at last the charioteer, throwing himselfbackwards, forces the bit out of the clenched teeth of the brute,
and pulling harder than ever at the reins, covers his tongue and
jawswith blood, and forces him to rest hislegsandhaunches
with pain upon the ground. When thishashappenedseveral
times, the villain is tamedand humbled, and from that time
forward the soul of the lover follows the beloved in modesty and
2 5 5 holy fear. And now their bliss is consummated; the same image
oflove dwe!ls in the breast of either; and if they haveselfcontrol, they pass their lives in the greatest happiness which is
attainableby 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,andthose
who have once begun cannever go back.
When the time comes they receive their wings and fly away, and
the lovers have the same wings.
Socrates concludes :257
Thesearethe
blessings oflove, and thus have I mademy
recantation in finer language than before: I did so in order to
pleasePhaedrus.
If I said whatwaswrongat
first, please to
attributemy error to Lysias,who ought to study philosophy
instead of rhetorit, and thenhe willnot 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
A

~

themselvedthe
~
~
great
~
rhetoricians
~
~
~of the. age, who desire to attain 258
hnmortalitybytheauthorship
oflaws.
Andthereforethereis
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 aboveus, let us askthat question: since by
rational conversation man lives, and not by the indulgence of
bodily pleasures.Andthe
grasshoppers who arechirruping 259
around may carry ourwords
to the Muses, who aretheir
patronesses; for thegrasshopperswere
humanbeingsthemselves 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
260
inheaven thereport of thosewhohonourthemonearth.
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 disputation, under which are included both the rules of Gorgias and the
eristic ofZeno.But
it isnotwhollydevoid
of truth. Superior
knowledge enables us to deceive another by the help of resemblances, and to escape from such a deception when employed
against ourselves. W e seethereforethateven
in rhetorican
element of truth is required. For if we do not know the truth, 262
we can neithermake the gradual departures from truth by
which men are most easily. deceived, nor guard ourselves against
deception.
Socrates then proposes that they shall use the two speeches as 263
illustrations of the art of rhetoric ; first distinguishing between the
debatableandundisputedclass
of subjects. Inthe 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
deitiesmusthaveinspired him).Although only a playful composition, it will be found to embody two principles : first, that of
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synthesis or the comprehension of parts in a whole ; secondly,
analysis, or the resolution of the whole into parts. These are the
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 inventedby
267 Polus, Theodorus, Evenus, Tisias, Gorgias, and others, who have
rules for everything, and who teach
how to be short or long at
pleasure.Prodicusshowed
his good sensewhenhe
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 hasgreatpowerin
public assemblies. Thispower,
however,isnotgiven
by any technical rules,but is the giftof
genius. The real art isalwaysbeing
confusedby rhetoricians
269 with the preliminaries of the art. The
perfection of oratoryis
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 akinto philosophy. Pericles, for instance, who
2 7 0 was the most accomplished of all speakers, derived his eloquence
not fromrhetoricbutfrom
the philosophy of nature whichhe
learnt of Anaxagoras. True rhetoricis like medicine, and the
271 rhetorician hasto consider thenatures of men’s souls as the
physicianconsiders 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 tobestrongerthantruth.
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 hisfellow-servants, but to
pleasehis good masterswho are the gods. Rhetorichas 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,
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Phaedrar. who told him that he would‘ only spoil men’s memories and take
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away their understandings.Fromthis
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, whichcan
give no answer to a question, and has only a deceitful likeness of
a living creature. It has no power of adaptation, butuses the
samewords for all. Itis not a legitimate son of knowledge,
but a bastard,andwhen an attackismade
upon ,this bastard 276
neitherparent
noranyoneelse
isthere to defendit.
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
soilof the human soul which has depth of earth; andhe will
anticipate the inner growth of the mind, by writing only, if at all,
as a remedy against oldage.
The naturalprocess will befar
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 andtruth whendelivered byword
of mouth arethe
legitmate offspring of a man’sownbosom,
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
toall 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: Thisisthe message which Phaedrusundertakes 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
dayhaspassed, and after offering up a prayer to Pan and the
nymphs, Socrates and Phaedrus depart.

-ANA~Y~,~.

INTROWC.
TION.

Thereare two principal controversies whichhavebeen
raised
about the Phaedrus; the first relates to the subject, the second
to the date of the Dialogue.
Thereseems tobe a notion that the work of a greatartist

The subjt.rt of the Uialogtce.
like Plato cannot failinunity,
andthat the unity of a dialfgue
requires a single subject. But the conception of unity really
applies in very different degrees andways to different kinds
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 observedby 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 oneorbeing;the
Gorgias between theart of
speakingand 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
anycontroversy be raised as to whetherthePhaedrustreated
of love or rhetoric. But the truth is that Plato subjects himself
to no rule of thissort.Likeeverygreatartisthe
gives unity
uf form to the different and apparently distracting topics which
he brings together. H e works freely and is not to be supposed
to have arrangedeverypart
of the dialogue before he begins
to write. He fastens or weavestogether the frame of his discourse loosely and imperfectly, and which is the warp and which
is the woof cannot always be determined.
The subjects of thePhaedrus (exclusive of theshort introductorypassage about mythologywhich 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 ofcomposition and division ; fourthly, the true rhetoric, which is based
Dd2
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Yhuedrus. upop dialectic, and is neither the art of persuasion nor knowledge
I

~

T

TION.

R

of~ the
~ ~truth
.
alone, but the art of persuasion founded on knowledge
of truth andknowledge 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
withfine words which are notin Socrates' manner, as he says,
'inorder 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,
learned
which is full of thathigherelement said tohavebeen
of Anaxagoras by Pericles,and whichin the midstof poetry
does notforget order,is an illustration of the higher or true
upon
dialectic,
and
rhetoric. This higher rhetoric is based
dialectic is a sort of inspiration akin to love (cp. Symp. 210foll.) ;
i n these two aspects of philosophy the technicalities of rhetoric
are absorbed. And so the example becomes also thedeeper
theme of discourse. Thetrue knowledge of things inheaven
and earth is basedupon enthusiasm or loveof the ideas going
before us and ever present to us in this world and in another;
and thetrueorder of speech or writing proceeds accordingly,
Love, again, has three degrees: first, of interested love corresponding to the conventionalities of rhetoric; secondly, of disinterested 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;thereare
many links of connection which are not visible at first sight.
At the same time thePhaedrus,
although one of the most
beautifulof the PlatonicDialogues, is also moreirregular than
'any other. For insight into theworld, for sustained irony, for
superior, or perhaps
depth of thought, there i s noDialogue
equal to it. Nevertheless the form of the work has tended to
obscure some of Plato's higher aims.
~
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The first speech is composed ‘in that balanced style in which phcxcdru~.
the wiselove
to talk’ (Symp. 185 Cj. The characteristics of I
~
rhetoric are insipidity, mannerism,andmonotonous
parallelism
T’oH‘
of clauses. There is morerhythmthan
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 andthe pedantic reasoning of the rhetoricians newly
importedfrom
Sicily, whichhad
ceased to beawakened
in
themby really greatworks,such as the odes of Anacreon or
Sapphoorthe 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 philologyis derived from Euthyphro, the
invention is really due to the imagination of Plato, and may
becompared to the parodies of the Sophists in the Protagoras.
Numerousfictions of thissort occur in the Dialogues,and the
gravity of Plato has sometimes ipposed upon his commentators.
The introduction of a considerable writing of another would
seemnottobe
in keeping with a great work of art, and has
no parallel elsewhere.
In the second speechSocratesis
exhibited as beating the
rhetoricians attheir
own weapons; he ‘an unpractised man
andtheymasters
of the art.’ True to his character, he must,
however, professthat the speech whichhemakes
is nothis
own,forhe knows nothing of himself.(Cp. Symp. 201 U.) Regarded 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 weightto his
words bygoingback to generalmaxims; 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 orsuperior of the Athenian rhetoricians.
Evenin the speech of Lysias there is a germ of truth, and
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I’ha~drus. this is further developed in the parallel oration of’Socrates. First,
I

~
TION.

passionate
~
~ love is
~overthrown
~
~ by the
~ sophistical
.
or intetested,
and then both yield to thqt higher view oflove which is afterwards revealed to us. The extreme of commonplace is contrasted
with the mostidealand
imaginative of speculations.Socrates,
half in jest and to satisfy his own wild humour, takes the disguise
of Lysias, but heis also in profound earnestand in a deeper
vein of ironythan usual. Havingimprovisedhisownspeech,
which isbased upon the modelof the preceding,hecondemns
them both.Yet
the condemnationisnot to be takenseriously,
for he is evidently trying to express an aspect of the truth. To
understand him, we mustmakeabstraction
of moralityand of
the Greek manner of regardingthe relation of thesexes.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
inour times hewould
havemade
the transposition himself.
But seeing in his ownage the impossibility ofwoman being
the intellectualhelpmate or friend of man (exceptintherare
instances of a Diotima oran Aspasia), seeing that,even
as
to personalbeauty,
her placewastakenbyyoungmankind
instead of womankind, hetriesto
work out the problem of
love without regard to the distinctions of nature.And
full of
the evils whichherecognized
as flowing from thespurious
form of love, he proceeds with a deep meaning,though partly
in joke, toshowthatthe‘non-lover’s’
love isbetterthanthe
lover’s.’
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,aloneagainst
of novels, to suggest this enquiry,
all the writers and readers
would not the younger ‘part of the world be ready to take off
its coat andrunathimmightandmain
? ’ (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
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and dishes, but of unreadable books, he mighthave something f%wdt.u~.
to say for himself.Might
he not argue, ‘that a rational being I
~
should notfollow 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,
ratherthanthose
wholisten 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, ‘marriageis a lottery.’ Thenhe would describetheir
way oflife after marriage ; how they monopolizeone another’s
affections to the exclusion of friendsandrelations : how they
or trivial conversapasstheirdays
in unmeaningfondness
tion; how the inferior of the two dragsthe other downto
how thecares of a family breedmeanhis or herlevel;
ness in their souls.’ Inthe 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 areopened ; they were taken unawaresand desire
to part company. Better,he would say, a ‘little love at the
beginning,’ for heaven mighthave increased it; but now their
foolish fondness has changedinto mutualdislike.
Inthe days
of their honeymoon they neverunderstood that they must provide
against offences, that they must have interests, that they must
learn the art of living as well as loving. Our misogamistwill
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 maybe
dissolved from time to time without the assistance of the courts.
Reside,s, he will remark that there is a much greater choiceof
friends than of wives-you may have more of themandthey
will be far more improving to your mind. They willnot keep
you dawdling at home, or dancing attendance upon them; or
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Phadrus. withdraw youfrom
I ~ ~ ~
TION.

thegreat worldand stirringscenes of life
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.
‘Let menot to themarriage of trueminds
Admitimpediments.Loveis
not love
Whichalters when it alteration finds.

*

*

*

*

*

*

Love’snot time’s fool,thoughrosylipsaud
cheeks
Within his bendingsickle’scompass come;
Lovealters not with his brief hours and weeks,
But bears itout even totheedge
of doom.’

But this true love of the mind cannot exist between two souls,
until theyare purified from thegrossness of earthlypassion:
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
whichhad 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 acknowledgealso a higher love of dutyand
ofGod,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 fountain 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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theircharacterswere
reflected uponone another,andseemed
ph&ms.
to grow more like year by year ; how they read in one another’s lNTnoDuc.
TION.
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 thentheother
fell asleep,and ‘appeared to the unwise ’
to die, but were reunited in another state of being, in which
theysawjusticeand
holiness andtruth, not according to the
imperfectcopies of them which are found in this world, but
justiceabsolute in existence absolute, and so of the rest. And
they wouldhold converse not only with each other, butwith
blessed souls everywhere ; and wouldbeemployedin
the service 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 seriousness,’ 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 religionand
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 merelyasliterary
compositions. Any ancient
workwhich is worthreading has a practicaland
speculative
as well as a literary interest. And in Plato, morethan in any
otherGreekwriter,
the localand
transitoryis
inextricably
blended with what isspiritualandeternal.Socratesis
necessarily ironical ; for he has to withdraw from the received opinions
and beliefs of mankind. We cannot separate the transitory from
thepermanent;
nor can we translate the language of irony
intothat of plain reflection and common sense. But we can
imagine the mind of Socrates in another age and country ; and we
can interpret himby 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
somehaunt of sailors to which good mannerswere unknown.
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The meaning of this and other wild language to the same effect,
which
~ is introduced
~
~
byway
~
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 thetwo speeches
proceedupon the supposition that love is and ought to be interested, and that no such thing as a real or disinterestedpassion,
whichwould beatthesametime
lasting, could be conceived.
' Butdid 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 interpretation. In all suchallegories there is a great dealwhich
to separatethe
ismerelyornamental,and
theinterpreterhas
importantfrom the unimportant. Socrates himself has given
the rightcluewhen,
in usinghisowndiscourseafterwards
as
thetext for hisexamination of rhetoric, he characterizes it as
a 'partlytrueand
tolerablycrediblemythus,'
in whichamid
poetical figures, order and arrangement werenot forgotten..
The soul is described in magnificent language as theself-moved
and the source ofmotion in all other things. This is the philosophical theme or proem of the whole. But ideas must be given
throughsomething,and
underthepretextthatto
realize the
true nature of the soul would be not only tedious but impossible,
weat once pass on to describethesouls
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 orconcupiscent element
of human nature. The white horse also represents rational impulse, but the description in a.53, 'a lover of honour and modesty
.and temperance,and a follower of true glory,' thoughsimilar,
does not atonce 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
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image of the charioteer and the steeds has been compared with a P,+&m.
similar imagewhich occurs in theverses 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 inmany forms of menand
animals, is spent in regaining this. The stages of the conflict are
manyand various; and sheis sorely letand 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 visioncanbefinally
enjoyed the animal desires mustbe
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 draggedout of their course by the
furious impulses of desire. Inthe endsomething is'conceded
to the desires, after they have been.finallyhumbledandoverpowered.And
yet theway of philosophy, or perfectlove of
the unseen, istotal abstinence frombodilydelights.
'But all
men cannot receive this saying': in the lowerlifeofambition
unawares,
they may be taken off their guard andstooptofolly
and then, although they donot attain to the highest bliss,,yet
if they have once conquered they may be happy enough.
The language of the Menoand the Phaedo as well as of the
Phaedrus seems to show that at one time of his lifePlat0was
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 lifeseemedto
centre. To
him abstractions, as we calhhem, were another kind of knowledge-an inner and unseen world, whichseemedto
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 abstractideas exercised over the mindofPlato,
we
see that therewas no moredifficulty to him in realizing the
eternal existence of them and of the human minds which were
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Phacdrus. associated with them, in the
pastandfuturethaninthe
INTEODUCTl0N.

present. The difficulty was not how they could exist,buthow
they couldfail to exist. Intheattempt to regain this‘saving’
knowledge -ofthe ideas, thesensewas
found to be as great
an enemy asthedesires;and
hencetwo things which to us
seem quite distinct are inextricably blended in the representation
of Plato.
Thusfarwe may believe thatPlatowas
serious in his conception of the soul as a motive power, in hisreminiscence of
a former state of being, in his elevation of the reason over sense
of transmigration.
and passion, and perhapsin
hisdoctrine
Was heequallyserious
In therest?Forexample,arewe
to
attribute his tripartite division of the soul to thegods?Oris
this merely assigned to them by way of parallelism with men?
The latteris themoreprobable;
for thehorses of thegods
are both white, i.e.theirevery
impulse isinharmony
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 oflove.At
thesametimeheappears
to
intimate here,as in the Ipn, Apology,Meno,
andelsewhere,
that there is a faculty in man, whether to be termed in modern
languagegenius, or inspiration, or imagination, or idealism, or
communion with God, whichcannotbereduced
to ruleand
measure. Perhaps, too, h e is ironically repeatingthe common
language ofmankind
a b u t philosophy,andis
turningtheir
jest into a sort of earnest. (Cp.Phaedo, 61 B ; Symp. 218 B.)
Or is he serious in holding thateach soul bears the character
of a god? He mayhave 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 isoften the case in the parablesand prophecies of Scripture,
themeaningis
allowed to breakthrough the figure, andthe
details are not always consistent. When the charioteers and their
steeds stand upon the dome of heaven they behold the intangible
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invisible essences which are not objects of sight. This is because ~ h & , ~ ~ .
the forceoflanguagecanno
further go. Nor canwedwell
I
~
much
on
the circumstance, that at the completion
of
ten
thousand years all are to return totheplacefromwhence
they came; because he represents their return as dependent
on their own good conduct in the successive stages of existence.
Noragaincan we attribute anything to the accidental inference
which would also follow, that even a tyrant may live righteously
in the condition oflifetowhichfate
has calledhim(Lheaiblins
might, I dinna ken’). But to suppose this wouldbe at variance
withPlatohimselfandwithGreeknotionsgenerally.
Heis
much moreserious
in distinguishing menfromanimals
by
their recognition of the universalwhich they haveknownin
a former state, andindenyingthat
this giftofreasoncan
ever
beobliterated or lost. In the language of somemodern theologianshemightbesaidtomaintain
the ‘final perseverance’
of those whohave entered on their pilgrim’s progress. Other
intimations of a ‘metaphysic’ or (theology’ of the future may
alsobe discerned in him: (I) The moderate predestinarianism
which here, as in the Republic,acknowledges the element of
chance in humanlife,and yet asserts the freedomand responsibility of man; (2) The recognition of a moral as well as an
intellectual principle inman underthe image of animmortal
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 ofGod ; (4) Again,
thereisthe hintthat humanlife is a life of aspirationonly,
art; ( 5 ) There
and that thetrue ideal is nottobefoundin
occurs the first trace of the distinctionbetween necessary and
contingent matter; (6) The conception of the soulitself as the
motive power and reason of the universe.
The conception of the philosopher, or the philosopherand
loverinone,
as a sort of madman,maybecomparedwith
the Republic and Theaetetus, in both of which the philosopher
is regarded as a stranger andmonsterupon
the earth. The
whole myth, like the other myths of Plato, describes in a figure
things which are beyond the range of humanfaculties, Or inaccessible to the knowledge of the age. That philosophy sholdd
be represented as the inspiration ofIove is a conception that

~
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Phmu’rus. ,has already become familiar to us intheSymposium,and
I

~
noN.

is
theexpression
~
~
partly
~
~ of Plato’s
~
~enthusiasm
.
fortheidea,and
is also an indication of the real power exercised by the passion
of friendshipover the mind of the Greek. The masterin the
a mysteryinthese
feelings
art of love knewthattherewas
andtheir associations, andespecially
inthecontrast
of the
sensibleandpermanentwhich
is afforded by them;and he
sought to explainthis, asheexplained
universalideas, by a
referenceto a formerstate of existence. The capriciousness
of love is alsoderived by- himfrom anattachmenttosome
god in a formerworld. The singular remark that the beloved
is more affected than the lover atthe final consummation of
their love, seems likewise to hint at a psychological truth.

It is difficult toexhaustthemeanings
of a wordlike the
Phaedrus, whichindicates
so muchmorethanitexpresses;
and is full of inconsistenciesandambiguities
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 shouldcertainlybedisposed
to reply
that the self-motive is to beattributed
to God only;and on
theotherhandthattheappetitiveand
passionateelements
haveno
place in His nature. So we shouldinfer
from the
reason of the thing,but thereis no indication in Plato’sown
writings that this was his meaning. Or, again, when he explains
the different characters of menbyreferringthem
back to the
nature of the God whom they served in a former state of existIs he
ence, we aie inclined to askwhetherheisserious:
not rather using a mythological figure, hereaselsewhere,to
draw a veil overthingswhich
are beyond the limits of mortal
knowledge ? Oncemore, inspeaking of beauty ishereally
thinking of someexternal
form
such
as might
have
been
expressedinthe
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 heavenlybeauty
like that which flashed fromtime to time before theeyes of
Dante or Bunyan I Surelythe latter.But
it would beidle
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.
imageof
the charioteer and his steeds isplaced side by side
'IoN.
with the absolute forms of justice, temperance,andthe
like,
which are abstractideas 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 philosophical analysis.
It is too often forgotten that the whole of the second discourse
of Socratesisonly
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 isreally a
generalidea which includes both,andinwhich
the sensual
element, thoughnotwholly eradicated, is reduced to order and
measure. We must not attribute a meaningto every fanciful
detail.Nor isthereany need to call up revoltingassociations,
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 thesterner rule which Plato lays
down in the Laws. At the same time it is nottobe denied that
love and philosophpare describedby Socrates in figuresof speech
whichwould not beusedin
Christian times; or thatnameless
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 oflove, a lower and a higher, the one answering to the
natural wants of the animal, the other rising abovethemand
contemplating with religious awe the forms of justice, temperance,
holiness, yet finding them also 'too dazzling bright formortal
eye,' andshrinking fromthem in amazement. The opposition
between these two kinds of lovemaybecompared
to the
oppositionbetween
the flesh and the spirit in the Epistles of
St. Paul. It wouldbeunmeaningto
supposethat
Plato, in
describing the spiritual combat, inwhich the rational soul is
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P k d w s . finally victor andmaster
I

~
TION.

of both thesteeds, condescends to
allow
~ any indulgence
~
~
of ~unnatural
.
lusts.
Two other thoughts about love are suggested by this passage.
First ofall, love is represented here, as in the Symposium, as
one of the greatpowers of nature,which takesmanyforms
and two principalones,having
a predominantinfluenceover
are not
the lives of men. And these two, thoughopposed,
absolutely separatedtheone
from theother.
Plato, withhis
great knowledge of humannature, was well aware how easily
oneistransformedinto
the other, or how soon the noblebut
fleeting aspiration may returnintothenature
of the animal,
while the lowerinstinctwhichis
latentalways remains. The
intermediatesentimentalism,which
hasexercised 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 beindicated a naturalyearning of
the humanmindthat
thegreatideas
of justice,temperance,
wisdom, should be expressedinsomeform
of visible beauty,
like the absolute purityand goodness which Christian arthas
sought to realize in theperson of the Madonna.But
although
human nature has often attempted to represent outwardly what
canbe
only‘spirituallydiscerned,’men
feel that in pictures
and images, whetherpainted or carved, or described in words
only, wehavenot
thesubstance but theshadow of thetruth
which is in heaven. There is noreason tosupposethat in the
fairestworks
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).

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, asdesiring to persuade, without a knowledge
of the truth ; and secondly, as ignoring the distinction between
certainand
probablematter.
Thethree
speeches arethen
passed inreview:thefirst
of themhasno
definition of the
nature of love, andno
order’inthe
topics(being
in these
of them
respects far inferior to thesecond);whilethethird
is found (though a fancy of the hour) to beframedupon
real
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dialectical principles. Butdialectic is not rhetoric ; nothing on Phaedms.
that subject is tobe found in the endlesstreatises 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
thespeaker 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 givenbydialectic,
but not by the rules of the rhetoricians.
In thislatter 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 andlimits, and probably the artsboth of speaking
and of conversation have been unduly neglected by us. But the
mind of Socrates pierces through the differences of times and
countriesinto
the essentialnature
of man; and his words
applyequally tothe 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 thembyhisstandard.
1,s notall
literaturepassing into
criticism, just as Athenianliterature in theage of Plato was
degeneratingintosophistryand
rhetoric? W e can discourse
andwriteaboutpoemsand
paintings, but weseem 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? Youngmen, like
Phaedrus, are enamoured of their o m literary clique and have
of former ages.
but a feeble sympathywiththemaster-minds
They recognize ‘a poetical necessity inthe writings of their
favourite author, even whenhe
boldly wrote off just what
came in his head.’ Theyare beginning to thinkthatArt
is
enough, just at the timewhenArt is about to disappear from
the world. And wouldnot a great painter, such as Michael
Angelo, or a great poet, such as Shakespeare,returning to
earth,‘courteouslyrebuke’ us-would he not say thatwe 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.
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Phaar‘rus. of colours and forms; andperhapshe
I

~
TION.

,

might moreseverely
chastise
~
some
~
of ~u s 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 notoften 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
whichmustnotbe
forgotten in relation to this subject. Inthe
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 handsand feet andothermembers’
Instead of a system there is the Chaos of Anaxagoras (dpoij advrn
X p j p a m ) and no Mind or Order. Then again
in the noble art of
politics, whothinks of first principlesand 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 ourtheology? Perhapshe wouldbe 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? H e would remark that we are always searching for a
beliefand deploring our unbelief, seeming to preferpopular
opinions unverified and contradictory to unpopular truths which
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are assured to US by the most certain proofs: that our preachers Plaedr.us.
are in the habit of praising God ‘withoutregard to truthand
INTRODK.
falsehood, attributing to Himevery
species of greatnessand
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
o r of the laws by which H e governs the world-seeking
for a
‘private judgment’ and notfor the truth or ‘God’sjudgment.’
What wouldhe say of the Church, which we praisein 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
194 C.) So we may fill up the sketch
many’ after all? (Symp.
of Socrates, lest, as Phaedrus says, the argument should be too
abstract -and barren of illustrations.’ ICp. Symp., Apol., Euthyphro.)
He next proceeds with enthusiasm to define the royal art of
dialectic asthe 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 represented in the formof the Dialogue, seem to have misledhim.
For speech and writing have really different functions; the one
ismore’transitory,more
diffuse, more elastic and capable of
adaptation to moods andtimes;theotheris
more permanent,
more concentrated, and is uttered not to this or that person or
audience, but to all the world. Inthe Politicus (294 foil.) the
paradox is camedfurther;the
mind or will of the kingis
preferredtothewrittenlaw;he
is supposed to be theLaw
personified, the ideal made Life.
Yet in both these statements there isalsocontained a truth;
they may be compared with one another, and also with the other
famous paradox, that‘knowledge cannot betaught.’
Socrates
means to say, that what is truly written is written in the soul,
Ee2
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just as what is truly taught grows up in the soul from within and
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
theirnestsinthe
branches.‘ Thereisanecho
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 andread ofallmen.‘
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, theWord made flesh. Something
like this we may believe to have passed before Plato’s mind when
heaffirmed thatspeech was superior to writing. So in other
ages, weary of literature and criticism, of making many books,
of writingarticles in reviews, somehavedesired to live more
closely in communion with their fellow-men, to speakheart to
heart, to speakand act only, and not to write, following the
example of Socrates and of Christ.
Some other touches of inimitable graceand art and of the
deepest wisdommaybe
also noted; such astheprayer
or
‘collect’ which has just been cited, ‘Give me beauty,’etc. ; or
‘thegreat name which belongs to God alone’ (278); or‘the
saying of wiser men than ourselves that a man of sense should
tryto please not his fellow-servants, but his good and noble
description of the
masters’ (a?+),like St. Paul again;orthe
heavenly originals’ at p. 250. . .

IWS~ODUC.is
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The chief criteria for determining the date of the Dialogue are
ages of Lysias and Isocrates ; (2) the character of the work.
Lysiaswas 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 weshould 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.
( I ) the
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Thosewhoargue in thiswayseem not to reflecthow easily PAatdw.
Plato can 'invent Egyptians or anything else,' and how careless I
~
heis of historical truth or probability. Who would suspectthat
'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 canbe drawn from the appropriatenessor inappropriateness of the characters of Plato. (Else,perhaps, it
might be further argued that, judging from their extant remains,
insipid rhetoricisfarmore
characteristic of Isocratesthan 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 mustnecessarily
havebeen
written in youth. As little
weightcan be attached to theargumentthat 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 establishedbyotherargumentsthan
these: thematurity 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 theprimurn
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, hisemphatic 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 twoDialogues are so closely connected
as the Phaedrus and Symposiun1, there is great improbability in

~
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Phacdrus. supposingthatone
I

~
TION.

of them was written at leasttwentyyears
after~the other.
~
The
~
conclusion
~
~ seems~to be,- thatthe Dialogue
was written at some comparatively late but unknown period of
Plato’slife, afterhehaddesertedthepurely
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, thecontemplative 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 bemade
for the poetical element in thePhaedrus, which, while falling
short of the Republic in definite philosophic results,seemsto
have glimpses of a truth beyond.
Twoshort passages, which are unconnected with the main
subject of the Dialogue, may seem to merit a moreparticular
about mythology; (2)the tale of the
notice : (I) the locus classicus
grasshoppers.
The firstpassage is remarkable as showingthatPlatowas
entirely freefrom 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
; he regards the
instinct, rejects these attractive interpretations
inventor of them as ‘unfortunate; ’ andtheydraw 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,
of poetry and mythology
and yet in another way to make use
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 betested by any criterion of truth,
or used to establishanytruth;theyaddnothing
to thesum
of human knowledge ; they are-what we please, and if employed
as ‘peacemakers’ between the new and old are liable to serious
378 E). And
misconstruction, as heelsewhereremarks(Rep.
thereforehe would have ‘bidFarewell to them; thestudy of
them would takeup toomuch
of histime;andhehas
not
as yetlearnedthetruenature
of religion.’ The ‘sophistical’
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interest of Phaedrus, the little touch about the two versions of 1Diuedrur.
thestory,,the ironical mannerin which these explanations are I
~
set aside-'thecommon
opinion about them isenoughfor
me'
"ON'
-the allusion to the serpent Typho maybe 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
surroundingscene. Theyare 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
thosewhohonourthem
on earth, Plato intends to represent
an Athenian audience (rcrrIywuu;orrdrcs). The story is introduced,
apparently, to mark a changeof subject, andalso,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 onecan 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
wouldhimselfhaveacknowledged,
they will appear to be the
dreams of a poet whois disguised as a philosopher. There is
a twofolddifficulty in apprehending this aspect of the Platonic
writings. First,we do notimmediately realize thatunderthe
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 infinity of knowledge and of the marvel of the humanfaculties.
When feeding upon such thoughts the'wing of the soul ' is
renewed and gains strength ; she is raised above 'the manikins
of earth' andtheir 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.

ONEof the main purposes of Plato in the Phaedrus is to satirize
Rhetoric, orratherthe
Professors of Rhetoricwhoswarmed
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 Euthydemushemakes fun of the word-splitting Eristics; as in the
Cratylus he ridicules the fancies of Etymologers ; as in the Meno
and Gorgias andsomeother
dialogueshe makes reflections
and casts sly imputations upon the higher classes at Athens ; so
in thePhaedrus, chiefly in thelatterpart,heaims
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
or genuine inthe purpose of it. It
findsnothingwholesome
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. H e cannot abide the tricks of the rhetoricians, 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 ofall, the knowledge of human
nature, is hardly if at all considered by them.
The true rules of
composition, which are very few, are not tobe found in their
voluminoussystems. Their pretentiousness, their omniscience,
their largefortunes, their impatience of argument,their indifference to firstprinciples, their stupidity, theirprogresses
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). Itisthc
interval which scparates
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Sophists and rhetoricians from ancient famousmenandwomen
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 rhetoricwas soon to overspread all Hellas; and Plato with
prophetic insight may haveseen, from afar, thegreatliterary
waste or dead level, or interminable marsh,in which Greek literature was soonto disappear. A similar vision of the decline of
the Greek drama and of the contrast of the old literature and the
new was presentto 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. Andfrom this decline the
Greek language and literature, unlike the Latin, which has come to
life in newformsandbeendeveloped
into the great European
languages, never recovered.
This monotony of literature, without merit, without genius
and without character,is a phenomenonwhich deservesmore
attention than it has hitherto received ; it is a phenomenon unique
in the literary history of the world. How could there have been
so muchcultivation, so muchdiligence in writing, and so little
mind orreal creative power?Why did a thousand years invent nothing better than Sibylline books, Orphic poems, Byzantine imitations of classical histories, Christian reproductions
of Greek plays, novels like the silly and obsceneromances of
Longusand Heliodorus, innumerable forged epistles, a great
many epigrams, biographies of the meanest and mostmeagre
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
Aureliusand
Julian, in some of the Christian fathers are
thereany traces of good senseor originality, oranypower
of arousing the interest of later ages. And whennew books
ceased tobe written, why did hosts of grammarians and interpreters flock in, who never attain to any sound notion either of
grammaror Interpretation ? Why did the physical sciences

. ...
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Causes and

Phuedrus. never arrive at any true

symptonts of the decline.

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
wereages of externalgreatnessand magnificence attendedby
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, thewant
of political freedom,whichis
thetrue
atmosphere of public speaking, in oratory. The ways of life
were luxurious
and
commonplace.
Philosophy
had become
extravagant, eclectic, abstract, devoid of anyreal content. At
length it ceased to exist. It had spread words like plaster over
the wholefield of knowledge, It had grown ascetic on one side,
mystical on the other. Neither of these tendencieswasfavourable to literature. Therewas no sense of beauty either in
language or in art. The Greekworldbecamevacant,barbaric,
oriental. No one had anything new to say, or any conviction of
truth.Theage
had noremembrance of the past,nopower
of
understandingwhatotheragesthoughtand
felt. The Catholic
faith had degeneratedintodogmaandcontroversy.
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 ordarkness which werespreadoverthe
heavens during so many.ages withoutrelief or light. W e may
say that this, like severalother long periods in the history of
the human race, was destitute, or deprived of the moral qualities
which arethe root of literary excellence. It hadno life or
aspiration,nonational
or political force, no desire for consistency, no love of knowledge for its own sake. It did not attempt
to pierce the mists which surrounded it. It did notpropose to
itself to go forward and scale
the heights ofknowledge, but to
go backwards and seek at the beginning what can only be found.
towards the end. It was lost in doubtandignorance.
It rested
upon tradition andauthority,
It hadnone of thehigher play
of fancy which creates poetry ; and where there isno true poetry,
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neither can there be any good prose. It had no great characters, Phaedrus.
and therefore it had no greatwriters. It was incapable of distinguishing betweenwords and things. Itwas so hopelessly
below the ancient standard of classical Greek art and literature
that it had nopower of understandingor 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 fatherswere mostly preserved.
There is noreason to supposethat, 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.
as time went
The character of Greekliteraturesanklower
on. It consisted moreandmore of compilations, of scholia, of
extracts, of commentaries, forgeries, imitations. The commentator or interpreter had no conception of his author as a whole,
and very little of the context of any passage which he was explaining. 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 anauthor, and
very little light isthrown by him on real difficulties. He interprets past ages by his own. The greatest classical writers
are the least appreciated by him. This seems tobe 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 ofeachhave
been preserved.
Such an age of sciolism and scholasticismmay 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 Literature 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 candoubt that such a
decay or decline of literatureand of art seriously affectsthe
manners and character of a nation. It takes awayhalf the joys
and refinements of life; it increases its dulness and grossncss.
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Can such a &cline
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arrested?

Phwdms. Hence it becomes a matter of greatinterest

I

to consider how,
if at all, such a degeneracy may be averted. Is there any elixir
which can restore life and youth totheliterature
of a nation,
oratanyrate
which can preventit becoming unmannedand
enfeebled ?
Firstthereistheprogress
of education. It is possible, and
&en probable, that the extensionof the means of knowledge over
a wider area andto persons living under newconditions may lead
to many new combinations of thought and language. But, as yet,
experiencedoes 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
thereforethatwecannotjudge
of thefuturebythepresent.
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
largergrowth,They
will have moreinterests,morethoughts,
more material for conversation ; they will have a higher standard
and begin to think for themselves. The number of persons who
will have theopportunity of receivingthehighest
education
through the cheap press, and
by the help of high schools and
colleges, may increase tenfold. It is likely that in every thousand
personsthereisatleastone
who isfar above theaveragein
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 geniusappear to
suffer a partial eclipse, there is a boundless hope in the multitude
of intelligences for future generations. They may bring gifts to
mensuchastheworldhasnever
received before. Theymay
all the results
begin at a higher point and yet take with them
of the past. The co-operation of manymay have effects not
less striking, though different in character from those which the
creative genius of a single man, such asBacon or Newton, formerly
produced. Thereis also greathopetobederived,
not merely
from the extension of education over a wider area, but from the
continuance of it during manygenerations.
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 thanany whichhave hitherto existed in our
own or in former ages.
Even if wewere to suppose no moremen 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 thatevery nationholdscommunication
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 province or an island. The East will provide elements of culture to the
West aswell as the Westto 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 toawaken in men largerandmore 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 seedsof revival and renaissance in the
future. So far is the world from becoming exhausted, so groundless is the fear that literature will ever die out.

PHAEDRLJS.
PERSOIVS OF

THE DZALOGUX.

SOCRATES.

PHAEDROS.

SCENE:-Under a plane-tree, by the banks of the Ilissus.
Steph.
227

Socrates. My dear Phaedrus, whence come you, and whither
PHAEDRUS.
are you going ?
Phaedrus. I have come from Lysias the son of Cephalus,
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
orator, is
friend Acumenys tells me that it is much more refreshing to abut
to
walk in theopenairthantobeshut
up in a cloister.
take a walk
in the coun
SOC.There he is i-ight. Lysias then, I suppose, was in the try, when
town ?
meets
he
Phaedr. Yes,hewasstaying
with Epicrates,hereatthe
Socmtes*
house of Morychus ; that house which is near the temple of
Olympian Zeus.
SOC.Andhowdid he entertain you? Can
I be wrong in
supposing that Lysias gave you afeast of discourse ?
Phaedr. You shall hear, if you can spare time to accompany 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 ’ ?
Phaedr. Will you go on ?
SOC.And will you go on with the narration ?
Phaedr. Mytale, Socrates, ‘is one of your sort! for love Thetheme
wasthetheme
whichoccupied
us-love after a fashion:
Lysias has been writing about a fair youth who was being
doxabut
tempted, but not by alover;andthiswasthepoint;he
love*

:k?zrn-
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Phaedrus has learned by head a speech of Lysias.

Phtdrn$. ingeniouslyprovedthatthenon-lovershouldbeaccepted
soca*tn~,
PH*RDR"n

Thewaysof

rFzy

known to
Socmtes*

ratherthanthelover.
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. Whatdo you mean,mygoodSocrates
? How
can you imagine that my unpractised memory can do justice
228
to an elaborate work, which the greatest rhetorician
of the
agespentalongtimeincomposing.Indeed,Icannot;
I
would give a great deal if I could.
SOC.I believethat I knowPhaedrusaboutaswellas
I
know myself, and I am very sure that the speech of Lysias
was repeated to him, not once only, but again and again
;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 tiredwithsitting,hewentouttotake
a walk, not until,by thedog, as I believe, he had simply
learnedbyhearttheentirediscourse,unlessitwasunusually long, and he went to a place outside the wall that he
might practise his lesson. There he saw a certain lover of
discoursewhohad
a similarweakness ;-he sawandrejoiced ; nowthought
he, ' I shallhaveapartnerinmy
revels.' Andheinvitedhimtocomeandwalkwithhim,
But when the lover of discourse begged that he would repeat
the tale, he gave himself airs and said,
' No I cannot,' a s if
he were indisposed ; although, if the hearer had refused, he
to listen
would sooner or later have been compelled by him
whether he would or no. Therefore, Phaedrus, bidhim do
at once what hewill 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.
notlearntheverywords-0no
; 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 obwhat you have in your
left hand under your cloak, for that
~~~s~~~
roll, as I suspect, is theactualdiscourse.Now,muchas
the roll
I love you, I would not have you suppose that I am going to
haveyourmemoryexercisedatmyexpense,
if youhave cloak.
Lysias himself here.
Phaedr. Enough ; I see that I have no hope of practising
2 2 9 my artuponyou.But
if I amtoread,wherewouldyou
please to sit?
SOC.Let us turn aside and go
by the Ilissus; wewill 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,
is far from being unpleasant.
and at midday and in the summer
SOC.Lead on, and look out for a place in
whichwe 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
which we may either sit or lie down.
SOC.Moveforward.
Phaedr. I should like to know, Socrates, whether the place Onthe way
is not somewhere here at which Boreasis said to have carried
off Orithyia
from
banks
the
of Ilissus
the
?
Phaedrus
asks the
SOC.Spch is the tradition.
opinion of
Phaedr, And is this the exact spot? The
littlestreamis
Socrates
delightfully clear and bright
; I can fancy that there might
the tmth
be maidens playing near.
of a local
soc. I believe that the spot is not exactly here, but about legend.
a quarter of a mile lower down, where you cross to the temple
of Artemis, and there
is, I think,somesortofanaltarof
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.
Ff
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The allegorical inteqfwetation of nydhology.
Soc. The wise are doubtful, and I should not be singular

I too doubted. I
SCCRATE% if, likethem,
PHABDRUS.planation that Orithyia was playing
Socrates
desires to
know himself before
hc enquires
into the
newlyfound
philosophy
of mythology.

might havearationalexwith Pharmacia, when
anortherngustcarriedherovertheneighbouringrocks;
and this being the manner of her death, she was said to have
been carried away by Boreas. There is a discrepancy, h o w
ever, about the locality; according to another version of the
story she was taken from the Areopagus, and not from this
place.Now
I quiteacknowledge thattheseallegoriesare
very nice, but he is not to be envied who has to invent them ;
much labour and ingenuitywill be required of him ; and'when
he has once begun, he must go on and rehabilitate Hippocentatmandchimerasdire.Gorgonsand
winged steeds
flow in apace, and numberless other inconceivable and porAnd if he is scepticalabout them, and
tentousnatures.
would fain reduce them oneafteranother
to therules of
probability, this sort of crude philosophy will take up a great
deal of time. Now I havenoleisureforsuchenquiries;
asthe
shall I tellyou why ? I must firstknowmyself,
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 toknownotaboutthis,butaboutmyself:
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 adivinerand
lowlier destiny?
But let me ask you, friend : have we not reached the planetree to which you were conducting u s ?
Phnedr. Yes, this is the tree.
SOC.By Here, afair resting-place, fullof 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 deliciouslycold to the feet. Judging from
to
theornamentsand
images,thismustbe
aspotsacred
Achelous and the Nymphs. How delightful is the breeze :-so verysweet;andthere
is asoundintheairshrilland
summerlike whichmakes
answertothechorus
of the
cicndae.Rut
thegreatestcharm
of all is thegrass,like
'

Socrates,
who is an
inhabitant
of the city,
is charmed
with the
sights and
sounds of
the country
which are
so new lo
him.
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apillowgentlyslopingtothehead.MydearPhaedrus,
ph~redfirs.
you have been an admirable guide.
SocRArEs.
Phaedr. What
an
incomprehensible
being
you
are,
PH*wws.
Socrates:whenyouareinthecountry,asyousay,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
ventureevenoutsidethegates.
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
andofmanmy teachers,andnotthetreesorthecountry.Though
I kindsand
therefore
do indeed believe that you have found a spell with which to
can o n l y h
draw me out of the city.into the country, like a hungry cow
drawnout
of the city
beforewhomaboughorabunchoffruit
is waved. For by the help
only hold up before me in like manner a book, and you may Ofa hook.
leadmeallroundAttica,andoverthewideworld.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 knowhowmattersstandwithme;
231 and how, a s I conceive, this affair may be arranged for the
advantage of both of us. And I maintainthat I ought not
I am not your lover : for lovers
to fail in my suit, because
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 ;
fortheyconfertheirbenefitsaccordingtothemeasureof
theirability,inthewaywhichismostconducivetotheir
,
owninterest.Thenagain,loversconsiderhowbyreason
nonof theirlovetheyhaveneglectedtheirownconcernsand
renderedservice
to others : andwhen to thesebenefits tothelover,
conferred they add on the troubles which they have endured,
they think that they have long .ago made to the beloved
a own masvery ample return. But the non-lover has no such tormentter, less
exacting,
ing recollections ; hehasneverneglectedhis
affairs or more likely
quarrelled with his relations ; he has no troubles to add up tokeep
or excuses to invent; and being well rid
of all these evils,
why should he not freely do what will gratify the beloved ? lessfickle,
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 ;
F f2
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~hrrudrus. “that, if true, is only a proof that he
L

~

and there
*re more
of them.

~

will prefer any future
love
~ to
his
~ present,
.
and
will injure
his
old
love
atthe
pleasure of the new. Andhow,in a matter of suchinfinite
importance,can amanberightintrusting
himself to one
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 nothavemany
to choose from ; but if from the nonlovers, the choice will belarger, 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 probabilitythe lover, whoisalways
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
otherstoknowthathislabourhasnot
been lost; but the
is desirous of solid
non-lover is more his own master, and
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 nonlovers meet, no oneasksthereason
why, becausepeople
know, that talking to another is natural, whether friendship
or mere pleasure be the motive. Once more, if you fear the
fickleness of friendship,considerthatinanyothercasea
quarrel mightbe
a mutual calamity; but now, when you
have given up what is most precious to you, you will be the
greater loser, andtherefore, youwill havemorereason
in
being afraid of the lover, for his vexations are many, and he
is alwaysfancying thateveryone
is leaguedagainst him.
Wherefore also he debars his beloved from society; he will
nothave you intimate with the wealthy,lest theyshould
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exceed him in wealth, or with men of educatioo,lestthey
PhdnLr.
should be his superiors in understanding; and he is equally
LuslAs.
afraid of anybody’s influence who has any other advantage
overhimself.Ifhecanpersuade
youto breakwiththem,
; or if,outofa
you are left without a friend in the world
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 ratherhatethosewho
refuseto be hisassociates,thinkingthattheirfavouriteis
slighted by the latter and benefited by the former; for more
love than hatred may be expected to come to him out of his
friendshipwithothers.Manyloverstoohavelovedthe
person of ayouthbeforetheyknewhischaracterorhis
belongings; so thatwhentheirpassionhaspassed
away,
will continuetobehis
thereis no knowingwhetherthey
233 friends ; whereas,inthecase
of non-loverswho-were
always friends, the friendship is not lessened by the favours
granted; but therecollection of theseremains withthem,
andisanearnest
of goodthings tocome.
Further, 1 say Thenoilthat 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
the object
you, and also, theirjudgmentisweakened
by passion’. ofhisafSucharethefeatswhichloveexhibits
; hemakesthings
fections.
painful to the disappointed which give no pain to others ; he
compelsthesuccessfullovertopraisewhatoughtnotto
give him pleasure, and therefore the
beloved is to be pitied
ratherthanenvied.But
if youlistento
me, inthefirst
place, I, in my intercourse with you, shall not merely regard
presentenjoyment,
but alsofutureadvantage,beingnot
mastered by love, but my own master; nor for small causes
takingviolent dislikes, butevenwhenthecauseisgreat,
slowly laying up little wrath-unintentional
offences I shall
I shalltrytoprevent;and
forgive, andintentionalones
these are the marks of a friendship which will last. Do you The nonthink that a lover only can be a firm friend ? reflect :-if this
the
were true, we should set small value on sons, or fathers,
or friend:he
mothers ; norshouldweeverhave
loyal friends,forour
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The su$eriorir'y ofnon-Zwer.
the

Phedmr. love ofthem

arises not frompassion,butfrom
other assoif weought to showerfavoursonthose
S o c ~ . n a 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;andwhen
you
1s never
censure& makeafeast
you shouldinvitenotyourfriend,butthe
beggarandtheemptysoul
; forthey will love you, and
attend you, and come about your doors, and will be the best
pleased, andthemostgrateful,and
will invokemany a
blessingonyourhead.Yetsurelyyououghtnot
to be
granting favours to those who besiege you with prayer, but
; nor to the lover
to those who are best able to reward you
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
whocareaboutyouforamoment
only,but tothosewho
will continue your friends through
life ; nor to those who,
when their passion is over, will pick a quarrel with you, but
rather to thosewho, when the charmof youth hasleft you, will
I have said ; and
showtheirownvirtue.Rememberwhat
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.
'Perhapsyou will ask mewhether I proposethatyou
To which I reply that not
shouldindulgeeverynon-lover.
even the lover would advise you to indulge all
lovers, for
theindiscriminatefavourislessesteemed
by therational
recipient, and less easily hidden
by him whd would escape
thecensure of the world. Nowloveoughttobeforthe
advantage of both parties, and for the injury of neither.
' I believe that I have 'said enough ; but if there is anything 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, quiteadmirable ; the effect onmewasravishing.
L

~

~ ciations.
~
Further,
~
,
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And this I oweto you, Phaedrus, for I observed you while
Phaenvtrs.
reading to be in an ecstasy, and thinking that you are more
s
~
~
experienced in thesemattersthan
I am, I followed your PXAEDRUS*
example, and, like you, my divine darling, I became inspired Socrates
has no great
with a phrenzy.
opinion of
Phaedr. Indeed, you are
pleased
to
be merry.
speech.
the
At first the
SOC.Do you mean that I am not in earnest?
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
becausehe
friendship,totellmewhetheryouthinkthatanyHellene
could have said more or spoken better on the same subject.
SOC.Well, but are you and I expected to przise the senti- was mments of the author, or only the clearness, and roundness,
and finish, andtournure of thelanguage?As
to thefirst hewill
235 I willinglysubmittoyourbetterjudgment,for
I amnot submit to
Phaedrus's
worthyto
form anopinion,havingonlyattendedtothe
judgement:
rhetorical manner; and
I was doubting whether this could
ofthemanner he does
havebeendefendedeven
by Lysiashimself; I thought, not think
though I speakundercorrection,thatherepeated
himself much.
two or three times, either from want of words or from want
to
of pains ; andalso,heappearedtomeostentatiously
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 thesubjectrightly
allowed, and I donotthinkthat
any one'could have spoken better or more exhaustively.
SOC.There I cannot go alongwith you. Ancientsages,
menandwomen,whohavespokenandwritten
of these
things, would rise up in judgment against me, if out of complaisance I assented to you.
Phaedr, Who are they, and where did you hear anything
better than this ?
SOC.I amsurethat
I musthave
heard; but atthis
He has
moment I donotrememberfromwhom
; perhapsfrom
Sappho the fair, or Anacreon the wise ; or, possibly, from a speech, and
prose writer. Why do
I say so ? Why, because I perceive
that my bosom is full, and that I could make another speech makeone
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I am certain
that
~ this ~is not an
~ invention
~
~ of my, own, who am well aware
P M A ~ D R ~that
~ . I knownothing,andtherefore
I canonlyinferthat
1
himself,not have been filled through the ears, like a pitcher, from the
entirely different, for waters of another,though
I haveactuallyforgotteninmy
this or any stupidity who was my informant.
speech
have
Phaedr. That is grand :-but nevermindwhereyouheard
the discourse or from whom
; let that be a mystery not to
somegood
topics
which are
bedivulgedevenatmyearnestdesire.Only,asyousay,
commonpromise * to make another and better oration, equal in length
places.
and entirely new, on the same subject; and
I, like the nine
a golden image at Delphi,
Archons, will promise to set up
not only of myself, but of you, and as large as life.
SOC.You are a deargoldenass
if yousupposemeto
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
ofyourswithoutpraisingthediscretion
of thenon-lover 236
andblamingtheindiscretion
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 commonplaces, 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
commonpremissthattheloverismoredisorderedinhiswitsthan
places
is
not to be
thenon-lover ; if inwhatremains
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
so, Phaedrus,
tease him I lay a finger upon his love! And
youreallyimaginethat
I amgoingtoimproveuponthe
ingenuity of Lysias ?
Phaedr. There I have you as you had
me, and you must
P ~ ~ N as
S good
.
as that of Lysias, and different. Now

s

~
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justspeak ‘as youbest can.’ Do notlet us exchange‘tu Phacdrus.
quoque ’ as inafarce,
or compel me to say to you as you
socRAres,
said to me, ‘ I know Socrates as well a s I know myself, and
he was wanting to speak, but he gave himself
airs.’ Rather Fair play.
Phaedrus is
I would have you consider that
from this place we stir not
determind
until you have unbosomed yourself of the speech ; for here toextort a
are we all alone, and I am stronger, remember, and younger
thanyou:”Whereforeperpend,anddonotcompelmeto
Socrates
has dready
use violence.
extorted
SOC.But, my sweet Phaedrus, how ridiculous it would
be the speech
of metocompetewithLysiasinanextemporespeech!
H e isamasterinhisartand
I amanuntaughtman.
self.
Phaedr. You seehowmatters‘stand ; andthereforelet
there be no more pretences;
for, indeed, I knowtheword
that is irresistible.
SOC.Then don’t say it.
Phaedr. Yes,but I will;and my wordshallbeanoath.
‘ 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 tellyouanother;neverletyouhaveword
of
another ! ’
SOC.Villain ! I amconquered ; thepoorlover
of discourse 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
the oath, for I cannot allow myself to be starved.
Phaedr. Proceed.
237 SOC.Shall I tell you what I will do ?
Phaedr. W h a t ?
SOC.I will veil my face and gallop through the discourse
as fast a s 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,
asyeare
called,
whetheryouhavereceivedthisnamefromthecharacter
of your strains, or because the Melians’ are a musical race,
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0 helpme in thetale which my good friendhere
desires
~
me
~ torehearse,
~
~ in .orderthathisfriendwhomhe
always deemed wise may seem to him to be wiser now than
ever.
Before we
Once upon a time therewasa fairboy, or, moreproperly
can determine whe- speaking, a youth ; he was very fair and had a great many
therthe
lovers;andtherewasonespecialcunning
one, whohad
non"overor persuaded the youth that he did not
love him, but he really
lover is to
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
quire into
the nature oughttoacceptthenon-loverratherthanthelover;his
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 thattheyknowaboutthe
nature of things,whentheydon'tknowabout
them, and,
not having come to an understanding at first because they
thinkthatthey
know, theyend,asmight
be expected, .in
contradictingoneanotherandthemselves.
Mow you and
I must not be guilty of thisfundamentalerror
whichwe
condemninothers;
but asourquestioniswhetherthe
lover or non-lover is to be preferred,let us first of all
agree in defining the nature and power
oflove, and then,
keeping our eyes upon.the definition and to this appealing,
love bringsadvantageor
let us .furtherenquirewhether
disadvantage.
'Every one sees that love is a desire, and
we know also
thatnon-loversdesirethe
beautiful and good.
Now
in
whatway is thelovertobedistinguished
from thenonThere are lover? Let
us note that in every one of us there are two
two princi- guiding and ruling principles which lead
us whitherthey
ples in man,
rational de- will ; one is the natural desire
of pleasure, the other .is an
sire and ir- acquired opinion which aspires after the best ; and these two
rational :
the latter is are sometimes in harmony and then again at war, and somethe power times the one, sometimes the other conquers. When opinion
of love.
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 calledexcess.Nowexcesshasmany
names, andmanymembers,andmany
forms, and any of
Phmdm. help,

s

~
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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.
reasonandtheotherdesires,iscalledgluttony,andhe
whoispossessed
byit iscalledaglutton;thetyrannical
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 overcomesthe
tendency of opiniontowardsright,andisledawaytothe
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, dearPhaedrus, I shallpauseforaninstant
Socratesatto ask whether you do not think
me, as I appear to myself,
inspired ?
the flow of
Phaedr. Yes,Socrates,youseemtohave.very
a 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
I am getting into dithyto be in a divine fury, for already
rambics.
Phaedr, Nothing can be truer.
,Sot. T h e responsibilityrestswith
you. Buthearwhat
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 enquire what advantage or disadvantage is likely to ensue from
the lover or the non-lover to him who accepts their advances.
He who is thevictim of his passions and the slaveof plea.
sure will of course desire to make his beloved as agreeable
to himself as possible. Now to him who has a mind diseased
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The elder& lwtw, disagreeubZe while Zoving,

P k d r u s . anything is agreeable which is not opposed to him, but that
SOWUTFS.

The lover
desires to
secure the
inferiority
and subserviency of
thebeloved.

He will
banish from
him society
and philosophy.

He will
choose an
effeminate
person
for his beloved, and
train him
to be more
effeminate.

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,
thedull of theclever.These,andnottheseonly,arethe
mentaldefects
of thebeloved;-defectswhich,whenimplanted by nature,arenecessarilyadelighttothelover,
and, when not implanted, he must contrive to implant them
in him,if hewouldnotbedeprivedofhisfleetingjoy.
And therefore he cannot help being jealous, and
will debar
hisbelovedfromtheadvantages
of societywhichwould
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 comis
pelledtobanish
from him divine philosophy; and there
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 aprofitableguardianandassociateforhiminallthat
relates to his mind.
Let us next see how his master, whose law of life is pleasure and not good,
will keep and train the body of his servant.
is delicate rather than
Will he not choose a beloved who
sturdy and strong? One brought up in shady bowers and
not in the bright sun, a stranger to manly exercises and the
sweat oftoil, 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
canimagineandwhich
I neednotdetailatlength.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,
of hislover,
will be theanxiety of hisfriendsandalso
of his enemies ; which nobody
and certainly not the terror
can deny.
And now let us tell what advantage or disadvantage the
of
belovedwill
receivefromtheguardianshipandsociety
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hisloverinthematter
of hisproperty;thisisthenext
Phacdrur.
pointtobeconsidered.
T h e lover will bethe firsttosee
SocnATw.
what, indeed, will be sufficiently evidentto allmen,
that
hedesiresaboveallthingstodeprivehis
beloved ofhis Hewill de240 dearestandbestandholiestpossessions,father,mother,
, : : , ,$
kindred, friends, of all whom he thinks may be hinderers or parents,
reprovers of their most sweet converse
; he will even cast
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.
The flatThere are some sort
of animals, such as flatterers, who
are dangerous and mischievous enough, and yet nature has
mingled a temporary pleasure and grace
in their composi- san maybe
tion. You maysaythatacourtesanishurtful,anddispleasant,
although
approve of such creatures and their practices, and yet for the pernicious,
timetheyareverypleasant.
But thelover
is notonly buttheold
wlthered
hurtfultohis
love ; he is alsoanextremelydisagreeable
lover
companion. T h e oldproverbsaysthat'birdsofafeather
always be
detestable
flock together' ; 1 supposethatequality
of yearsinclines
the obthem 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 alwayssaidto
be grievous.Nowtheloveris
not only unlike his beloved, but he forces himself upon him.
For he is oldandhis
love is young,andneitherdaynor
night will heleave him if he can help; necessity and the
sting of desiredrive
him on,andallure
himwith
the
pleasure which he receives
from seeing, hearing, touching,
perceivinghim
in every way. Andthereforeheisdelightedtofastenupon
him andtoministerto
him. But
whatpleasureorconsolationcanthe
belovedbe receiving
? Must henot feel theextremity of disgust
allthistime
when he looks at an
old shrivelled face and the remainder
tomatch,whicheven
in a descriptionisdisagreeable,and
quitedetestablewhenhe
is forcedintodailycontact
with
is jealouslywatchedandguarded
hislover;moreoverhe
against everything and everybody, and has to hear misplaced

:::zy'

Phacdrur. andexaggeratedpraises
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The lover,
having effected the
ruin of his
beloved in
body and
mind, runs
away without paying.

of himself,andcensuresequally
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
andunpleasant,butwhenhisloveceaseshebecomes
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,
wisdomandtemperancearehis
bosom’s lords;butthe
belovedhasnotdiscoveredthechangewhichhastaken
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 offolly, andhavingnowgrownwiseandtemperate, does not want to do as he did or to be as he was
before. And so heruns awayandisconstrainedtobe
a defaulter ; the oyster-shell has fallen with the other side
uppermost-he changes pursuit into flight, while the other
is
compelledto 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,disagreeablebeing,hurtfultohisestate,
hurtfultohisbodilyhealth,andstillmorehurtfultothe
cultivation of his mind, than which there neither is nor ever
will be anything more honoured in the eyes both
of gods
andmen.Considerthis,fairyouth,andknowthatinthe
; he has
friendship of the lover there is no real kindness
an appetite and wants to feed upon you:
‘As wolves lovelambs so lovers love theirloves.’

But I told you so, I am speaking in verse, and therefore
had better make an end ; enough.

I

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.
Whydo 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
on the lover? And
if I am to add the praises
of the non- praise or
loverwhat will become of m e ? Do younotperceivethat
I am already overtaken by the Nymphs to whom you have
converted
mischievously exposed me ? And therefore I will only add
that the non-lover has all the advantages in
which the lover loser.
is accused of being deficient. Andnow
I will sayno
more;therehasbeenenough
of bothof them.Leaving
242 thetaletoits
fate, I will cross theriverandmakethe
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
us rather stay and talk over what has been
meridian.Let
said, and then return in the cool.
SOC.YOULlove 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 othersto make an equal number of
speeches. I would exceptSimmiastheTheban,
butall the
rest are far behind
you. Andnow 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
theusualsignwasgiven
to me,-thatsignwhichalways
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 he has
that I hadbeenguilty
of impiety, andthatImustnot
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, a s 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,howpropheticisthehumansoul!
At the time I had a sort of misgiving, and,likeIbycus, ' I
was troubled; I feared that I might be buying honour from
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But he is detained bypresentiment.
a

Phuedms. menattheprice

of sinningagainstthe

gods.’

Now I re-

socaaTEs, cognizemyerror.
Phaedr. What error ?

SOC.That was a dreadful speech which you brought with
you, and you made me utter one as bad.
Phaedr. How so ?
SOC.It was foolish, I say,-to acertainextent,impious;
can anything be more dreadful ?
Phaedr. Nothing, if thespeechwasreallysuchas
you
describe.
SOC.Well,and is notErosthesonofAphrodite,and
a god?
Phaedr. So men say.
The two
SOC.But
that
was
not
acknowledged
by Lysias
in
his
speeches
werea
speech,nor
by youinthatotherspeechwhichyou
by a
blasphemy charmdrewfrommy
lips. For if love be, as he surely is,
against the
God of
adivinity, hecannotbe evil. Yet this was the error
of both
love.
the
speeches.
There
was
also
a simplicity
about
them
Socrates
therefore
which wasrefreshing ; having no truth or honesty in them,
243
beforeany neverthelesstheypretendedtobesomething,hoping
to
penshap- to succeed in deceiving the manikins of earth and gain celebrity
him
will
amollgthem.Wherefore
I musthaveapurgation.And
I
make a re- bethinkme
of anancientpurgation
of mythologicalerror
cnntation.
which was devised, not by Homer, for he never had the wit
to discover why he was blind, but
by Stesichorus, who was
aphilosopherandknewthereasonwhy;andtherefore,
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,< False is thatword
of mine-the truthisthatthou
in ships, nor ever go to the walls of Troy ;’

d,idst not embark

and when he had completed his
poem, which is called ‘the
recantation,’immediatelyhissightreturnedto
him. Now
I will be wiser than either Stesichorus or Homer, in that
I
amgoingtomakemyrecantationforrevilinglovebefore
I suffer; and this Iwill attempt,notasbefore,veiledand
ashamed, but with forehead bold and bare.
Plzaedr. Nothing could be more agreeable to me than to
hear you say so.

The impiety of the

two discoz~~ses.
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SOC.Only think! mygoodPhaedrus,whatanutterwant
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,
andwholovedoreverhadloved
a naturelikehisown,
described
when we tell of the petty causes of lovers’ jealousies, and of
their exceeding animosities, andof the injuries which they do and ignoble
to their beloved, have imagined that our ideas
of love were sort.
takenfromsomehaunt
of sailorstowhichgoodmanners
were unknown-he would certainly never have admitted the
justice of our censure?
Phaedr. I dare say not, Socrates.
SOC.Therefore,because I blushatthethought
of this
I amafraidofLovehimself,
I
person,andalsobecause
desire to wash the brine out of my ears with water from the
I wouldcounselLysiasnot
to delay,butto
spring;and
writeanotherdiscoutse,whichshallprovethat‘ceteris
paribus ’ the lover ought to be accepted rather than the nonlover.
Phaedr. Be assuredthatheshall,Youshallspeakthe
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,
heshouldacceptanon-loverbeforeheknowswhathe
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
GodlyMan(Euphemus),whocomesfromthetownof
loveis a
Desire(Himera),and
is tothefollowingeffect:
‘ I told madnessof
the noble
a lie when I said ’ that the beloved ought to accept the non- sort.
loverwhenhemighthavethelover,becausetheone
is
sane, and the other
mad. It mightbe so if madnesswere
; ,butthere is alsoamadnesswhich
is a
simplyanevil
VOL. I.
=g
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The jalimde..

phmarld.r divine gift, and the source

of the chiefest blessings granted
tomen. For prophecy is a madness, and the prophetess at
of their
?’his mad- DelphiandthepriestessesatDodonawhenout
ness is
senseshaveconferredgreatbenefits
on Hellas,both
in
of four
public
and
private
life,
but
when
in
their
senses
few
or
kinds :none.And
I mightalsotellyouhowtheSibylandother
I . Prophecy is mad- inspiredpersonshavegiventomanyanonemanyaninness, as is
timation of the future which hassavedthemfrom
falling.
proved by
considernBut it would be tedious to speak of what every one knows.
tions of
There willbe morereason in appealingtotheancient
philology.
inventors of names’, who would never have connected prophecy (paVTlK$), which foretells the future and is the noblest
) , calledthemboth
by the
ofarts, with madness ( p ~ ~ j or
same name, if they had deemed madness to be a disgrace or
dishonour ;-they musthavethoughtthattherewasan
inspiredmadness
which wasanoblething;forthe
two
words, pawrmj and paw+, are really the same, and the letter
T is only a modern and tasteless insertion. And this
is confirmed 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, forasmuchasit
is anart which
( v o k ) and informsupplies from the reasoning faculty mind
human
thought
(oiqurs), they
originally
ation ( h o p l o ) to
termed oiovorurrmj, but thewordhasbeenlatelyalteredand
madesonorous
by themodernintroduction
of theletter
as
Omega (OIUYOIUTLK;I and O I W Y L U T L K ~ ) , and in proportion
prophecy (pawrm)) is moreperfectandaugustthanaugury,
both in nameand
fact, inthesameproportion,asthe
ancients testify, is madness superior to a sane mind ( u o $ ~ uBq), for the one is only of human, but the other of divine
Again, where plagues and mightiest woes have bred
a. The h - origin.
spiration
in
certain
families, owing to someancientblood-guiltiness,
which
there madness has entered with holy prayers and -rites, and
purges
awnv anby inspired utterances found a way of deliverance for those
cieni wrath.
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
purificationsandmysteriesmadewholeandexempt
from
a release from the
evil, future as well as present, and has
SOCRATES.
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calamitywhichwasafflicting
him. T h e thirdkind 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,awakenslyricalandallothernumbers;withthese
madness.
adorningthemyriadactionsofancientheroesforthe
in.
struction of posterity. But he
who, having no touch of the
Muses’ madness in his soul, comes to the door and thinks
thathe will getintothetemple
by thehelp of art-he, I
say,andhispoetryarenotadmitted.;thesanemandisappears and is nowhere when he enters into rivalry with the
madman.
I might tell of many other noble deeds which have sprung
from inspiredmadness.Andtherefore,letnoonefrighten
orflutterus by sayingthatthetemperatefriendistobe
chosenratherthantheinspired,butlethimfurthershow
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 ascerof our proof is as
tain the truth about them. The beginning
follows :’The soul through all her being is immortal, for that which S O U ~is selfis ever in motion is immortal ; but that which moves another
foreimmorand is moved by another, in ceasing to move ceases also to
live. Only the self-moving, never leaving self, never ceases
tal and 1111begotten.
to move, and is the fountain and beginning of motion to all
is unbegotten,for
thatmovesbesides,Now,thebeginning
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
no beginningoutofanyweredestroyed,therecouldbe
thing, nor anything out of a beginning; and all things must
is the
have a beginning,Andthereforetheself-moving
nor
beginning of motion ; and this can neither be destroyed
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l h e mortal am’ immot-tal creature.

P h u d ~ s . begotten,elsethewholeheavensandallcreation

would
collapseandstandstill,andneveragainhavemotion
or
birth.But
if theself-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
of the soul.
from within has a soul, for such is the nature
But if this be true, must not the soul be the self-moving, and 246
therefore of necessityunbegottenandimmortal?Enough
of the soul’s immortality.
The soul
Of the nature of the soul, though her true
formbe ever
described
a
theme
of
large
and
more
than
mortal
discourse,
let
me
under the
image of
speak briefly, andina
figure. Andletthefigurebe
comtwo winged
posite-a pair of winged horses and a charioteer. Now the
horses and
winged horses and the charioteersof the gods areall of them
a charioteer.
’
nobleand of nobledescent, but those of otherracesare
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
givesagreatdeal
of troubleto him. I will endeavourto
explaintoyouinwhatwaythemortaldiffers
from the
immortalcreature.
T h e soulinhertotalityhasthecare
of inanimatebeingeverywhere,andtraversesthewhole
heaven in divers forms appearing;-when perfect and
fully
winged shesoarsupward,andordersthewholeworld;
whereas the imperfectsoul, losing her wings and drooping
on t h e solidground-there,
inher
flight atlastsettles
finding a home, she receives an earthly frame which appears
to beself-moved,but
isreallymoved
by herpower;and
thiscomposition of souland body iscalledalivingand
mortal
creature.
For
immortal
no
such
union
can
be
reasonably believed to be ; although fancy, not having seen
norsurelyknownthenature
of God,mayimaginean
immortal creature having both a body and also a soul which
areunitedthroughoutall
time. Let that,however,
beas
God wills, and be spoken of acceptablyto him. Andnow
!
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
the element
of earth
thedivine,and
which by naturetendstosoar
aloft and
which soars carry that
which gravitates downwards into the
kRATKS.
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region,whichisthehabitation
of thegods,Thedivineis
Phedms.
beauty, wisdom, goodness,andthelike;andbythesethe
~ 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 fallsaway. 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 anddemi-gods,marshalledinelevenbands;Hestiaalone
abides at home in the houseof heaven ; of the rest they who
arereckonedamongtheprincelytwelvemarchintheir
appointedorder.Theyseemanyblessedsightsinthe
inner heaven, and there are many ways to and
fro, along
are passing,everyonedoinghis
whichtheblessedgods
own work; he may followwhowillandcan,forjealousy
go to Thegreat
hasnoplaceinthecelestialchoir.Butwhenthey
banquet and festival, then they move up the steep to the top
whichis
ofthevaultofheaven.
The chariots of thegodsineven
poise, obeying the rein, glide rapidly; but the others labour,
celebrated
in the outer
forthevicioussteedgoesheavily,weighingdownthe
heavens:
charioteer
to
the
earth
when
his
steed
has
not
been
mortals
feebly folthoroughlytrained:-andthisisthehour
of agonyand low.
extremest conflict forthesoul.For'theimmortals,when
they are at the end of their course, go forth and stand upon
theoutsideofheaven,andtherevolution
of thespheres
carriesthemround,andtheybeholdthethingsbeyond.
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
mytheme.Thereabidestheverybeingwithwhichtrue
knowledge is concerned ; the colourless, formless, intangible
essence,visibleonly
to mind, thepilot of thesoul.The
divine intelligence, being nurtured upon mind and pure
knowledge, 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,untiltherevolutionoftheworldsbringsherround
againtothesameplace.
Intherevolutionshebeholds
The*evolution of the
justice, and temperance, and knowledge absolute, not in the
worldsin
form of generation or of relation,whichmencallexistwhich the
and soul beholds
ence,butknowledgeabsoluteinexistenceabsolute;
all truth.

~ ~ ~

'The trouble

of other
souls in the

upper
world.

beholdingtheothertrueexistencesinlikemanner,and
feasting upon them, she passes down into the interior
of the
heavens and returns home ; and there the charioteer putting
up hishorsesatthestall,givesthemambrosiatoeatand
nectar to drink.
Such is the life of the gods; but of other souls, that which
follows Godbestandislikesttohimliftsthehead
of the
charioteer into the outer world, and
is carried round in the
revolution, troubled indeed by the steeds, and with difficulty
; whileanotheronlyrisesand
falls,
beholdingtruebeing
and sees, and again failsto see by reason of the unruliness
of thesteeds.
T h e rest of the souls are also longing after
theupperworldandtheyall
follow, butnotbeingstrong
enough they are carried round
below the surface, plunging,
treading on one another, each striving to be first ; and there
is confusionandperspirationandtheextremity
of effort;
or havetheirwingsbroken
andmany of themarelamed
throughtheill-driving
of the charioteers; and allofthem
after a fruitless toil, not having attained to the mysteries
of
true being, goaway,andfeeduponopinion.
T h e reason
whythesoulsexhibitthisexceedingeagernesstobehold
the plain of truth is that pasturage is found there, which is
suited to thehighestpart
of thesoul ; andthewingon
is nourished withthis.Andthere
is
which thesoulsoars
a law of Destiny, that the soul which attains any vision
of
truth in company with agodispreserved
from harmuntil
the next period, and if attaining always is always unharmed
is unableto follow, and failstobeholdthe
Butwhenshe
truth,andthroughsomeill-hapsinksbeneaththedouble
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,,
soul which hasseenmost
of
but onlyintoman;andthe
truth shall come to the birth as a philosopher, or artist, or
some musical and loving nature; that which has seen truth
in theseconddegreeshall
be somerighteouskingor
be
warrior chief; the soul
which is of the third class shall
be a
a politician, or economist, or trader;thefourthshall
lover of gymnastic toils, or a physician; the
fifth shall lead
the life of aprophetorhierophant
; to the
sixththe
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character of apoetorsomeotherimitativeartist
willbe
I-'haa(r~rs.
assigned; to the seventh the
lifeof 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 TIICCOUIone can return to the place from whence she
came, for she l,n,D,"oS,~
249 cannot grow her wings
in less ; only the soul of a philosogrow
pher, guileless and true, or the soul
of a lover, who is not in tenthousand years ;
devoid of philosophy, may acquire wings in the third of the the philoso.
recurring periods of a thousand years; he is distinguished
pherorphilosopherfrom theordinarygoodmanwhogainswingsinthree
lover acthousand years :--and they who choose this life three times quiresthell1
in successionhavewingsgiventhem,and
go awayatthe ' ; ~ ~ ~ : ~
end of three thousand years. But the others' receive
j u d g Thejodgment when they have completed their first life, and after the merit.
judgment they go, some of them to the houses of correction
which areundertheearth,andarepunished
; others to
someplace
in heavenwhithertheyarelightlyborne
by
a manner worthy of thelife
justice, and there they live in
which they led here when
in the formof 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, andtheymaytakeanywhichtheyplease.The
soul
of a man may pass into the life of a beast, o r from the beast
But thesoulwhichhasnever
'fhesouls
returnagainintotheman.
seenthetruth
will notpassintothehuman
form. For a who
Of those
have
manmusthaveintelligence
of universals,andbeableto
never
seen
proceed from the many particulars
of sense to one conception of reason ;-this is the recollection of those things which never pass
our soul oncesawwhilefollowingGod-whenregardless
into men.
of thatwhichwe
now callbeingsheraisedherheadup
towardsthetruebeing.Andthereforethemind
of the
philosopheralonehaswings;andthis
is just,forhe
is
always,accordingtothemeasure
of hisabilities,clinging
in recollection to those things in which God abides, and in
beholdingwhich H e is what H e is. Andhewhoemploys

c'dir-

'

The philosopheralone is not subject t o judgment '~piarr'. for he has
never lost the vision of truth.
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The visior8 of havenZy beauty.

P / ~ ~ c , + waright
~ . thesememoriesiseverbeinginitiatedintoperfect
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mysteries
and
alone
becomes
truly
perfect.
But,
as
he

The true
light is the
recollection
o f t h e past.

forgets earthly interests and is rapt in the divine, the vulgar
deemhim 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
of the
beauty of earth, is transported with the recollection
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, andthathewholovesthebeautifuliscalled
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 the 2 5 0
of man. But all souls do not easily recall the things
otherworld;theymayhaveseenthemfor
a shorttime
only, ortheymayhavebeenunfortunateintheirearthly
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
; and they, when
retain an adequate remembrance of them
they behold here any image of that other world, are rapt in
amazement;buttheyareignorant
of whatthisrapture
means,becausetheydonotclearlyperceive.Forthereis
no light of justice or temperance or any of the higher ideas
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 cornpanywithothergods;andthenwebeheldthebeatific
vision and were initiated into a mystery which may
be truly
calledmostblessed,celebrated
by us in our state of innocence, before we had any experience of evils to come, when
we were admitted to the sight of apparitions innocent and
simpleand calm andhappy,whichwebeheldshiningin
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pure light, pureourselvesandnotyetenshrinedinthat
Phadnrr.
livingtombwhichwecarryabout,nowthatweare
im
prisonedinthe
body, likeanoysterinhisshell.Let
melingeroverthememory
of sceneswhichhavepassed
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
find her here too, shining in clearness through the clearest but o f w i r
aperture of sense.Forsight
is themostpiercing
of our
bodilysenses ; thoughnot by thatiswisdomseen
; her bleimage.
loveliness would have been transporting
if there had been
a visible image of her, and the other ideas, if they had visible
counterparts,wouldbeequally
lovely. But this is the privilege of beauty, that being the loveliest she is also the most
Now hewhoisnotnewlyinitiated
or
palpabletosight.
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
Therecolsight of her, he is given over to pleasure, and like a brutish
251 beast he rushes on to enjoy and beget; he consorts with
wantonness, and is not afraid or ashamed
of pursuing plea. beauty
sureinviolationofnature.Buthewhoseinitiation
is :?butis
recent, and who has been the spectator of many glories in
renewed
theotherworld,isamazedwhenheseesanyonehaving
~
~
agodlike face or form, which is the expression
of divine the sight of
beauty; and at first a shudder runs through him, and again
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
sort ofreaction,andthe
hegazeson
him thereisa
shudder passes into an unusual heat and perspiratian
; for,
as he receives the effluence of beauty through the
eyes, the
as he warms, the parts
wing moistens and he warms. And
out of which the wing grew, and which had been hitherto
closed and rigid, and had prevented the wing from shooting
forth,aremelted,andasnourishmentstreamsupon
him,
the lower end of the wing begins to swell and grow from the
rootupwards ; andthegrowthextendsunderthewhole
soul-for once the whole was winged.' During this process
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The s o d s who wait uport th.e Gods
is all in a state of ebullition and effervescence,
-whichmay
be comparedtotheirritationanduneasiness
in the gums at the time
of cutting teeth,-bubbles
up, and
has a feeling of uneasiness and tickling
; butwheninlike
mannerthesoulisbeginningtogrowwings,thebeauty
of the beloved meets her eye and she receives the sensible
warm motion of particles which flow towards her, therefore
calledemotion
(&pos),
andisrefreshedandwarmedby
them,andthensheceasesfromherpainwith
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 pulsations of an artery, pricks the aperture which is nearest, until
at length the entiresoul is pierced and maddened and pained,
andattherecollectionofbeauty
is againdelighted.And
fromboth of themtogetherthesoulisoppressedatthe
is inagreatstraitand
strangeness of hercondition,and
excitement, and in her madness
can neither sleep by night
norabideinherplacebyday.Andwherevershethinks
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,andhasnomorepangsandpains;and
this is thesweetest of allpleasuresatthe
time, and is 252
thereasonwhythesoul
of thelover
will neverforsake
hisbeautifulone,whomheesteemsaboveall;hehasfor-

phacdms. the whole soul
SocRAres,

'~ruitio
dei.'

gotten mother and brethren and companions, and he thinks
nothing of theneglectand
loss of his property; the rules
and proprieties of life, on which he formerly prided himself,
he nowdespises,andisreadytosleeplike
a servant,
whereverhe is allowed,asnearashecantohisdesired
one, who is the object of his worship, and the physician who
can alone assuage the greatness of his pain. And this state,
I am talking, is by men
my dear imaginary youth to whom
called love, and among the gods has a name at which you, in
yoursimplicity,maybeinclinedtomock
; therearetwo
linesintheapocryphalwritings
of Homer inwhichthe
nanleoccurs.
One of them is ratheroutrageous,andnot
altogethermetrical.
'Thcy are as follows :---

lnke the wntuw of the God whom they
‘Mortals call him flntteringlove,
But the immortals callhimwinged
Because thc growing of wings’
is

one,
a necessily
him.’
to
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You maybelievethis,butnotunlessyou
like. At any rate
theloves of loversandtheircausesaresuchas
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 ~
~
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
othergod,whileheisunspoiledandtheimpressionlasts,
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 hisearthlyexistence.Everyonechooseshislovefrom
he
the ranks of beauty according to his character, and this
makes his god, and fashions and adorns as a sort
of image
which he is to fall downandworship.
T h e followers of
Zeus desire that their beloved should have a soul like
him ;
and therefore they seek out some one of a philosophical and
imperialnature,andwhentheyhavefoundhimandloved
a nature in him,
him, they do all they can to confirm such
and if theyhave
no experience of such a disposition
hitherto,theylearnofanyonewhocanteach
then-,, and
themselves follow in the same
way. And they have the less
253 difficulty in findingthenature
of theirowngodinthemselves, because they have been compelled to gaze intensely
onhim;theirrecollectionclingsto
him, andtheybecome
possessed of him, and rcceive from him their character and
disposition, so far as mancanparticipatein
God. T h e
qualities of their god they attribute to the beloved, wherefore
if, like the Bacchic Nymphs,
they love him all the more, and
theydrawinspirationfromZeus,theypourouttheirown
fountain upon him, wantillg to make him a s 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
same with him ; and in like manner the followers
of Apollo, god.

2:k;:ys
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Or, rcxding mfpd$omw, ’ the niovcrnent of wings.‘
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two steeds

and the chariokev.

P~acJnrs. and of every other god walking in the ways
SWMTES

*

Thecharacters of
the tWO

steeds.

of theirgod,
seekalovewhoistobemadelikehimwhomtheyserve,
and when they have found him, they themselves imitate their
god,andpersuadetheirlove
to dothesame,andeducate
him into the manner and nature of the god as
far as they
each can ; fornofeelings
of envyorjealousyareentertained by themtowardstheirbeloved,buttheydotheir
utmost to create in him the greatest likeness
of themselves
and of the god whom they honour. Thus fair and blissful
tothebelovedisthedesire
of the inspired lover, and the
initiationofwhich
I speakintothemysteriesoftrue
love,
_.
if he be captured by the lover and their purpose is effected.
Now the beloved is taken captive in the following manner:As I saidatthebeginning of thistale, I dividedeachsoul
intothree-twohorsesandacharioteer;andone
of the
horseswasgoodandtheotherbad
: thedivisionmay
remain, but I havenotyetexplainedinwhatthegoodness
or badness of either consists, and to that I will now proceed.
The right-hand horse is upright and cleanly made
; he has
; his colour is white, and
a lofty neck and an aquiline nose
of honourandmodestyand
hiseyesdark;heisalover
temperance,andthefollower
of trueglory;heneedsno
touch of the whip, butisguided
by wordandadmonition
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
yieldingtowhipandspur.Nowwhenthecharioteer
beholdsthevision
of love,andhashiswholesoulwarmed
of
through sense, and is full of the prickings and ticklings
desire, the obedient steed, then as always under the govern254
ment of shame,refrainsfromleapingonthebeloved;but
of the pricks and
of theblows of the
theother,heedless
of trouble
whip, plunges and runs away, giving all manner
tohiscompanionandthecharioteer,whomheforcesto
joys of love.
approachthebelovedandtorememberthe
They at first indignantly oppose him and
will not be urged
; but at last, when he
on to do terrible and unlawful deeds
persists in plaguing them, they yield and agree
to do as he

' Or with grey and blood-shot eyes.

Th victory over the

u.+y

steed.

46 I

bidsthem.Andnowthey
areatthespotandbeholdthe
Phardms.
flashing beauty of the beloved ; which when the charioteer saaATrs.
sees,hismemory
is carriedtothetrue
beauty,whom he At the
beholds in company with Modesty like an image placed upon vision of
aholypedestal.
H e seesher,buthe
is afraidand 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 ~
~
on their haunches, the one willing and unresisting, the unrulybut is reone very unwilling; and when they have gone
back a little,
the one is overcome with shame and wonder, and his whole
panionand
soul is bathed in perspiration; the other, when the
pain is bythe
charioteer.
over which thebridleandthe
fall hadgiven 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
on, and will scarce yield to
refuse, and again he urges them
theirprayerthathe
wouldwait untilanother time. When Thecontheappointedhour
comes, theymakeas
if theyhadforgotten,andheremindsthem,fightingandneighingand
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 inhisteethandpullsshamelessly.
Then the charioteer
isworse off thanever;he
fallsbacklike
araceratthe
barrier, and with a still more violent wrench drags the
bit
out of theteeth of the wild steedandcovershisabusive
tongue and jawswith 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 istamed
andhumbled,and
follows the
will of the charioteer, and when he sees the
beautiful one
he isreadytodieof
fear. And from thattimeforward
thesoul of thelover follows the beloved inmodestyand
holy fear.
255
And so the belovedwho,like
a god, has received every
true and loyal service from his lover, not in pretence but in
reality,beingalsohimselfof
a naturefriendlytohis
ad.
mirer if in former days he has blushed to own his passion
Omitting tlr +&bv dcyw T ~ 91hhw.
Y

~
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Pltaedrus. and turned away his lover,
Socu*res.

The perfect
communion
of the
good.

The reflection of the
beloved in
the lover.

Some satisfaction of
sensual
pleasure
also
granted.

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
thatthereshallbenofriendshipamongthe
evil hasalso
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;
herecognisesthattheinspiredfriendisworthallother
friends or kinsmen ; they have nothing of friendship in them
worthyto be comparedwith
his. Andwhenthisfeeling
is nearerto him andembraces him, in
continuesandhe
gymnastic exercises and at other times
of meeting, then the
fountain of thatstream,whichZeuswhenhewasinlove
withGanymedenamedDesire,overflowsuponthelover,
soul, and some when he
is filled
and some enters into his
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,passingthroughtheeyeswhicharethe
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 alsowith love. Andthusheloves,butheknows
notwhat;hedoesnotunderstandandcannotexplainhis
own state ; he appears to have caught the infection of blindness from another; the lover is his mirror
in whomhe is
beholdinghimself, but he is notaware ofthis.
Whenhe
is
is with the lover, both cease from their pain, but when he
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.believestobenotlovebutfriendshiponly,andhis
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. W h e n they meet, the
wantonsteed of theloverhasawordtosaytothecharioteer ; he would like to have a little pleasure
in return for 2 5 6
manypains,butthewantonsteed
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
a s 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.
himwith thearguments of shameandreason.Afterthis
‘rhehartheir happiness depends upon their self-control ; if the better
Of
elements of themindwhichleadtoorderandphilosophy
prevail, then they pass their life here in happiness and harmony-mastersofthemselvesandorderly-enslavingthe
vicious and emancipating the virtuous elements of the soul ;
andwhentheend
comes, theyarelightandwingedfor
flight,havingconqueredinone
of thethreeheavenlyor
truly Olympian victories ; nor can human discipline or divine
If, The life of
inspiration confer any greater blessing on man than this.
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 thetwo 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
thatfheyhavegivenandtaken
from eachotherthe
most
sacred pledges, and they may not break them and
fall into
enmity.Atlasttheypassout
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
pilgrimagemaynot
go downagaintodarknessandthe
journeybeneaththeearth,
but theylive in lightalways ;
happycompanionsintheirpilgrimage,andwhenthetime
Theendof
comes at which they receive their wings they have the same
plumage because of their love.
Thus great are the heavenly blessings
which the friendship
of alover will conferupon you, my youth. Whereasthe
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,
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fairly a s I could;moreespeciallyinthe
matter of the poetical figures which
I wascompelledto use,
PHrEDRus.
becausePhaedrus would havethem '. Andnowforgivethe
The poeti- past and accept the present, and be gracious and merciful to
cal form is
onlyinme, anddonotinthineangerdepriveme
ofsight, ortake
tended to
from me the art of love which thou hast given
me, but grant
please
phsedrus, that I may be yetmoreesteemedintheeyes
of the fair.
And if Phaedrus or I myself said anything rude in our first
speeches,blameLysias,whoisthefather
of the brat, and
let us have no more of his progeny; bid him study philo; andthenhislover
sophy,likehisbrotherPolemarchus
Phaedrus will nolongerhaltbetween
two opinions,but
will dedicatehimself wholly toloveandtophilosophical
discourses.
The speech
Phaedr. I join in the prayer, Socrates, and say with
you,if
is far finer
than thatof this be formygood,mayyourwordscome
to pass.But
Lysias, who why did you make your second oration
so much finer than
will be out the- first? I wonderwhy,And
I begintobeafraidthat
of conceit
I shall lose conceit of Lysias, and that he will appear tame
with himself.
in comparison, even if he be willing to put another as fine
andaslongasyoursintothe
field, which I doubt. F o r
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, thatyouaremuchmistakeninyourfriend
if you
imagine that he is frightened at a little noise ; and, possibly,
you think that his assailant was in earnest?
The poliPhaedr. I thought,Socrates,thathe
was. Andyouare
ticians are
aware that the greatest and most influential statesmen are
fond of
a written
ashamed of writing speeches and leaving them in
writing.
form, lest they should be called Sophists by posterity.
Soc. You seemtobeunconscious,Phaedrus,thatthe
'sweet elbow*' of the proverb is really the long arm of the
Nile. And you appear to be equally unaware of the fact that
Phaedwr. as well andas

*MTE5
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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 ~ICSUIC tarns out to be a long and tedious &air.

Thr i?nmorfaLifyof aut/zo?-sAz$.
this sweet elbow of theirs
is also a long arm, For there
is
nothing of whichourgreatpoliticiansare
so fondas of
writingspeechesandbequeathingthemtoposterity.And
they add their admirers' names at the top of the writing, out
of gratitude to them.
258
Phaedr. Whatdo youmean ? I donotunderstand.
soc. Why, do you not know that when a politician writes,
begins
he with
the
names
his
approvers
of
?
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 pieceof authorship ?
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
they value the practice of writing.
Phaedr. No doubt.
SOC.And when the king or orator has the power, as
Ly
curgus or Solon or Darius had, of attaining an immortality
of authorship in a state, is he not thought by posterity, when
theyseehiscompositions,anddoeshenotthinkhimself,
while he is yet alive, to be a god ?
Phaedr. Very true.
SOC.Then do you. think that any one of this class, h o w
everill-disposed,wouldreproachLysias
with' beiAg an
author ?
Phaedr. Notuponyourview;foraccording
to YOU he
would be casting a slur upon his own favourite pursuit.
SOC.Anyonemayseethatthere
is no disgrace in the
mere fact of writing.
Phaedr. Certainly not.
soc. The disgrace begins when a man writes not well, but
badly.
VOL. 1.
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socrurE:s,
Theyare
always rehearsing
their
own
praises in
the form

of laws.

They be

gyt'ike

Phaedv. Clearly.
SOC.Andwhat is well and what isbadly-needweask
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 ?
What moPlzaedr. Need we ? For what should a man live if not for
tive is
the pleasures of discourse ? Surely not for the sake of bodily
higher than
the love of pleasures, which almost always have previous pain as a condiscourse? dition of them, and therefore are rightly called slavish.
SOC.There is time enough. And
I believe that the grasshoppers 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
The grass- by their voices, too indolent to think ? Would they not have
hoppers
we were
will laugh a right to laugh at u s ? They might imagine that
at us if we slaves, who, coming to rest at a place of resort of theirs, like
sleep.
sheep lieasleepatnoonaroundthe
well. But if they see
u s discoursing, and like Odysseus sailing past them, deaf to
their siren voices, they may perhaps, out of respect, g'we u s
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;andsinging
always, neverthought of eatingand
The grass- drinking, until at last in their forgetfulness they died. And
hoppers
nowtheyliveagaininthegrasshoppers
; and this is the
were originally men return which the Muses make to them-they neither hunger,
who died
nor thirst, but from the hour of their birth are always sing
from the
ing, and never eating or drinking ; and when they die they
love of
song.
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
otherMusesforthosewhodothemhonour,accordingto
the several ways of honouring them ;-of Calliope the eldest
MuseandofUraniawhoisnexttoher,forthephilosophers,-ofwhose
music thegrasshoppersmakereportto
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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 ~ ~ ~ ~ +
havethesweetestutterance.Formanyreasons,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
we were proposing ?
Phaedr. Very good.
SOC.In good speaking should not the mind of the speaker
is going to speak?
know the truthof the matter about which he
260
Phaedr. Andyet,Socrates,
I haveheardthathewho
DWS the
would be an orator has nothing to do with true justice,
but
only with that which
is likely to be approved
by the many haveknowwho sit in judgment ; nor with the truly good or honourable, ledge?
but onlywithopinionaboutthem,andthatfromopinion
comes persuasion, and not from the truth.
SOC.The words of the wise are not to be set aside
; for
; andthereforethe
there is probablysomethinginthem
meaning of this saying is not hastily to be dismissed.
Phaedr. Very true.
SOC.Let us putthematterthus:-Supposethat
I per- Ofcourse.
suaded you to buy a horse and go to the wars. Neither
of
u s 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
ears.
put a horse
Plzaedr. That would be ridiculous.
in the place
of an ass.
SOC.There is something more ridiculous coming
:-SupI, having persuaded you
pose, further, that in sober earnest
ofthis, 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
onhisbackand
fight, andhe will carrybaggageoranything.’
Phaedr. How ridiculous !
SOC.Kidiculous! Yes; but is not even a ridiculous friend
better that a cunning enemy ?
Plzaedr. Certainly.
SOC.Andwhentheoratorinstead
of puttingan ass in
a horse,putsgoodfor
evil, beinghimself a s
theplaceof
ignorant of their true nature as the city on which he imposes
~ h 2
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Themere
knowledge
ofthetruth
not enough
t o give the
art of per-

suasion.

2:zz
orpersuasion srparable from
the truth.

Therhetoriciancan
produce
anyirnpression which
he pleases,
inanyplace
oruponany
ocmsmn.

is ignorant ; and having studied the notions of the multitude,
falsely persuadesthemnotabout'theshadow
of an ass,'
which he confounds with a horse,butaboutgood
which he
confounds with evi1,"what will be the harvest which rhetoric
will be likely to gather after the sowingof that seed ?
Phacdr. The reverse of good.
SOC.Butperhapsrhetorichasbeengettingtooroughly
handled by us, and she might answer: What amazing nonsense you are talking! As
if I forcedanymantolearnto
speak in ignorance of the truth! Whatever
my advice may
be worth, I should have told him to arrive at the truth first,
and then come to me. At the same time I boldly assert that
mereknowledge of thetruth will notgiveyoutheart
of
persuasion.
Phaedr. There is reason in the lady's defence of herself.
SOC.Quitetrue ; if onlytheotherarguments which remain
tobe broughtupbearherwitnessthatshe
is anartat
all. But I seem to hearthemarrayingthemselvesonthe
opposite side, declaringthatshespeaks
falsely, andthat
rhetoric is amereroutineandtrick,notanart.
Lo ! a
is nor ever will
Spartan appears, and says that there never
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.
Phaedr. Put the question.
Is notrhetoric,takengenerally,auniversalart
of
enchantingthe mind by arguments; which ispractisednot
only in courts and public assemblies, but in private houses
also, having to do with allmatters,greatas
well as small,
good and badalike, and is in all equally right, and equally
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 lawsuits,andtospeakinginpublicassemblies-notextended
farther.
SOC. Then I supposethat you haveonlyheard
of the
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rhetoric of NestorandOdysseus,whichtheycomposedin
phncd-s.
their leisure hours when at Troy, and never of the rhetoric
sKaAms,
PHAEDXUS.
of Palamedes?
Phnedr. NomorethanofNestorandOdysseus,unless
G0rgia.s
Gorgias is yourNestor,and'FhrasymachusorTheodorus
~~~~~~your
Theoor
SOC.Perhaps that is my meaning. But let us leave them.
And do you tell me, instead, what are plaintiff and defendant Nestorand
lawcourt-are
doing
a in they
contending?
not
Odysseus.
Plzacdr. Exactly so.
SOC.Aboutthejustandunjust-that
is thematterin
dispute ?
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?
Phaedr. Exactly.
SOC.And when he speaks
in theassembly,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 whichhemakesthesame
Eleatic'
things appear to his hearers like and unlike, one and
many,
at rest and in motion ?
Phaedr. Very true.
Soc. The art o f disputation,then, is notconfinedtothe
courts and the assembly, but
is one and the same in every
use of language ; this is the art, if therebesuchanart,
The dewhich is ableto find alikeness of everythingtowhich a
likeness can be found, and draws into the light
of day the truth, because he
likenesses and disguises which ape used by others?
has to find
a likeness
Phaedr. How do you mean ?
SOC.Letmeputthematterthus
x W h e n will therebe
more chance of deception-when the difference is large or
learn to
deceive by
small ?
degrees.
262
Phaedr. When the differenceissmall.
Soc. And YOU will belesslikelyto
be discoveredin
passing by degrees into the other extreme than whenYOU go
all at once ?
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Phaedms.
Phaedr. Of course.
socnATes, SOC,
He,then,whowoulddeceiveothers,andnotbe
de.
PHAEuaus~ ceived, must exactly know the real likenesses and differences
of things ?
Phaedr. H e must.
Sot. Andifhe
is ignorant of thetruenature
of any
of
subject,howcanhedetectthegreaterorlessdegree
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
is clearthattheerrorslipsin
variance withrealities,it
through resemblances ?
Phaedr. Yes, that is the way.
soc. Thenhewhowould
be amaster of' theartmust
understand the real nature of everything; or he
will never
know either how to make the gradual departure from truth
is effected by thehelp of
intotheoppositeoftruthwhich
resemblances, or how to avoid it ?
Phncdu. H e will not.
soc. H e then,whobeingignorant
of thetruthaimsat
is
appearances, will onlyattainanart
of rhetoricwhich
ridiculousand is not an art at all?
Phaedr. That may be expected.
IllustraSOC.Shall I proposethat welookforexamples
of artand
tions of
skill and
want of art,accordingtoournotion
of them,inthespeech
want of
of Lysiaswhichyouhaveinyourhand,andinmyown
skill from
speech ?
the speech
of Lysias.

Phaedu. Nothingcouldbebetter
; andindeed I thinkthat
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
whoaresingingoverourheadsmayhaveimpartedtheir
inspirationto me. For I donotimaginethat
I haveany
rhetorical art of my own,
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.
a s I conceive,theymight
be arrangedforourcommon
interest; and I maintain that I ought not to failinmysuit,
because I am not your lover. For lovers
repent--’
263 SOC.Enough :-Now, shall I pointouttherhetoricalerror
of those words ?
Phaedr. Yes.
SOC.Every one is awarethataboutsomethings
we are Therhetorician should
agreed, whereas about other things we differ.
distinguish
Phaedr. I thinkthat
I understand you ; but will you thingssuch
as iron and
explain yourself?
silver, about
SOC.When any one speaks of iron and silver, is not the
which we
are agreed,
same thing present in the mindsof all ?
from things
Phaedr. Certainly.
such as
SOC.But when any one speaks of justice and goodness we justice
and
goodness,
partcompanyandareatodds
with oneanotherand
with aboutwhich
ourselves?
we are disagreed.
Phaedr. Precisely.
SOC.Then in some things we agree, but not in others ?
Phaedr. That is true.
SOC.In which are we morelikelyto be deceived, and in
which has rhetoric the greater power ?
Phaedr, Clearly, in the uncertain class.
SOC.Then
the
rhetorician
ought
to
make
regular
a
division, andacquire a distinctnotion of bothclasses,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 ; andinthenextplacehemusthaveakeen
eye for the observation
of particulars in speaking, and not
towhich theyare to be
make a mistakeabouttheclass
referred.
Phaedr. Certainly.
SOC.Now
to
which
class
does
love
belong-to
the
hvabelongs to the
debatable or to the undisputed class
?
debatable
Phaedr. To thedebatable,clearly
; for if not, do YOU class.
think that love would have allowed you
to say as youdid,

472
Phmu‘rus. 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
atthebeginningofmyspeech?for,havingbeeninan
ecstasy,Icannotwellremember.
Phaedr. Yes, indeed ; that you did, and no mistake.
SOC.Then I perceive that the Nymphs of Achelous and
Lysias
should
Pan
the son
of Hermes, who inspired me, werefarbetter
have berhetoriciansthanLysiastheson
of Cephalus.Alas!
liow
gun, as I
did, by de- inferiortothemheis
!
But
perhaps
I
am
mistaken;
and
fining love.
Lysias at the commencement of his lover’s speech did insist
onoursupposinglovetobesomethingorotherwhichhe
fancied him to be, and atcording to this model he fashioned
andframedtheremainderofhisdiscourse.Supposewe
read his beginning over again:
Phaedr. Ifyouplease;butyou
will not find whatyou
want.
SOC.Read, that I may have his exact words.
Phaedr. ‘You know how matters stand with
me, and how,
as I conceive,theymightbearrangedforourcommon
264
interest;and
I maintain I oughtnotto
fail inmysuit
of the kindbecause I am not your lover, for lovers repent
nesses which they have shown, when their love is over.’
He begins
SOC.Hereheappearstohavedonejustthereverseof
at the end.
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.
No order
SOC.Thenastotheothertopics-aretheynotthrown
or arrangeIs thereanyprincipleinthem
? Why
downanyhow?
ment of
parts in his shouldthenexttopic
follow nextinorder,oranyother
discourse.
topic? I cannothelpfancyinginmyignorancethathe
wrote off boldly just what came into his head, but I dare say
that YOU wouldrecognize
a rhetoricalnecessityinthe
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 composition.
SOC.At anyrate,
you will allowthateverydiscourse
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ought to be a living creature, having a body of its own and a
phdm.
headandfeet;thereshouldbeamiddle,beginning,and
socnArbs,
PHAEDRUS.
end, adapted to one another and to the whole?
Phaedr. Certainly.
Every discourse
SOC.Canthisbesaid
of thediscourse of Lysias ? S e e 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
Phrygian.
Midas
onthe
grave
of
the
body h a d ,
and feet.
Phaedr. What is there remarkable in the epitaph?
SOC.It is as follows :‘I am maiden
a
of bronze and
lie
on the
tomb
of Midas;
The
dis-

;:::g

I

So long as water flows and talltreesgrow,
So long hereon thisspotbyhis
sad tomb abiding,
I shall declare to passrs-by thatMidas sleeps below.’

Now in this rhyme whether a line comes first or comes last,
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
I thinkthatit
lest I shouldgiveoffencetoyou;although
mightfurnishmanyotherexamples
of whatamanought
265 rathertoavoid.But
I will proceedtotheotherspeech,
which, as I think, is also suggestive to students of rhetoric.
Phaedr. In what way?
SOC.T h e twospeeches,asyoumayremember,wereunlike ; 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
the argument of them, for, as I said, ‘love is a madness.’
Phaedr. Yes.
SOC.And of madness there were two kinds ; one produced
of the
by humaninfirmity,theotherwasadivinerelease
soul from the yoke of custom and convention.
Phaedr. True.
SOC.T h e divine madness was subdivided into four kinds,
prophetic,initiatory,
poetic,erotic,
havingfourgodspresiding over them ; the first was the inspiration of ApollO, the
secondthatofDionysus,thethirdthat
of theMuses,the
fourth that of Aphrodite and Eros. In the description of the
last kind of madness, which was also said to be the best, we

course of
Lysias had
no more arrangement

iksl‘:f
epitaphs.
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T h e serious nreanitdg of t h ntyth.
spokeoftheatiection

of loveina

figure, intowhichwe

socaArEs,introduced a tolerablycredibleandpossiblytruethough
PHAsDac.s
partlyerring myth,which
wasalso a hymninhonour
Love,who is yourlordandalsomine,Phaedrus,andthe

The myth
was a creation of
fancy, yet
tnepfinciples were
involved in
it : ( 1 ) unity
of particulars in a
singlenote;
(2) natural
division
intospecies

Thedialectician is
concerned
with the
Oneand

many.

of

guardian of fair children, and to him we sung the hymn in
measured and solemn strain.
Phaedr. I knowthat 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 ?
soc. 1 mean to saythatthecompositionwasmostly
playful. Yet in these chance fancies
of the hour were involved
two principles of whichwe
shouldbetoogladtohavea
clearer description if art could give us one.
Phaedr. Whatarethey ?
SOC.First,thecomprehension
of scatteredparticulars in
one idea ; as in our definition of love, which whether true or
falsecertainlygaveclearnessandconsistencytothe
discourse,thespeakershoulddefinehisseveralnotionsand
so
make his meaning clear.
Phaedr. What is the other principle, Socrates ?
SOC.The second principle is that
of division into species
accordingtothenaturalformation,wherethejoint
is, not
two 266
breaking any part as a bad carver might. Just as our
discourses,alikeassumed,firstof
all, asingleform of un.
reason ; and then, as the body whichfrom being one becomes
a left side and right side,
double and may be divided into
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 lefthanded 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,
Phaedr. Most true.
sot. I am myself great
a lover
of
these
processes
of
division andgeneralization ; theyhelpme
to speakandto
think.And
if 1 findanymanwho is able to see 'a One and
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Many ’ in nature, him I follow, and ‘walk in his footsteps as
I’hwdrus.
if hewereagod.’Andthosewhohavethisart,
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
toknowwhatnameyouwouldgivetoyour
ortoLysias’
disciples, andwhetherthismaynot
be thatfamousart
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 theart of thosewhom youcall, and rightly,in
my opinion,dialecticians :-Still we areinthedarkabout
rhetorician.
rhetoric.
SOC.What do you mean? The remains
of‘ it, if there be Still rheanything remaining which can be brought under rules of art,
must be a fine thing; and, at any rate, is not to
be despised from diaby you and me. how
much
But
is left?
lectic must
be a valnPhacdr. There is a great deal surely to be fbund in books ableart.
of rhetoric ?
SOC.Yes ; thankyouforremindingme:-There
is the
cxordium, showing how the speech should begin, if I remember rightly; that is what you mean-the niceties of the art?
P/rncdr. Yes.
SOC.Then follows thestatement of facts, and upon that
witnesses ; thirdly,proofs ; fourthly,probabilitiesareto
if I am
come ; the great Byzantian word-maker also speaks,
not mistaken, of confirmation and further confirmation.
Phacdr. You excellent
mean
the Theodorus.
‘I‘lleodorus.
267 Soc. Yes; and he tellshowrefutation
or further refutation
I ought
is to be managed, whether in accusation or defence.
also to mentiontheillustriousParian,Evenus,whofirst
Evenus.
inventedinsinuationsandindirectpraises
; andalsoindirect censures, which according to some he put into verse
I ‘todumbforgetfulness
to helpthememory.Butshall
Tisiasand
consign’TisiasandGorgias,whoarenotignorantthat
probabilityissuperiortotruth,andwho
by force ofargu- Gorgias*
mentmakethelittleappeargreatandthegreat
little,
disguise the new in old fashions and the old in new fashions,
andhavediscoveredformsforeverything,eithershort
or
goingon to infinity. I rememberProdicuslaughingwhen
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I toldhim of this;hesaidthathehad
himself discovered
the true rule of art, which was to be neither long nor short,
PHAEDRUS.
but of a convenient length.
Prodicus.
Phaedr. Welldone,Prodicus
!
Hippias.
SOC.Then
there
is Hippias
the
Elean
stranger,
who
probably agrees with him.
Phaedr. Yes.
Polus.
SOC.AndthereisalsoPolus,whohastreasuries
ofdipla.
siology, and gnomology, andeikonology,andwhoteaches
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 preThrasyma- cepts; for the‘sorrows
of apoorold
man,’ oranyother
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 inventing or disposing of any sort of calumny on any grounds or
none. All of themagreeinassertingthataspeechshould
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.Leavetheunimportantandletusbringthereally
268
importantquestionintothelight
of day, whichis:What
power has this art of rhetoric, and when ?
Phaedr. A very great power in public meetings.
Rhetoric a
SOC.It has. But I shouldliketoknowwhetheryouhave
superficial
art.
thesamefeeling
as I haveabouttherhetoricians
? To me
there seem to be a great many holes in their web,
Phaedr. Give an example,
SOC.I will. Supposeapersontocometoyourfriend
Eryximachus, or to his father Acumenus, and to say to him :
‘ I knowhowtoapplydrugswhichshallhaveeither
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
Phdrus.
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impartingthisknowledgeto
others,’-what do you suppose p h d w s .
that
would say?
SocahTES,
Phaedr. They would be sure to ask him whether he knew P ~ * m m
‘towhom’he
would givehis 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 stumbledon a prescription ortwo,
although he has no real understandingof 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
Sophocla
speechaboutasmall
matter, andashortspeechabout
a or ~ ~ ~
great matter, and also a sorrowful speech, or a terrible, or
p i d s say
threateningspeech,oranyother
kindof
speech,and in
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 donotsupposethatthey
would be rudeor
abusivetohim:Wouldtheynottreat
him asa musician
would amanwhothinksthatheisaharmonist
because
he knows how to pitch the highest and lowest note ; happening to meet such an one he
would not say to him savagely,
‘Fool, you are mad !’ But like a musician, in agentle Theywould
and harmonious tone of voice, he would answer : ‘ My good In
say to him
the most
friend, he whowouldbe
aharmonist must certainlyknow courteous
this, and yet he may understand nothing
of harmony if he In
.manner
and
the sweethas not got beyond your stage of knowledge, for YOU only est tone of
know the preliminaries of harmony and not harmony itself.’ voice, ‘You
only know
Phaedr. Very true.
the alpha269 SOC.And will notSophoclessaytothedisplayofthe
bet of your
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. thesewonderfularts,brachylogiesandeikonologiesandall

the hard names which we have been endeavouring to draw
say?Instead

PHARDRUP.into
thelightofday,whatwouldthey

weshould
not be too
hard on the
rhetorician
fortaching
only part
of his art,

The perf-tion of ora-

tory is part-

ly a gift of
nature. But
it may be
improved
byart.This
art, however, is not
the art Of
Thrasymathus, but
partakasof
the nature
ofphilosoPhY.

of

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
a s them. 'Have a littlepatience,PhaedrusandSocrates,
they would say; you should not be
in such a passion with
thosewho from some want of dialectical skill are unable to
define the nature of rhetoric, and consequently suppose that
they have found the art in the preliminary conditions
of it,
and when these have been taughtby 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,-anapplication
ofit such as this
is theyregardasaneasythingwhichtheirdisciplesmay
make for themselves.'
Phaedr. Iquiteadmit,Socrates,thattheart
of rhetoric
which these men teach and
of which they write is such as
you describe-there I agreewithyou.ButIstillwantto
know where and how the true art of rhetoric and persuasion
is to be acquired.
SOC.
The perfection which is required of the finished orator
is, or rather must be, liketheperfection
of anything else,
partly given by nature, but may also be assisted by art. If
youhavethenaturalpowerandaddto
it knowledgeand
practice, you will be a distinguished speaker ; if you fall short
in either of these, you will be to that extent defective. But
the art, as far as there is an art, of rhetoric does not lie in the
direction of Lysias or Thrasymachus.
Phaedr. In whatdirectionthen ?
SOC.I conceivePericles
to havebeenthemost
accomplished of rhetoricians.
Phnedr. What of that ?
SOC.
All the great arts require discussion and high speculaof 270
tion aboutthetruths
of nature ; hencecomeloftiness
thought and completeness of execution, And this, as
I conceive, was the quality which, in addition to his natural
gifts,
Periclesacquired
from hisintercoursewithAnaxagoras
whom he happened to know. H e was thus imbued with the
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higherphilosophy,andattainedtheknowledge
of Mind ~hacdrrcs.
andthenegativeofMind,whichwerefavouritethemesof
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,becausemedicinehastodefinethenature
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 givingmedicineand
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. HippocratestheAsclepiadsaysthatthenature
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
seewhetherhisargumentagrees
with hisconceptionof
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 consider 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
otherthings,and
if multiform,thentonumbertheforms;
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 o f a comparison with the blind, or deaf..
T h e 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.
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Thenthe
rhetorician

show

by what
means the
soul affects

or is affectedn

and

why one
soul in one
way and
another in
another.

Oratory is
the

art Of

enchanting
thesoul,
and therefore the
Orator
learnthe
differences
of
souls byreexperience.

Phaedr. Certainly.
SOC.H i s whole effort is directed to the soul
; for in that 271
heseekstoproduceconviction.
Phaedr. Yes.
SOC.Then clearly,Thrasymachusoranyoneelsewho
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.
Soc. H e will explain,secondly,themode
inwhich sheacts
orisactedupon.
Phaedr. True.
SOC.Thirdly,having
classified menandspeeches,and
their kinds and affections, and adapted them to one another,
he will tell the reasons of his arrangement, and show why
one soul is persuaded by a particular form of argument, and
anothernot.
Phaedr. You havehituponaverygood
way.
SOC.Yes, that is the true and only way in which any subject can be set forth or treated
by rules of art, whether in
of the present day, at
speaking or writing. But the writers
whosefeetyouhavesat,craftilyconcealthenature
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.
SOC.Oratoryistheart
of enchantingthesoul,addthere.
fore he who would be an orator has to learn the differences of
humansouls-theyare
so manyandofsuchanature,and
from themcomethedifferencesbetweenmanandman.
Having
proceeded
thus
far
in
his
analysis,
he
will next
divide speeches into their different classes :--‘Such and
such
persons,’
he will say,
‘are
affected
by thisorthatkindof
speech in this or that way,’ and he will tell you why.
The
pupil must have a good theoretical notion
of them first, and

The so-cadled art of Rhetoric.
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, o r h e will socRAraS,
nevergetbeyondtheprecepts
of hismasters.
But when PnAEuR"s.
he understands what persons
are persuaded by what arguKnowledge
272 ments, and sees the person about whom he was speaking in
of jndivithe abstract actually before him, and knows that it is he, and dual charcan say to himself, 'This is the man or this is the character
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, andknowsalsowhenheshouldspeakandwhenhe
shouldrefrain,andwhenheshouldusepithysayings,
pathetic appeals, sensational effects, and all the other modes
of speechwhichhehaslearned
;-when,
I say,heknows
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
Well, the
says ' I don't believe you ' has the better of him.
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 possibility 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 roundI wish
about way if there be a shorter and easier one. And
that you would try and remember whether you have heard
from Lysiasoranyoneelseanythingwhichmightbe
of
service to us,
Phaedr. Iftryingwould
avail, then I might; but atthe
moment I can think of nothing.
SOC.Suppose I tellyousomethingwhichsomebodywho
knowstoldme,
Phaedv. Certainly.
SOC.Maynot'the
wolf,' astheproverbsays,'claima
hearing '3
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 ~
~
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According
to Tisias,
either party
should tell
D lie of a
sort which
the other
would be
unwilling
or unable
10 refute.

arrive at first principles ; for, as I said at first, when the question 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 truthfor that in courts of law menliterallycarenothingabout
truth, but only about conviction : and this is based on probability, to which he who would be a skilful orator should therefore give his whole attention. And they say also that there
are cases inwhich the actual facts, if they are improbable,
ought tobe withheld,andonlytheprobabilitiesshould
be
in
told either in accusation or defence,andthatalways
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
we havequite
say, Socrates. I have notforgottenthat
briefly touched uponthis
matter'already; with themthe
point is all-important.
SOC.I daresaythat
you are familiarwith 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
thissort:-Hesupposesa
feeble andvaliantmantohave
assaulted a strongandcowardlyone,andtohaverobbed
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
astrongman
like him?' The complainant will notliketo
confess hisowncowardice,and
will thereforeinventsome
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.

' LVot as pleasers of men, but of God..'
Phaedr.shall
What
we say to him?
SOC.Let us tell him that, before he appeared, you and
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weresayingthattheprobability
of whichhespeakswas
engendered in the minds of the many by the likeness of the
truth, and we had just been affirming that he who knew the
man should
truth would always know best how to discover the resemlearnto say
what is acblances 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
is the true
are satisfied with our own view, that unless a man estimates
is able to divide ofrhetoric.
the various characters of his hearers and
all things into classes and to comprehend them under single
ideas, he will never be a skilful rhetorician even within the
will notattain
limits of humanpower,Andthisskillhe
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
leastthisshouldnotbehisfirstobject)buthisgoodand
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,thatthis
is admirable,ifonly
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 saidof propriety and
impropriety of writing.
Phaedr. Yes.
SOC.Do you know how you can speak or act about rhetoric
in a manner which will be acceptable to God ?
Phaedr. No, indeed, Do y o u ?
SOC.I have heard a tradition of the ancients, whether true
or not they only know; although
if we had found the truth

$gz:
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Thamus and Theuth.

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.
The ingeSOC.
At the Egyptian city of Naucratis, there was a famous
nuity of
old
god,
whose name was Theuth ; the bird which is called
the god
Theuth.
the Ibis is sacred to him, and he was the inventor of many
who was
theinventor arts,such as arithmeticandcalculationandgeometryand
astronomyanddraughtsand
dice, buthisgreatdiscovery
of letters,
rebuked
was the use of letters. Now in those days the god Thamus
by King
was the king of the whole country of Egypt ; and he dwelt
Thamus,
also called in that great city
of Upper Egypt which the Hellenes
call
Ammon.
EgyptianThebes,andthe
godhimself is called by them
Ammon. T o him cameTheuthandshowedhisinventions,
desiring that the other Egyptians might be allowed to have
them, andThamus
the benefitof
them ; heenumerated
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
Theuthinpraiseor
blameof thevariousarts.Butwhen
they came to letters, This, said Theuth,
will make the Egyptians wiser and give them better memories
; it is a specific
both for the memory and for thewit. Thamus replied : 0 most
ingenious Theuth, the parent or inventor
of an artis 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 qualitywhich 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 theexternalwrittencharactersand
not
remember of themselves. The specific whichyouhavediscovered is an aid not to memory, but to reminiscence, and you
give your disciples not truth, but only the semblance
of truth ;
they willbe hearers of many things and will have learned
nothing ; they will appear to be omniscient and will generally
knownothing ; they willbe tiresome company, having the
show of wisdom without the reality.
Phaedr. Yes, Socrates, you can easily invent talesof Egypt,
or of any other country.

The written word an im&ge
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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
Thescep
heard the truth even
from 'oak or rock,' it was enough for
ticism of
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
Socrates.
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 verysimpleperson,andquitea
b'riting far
stranger to the oracles of Thamus or Ammon, who should
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
deemedthatwritingwasatallbetterthanknowledgeand
recollection of the same matters ?
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 !$Pfylthe attitude of life, and yet if you ask them a question they silentever,
preserveasolemnsilence.Andthesamemaybesaidof
speech, be
speeches. You would imagine that they had intelligence, but
if you want to know anything and put
a question to one of adap!d to
indinduals.
them, the speaker always gives one unvarying answer. And
whentheyhavebeenoncewrittendowntheyaretumbled
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.
Phaedr. That again is most true.
soc. Is therenotanotherkind
of word orspeechfar
But
there
better than this, and having far greater power-a son of the
276 same family, but lawfully begotten ?
writing
Phaedr. Whom do you mean,andwhat
is hisorigin ?
graven on
the tablets
soc. 1 mean an intelligent word graven in the soul
of the ofthemjlld.
learner, which can defend itself, and knows when to speak
and when to be silent.
Phaedr. Youmeanthelivingword
of knowledgewhich
is properlyno
hasasoul,andofwhichthewrittenword
more
than
an
image?
*
SOC.Yes,ofcoursethatiswhat
I mean. And nowmay
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Recapitzdation in n j p r e .

~ h ~ ~ I ~bel allowed
~ ~ , to
~ ask
, you a question: Would a husbandman,

whoisa man of sense,taketheseeds,whichhevaluesand
which he wishes to bear fruit, and in sober seriousness plant
IVhat man them during the heat of summer, in some garden of Adonis,
of sense
would plant that he may rejoice when he sees them in eight days appcarsccds in an ing in beauty? at least he
would do so, if at all, only for the
artificial
sake of amusement and pastime. But when he is in earnest
garden, to
txing forth hesows
is
in fittingsoil,andpractiseshusbandry,and
fruit or
satisfied if in eightmonthstheseedswhichhehas
sown
flowers i n
eight days, arrive at perfection ?
and not in
P/mdr. Yes, Socrates, that willbe his way when he is in
deeper and
n ~ o r efitting earnest; he will do the other, as you say, only in play.
soil ?
SOC.And can we suppose that he who knows the just and
good and
honourable
has
less understanding,thanthc
husbandman, about his own seeds ?
I’/zncd),. Certainly not.
SOC.’I’hen he will notseriouslxincline
to ‘write’ his
thoughts ‘in water’ with pen andink,sowingwords
which
can neitherspeak for themselvesnorteachthctruthade.
quately to others?
Pllncdv. No, that is not likely.
,Is ;I
Soc. Xo, that is not likely--in thegarden of letters hc w i l l
tlllll: 11e
sow and plant, but only for the sake of recreation and amuseIlMy pl.111t
tli\ f,lir
mcnt ; he will writethemdown asmemorialsto be treasured
t l m l g h i h ill
againsttheforgetfulness
of old age, by himself, or by any
sOCRATEs,

PHAEW~.

w q -

tllL!pardcil

other old n1an who is treadingthesamepath.
He will
; and while others
rejoice in beholdingtheirtendergrowth
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 theothcr
is
ignoble, the pastime of a man who can be amused by serious
talk, and can discourse merrily about justice and the
like.
Illit /,IF
SOC.True,
Phaedrus.
But
nobler
the
far
serious
is
serious ailn
,,.ill tie to
pursuit of thedialectician, who, findingacongenial soul, by
implant
thehelp of science sows andplantsthereinwordswhich
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 haveinthemaseedwhich
n;%tiires.
others brought up in different soils render immortal, making
thepossessors of it happy to thc utmostextent of human
happiness.
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Phaedr. Far
certainly.
nobler,
,
l'hnedrus.
SOC.And now, Phaedrus, having agreed upon the prcn~isesSocnnrKs,
conclusion.
we may
theabout
decide
PHAfDRL,S.
Phaedr. About what conclusion ?
SOC.AboutLysias,
whom wecensured,andhisartof
writing, and his discourses, and the rhetorical skill or want
of skillwhichwas
shown in them-these are the questions
us to this
which we sought to determine, and they brought
I thinkthatweare
now pretty well informed
point.And
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 TIWconof which he is writing or speaking, and is able to define them ~ ~ ~ ~ ~
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 ~
~
natures, and to arrange and dispose them in such a way that speaking,
the simple form of speech may be addressed to the simpler andtodiscern the
nature,andthecomplexandcompositetothemore
complex
of
nature-until he has accomplished all this, he will be unable those\vholn
he is adto handle arguments according to rules of art, as far as their dressing,
natureallowsthemtobesubjectedtoart,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 theymightbe
rightly or wrongly censured-did not
our previous argument
show- ?
Phaedv. Show what ?
SOC.That whether Lysias or any other writer that ever
'TIE ~egiawas or will be, whether private man or statesman, proposes
laws and so becomes the author of a political treatise, fancy- must know
ingthatthereisanygreatcertaintyandclearnessinhis
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
wil.
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?

:Lzal,
L;zi:

~

,

~

;

c

b

phacd~us. otherwise than disgraceful to him, even though he have the
~ o c ~
applause
~ ~ of~the~
whole
, world.
Pn~DausPhaedr. Certainly.
man igSOG.But he who thinks that in the written word there is
norance of
allthese
necessarily
much
which
is
not
serious,
and
that
neither
things is a poetry nor prose, spoken or written, is of any great value, if,
disgrace.
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
whohas
instruction;andwhothinksthateventhebestofwritings
faith in oral
instruction are but areminiscence of what weknow,
and that only in
and in the principles of justice and goodness and nobility taught and
reminiscence of
communicatedorallyforthesakeofinstructionandgraven
ideas,inthesoul,whichisthetruewayofwriting,isthereclearwith him we
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~~~
firstplace,thewordwhichhefindsinhisownbosom;
secondlv. the brethren and descendants and relations
of his
him.
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.
Phaedr. That is most assuredly my desire and prayer.
SOC.Andnowtheplayisplayedout;and
of rhetoric
Poets,
orators,
Go
and
tell
Lysias
that
to
the
fountain
and
school
enough.
legislators,
of the Nymphs we went down, and were bidden by them to
if their
composiconvey a message to him and to other composers of speeches
tions are
-to Homerandotherwriters
of poems,whethersetto
based on
truth, ark
music or not; and to Solon and others who have composed
worthy to
writings in the form of political discourses which they would
be called
philosoterm laws-to all of them we
are to say that if their compo.
phers.
sitions are based on knowledge of the truth, and they can
to the test,by
defendorprovethem,whentheyareput
spoken arguments, which leave their writings poor in
cornparison 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.
I,
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suitable. I’haedr. Very
SOC.And he who cannot rise above his
own compilations
andcompositions,whichhehasbeenlongpatchingand
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.
Phaedr. But there is also a friend of yours who ought not
to be
SOC.W h o is he ?
279
Phaedr. Isocratesthe fair:-Whatmessage
will yousend
to him, andhowshall we describehim ?
sot: Isocrates is still young, Phaedrus; but
1 amwilling
to hazard a prophecy concerning him.
Phaedr. W h a t would you prophesy?
SOC.I. think that he has a genius which soars above the
orations of Lysias, and that his character. is cast in a finer
mould. My impression of himisthathe
will marvellously
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, whois yours.
Phaedr. Iwill ; andnow as theheatisabatedletus
depart.
SOC.Should we not
offer up aprayerfirst
of alltothe
local deities?
Phaedr. By all means.
SOC.Beloved Pan, and all ye other gods who haunt this
place, givemebeauty
in theinward
swl; and may the
one. May I reckon the wise
outward and inward man be at
to be the wealthy, and may-I have such a quantity of gold a s
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.
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INTRODUCTION.
THEIonis the shortest,ornearly
the shortest, of all the
writings which bear the name of Plato, and is not authenticated
byanyearlyexternaltestimony.
Thegrace andbeauty of this
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 describedbyEuthydemus as 'very precise
about the exactwords of Homer, but very idioticthemselves.'
(Cp. Aristotle, Met. xiii. chap. 6. 5 7.)
Ion therhapsode has just come to Athens;,he has been exhibiting in Epidaurus at the festival of Asclepius, and is intending
to exhibit at the festival of the Panathenaea. Socratesadmires
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 isthe 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 tojudge of
533 allpoetry.'
Thisis confirmedby the analogy of sculpture,
painting, flute-playing, andthe 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 bySocrates is

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 suspended from oneanother,and
from a magnet. The magnet is
the Muse,and the ring which immediately follows isthe poet
himself; fromhim are suspended otherpoets;thereis
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
reasonwhysomepoets,
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
reasonsomerhapsodes, like Ion, are the interpreters of single
poets.
Ion is delighted at the notion of beinginspired,and
acknowledges that he is beside himself when he is performing;his eyes rain tears and his hair stands onend. . Socrates is of
opinion that a man mustbe mad whobehaves in thiswayat
a festival when he issurrounded by hisfriendsand
there is
nothing to trouble him. Ionis confident that Socrates would
never think himmad if hecould only hear his embellishments
of Homer. Socrates askswhetherhe
can speak well about
everything in Homer. ‘Yes, indeed he can.’ ‘What about things 537
of which hehasno
knowledge?’ Ionanswersthathe
can
Socrates,
when
interpret anything in Homer. But, rejoins
Homerspeaks 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? Ionis compelled to admitthatevery
man will judge
of his own particular art better thanthe rhapsode. H e 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
Atheniansand Spartans will not appointforeigner
to betheir
many
general. ‘No, that is not the real reason;thereare
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examples to the contrary. But Ion has long beenplayingtricks
with theargument; like Proteus, he transforms himself into 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 dishonest ? ’ Ion, who has no suspicion of theirony of %crates,
eagerly embraces the alternative of inspiration.
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The Ion, like the other earlier Platonic Dialogues, is a mixture INTRO~UC.
TION.
of jest and earnest, in whichno definite resultis 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 thatthe poet is inspired.Geniusis
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 themand becomes discoloured bythem.
Imagination is often at war with reasonand fact. The concedtration of the mindon 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 beenpassing before Plato’s
mind when he describes the poet as inspired, or when, as in the
Apology (ab,foil.), he speaks of poets as theworst 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 theyarenarrow
and
confused ; they do not attain to the clearness of ideas, or to the .
knowledge of poetry orof any other art asa whole.
In the Protagoras (316d, 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 tohaveall
knowledge,which isderived byhimfrom
Homer,just asthe
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The inspiration of the poet.
sophist professes to have all wisdom, which is contained in his art
of rhetoric.
Even
morethan
the sophisthe
is incapable of
appreciatingthe commonestlogical distinctions;hecannotexplain the nature of his own art; his great memory contrasts with
his inability tofollow thesteps of the argument. And in his
highest moments of inspiration he has an eye to his own gains
(535 E).
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 andIon.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 (394foll.), Socrates attributes
to dramatic performancesover the mindof the performer.His
allusion to his embellishments of Homer, in which hedeclares
himself to have surpassed Metrodorus of Lampsacus and Stesimbrotus of Thasos,seems to showthat, like them, he belonged
to the allegorical school pf interpreters. The circumstancethat
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.

l

I 0 N.
PERSONS

OF THE DIALOGUE.
SOCRATES.Iox.

Socrates. WELCOME,
Ion.Areyou
from your
native
city
ran.
530 of Ephesus ?
SOCRATRS,
Ion. No, Socrates ; but from Epidaurus, where I attended loa.
the
of Asclepius.
Socrates
SOC.And do the Epidaurians have contests
of rhapsodes
sode.
at
festival ?
Ion. 0 yes ; and of all sorts of musical performers.
SOC.And were you one
of the competitors-and did you
succeed ?
Iolz. I obtained the first prize of all, Socrates.
SOC.Well done ; and I hope that you will do the same for
u s at the Panathenaea.
Ion. And I will, please heaven.
SOC.I often envy the profession
of a rhapsode, Ion; for
How enviyou have always to wear fine clothes, and to look as beautiful $
~
as you can is a part of your art. Then, again, you are obliged of a rhapto be continually in the company
of many good poets ; and
especially of Homer, who is the best and most divine
of them; finely
and to understand him, and not merely learn his words
by
rote, is a thing greatly to be envied. And no man can be
a in god
rhapsode who does not understand the meaning of the poet.
For the rhapsode ought to interpret the mind of the poet to poets, of
hishearers,buthowcanheinterprethimwellunlesshe
whom he is
the interknowswhathemeans
? Allthisisgreatlytobe
envied.
preter
Zon. Very true, Socrates ; interpretation has certainly been men.
the most laborious part of my art ; and. I believe myself able
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Ion devotes
himself to
the exclusive interpretation 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, I o n ; I see that you
will not refuse to acquaint me with them.
Ion. Certainly,Socrates;andyoureallyoughttohear
howexquisitely I render Homer.
I think that the Homeridae should give me a golden crown.
SOC.I shall take an opportunity of hearing your embellishBut justnow I should 531
ments of himatsomeothertime.
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
agree ?
ZOH. Yes ; in my opinion there are a good many.
SOC.AndcanyouinterpretbetterwhatHomersays,or
what Hesiod says, about these matters in which they agree ?
Ion. I caninterpretthemequally
well, Socrates,where
they agree.
SOC.But what about matters in which they do not agree?for example,aboutdivination,ofwhichbothHomerand
Hesiod have something to say,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
interpretthemwhentheydisagreeas
well aswhenthey
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
Homerspeakofthesamethemeswhich
all otherpoets
handle? Is not war his great argument? and does he not
speak of human society and of intercourse of men, good and
of the gods conversing with
bad, skilled and unskilled, and
one another and with mankind, and about what happens
in

Nonzer and Hesiod.
heavenand in theworld below, andthegenerationsofgods
andheroes?Arenotthesethethemes
of which Homer
sings ?
Ion. Very true, Socrates.
SOC.And do not the other poets singof 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
about arithmetic, where many people are speaking; and one
speaksbetterthantherest,thereissomebodywhocan
judge which of them is the good speaker?
Ion. Yes.
SOC.And he who judges of the good
will be the same as
judges
whohe
speakers?
bad
of the
Ion. T h e same.
SOC.And he will be the arithmetician?
Zon. Yes.
SOC.Well, and in discussions about the wholesomeness of
food, whenmanypersonsarespeaking,andonespeaks
betterthantherest,
will hewhorecognizesthebetter
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 heknowthegood
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
asHesiodandArchilochus,speakofthesamethings,
although not in the same way; but the one speaks well and
the other not so well ?
~ k 2
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Homer,
who is the
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chilochus
and Hesiod, ‘who
are the
inferiors.
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Ion, Yes ; and I amrightinsaying
SO.
SOC.And if youknewthegoodspeaker,youwouldalso
ION.
knowtheinferiorspeakerstobeinferior
?
Ion. That is true.
SOC.Then, my dearfriend,can
I bemistakeninsaying
that Ion is equallyskilledinHomerandinotherpoets,
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 loseattentionandgo
to
is Ion all
a,ive when sleep and have absolutely no ideas
of the least value, when
Homer is
anyonespeaks
of anyotherpoet;butwhenHomer
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,myfriend,
is obvious. No onecan fail
of any
other
toseethatyouspeak
of Homerwithoutanyart
or k n o w
pet?"
ledge. If you were able to speak of him by rules of art, you
Because
hehas no
would have been able to speak
of all other poets ; for poetry
knowledge is awhole.
of poetry as
a wholr.
Ion* Yes.
SOC.And when any one acquires any other art as a whole,
like me to
thesamemay
be said of them.Wouldyou
Ion?
explainmymeaning,
Ion. Yes,indeed,Socrates;
I verymuchwishthat
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 rhapsodesandactors,andthepoets
; whereas I am a common
whose verses you sing, are wise
For consider what a very
man,whoonlyspeakthetruth.
commonplace and trivial thing is this which I have said--a
a manhas
thingwhichanymanmightsay:thatwhen
acquired a knowledge of a whole art, the enquiry into good
us consider this matter;
and bad is one and the same. Let
is not the art of painting a whole ?
Ion. Yes.
SOC.Andthereareandhavebeenmanypaintersgood
and bad?
sOCRATS.,

Ion. Yes.
TheamSOC.Anddid you everknowanyonewhowasskilful
logy of the
otherart*, pointing out theexcellencesanddefectsofPolygnotusthe

in

The explanation of it

in a jgure.

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.
hadtogivehisopinionaboutPolygnotus,orwhoeverthe
paintermight be, andabouthimonly,wokeupandwas
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
theSamian,or
of anyindividualsculptor;butwhenthe
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 rhapsodeof 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, I o n ; and 1 will proceed to explain to you
Thegift 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, a s I was just saying, an inspiration ; there is a divinity a.n inspiratlon whkh
moving you, like that contained in the stone which Euripides exercises a
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; aremspired.
and sometimes you may see a number of pieces of iron and
rings suspended from one another so as to form quite a long
chain : and all of them derive their power of suspension from
theoriginalstone.
In like mannertheMusefirst
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
lor.
their right mind, so the lyric poets are not in their rightmind
when they are composing their
beautiful strains: but when
falling under the power of music and metre they are inspired
andpossessed;like
Bacchic maidenswhodraw
milk and
honey from the rivers when they are under the
influence of
Dionysus butnot when they are in their right mind. And
the soul of the lyric poet does the
same, as they themselves
from honeyed
say ; for they tell us that they bring songs
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
Tbey have men ; but like yourself when speaking about Homer, they do
no
Of not speak of them by any rules of art : they are simply inspired
art, and are
therefore
to utter that to which the Muse impels them, and that only;
to
and
when inspired, one of them will make dithyrambs, anoth.er
utter strains
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.
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
Godtakesawaytheminds
of poets, and uses them as his
ministers, as he also uses diviners andholy 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.
hewrotenothingthatanyone
would caretoremember
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
Zon.

SoslATsr,

The pe+-vdances

of Ion.
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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 interpretersof 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 whenhe
astheapparition
of Odysseusleapingforthonthe
floor,
recognized by the suitors and casting his arrows at his
feet, effect.
orthedescription
of AchillesrushingatHector,
orthe
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 taleof 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,
andhasgoldencrownsuponhishead,
of which nobody
hasrobbed him, appearsweepingorpanic-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 rightmind.
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 emotionsof pity, wonder, stern-

:!'::
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The rings and t h rhapsodc.
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 lastof the rings
which, a s I am saying, receive the power of the original m a g
net from one another? The rhapsode like yourself and the
536
actor are intermediate links, and the poet himself is the first
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.
downfromanother.Thusthereis
a vastchainofdancers
andmastersandunder-mastersofchoruses,whoare
suspended, as if from the stone, at the side
of the rings which
hang down from the Muse. And every poet has some Muse
from whom he is suspended, and by whom he is said to
be
is taken
possessed, which is nearly the same thing; for he
are thepoets,
hold of. Andfromthesefirstrings,which
depend others, some deriving their inspiration from Orpheus,
others from Musaeus ; but the greater number are possessed
andheld by Homer. Of whom,Ion,youareone,andare
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
amoment,andyoursoulleapswithinyou,andyouhave
plenty to say; for not by art or knowledge about Homer do
you saywhatyousay,butbydivineinspirationand
by
too havea
possession;justastheCorybantianrevellers
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
You ask,
plenty to say, and have nothing to say of others.
‘ 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 whenI 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 shouldlikeverymuch
to hearyou,but.notuntil
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youhaveanswered.aquestionwhich
I haveto ask. On
zmC.
what part of Homer do you speak well ?-not surely about SocnArps,
every
ION.
Ion. There is no part, Socrates, aboutwhich I do not speak Ion knows
well : of that assure
you.
I can
every part
of Homer.
SOC.Surely not about things in Homer of which you have
no knowledge ?
Ion. AndwhatisthereinHomer
of which I haveno
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.Tellmethen,whatNestorsaystoAntilochus,his
son, where he bids him be careful of the turn at the horser?ce in honour of Patroclus.
Zon. ‘Bend gently,’ he says, ‘in the polishedchariot 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
physicianbethebetterjudge
of thepropriety of these
lines ?
Ion. T h e charioteer, clearly.
SOC.And will thereasonbethatthisishisart,or
will
there be any other reason?
Ion. No, that will be the reason.
SOC.Andeveryartisappointed
by Godtohave
knowledge of a certain work ; for that which we know by the art
of the pilot we do not know by the artof medicine ?
Ion. Certainly not.
SOC.Nor do we know
by the art of thecarpenterthat
which we know by the art of medicine?
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.

7% cross-exanzination of Jon.
Ion. Yes.
SOC.You would argue,

Every art
has a distinct subject ; and
he who has
no knowledge of an
art can
form no
judgment
of it.

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,therewouldbenomeaninginsayingthatthearts
were different,-if they both gave the same knowledge. For
example, I know that here are
five fingers,andyouknow
the same. And
if I were to ask whether I and you became
of
acquaintedwiththis
factby
thehelp of thesameart
arithmetic,youwouldacknowledgethatwe
did?
Ion. Yes.
SOC.Tell me, then,what I was intending to ask
you,- 538
whetherthisholdsuniversally?Mustthesamearthave
thesamesubject
of knowledge,anddifferentartsother
subjects of knowledge ?
Ion. That is my opinion, Socrates.
SOC.Then he who has no knowledge
of a particular art
will havenorightjudgment
of the sayings and doings
of
that art?
Zon. Very true.
SOC.Then which will be a better judge of the lines which
you were reciting from Homer, you or the charioteer?
Ion. T h e charioteer.
SOC.Why, yes,becauseyouare
a rhapsodeandnota
charioteer.
Ion. Yes.
SOC.
And the art of the rhapsode is different from that of
the charioteer ?
Ion. Yes.
SOC.
And if a differentknowledge,thenaknowledge
of
different matters ?
Io?. True.
SOC.
You know the passage in which Hecamede, the concubine of Nestor,isdescribed
as givingtothewounded
Machaon a posset, as he says,
‘Made with Pramnian wine; and she grated cheese of goat’s milk with a
grater of bronze, and at his side placedan onion which gives a relish to drink I.’

11. xi. 638,630.

The incomisbncits of Iot2.
Now wouldyousaythattheart
ofmedicinewasbetterabletojudge
these lines ?
art
Ion. The
of medicine.
SOC.And when Homer says,
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of the rhapsode or the art
of thepropriety of

Ion.
SOCRATKS,
ION.

For exam-

ple, the
rhapscde

' 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
",I
medicine,
or of the
will the art of the fisherman or of the rhapsode be better
fisherman's
able to judge whether these lines are rightly expressed or
not ?
Ion. Clearly, Socrates, the art of the fisherman.
SOC.Come now, supposethatyouweretosaytome:
'Since you, Socrates, are able to assign different passages in
Homer to their corresponding arts,
Iwishthatyou
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
manysuchpassages,particularlyintheOdyssee;
as,for
of
example, the passage in which Theoclymenus the prophet
the house of Melampus says to the suitors:539

' Wretchedmen I whatishappeningto you 1 Yonrheadsand yonr faces
and your limbs underneath
art shrouded in night ; and the voice of lamentation bursts forth, and your cheeks are wet with tears. And the vestibule is full,
and the court is full, of ghosts descending into the darkness of Erebus, and the
sun has perished out of heaven, and an evil mist is spread abroad'.'
And there are many such passages
in theIliadalso;as
for example in the description of the battle near the rampart,
where he says:-

' Astheywereeager to passtheditch,therecametothem
an omen : a
soaring eagle, holding back the people on the left, bore a huge bloody dragon
in his talons, still living and panting ; nor had he yet resigned the strife, for he
bent back and smote the bird which carried him on the breast by the neck, and
he in pain let him fall from him to the ground into the midstof 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
prophet ought to consider and determine.
Ion. And you are quite right, Socrates, in saying so.
SOC.Yes,Ion,and
you are rightalso.And
as I have
1

11. xxiv. So.

Od. xx. 351.

3

11. xii. aoo.

Or Of the

prophetic
art.
..
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Ion is still
of opinion

that the
rhapsode
can form
a better
general
judgment
of the proprieties of
character :

I s Ion a generaZ as we& as a rhapsode ?
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
andtherhapsode’sart,andwhichtherhapsodeoughtto
examine and judge of better than other men.
Ion. All passages, I should say, Socrates.
SOC.Not all, Ion,surely.Haveyoualreadyforgotten
a better
what you were saying? A-rhapsode ought to have
memory.
Ion.
amwhat
Why,
I forgetting?
540
SOC.Do younotrememberthatyoudeclaredtheart
of
the rhapsode to be different from the art of the charioteer ?
Ion. Yes, I remember.
SOC.Andyouadmittedthatbeingdifferenttheywould
have different subjects of knowledge ?
Ion. Yes.
SOC.Then upon your own showing the rhapsode, and the
art of the rhapsode, will not know everything ?
Ion. I should exclude certain things, Socrates.
SOC.Youmeantosaythatyouwouldexcludepretty
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
a freeman and what a slave ought to say,
to say, and what
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
what the ruler of a sick man ought to say?
Zon. H e will not.
Soc., But he will know what a slave ought to say?
Ion. Yes.
SOC.Supposetheslavetobe
a cowherd;therhapsode
will know better than the cowherd what he ought to say in
order to soothe the infuriated cows?
Ion. No, he will not.
SOC.But he will knowwhataspinning-womanoughtto
say about the workingof wool ?

If so, why is Re not employed in war ?

509

Ion. No.

/a.

SOC.Atanyratehe
will knowwhat a generaloughtto
socaArss,
ION.
say when exhorting his soldiers?
Zon. Yes, that is the sort of thing which the rhapsode will not ofwhat
a slave or
be sure to know.
a cowherd
SOC.Well, but is the art of the rhapsode the art
of the ought to
say. but of
general? ,
what a
Ion. I am sure that Ishouldknowwhatageneralought
general
ought to
to say.
say, and
SOC.W h y , yes,Ion,becauseyoumaypossiblyhavea
accidentally
knowledge of the art of the general as well as of the rhapsode; and you may also have a knowledge
of horsemanship of other
as well a s of thelyre : andthenyouwouldknowwhen
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 youjudged of performersonthelyre,you
would admit that you judged of them as a performer on the
lyre, and not as a horseman ?
Ion. Yes.
SOC.And in judging of the general's art, do
you judge of
it as a general or a rhapsode ?
Zon. To methereappearsto
be no differencebetween
them.
541 SOC.What do you mean
? Do youmeantosaythatthe
art of the rhapsode and of the general is the same ?
Zon. Yes, one and the same.
Soc. Thenhewho
is agoodrhapsode
is alsoagood
general ?
Zon. Certainly,Socrates.
SOC.Andhewho
is agoodgeneral
is alsogood
a
rhapsode ?
Zon. No ; Ithat.
do
saynot
is Ion made
SOC.But you do say that he who
is a goodrhapsode is
also a good general.
the
being
best of
Ion. Certainly.
rhapsodes,
is also the
SOC.And you are the best of Hellenic rhapsodes ?
best of
Ion. Far the best, Socrates.
generals.
~~~~~~~
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Is Ion inspired,
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dishonest ?

SOC.And are you the best general, Ion ?
Ion. TObe 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
go about as a rhapsode
the best of rhapsodes in all Hellas,
a general? Do youthinkthatthe
whenyoumightbe
Hellenes want a rhapsode with his golden crown, and do not
want a general ?
Zon. Why,Socrates,thereason
is, thatmycountrymen,
of Athens, and
the Ephesians, are the servants and soldiers
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, althoughaliens,aftertheyhadshowntheirmerit.
And will theynotchooseIontheEphesiantobetheir
general, and honour him, if he prove himself worthy ? W e r e
not the Ephesians originally Athenians, and Ephesus is no
if youarecorrectinsaying
meancity ? But,indeed,Ion,
to praise Homer,
that by art and knowledge you are able
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 artof 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
nowyougoallmanner
of ways, twistingandturning,and,
inspired
likeProteus,becomeallmannerofpeopleatonce,andat
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
thatyouwouldexhibitHomer,youarenotdealingfairly
with me. But if, a s I believe, you have no art, but speak all
these beautiful words about Homer unconsciously under his
But why
then is he
not employed ?

lnsfiyatim is the nobZeer alteynative.
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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,
pired ordishonest
thought,
?
ION.
Ion. There is agreatdifference,Socrates,betweenthe
Ion accepts
two alternatives;
and
inspiration
is
by far
the
nobler.
SOC.Then, Ion, I shall assume the nobler alternative; and alternaattribute to you in your praises of Homer inspiration, and tives.
not art.
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INTRODUCTION
OF all the works of Plato the Symposium is the most perfect in
~y,,,form,andmay be truly thought to contain morethanany com- ~ o s i 2 4 N z .
mentator has ever dreamed of; or, as Goethe said of one of his?;:;NI
ownwritings,more
thantheauthor
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 havebeen explained by him if he hadbeen interrogatedaboutthem.
Yet Plato was not a mystic, nor in any
degree affected by the Eastern influences which afterwards overspreadtheAlexandrian
world. H e was not an enthusiastor
a sentimentalist,butonewhoaspiredonlytoseereasoned
truth, and whose thoughts are clearly expressed in his language.
There is n o foreign elementeither of Egypt or of Asia to be
found in his writings.Andmore
thananyother Platonicwork
theSymposiumisGreek
both in styleand subject, having a
beauty ‘as of astatue,’while
the companion Dialogue of the
Phaedrus is markedbya sort of Gothic irregularity. Moretoo
than in any other of his Dialogues, Platoisemancipatedfrom
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 atleast a
superficial reconcilement. (Rep. x. 507 B.)
Steph.

Anunknownperson whohad heard of the discourses in praise
of love spoken by Socrates and others at the banquet of Agathon
is desirous of having anauthentic account of them,which he
thinks that he can obtain from Apollodorus, the same excitable,
L12

ANALYSIS.

516

AnaZyssis

I 72-1

79.

or rather ‘ mad ’ friend of Socrates, who is afterwards introduced
in the Phaedo. H e hadimagined
thatthe
discourses were
ANALYSIS. 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 heardthem from the best authority.
Aristodemus,who is described as havingbeen 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 sacrificing in thanksgiving for his tragic victory on the day previous.
But nosoonerhashe
entered the house than he findsthathe
isalone;Socrates
hasstayed behind in a fit of abstraction, 175
anddoes not appearuntil the banquetis half over. Onhis
appearinghe 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 daysissuch 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 makespeechesinhonour
of love, oneafter
another, going from left to right in the order in which they are
recliningat the table. All of them agree to thisproposal, and
Phaedrus, who is the ‘father’of the idea, which he has previously
communicated to Eryximachus, begins as follows :H e descants first of all upon the antiquity of love,which is 178
proved by the authority of the poets ; secondly upon the benefits
whichlove 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 anycowardly or mean act. And a 179
state or army which wasmadeuponly
of loversand their
loves would be invincible. For lovewill
convert the veriest
coward into an inspired hero.
And there have been true loves not only of men but of women
also. Suchwas the love of Alcestis, whodaredtodieforher
husband, and in recompense of her virtue was allowed to come
sym-

posium.
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again fromthe dead. But Orpheus,themiserableharper,
who
s~,,~.
went down to Hades alive, that he might bring back his wife, was @si*m*
mocked with an apparition only, andthegodsafterwards
con- * N * L Y w .
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 immediatelyfollow:andthe
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
For thereare two
from theearthly, before hepraisedeither.
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 comISI 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,
andhas no shadow of wantonness or lust. The secondisthe
coarser kind of love, which is a love of the body rather than of the
182 soul, and is of womenandboys
as well as of men. Now the
actions of lovers vary, like every other sort
of action, according to
themanner 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
thebarbarians,disapprove
of them ; partlybecausetheyare
aware of the political dangers which ensue from them, as may
beseenintheinstance
of Harmodiusand Aristogeiton. At
Athens and Sparta tlm-e isan 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;buttherearealsotimeswhenelders
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 bloomof youth is over, is disgraceful, and so is the interested love of power or wealth; but
the love of the noble mind is lasting. The lover should be

jIC;
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Aunlysis 184-187.
tested, and the beloved should not betoo ready to yield. The
rule in our countryisthat
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 twocustomsone the love of youth, the other the practice of virtue and philosophy--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
to do both, and
him or speak in his turn. Eryximachus is ready
186
after prescribing for the hiccough, speaks
as follows :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
tobefoundin
animals and plants as !vel1 as in man. In the
humanbodyalso there are two loves; and the art ofmedicine
shows which is the good and which is the bad love, and persuades
the bodyto accept the good andrejectthe bad, and reconciles 187
conflicting elements and makesthem friends. Everyart, gymnastic 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 ofsongand
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 uponhim the attendantpenalty of
disease.
188 There is a similarharmonyordisagreement
in thecourse of
theseasonsand 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
theseelements of love and discord inthe heavenly bodies is
termedastronomy, in the relations of men towards gods and
parents is called divination. For divination isthe 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 :H e professes to open a new vein of discourse, in which he
begins by treating of the origin of humannature.
Thesexes
were originally three, men, women, and the union of the two;
and they were maderound-having
four hands, four feet, two
190 faces on a roundneck,and
therest to correspond. Terrible
was theirstrength and swiftness; and theywereessaying
to
scale heaven' and attack the gods. Doubt reigned in the celestial
councils; the gods were divided between the desire of quelling
thepride of man and the fear of losing the sacrifices. At last
Zeus hitupon an expedient. Let us cutthem 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 hungerinoneanother'sarms.ThenZeusinventedan
adjustment of the sexes, which enabledthem to marry and go
thecharacters ofmen
theirway .to the business of life.Now
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
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sp- who comefrom the woman form female attachments; thosewho
A w ~

192

are a section of the male follow the male and embrace him, and in
~ lhim
s
all theirdesires centre. The pair are inseparableand live
together in pure and manly affection; yet they cannot tell what
they want of one another. But
if Hephaestus were to cometo
themwith hisinstrumentsand
propose thatthey 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 timewhen the two sexeswere 193
only one, but now God has halved them,-much as the Lacedaemonians have cut up the Arcadians,-and if
they do not behave
themselves
he
will divide them again, andthey
will hop
about with half a nose and face in basso relievo. Wherefore let
us exhort all men to piety, thatwe 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 supposethat I am alluding to Pausaniasand
Agathon (cp. Protag. 315 E), for my words refer to all mankind
everywhere.
Someraillery ensues first betweenAristophanesandEryximachus, andthenbetweenAgathon,who
fears a fewselect 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,whoremindsthedisputants
of their
tribute to the god. Agathon'sspeech follows :H e willspeak of the god first and then of his gifts : He is 195
the fairestandblessedestandbest
of the gods, andalso 'the
youngest, havinghad noexistence 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 oflove. For love is
young and dwells in soft places,-not like Ate in Homer, walking
on the skulls of men, but in their hearts andsouls, which are soft
enough. He is all flexibility and grace, andhis habitation is 196
.among the flowers, and he cannot do or suffer wrong ; for all men
serve and obeyhimof their own free will, and where there is
love there is obedience, and where obedience, there is justice;
for none canbe wronged of his own free will. And he is ternperate as well as just, for he is the ruler of the desires, and if he

Annlysis 196-203.
rulesthemhemustbetemperate.
Also heis courageous, for he
is the conqueror of the lord of war. And he is wise too ; for he is
197 a poet, and the author of poesy inothers. He createdthe animals ; he is the inventorof the arts ; all the gods are his subjects ;
he is the fairest and besthimself, 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,inwhose
footsteps let
every man follow, chanting a strain of love. Suchisthe dis198 course, half playful, half serious, which I dedicate to the god,
Theturn of Socrates comesnext.
He begins by remarking
satirically that he has not understood the terms of the original
to speakthetrue
agreement, -for he fancied thattheymeant
praises of love, but now he finds that they only say what is good
199 of him, whethertrueor
false, He begs to be absolved from
speaking falsely, but he is willing to speak the truth, and proposes to begin by questioning Agathon. The result of his questions may be summed up asfollows :ZOO
Love is of something,andthat 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.
Andthe beautiful isthe good, and therefore, inwantingand
desiringthe beautiful, love also wantsanddesiresthe
good.
Socrates professes to have asked the same questions and to have
obtained the same answers from Diotima, a wise woman of Mantinea, who, like Agathon, had spoken first of love and then of his
232 works.
Socrates,likeAgathon,had
told her that Love is a
mighty god and also fair, andshe 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 intermediatepower (cp. thespeech of Eryximachus, 186 D) who
203 conveys to the gods the prayers
of men, and to men the
commands of the gods.
Socratesasks : Whoare hisfatherand
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
andstrong,and full of artsandresources.Further,
he i s in a
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meanbetween ignorance and knowledge :-in thishe resembles zO4
the philosopherwhois
also in a meanbetween the wiseand
the ignorant. Such is thenature of Love, whoisnot
to be
confused with the beloved.
ButLove 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
beentoooftenconfined
to one kind of love. And Love desires
not only the good,but the everlasting possession of the good.
love? 206
Why then is there all this flutter andexcitementabout
Becauseallmenandwomen
at a certain age are desirous of
bringing to thebirth. Andloveisnot
of beautyonly, but of
birth in beauty; this is the principle of immortality in a mortal
creature. When beauty approaches, thenthe conceiving power
is benign and diffuse ; when foulness, she is averted and morose. 207
But why again does thisextend not only to menbutalsoto
animals? Because they too have an instinct of immortality.
Evenin thesame 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, evenknowledge
comesand goes.
There is no sameness of existence, but thenew mortality is 208
always taking the place of the old. Thisisthe
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 beenraised. Who wouldnot sooner have
these children of the mind than the ordinary human ones?'
I willnow initiate you, she said,into the greater mysteries; 210
.for he who wouldproceed in duecourse should love first one
fair form, and then many, and learn the connexion of them ; and
frombeautiful 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 proceededfrom 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 lawsand institutions, until he perceives that all
beauty is of one kindred ; and from institutions he should go on
to the sciences, until at last the vision is re\fealed tohim of a
singlescience of universalbeauty, and then hewillbehold
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,whensuddenlya
band of revellers
breaks into the court, and the voice of Alcibiades is heard asking
213 for Agathon. He isledin
drunk, andwelcomed by Agathon,
whomhe hascome to crownwith a garland. He is placedon
a couch athis side, but suddenly, on recognizing Socrates, he
startsup, andasort
of conflict is carried on between them,
n-hich Agathon is requested to appease. Alcibiades theninsists
2 1 4 that they shall drink, and has a large wine-cooler filled, which he
first empties himself, and then fills again andpa- sses on to
Socrates. H e 1s informed of thenature of the entertainnient;
and isready to join, if only in the character of a drunken and
disappointed lover he may be allowed to sing thepraises of
Socrates :215 IIe begins by coulparing Socrates first to thebusts of Silcnus,
whichhave images of the godsinside 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 convincer of hearts too, as he has convinced Alcibiades, andmade
2 1 7 him ashamed of his meanandmiserable
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. Hcnarratesthe
failure of his design. He
2 1 9has 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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how theywereat
Potidaeatogether, whereSocrates showed 2z0
hissuperior powers of enduring cold and fatigue;how onone
AN.ums. occasion hehad stood for anentiredayand
night absorbed in
reflection amid the wonder of the spectators; how on another
occasion he hadsaved
Alcibiades’ life;howatthe
battle of
Delium,after the defeat, he might be seen stalkingabout like 221
a pelican, rolling his eyes as Aristophaneshaddescribed him
in the Clouds. He is the most w o n d e ~ u lof human beings, and
absolutely unlike any one but a satyr.Like
thesatyrin 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
himandAgathonandSocrates.
Socratespiques 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;
andAristodemus, the follower of Socrates, sleepsduringthe
whole of a long winter’s night. When he wakesat cockcrow
the revellers are nearly all asleep. Only Socrates, Aristophanes,
andAgathon hold out; they are drinking
from a large goblet,
which theypass round,and Socrates is explainingtothe 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 comedyalso. And first Aristophanes drops, and then,
as the day is dawning, Agathon. Socrates,having laid them to
rest, takes a bathandgoes
to hisdailyavocationsuntil
the
evening.Aristodemus
follows.
Sum.

@si*”r-

If it be truethattherearemorethingsintheSymposium
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 moredistinctinterpretation than a musical composition; andeveryreader
may
form his own accompaniment of thought or feeling to the strain
whichhe 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. Thereare so many half-lights and crosslights, SO muchof the colour o f mythology, and of the manner
of sophistry adhering-rhetoric and poetry, the playful and the
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serious, are so subtlyintermingled in it,and vestiges of old
~ymphilosophy SO curiously blend withgerms of future knowledge, firium.
that agreement among interpreters is
not to beexpected. 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
: atoneenddescendingto
throughallnatureandallbeing
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;therewere
elective affinities among theelements,
marriages of earthandheaven.
(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 existenceof love, as of number and figure, were everywhere
discerned;andinthePythagorean
list of opposites male and
female were ranged side by side
with odd and even, finite and
infinite.
a mystery of
But Plato seems also to be aware that there is
lovein man as well as innature,extending
beyond themere
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 mayobservethatSocrates
himself is not represented as originally unimpassioned, but as one who has overcome
his passions ; the secret of his power over others partlylies in his
passionate but self-controlled nature. In the Phaedrus and Symposium 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
is the far-off heaven
andpurestabstraction.Thisabstraction
on which the eye of the mind is fixedinfond amazement. The
unity of truth, the consistency of the warring elements of the
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world, the enthusiasm for kno\vledge \rhen first beaming upull
mankind, the relativity of ideas to the humanmind,and
of the
rNrRoDr‘c. human mind to ideas, the faithin
the
invisible,
the
adoration
of
TIOR.
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 thespeakers, and contribute in various degrees to the final
result; they are all designed to prepare theway 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’ (197E), which the successive speakers dedicate to
the god, All of them are rhetoricaland poetical rather than
dialectical, but glimpses of truth appear in them. When Eryximachus says that the principles of music are simple in themselves,
but confused in their application, hetouches
lightly upon a
difficulty which has troubled the moderns as well as the ancients
in music, andmaybe
extended to theother applied sciences.
That confusion begins in the concrete,was the natural feeling
of a mind dwelling in the world of ideas. When Pausanias
remarksthatpersonalattachmentsare
inimical to despots, the
experience of Greek history confirms thetruth of hisremark.
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 thatno man ‘can be wronged of his own free will,’he
is alluding playfully to aseriousproblem
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
disguisesunder comic imageryaserious purpose; of Agathon,
who in later life is satirized byAristophanes in the Thesmophoriazusae, for his effeminate manners and the feeble rhythms
contrast
of his verse; of Alcibiades, whoisthesamestrange
of great powers and great vices, which meets us in history-are
drawn to the life ; and we may suppose the less-known characters
.W,,Z.
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of PausaniasandEryximachus
to be 'also true to the traditional
-recollection of them (cp. Phaedr. 268 A, Protag. 315 C, D ; and
compareSympos. 214 B with Phaedr. 227 A). W e may also
remarkthatAristodemus
is called 'the little ' in Xenophon's
Memorabilia, i. 4 (cp. Sym. 173 B).
Thespeeches havebeensaid
to follow each other in pairs:
PhaedrusandPausanias
being the ethical, Eryrimachus and
Aristophanes
the
physical
speakers,
while
in
Agathon
and
Socratespoetryand
philosophyblendtogether.
The speech
of Phaedrus is alsodescribed as the mythological, that of Pausanias as the political, that of Eryximachus as the scientific, that
of Aristophanes as the artistic (!), that of Socrates as the philosophical. But theseandsimilar
distinctions are not found in
P1ato;"they are the points of view of hiscritics,andseem
to
impede rather than to assist u s i n understanding him.
When the turn of Socrates comes round he cannot be allowed
to disturbthearrangement
madeat
first. Withthe leave of
Phaedrus .he asks a few questions, and then he throws his argument into the form of a speech (cp. Gorg. 505 E, Protag. 353 B).
But his speech is reallythenarrative
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 hegains overAgathon is ingeniously representedas havingbeen 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 whichhe lays claim
here and elsewhere (Lys. 204 C), is given by Diotima.
The speechesareattestedto
us by thevery best authority.
Themadman Apollodorus,who for three years pasthasmade
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,
whowas the'shadow'
of Socrates in days of old, like him going about barefooted, and
whohadbeenpresentatthe
time. 'Would you desirebetter
witness ? ' The extraordinary narrative of Alcibiades isingeniously 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
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by himself is a sufficient indication to Agathon thatSocrates
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
wasserving with thearmy at Potidaea; like (4) the drinking
powers of Socratesandhis
loveof the fair, which receive a
similarattestation in the concluding scene.; or the attachment
of Aristodemus,who is notforgotte'n whenSocratestakes
his
departure. (5) W e may notice themanner in which Socrates
himself regards the first five speeches, not as true, but as fanciful
andexaggeratedencomiums 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 generalunderstanding that you should praisethem,
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 thecharacter 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. H e 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-placetopics.
The antiquity of love, the blessing of
having a lover, the incentive whichloveoffersto
daring deeds,
Sym-
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the
theexamples of Alcestisand Achilles, arethe chief themes of
his discourse. The love of women is regarded by him as almost
on an equality with that of men;andhe
makesthesingular
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.
Thereis something of a sophistical ring in thespeech of
Phaedrus, which recalls the first speech in imitation of Lysias,
occurring in the Dialogue called the Phaedrus. This is still more
markedinthespeech
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 satirizethe
monotonous and unmeaning rhythms which
(185 D,
ProdicusandotherswereintroducingintoAtticprose
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
ordertounderstand
himthat we shoulddiscussthe
fairness
of his mode of proceeding. The love of Pausanias for Agathon
has already been touched upon in the Protagoras (315D),and is
(193 B). Hence he is naturally the
alludedtobyAristophanes
upholder of male loves, which, likealltheother
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,hebeginshis
discussion by an
appealtomythology,anddistinguishesbetweentheelderand
younger love. The value which heattributes
to such loves
as motives to virtue and philosophy is at
variance with modern
and Christian notions, but is in accordance with Hellenic sentiment, The opinion of Christendomhas
not altogether condemned passionate friendships between persons of the same sex,
but has certainly not encouraged them, because though innocent
are liable to deinthemselves in a fewtemperamentsthey
generateinto
fearful evil. Pausaniasisveryearnest
in the
defence of such loves ; and he speaks of them as generally aPproved amongHellenesanddisapproved
by barbarians. His
speech is ‘more words than matter,’ and might have been cornposed by a pupil of Lysias or of Prodicus, although there is
no hint given thatPlato
is speciallyreferring
to them. As
VOI.. 1.
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Eryximachussays,
‘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
to avoid monotony,
sciences (vii. 528 AI. Thisisdonepartly
partly for the sake of makingAristophanes ‘the cause ‘ofwit
in others,’ and also in order to bring the comic and tragic poet
into juxtaposition, as if by accident. A suitable ‘expectation’
of Aristophanesis raised by the ludicrouscircumstance of his
having the hiccough,which isappropriately cured by his substitute, 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 pervadesthem both. There are loves andstrifes of the
body as well as of the mind. LikeHippocratesthe Asclepiad,
he is a disciple of Heracleitus, whose conception of the harmony
of opposites he explains in a newway asthe harmony after
discord; to his common sense, as to that of manymoderns as
well as ancients, the identity of contradictories is an absurdity.
His notion of lovemay be summed up as the harmony ofman
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
itslanguage in speaking about the gods. H e hasno sophistical
notions about love, which is brought back by him to its commonsense meaning of love between intelligent beings. His account
of the origin of the sexes has the greatest (comic) probability and
verisimilitude. Nothing in AristophanesismoretrulyAristophanic 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
principlesseem to beinsinuated :-first, that man cannot exist
in isolation; he must be reunited if heis 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

The speech of Socrates.
indistinct
anticipation
of an ideal union
which
is not yet
realized.
The speech of Agathon is conceived in a higherstrain,and
receives the real, ifhalf-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 lovehe cannot agree;
love is not of the olden time, but present and youthful ever. The
speech may becomparedwiththatspeech
of Socrates in the
Phaedrus (239 A, B) in whichhedescribes
himself as talking
dithyrambs. Itisatonce
a preparation for Socrates and a foil
to him. Therhetoric of Agathonelevates the soul to ‘sunlit
heights,’ but atthesame
time contrasts with the natural and
necessary eloquence of Socrates. Agathoncontributes the disof love, and also hints
tinctionbetween. love andtheworks
incidentally that love is always of beauty, which Socrates afterwards raises into a principle. While the consciousness of discord
is stronger in the comic poet Aristophanes, Agathon, the tragic
poet, has a deepersense of harmonyand reconciliation, and
speaks of Love as the creator and artist.
All theearlierspeeches
embody common opinions coloured
with a tinge of philosophy. They furnish the material out of
which Socratesproceeds to form his discourse, starting, as in
other places,frommythologyand
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
love
and thegreatpower
of nature ; fromAristophanes,that
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 onewhoknows
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 discoursesbegins with a short argllnlent
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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
praises have been ascribed to Love as the author of every good ;
no sort of encomium was too high for him,whetherdeserved
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 thathe is not a good at all: for love is of
the good, and noman can desire that which he has. This piece
of dialectics is ascribed to Diotima, who has already urged upon
Socratestheargument which heurges againstAgathon.
That
the distinction is a fallacy is obvious ; it is almost acknowledged
to be so by Socrates himself. For hewhohasbeautyor
good
may desire more of them; and he whohasbeauty or goodin
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, theprophetess of Mantineia, whosesacred and
superhuman character raises her above the ordinary proprieties
of women, has taught Socrates far more than this about the art
andmystery oflove. She has' taught him that love isanother
aspect of philosophy. The same want in the human soul which
is satisfied in the vulgarby the procreation of children, may
of intellectualdesire.
As the
become the highestaspiration
Christian might speak of hungering and thirsting after righteousness; or of divine loves under the figure of human (cp. Eph. v. p,
'Thisis a greatmystery, but I speakconcerning Christand 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. Hereisthe beginning ofNeoplatonism, or rather,
perhaps, a proof(of which there are many) thatthe 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
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which noart could satisfy. To most men reasonand passion
The union of
appearto be antagonistic both i n ideaandfact.
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thegreatestcomprehension
of knowledge andthe burning insumtensity of love is a contradiction in nature, which may have poJium*
existedin a far-off primevalageinthe
mind of some Hebrew l
N
prophetorbtherEastern
sage, but has now become an imaof
gination only. Yet this ‘passion of the reason’ is the theme
theSymposium of Plato. Andasthereis
no impossibility in
supposingthat‘one
king, or son of a king, may be a philoa probability thatthere
maybe
sopher,’ so alsothereis
some few-perhaps
one or two in a whole generation-in
whom thelight of truthmay not lack the warmth of desire.
And if therebesuchnatures,
no one will be disposed to
deny that ‘ from them flow most of the benefits of individuals
andstates;’andevenfromimperfect
combinations of the
two elementsinteachersorstatesmengreat
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 enabledto 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.
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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Socrates and Adcibiades.

The divine image of beauty which resides within Socrates has
been revealed ; the Silenus, or outward man, has now to be exINTRODUCnON.
hibited. The description of Socrates followsimmediately
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 thisextreme idealism, Alcibiades, accompaniedby a tro ’p of revellersand a flute-girl,
staggers in, andbeingdrunkisable
to tell of things which
he wouldhavebeen
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 severalotherpersons
in the companywho
havebeen
equally in love with Socrates,and like himself have.been deceived by him. The singular part of this confession is the combination 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 whatwe can easily conceive. In imaginative persons,
especially, the Godand
beast in man seem to partasunder
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
evilof Greek life as a thing not to bespoken of;but it has
a ridiculous element (Plato’s Symp. 214), andis a subject for
irony,noless
than for moral reprobation (cp. Plato’s Symp.
218D, E). It is alsoused
as a figure of speech which no
one interpreted literally (cp.
Xen.
Symp. 4. 57). Nor does
Plato feel anyrepugnance,such
as would be felt in modern
times, at bringing his greatmasterand
hero into connexion
with
nameless
crimes. H e contented
is
with
representing
him as a saint,who
has won ‘the Olympianvictory’
over
the temptations of human nature. The faultof taste, which
recognized bytheGreeks
to u s is so glaringandwhichwas
of a later age (Athenaeus xi. II~), was not perceived by Plato
himself. W e are still moresurprised to findthat the philosopher is incited to take the first step in hisupwardprogress
Sym-

psiurn.

The Greek sentimed of Zovc.

535

(Symp. 210A) by the beauty of young men and boys, which' Symwas alone capable of inspiring the modern feeling of romance in p''iu"'*
the Greek mind. The passion oflovetook
the spuriousform
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,theone
being the expression of theother; and in
certain Greek states, especially atSparta and Thebes, the honourableattachment 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. Butowing 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 ourselves. To most of them we should hesitate to ascribe, any more
than to the attachment of Achilles and Patroclus in Homer, an
immoralor licentiouscharacter.
Therewere many, doubtless,
to whom the love of the fair mind was the noblest form of friendship (Rep. iii. 40a D), andwhodeemedthefriendship
of man
with man to be higher than thelove 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 encouraged 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 SPecially entrusted by his parents to some elder friend who was expected by themto train their son inmanly exercises and in virtue.
It is not likely that a Greek parent committed him to a lover, any
more than weshould to a schoolmaster, in the expectation that he
would be corrupted by him, but rathcr in the hope that his morals
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would be better cared for than was possible in a great household
of slaves.
INTRODUCItisdifficult to adduce theauthority of Plato eitherfer or
TION.
against such practices or customs, because it is not always easy
to determine whether he is speaking of ' the heavenly and philosophical 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.' W e observethat they entered intoone
part of Greek literature, but not into another, and that the larger
an element
part is free from suchassociations.Indecencywas
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 suchtopicshave
disappeared.Theyseem
to
have been no longer tolerated by the greater refinement of the
age.False sentiment is found in theLyric andElegiac poets;
'and in mythology ' the greatest of the Gods ' (Rep. iii. 388 B) is not
exemptfrom evil imputations.But themorals of a nation are
notto be judged of whollybyitsliterature.
Hellaswas not
necessarily more corrupted in the days of the Persian and PeloEnglandin
ponnesian wars, or of Plato andtheOrators,than
the time of Fielding and Smollett, or France in the nineteenth
century. No one supposes certain French novels to be a representation 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 together inhumannature,andhave
often existedside by side in
the worldandinmanto
anextenthardly
credible. W e cannotdistinguishthem,
andaretherefore unable to part them ;
asinthe,parable'theygrowtogether
unto theharvest :'
it is only a rule of external decency by which society can divide
them.Norshould
we be rightininferringfrom
the prevalence
of any one vice or corruption that a state or individual was demoralized in their whole character, Not only has the corruption
syr/r-
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of thebestbeensometimes
thought to bethe worst, butit may
sYnrbe remarked that this very excess
of evil has been the stimulus Fsiumto good (cp. Plato, Laws xii. 951 B, wherehesaysthat
in the I";:;eu~q
most corrupt cities individuals are to be found beyond all praise).
(a) It maybeobservedthatevils
which admit of degrees can
seldom be rightlyestimated, because under the samename actions
of the most different degrees of culpability may be included. No
chargeismore easily set going thanthe imputation of secret
wickedness (which cannotbeeither
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, Alcibiades, 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 likelythatevery religion inthe world has used
words or practised rites in one age, which have become distasteful orrepugnanttoanother.
We cannot, though for different
reasons, trust the representations either
of Comedy or Satire;
andstillless
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
degeneratedinto licentiousness. Suchwe may believe to have
been the tie which unitedAsophychus and Cephisodorus with the
great Epaminondas in whose companionship they fell (Plutarch,
P.
Amat..117 ; Athenaeus on theauthority of Theopompus, 1.
605). (5) A small matter : there appearsto be a difference ofcustom

.

538
atnong theGreeksandamong

S~WJ-

ourselves, as between ourselves

posiunz* and continental nations at the present time, in modes of saluta.
INwDUC-

TION.

*

tion. W e mustnot suspect evilin the heartykiss 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 regard, 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 ; andthat 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 Greekcivilization.Among
the Romans,and alsoamong
barbarians, such as the Celts and Persians, there is no trace of
such attachments existing in any noble or virtuous form.
(CompareHoeck'sCreta, 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.)

The character of Alcibiades in the Symposium IS hardly less
remarkablethanthat
of Socrates,andagreeswith
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 Protagoras. H e isthe impersonation of lawlessness-'thelion's
whelp, who ought notto be reared in the city,' yet notwithout
a certain generosity which gained the hearts of men,-strangely
fascinated by Socrates, and possessed of a genius whichmight
have beeneither the destruction or salvation of Athens.The
dramaticinterest of thecharacter is heightened by the recollection 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 isthe forty-fourth year of Plato's life. The Symposium cannot therefore be regarded as a youthfulwork.
As
,

ReZatiorz t o the other D i d o p ~ . ~ .
Mantinea wasrestored in theyear 369, the composition of the
Dialogue will probably fall between 384 and 3%. Whetherthe
rccollection of the event is more likely to have been renewed at
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;Socratesis
himself ‘aprophetnewinspired’
withBacchanalian
revelry,
which, like his philosophy, he characteristically pretends to have
derived not fromhimselfbut
from others.ThePhaedo
also
presents some points of comparisonwith the Symposium. For
as ‘dying for love; ’
therc, too, philosophymightbedescribed
and there are not wanting many‘toucles of humour and fancy,
whichremind us of theSymposium (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
oneuniversal to many, which are finally reunited in a single
science (cp. Rep. vi. 511 B). Atfirstimmortalitymeans
only
the succession of existences; even knowledgecomesand 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 iscapable. Platodoes not go on to askwhethertheindividual 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 preciselyinto
the relation in which
humanbeings stood to it. Thatthe soul has such a reach of
thought, and is capable of partaking of the eternal nature, Seens
to implythat she too is eternal (cp.Phaedrus, 245 fo11.). But
Plat0doesnotdistinguish
the eternal in man from the eternal
in the world or in God. He iswilling to rest in the contenlP1ation
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of the idea, which to him is the cause of all things (Rep. 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 otherwritings
of Plato, throw a doubton thegenuineness 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 thereis no trace inthe 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.
Theorder which has
been adopted in this translation rests on no other principle than
the desire to bring together in a series thememorials of the life of
Socrates.
Synr-

pusium.

SYMPOSIUM.
PERSOAT OF THE DZALOGUE.
APOLLODORUS,
repeafs
who
fo
his companion fhc dialogue
which hr had heard from
Ariston‘cmus, and had already once narrated to

PAUSANIAS.

Clawcon.
PHAEDRUS.

ALCIBIADES.
A TROOP OF REYELLERS

ERYXIMACHWS.
ARISTOPHANES.
AGATHON.

SOCRATES.

SCENE
:-The House of Agathon.
Steph.
‘72

CONCERNING
thethingsaboutwhichyouaskto
be informed
I believe that I am not ill-prepared with an answer. For the
I wascoming frommyown
homeat
daybeforeyesterday

S~WJ-

Phalerum to the city, and one of my acquaintance, who had C L * ” C ~ X
caught a sight of me from behind, calling out playfully in the
distance,said : Apollodorus, 0 thouPhalerian’ 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 F
i$’G at
thespeechesinpraise
of love, whichweredelivered
by thebanquet
Socrates,
Alcibiades,
and
others,
Agathon’s
at
supper.
Phoenix,theson
of Philip,toldanotherpersonwho
told
me of them ; his narrative was very
indistinct, but he said
I wishthatyouwouldgivemean
that you knew,and
accountofthem.Who,
if notyou,should
be thereporter
of the words of your friend? And first tell me, he said, were
you present at this meeting ?
Yourinformant,Glaucon,
I said,musthave
been very
1

Probably a play of words on @Aapds.

‘ bald-headed.’
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Ajoldodorus, the madman.’

indistinct
indeed,
if you
imagine
that
the
occasion
was
recent;orthat
I could have beenof theparty.
Gl.Auco~+
Why, yes, hereplied, 1,thought so.
AmLm.
DOIICS.
Impossible : I said.Are you ignorantthat for manyyears
; andnotthree
halye
AgathonhasnotresidedatAthens
elapsed since I became acquainted with Socrates, and have
made it my daily business to know all that he says and does.
There was a timewhenI
wasrunningaboutthe
world,
fancying myself to be well employed, but I was really a most
wretched being, no better than you are now. I thought that
I ought to do anything rather than be a philosopher.
Well,he said, jestingapart, tell me whenthe meeting
occurred.
The banprize
In our boyh’ood, I replied,whenAgathonwonthe
quet took
place many with his first tragedy, on the day after that on which he and
his chorus offered the sacrifice of victory.
y-ago
when AgaThen it must have been a long while ago, he said ; and who
thon won
his first
told you-did Socrates?
prize.
No indeed, I replied, but thesamepersonwho
told
The
Phoenix
;-he
was
a
little
fellow,
who
never
wore
any
speeches
had been
shoes,Aristodemus, of thedeme
of Cydathenaeum. He
preserved
I
think
that in those days
had
been
at
Agathon’s
feast;
and
by Aristothere was noonewhowasamoredevotedadmirer
of
demus.
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
? And so we walked,
to Athens just made for conversation
and talked of the discourses on love ; and therefore, as I said
at first, I am not ill-prepared tocomplywith your request,
and will have another rehearsal of them if you like. For to
speak or to hear others speakof 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 mycompanions,because
youthinkthat
you are doing
I
somethingwhen in realityyouaredoingnothing.And
dare say that you pity me in return, whom you regard as an
unhappycreature,andveryprobably
you are right. But I
certainly know of you what you only think of me-there is
the difference.
synt*‘ia‘N.
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Companion. I see,Apollodorus,thatyouarejusttheSame

!
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1
I

<

1

!

sur”-

”always speaking evil of yourself, and of others ; and I d o
believethat
YOU pityallmankind,withtheexceptionof
Socrates, YOUrSelf first of all, true in this to
i o u r old name,
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,andthereasonwhy
I amsaid
to be mad, and out of my
wits, is just because I have these
notions of myselfand YOU ; nootherevidenceisrequired.
Corn. N O more of that, Apollodorus ; but let me renew my
request that you would repeat the conversation,
ApoZl. Well, the tale of love was on this wise :-But per174 haps I hadbetterbeginatthebeginning,andendeavourto
give you the exact words of Aristodemus:
He said that he met Socrates fresh from the bath and sandalled ; and as the sight of the sandals was unusual, he asked
himwhither hP wasgoingthathehadbeenconvertedinto
such
:-To a banqu’et at Agathon’s, he replied, whose invitation to
his sacrifice of victory I refused yesterday, fearing a crowd,
but promising that I would come to-day instead
; and so I
haveputonmyfinery,becauseheissuchafineman.What
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 :-

fifzgnr.
COMPANION,
APOLLO.
DORLT’S.

Aristode-

Er‘:

had gone
to the banquet on the
invitation
Of

ih~ram.

To the feasts of inferior men the good nnbitlden go ; ’

instead of which our proverb will run :-

‘Tothe

feasts of the good

the good unbidden go ;’

andthisalterationmaybesupported
by theauthorityof
Homer himself,whonotonlydemolishesbutliterally
outragestheproverb.For,afterpicturingAgamemnonasthe
is but a faintmost valiant of men, he makes Menelaus, who
hearted warrior, come unbidden‘ to the banquet of Agamemnon, 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.

Homer

.
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Socrates and his attendant Aristodemus.
be my case;and that,likeMenelans
the inferior person, who

in Homer, I shall be

ARTSTODE.
MUS,

ACATHON.

# T o the feasts of the wise unbidden goes.’

But I shall say that I was bidden of you, and then youwill
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 ledhim atonceintothebanquetinghall
in
which the guests were reclining, for the banquet was about
Aristadeto begin. Welcome,Aristodemus,saidAgathon,assoonas
mu5 is wel- he appeared--you are just intime to sup with u s ; if you
come on his
own Bccome 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,
where is his
inseparable if I couldhavefound
you. But whathave you done with
compaSocrates ?
nion ?
I turned round, but Socrates was nowhere to be seen ; and
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,meanwhiletaketheplace
by
Eryximachus.
T h e 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 porticoof the neighbow
i n g house. “There he is fixed,’said he, ‘and when I call to
him he will not stir,’
Iliad x.

224.

He is left behind in

a j t o f adstraction.
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sum.

HOWstrange, said Agathon ; then you must call him again,

and
posium.
Let him alone, said my informant
; he has a way of stop- AGATHON.
pinganywhereandlosinghimselfwithoutanyreason.
I
believe that he
will soon appear; do not therefore disturb
SocR*Tes.
him.
The tourWell, if YOU think SO; 1 will leave him, said Agathon. And
then, turning to the servants, he added, ‘ Let us have supper
without waiting for him. Serve up whatever
you please, for
; hitherto I have never
there is no one to give you orders
But on thisoccasionimaginethat
left YOU toyourselves.
I andthecompanyareyour
you are ourhosts,andthat
us well, andthenweshallcommendyou.’
guests;treat
After this, supperwasserved,
but stillnoSocrates;and
duringthemealAgathonseveraltimesexpresseda
wish
to send for him, but Aristodemus objected; and at last when
the feast was about half over-for the fit, a s usual, was not of
longduration-Socratesentered.Agathon,whowasreAt
length
clining alone at the end
of the table, begged that he would take~ ~ ~ ~
the place next to him ; that ‘ I may touch you,’ he said, ‘and cornplihave the benefit of that wise thought which came into your
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
found what you sought.’
H o w I wish,saidSocrates,takinghisplaceashewas
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 thatwere 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
questionablesort,nobetterthan
a dream. But yoursis
bright and full of promise, and was manifested forth in all
the splendour of youth the day before yesterday, in the presence of more than thirty thousand Hellenes.
10%
You are mocking,Socrates,saidAgathon,andere
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
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Eryxinzarhus the physician.

Sym .

rest; and then libations were
offered, and after a hymn had
been sung to the god, and there had been the usual
cere.
PAUSANIAS,monies, they
were
about
to c‘ommence drinking,
when
ARISTOPHAIES.
Pausanias said,And
now, my friends,howcan
we drink
ERYXIMAwith least injury to ourselves ? I can assure you that I feel
CHUS,
AGATHON.
severely the effect of yesterday’s potations, and must have
PHAEDRCS.
time to recover; and I suspect that most of you are in the
The good
same predicament, for you were of the party yesterday. Conadvice of
Pnusanias. sider then : How can the drinking be made easiest ?
I entirely agree, said Aristophanes, that we should, by all
Men who
drank hard means, avoid hard drinking, for 1 was myself one of those
yesterday
who were yesterday drowned in drink.
should
avoid
I thinkthat you areright,saidEryximachus,the
son of
drinking
Acumenus ; but I should still like to hear one other person
to-day.
speak : Is Agathon able to drink hard ?
I am not equal to it, said Agathon.
Then,saidEryximachus,theweakheadslike
myself,
Aristodemus,Phaedrus,andotherswhonevercandrink,
are fortunate in finding that the stronger ones are not
in a
drinking mood. (I do not includeSocrates,whoisable
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 forgivenfor
saying,asaphysician,
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 prescribe 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,butthattheywereall
to drink only so much as they
pleased.
Then,saidEryximachus,as
you are allagreedthat
drinking is to be voluntary, and that there is to
be no <om
pulsion, I move, in thenext place, thatthe flute-girl, who
has just made her appearance, be told to go away and play
toherself, or, if she likes, to the womenwho are within’.
To-day let u s haveconversationinstead
; and, if you will
90Stl/?71.
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I will tell
you
what
sort
of
conversation.
This
proposalhavingbeenaccepted,Eryximachusproceeded
follows :I will begin, hesaid,afterthemannerofMelanippein
Euripides,

177 allow me,

~ym-

as

@osiu'lr.
ERYXIMACHUS,

SOCRAW.

K o t mine the word'

which I am about to speak, but that of Phaedrus. For often
Eryximahe says to me in an indignant tone :-"What a strange thing ~ ~ ~
it is, Eryximachus, that, whereas other gods have poems and the neglect
hymnsmadeintheirhonour,thegreatandgloriousgod,
~
~
~
Love,hasnoencomiastamongallthepoetswhoare
so love's
many.Therearetheworthysophists
too-theexcellent
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 discourse ; and many other like things have had a like honour
bestoweduponthem.Andonlytothinkthatthereshould
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 ! S o entirelyhasthisgreatdeitybeenneglected.'
Now in this Phaedrus seems to me to be quite right, and
therefore I wanttoofferhimacontribution
; also I think
thatatthepresentmomentwewhoarehereassembled
If youagree
cannotdobetterthanhonourthegodLove.
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
u s the best
make a speech in honour of Love. Let him give
on
which he can ; and Phaedrus, because he is sitting first
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,
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 amaware,mayseemratherhardupon
US
whoseplace is last;butweshallbecontented
if wehear
~ n 2
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The speech of Phaedrus.

first. Let Phaedrus begin thepraise of
Love, and goodluck to him. Allthecompanyexpressed
SoclurPs*
theirassent,aqddesired
him todoasSocratesbade
him.
178
PHAEDRUS.
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 byaffirming that Love is a mighty
god,
and wonderful among gods and men, but especially wonderful 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 :h p - somegoodspeeches
posrunr.

‘First Chaoscame, and then broad-bosomed Earth,
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.’

And Acusilaus agrees with Hesiod. Thus numerous are the
witnesseswhoacknowledgeLoveto
be theeldestofthe
the source gods. And not
only is he the eldest, he is also the source of
thegreatest
benefits to us. For I knownotanygreater
good.
blessing to a young man who is beginning life than a virtuous
For
lover, or to theloverthana
beloved youth.Fortheprinhonourable
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
motiveis able to implant so well as
rue.
love. Ofwhatam
I speaking ? Of thesenseofhonour
and dishonour, without which neither states nor individuals
I saythata
lover
everdoany
good or,greatwork,And
whoisdetected
in doinganydishonourable
act, orsubis done to
mitting through cowardice when any dishonour
him by another, will be more pained at being detected by his
com
beloved thanatbeingseen
by hisfather, orbyhis
panions, or by any one else.
The- beloved too, when he is
found in any disgraceful situation, has the same feeling about
hislover.And
if there were only some way
of contriving
Love is the
eldest of the
gods,and

i::&t

and
lover
The

Ais beloved.
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thatastate
or anarmyshould
be madeup of loversand
sp~
their loves', they would be the very best governors
of their fioriunl.
own city, abstaining from alldishonour,andemulatingone
PH*eDRv5.
179 another in honour ; and when fighting at each other's side,
althoughamerehandful,they
would overcometheworld.
For what lover would not choose rather to be seen
byall
mankind than by hisbeloved, either when abandoning his post
? H e wouldbereadytodiea
or throwing away his arms
thousanddeathsratherthanendure
this. O r who would
desert his beloved or failhim in the hour of danger? The
veriest coward would become an inspired hero, equal to the
bravest,atsuchatime
; Love would inspire him. That
courage which, as Homer says,thegodbreathesintothe
souls of some heroes, Love of his own nature infuses into the
lover.
Love will make men dare to die for their
beloved-love L o v e has
alone ; andwomenas
well as men. Ofthis,Alcestis,
the ~
~
~
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
neexamno one else would, although he had a father and mother;
but the tenderness of her love so farexceededtheirs,that
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 towhom,inadmiration
of her noble action, they
; such
have granted the privilege of returning alive to earth
exceeding honour is paid by the gods to the devotion and
of Oeagrus,the
virtue of love. ButOrpheus,theson
harper,theysentempty
away, andpresented'tohiman
apparitiononly of herwhomhesought,butherselfthey
would notgive up, becauseheshowednospirit;hewas
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 ofwomen, asthepunishmentofhiscowardliness.
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

:':i:gA-

,

550
into which Aeschylushasfallen, for Achilles was surelythc
fairer of the two, fairer also than all the other heroes ; and,
I’H.4EDRCS.
as Homer informs us, hewasstillbeardless,andyounger
PAWANIAS.
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
moreadmiredandvaluedandrewarded
by them,forthe
lover is more divine; because he
is inspired by God.Now
for hehad
beentold
by his
Achilles was quiteaware,
mother,thathemight
avoid deathandreturnhome,and
live to a good old age, if he abstained from slaying Hector,
and
Neverthelesshegavehis
life torevengehisfriend,
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.
of Phaedrus ;
This, or something like this, was the speech
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,quiteintheright
form ; --we shouldnot be called
i n suchanindiscriminatemanner.
If
upontopraiseLove
therewereonlyoneLove,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 allknowthatLove
is inseparable from
Aphrodite, and if there were only one Aphrodite there would
be onlyoneLove;
but as thereare two goddessesthere
I notright in assertingthat
must betwo Loves.Andam
The spirit- there are two goddesses? The elder one, having no mother,
~
~
~ who
~ is~ called
~ the
~heavenly
‘
l Aphrodite-she
e
is thedaughter
lovederived of Uranus ; the younger, who
is the daughter of Zeus and
fromtlle
Dione-her
we
call
common;andtheLovewho
is her
heavenly
and the
fellowworker is rightlynamedcommon,
as theother love is
calledheavenly.
All thcgodsoughttohavepraise
givcn
;\pllrodite.
tothem, butnot withoutdistinctionofthcirnatures;and
Syw-
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therefore I musttrytodistinguishthecharacters
of the two
&>yllLLoves.Nowactionsvaryaccordingtothemanneroftheir
Piz4m.
performance.Take,forexample,thatwhich
we arenow
P*us*Nl**.
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
hasanoblepurpose,isnobleandworthyofpraise.The
is theoffspringofthecommonAphrodite
is
Lovewho
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
desiresonlytogainanend,butneverthinksofaccomplishingtheendnobly,andthereforedoesgoodand
evil
is
quiteindiscriminately.
Thegoddesswhoishismother
far younger than the other, and she was born of the union of
off- ~ h e h g h c r
themaleand
female, andpartakes
of both.Butthe
spring of the heavenly Aphrodite is derived from a mother in
is fromthemale
which 111ay
whosebirththefemalehasno
part,-she
only; this is thatlovewhich
is of youths,andthegoddess
!'?~~~?'~,
being older, there is nothing of wantonnessinher.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
For theylovenot
boys, butintelligent
theirattachments.
is beginningto
be developed,much
beingswhosereason
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,nottotakethem
in theirinexperience,anddeceive
them, and play the fool with them, or run away from one to
another of them.Buttheloveofyoungboysshouldbe
forbiddenby law, becausetheirfutureisuncertain;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 attempttorestrainthem
from fixingtheiraffections
on
181
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women of freebirth.Thesearethepersonswhobringa
reproachon love ; and some have been led to deny the
lawP 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 donecanjustly
be censured. Now hereand in
about male
differs Lacedaemon the rules about love are perplexing,
but in most
in the dif- citiestheyaresimpleandeasilyintelligible
; in Elisand
ferent states
ofHe,,as,
Boeotia, andincountrieshavingnogiftsof
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
loversdonotlikethetrouble
of pleadingtheirsuit.In
Ionia and other places, and generally in countries which are
subject to thebarbarians,the
custom isheldto
be dishonourable ; loves of youths share the evil repute in which
philosophy
and
gymnastics
are
held, because
they
are
inimicalto tyranny; for the interests of rulers require that
their subjects should be poor in spirit ’, and that there should
be nostrong bondof
friendshiporsocietyamong
them,
whichlove, aboveallother motives, islikelytoinspire,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,theill-reputeinto
which these attachments have fallen is to be ascribed to the
evil condition of those who make them to be ill-reputed ; that
is tosay,totheself-seeking
of thegovernorsandthe
cowardice of thegoverned ; ontheotherhand,the
indiscriminate honour which is given to them in some countries is
attributable to the laziness of those who hold this opinion of
them.Inourowncountryafarbetterprincipleprevails,
but, as I was saying,theexplanation
of it isratherperplexing.For,observethatopenlovesareheld
to bemore
honourable than secret ones, and that the love of the noblest
and highest, even if theirpersonsareless
beautiful than
too, how great is
others, is especially honourable. Consider,
theencouragement whichall theworldgivestothelover;
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.
flosiu’rz.
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And in the pursuit of his love the custom
of mankind allows
sywhimtodomanystrangethings,whichphilosophywould
Posiuw.
183 bitterlycensureiftheyweredone
from anymotive
of PAUS*-.
interest,orwishfor
office or power. H e maypray,and
Custom
entreat,andsupplicate,andswear,andlieon
a matatthe
door, and endure a slavery worse than that of any slave-in
strange
any. other case friends and enemies would be equally ready
things.
toprevent him, butnowthere
is nofriendwho
will be
ashamed ofhim
andadmonish
him, andnoenemy
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
haveallowedthelover,accordingtothecustom
which
of view a
prevails in bur part of the world. From this point
man fairly argues that in Athens to love and to be loved
is
heldto
be averyhonourablething.Butwhenparents
forbidtheirsonstotalk
with theirlovers,andplacethem
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
whoreflectsonallthis
will, on the contrary, think that
we
holdthesepractices
to be mostdisgraceful.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
is dishonourinyieldingtothe
themdishonourably.There
evil,.or in an evil manner; but there is honour in yielding to
thegood,orinanhonourablemanner.Evilisthevulgar
The true
lover who loves the body rather than the
soul, inasmuch as
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
hewasdesiring
is over, hetakeswingand
fliesaway, in beauty or
spite of all his words and promises ; whereas the love of the money or
power, and
nobledisposition is lifelong, forit
becomesone with the which when
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sJ'//L- everlasting. The custom of our country would have both of 1~
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them proven well and truly, and
would have us yield to the
onesort of loverandavoidtheother,andthereforeentested by
courages some to pursue, and others to fly; testing both the
time is
in contests and trials, until they show to
round to LC lover and beloved
enduring.
which of the two classes they respectively belong. And this
isthereason
why, inthe first place, a hastyattachment 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 overcomeby thelove of money, o r ofwealth, or of
politicalpower,whetheramanisfrightenedinto
surrender
of
bythe loss of them,or,havingexperiencedthebenefits
moneyand political corruption,isunabletoriseabovethc
of these things are of a per.
seductions of them. For none
manentorlastingnature;
not tomentionthatnogenerous
friendshipeversprang
from them.Thereremains,then,
only one way of honourable attachment which custom allows
is theway of virtue; for as we
inthebeloved,andthis
admitted that any service which the lover does to him is not
to beaccountedflattery
or a dishonourto 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
beimproved byhim
either in wisdom, or insomeother
I say,isnot
particular of virtue-suchavoluntaryservice,
to be regarded as a dishonour, and is not open to the charge
L o v e is
of flattery. Andthesetwocustoms,onethelove
of youth,
reuow-ser- andtheotherthepractice
of philosophyandvirtuein
vice ; and
to meet in one, andthenthe
belovedmay
the love of general,ought
youth and honourably
indulgethelover.
Forwhentheloverand
the practice
a law, and the
of philoso- beloved come together, having each of them
phy should lover thinks that he is right in doing any service which he
meet in
can to his gracious loving one ; and the other that he is right
one.
in showing any kindness which he can to him who is making
him wiseandgood;theonecapable
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
PAUSANIAS.
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this disinterested sort is there any disgrace in being deceived,
but ineveryothercasethereisequaldisgraceinbeingor
185 notbeingdeceived.Forhewho
is gracioustohislover
under the impression that he
is rich, and is disappointed of
hisgainsbecauseheturnsout
tobe poor, is disgracedall
the same: for he has done his best to show that he
would
give himself up to any one’s‘ uses base’ for the sake of money;
butthis is nothonourable.Andonthesameprinciplehe
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
if he is
turn out to be a villain, and to have no virtue; and
deceived
he
has
committed
a noblq error.Forhehas
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 theheavenlygoddess,and
is heavenly,and of
greatprice to individualsandcities,makingtheloverand
the beloved alike eager in the work
of their own improveof theother,
ment.Butallotherlovesaretheoffspring
To you, Phaedrus, I offer this
who is the common goddess.
my contribution in praise of love, which is as good as I could
make extempore.
PPuskSis cHme td 2 p2use“this is thebalanced way in
which I have been taught by the wise to speak ; and AristodemussaidthattheturnofAristophaneswasnext,but
eitherhehadeatentoomuch,or
from someothercause
hehadthe
hiccough, andwas
obliged tochangeturns
with Eryximachusthephysician,whowasrecliningonthe
couch belowhim.
Eryximachus,hesaid,
you oughteither
tostopmy
hiccough, ortospeakin
my turnuntil I have
left off.
I will doboth,saidEryximachus:
I will speak in your
turn, and do you speak in mine; and while I am speaking
letmerecommendyoutohold
your breath,and if after
you have done so for some time the hiccough
is nobetter,
then
gargle
with little
a
water;
and
still
itif
continues,
tickleyournose
with somethingandsneeze;and
if YOU
sneeze once or twice, even the most violent hiccough is sure
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S ~ L - to go. I will do as you prescribe, said Aristophanes, and now
posbnz. get on.
Enyx"
cnuo.
Eryximachusspokeasfollows:SeeingthatPausanias
Medicine is madea fair beginning,and but alameending,
I musten- 186
the knowledge Of the
loves and
desires of
thebody,
which are
twofold.

Harmony is
the reconciliation,
not of o p
posite elemens, but
of elements
which disagreed
once, and

deavour to supply his deficiency. 1 think that he has rightly
distinguished two kinds of love. But my art further informs
me that the double love is not merely an affection of the soul
of mantowardsthe
fair, or towardsanything,butisto
be
foundinthebodies
of allanimalsandinproductions
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
I will beginthat I may
well as human, And from medicine
do honour to my art. There are in the human body these
two kinds of love, which are confessedly different and unlike,
andbeingunlike,theyhavelovesanddesires
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 inthebodythegoodandhealthy
elements are to be indulged, and the bad elements and the
elements of disease are not to be indulged, but discouraged.
Andthisiswhatthephysicianhasto
do, andinthisthe
art of medicineconsists:formedicinemay
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
Now the most hostile
loving friends, is a skilful practitioner.
are the most opposite, such as hot and cold, bitter and sweet,
moistanddry,andthelike.Andmyancestor,Asclepius,
knowinghowtoimplantfriendshipandaccordinthese
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
187
under his dominion. Any one who pays the least attention to
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
symbeen the meaning of Heracleitus, although his words are not
Posiutn.
accurate ; for he says that The One
isunited bydisunion,
like the harmony of the bow and the lyre. Now there is an arenow
absurdity in saying that harmony is discord or iscomposed harmonof elements which arestillinastate
of discord.But
ized*
whatheprobablymeant
was, thatharmonyiscomposed
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 harmony,-clearly not. For harmony is a symphony, and symphony is an agreement ; but an agreement of disagreements
while
they
disagree
there
cannot
be ; youcannotharmonize
is compounded
that which disagrees. In like manner rhythm
;
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 loveintheirapplicationtoharmony
and rhythm. Again, in the essential nature
of harmony and
rhythm there is no difficulty in discerning love which has not
in
yet become double.Butwhenyouwanttousethem
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
difficultybegins, 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 temperate, and of preserving their love ; and again, of the vulgar
Polyhymnia, who must be used with circumspection that the
;
pleasurebeenjoyed,
but maynotgeneratelicentiousness
justasin
my own art itisagreatmatter
so toregulate
the desires of the epicure that he may gratify his tastes withI inferthatin
outtheattendant
evilof disease.Whence
as well as
music, in medicine, inallotherthingshuman
divine, both loves ought to be noted as far as maybe, for they
188 are both
present.
T h e course of theseasonsisalso
full of both
these
prim
ciples; and when, as I was saying, the elements of hot and

T;;.m-

i

i

D:

53s

The speech of ArisLophartes.

cold,
moist
anddry,attaintheharmonious
love of one
another and blend in temperance and harmony, they bring to
vG
:y
men,animals,
andplantshealthandplenty,anddothem
ARISTOnoharm ; whereasthewanton
love, gettingtheupperhand
PHANES.
and affecting the seasons of the year, is very destructive and
The harmonyof
injurious,beingthesource
of pestilence,andbringingmany
thetnle
other kinds of diseases on animals and plants
; forhoar-frost
and false
lo,,e may be and hail and blight spring from the excesses and disorders of
discerned . theseelementsof
love,which toknowinrelationtothe
in men and
animals, in revolutions of theheavenlybodiesandtheseasons
of the
theseasons, yearistermedastronomy.Furthermoreallsacrificesand
in the whole
provinceof thewholeprovince
of divination,which is the art of comdivination. munion between gods and men-these,
I say, are concerned
of the good and the cure
of the
only with the preservation
if,
evillove.
For allmanner of impietyislikelytoensue
instead of accepting and honouring and reverencing the harmonious l o w i n all his actions, a man honours the other love,
whether in his feelings towards gods or parents, towards the
of divination is
living or the dead. Wherefore the business
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 existin human loves.
Such is the great and mighty, or rather omnipotent force of
love in general. And the
love, more especially, which is concerned 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.
Yes,saidAristophanes,who
followed, thehiccough
is 189
until I appliedthesneezing
; and I
gone ; not,however,
wonder whether the harmony of the body has a love of such
noisesand ticklings,for I nosoonerappliedthesneezing
than I was cured.
Eryximachus said : Beware, friend Aristophanes, although
you aregoingtospeak,
you aremaking fun of m e ; and
.%m-
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I shall have to watch and see whether
I cannot have a laugh
SY~Z.
your
at expense,
when
you
might
speak
in peace,
posiurn.
YOU arequite right,saidAristophanes,laughing.
I will Ew~MACHUS,
unsay my words; but do you please not to watch
me, as I ARISTOPHANRF..
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 youexpecttoshootyour
bolt andescape,Aristophanes? 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
eitherofPausanias
or Eryximachus.Mankind,hesaid,
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 1am teaching you. In The origithe first place, let me treat of the nature of man and what has
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, butoriginallythreeinnumber;therewas
man, sexes
The three
; their
woman, and the union of the two, having a name correspond- form and
ingtothisdoublenature,
which hadoncearealexistence,
origin.
but is now lost, and the word 'Androgynous
' is only preplace, the
servedas a term of reproach. In thesecond
primevalmanwasround,his
back andsidesforminga
four feet, one head with
circle ; and he had four hands and
1 9 0 twofaces, looking opposite ways, set on a round
neck and
precisely alike ; also four ears, two privy members, and the
remaindertocorrespond.
H e could walk uprightasmen
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 andfour feet, eight inall,liketumblersgoing
Over
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Odd Aristo)ha?tic fancies.
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
ARlST.3.
described them; because the sun, moon, and earth are three ;
PHANES.
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 ofsunandearth,andtheywereallroundandmoved
Their reroundandroundliketheirparents.Terriblewastheir
bellious
mightandstrength,andthethoughtsoftheirheartswere
spirit.
great, and they made an attack upon the gods
; of them is
toldthetale
of OtysandEphialtes
who, as Homer says,
dared to scale heaven, and would have laid hands upon the
gods.Doubtreignedinthecelestialcouncils.Shouldthey
kill them and annihilate the race with thunderbolts, as they
haddonethegiants,thentherewould
be anendofthe
; but, on
sacrifices and worship which men offered to them
theotherhand,thegodscouldnotsuffertheirinsolence
tobeunrektrained.Atlast,afteragooddeal
ofreflection,
Various
Zeus discovered a way. He said : ' Methinks I have a plan
operations
whichwill humble their pride and improve their manners
;
are performed on men shall continue to exist, but
I will cut them in two and
thembythe thentheywill
be diminishedinstrengthandincreasedin
command
or GUS.
numbers ; this will have the advantage of making them more
profitableto us. They shall walk uprightontwolegs,and
I will split
if they continue insolent and
will notbequiet,
themagainandtheyshallhopaboutonasingle
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
mightcontemplatethesection
of himself:hewouldthus
learnalesson of humility,Apollowasalsobiddentoheal
their wounds and comp.ose theirforms,
So hegaveaturn
tothe face andpulledtheskinfromthesidesallover
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 mostof the wrinkles, 191
much as a shoemakermightsmoothleatherupon
a last;
navel,
he left a few, however, in the region of the belly and
a s a memorial of the primeval state, After the division the
Sym@&n.
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two parts of man, each desiring his other half, came together,
~ymandthrowingtheirarmsaboutoneanother,entwinedin
mutualembraces,longingtogrowinto
one, theywereon
%g;%
thepoint of dying from hungerand self-neglect,because
The (wo
they did not liketodoanythingapart
; andwhenone of halves
the halves died and the other survived, the survivor sought
another mate,man or woman as 'wecallthem,--being
the after one
sections of entire men or women,-and clung to that.
They anofherwere 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 theseed no longerashithertolikegrasshoppersin
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
mightcontinue;or
if mancametomanthey
mightbe
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, reunitingouroriginalnature,makingone
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 Thecharacsection of that double nature which was once called
Androof depend
gynousarelovers
of women ; adulterersaregenerally
this breed, and also adulterous women
who lust after men :
thewomenwhoareasection
of thewomandonotcare
which
they
for men, but have female attachments; the female companions were onginally
are of thissort.Buttheywhoareasection
of the male severed,
follow the male, and while theyareyoung,beingslices
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
theyareshameless,
but thisisnottrue
; fortheydonot
actthus
from any wantof
shame, but becausetheyare
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,
whichis a great
proof of the truth
ofwhat I amsaying. When they reach
manhoodtheyarelovers
of youth,andare
not naturally
inclined to marry or begetchildren,-ifatall,
theydo so
VOL. 1.
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The strong
presentirnent which
lovers have
of they
know not
what.

Worse may
yet befall
men

only in obediencetothe
law; but theyare satisfied if they
may be allowedto livewith
oneanotherunwedded;and
such a natureisproneto
love andreadytoreturn
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,
thepairare
lost in anamazement of love andfriendship
and intimacy, and one will not be out of theother’ssight,
as I may say, even for a moment : these are the people who
pass theii whole lives together ; yet they could not explain
whattheydesire of oneanother.Fortheintenseyearning
which each of them has towards the other does not appear
to be the desire of lover’s intercourse, but of something else
which thesoul of eitherevidentlydesiresandcannot
tell,
and of which she has only a dark and doubtful presentiment.
Suppose Hephaestus, with hisinstruments,to,cometothe
pair who are lying side
by side and to say to them, ‘What
do you people want of one another?’ they would be unable
toexplain.Andsupposefurther,thatwhenhe
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
intooneanother,this
becoming oneinstead
of two, was
of hisancientneed ’, Andthereason
theveryexpression
is thathumannaturewasoriginallyoneand
we werea
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
us, as
of thewickedness of mankindGodhasdispersed
the Afcadians were dispersed into villages
by the Lacedaemonians2.And
if we are not obedienttothe
gods, there
is adangerthat
we shall be
split
upagainandgo
about
1

Cp. Arist. Pol. ii. 4, 5 h

2

Cp. Arist. Pol. ii.
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in basso-relievo,liketheprofilefigureshavingonlyhalf
sync.
a nosewhicharesculpturedonmonuments,andthatwe
~osiu''z.
shallbeliketallies.Whereforelet
us exhortallmento
-$;E,
piety, that we may avoid evil, and obtain the good, of which ERWI.
MACHUS,
Love is to us the lord and minister; and let no one oppose
socRATer
him-heistheenemy
of thegodswhoopposeshim.For
theyworif 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
atpresent.
I amserious,andtherefore
I mustbegEryxihalved
machusnottomakefunorto
find anyallusioninwhat
I am saying to Pausanias and Agathon,
who, a s I suspect,
are both of the manly nature, and belong to the class which
I havebeendescribing.Butmywordshave
a widerappli; and I
cation-theyincludemenandwomeneverywhere
believethat if ourloveswereperfectlyaccomplished,and
eachonereturningtohisprimevalnaturehadhisoriginal
And if this would
true love, then our race would be happy.
be best of all, the best in the next degree and under present
circumstancesmust
be thenearestapproachtosuchan
of a congenial love.
union ; and that will be the attainment
us
Wherefore, if wewouldpraisehimwhohasgivento
the benefit, we must praise the god Love, who is our greatest
benefactor,bothleading
us inthis lifeback
toourown
us highhopesforthefuture,forhe
nature,andgiving
promisesthat
if we arepious,he
will restore us toour
us and make US happy and blessed.
original state, and heal
This, Eryximachus, is my discourse of love, which, although Aristodifferent to yours, I must beg you to leave wassailed by the
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 thingswhichhavebeensaidaiready.
But, forall
that, I am not without hopes.
194 Socratessaid : You playedyourpart
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.
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Socrates more inclinedtotalkthantomake

a sjeech.

You wanttocastaspellover
me, Socrates,saidAgathon,
inthehope
th'at I maybedisconcertedattheexpectation
raised among the audience that I shall speak well.
AGAIHON,
PHAEDRUS.
I should be strangely forgetful, Agathon,repliedSocrates,
of thecourageandmagnanimity
which you s,howed when
your own compositions were about to be exhibited, and you
cameuponthestagewiththeactorsand
faced thevast
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 manyfools ?
Nay, repliedSocrates, I should be verywronginattributing to you, Agathon, that or any other wantof refinement.
And I am quite aware that if you happened to meet with any
whomyouthought
wise, you would carefortheiropinion
much more than for that of the many. But then we, having
be
been apart of the foolish manyinthetheatre,cannot
regardedastheselect
wise ; though I knowthat 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 ?
Yes, said Agathon.
But before the many you
would not be ashamed, ifyou
thought that you were doing something disgraceful
in their
presence?
Socrates is
HerePhaedrusinterruptedthem,saying:
Do notanswer
not allowed
talk.
him, my dear Agathon; forif 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
hearhimtalk
; butjustatpresent
I mustnotforgetthe
him and
encomiumonLove which I ought to receive from
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 :T h e previous speakers, instead of praising the god Love,or
unfolding his nature, appear to have congratulated mankind
synzponiun.

Th youth and tenderness of dove.
195 onthebenefitswhichheconfersuponthem.But
I would
rather praise the god first, and then speak of his gifts ; this is
alwaystherightwayofpraisingeverything.May
I say
without impiety or offence, that of all the blessed gods he
is the most blessed because he is the fairest and best
? And
he is the fairest : for, in the first place, he is the youngest,
and of his youth he is himself the witness, fleeing out of the
way of age, who is swift enough, swifter truly than mostof us
like :-Love
hateshimand
will notcomenearhim;but
youth and love live and move together-like to like, as the
proverbsays.ManythingsweresaidbyPhaedrusabout
Love in which I agree with him ; but I cannot agree that he
is older than Iapetus and Kronos :-not so ; I maintain him
tobetheyoungest
of thegods,andyouthfulever.The
ParancientdoingsamongthegodsofwhichHesiodand
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
also tender ; he ought to have a poet like Homer to describe
his tenderness, as Homer says of Ate, that she is a goddess
and tender :-
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praised on

not for the
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uponmankind.

Loveisnot
old but
yo,,'ng and
tender;

'Her feet me tender, for shesets her steps,
Not on the ground but on the heads of men :'

hereinisanexcellentproofofhertenderness,-thatshe
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,forwherethereishardnesshedeparts,where
; and nestling always with
there is softness there he dwells
hisfeetandinallmannerofwaysinthesoftestof
Soft
places, how can he be other than the softest of all
thine?
1 9 6 Of a truth he is the tenderest
as well as the youngest, and
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 u,-t
of every soul of man undiscovered. And a proof of

soft;

He- is f z d d of

just ;

tcmperate ;

courageous :

wisc ;

a poet too,

and

a maker of
poets ;

an artist,
and creator
of order :

,yare

a d of e-ue~yvirtue.

hisflexibilityandsymmetry
ofform ishisgrace,which
is
universally admitted to be in an especial manner the attribute
of Love; ungrace and love are always at war
with one another.Thefairness
of hiscomplexion is revealedbyhis
habitation among the flowers ; for he dwells not amid bloomless or fading beauties, whether of body or soul or aught else,
but in the placeof flowers and scents, there he sits and abides.
Concerning the beauty of the god I have said enough; and
yetthereremainsmuchmorewhichImightsay.Ofhis
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
forhesuffersnot
by force if hesuffers ; forcecomesnot
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 heconquersthebravestofallothers,he
must be himself the bravest. Of his courage and justice and
I haveyettospeak
of his
temperance I havespoken,but
I must
wisdom ; and according to the measure of my ability
try to do my best. In the
first place he is
a poet (and here,
I magnifymyart),andheisalsothe
likeEryximachus,
source of poesy in others, which he could not be if he were
nothimselfapoet.Andatthetouch
of himeveryone
becomesapoet,'eventhoughhehadnomusicinhimbefore';thisalsoisaproofthatLoveis
a goodpoetand
accomplishedinallthe
fine arts ; fornoonecangiveto
another that which he has not himself, or teach that of which
of
hehasnoknowledge.Whowilldenythatthecreation
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.

Love t h universal artist and creator.
light of fame ?-he whom Love touches not walks in darkness.
The arts of medicineandarcheryanddivinationwerediscovered byApollo, under the guidance of love and desire;
SO that he too is a disciple of Love. Also the
melody of the
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
deformityLovehasnoconcern.Inthedays
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
I say of
good in heavenandearth.Therefore,Phaedrus,
Love that he is the fairest and best in himself, and the cause
of what is fairest andbest in allotherthings.Andthere
comes into my mind a line of poetry in which he is said to be
the god who
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a peacemaker;

Givespeace on earthandcalmsthe
stormy deep,
Who stills thewindsand bids the sufferer sleep.'

This is he who empties menof disaffection and fills them with
affection, who makes them to meet together at banquets such
asthese:in
sacrifices,feasts, dances,heisour
lord-who
sends courtesy and sends away discourtesy, who gives kindnesseverandnevergivesunkindness
; thefriend 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 : inevery 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, sweetlysinginginhishonourandjoining
in that brightest.
sweet strain withwhichlove
charms the souls of gods and
is thespeech,Phaedrus,half-playful,yethaving
men, Such
acertainmeasure
of seriousness, which, accordingtomy
ability, I dedicate to the god.
198 When Agathonhaddonespeaking,Aristodemussaidthat
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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Acumenus, was there not reason
inmy fears ? and was I not
a true prophet when I said that Agathon would make a wonSocarras~
derful oration, and that I should be in a strait ?
ERYXIUA.
CHUS.
Thepartoftheprophecy
which concernsAgathon,replied
Eryximachus,appearstometo
be true; butnottheother
part-that you will be in a strait.
Socrates
Why, my dearfriend,saidSocrates,mustnot
I orany
tries to excuSehimone be in a strait who has to speak after he has heard such a
self from
richandvarieddiscourse
? I amespeciallystruck with the
speaking
on the
beauty of theconcluding words-who
couldlistentothem
ground that without amazement ? When I reflected on the immeasurable
he never
inferiority ofmyown
powers, I wasreadytorunaway
for
understood
the nature shame, if there had been apossibility of escape. For I was
Ofthecorn- reminded of Gorgias, and at the end
of his speech I fancied
pact.
ney
have that Agathon was shaking at me the Gorginian
or Gorgonian
attributed headofthegreatmaster
of rhetoric, which wassimply to
to love an
irnaginarp turn me and my speech into stone, as Homer says I, and strike
greatness
medumb.Andthen
I perceivedhow foolish I hadbeenin
and goodness; but consentingtotakemyturn
with youinpraising
love, and
hecanonly
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
wastochoosethebestandsetthemforthinthebest
manner.And
I felt quiteproud,thinkingthat
I knewthe
nature of truepraise,andshouldspeak
well. Whereas I
nowseethattheintentionwastoattributetoLoveevery
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 anywhere ; and you say that 'he is all this,' and 'the cause of all
that,' making him appear the fairest and best of all t o those I99
who know him not, for you cannot impose upon those who
.know him. Andanobleandsolemnhymn
of praisehave
you rehearsed.Butas
I misunderstoodthenatureofthe
praise when I said that I would take my turn, I must beg to
Synafisiunt.

*
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be absolved from thepromise which I madeinignorance,
SYJ~andwhich(asEuripides
would say')was a promise of the Miurn.
lipsandnotofthemind.Farewellthentosuchastrain:
for I do not praise in that way;
no, indeed, I cannot. But if ~ ~ ~
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
enteringintoanyrivalry
with you.Saythen,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
you ?
Aristodemus said that Phaedrus and the company
bid him
speakinanymanner
which hethought
best. Then,he
a
added, let me have your permission first to ask Agathon
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
-thatis
a way of beginning which I verymuchapprove.
And as you havespoken so eloquently of hisnature,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 notwant
YOU' to say that love is the love of a father or the love of
a
mother-that
wouldberidiculous
; buttoansweras
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.
Very true, said Agathon.
And YOU would say the same ofa mother ?
He assented.
Yet let me ask you on6 more questionin 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.
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Love,

therefore,
is not good

or great,
but desires
to be good
or great.

A seeming
exception ;
of course
we admit
that a man
may desire
the continuance or increase of
that which
he has.

And now, said Socrates, I will ask about Love:-Is Love
of something orof nothing ?
Of something, surely, he replied.
Keep in mindwhatthis
is, and tellmewhat
I wantto
know-whether Love desires that of which love is.
Yes, surely.
And does he possess, or does he not possess, that
which
he loves and desires?
Probably not, I should say.
Nay, replied Socrates, I would have you consider whether
T h e inferencethathe
‘necessarily’ is notrathertheword.
who desires something is in want of something, and that he
whodesiresnothing
is inwantofnothing,
is inmyjudgment, Agathon,absolutelyandnecessarilytrue.Whatdo
you think ?
I agree with you, said Agathon.
Very good. Would he who is great, desire to be great, or
he who is strong, desire to be strong ?
That would be inconsistent with our previous admissions.
True.Forhewhoisanythingcannotwanttobethat
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
desiredto be healthy,inthatcasehemightbethoughtto
desiresomethingwhichhealreadyhasor
is. I givethe
example in order that we may avoid misconception. For the
possessors of these qualities, Agathon, must be supposed to
havetheirrespectiveadvantagesatthe
time, whetherthey
?
choose o r not ; andwhocandesirethatwhichhehas
Therefore,whenapersonsays,
I amwellandwishto
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 continuance of them ; for at this moment, whether you choose or
I desire that which
no,youhavethem.Andwhenyousay,
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 ?
H e must, replied Agathon.

The truth about L o w .
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Then,
said
Socrates,
he
desires
that
what
he
has
at
sUlrLpresentmay be preservedtohim
in thefuture, 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
hasnotalready,and
which is futureandnotpresent,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. RecnpituFirst, is not love of something, and ofsomething too which is
wanting to a man ?
201
Yes, hereplied.
Remember further what you said in your speech, or if you
love
do not remember I will remind you: you said that the
of the beautiful set in order the empire
of the gods, for that
of deformed things there is no
love-did you not say something of that kind ?
Yes, said Agathon.
Yes,myfriend,andtheremarkwasajustone.Andif
this is true, Love is the love of beauty and not of deformity?
H e assented.
of
And the admission has been already made that Love is
something which a man wants and has not?
True, he said.
Then Love wants and has not beauty?
Certainly, he replied.
TheconcluAndwouldyoucallthatbeautifulwhichwantsanddoes
sion is, that
not possess beauty?
love is not
Certainly
beautiful
but is of
Then would you still say that love is beautiful?
the beautiAgathon replied : I fear that I did not understand what
I ful, and
that the
was saying.
beautiful is
YOU made a very good speech, Agathon, replied Socrates ; the good.
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 ?
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Diotinta of Mantineia.

I cannot
refute
you,
Socrates,
said
Agathon
:-Let
us
assumethatwhatyousayistrue.
Sayrather,belovedAgathon,thatyoucannotrefutethe
AGAIHON.
truth ; for Socrates is easily refuted.
ThearguAnd now, takingmyleaveof
you, I will rehearse a taleof
~~~~~love which I heardfromDiotimaofMantineia’,
a woman
cat& to
wiseinthisandinmanyotherkindsofknowledge,whoin
Diotima. by the days of old, when the Athenians offered sacrifice before
thecoming of theplague,delayedthediseasetenyears.
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,whicharenearly
if notquitethesame
me :
which I made to the wise woman when she questioned
I think that this will be the easiest way, and I shall take both
As you, Agathon, suggested $,
parts myself as well as I can
I must speak first of the being and nature of Love, and then
I said to her in nearly the same words
of his works. First
which he used to me, that Love was a mighty god, and likewise fair; and she proved to me
as I proved to him that, by
Loveis not myownshowing,Lovewasneitherfairnorgood.
‘What
~
~ do you
~ mean,
~ Diotima,’
o
I dsaid, ‘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:
doyounotseethatthereis
a meanbetweenwisdomand
? I said. ‘ Right
ignorance ? ’ ‘Andwhatmaythatbe
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 meanbetweenignoranceand
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
becauseloveisnotfairandgoodheisthereforefouland
evil ; forheisinameanbetween
them.’ ‘Well,’ I said,
a great god.’ ‘ By
Loveissurelyadmittedbyalltobe
’ those who know or by those who do not know?
’ ‘ By all.’
a smile,‘canLovebe
‘And how, Socrates,’shesaidwith
acknowledged to be a great god
by those who say that he is
Cp. I. Alcibiades.
Cp. Gorgis, 505 E.
a SUP% 195 A.
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not a godatall ? ’ ’Andwhoarethey?’
I said. ‘Youand symI 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-wouldyou
daretosaythatanygodwasnot
?’
‘Certainly not,’ 1 replied.‘Andyoumeanbythehappy,
but,on the
those who are the possessors of things good or fair ? ’ ‘ Yes.’ Other hand*
he is not a
‘AndyouadmittedthatLove,becausehewasin
want, god who
desires those good and fair things of
which he is in want ? ’
‘ Yes, Idid.’
Buthowcanhe
be a god whohasnoportion
and
in what is either good or fair ?’ ‘ Impossible.’ ‘Then you the fair.
see that you also deny the divinityof Love.’
‘ What then is Love ? ’ I asked ; ‘ Is he mortal ? ’ ‘ No.’ Heisagreat
‘ W h a tt h e n ? ’
‘As in theformerinstance,heisneither
mortal nor immortal, but in a mean between the two.’ ‘What between
is he, Diotima?’ ‘ H e is a greatspirit (SQ[,UOY), andlike godsand
men ;
allspiritsheisintermediate
between thedivineandthe
mortal.’ ‘ And what,’ I said, ‘ishispower ? ’ ‘ H e interprets,’ she replied, ‘between gods and
men, conveyingand
taking across to the gods the prayers and sacrifices
of men,
and to men the commands and replies of the gods ; he is the
mediatorwhospansthechasmwhichdivides
them, and
thereforeinhimallisboundtogether,andthrough
him
the arts of the prophet and the
priest,theirsacrificesand
203 mysteries and charms, and all prophecy and incantation, find
; butthrough
their way. F o r Godminglesnotwithman
of Godwith man,
Lovealltheintercourseandconverse
T h e wisdom which
whether awake or asleep, is carried on.
understands this is spiritual ; all other wisdom, such as that
ofartsandhandicrafts,ismeanandvulgar.Nowthese
spirits or intermediate powers are many and diverse, and one
of themisLove.’‘And
who,’ I said,‘washisfather,and
whohismother?
’ T h e tale,’ shesaid,‘willtaketime
;
nevertheless I will tell you.
On the birthday of Aphrodite
the son of
therewas a feast of thegods,atwhichthegodPorosor
~
~
Plenty, who is the son of Metis or Discretion, was one of the
guests. When the feastwasover,Penia
or Poverty, as the
manner is on such occasions, came about the doors to
beg.
Now Plenty,whowastheworsefornectar(therewasno
wine in those days), went into the garden of Zeus and fell
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a shoeless,
houseless,
ill-favoured
vagabond,
who is
always con
spiring
against the
fnir and
good ;

not wise,
but a lover
of wisdom.

intoheavy
a
sleep
; andPovertyconsideringher
own
straitenedcircumstances,plottedtohaveachildby
him,
andaccordinglyshelaydownathissideandconceived
Love,whopartlybecauseheisnaturallyalover
of the
beautiful, andbecauseAphroditeisherselfbeautiful,and
alsobecausehewasbornonherbirthday,isherfollower
andattendant.And
as hisparentage
is, so also are his
fortunes. In the
first place he is always poor, and anything
buttenderand
fair, asthemanyimagine
him ; andhe 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,
is always plotting against
whom he also partly resembles, he
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, terribleasanenchanter,sorcerer,sophist.
H e is
by nature neither mortal nor immortal, but alive and flourishing at one moment when he is in plenty, and dead at another
moment, andagainalivebyreasonofhisfather’snature.
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
is
wisdom, forhe is wise already; nor does any man who
wiseseekafterwisdom.Neitherdotheignorantseekafter
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 arein a mean
is
betweenthe
two ; Love is one of them.Forwisdom
amostbeautifulthing,andLove
i s ofthebeautiful;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
theignorant.Andofthisto6hisbirth
is thecause;for
hisfatheriswealthyand
wise, andhismotherpoorand
foolish. Such, my dearSocrates, is the nature of thespirit

.
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Love. The error in your conception ofhim was very natural,
sjwand 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
tomen ? ’ ‘That,Socrates,’shereplied,
‘ I will attemptto 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?:
orratherletmeputthequestionmoreclearly,andask
W h e n a man loves the beautiful, what does he desire?
’ I
answeredher ‘ Thatthebeautifulmay
behis.’
‘Still,’she
said, ‘ the answer suggests a further question : What is given Oftheposby the possession of beauty ? ’ ‘ To what you have asked,’ I
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
thequestiononcemore
: Ifhewholoveslovesthegood,
ofthegood,
what is it thenthatheloves
? ’ ‘ T h e possession of the which is
happiness.
good,’ I said.‘Andwhatdoeshegainwhopossessesthe
good ? ’ ‘Happiness,’ I replied;‘thereisless
difficultyin
answeringthatquestion.’‘Yes,’shesaid,‘thehappyare
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,’
sherejoined,‘arenot
allmen,
Socrates,said tolove, but
only some of them ? whereas you say that all men are always
‘ Imyself wonder,’Isaid,‘why
lovingthesamethings.’
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
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 maniis
fold. Allcreationorpassage
of non-beingintobeing
poetry or making, and the processes
of all art are creative ;
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Love is
birth, is
creation :
is the divine
power of
conception
or parturition ;

The gyeat mystery of Cove.
andthemasters
of arts are allpoetsor
makers.’ ‘Very
true.’‘Still,’
shesaid,‘youknowthatthey
are notcalled
poets,buthaveothernames
; only that portion of the art
is concerned with
which is separated off from the rest, and
musicandmetre,istermedpoetry,andtheywhopossess
poetryinthissense
of thewordarecalled
poets.’ ‘Very
true,’ I said. ‘Andthesameholds
of
love.
Foryou
maysaygenerallythatalldesireofgoodandhappiness
is only the great and. subtle power of love
; but they who
aredrawntowardshim
by anyotherpath,whetherthe
pathofmoney-makingorgymnasticsorphilosophy,are
is appropriated
notcalled lovers-the
nameofthewhole
to those whose affection takes one form only-they alone are
saidto love, or to be lovers.’ ‘ I dare say,’ I replied, ‘that
youare right.’ ‘ Yes,’ sheadded,‘andyouhearpeople
I say
say that lovers are seeking for their other half; but
thattheyareseekingneitherforthehalf
of themselves,
nor for the
whole, unlessthehalforthewholebealsoa
good.Andthey
will cut off their own hands and feet and
castthem away,if theyareevil ; fortheylovenotwhat
is their own, unless perchance there be some one who calls
206
what belongs to him the good, and what belongs to another
the evil. For there is nothing which men love but the good.
Is there anything ? ’ ‘Certainly, I should say, that there is
nothing.’ ‘Then,’shesaid,‘thesimpletruth
is, thatmen
lovethegood.’
‘ Yes,’ I said. ‘ T o whichmust 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, ‘maybedescribedgenerallyasthelove
of
theeverlastingpossessionofthegood
? ’ ‘That is most
true.’
‘ Then if this be the natureof love, can you tell me further,’
? what are they
she said, ‘what is the manner of the pursuit
doing who show all this ehgerness and heat which is called
? Anlove? and what is the object which they have in view
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

i

isbirthinbeauty,whetherofbodyorsoul.)
‘ I donot
Syttrunderstand you,’ I said ; ‘the oracle requires an explanation.’
*siunc~
‘I will makemymeaningclearer,’shereplied.
‘ I mean sxnnreo.
to say, that all men are bringing to the birth in their bodies
and
in
their
souls.
Th’ere
is certain
a
age at
which
human
nature is desirous of procreation-procreation which must be
is the
in beauty and not in deformity; and this procreation
union of man and woman, and is a divine thing; for conception and generation are an immortal principle in the mortal
creature,and in theinharmonioustheycannever
be. But
the deformed is always inharmonious with the divine, and the
is the destiny or goddess
beautiful harmonious. Beauty, then,
of parturitionwhopresidesatbirth,andtherefore,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 refrains from conception. And this is the reason why, when the
hour of conceptionarrives,andtheteemingnatureis
full,
a flutterandecstacyaboutbeautywhoseapthere is such
proach is thealleviation of thepain of travail. F o r love, is notthe
Socrates, is not, as you imagine, the love of the beautiful only.’ ~u~~~
‘ Whatthen ? ’ ‘ T h e love of generationand of birthin only, but
of birth in
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 posses207 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
me, ‘ W h a t is the
love. And I remember her once saying to
cause, Socrates, oflove, and the attendant desire ? See you whence
not how all animals, birds, as well as beasts, in their desire of ~
~
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
animals ?
care of offspring, on whose behalf the weakest are ready to
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
VOL. I.
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havethesepassionatefeelings
? Canyou tellmewhy
?’
Again I repliedthat I didnotknow.Shesaidtome
: ‘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, Diotima, 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
sameindividualthereissuccessionandnotabsoluteunity
:
a1ways
changing
a man is called the same, and yet
in the short interval which
and geneelapses between youth and age, and in which every animal is
ating body
ands;,,,
saidtohave
life andidentity,he
is undergoing a perpetual
alike;
processoflossandreparation-hair,flesh,bones,
blood, and
the sciences the whole body are always changing. Which is true not only
come and
go,
of the body, but
also
of
the
soul,
whose
habits,
tempers,
preserved
opinions,desires,pleasures,pains,fears,neverremainthe
~~~,~~~~
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,notonlydothesciencesingeneralspring
208
like the
divine, are up and decay,
so thatinrespectofthemweareneverthe
’nadeimsame ; buteach
of themindividuallyexperiencesalike
mortal by
a law of
change.Forwhatisimplied
in theword“recollection,”
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 whichallmortalthingsarepreserved,not
absolutelythesame,
butby
substitution,theoldworn-out
mortality leaving another new and similar existence behindunlike the divine, which is always the same and not another ?
And in this way, Socrates, the mortal
body, o r mortal anything, 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 astonishedatherwords,andsaid
: ‘ Is this really
.~j.at-

fiSizr’’’.

L

true, 0 thou wise Diotima? ’ Andsheanswered withail the
.~ntauthority 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 smggles and
consider how they are stirred by the love of an immortality of sufefings
fame. They are ready to run all risks greater far than they
ofhuman
would have run for their children, and to spend money and
~
~
t
undergoanysortof
toil, andeven todie,forthesake
of animated
leaving behind them a name
which shall be eternal. Do you
imaginethatAlcestiswouldhavediedtosaveAdmetus,
o r mortality.
AchillestoavengePatroclus,
or your own Codrus in order
topreservethe
kingdomfor hissons, if theyhadnot
imagined that the memory of their virtues, which still survives
among us, wouldbe immortal ? Nay,’ shesaid, ‘ I am persuaded 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.
The crea‘Those who are pregnant
in the body only, betake themselves to women and beget children-this is the character
of
:n:$::::
their love ; their offspring, as they hope, will preserve their ceptionsof
wisdom and
memory and give them the blessedness and immortality which vmue,
. the
209 theydesire in thefuture.
But souls which arepregnantworksof
for there certainly are men who are more creative in their
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
any mortal
tions ?-wisdom andvirtue in general.Andsuchcreators
children.
arepoetsandallartistswhoaredeservingofthename
inventor. But the greatest and fairest sort $wisdom
byfar
is that which is concerned with theordering of statesand
he
families, and which is called temperance and justice. And
whoinyouthhastheseed
of theseimplanted inhim and
is himself inspired,whenhecomestomaturitydesires
t.0
beget and generate. H e wanders about seeking beauty that
hemaybeget
offspring-for
indeformityhe
will beget
nothing-and
naturallyembracesthebeautifulratherthan
thedeformedbody
; aboveallwhenhefindsa
fair and
nobleandwell-nurtured
soul, heembracesthe
twoin one
is full of speech about virtue
person, and to such an one he
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
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presenttohis
memory,evenwhen
absent,hcbringsforth
that which hehad conceived long before, andincompany
with him tends that which he brings forth ; and they are married by afar nearer tie andhaveacloserfriendshipthan
thosewho beget mortalchildren,forthechildrenwho
are
their common offspring are fairer and more immortal. Who,
when he thinks of Homer and Hesiod and other great poets,
would notratherhavetheirchildrenthanordinaryhuman
of
ones ? Who would notemulatethemin.thecreation
children such as theirs, which have preserved their memory
and given them everlasting glory?
Or whowould not have
such children as Lycurgus left behind him to be the saviours,
notonly of Lacedaemon,but of Hellas,asonemaysay?
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
manynobleworks,andhave
been theparents of virtue of
everykind;andmanytemples
havebeen
raisedintheir
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.
He who
‘These are the lesser mysteries
oflove, into which even
would be
you, Socrates, may enter; to the greater and more hidden
210
truly iniones which are the crown of these, and to which, if you purtiated
should pass sue them in a right spirit, they will lead, I know not whether
from the
I will do my utmost to inform
concrete to you will be able to attain. But
the abyou, and do you follow if you can. For he whowould prostract, from
ceed aright in this matter should begin in youth to visit beauthe individual to
tiful forms ; and first, if he be guided by his instructor aright,
the univcrto love one such form only-out of that he should create fair
sal, from
the unirer- thoughts ; and soon he will of himself perceive that the beauty
sal to the
of another;andthen
if
universe of of one form is akintothebeauty
beauty’of form in general is his pursuit, how foolish would he
truth and
beauty.
be not to recognize that the beauty in every form is one and
thesame!
Andwhenheperceivesthishe
will abatehis
violent love of the one,which he will despiseanddeema
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 if a virtuous soul have bfit n little comeliness, he will be
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contenttoloveandtend
him, and will searchoutandbring
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 himof asinglescience,whichisthescience
of beauty
.
everywhere. To this I will proceed ; please to give me your
*...,
very best attention :
' H e whohasbeeninstructedthusfarinthethings
oflove,
\.
and who has learned to see the beautiful in due order and
succession,whenhecomestowardtheend
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 placerelatively,
foul, a s 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
steppingbeing,asforexample,
in ananimal,orinheaven,orinearth,
from
o r in any other place ; but beauty absolute, separate, simple, earth to
andeverlasting,whichwithoutdiminutionandwithout
in- heaven*
crease, or any change, is imparted to the ever-growing and
perishingbeauties of allotherthings.
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
fairformstofairpractices,andfromfairpracticesto
fair
notions,untilfromfairnotions
he. arrives at the notion of
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absolute beauty, and at last knows what the essence of beauty
of Mantineia,
'is that life above all others which man should
live, in the
contemplation of beautyabsolute ; abeautywhich
if you
oncebeheld,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 contentto
live seeingthemonlyandconversing
with them
without meat or drink, if that were possible-you only want
to look at them and to bewith them. But what
if man had
I mean, pure
eyes to see the true beauty-the divine beauty,
and clear and unalloyed, not clogged with the pollutions
of
mortalityandallthecoloursandvanities
of human lifethitherlooking,andholdingconverse
with thetruebeauty
simple and divine? Remember how in that communion only, 2 1 2
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 mortalman may. Wouldthatbeanignoble
life ? '
Such, Phaedrus-and
I speak not only to you, but to all of
you-werethewords
of Diotima ; and I ampersuaded of
their truth. And being persuaded
of them, I try to persuade
others, that in the'attainment of this end human nature will
noteasily find ahelperbetterthan
love. Andtherefore,
I myself
also, I saythateverymanoughttohonourhimas
honour him, and walk inhis ways, andexhortothersto
do the same, and praise the power and spirit
of iove according to the measure of my ability now and ever.
Thewords
which I havespoken,
you, Phaedrus,may
call
encomium
an
love,
of
or anything
else
which you
please.
apWhen
Socrates
had
done
speaking,
the
company
plauded, and Aristophanes was beginning to say something
in answertotheallusionwhichSocrateshadmade
to his
ownspeech ', whensuddenlytherewasagreatknocking
at the door of the house, as
of revellers, and the sound
of
aflute-girlwasheard.Agathontoldtheattcndantsto
go
p. 205 E

is. This, my dear Socrates,' said the stranger
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andseewhoweretheintruders.Iftheyarefriendsof
syr,I.
ours,'hesaid,'invitethem
in, but ifnot,
saythatthe
PoSiunr.
drinkingis over.' Alittlewhile
afterwardstheyheardthe
Ac*~N.
ALCIBIADXS.
voice of Alcibiadesresoundinginthecourt
; hewasin
a
Alcibiades
greatstate of intoxication,andkeptroaringandshouting
isled in
Where is Agathon ? Lead me to Agathon,' and at length,
drunkand
supportedbythe
flute-girl andsome of hisattendants,he
found his way to them.
' Hail, friends,' he said, appearing
which he
atthedoorcrownedwith
a massivegarlandofivyand
Agathon.
violets,hisheadflowing
with ribands.'Willyouhave
a verydrunkenmanasacompanionofyourrevels?
Or
shall I crownAgathon, whic) wasmyintentionincoming,
and go away ? For I wasunabletocomeyesterday,and
on myheadthese
therefore I am-hereto-day,carrying
ribands,thattakingthemfrommyownhead,
I maycrown
thehead
of thisfairestand
wisest of men, as I may be
allowedtocall
him. Willyoulaughatmebecause
I am
213 drunk? Yet
I know very well that I am speaking the truth,
; if I comein
althoughyoumaylaugh.Butfirsttellme
shall we have the understanding
ofwhich I spoke I ? Will
you drink with me or not ? '
T h e companywerevociferousinbeggingthathewould
takehisplaceamongthem,andAgathonspeciallyinvited
him. Thereuponhewasledinbythepeoplewhowere
led, intendingtocrown
with him ; andashewasbeing
Agathon,hetooktheribands
from hisownheadandheld
them in front of his eyes ; he was thus prevented from seeing
Ahibiades
Socrates,whomadewayfor
him, andAlcibiadestookthe
vacantplacebetween.AgathonandSocrates,andintaking
the place he embraced Agathon and crowned
him. Take off placebehissandals,saidAgathon,andlethimmake
a thirdon
the same couch.
Socrates.
By allmeans ; butwhomakesthethirdpartner
in our
revels?saidAlcibiades,turningroundandstartingupas
He insin"hecaughtsight
of Socrates.ByHeracles,hesaid,what
is this ? here is Socrates always lying in wait for
me, and atesthat
Agathon is
always, as his way is, coming out at.all Sorts of unsuspected the,&,vd
places:and
now, whathaveyoutosayforyourself,and
of*rates.
whyareyoulyinghere,where
I perceivethat you have
1 Supra a l a D. Will you have a very drunken man? etc.
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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
me. Since I becamehisadmirer
quite a seriousmatterto
H e begins
I
have
never
been
allowed
to
speak
toanyotherfairone,
to be violent, and
I do, he goes wild with
o r so much as to look at them. If
Socrates
envy and jealousy, and not only abuses me but can hardly
claims the
off me, and at this moment he may do me
protection keep his hands
ofAgathon. some
harm.Pleasetoseetothis,andeitherreconcile
me to him, or, if he attempts violence, protect me, a s I am in
bodily fear of his mad and passionate attempts.
Therecanneverbereconciliationbetween
~ O L Iand me,
saidAlcibiades;
but forthepresent
I will deferyour
He crowns chastisement.And
I mustbegyou,Agathon,togiveme
I may crown the marvellous
back some of the ribands that
as well E,
Agathon.
head of this universal despot-I would not have
him complain
ofmeforcrowningyou,andneglectinghim,whoinconversation is the conqueror of all mankind ; and this not only
once, asyouwerethedaybeforeyesterday,butalways.
Whereupon, taking someof the ribands, he crowned Socrates,
and again reclined.
A
new
Thenhesaid : Youseem,myfriends,tobesober,which
is
spirit
passesover a thingnot
to beendured ; youmustdrink-forthatwas
thedream. theagreementunderwhich
I wasadmitted-and
I elect
myselfmasterofthefeastuntilyouare
well drunk.Let
us have a large goblet, Agathon, or rather, he said, addressing
theattendant,bringmethatwine-cooler.
T h e wine-cooler
whichhadcaughthiseyewasavesselholdingmorethan
two quarts-this he filled and emptied, and bade the attendant 214
fill itagainforSocrates.Observe,myfriends,saidAlcibiades,thatthisingenioustrickofmine
will have no effect
Socrates'
onSocrates,forhecandrinkanyquantityofwineandnot
powers Of
be at all nearer being drunk. Socrates drank the cup which
drinking.
the attendant filled for him.
Eryximachus said : What is this, Alcibiades ? Are we to
haveneitherconversationnorsingingoverourcups;but
simply to drink asif we were thirsty?
Alcibiades replied : Hail, worthy son of P most wise and
worthy sire !
'

The
same
to
we d o ?
Alcibiades.
That
said
you,Itoleave

you, said
Eryximachus;

but what
shall

Sy)jt,rpoSiUtI8.
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shall prescribe and we will obey. What do you want ?
Well,saidEryximachus,beforeyouappearedwehad
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,saidAlcibiades;andyet
of
t h e comparison of adrunken man’s speechwiththose
sobermen
is hardlyfair;and
I shouldliketo
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 praiseanyonebuthimselfinhis
presence,whetherGodorman,he
will hardlykeephis
hands off me.
F o r shame, said Socrates.
Hold your tongue, said Alcibiades, for
by Poseidon, there
I will praisewhenyouare
of the
isnooneelsewhom
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?
Whatareyouabout?saidSocrates;areyougoingto
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.
if I say
Then I will beginatonce,saidAlcibiades,and
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
as
truth.Butyoumustnotwonder
if I speakanyhow
thingscomeintomymind
; forthefluentandorderly
1
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enumeration of all you? singularities is not a task which
is
easy to a man in my condition.
I shallpraiseSocratesinafigure
215
ALCIBIADES. And now, myboys,
which will appear to him to be a caricature, and yet
I speak,
I
nottomakefun
of him,butonlyforthetruth’ssake.
Socrates is say, that he is exactly like the busts of Silenus, which are
like the
setupinthestatuaries’shops,holdingpipesandflutesin
busts of
to openinthemiddle,
theirmouths;andtheyaremade
Silenus,
which con- andhaveimages
I sayalsothathe
of godsinsidethem.
. ceal within
islikeMarsyasthesatyr.
You yourself will notdeny,
them
images of
Socrates,thatyourfaceislikethatofasatyr.Aye,and
gods; like
there
isaresemblanceinotherpointstoo.Forexample,
Manyas
too, for his you are a bully, as I can prove by witnesses, if you will not
face is that
? Thatyouare,
of a Satyr, confess.Andareyounotaflute-player
and his
andaperformerfarmorewonderfulthanMarsyas.
He
words, even indeedwithinstrumentsusedtocharmthesoulsofmen
when halfof hisbreath,andtheplayersofhismusic
uttered or bythepower
imperfectly do so still : for the melodies
of Olympus are derived from
repeated,
Marsyaswhotaughtthem,andthese,whethertheyare
exercise a
greater
played by a great master or by a miserable flute-girl, have
charm over
a power which no others have ; they alone possess the soul
men than
the melcand reveal the wants of those who have need of gods and
dies which
mysteries,
becausetheyaredivine.Butyouproducethe
Marsyas
taught to
same effect withyourwordsonly,anddonotrequirethe
Olympus.
flute : that is thedifferencebetweenyouandhim.When
we hear any other speaker, even a very good one, he producesabsolutelyno
effect upon us, ornot 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 werenotafraidthatyouwould
think me hopelesslydrunk,
I wouldhavesworn
as well
asspokentotheinfluencewhichtheyhavealwayshad
and still have over me. For my heart leaps within me more
thanthatofanyCorybantianreveller,andmyeyesrain
I observethatmanyothers
tearswhen I hearthem.And
Greater
than Pen- are affectedinthesamemanner.
I haveheardPericles
cles, and
I thought that they spoke well,
the m e and and other great orators, and
only orabut I never had any similar feeling; my soul was not stirred
poszunr.

tor.
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bythem, nor was I angry at the thought
of my own slavish sylnstate.ButthisMarsyashas
often broughtmetosucha
Poa%m.
216 pass, that I have felt as if I could hardlyendurethe
life A L C M ~ D ~ ~ .
which I amleading(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,-hewould
transfix me, and I shouldgrow
old sitting at his feet. For he makes me confess that I ought
notto live as I do,neglecting the wants of my own soul,
and busyingmyselfwith
theconcerns of theAthenians ;
therefore I hold my earsandtear
myselfaway from him.
And he isthe onlypersonwho
evermade me ashamed, He would
which you mightthinknotto
be in my nature,andthere
is no one else who does the same. For I know that I cannot Alcibiades
answer him orsay that I oughtnotto
doashe
bids, but
when I leave hispresencethe
loveof popularitygetsthe
Ofppubetter of me.And
therefore I run away and fly fromhim, larity in
him had
andwhen I see him I amashamed of what I havecon- not been
fessed to him.Many
a timehave I wished thathewere
toostrong.
dead,andyet
I knowthat I should be muchmore sorry
than glad, if he were to die : so that I am at my wit’s end.
And this is what I and many others have suffered from the His love of
flute-playingof thissatyr.Yethear
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
willrevealhim
to you ; having begun, I must go on. See
you how fond he is of the fair? He is always with them and
is alwaysbeing smitten by them, and then again he knows
is the appearance
nothing and is ignorant of all things-such
which he puts on. Is he notlike a Silenus in this ? To be
sure he is : his outer mask is the carved head of the Silenus ;
but, 0 my companionsin drink,whenheis
opened,what
temperance there is residing within ! Know you that beauty
and wealth and honour, at which the many wonder, are o f no
account with him, andareutterly
despised by him : he
regards notatall
thepersonswhoare
giftedwiththem ;
mankind are nothing to him ; all his life is spent in mocking
I opened him, and looked Hisouter
a d floutingat them.Butwhen
within at his serious purpose, I saw in him divine and golden
217 images. of such.fascinating bcauty that I wasready
to do outward

:ELve

~~~~

in a moment whatever Socrates commanded : they may have
I sawthem.Now
escapedtheobservationofothers,but
ALCIBIADESI fancied that he was seriously enamoured of my beauty, and
rom or
I thought that I should therefore have
a grand opportunity
Silenus ;
a wonderful
of
hearing
him
tell
what,
he
knew,
for
I
had
within are
images of
opinioriof theattractionsofmyyouth.Intheprosecution
fascinating
ofthisdesign,when
I nextwentto
him, I sentawaythe
hoty.
attendantwhousuallyaccompaniedme
( I will confessthe
whole truth, and beg you to listen; and if I speak falsely, d o
I were
you, Socrates,exposethefalsehood).Well,heand
alonetogether,and I thoughtthatwhentherewasnobody
with us, I should hear him speak the language
which lovers
I
usetotheirloveswhentheyarebythemselves,and
was delighted. Nothing
of the sort ; he conversed as usual,
and spent the day withme and then went away. Afterwards
I challenged him tothepalaestra;andhewrestledand
closed with me several times when there was no one present ;
I fancied that I mightsucceed in this manner. Not
a bit; I
madenowaywith
him. Lastly, as I hadfailedhitherto,
I thought that I must take stronger measures and attack him
up, but see how
boldly, and, as I had begun, notgivehim
mattersstoodbetween
him and me. So I invitedhimto
I a
sup withme,
just as if hewereafairyouth,and
designinglover.
He wasnoteasilypersuadedtocome;
he did, however, after a while accept the invitation, and when
go awayatonceas
hecamethefirst
time, hewantedto
face todetain
soon as supperwasover,andIhadnotthe
him. Thesecond
time,stillin
pursuanceofmydesign,
after we had supped, I went on conversing far into the night,
and when he wanted to go
away, I pretended that the hour
So helay
waslateandthathehadmuchbetterremain.
downonthecouchnextto
me, the same on which he had
supped,andtherewasnoone
but ourselvessleepingin
theapartment.Allthismaybetoldwithoutshametoany
one.Butwhat
follows I couldhardlytellyou
if I were
as theproverbsays,‘Invino
veritas,’whether
sober.Yet
with boys, o r withoutthem ; andtherefore I mustspeak.
Nor,again,should
I bejustified
in concealingthelofty
Sy111-
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actionsofSocrateswhen
I cometopraise
him. Moreover
.paI have felt theserpent’ssting
; andhewhohas
suffered, fi,ri‘6’B*
as they say, is willing to tell his fellow-sufferers only, as they ALc’slmes*
218 alone willbe
likely to understand
him, and will not be extreme in judging of the sayings or, doings which have been
hy amore
m u n g from hisagony.
For I havebeenbitten
thanviper’stooth
; I haveknown inmysoul,
or inmy
heart, or insomeotherpart,thatworstof
pangs, more
violent in ingenuousyouththananyserpent’stooth,the
pang ofphilosophy,which
will make a man say
or do anyI seearound
me, Phaedrusand
thing.Andyouwhom
AgathonandEryximachusandPausaniasandAristodemus
andAristophanes,all ofyou, and I need notsaySocrates
himself, havehadexperience
of thesamemadnessand
passion in your longing after wisdom. Therefore listen and
excusemydoingsthenand
my sayings now. Butletthe
attendants and other profane and unmannered persons close
up the doors’of their ears.
Whenthelampwasputoutandtheservantshadgone
Thebe\away, I thoughtthat
I mustbeplain
with him andhave
nomoreambiguity.
So I gave him ashake,and
I said : andhisre‘ Socrates, are you asleep ? ’ ‘ No,’ he said. ‘ Do you know jection
Or
the adwhat I ammeditating ? ’ ‘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
I feel that I should
appear to be too modest to speak. Now
be a fool to refuse you this or any other favour, and therefore
1 cometolayatyour
feetall that I haveand 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
thatyoucanhelpmebetterthananyoneelse.And
I
shouldcertainlyhavemorereasonto
be ashamedofwhat
wisemen would say if I weretorefuseafavour
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 :-‘Alcibiades, 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 ~ ~ .
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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, goldinexchangeforbrass.Butlookagain,sweet
friend,andseewhetheryouarenotdeceivedin
me. The
mind begins to grow critical when thc
bodily eye fails, and
itwillbe along time before you get old.’ Hearing this, I
said : ‘ I have toldyoumy 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 thathewassmitten,and
that the words which I had uttered like arrows had wounded
him, and so without waiting to hear more I got up, and throwing 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.Andyet,
notwithstanding all, he was so superior to my solicitations, so contemp
tuous and derisive and disdainfulof my beauty-which really,
a s 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, atthethought
ofmyown
dishonour? And
yet I could not help wondering at his natural temperance and
I never imagined that I could
self-restraintandmanliness.
have met with a man such as he is in wisdom and endurance.
Andtherefore I could not be angry withhim orrenounce
For
his company, any more than I couldhopeto winhim.
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 wonmy personalattractionshad
failed. So I wasatmy
wit’s
derful endurance of end ; no one was ever more hopelessly enslaved
by another.
Socrates
All thishappened before heand I wentontheexpedition
when he
and
toPotidaea ; therewe messed together,and I hadtheoppora d s served tunity of observinghisextraordinarypower
of sustaining
together at
Potidam, htigue. His endurancewassimplymarvellous
when,being 220

Soirates at Potidaea

alto! at

Del'iunz,
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cut off from oursupplies, we were compelled togo without
spafood-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 .
nooneto
be comparedto him. Yetat a festival hewas
of enjoyment ;
theonlypersonwhohadanyrealpowers
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
betestedbeforelong.
His fortitudeinenduring
cold was
alsosurprising.Therewasasevere
frost, forthewinter
in that region is really tremendous, and everybody else either
remainedindoors, or if theywentouthadonanamazing
quantity of clothes, and were well shod,andhadtheirfeet
swathedin felt andfleeces:inthemidst
of this, Socrates
with hisbare
feet onthe
ice andinhisordinarydress
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 hewasonthe
expedition. Onemorninghe
was Thelong
thinkingaboutsomething
which he could notresolve;he
would not give it up, but continued thinking from early dawn which he
untilnoon-there
hestood fixedin thought;andat
noon wassnbattentionwasdrawnto
him, andtherumourranthrough
thewondering crowd thatSocrateshad
been standingand
thinkingaboutsomethingeversincethebreak
of day.At
last, intheeveningaftersupper,someIoniansout
of
curiosity (I should explain that this was not in winter but in
summer),broughtouttheirmatsandslept
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,
andwenthisway'.
I will also tell,ifyou
please-and How he '
indeed I am bound to tell-of his courage in battle ; for who
buthesavedmy
life ? Nowthiswastheengagement
in biades, and
which I received the prize of valour : for I was wounded and
he would not leave me, but he rescued me and my arms ; and ccived the

the lon to
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heoughttohavereceivedtheprizeofvalour
which the
generalswantedtoconferonmepartly
on account of my
ALSIBIADES.
so (this, again, Socrates will not imrank, and I told them
valour
peach o r deny), but he was more eager than the generals
which was
that I and not he should have the
prize. There was another
conferred
on Alcioccasion on which hisbehaviourwasvery
remarkable-in 221
biades on
of Delium, where h e
account of the flight of the army after the battle
his n n k .
served among the heavy-armed,-I
had a better opportunity
of seeing him than at Potidaea, for I was
myself on horseback, andthereforecomparativelyout
of danger. He and
in flight, and
Lacheswereretreating,forthetroopswere
I met themandtoldthemnotto
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 a s friends, and making very
intelligible toanybody,evenfrom
a distance,thatwhoever
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
I particularly
pursuedwhoarerunningawayheadlong.
observedhowsuperiorhewastoLaches
in presence of
mind,Manyarethemarvels
which I mightnarrate
in
His cootness in
;
most
of
his
ways
might
perhaps
be
praise
of
Socrates
battle : his
paralleled in another man, but his absolute unlikeness to any
absolute
unlikeness human being that is or ever has been is perfectly astonishing.
to any other
to havebeenlike
YoumayimagineBrasidasandothers
man.
Achilles; or you may imagine Nestor and Antenor to have
beenlikePericles
; andthesamemaybesaidofother
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 representin
a figurenotonlyhimself,buthiswords.For,
althoughIforgottomentionthistoyou
before, hiswords
are like the images of Silenus which open ; they are ridiculouswhenyoufirsthearthem;heclotheshimself
in
languagethat is like theskin of thewanton satyr-for his
talk is of pack-asses and smiths and cobblers and curriers,
Sum-
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andhe is alwaysrepeatingthesamethings
in thesame
PnXtJt.
words’, SO thatanyignorantorinexperiencedpersonmight
222 feeldisposedtolaughat
him; buthewhoopensthebust
SO-ATES,
ALCIBIADES,
and sees what is within will find that they are the only words A
~
whichhave a meaning in them,and’alsothemost
divine, ~
~
abounding infairimages
of virtue, and of the widest corn- Satyr without and the
prehension, or rather extending to the whole duty of a good
ad within.
and honourable man.
This,friends, is mypraise of Socrates. I haveadded my
blameofhim
for hisill-treatment of me;andhehas
illtreated not only me, but Charmides the son of Glaucon, and
Euthydemustheson
of Diocles,andmanyothers
in the
same way-beginning as their lover he has ended by making
to him.Wherefore
I saytoyou,
them pay their addresses
Agathon, ‘ Be not deceived by him ; learn from me and take
warning,anddo
notbe a fool andlearn by experience,as
the proverb says.’
When Alcibiadeshadfinished,therewasalaughathis
outspokenness; for heseemedto
be
still
in
love
with
Socrates. You aresober,Alcibiades,saidSocrates,oryou
Thepurwould never have gone so far about to hide the purpose
of
is onlyaninspeech,
acyoursatyr’spraises,forallthislongstory
genious circumlocution, of which the point comes inby the
way at the end ; youwanttogetupaquarrel
betweenme wasonlyto
and Agathon, and your notion is that I ought t3 love YOU and
nobodyelse,andthatyouandyouonlyoughttolove
tween him
Agathon. But the plot of this Satyric or Silenic drama has
and*@than.
been detected, and you must not allow
him, Agathon, to set
u s at variance.
I believe you areright,saidAgathon,and
I amdisposed 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
nearer Somove ; for I will go and lie on the couch next to yn1l.
crates and
Y e s , yes, replied Socrates, by all means come here and lie not so near
Alcibiades.
on the couch below me,
Alas, said Alcibiades, how I am fouled by this man; he is
determined to getthebetterofmeateveryturnI do
beseech you, allow Agathon to lie between US.
Certainly not, saidSocrates ; asyoupraised me, and
in

~

i

~ c ~ ~ ~
be-

I

VOL. I.

cp. (;erg. q p , 491, 5 l i .
Qq

594

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
soCnATS9,
praised by me, and I must entreat you to consent to this, and
ALCIBIADB,
223
AGATHON. not be jealous, for I have a great desire to praise the youth.
Hurrah!criedAgathon,
I will riseinstantly,that
I may
be praised by Socrates.
T h e usual way, said Alcibiades ; where Socrates is, no one
else has any chance with the fair; and now how readily has
a speciousreasonforattractingAgathonto
heinvented
himself.
Another
Agathonaroseinorderthathemighttakehisplaceon
band of
thecouch by Socrates,'whensuddenlyabandofrevellers
revellers
enters, and entered,andspoiledtheorderofthebanquet.Someone
the comwhowasgoingouthavingleftthedooropen,theyhad
pany drink
largely, the found their way in, and made themselves at home ; great conwiser part
fusion ensued, and every one was compelled to drink large
withdrawquantities
of
wine. Aristodemus
said
that
Eryximachus,
ing.
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,
or hadgoneaway;there
theotherswereeitherasleep,
remainedonlySocrates,Aristophanes,andAgathon,who
a largegobletwhichtheypassed
weredrinkingoutof
round, and Socrates was discoursing to them. Aristodemus
On the
following
was only half awake, and
h e did not hear the beginning
of
morning
Socrates is thediscourse:thechiefthingwhichherememberedwas
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
thetrueartistintragedywasanartistincomedy
also. To
thesis that
thegenius this they were constrained to assent, being drowsy, and not
p f c o m d y quitefollowingtheargument.Andfirst
of all Aristophanes
IS the same
as that of dropped 0% then, when the day was already dawning,
Agatragedy.
thon.Socrates,havinglaidthemtosleep,rosetodepart
;
Aristodemus, as his manner was, following him. At the Lyceumhetook a bath, and passed the day
as usual. In the
evening he retired to rest at his own home.
sym-

posium.
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